Chapter 2
Glossing, Translating, and Occasional Poems

Caedmon’s Hymn (ylda- and aeldu-recensions);
The Metrical Psalms (Paris Psalter, Eadwine’s Canterbury Psalter,
Oxford, Bodleian Library, Junius 121); Gloria I; Prayer; Durham

In her discussion of “The Developing Text of Caeedmatysnn” Katherine O’Brien
O’Keeffe notes the existence of a remarkable contrast in the type and amount &f textua
variation found between the exemplars of the two main West-Saxon recensions of “Caedmon’s

4l

Hymn.”™" On the one hand, there are the six surviving witnesses to the Westebadan
recension. In nine lines of text, the witnesses to this version of the poem — five of vehich ar
found within the main text of the West-Saxon translation of Bedistria ecclesiastic¥ —
show seven variants which O’Keeffe considers to be metrically, syntictarad semantically
appropriaté’®> On the other hand, there are the five surviving eleventh and twelfth-century
copies of the West-Saxgida-recensior’ The witnesses to this text — all of which are found
in manuscripts of the LatiHistoria— show only one substantive variant among them, the

marginally sensible readingord in Winchester, Cathedral W), line 4b forord in all other

manuscripts. After pointing out that this difference in variation cannot be atttitnute

“0’Keeffe, Visible Songpp. 40-41.

“2The sixth, a marginal recension in the s.xii/xiiUFnai, Bibliothéque Municipale 13Z¢), is not discussed
by O’'Keeffe. See below, Chapter 3, pp. 112 ff. 488 ff.

“3By my own count there are fifteen substantive vasin this recension of the poem. See Chaptep3,
108-136.

“Two witnesses to th@datext, San Marino CA, Huntington Library, HM 353(®anM) and Cambridge,
Trinity College R.5.22Tr,), date from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuridgither is of any textual
value. In addition to numerous nonsense formsetiseone potentially significant varial@anM &g line
2b, for andin all other witnesses. This is almost certaihly tesult of the scribal misunderstanding of the
abbreviationg. For an example of the opposite mistake — theimdisrstanding adeas?y, cf. CUL g7
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differences in the dates of the surviving manuscripts, in the competence oflbles scri
responsible for the different recensions or to the use of different translationded$ Be
paraphrase of the Hymn by the scribes of the Old EnHlistoria, O’'Keeffe suggests that the
explanation is to be found instead in the nature of the textual environment in which each
recension characteristically is copied. As a gloss to Bede’s paraphrasauiscniats of the
Latin Historia, she argues, thdda-recension shows a textual fixity appropriate to its literate,
non-vernacular context; as an integral part of a vernacular text, on the other haodd#me
recension shows a variability which she suggests is evidence of itsr,qaultiely oral
condition.™

O’Keeffe does not develop the significance of this contrast any further in her book. As
the title of her chapter, “Orality and the Developing Text of Caedntdyrsn” suggests, she
is at this point more interested in the evidence of textual fluidity and scribalanten found
among the witnesses of the “developing” main-stanrecension than the evidence of
textual stability and scribal conservatism among those of the maytfilaslecension. But the
observation that differences in the nature and extent of the textual variation foundrbetwe
exemplars of two such closely related texts can be correlated to differenceddrttal
environment within which each recension characteristically appears isia one, and not
least because it calls into question the association O’Keeffe attemptkddataveen scribal
variation and “transitional literacy” — a state she defines as that “betpugre orality and pure
literacy whose evidence is a reading process which applies oral techniqueséaefiteons

of a message to the decoding of a written t&tThe fact that two groupsof roughly

g06elwoldHickes Adelwold in “Durham,” I. 14b (discussed below, p. 81)heTodd formTr, euca |. 9b
for freain all other manuscripts is presumably to be erpld graphically.

“*O’Keeffe, Visible Songp. 40.
“%0’Keeffe, Visible Songp. 41.
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contemporaneous scribes could copy different versions of a single well-known poem tith suc
different results suggests that the extent to which a given scribe altetedttbehis exemplar

had more to do with the conventions of the tradition in which he was working than the nature
of his individual literacy. While O’Keeffe’'s observations concerning thd lefveubstantive
variation found between witnesses to #lmedantext suggest that scribesuldalter their
exemplars, the substantive accuracy shown by the witnesses to the mddgitekt shows

that they did not always do so. Rather, the evidence of the witnesseylttathecension —

and of other texts showing similar patterns of substantive textual accuracyestsupagt
Anglo-Saxon scribes could copy to an extraordinary degree of accuracy when they chose or
were instructed to do so. As | shall demonstrate in the following pages, such acasdbg w
norm for all poems of regular alliterative metre not found as part of “poetic” agiksllike

the Exeter, Junius and Vercelli Books, or as fixed constituents to vernacular praeg fram
texts like theAnglo-Saxon Chronicler the Old English translation of Bedé¥storia

ecclesiastica While the poems found outside these contexts belong to a variety of different
poetic genres and are found in a variety of different manuscript contexts, the |tsalede

limited types of substantive textual variation they exhibit indicate the extevttith Old

English poetry could be transmitted accurately.

“Ceedmon’s Hymn” (ylda-recension)

Although they produce far less substantive variation than do the scribesofdlas-
recension, there is little reason to assume that the scribesydd@recension of “Caedmon’s
Hymn” were any less able readers of Old English poetry. While the two recengiens di
greatly in the amount, nature, and appropriateness of the textual variation they dhibit, t

witnesses to both show a similar freedom in the arrangement of their punctuatiorallgspec

“No scribe is responsible for more than one versidiCaedmon’s Hymn.” There seems no reason to
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when compared with the general consistency of the grammatical pointing found between

witnesses to Bede's paraphrase of the Hymn in the Hasitoria.

Table 1: Pointing In Bede’'s Latin Paraphrase of “Caedmon’s Hymn” (adapted from O’Keeffe,
Visible Song figure 2)48

Placement of points by clause (Points follow indicated words)

Witness caelesti creatoris illius gloriae deus extitit tectcreavit
s [
L X X X X X X X X
M X

Tib g X x X X
Tib axiv X X X X X X X
Trres X X X X X X
W X X X X x x X
H X X X X X X
Bd X X X X x x x
Roy13cy X X X b3 x x X x
Ld X X X X x x x
Mg X X X X x X X X
Ln X X X X X X X
Tr, x X X X X X X
Hr X X X X X X X

As O’Keeffe notes, most pre-twelfth-century English copies of the LHasitoria
punctuate Bede's paraphrase of the Hymn in a nearly identical fashion (Tabl&wlve of
the fourteen known English manuscripts of ithistoria divide the paraphrase into three main
clausesnunc... gloriae quomodo... extititandqui... creavit® The majority of these
manuscripts then divide these three clauses into a number of regular subdivisioatingepa

the four “variations on the direct object” laludarein the first clauseauctorem regni celestis

assume that an individual scribe could not haveetbfexts in different environments, however.
“80'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 42.

““The description of the punctuation of Bede’s parap of “Caedmon’s Hymn” and of tkerdan andylda-
recensions of the vernacular poem in this anddheviing paragraphs is largely drawn from O’Keeffe,
Visible Songpp. 42-6. It is treated at length both becausgd some additional material to her account
and because of the differences in our conclusions.

*Citations from the text of the Latlistoria are from Bertram Colgrave and R. A. B. Mynors,.glsde’s
Ecclesiastical History of the English Peopxford Medieval Texts (Oxford: OUP - Clarendont2%.
Bede’s paraphrase of the Hymn is edited on p. 416.
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potentiam creatorisconsilium illis andfacta patris gloriag¢, and marking the ends of
dependent clausesum sit aeternus deuandqui primo filiis hominum caelum pro culmine

tect)) in the second and third.

Table 2: Pointing In “Caedmon’s Hymn,” West-Savaordanrecension (adapted from O’Keeffe,
Visible Song figure 3)52

Placement of points by clause (expressed in half-lines)
Witness lalb 2a 2b 3a 3b 4a 4b 5a 5b 6a 6b 7a 7b 8a 8b9a 9b

T, X X X
Bl X X
@] x
Ca X X X X

In contrast, only one witness to a vernacular text of “Caedmon’s Hymn” employs a
similarly consistent grammatical system of punctuation (Tabl@ Bjis manuscript, a tenth-
century copy of the Old English translation of thistoria andeordanrecension of the Hymn
in Oxford, Bodleian Library, Tanner 1(|H),54 uses points at the ends of lines 4b, 6b, and 9b to
divide the Old English text into its three main sentenwesculon herigean or on|stealde
lines 1-4b he eerest sceophalig scyppengdlines 5-6b, antpamiddungeard... frea aelmihtig

lines 7-9b>> Of these points, only the last, that marking the end of the poem at line 9b, is

*l0'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 44.

>20'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 43. In adapting O’Keeffe’s table, | have efiatied the evidence &fi, Hr.
These manuscripts, along wiArms (a manuscript not included in O’Keeffe’s tablerh a metrically
irregular sub-group of theordanrecension and are not considered in this studgedond manuscript
from theeordangroup not included in O’Keeffe’s table T®. This is discussed below, Chapter 3, pp. 135
ff.

*30'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 44. As the points in all witnesses to the IHydiscussed in this section are all
found at metrical boundaries (i.e. after the onefbierse), it is likely that the punctuation tees
manuscripts exhibit has a metrical as well as gasyical function. The essential argument of the
following pages — that the individual witnessesh®e West-Saxoglda- andeordanrecensions are equally
idiosyncratic in their punctuation — remains theeavhether this punctuation is considered from #ioa
or a syntactical point of view. No single manugtgunctuates all 18 half-lines, no manuscript pusies
according to any metrically or grammatically cotesié system, and no two manuscripts show exduoly t
same pattern of punctuation in their common text.

**For a complete list of the manuscripts and sigiua this dissertation, see Appendix 2 “Manussraotd
Sigla.”

*0’Keeffe, Visible Songp. 44.
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found in the three other surviving twelfth-century or earlier manuscripts ebtidan

recensior’’ The most lightly punctuated of the three, the early eleventh-century Oxford,
Corpus Christi College, 279, pt. ©f, contains no punctuation at all apart from this final

point. A second eleventh-century copy of the recension, Cambridge, Corpus Christi,College
41 (B,) has points at the ends of lines 7b and 9b, the former separatmycynnes| weard

the first subject of the final clause of the poem, from its subsequent va@iegdsinten line
8a,andfrea eelmihtigline 9b. The fourth and most heavily punctuated witness tedidan
recension, Cambridge, University Library, Kk. 3. &), uses four points, at the ends of lines
3a, 4a, 6b and 9b. LiKe,, this witness uses the point at the end of line 6b to separate the final
clause of the poem from the preceding text. With the point at the end of line 3a, it divides the
first sentence into its component clauseswe sceolan herigeanwera| wuldor faederines

1-3a andswa he wuldres ord onstealdglines 3b-4b, while the point at the of line 4a divides

the second of these two clauses in half, separating the verbal mndasastealdefrom its
preceding subject and genitive complementa he wuldres gehwaesce drihtenin lines 3b-

4a.%’

*The text of the Hymn in British Library, Cotton @t#8.xi (C) was destroyed in the Cottonian fire but is
known to us from Lawrence Nowell's sixteenth-centinanscript, preserved as London, British Library,
Additional 43703 ). A sixth version of the text survived the middiges in the margins of a twelfth-
century copy of thélistoria in Tournai, Bibliothéque Municipale, 134, f. 78Vhis manuscript was
destroyed in World War Il; its copy of the Hymn gives in facsimile.

*| do not understand O’Keeffe’s reading of the sgtitafunction of the punctuation in this manuscrir
comparing the punctuation of “CUL Kk. 3. 184] and its probable exemplaF{],” she suggests that “the
later manuscript clearly added points to sepaleevariant objects, but pays no attention to thiestap
wanting afteonstealdé (pp. 44-5). The “variant objects” dferigeanareheofon rices weard.1b),
metodes miht@.2a),mod ge pangl.2b) andwera| wuldor faede(l.3a). The first point in this witness
occursafter the last of these objects and immediately prectttebeginning of the next claussya he
wuldres ge hwaes... ord onstealde
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Table 3: Pointing In “Caedmon’s Hymn,” West-Saxtda-recension (adapted from O’'Keeffe,
Visible Song figure 3§°

Placement of points by clause (expressed in half-lines)
Witness la 1b 2a 2b 3a 3b 4a 4b 5a 5b 6a 6b 7a 7b 8a 8b 9a 9b

H X X X X X X X
w* ? 0?7 x ? x ? x
Mg X X X X X X X
Ln X X X X X X X X X

Similarly idiosyncratic punctuation is found in the West-Sayldia-recension, where
the four surviving twelfth-century or earlier witnesses for which the punotuagin be
recovere contain a total of eleven different points, none of which is found in all four
manuscripts (Table 3). With the exception of Winchester, Cathedh), ithe most lightly
punctuated of the four, the witnesses toylde-recension of the poem agree in dividing their
text into two principal sentencaw,... astealdglines 1-4b) andhe... aelmihtig(lines 5a-9b),
with a third point at the end of line 6a or 6b being used to separate this material from the
problematic lines 7-8' These same witnesses (again exclutlifghen divide the first
sentence of the poem into two main clausesvwe sculon herian wurc wuldor faederlines
1-3a, andwa he wundra gehwilcord astealdelines 3b-4b) with a point at the end of line
3a; and the first of these main clauses into its grammatical components withbebiveen
the direct objects dierianat the ends of lines 1b, 2a and 2b. In the second half of the poem,
Oxford, Magdalen College, Lat. 1081¢) and Oxford, Bodleian Library, Hatton 48 place

a point at the end of line 6a, separating the core of the second sdraenoest gesceop

**This table omits the evidence of the illegiBlé and lateSanM andTr ;.

**The “Hymn” has been trimmed in this manuscript,tdBéng the ends of lines 1a, 1b, 4a, and 7a. In
addition, the point at the end of line 2a is indigtiishable from the abbreviation fpin facsimile. It has
been included on O’Keeffe's authority.

®In addition to the punctuation of the fourteenthd difteenth-centurysganM andTr 4, the following
discussion ignores the punctuation of the eleveetitury Oxford, Bodleian Library, 168¢). The text of
this witness has been badly damaged and its puiariua irrecoverable.

®3For a discussion of the problems with Il. 7-9 selow, pp. 27-28.H uses an additional point at the end of
line 8a to separate the problematic half-liméddangeardendaefter tida
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ylda bearnuni heofon to hrofélines 5a-6a) from the subsequent elaboration of its subject,
halig scyppendline 6b) and the final “clausahiddangearde... frea aelmyhiliines 7-9).
Oxford, Lincoln College, Lat. 31, ff.14-1181) joinsMg andH in placing a point at the end
of line 6a, but does so for a different reason. When taken with unique points in this manuscript
at the ends of lines 5b and 6b, the point at the end of 6a serves to break thieecteusst
ge|scop.. halig scyppendhto its component parts in a fashion similar to that used in the first
main clause of the poem in all three manuscripts: subject, verb and indirect lobjeuét
ge|scop ylda bearnumin lines 5a-5b; direct object and modifying prepositional phrase
(heofon to hrofgin line 6a; the appositive epithet for the subjbatig scyppendh line 6b.

The punctuation o#V stands apart from that of the other witnesses tgltae
recension and is the most difficult to account for. This witness contains three poirdstlome
end of the poem after line 9b (also foundvig andLn), and two others at the end of lines 2a
and 5&° The point at the end of line 2a divides the direct objedteénin two, separating
heofonrices wiard] andmetal des mihtglines 2a and 3a respectively) on the one hand from
ond his modgepanendwurc wuldorfaedeflines 3b and 4a) on the othéwhile the absence
of a point at the end of the first clause makes it difficult to determine the functioa pbint
at line 2a precisely, one possibility is that the scribe understood the four objeetsafs
referring to essentially two things, God the person and his qualities. In this rebding, t
punctuation of lines 1-3 iW suggests thahodgepanandwurc are to be understood
essentially as repetitions of the first two objentedgepancorresponding theofonrices

wdard] (God the person), anslurc wuldorfeedecorresponding toneta/ des mihtghis works

®2A point after line 2a is recorded by O’Keefféigible SongFigure 3, p. 43), who appears to have examined
the manuscript in person (p.xi). The point touchgainst the horizontal stroke of the abbreviatary
and does not look like an independent mark in faitsi See Fred C. Robinson, and E. G. Stanley, eds
Old English Verse Texts from Many Sources: A Cohgarsive CollectiorEarly English Manuscripts in
Facsimile 23 (Copenhagen: Rosenkilde and Baggér)19late 2.21.
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and qualities). With the point after line 5a, the scrib®/afeparatebe[adrest ge sceqphe
subject and verb of the first clause of the second sentence from the rest of it@meulic

from h[alig] scippendan elaboration die. Asge sceops the last recognisable verb in the
ylda-recension of the poem, it is possible thatWeacribe understood all the material in lines
5b-9b as belonging to this predicate.

The differences in the arrangement of the punctuation in these five witnesses to the
ylda-recension suggest two things about the way in which the scribes responsible approached
their task. In the first place, the failure of any two witnesses to punctuate ityékagame
way suggests that each scribe added his own punctuation to the text as he worked, and that this
punctuation can as a result be understood to reflect the scribe’s personal engagbntieat w
poem as he read and copied it. In the second place, the failure of these withesses to punctuate
according to any single grammatical or metrical principal — that is, to mgr&irgle
grammatical, syntactic or metrical feature consistéhtlysuggests that the points which do
appear serve primarily as a means of clarifying aspects of the text thiduadlfound difficult
to understang?

That this was necessary brings us to a third difference betwegld#andeordan
recensions. Not only is thida-recension transmitted to a higher standard of substantive
accuracy and more heavily punctuated tharetr@antext, it also makes far less sense. This
is not mentioned by O’Keeffe in her discussion of the differences between the twsioase

but is perhaps best seen through a comparison gfdadext with that of the Northumbrian

%n contrast, O’Keeffe reports that such systematicctuation of half-lines is a feature of “late mseripts
of Old English verse”\(isible Songp. 46 fn. 64 and pp. 185-6).

%A central argument of O’Keeffe’s book, of coursethat the increasing use of punctuation in veraacu
texts is the result of the historical movement friiransitional” to “fully literate” modes of readjn As the
scribes of the marginglda- and main-texeordanrecensions of “Ceedmon’s Hymn” are roughly
contemporaneous with each other, however, thisldprental model fails to explain the differencesha
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aeldurecension, an earlier and apparently distantly related v&t$mmd in the two earliest
known manuscripts of the Lathistoria, St. Petersburg, Public Library, Lat. Q. v. i. 18 (
and Cambridge, University Library, Kk. 5. 18).®° For purposes of comparison, | have

reproduced the texts éf andM:

ylda-recension (H) aeldurecension (M)

Nuwe sculon herian heofon ricesweard. Nuscylun heregfn  hefaenricaes uard
metudes myhte.jhis mod ge panc.| metudaes maecti end his modgidanc
wurc wuldor feeder. swa he wundg@ hwilc uerc uuldurfadur| sue he uurgirauaes
ece drihtenord astealde. ecidryctin orastelidee

5 He| serege sceop yldabearm 5 heaerisscop aelda bamn
heofon to hrofe. halig scyppend hebentilhrofe| halegscepen
middan geardd man cynnes weard thamiddun geard moncynngesuard
ece drinten. /Aftdida ecidryctin  seftefiadee
firumon foldum frea selmyhtig firumfold" freaallmectig|

Ignoring all differences of dialect and orthography, we find the following seven ilgnti
significant variants:

Line West-Saxonylda- Northumbrian aeldw

No. recension recension

la we O

3b gehwilc gihuaes

4b ord or

5a gesceop scop

7a middangearde tha middungeard
8b tida tiadee

9a on foldum foldu

Of these, the readings of thela-recension in lines 1a, 4b, 5a, and 8a),(can all be
paralleled from other recensions of the poem and presumably represent variedtsatr

into the text at an early date, if not by Caedmon hinféefthe readings in lines 3b, 7a, 8b and

amount of punctuation found in each group of maniptz As | suggest below, best explanation mayrii
the obvious corruptions preserved in all copiethef/lda version.

®The standard discussion of the recensional divisfd'©aedmon’s Hymn” is found in Dobbi&lanuscripts
®This recension of the poem is discussed in grefeil below, pp. 49-53.

*\Wein I. 1a is also found in the three witnesse$ioNorthumbriareordurecensiorand in some versions of
the West-SaxoeordanrecensionCa B, To and the corrected from & [O°°"]); ord for or, I.4b, is
found in all witnesses to the eordan text exdeptl (both of which readr) andTo (sen. O hasoor
corrected tdD*" oord. gesceofand orthographic variants) is also the readintheéordanwitnesse$)
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9a foldum), on the other hand, are more problematic. As Dobbie has argued, they are
probably to be understood as corruptions introduced intgldaeversion of the poem at the
time it was first translated into West-Saxon:

In 1.3, gehwilcis quite ungrammatical since a genitigelfwaesn the other texts

of the Hymn) is required here afterd, 1.4. In |.7,middangeardeas a dative-

instrumental, has no conceivable relation to its context; and the mmrésilum 1.9,

as a dative plural, makes no sense herdpfde, in the sense of “earth,” is not

recorded in the plural, and in fact could hardly have a plural meaning. Thédarm

in 1.8, forteodein theeordangroup, is apparently not a verb at all, but the accusative

plural oftid, “after periods of time,” and the two vowelgnda, oftida can be

explained only on the assumption that the word is the result of a misunderstanding of

tiadee or a similar form, in the Northumbrian versiadigia must therefore go back to

the first rendering of thglda group into the West-Saxon dial&t.

In marking their texts, the scribes of fida-recension appear to have recognised
these difficulties. The corruptions which Dobbie suggests render the poem as a Viilcale dif
if not impossible to construegehwilg line 3b,middangeardgline 7atida, line 8b, and
foldumline 9a — are marked off from the rest of the poem in all twelfth-century orrearlie
witnesses excefW. All scribes excepdV isolate the ungrammaticaiundra gehwilowith
points preceding and following the clause in which it occurs (lines 3b-4b). The scribes of
Mg andLn set offmiddangeardgline 7a/tida, line 8b andoldumline 9a, all of which are
found in the last three lines of the poem, with a point after the last readily seteiisie,
interpreted asle serest gesceop... heofon to hrdifees 5-6a, irH andMg, andhe aerust ge
scop... halig scyppentines 5-6b irLn. As noted above, the scribeWfisolates the final
lines of the poem with a point after the last recognisable verb in thgéesteopline 5a.

Taken together, this consistency in the substantive details of their common text and

innovation in the interpretative details of their individual punctuation suggesh#atribes

andCa; on foldu(for on foldun accusative singular), is found in all witnessethe Northumbriaeordu
text.

%8 Dobbie,Manuscripts pp. 39-40.
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of theylda-recension of “Caedmon’s Hymn” understood what they were copying, recognised

that their text was flawed, but were unwilling or not allowed to fix its errors. Tbhadribes

of this recension placed a premium on accuracy of reproduction is also suggested, moreove

by their general dialectal and orthographic uniformity. In addition to its singleastilvst

textual variant, the substitution of the streséédord for H Bd Ln Mg ord, line 4, the four

recoverable eleventh and twelfth-century witnesses tgltlaerecension contain the following

accidental variants:

Line

la

2a

3a

3b
4a
5a

6a

6b
7a
7b

8a
9b

Majority Reading

(normalised word-division)

H Mg W sculon
H Ln Mg herian

H Ln Mg metudes
Mg W mihte

Bd H Mg wurc
Ln Mg W wuldorfeeder

H Mg W gehwilc
H Mg W ece

H Mg eerest
Ln Mg W gescop

H Ln Mg heofon
H Ln hrofe

H Ln Mg scyppend
H Ln Mg middangearde

H Bd Mg mancynnes
H Mg W weard

H Mg W ece
Bd Ln Mg frea aelmihtig

Variant Reading
(normalised word-division)

Ln sculun
W herian| heri

W metaldes
Bd H myhte;Ln michte

Ln W weorc
H wuldorfeederith o corrected frornu)

Ln gehwylc;Bd [gehw]ylc (with y corrected fromi)
Ln eche

Ln eerustW [ee]|reest
H gesceop

W heot’n
Mg W rofe

W scippend
W middanear[de]Bd [mid]danealr]de

Ln mankynnesy¥W manncynnes
Ln weard (ith e erased afted)

Ln eche

H frea selmyhtigW frea ealmihti ith erasurgo?]
betweerfreaandealmihti)

Leaving aside the corrections of minor scribal errors (most of which are found inrthefwv

the somewhat carele®¢ scribe), we are left with twenty variants which might be described as

representing genuine phonological or orthographic differences: four examplesaifaiter
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betweery:i (lines 2a, 3b, 6b and 9B)five examples of the confusion of medial or final
vowels (1 ando, lines 2a and 3a, u, andeg line 5a;e ando, line 6a)?° one example of late
West-Saxon smoothing betweerandr (line 3a)/* one example of diphthongisation by an
initial palatal (line 5aJZ one example of the falling togetheriaindig (line 9b)’* one
example of a back spellirepfor West-Saxome (line 9b)’* two examples of the loss of
consonantsht, line 6a andg-, line 7a), one example of the graphic simplification of
geminates (line 7bfand three differences in the orthographic representation of similar sounds
(k:c, line 7b; ancth: c, lines 4a and 8a). On the whole, this suggests that the scribes of the
West-Saxorylda-recension were a relatively careful group of copyists, writing a fairly
standard dialect — and it is tempting to attribute the lack of substantiveorattegy introduce
into their texts to their perhaps unusual interest in preserving the literd$ aétieir
exemplars.

That this was not the principal reason for their substantive accuracy, however, is
demonstrated by the similarly low level of substantive variation found betwesmdhe
surviving witnesses to the Old English metrical translation of Psalms 90:26-@Biereas in
theylda-recension of “Ceedmon’s Hymn,” the lack of substantive variation between winesse
was matched by a similar stability in the accidental details of orthographyadedtdin the
case of Psalms 90:16.1-95:2.1, the substantive stability of the text occurs in the face of

wholesale orthographic and dialectal variation.

®This is the most common accidental variation inrthatiply-attested texts. For a general discussibthe
conditions under which it occurs, see Campl@#G, §§315-318.

"°See CampbelQEG, §849 and 377.
""Campbell OEG, §321.

"“Campbell OEG, §181.

3See CampbelDEG, §267.

"ct. Campbell OEG, §329.2.
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Psalms 90:16-95:2 (Paris Psalter, Eadwine’s Psalter)
Parallel texts of the Old English metrical translation of Psalms 90:16.1-95:2idesur

in two manuscripts, the Paris Psalter (Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Lat.F#8g4nd
Cambridge, Trinity College, R. 17. EPS), a manuscript known variously as “Eadwine’s
Psalter,” “The Canterbury Psalter,” and “Eadwine’s Canterbury Ps&itén’both witnesses,

the Old English text appears alongside a Latin version of the PsalR®sIRsalms 90:16.1-
95:2.1 are found as part of a continuous prose and verse translation of the Psalter which has
been copied in parallel columns alongside the Roman text in a singlé’hmEPs the

equivalent text is found at the appropriate place of an otherwise lexical irdexinss to the
Roman version. This Psalter, an elaborate production with three versions of thextatin t
parallel columns, marginal scholia and Latin glosses, and interlinear Old Freh€ida

English translations, is the work of numerous scriBeBhe metrical Old English portion of

the interlinear gloss has been copied in a hand different from those responsible for both the

Campbell OEG, §66.

®A second brief passage from the metrical transiaticthe Psalms has been discovered by Patrick P.
O’Neill, “Another Fragment of the Metrical Psalnmsthe Eadwine PsalterN&Q 233 (1988), 434-6. Itis
found on f.252v, “in the column for Latin glossasthe Gallicanum, to the left of the Romanum texd a
gloss to Psalm 142:8” (“Another Fragment,” p. 438)is discussed below, pp. 48 and 53-54.

""Descriptions of the manuscript and its text cafooed in Ker,Catalogue art. 367; and B. Colgrave, ed.,
The Paris Psalte(MS. Bibliothéque Nationale Fonds Latin 832BEMF 8 (Copenhagen: Rosenkilde and
Bagger, 1958).

8A convenient summary of the various distributiond @entifications of the scribes proposed up 8919
can be found in Philip Pulsiano, “The Scribes atdl English Gloss of Eadwine’s Canterbury Psalter,”
Proceedings of the PMR Conference: Annual Publicatf the International PatristidViediaeval and
Renaissance Conferenté (1989): 223-60. See especially the tables 024-25 and 236. Since the
publication of this article, two important studlesve appeared: Patrick P. O'Neill, “The English &fen,”
in: The Eadwine Psalter: TeXxtnage and Monastic Culture in Twelfth Century Galbtiry, Margaret
Gibson, T.A. Heslop, and Richard W. Pfaff, eds, IRakions of the Modern Humanities Research
Association 14 (London: Modern Humanities Rese#@s$ociation, 1992) 121-38; and Teresa Webber,
“Codicology and Paleography: 2. The Script,”Tine Eadwine Psaltepp. 13-24. The article by Webber
is the forthcoming “paleographic study” mentiongdHulsiano, p. 248.
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main Latin text and the lexical glosses proceeding and following. It has been ebmegte
another hand’

Although the parallel text of Psalms 90:16.1-95:2.1 is likeyttiarecension of
“Ceedmon’s Hymn” in that it is found exclusively in manuscripts of the Latin text it
“translates,” it differs from the Hymn in that its two witnesses are atgmhby a large number
of obvious scribal errors and accidental variants. On the one hand, the two manuscapts shar
one incontrovertible erroBPsneere(EPsnerg for expectedveere(Lat. es) in Psalm
93:16.2b, and at least one probable eP&SEPspe for expectedein Psalm 94:7.3% On
the other hand, it is clear that the tradition representétPigjnas undergone an extensive,
though imperfectly accomplished, dialectal and orthographic translation fromSafesh to
the eccentric twelfth-century form of Kentish used throughout the manuscriptalle
glossed™ &eis used throughout the text as the most common spelling for West-Saxon stressed
and unstresseil EPsoncnaeweae(PPsoncnawai, Psalm 93:8.3bEPsdemagPPsdema,

Psalm 93:15.1b; for the second element of the diphtBangPs peaerfg PPspearfg, Psalm

"As these corrections do not appear to have beee midld an eye toward preserving the metrical nattire
the gloss, they are disregarded in the followirggdssion. See Peter Baker, “A Little Known Vari@iakt
of the Old English Metrical PsalterSpeculunt9 (1984): 263-281, at p. 265.

8Baker, “Variant Text,” pp. 270-71; Kenneth Sisand @elia Sisam, “The Psalm Texts,” ifhe Paris
Psalter, Colgrave, ed., pp. 15-17 at p. 17. In addition, &aknd the Sisams suggest that the odd word
division of the tagvorulda woruld(PPsworuld aworuldEPsworul aewof) in Psalm 91:6.6 in both
manuscripts may be derived from an earlier comm@amgplar (see “Variant Text,” p. 270 and “The Psalm
Texts,” p. 17 and fn. 68). This word-division da@ paralleled elsewhere, however, and is equi&éiyl
to be the result of chance. Cf. “Gloriadii;>; onworuld aworuldCC,q;0n worlda world line 41a.

8For a detailed discussion of the forms and dialéctplications of the spellings of the lexical gies in the
Eadwine Psalter, see Karl Wildhag&er Psalter des Eadwine von Canterbury: Die Spradée
altenglischen GlosseEin fruhchristliches Psalterium die Grundladggtudien zur englischen Philologie 13
(Halle: Niemeyer, 1905), pp. 35-208. Although Wigdjen does not include the forms of the metrical
portion of the gloss in his dialectal analysis (8712), the most common dialectal differences betwthe
two witnesses of the metrical translation are &smd in the work of the scribes he does examine.
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93:15.2bEPseeelle(PPsealle), Psalm 91:8.28° and for unstresseslando in inflectional
endings, prepositions, and pronouBBs On|findeen(for onfinden present subjunctive plural;
PPsOnfindag plural imperative), Psalm 93:8.18Pssyndeer(PPssyndor), Psalm 92:6.1a.
Conversely, the Kentish spellirgs generally preferred to West-Sax@nEPser (PPseer),
Psalm 94:11.2&EPscwed(PPscwaed, Psalm 94:10.3% Non-Kentish features include: the
use ofio for bothio andéo (obscuring the normal later Kentish distinction betwidifrom
historicalio andeo] andéo [from historicalio andéo]): e.g.EPssni omePPssneome
(historicalio), Psalm 93:18.3HEPsstiop cildsePPssteopcil|da(for historicaleo), Psalm
93:6.24* and the use dfrather than the for West-Saxon ‘festes’ and ‘unfestgPPsy):
EPshige PPshyge Psalm 94:10.4kEPssindonPPssyndon Psalm 93:8.28°

Other differences separating the two recensions include: the sporadic omissgiah of f
vowels inEPs EPs000 pe(PPsodde pbe), Psalm 91:3.3aEPsAhefdé (PPsA hek pe),
Psalm 93:2.1a&Psgefultumefl(PPsgeful|tumed), Psalm 93:15.2a; minim errors and other
graphic mistakes in the use of consonaBBsponnne (for expectecgonne as inPP9, Psalm
91.6.1a,EPsded (for pet, PPspae), Psalm 93:8.1&PsHefre (for nefre, PPsNeaefrg, Psalm
93:12.1a; reverse spellings, assimilations and the spurious addition of conseRagEm

(for EPsgemd), Psalm 90:16.2bEPscneavrisse(for PPscneaisse, Psalm 94:9.4&Pssin

#\Vest-Saxor#a is also preserved, for example, in Psalm 93:9nh&re ha£PsesegangdPPseagend, as
well asEPsealdum earan ealli, sealde gesceawiaphealdad eallum anddrea (for PPsealdum earan
eallum sealde gesceawiarhealdad eallum andprea).

8\West-Saxon is also preserved®EPsaeghwePPsaeghae(for aeghwasy, Psalm 91:9.3HEPssetPPsaet
Psalm 93:15.2b;

8Campbell OEG, §297. Both examples are given by Baker, “Variget,” pp. 270-271. Fasniomesee
also Sisam and Sisam “The Psalm Texts,” p.17.

80n the preference farin the lexical glosses to Eadwine’s Psalter, séeh&gen,Der Psalter des Eadwine
872 (“festes'y); 8824-27 (“unfestesy). The dialectal differences in the reflexes @& tivo forms are
discussed in Sievers-Brunner, §831-33, and 21.4Camipbell OEG, §288. | have found only one
example of the Kentish spellirgfor West-Saxory in the Metrical Psalms: for tHeumlaut oféa in PPs
gehw|yrfed EPsgewerfep(corrected frongeferfef), Psalm 93:13.1b.



35

ningrae (for PPssynngra), Psalm 91:6.2&Psurriht (for PPsunriht), Psalm 93:13.2&Ps
onword aewof (for on worubdeeworuld, PPsonworuld aworuld), Psalm 91:6.6&EPsmeah|
(for meaht, PPsmihi), Psalm 93:1.1PPsfoweor|pad(for forweorpad EPsfor weordaed
Psalm 91:8.2bEPseadre, corrected froneatl e (for PPsedra), Psalm 93:8.2EPsaghylcne
(for PPsasgghwylcng, Psalm 93:1.2PPsaggheer (for aghweer, EPsaeghwe), Psalm 91:9.3b;
EPsgewerfepcorrected frongeferfep(for gehwerfepg PPsgehw|yrfed, Psalm 93:13.1b;
dittography and eye-ski?Psheahetlsta (for heahestg EPsheaehste Psalm 91:7.2&EPs
Fordon is semicla god kining| ofer eall| manne| god(for: Fordon is semicla god mihtig
drihten 7 se micla kiningofer eall manne godicf. PPsFordon issamiclal god mihtig
drihten| 7se micla cynincgofer eall mannagodu Psalm 94:3.1a-2b.

Once these obvious scribal errors and differences of dialect and orthography have been
taken into account, twenty-one textual variants occur (in 167 lines of common text) which
might conceivably be understood as legitimate alternative readings by subseqdens®
Of these, ten can be attributed on closer inspection to scribal error or other orthographic
phonological causes and six to the influence of the Latin text being glossed. With the
exception of these examples of the apparent influence of the Latin text, moreover, none of the
apparently genuine substantive alterations has a significant effect on thk ssese or

syntax of the passage in which it occurs.

The two lists are not mutually exclusive. The ttyepne variants discussed below include some —tlike
omission ofmihtig drihteny se miclafrom EPs94:3.1a — which have both potentially significant
substantive effect on sense, syntax, and metreammdviously scribal origin.
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Textual Variants
Inflectional Difference (5 examples)
MPs (PPs/EPs), 91:8.1a

PPs EPs

1 Ppinudirfeond feec|ne drihten 1 hinu_dime feond feecne| drihten
oneord|wege ealle foweor|pad. on eordwege| eeelle for weordaed.
Jweordad to wre|cene  wide ealle 7| weordeep to|jwrecene wide| ezlle
pape| unrintes aeror worh|tan;| dee peeunriht es| eror worhteen|

Quoniam ecce inimici tui domine peribunt et disggryr omnes qui operantur iniquitatem

PPsdineis the nominative plural masculine form of the second person possessive
adjectivepin. EPsdinre is ostensibly the genitive or dative singular feminine or (with the
falling together ok andain unstressed syllables) genitive plural. As such, it fails to agree
with anything else in the clause.

The most likely explanation for tHePsform is as a back-spelling of the assimilation
of r. Examples of assimilation involvingn this manuscript includ€&EPsurriht (PPsunriht),

Psalm 93:13.2a, arfelPseadre corrected froneadl e (PPsedra), Psalm 93:8.2b.

MPs (PPs/EPs), 93:2.1a

PPs EPs
1 A hek pe onellen. eor|pan dema 1 Ahefd¢ onhellen eordeen demee.|
gyld ofer| hydigum swa Kir| grame worhton;| gild ofer hidegum| swee hi er| greemee| worhton

Exaltare qui iudicas terram redde retributionem stlgs

The expected form for both manuscripts wouldabefeas inPPs although endingless
forms are common in Northumbri&hGiven the strong southern character offffes text,
ahefis probably best explained as a result of the graphic omission oé&fipathaps through
eyeskip @het de > ahefdd. Further examples of the (graphic) omission of final unstressed
in this manuscript includ€&EPso0d0 pePPsodde pgPsalm 91:3.3a, p. 34, above), d&Rls

gefultumefl PPsgeful|tumeddPsalm 93:15.2a, p. 38 below). The addition or omission of the

8’Sievers-Brunner, §372 Anm.
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unstressed syllable falls in the preliminary dip of a Type A-3 line. It has ndicigmieffect

on metre.

MPs (PPs/EPs), 93:8.1a

PPs EPs
1 O nfindad peetjongeo|tan. peonfolce nu 1 Onlfindended.jon geoton| pe onfolce nu
_un|wiseste ealra syndon| unwiseste| eaelre sindon|||
dysigehweet hwygu deopepaet onchawan. | disige hwethwygu. deope| pet oncheewaen.

Intelligite nunc qui insipientes estis in populcstailti aliquando sapite

PPsOnfindadis a plural imperativeEPsOn|findeera plural present subjunctive (with
gefor €). While the use of an imperative plural places the first verb d?Bstext into closer
agreement with the Latin Psalm, the plural present subjunctiZBsiis consistent with the
tense and mood of the second, rhetorically parallel, verb in both witnE§sasn geotorPPs
ongeo|tan(with a ando for e respectivelyf® As Baker remarks in his note to the line:

...the Latin text reads “Intelligite nunc qui insipientes estis in populo et stulti
aliquando sapite.” Thorpe, Grein, Assmann, and Krapp efsr@hgeotano
ongeotad so thatOnfindadandongeotadcorrespond formally téntelligite. But
although the imperatives aedtisshow that the Latin text is addressed to the

insipientesandstulti, there is no such indication in the OE text; indeed, in 93:8.3,

oncnawanP) andoncneaeweae(EP) render Latirsapite indicating that the OE

versifier intended to translate the Latin pl. imperatives with pl. subjunctivies
emendation obngeotarto ongeotadherefore is probably incorrect..

There are two explanations for this variant. Either the translation of both Latin
imperative plurals by Old English subjunctive plurals is an innovation in the eraditi

represented bgPs— an innovation which has subsequently but only partially been adopted in

the PPstradition — or the imperative plural PPsrepresents the innovation (presumably

#The variant formsan and-on for expectedenboth have parallels elsewhere in the two texfsr eis
frequent in unstressed syllables of the Paris &s&Psoncnawan[EPsoncaeween plural subjunctive,
Psalm 93:8.3PPsandettan(EPsan dettae)y plural subjunctive, Psalm 94:2.2BPssingan(EPssingae,
plural subjunctive, Psalm 94:2.3bfor eis less frequent in the Eadwine Psalter, but occLERS
forwordone(PPsforworde|ne past participle oforweordan strong 3), Psalm 91:6.5a; see also Baker,
“Variant Text,” p. 280.

8Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 280.
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through the influence of the accompanying Latin) while the original translator of#ha$
used plural subjunctives to translate the Latin imperatives. That the secofmilipoissihe
most likely — and that the influence of the Latin texPPswas unconscious — is suggested by
the inconsistency d?Ps Had thePPsscribeintendedeither to adapt his text to follow the
reading of th&ePsor to alter his text to make it more like the Latin verses it translates, we

would have expected to find similar changebadthverbs®

MPs (PPs/EPs), 93:15.2a

PPs EPs

1 N ymde me drihten] dema usser 1 Nimde me drihten| demee usser.
gefulltumed fsegereeet| pearfe gefultumedl fegere aet peeerfe|
wenincgal minsawl  sohtehelle;| weningal minsaul  sohte| helle.

Nisi quia dominus adiuvasset me paulominus hahigave inferno anima mea

EPsgefultumedfor PPsgefulltumedgis one of three examples of the loss of firal -
in theEPsversion of Psalms 90:16.1-95:2.1, presumably in this case by anticipation of the end
of the manuscript line. The two other examples of the loss of this letter arelgigriéphic,
eyeskip being the most likely explanation in each cBBs¢d0 pe: PPsodde pePsalm
91:3.3a, p. 34, above, aBiPs Ahefde PPsA hefe pePsalm 93:2.1a, above p. 36).

As the context requires an inflected verb, Bisreading is to be preferred. Both
forms make acceptable metre, howeverPRsgeful|tumedas either Type C-1 line (with
resolution of the second lift) or (with the syncopationush-after a long syllable) Type C2.

In EPs gefultumedcan only be scanned as Type C-2.

This sort of linkage is an important feature of Wiagiation between witnesses of multiply-attestedms in
the major anthologies. See below, Chapter 4. Tisavae example among the poems discussed in this
chapterJni,; haliges gaste€C,; halige gastas“Gloria 1,” 1.43b. See below, p. 66

%ISee CampbelDEG, §392. Gefultumedés also used as a half-line in both witnessesstir® 93:16.4a.
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MPs (PPs/EPs), 93:16.1a

PPs EPs

1 G ific pbeesseegde. pmin| sylfes fot. 1 Gificdetl segde. p min silfes fot.|
ful sarlijce asliden neere ful sarlice. asliden| nere.
pame| mildheortnes mihtijgan drihtnes pae me mildheortnes| mihtigan drihtnes
gefultu|mede picfeorh ahte.| gefultumede pic| feorh ahte.

Si dicebam motus est pes meus misericordia tuardoadiuvabit me.

EPsdetPPspeesappear to represent genuinely alternative readings. While the
accusative is the normal case for the objeseafjanthe genitive is found with the simple
form of the verb on three other occasions in Old English pagtagesislines 2675-6Daniel,
line 482 andDurham(Cambridge, University Library, Ff. i. 27 version), line%20.

Substitution of Unstressed Words and Elements (3 examples)
MPs (PPs/EPs), 91:8.1a

PPs EPs

1 P inudine feond faec|ne drihten 1 hinu oinre feond faecne| drihten
on eord|wege ealle foweor|pad. on eordwege| eeelle for weordaed.
Jweordad to wre|cene wide ealle 7| weordeep to| wrecene wide| ezelle
pape| unrintes  aeror worh|tan; dee peeunriht es| eror worhteen|

Nam ecce inimici tyiDoming Nam ecce inimici tui peribunt;
Dispergentur omnes male agentes

PPsPkinuis the instrumental singular of the demonstrative proseamd the adverb
nu‘now’. EPshinuis either the nominative plural form of the third person personal pronoun
andnu, or hinu (West-Saxorheony) ‘behold’?® All three readings make reasonable sense. In
PPs bi translates Latimam‘by this; whereas’; iEPshi is for the personal pronoun, it agrees

with feond if EPshinuis for heony the form correctly translates Latiace

2The examples frorGenesisandDaniel are discussed by Bruce Mitchell, “Some Problemsliring Old
English Periphrasis witBeonWesarmand the Present Participlé&yM 77 (1976): 482-3. In his later “List
of Verbal Rections” @ES 8109) Mitchell omits the Paris Psalter verse filimexamples of the possible
use of the genitive witeecgan Hickes's transcript of the text Blurhamfrom the now destroyed London,
British Library, Cotton Vitellius D. xx has onlyehindeclinable relative particlee The variants in this
poem are discussed below, p. 80. A fourth exampéenitive withsecgan(this time with a periphrastic
form of the verb) iBeowulf3028-9a: Swa se secg hwata secggende ilagBa spella On the
variation between the Paris and Eadwine Psalteesalso Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 281.

%This latter possibility was pointed out to me bgdFiC. Robinson.



40

Baker suggests th&®Pshas the better reading — albeit without recognising the
possibility thatEPshinu might be forheonu® bi occurs in a similar sense on two other
occasions in the metrical Psalms (Psalm 58381du mine sawlelat. quia; and Psalm 72:10.1
Pinu fyren fulle folldan eeht&at. eccg. Baker suggests that the variation betwieandp

can be explained graphicafly.

MPs (PPS/EPs), 93:9.6b

PPs EPs

5 1qsepe| ege healded eallum| peodum 5 1qsede ege healdad. eallum| deodum.
qhis prea| nesi peer for awiht]| 7 his drea| nesiopae™for awiht|
se pe men leered| micelne wisdom.| sede men laered micel| ne wisdom|

Qui corripit gentes non arguet qui docet homineiergtam

EPspeeis presumably for the unstressed adJmlthen’. PPspeaeris a
locative/temporal adverb ‘there/then’. The two words are syntactically atrccaily

equivalent and both make good sense in context.

MPs (PPs/EPs), 94.7.2a

PPs EPs
2 weelun wehis feelefolc| jhis feegere sceap 2 wen we his fele folc||| 7his faegere sceeaep. |

Quia ipse est dominus deus noster nos autem popila®t oues pascue eius
EPswerumis ostensibly the dative plural wer ‘man’. PPswae|runis the plural
preterite indicative obeon ‘to be’ (with u for unstressed). As a verb is required by context,
the EPsreading is almost certainly the result of a minim error. MetricRBgis Type A-

3(2b). Aswerum‘by/to/for men’ would be stressed, the equivalent linERsis unmetrical.

%Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 279.
%Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 279.

%Baker read$a, but the form is ambiguous in facsimile. The @ester of the letter looks more like that
used by the scribe f@ethan that used for @ The upper right bow of thee(assuming it is aeg is
obscured by the descender of ghia Latin corripit from the preceding manuscript line.
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Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (4 examples)
MPs (PPs/EPs), 93:4.2b

PPs EPs
1 Hioftust sprecad| unnyt saecgead 1 hioftust spreceep. unnyt| secgad
7| woh meldiad wyr|ceadun riht.| 7 woh meldiad| wreeaed wyrceael unriht|

Pronuntiabunt et loquentur iniquitatem loquenturreaa qui operantur iniustitiam

This variant involves the substitution and immediate correcti@Psof a verb
which, while appropriate to the retributive tenor of Psalm 93 as a whole, is newssthele
semantically and metrically inappropriate to the specific verse in whadtitrs. Metrically,
PPswyr|cead'perform’ contributes a single long stressed and unstressed syllable to the line.
In its uncorrected fornEPswrecaef'avenge” contains only a single resolved stress leaving
the Psalm as a whole one syllable too short. Both problems are resolved with theodoec
EPswyrceaed Given the graphic similarity between the two words, it is likely that the

substitution originally was prompted by metathesis.

MPs (PPs/EPs), 93:18.1a

PPs EPs
1 N extfyligedpé ahweer| facen ne unriht 1 Neetfliged pe aehwe r facen ne unriht|
ou||| ge feestnast facen| sares. pu ge festneest eaec.| facen sares.

Nunquid adheret tibi sedes iniquitatis qui fing@atem in precepto captabunt
in animam iusti et sanguinem innocentem condempttabu

Although theEPsreading may have its origins in eyeskip or metatheEiBset figed
for etfiligedor etfilged(PPseet fyliged — both readings are metrically, syntactically and
lexically appropriate. I#®Ps(as in the Latin Psalm) God is a sinless being to whom evil
things do not ‘stick’. IrEPshe is an avenger from whom evil things cannot ‘flee’. WRHRs
is to be preferred because of its similarity to the Latin, both readings makeabkssense.

The substitution has an insignificant effect on metrePRg Psalm 93:18.1a is Type

A-1 with polysyllabic anacrusis and a resolved first liftEiRs the first lift is long by nature.
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MPs (PPs/Eps), 94:10.4b

PPs EPs
1 N uic feowertig folce| pyssum 1 Nuic|feow ertig folce dysk
wintra rijmes wunade neah. wintra rimes. wunedee| neah
4a.1symble cweed jleac swa oncneow___ 4éajsimble cwed.| jeacy swa on cneow.|
_p| hionheortan hyge| dygedan| pet hi on heo rtan  hige digan|

Quadraginta annis proximus fui generationi huided semper hi errant corde

EPsdiseganis the present subjunctive plural (wdHor unstressed in the final
syllable) ofdys(i)gan‘act foolishly, blasphemePPsis the plural preterite indicative (with
for o) or subjunctive (witha for €). As Baker notes, thePsreading “stands closer to the

reading of the Roman Psalteriant),”®’

while PPsmakes better metre. RPs the line is
Type D-1 line with resolution in both principal lifts; EPs, the line is unmetrical. Eith&Ps

is the result of the influence of the Latin textRi#shas been altered to improve the metre.
Examples of the graphic influence of the Latin teE®s are discussed below, pp. 43, 44, 45

and 46. In Psalm 93:8.1a, the Latin Psalm appears to have affected the tense and®sod of

Onfindad See above, p. 37.

MPs (PPs/Eps), 94:11.3b

PPs EPs
1 H iwegas mine wihte| neoncneowan 1 hiwegees mine wihte| neon cneowan.
peetic| ser on yrre adebe|nemde piceron|yrre ade be nemde
gifhionmilne reste ricene| eodon||| gif hi on mine| reste. ricenedon eodon. ||

Ipsi vero non cognoverunt vias meas quibus iuravi
in ira mea si introibunt in requiem meam

PPsriceneis an adverb ‘instantly’ EPsricenedonis ostensibly the third person plural
preterite ofrecenian‘to pay, recount’. While both forms are metrically possible BReform
is syntactically and sensically impossible. It is presumably to be explaimygsigp (icene

eodon>ricenedon or an anticipation of the ending of the next waaokgion

“'Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 271.
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While the use of an adverb RPsis less obviously wrong than the inflected verb of
EPs the passage as a whole does not make much sense in either manuscript. As Mitchell has
pointed out, the Old English translation of the passage is based on a misunderstanding of the
Latin idiomiuravi si, in which thesi of iuravi si has been calqued with Old Engligifiinstead
of translated by a negative clat&eThis is a recurring problem in the metrical Psalms. While
the translator translates the idiom correctly in Psalm 88:32.1-2, he transiatesrectly
twice more in Psalm 131:1%8. Metrically, PPsis a Type A-1 lineEPs with an extra half

stress in the medial dip, a Type A*1.

Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words or Elements (4 examples)
MPs (PPs/Eps), 90:16.3b

PPs EPs
1 I chine generige 7| his naman swylce_ 1 Ic hine| generie 7 his neem &n| swilce
_ge|wuldrige geon ealle| werdeoda. gewul drige| geond eeelle weordeodee.|
ghimlifldagas| langesylle 7 him lif|deegaes| 7 leenge] sille
_swlylce him minehaelu|| holde st ywe;| swilce him mine| helu holde at ywe||

Eripiam eum et glorificabo eum longitudinem dieradimplebo eum et oftendam illi salutare meum.

As Baker suggests, the additionEf?s7 here and in Psalms 91:1.1b and 94:10.3b is
probably to be attributed to the graphic influence of the Latin't&xin each case,appears
directly above the Latin conjunction; in this example, the additional conjunction appears to be
in a lighter ink.

ThePPsreading is to be preferred on syntactic ground€£Rg 7 separates the verb
sille ‘give’ from its predicatelif|deegaes Metrically, the conjunction adds or subtracts an
anacrustic syllable from the beginning of a Type A-1 line. See also the followiagtvand

pp. 45 and 46, below.

*Bruce Mitchell, “Five Notes on Old English Syntaxy\]M 70 (1969), pp. 82-3.
“Mitchell “Five Notes,” pp. 82-3.
1%Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 265.
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MPs (PPs/Eps), 91:1.1b

PPs EPs

1 G édispaetmandrihtine geara andette 1 i det| meen drihtne|] gezerae sendette|||
7| neodlice  his naman| asinge. 7 neodlice his neemeen eesinge.
pone heahes|tan heeleda cynnes :| pone heaehestaen| heledese cynnes

Bonum est confiteri domino et psallere nomini titssime

As in Psalms 90:16.3b and 94:10.8®s7 is written directly above Latiatand is
probably to be attributed to the graphic influence of the Latin'téxs in the preceding
variant, the conjunction iBEPs separates the veebndettdrom its predicate. ThBPsreading
is to be preferred as a result. Metrically the addition or omissigmdéls or subtracts an
anacrustic syllable at the beginning of a Type D*1 line. Further examples of theaaflat

the Latin text orEPscan be found in the preceding variant and on pp. 45 and 46, below.

MPs (PPs/Eps), 94:2.1a

PPs EPs
1 W utunhis ansyne| eerest secean 1 wutun ansine arest seceaen|
b we| andettan ure fyre|ne. pwe an detteen ure fyrene|
Jwe sealmagh singan mid wynne.| 7 we sealmas - him. singaen| mid winne.|

Preoccupemus faciem eius in confessione et in jsalbvilemus ei

The addition or omission of the possessive adjetiizeccurs on the preliminary dip
of a Type C-1 line and has little or no effect on syntax, sense, or metre. While thewmwissi
the possessive adjective moves s version further away from the Latin text, the adjective

itself is probably not necessary for sense as the identity of the face isrubeggh in context.

%y nitial letters and words of the Psalms are fredjyenissing in this witness, presumably to allow fo
illumination. See Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 264.

19%Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 265.
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MPs (PPs/Eps), 94:10.3b

PPs EPs
1 N uic feowertig folce| pyssum 1 Nuic|feow ertig folce dysk
wintra rijmes wunade neah. wintra rimes. wunedee| neah
aa.symble cwaed jleac swa oncneow_ aajsimble cwed.| jeacg swa on cneow. |
_p| hionheortan hyge| dysegedan.| pbet hi on heor tan hige disegan.|

Quadraginta annis proximus fui generationi huided semper hi errant corde

As in Psalms 90:16.3b and 91:1.1b, the addition or omissi&®®f is probably to be
attributed to the graphic influence of the Latin t€XtWhile theEPsreading is not nonsense,
the insertion of a conjunction between the advedzandswais awkward. MetricallyPPs
line 3b is best scanned as a (poor) Type B-2 with alliteratiaaanin EPs the equivalent
line is probably unmetrical, though scansion as Type E* (with a half-stresgapis perhaps
possible. Further examples of the graphic influence of the Latin t&Psare discussed on

pp. 43, 44, and 46.

Addition/Omission of Prefixes (1 example)
MPs (PPs/Eps), 93:13.2b

EPs PPs

1 Hwylc ponne gen a___gehwlyrfed byd. 1 hwilc donne gena gewerfep| bid
peet he on| unrint  eft ne cyrre P he on urrint  eft ngn cyrre
0dde hwylc nymedmelpic man fleo. 00de wilc nimed| me  pet ic| man fleo.
mid| riht heori reedes| pence; 7mid]| riht heo rtum| redes dence

Quo ad usque iustitia convertatur in iudicium et
qui tenent eam omnes qui recto sunt corde.

The addition or omission of the prefix+ no significant effect on sense, metre or
syntax. Bosworth and Toller give exampleswfran andoncyrranbeing used intransitively
with regard to conduchie fram heora unrihtum oncyrrdthey turned from their injustice’

(Blickling Homilies 109.20)** andhi geeacniad heora witayif hi ser ende ne cyrradhey

9B aker, “Variant Text,” p. 265.
1%“Cited in B.-T.oncirran B II.
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will increase their punishments, if they do not reform first at the end’ (Homl.8IR)e
prefix falls on the medial dip of a Type A-1 line; its addition or omission is meyrical
insignificant.

Addition/Omission of Stressed Words or Elements (2 examples)
MPs (PPs/Eps), 92:7.1a

PPs EPs
1 Pingewitnesis weor|cum geleafsum 1 pin ge|witnes idrinten weord: ge|leaefsum.
Jmid| sode is  swidegetreowed.| Jmid sode is swide| getrewaep

Testimonia tua domine credibilia facta sunt nimis

The addition oflrihtentakesEPscloser to the Latin text of the Psalm, but breaks the
metre. InPPs Psalm 92:7.1a is Type B-1; EPs the equivalent line is unmetrical. As Baker
suggests, the addition is almost certainly the result of the influence of theexfi®® The
word is written above and slightly to the left of Latiomine For the addition oy to EPs

under similar circumstances, see above, pp. 43, 44, atfd 45.

MPs (PPs/Eps), 93:18.2a

PPs EPs
1 N eeet fyliged pé ahweer| facen ne unriht 1 Ne etfliged| pe aehwe r facen ne unriht|
ou||| ge faestnast facen| sares. pu ge festnaesiec| facen sares.

Nunquid adheret tibi sedes iniquitatis qui fing@atem in precepto captabunt
in animam iusti et sanguinem innocentem condemprtabu

The addition or omission @Pseeedi.e. eag ‘also’ has a significant effect on metre,
but none on sense or syntax. The adverb is not found in the equivalent portion of the Latin text,
an adjective clause introduced dpyi, and is a fairly colourless sentence advétbAs the last

word of the half linegaectakes a full stress and serves as the last lift of a Type B-1 verse in

1%Cited in B.-T(S)cirran Il 3).
1%%Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 265.
Baker, “Variant Text,” p. 265.

%V hen used alone as a conjunctieacappears at the beginning of the clause — see Mit€ES §1740.
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EPs Without the adverb, thePsversion is Type A-3. For examples of similar losses of
stressed monophthongs from the last lift of Type B- and Type E lines, see pp. “Glana I,” |

48a, p. 70, and “Durham,” line 6a, p. 80 below.

Addition/Omission across Line Boundaries (1 example)
MPs (PPs/Eps), 94:3.1a-2b

PPs EPs
1 F oroonisseiiclal god mihtig drihten| 1 Fordon is sehicla god
1se micla cynincg  ofer eall mannagodu kining.| ofer eall| manne| godu

Quoniam deus magnus dominus et rex magnus supersoiens

The omission of an equivalent fanihtig drihteny se miclafrom EPsis certainly the
result of eye-skipnicla god> micla kining. Both versions make good sense, however, and
some metre. IFPPs ofer eall mannagodis Type B-1 with the first (alliterative) lift on
manna As written,EPskining| ofereall| manne| godis a hypermetric Type hB-1 verse. The
fact thatkining is separated by a point froofier eall] manne| godand fails to alliterate,

however, suggests that the omission fieRsis by error.

Rearrangement of Elements within the Line (1 example)
MPs (PPs/Eps), 93:7.1b

PPs EPs

1 S eaegdancweedan paategesawe 1 segdeenjcwedeen pge ne| seewe
drihten eflre dyde swa he wolde| drihten eefre| dyde swae he wolde
ne peet iacobes god on|gitan cude.| ne det| iacobesgod ongitan cude.

Et dixerunt non videbit dominus nec intelliget dexeob
PPsnegesaweonsists of a negative particle and the third person singular preterite
subjunctive of §e)seon. EPsge ne| seeweonsists ostensibly of the second person plural

personal pronoun, a negative particle, and the plural preterite subjuncséemot While

1%9Assuming the loss ofy; it is possible to reaskewdor seewen See Karl LuickHistorische Grammatik der
englischen Sprach@914-40; repr. Oxford, 1964], § 715.3; also BaK¥ariant Text,” p. 280.
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theEPsreading is grammatically possible, it is non-sensical in context. The subject of
gesawgésaewds drintenline 93:7.2a.
The line is Type A-3 in both manuscripts (an unusual type for the off-verse). The

rearrangement has no effect on metre.

Other Glossing Poems
Psalms 142, 9, 1-4; “Caedmon’s Hymn” (Northumbrianaeldurecension)

Two other metrically regular multiply-attested poems are found in manusafihis
Latin texts they “gloss”: the Northumbriaeldurecension of‘Caedmon’s Hymn,” and a
second, brief fragment from the metrical translation of the Psalms in tiseaRdrEadwine
Psalters (Psalm 142:9}° Although these poems are obviously ultimately related to those
discussed above, their witnesses are, with the exception BPtheersion of Psalm 142:9,
textually independent. The Northumbriaeldu and West-Saxoplda-recensions of
“Caedmon’s Hymn” share some key readings, but a direct connection between the tvgo texts i
ruled out on the grounds of date, dialect, and the existence of a number of recensional

differences™ Similarly, while Psalm 142:9 and Psalms 90:16.1-95:2.1 have been copied in

1Two other versions of “Caadmon’s Hymn” are foundtdapies of the Latitdistoria. One, a Northumbrian
text similar to that of the West-Saxenrdanrecension (the Northumbriaordurecension) is found in
three continental manuscripts of tHistoria, all of which can be traced to a single insularaglar: Dijon,
Bibliotheque Municipale 57400(), Paris Bibliotheque Nationale, 5237,), and Brussels, Bibliothéque
Royale, 8245-57Rr). The identification oBr and a discussion of the relationships betweerethes
witnesses can be found in my article, “A NorthurahrVersion of ‘Caedmon’s Hymnéérdurecension) in
Brussels Bibliothéque Royale Manuscript 8245-5768-v": Identification, Edition and Filiation,’
forthcoming inNew Essays on the Venerable Beztk A.A. MacDonald and L. Houwen.

The second recension of “Caedmon’s Hymn” omittednfidiscussion here is related to dwdan
recension, but is metrically corrupt. It is foundhree twelfth-century manuscripts, Oxford, Badle
Library, Laud. Misc. 243l({d), Hereford, Cathedral Library P. 5.HK) and London, College of Arms, M.6
(CArms). See DobbieManuscripts pp. 40-43. The relationship 6fArms to Ld andHr has not been
noted previously. | am preparing an article onfilretion of all manuscripts of the Hymn discovdrsince
the publication of Dobbidlanuscripts

1pobbie,Manuscripts pp. 43-48; for a discussion and list of the d#feces between the two recensions, see
pp. 27-28, above.
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the same hand and perform the same functiétPig in EPs Psalm 142:9 has been copied in
a different probably later hand and glosses a different version of the Latin P¥alms

Despite their different transmission histories, however, the two texts shavilar si
concern for substantive accuracy. In their thirteen parallel lines, the weisnesthese poems
exhibit two potentially significant textual variants, both of which are found withinglesline
of theaeldurecension of “Caedmon’s Hymn.” Of these, only one, a dialectal substitution of
the unstressed prepositidilgo, is not likely to be the result of a graphic error.

“Ceedmon’s Hymn” (aeldurecension)

The Northumbriarmeldurecension of “Caedmon’s Hymn” is found in two early- to

mid-eighth-century witnesses, the “Moore Manuscript” (Cambridge, Uniyéidrary, Kk. 5.

16 [M]) and the “Leningrad Bede” (St. Petersburg, Public Library, Lat. Q. v. L8 [

Copied during Bede’s lifetime or within a few years of his death, these manusaceipte

earliest known witnesses to both the Ladistoria and the vernacular “Caedmon’s Hymn.”

Both are believed to have been copied in Northumbrian scriptoria, and indeed in theLgase of
perhaps even at Wearmouth-Jarrow itSEif.

The Hymn is found in a different position in each manuscript., ihhas been copied
across the foot of f. 107r — the page on which Bede’s paraphrase of the Hymn appears in the
Latin text — in the same hand as the main ¥xtn M, the poem is found on the last page of
the manuscript (f.128v) in a hand contemporary with but not necessarily identical tottiet of

main text:™ In this manuscript, the Hymn is followed by a Latin nptémo cantauit

125ee below, p. 53.

13 er, Catalogue arts. 25 and 122, dates the Moore ManuscripsAdil®” and the Leningrad Bede more
generally to “s.viii.” See also Colgrave and Mysi@ede’s Ecclesiastical Histoyyvhere the manuscripts
are dated on internal grounds to “before 737" dmefdre 747, respectively (pp. xliii-xliv).

4% er, Catalogue art. 122.
" er, Catalogue art. 25.
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caedmon istud carmeand is surrounded by chronological notes on Northumbrian history,
and glosses to a number of Latin words and phrases, all but one of which are found in

Historia.**®

Table 4: Pointing In “Caedmon’s Hymn,” Northumbriaeldurecension (adapted from O’Keeffe,
Visible Song figure 3)

Placement of points by clause (expressed in half-lines)
Witness l1la 1b 2a 2b 3a 3b 4a 4b 5a 5b 6a 6b 7a 7b 8a 8b 9a 9b
L x
M X

The witnesses to this recension of the Hymn contain only two points, each unique to
the witness in which it occurs (Table 4). Unthe sole mark of punctuation comes at the end
of the text after line 9b. IM, a point after line 6b separates the third clause of this recension,
thamiddun geard. frea allmectigirom the preceding text (Table 2). In her discussion of the
punctuation in the various recensions of “Caedmon’s Hymn,” O’Keeffe suggests thghthe
punctuation these two witnesses exhibit is indicative of the transitional naties of t
responsible scribes’ literacy:

The group consisting of CUL, Kk. 5.16 [iM] and Leningrad Q. v. I. 18 [i.&]
stands apart from the West-Saxon versions in several ways. Its antiquitseisess
to Wearmouth-Jarrow, the exquisite care lavished on its copying (even for treghurri
CUL, KKk. 5. 16) make the record which it transmits supremely important. These
records show systems of pointing in Latin and Old English at variance with one
another. Even discounting CUL, Kk. 5. 16 as a careless copy, and hence of little use
for argument, we have the testimony of Leningrad Q. v. I. 18, where the Latin text and
Caedmon’Hymnare both written by one scribe. The copy of Caedmidgianin the
Leningrad manuscript is a very careful and correct record in the same wayed the
of theHistoria ecclesiasticas careful and correct. Yet the pointing of the Latin
paraphrase is copious while the pointing of the Old English poem is limited to a
purely formal terminal point. The points, so useful in Latin are missing precisely
because they were thought redundant in Old English, unnecessary either for scansion
or sense. In early copies of tHgmn the omission of pointing, a visual cue for

% 0r detailed discussions of the layout of this page O’KeeffeVisible Songpp. 33-35, Dobbie,
Manuscripts p. 12 and KerCatalogue art. 25



51

decoding, is a powerful indication of the still strongly oral component iklymeris
transmission and receptiot.

With this last sentence in particular, O’Keeffe attempts to establisthatdiny
between the lightly punctuated (and hence “developing”) texts a&di@an andaeldu
recensions of “Caedmon’s Hymn,” and more heavily punctuated (and hence “literate”)
witnesses to thglda-recensiort'® Were this dichotomy true, however, we would also expect
theaeldu andeordanrecensions to show similar levels of textual variation, especially given
the association O’Keeffe makes between “transitional literacy” and tleseépce of variant
readings which are semantically, metrically and syntactically appteptid Instead, the
witnesses to thaeldutext show a textual stability far more like that of the margjtca-
recension. In their nine parallel (eighteen coffigdines of text, the two witnesses exhibit
only two potentially substantive variants, one the result of a substitution of diageonyms,
the other a substitution of homographic forms or, perhaps more likely, the result of graphic

error and the assimilation of consonants.

0O'Keeffe, Visible Songpp. 45-46.

Y8¢f. the last sentence of the above citation withdigcussion of the textual variation in therdan
recension: “...I would suggest that the variabidifytext in *AE is a consequence of its environmiera
purely vernacular text, a vernacular which, thougitten, was still heavily influenced by its earligpurely
oral condition,” p. 40.

1%0’Keeffe, Visible Songp. 21.

29 this study, “copied lines” is used to refer he total number of metrical lines copied by thekss of the
surviving manuscripts. A six line poem survivimgthree withesses would therefore have eighteeredop
lines. An odd number of copied lines means that@mmore metrical lines has been added to or edhitt
from some of the surviving witnesses.
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Textual Variants

Substitution of Unstressed Words (1 example)

Ceedaeldu), 6a

L M
5 he eerist scop aeldubarrén 5 heaerist scop aelda harn
hefento hrofee halig sceppend| hebetil hrofe| halegscepen.

The two words are synonyms. Thkereading is an example of the Anglian uséilos
a preposition.L to is found in all dialects. The substitution occurs within the internal dip of a

Type A line and has no effect on metre, sense or syntax.

Substitution of Stressed Words (1 example)
Ceedaeldu), 6a

L M
he zerist scop aeldubarridm heaerist scop aelda harn
hefen to hrofee halgceppend hebentilhrofe| halsgepen

M sceperis either a mistake f@ceppendthe reading i. and, with orthographic and
dialectal variation, the witnesses to all other recensions of “Caedmon’s Hyjithrthe
exception of the lat&o and metrically irregulakd Hr CArms) with the assimilation ofid

and graphic simplification opyp-,**

or the sole example in Old English of a cognate for OHG
scaffin sceffin‘judge’, Frisskeppenguryman’, from WGmc %skapinaz?* Examples of
similar spellings ofn for expectednd include,scepper{Psalm 50, line 46walden(Psalm

50, line 31 and Kentish Hymn, line Mzelenanddaerfen(both from the Lindisfarne

12Inobbie,Manuscripts hasaeldu barnunip. 17; also in the textual apparatus to his editf the
Northumbrian text ilASPR6, p. 105). The ande are clearly not joined, however.

1225ee above, fn. 121.

123 Wuest, “Zwei neue Handschriften von Caedmons iiyayi ZfdA48 (1906): 205-26; Eduard Sievers,
“AGS. scepen,ESt44 (1912): 295-96.

124 evin L. Schiicking, “Altengl. scepen und die sogelg. Vokative-reste im Altengl. ESt44 (1912): 155-
57. Summaries of the debate can be found in DoMaAauscripts pp. 13-5; A. H. Smith, edThree
Northumbrian Poems: Caedmon’s HyfBede’s Death Song” and the Leiden Riddhth a bibliography
compiled by M.J. Swanton, Revised ed., Exeter MadiEnglish Texts and Studies (Exeter: U of Exeter,
1978), p. 39.
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Gospels)?® and perhaps alszeppefi(Beowulf line 106) where the final has been added in
a later hand?® Examples of the graphic simplification of double consonants are found
sporadically throughout the Anglo-Saxon pertdd.

If M sceperns for sceppengthen the variation is accidental and has no effect on sense,
metre or syntax. If is intended sseperfrom Gmc *skapinazthen the substitution affects
both metre and sense. Wheérdalig sceppends a normal Type A-1 verse, the reading
halegscepeproduces a Type A verse in which the second lift is short and unres&ivad.
the most commonly cited cognates for &feperhave connotations of judge or jury rather
than creatot?® the alteration if not the result of a scribal error would also presumably have an
effect on the sense of the epithet.

Psalms 142, 9, 1-4 (Paris Psalter; Eadwine Psalter)

In addition to the long parallel excepts from Old English metrical translatiorathBs
90:16-95:2, the Paris and Eadwine Psalters also share a second much shorter excerpt from
Psalm 142:9, lines 1-°4° In PPs the Old English text of Psalm 142:9 occurs as part of the
same metrical translation of the Psalms discussed above and below (pp. 32 and56). Iti
copied in the same hand as the rest of the metrical translation, and is found in an equivalent

place, opposite the corresponding Latin textERs however, the translation of Psalm 142:9

12Cited by Sievers-Brunner, §286 Anm.4.

1255chiicking, “Altengl. scepen,” p.155; Julius Zupited. Beowulf Reproduced in Facsimile from the
Unique Manuscript British Museum Ms. Cotton VitedliA. xy Second Edition containing a new
reproduction of the manuscript with an introductooge by Norman Davis, EETS no. 245 (London: OUP,
1959), p. 6 fn. 14.

12Campbell OEG, §66.

128 duard Sievers, “AGS. scepen,” pp. 295-6; exampié¢lseM pattern are found, however, ebgrdweall
clufon, Brunanburh I. 5b. See Pop&even Old English Poems 110

12%Sjevers, “AGS. scepen,” p. 296

13%0r a discussion and diplomatic transcription efEPstext, see: O'Neill, “Another Fragment,” pp. 434-
436. The text of this version of the Psalm is ptlige unedited. The only facsimile of f.252v isMyR.
JamesThe Canterbury Psaltgt.ondon, 1935).
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supplements rather than replaces the interlinear lexical gloss to the Ronmeanipsehich the
metrical translation of Psalms 90:16.1-95:2.1 appears. It has been copied in a diffegent ha
glosses a different version of the Latin text, and shows none of the dialectal euliar
associated with the interlinear gloss text discussed abbve.

As was the case with the common text of Psalms 90:16.1-95:2.1, the two witnesses to
Psalm 142:9 reproduce their text with a high degree of substantive accuracy — ind@ed, in t
case, they exhibit no substantive variants at all. In contrast to the thorough-goden &t
variation found between the versions of Psalms 90:16.1-95:2.1, however, the common text of
Psalm 142:9 also shows a minimal amount of accidental variation. In the four lines tifedext
two witnesses show only two orthographic variants and one scribal ER®glewe for PPs
gleawvein Psalm142:9.2bEPssaule for PPssawle in Psalm142:9.4a; and, in a scribal

reversal of letterEPsdrithnesfor PPsdrihtnesin Psalm142:9.352

Translating and Occasional Poems
“Fragments of Psalms,” “Gloria I,” “Prayer,” “Durha m”

The texts discussed thus far have all been alike in that they have been assottiated wi
Latin texts and found in predominantly Latin manuscripts. When taken with the generally low
level of substantive variation found among their witnesses, this suggestsrngsdbbut the
motivation of the scribes responsible for their preservation. In the first gilacggests that
the poems were chosen less for their intrinsic value as verse than for theamfainatility as
translations. Although the margins of manuscripts of texts likelisteria and the Psalter

also were used for collections of verse and miscellaneous texts unrelated toaiheiexts:>

13For a discussion of the placement of this text,@&¢eill, “Another Fragment,” p. 435.
1320'Neill, “Another Fragment,” p. 435.

133B,, a manuscript of the Old English translation @lttistoria, for example, also contains copies of two
multiply-attested poems in its margins in additiora version of theordanrecension of “Caedmon’s
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the close association of the “glossing” poems with the Latin texts of the mansigtrgtich
they appear suggests that the scribes who copied them did so less because they found them
intrinsically appealing or thematically appropriate, than because they reedgndirect
connection between these poems and the manuscripts’ main texts. Indeed, in the case of the
Eadwine and Paris Psalters, it is debatable whether the poetic nature ofeéhteavesiations
had anything to do with their selection at all. ElRs the metrical text of Psalms 90:16.1-
95:2.1 is the only metrical — indeed the only continuous — portion of an otherwise exclusively
lexical interlinear glo§§4; in PPs the metrical translation of Psalms 50-151 follows and
completes a prose translation of the first fifty Psalms.

In the second place, the close association between these poems and the Latin texts they
“gloss” provides us with a motivation for the scribes’ substantive accuraeingta@cognised
the appositeness of these poems to the main texts of their manuscripts and having copied the
alongside or between the lines of their Latin “originals,” the scribes respofusilpleserving
these poems would have had little reason to introduce internally motivated substartints
which might move their Old English “gloss” farther away from the “originatih. Thus
most of the most significant of the twenty-four substantive variants discusseel @an be
ascribed to the influence of the manuscript’s principal Latin text. Of the remaihee
majority involve differences which can easily be attributed to scribaldapse addition or
omission of non-essential words, the substitution of homographic words and elements, the
omission of case-endings, and various graphically or phonologically motivated érmoery

few cases — perhaps five — do the witnesses exhibit what may appear to be\ateradings

Hymn” in its main text. Discussions of this manigtand two of its metrical texts can be found ima@ter
3, pp.- 116 ff. and 129 ff. (theordanrecension of “Caedmon’s Hymn”); and Chapter 4,361-267
(Solomon and Satur). The third poem, Charm 10, is metrically irrégguand not discussed in this study.

¥ The EPstexts of Psalm 142:9 is not part of the interlingiass. See below, pp. 53-54.
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which cannot be easily attributed to Latin influence, scribal error, or other graphic or
phonological habitPPscyrre EPson cyrre Psalm 93:13.2&PspaesEPsdet, Psalm
93:16.1aPPsl] EPsea¢ Psalm 93:18.2lPPshisEPs, Psalm 94:2.1a; andto M til,
“Caedmon’s Hymn,aeldurecension, line 6b.

To the extent that their variation rarely involves genuinely alternataaings, the
poems discussed above conform to an exceptionally high standard of substantive scribal
accuracy. But a similar reluctance to introduce significant substantiriearnnto the text of
an exemplar is also found in all other multiply-attested poems which are not found as fixed
constituents of vernacular prose framing texts or as part of anthologies like thg Exe
Vercelli, or Junius Manuscripts. Although, in contrast to the “glossing” poems didcusse
above, these “translating and occasional” texts show a higher incidence of thetsostit
genuinely equivalent forms, their substantive variation remains infrequentlaticetg
insignificant. In 189 lines of common text (378 copied lines), the witnesses to these four
poems contain forty-one potentially significant substantive variants, of wikieles represent
genuinely alternative readings which cannot be attributed to scribal error orrapthiog
phonological or dialectical difference.

“Fragments of Psalms”

The “Fragments of Psalms” are forty-five excerpts from the metrichE@glish
translation of the Psalter arranged and copied as part of a vernacular “@ff@eford,
Bodleian Library, Junius 1211;,1). One fragment, Psalm 69:1, is attested twice in the
collection (on ff. 43v and 51r) while the twenty-four fragments drawn from PsalrhS®are
also found irPPs Probably coincidentallyln;»; has no fragments in common with the

glosses iIrEPs
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There are no marked dialectal or orthographic differences between these tvasegtne
to the Psalms, althouglm,,; shows a slight preference for the loss of medial vowels after long
and short syllables in comparisonREs Jn;,; halgan PPshalijgan Psalm 53:1.1aand four
examples involving oblique casesmégendn;,; meegnePPsmaeg@ne, Psalm 70.7.1khjn;,;
maegnaPPsmaegna, Psalm 79.18.1aln;,; maegnePPsmaegne Psalm 87.13.2hjn;»;
maegnePPsmaeg|ne, Psalm 121:7.18° In keeping with its nature as a collection of excerpts
from the Psalter suitable for an office, the; version also occasionally drops one or more
lines from its version of the Psalm.

There are nine potentially substantive variants in the twenty-four multijgsted
fragments: three inflectional differences, one example of the addition or omi§sion o
unstressed words, one substitution of a prefix, two examples of the substitution of unstressed
words, one substitution affecting a stressed word or element, and one example of the
rearrangement of words within a line. The majority of these variants involseiliséitution
of syntactically and lexically equivalent forms.

Textual Variants

Inflectional Difference (3 examples)
MPs (Jn124/PPs), 58:1.3b

Jnin PPs
3 alysme fram| ladum perhgeon 3 alysme| fram ladum. penhghgre on
risanwillad nympe| pume raed gife.| _risan wil|lad. nymdepu meed| geofe;]||

et ab insurgentibus in me libera me

Jnyo1 lugeon(PPslungre on appears to be the result of the scribal misapprehension of

the poetic adverlungre ‘immediately’ and the sentence adver perhaps as the preterite

1350n the other hand®Pshassawlfor J sawulin Ps 118.175.1a.
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plural of the strong 2 verldogan‘deceive, belie, betray®® This makes acceptable sense in
context but is unmetrical. IBRPs Psalm 58:1.3b is a Type B-1 line with fhagreandon

taking stress.

MPs (Jn124/PPs), 89:18.3b

Jnio PPs
1 G eseoh| pine scealcas &swm eagum. 1 B eseohon pinesceallcas___ swemg
Jonpin| agenweorc  écedrihten. 7on| pinagen weorc  ece| drihten.
qheorabearn| geréce _hliéd mode. 7heora belarngerece lelidode. |

Respice inseruos tuos et in opera tua domine &edfilios eorum.

Jni,; blidumis dative singularPPsblideis instrumental singular. This is a common
variation in Old English and has no appreciable effect on sense, metre, or&yiitaxa

further example, see “Prayer,” line 10b, p. 74, below.

MPs (Jn12/PPs), 102:5.4b

Jnlzl PPs
1 Hede gesige faeste. sodre mildse 1 H epegesige faeste sodre||| miltse
10e mild|||heorte  mode getrymede. 10emildhelorte. mode getry|mede
eart 0u edniwe| éarne gelicost. eart pu edneolwe earne gelicast|
ongeogude. nu.__gleayeworden.| ongeogode nu__gleahge worden.

Qui coronat te in miseratione et misericordia; ehpuabitur sicut aquile iuuentus tua

In Jn124, gleawis an adjective ‘keen’ serving as the complememevforden parallel
to gelicostin line 3; inPPs the complement aje wordens gelicastandgleaweis either an

adverb ‘keenly’ or the weak form of the nominative singular masculine adjewiitveg(for

3% is the normal vowel of the preterite pluralladgan While -eonis an unusual form of the plural ending,
the intrusion of e- after palatal consonants occurs sporadicallpéncorpus: e.q?Pssaecgeadfor
expectecsaecgadl Ps. 93:4.1PPsecean(for expectedecar), Ps. 102.1.2bChronB mecegfor expected
mecg, Battle of Brunanburhline 40a;,ChronB meecgedfor expectednaecga Capture of the Five
Boroughsline 2a;ChronB cegeadChronC cegeapfor expectedtigad), Coronation of Edgarline 7b;
ChronA myrceon(for myrcan? [ChronB/ChronC myrcunj), Death of Edgarline 16a. Although thg
in luganwould most likely be velar (Campbell §740), therusion ofe into thePPsform may be by
graphic analogy (given the scribe’s obvious diffii@s with the form) or a misinterpretation -gfre- as-

ge-.
7\Mitchell, OES §1345.
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unstressed). As it falls in the internal dip of a Type A-1 line, the variation has no significant

effect on metre.

Substitution of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)
MPs (Jn124/PPs), 102:4.1a

Jnin PPs
1 S alysde pinlif. leof offorwyrde 1 H ealysde pin lif leof| of for wyrde.
_fylde| pinne willan. feegere mid gode. fylde| pinne willan feege|re mid gode.

Qui redemit de interitu uitam tugmqui sanat in bonis desiderium tuum.

In Jn,;, the subject of the sentence is the nominative singular demonstrative adjective
S e InPPs it is the nominative singular third person masculine form of the personal pronoun,
He InJniz, Psalm 102:4.1a is presented formally an adjective clause modiliyirign
Psalm 102:1.1. This is the same syntax as the Latin PsalRPslthe equivalent text is
presented as a principal clause. Of the two readings, hoviRR&is to be preferred. In the
syntactically parallel Psalms 102:3 and 102:5, IRRsandJni,; begin withhe, despite the
use of the relative pronowguiin the corresponding Latin teXt As in the case of the
inflectional variatiorPPsOnfindadEPs On|findeenn Psalm 93:8.1a (discussed above, p. 37),
the Jny,; form is probably to be ascribed to the influence of the Latin text. Had the scribe
responsible for the innovation in tle;; tradition intended to alter his text, we would expect
the translation of Psalms 102:3 and 102:5 to begin seitts well. Perhaps significantly, the
initial Q in Psalm 102:4 is of a different type from that found at the beginning of the preceding

and following versé®°

138The full text of theln,,, version is edited in Dobbi&SPR6, as “Fragments of Psalms.”

1¥%See Robinson and Stanl&EMF 23, plate 28.13 (f.49v: the Latin of Psalm 102e§ibs on manuscript
line 14; of Psalm 102:4 on line 17; of Psalm 1029ine 21). The two other initial Lati@'s used in the
‘Benedictine Office’ are of the type found at thegbhning of Psalms 102:3 and 102:5. See plates(28
45r/4), 28.9 (f. 47vI7).
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Substitution of Prefixes (1 example)
MPs (Jn]_z]_/PPS), 89:18.1a

Jnio PPs
1 G eseol pine scealcas #8um eagum. 1 B eseolon pinesceallcas__ swaeag
1onpin| agenweorc écedrihten. 7on| pinagen weorc ece| drihten.
1heorabearn| geréce blidum mode. qheora bejarngerece__ blide mode. |

Respice in seruos tuos et in opera, tdamine et dirige filios eorum

The variation has no significant effect on the sense of the line and none on the metre or
syntax (for a discussion of the addition or omissioRB$on in this Psalm, see p. 62, below).

Both words can be used to translaspice althoughbeson is more common?°

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)
MPs (Jn124/PPs), 89:15.2b

Jnin PPs
1 G ehweorfus hweethwygu. halig drihten. 1 G ehweorf ushwee hwilga haligdrihten|
wes| dinum scealcum wel eagne wes pinum sceait wel eadede.|

Conuertere domine aliquantulum et deprecabilis esfoer seruos tuos

The uncorrected form iIRPs eadmedehumble’, while generally suited to a religious
context, does not fit the specific text of this Psalm. The corrected Ri*tsead bde ‘easily
entreated’, is synonymous wiltPsform ead beng** As the point under the of thePPs
form suggests, however, the scribe appears to have intended to go further and correct his
original form toead bengbut stopped — either because he forgot to complete his correction by
adding then or because he recognised that his half-corrected form was synonymous with the
reading of his exemplar. The variation does have a slight effect on the Jneff@nd the
uncorrectedPPsreading both produce Type D-1 lines; in its corrected formPBaine is a

Type D-2.

140B8.-T(S).geséonV (2); beséor (b)

1“130hn Douglas Tinkleiocabulary and Syntax of the Old English VersiothParis Psalter: A Critical
CommentaryJanua linguarum, studia memoriae Nicolai van Wgklicata, Series practica 67 (The Hague:
Mouton, 1970), p. 35.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (2 examples)

MPs (Jn]_z]_/PPS), 60:6.3a

Jnio PPs
1 Hwylc seced peet pe| sod feest byd.
2 S waicnamanpinum. néode singe. swa| ic naman dinum. neode singe.
bmin| gehat her agylde. peetjc min gehat. hér| agylde.
ofdeege ondaeg. swa] hit gedéfe wese.||| ofdeege| ona#ly. swabhit ge|defe wese.|

Jnyy; Sic psalmum dicam nomini tudeus in seculam secuyli
ut reddam uota mea dedie in diem.
PPsMisericordiam et ueritatem quis requiret eorumg psallam nomini tuo
deus in seculunisic] seculj ut reddam uota mea de die in diem.

With ic, PPsPsalm 60:6.3-4 is an adverbial clause of purpose or ¥&stltthus sing
I my pleasure unto your name, that I fulfil my promise day by day as is befitting’. afte s
interpretation may be possible bf;,;, as Mitchell suggests that “clauses with unexpressed
personal pronoun subjects and objects” seem “more common in poetry than in‘frbise.”
gives no examples of the non-repetition of pronoun subjects in consecutive or final,clauses
however, and it is also possible that a scribe iRJthe tradition understood lines 3-4 as an
adjective clause modifyingaman with paetas the relative marker (instead of the expected
masculine fornse pepsem or paem pp'**

The addition or omission af falls on the preliminary drop of a Type A-3 line. It has

no appreciable effect on metre.

“2Mitchell, OES §2846.
“*Mitchell, OES §3968.
“For a similar use dieetas a general relative marker in the Psalms, sdmASA:2,
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MPs (Jn121/PPs), 89:18.1a

Jnio PPs
1 G eseoh| pine scealcas &swm eagum. 1 B eseobn pinesceallcas___ sweeag
Jonpin| agenweorc écedrihten. 70n| pinagen weorc ece| drihten.
1heorabearn| geréce blidum mode. qheora belarngerece____ blide mode.|

Respice in seruos tuos et in opera, tdamine et dirige filios eorum

The addition or omission @n has a minimal effect on sense and syntax. Althaungh
is often found withbeson, it is not required: e.deseoh (respice) and gehyr (Rsalm
12:3)1° As it occurs on the internal dip of a Type A-1 line the addition has no significant

effect on metre.

Rearrangement of Elements within the Line (1 example)
MPs (In124/PPSs), 69:1.2a

Jn121 (f43V) PPs
1 W esdrihtengod. deore fultum 1 W esdrihten god. de|ore fultum.
behealdfirintenme. Jmehrade syddan be he|aldlIrihten me 1| me hrade syppan|
gefulltuma aet feorh pearfe.| ge fultuma eet| feorh pearfe;
Jnis (f51|')

1 W esdrihtengod deore| fultum.
behealdnedrihten. jmehrade| syddan.
gefultuma et feorh pearfe.|

Domine Deusin adiutorium meum intende domine ad adiuuandunfiestina
The variation in the order afrihtenandmebetweenin;,; (f.43v) andPPs andJni;;
(f.51r) has an important effect on metre but none on sense or syntax. To the extent that the line
is metrical at all, the reading BPsandJni,; f.43v is a particularly heavy Type D-4 with
anacrusisbehealddrinten andmeall taking a full stressJn,,; f.51r, however, is a slightly
more regular Type A-1 with anacrusis. A distinctive feature of all thresoveris the use of

the inflected verlbehealdfor alliteration in preference to the stressed nariimen**®

1%*Cited in B.-T(S)beséorl (b).

1“5The more usual pattern, corresponding toRRsandJn;,; f.43v readings without the anomalous
alliteration, is to be seen in Psalms 69:Mies drihten godnd 64:6.1&ehyr us haelend godBoth are
Type B-1.
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“Gloria I

A translation of the greater doxology, “Gloria I” is found in two witnes3es; and
Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 2@Q,01), an eleventh-century collection of homilies,
laws and miscellaneous religious texts.Jin,;, the poem has been copied — like the Psalm
fragments discussed above — as part of the “Benedictine Office,” whereasetlpd by the
first version of Psalm 69:1 and followed by Psalms and poetic reworkings Batéenoster
and Creed?’ In CCyy, “Gloria I” appears towards the end of the manuscript. It is
immediately preceded by an independent translation dfalter noster(“Lord’s Prayer
11", **® and, separated by fifty-five pages of miscellaneous laws, prayers and othes oy
of the prose parts of thin;,; “office” — a translation of the second book of e officiis et
orationibus canonicarum horaruiny Hrabanus Mauru§e clericorum institutiong*®

The witnesses to “Gloria I” exhibit very few marked orthographic or dialectal
differencesCCyo; has a tendency towards the devoicing of final stops not foud in
CCyo1cynincfor Jnyp;cyning(3 times: lines 11b, 42a, and 52b); &10,0; pinc for Jni,; ping
(line 19b). This tendency is also responsible for a corredtiGrg; wealdentcorrected to
wealdendline 9b. For its part]n;,; tends to restore medial vowels lost after long and short
syllables:Jni,;woruld(-) for CCyoworld(-), (5 times: lines 5a, 15a, 34a, and twice in line
41a);Jn;,; sawulefor CCyo;sawle line 55b;Jn;,;geopenodor CCyoige opnodline 1b; and
Jniz10rud for CCyps 010, line 55b.

The two manuscripts each contain an example of the sporadic voicing of medial

consonantCCyo; mildsefor expectedniltse (as indnyzy), line 46b, andn,»; pan gungfor

1" The Jny,, versions of these poems have been edited by DabBSPR6 as “Lord’s Prayer IlI” and the
“Creed” respectively.

148 er, Catalogue art. 49.

1493ames M. UreThe Benedictine Office: An Old English Té&dinburgh University Publications Language,
and Literature 11 (Edinburgh: Edinburgh UP, 1957.115.
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expectedancung(as inCCyo)) , line 45b.CC,0; has one obvious uncorrected error not in

Jniz1, CCyo1 heriadheriad by dittography in line 36a, and the two manuscripts have what
appear to be three inflectional errors in common: an oblique forfrafie)for expected the
expected nominative singularf¢gfor (two times, lines 13a and 15b), and the use of the strong
accusative singular masculine formhaflig to modify a feminine accusative singular noun
heortlufanin line 29aaligne heortlufan(both witnesses).

Apart from these minor variants, corrections and common errors, there are twelv
potentially significant variants in the two manuscripts: five differendasflection; three
examples of the addition or omission of unstressed words or elements; one example of the
substitution of a stressed word or element; one example of the syntactic reiatenmef
elements within the line; and one example of the addition or omission of a half-line. In all but
three cases, the variation is between syntactically and semanticalmglequforms, or
involves easily explained graphic mistakes, orthographic variants or phonoltiffiesdnces.
“Gloria I" is unigue among the Glossing, Translating, and Occasional poems, howekat, in t
it contains one example of “linked” variation — that is to say, variants in which coraptary
and syntactically, metrically, or semantically necessary changesaate to two or more

elements in the text?

305uch linked variants are an important feature efahthologised and Excerpted Poems discussed in
Chapter 4. See in particular, pp. 228-229.
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Textual Variants

Inflectional Difference (5 examples)

Glor I, 5a

Jnin CCao1
Sype wuldorlof. wide| geopenod. Sy pe wuldonlof. widege opnod.
geond eallepeoda. pansylla| geond ealle peoda. paywilla.|
maegenmildse. qealles modes lufu maegenmildse. jealles modeslufu.
sod| faestra sibdines sylfes dom. sod fees tra sibgpines-| -silfes dom.

5 worulds gewlitegod. swadu wealdan miht. 5 worldgewlitegod. swapu wealdan miht.

eall eordan| meegenuplyfte. eall eordan -| meegenyup lifte
wind qwolcna. wind. jwolcna

The variantsin,»; woruldeCC;q; world reflect either a difference in case or a simple
variation in declensional forms. As a feminirgem,woruld can be declined with an
accusative ine or {1, although the endingless form is more common in the poem (the
accusative singular eforuld occurs twice more in “Gloria I” and is endingless in both
manuscripts both times: see lines 34a and 41a).

As it falls on one of two medial unstressed syllables in a Type A-1 line, the uariant

metrically insignificant.

Glor I, 7b
Jnix CC201
7 wealdest| eadinriht. 7 wealdest eallon riht.|

Jny, eall is the object ofvealdan “You wield all [things] for the best:®! CC,q, ealle
is used adverbially with an absolute form of the verb: “You rule entirely for thé5&sthe
addition or omission of the ending has little effect on the metre. It falls in the sepooidadi
Type E* line in both manuscripts and metrical parallels for both lines can be found elsewhe
in the corpus, e.g. (falny,;) ecan kfes bled, Seafarerine 79b; (forCCyq1) hrizsan heolstre

bewzh, Wanderer line 23a.

31For the use ofall as an independent “Pronoun Adjective,” see MilciRES §454.

152Ct. Chron. 10368a de micel weoldan on disum landeoted in B.-T.wealdanV (d); also Il (e), where
the following glosses are givewylt:presidef wealdendunimperantibus
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Glor I, 43b

Jnioy CCao1
qonworuld aworuld  wulnadrixad And on worlda world.  wunag¥ixad.
cyning| innanwuldre. ghis pagecorenan. cyninc innan wuldre.| ghis pa ge corenan.
héah|pfnnesse _hal@sgases heah prymnesse. _haligasas|
wlitige énglas.| qwuldorgyfe. wlitige englas. jwuldorgife.

45 sod esibbe. sawla pan gung.| 45 sode sibbe. sawla pancung.|
modes miltse. modes mildse.

This is the only variant in the poems discussed in this chapter in which syntacticall
coordinated and necessary (“linked”) changes are made to more than one elemenxin the te
In CCy01, halige gastass nominative plural and subjectwtinadandrixad, line 41b, parallel
to cyning line 42age corenanline 42bwlitige englasline 44awuldorgife line 44b sibbe
line 45a,pancung line 45b, andnildse line 46a. InIn;,;, haliges gastess (possessive)
genitive singular modifyinpéah|pynnesseline 43a. The variation has no effect on metre.

The substitutiodn;,; héah|pynnesseCC,o; heah prymnessa line 43a is discussed below, p.

67.
Glor 1,47a
Jnio CCao1
paerisseo maeste lufu. parisseomeeste lufu
haligldonas heofonas syndon. halig doned| heofonassyndon
purhpine écan| aghweer fulle. purh pine écan word asghwar fulle.|
swasyndon. pinemihta ofer| middan geard. swasynd pine mihta ofer middan eard.
50 swutelejgesyne b du hysylf| worhtest. 50 swutoleggesne| paet puhig silf worhtest.

The variationn;»; haligldomasCC,o; halig domess the result either of a difference
in the interpretation of the syntax of the passage as a whole or of the falling tejethede
in unstressed syllables. If tda;»; spelling is not the result of the confusion of unstressed
anda, thenJdn;»; haliglJdomass nominative plural, and is to be read in syntactic apposition to
meeste lufuline 46b; if the variation is not intentional, however, the compound is genitive

singular and functions as the objecfufe, line 48b. As Holthausen notes, B€,; reading
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shows a marked similarity to tie deumpleni sunt coeli et terra majestatis gloriae tyaed

haligdomess almost certainly to be preferr&.

Glor 1, 55b
Jnizg CCao1
puge|cyddedt pugecyddegt.
padu mihtig god. méan geworhtest.| padu mihtiggod| mangeworhtest.
55 qhim ondydest. orudsawul. 55 7him ondydest orgsawe.
sealdest wordjgewitt. qwaestma gecynd. sealdest word -|3gewitt. jwaest magecynd.
cyddest pine craeftas| cyddest pine creeftas.

Jny2; sawul(adopted by all editors except Ure) is either the nominative singular or an
example of an Anglian endingless accusative sindtfiafintended for a nominative singular,
it destroys the syntax of the sentence as an accusative is required by the c@Djgxsawle
is accusative singular.

As sawol has a long first syllable, the variation does not affect the metre of the line.

Line 55b is Type A-1 in both manuscripts.

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Glor I, 43a

Jnizg CCon1
qonworuld aworuld  wanadrixad And on worlda world.  wunag¥ixad.
cyning| innanwaldre. ghis pagecorenan. cyninc innan wuldre.| ghis pa ge corenan.
héaHjrynnesse haliges gastes. heahbrymnesse halige gastas.|
wlitige énglas.| qwuldorgyfe. wilitige englas. jwuldorgife.

45 sodesibbe. sawla pan gung. 45 sode sibbe. sawla pancung.|
modes miltse. modes mildse.

The origin of this variant probably lies in the superficially liturgical apgeee of the
immediate context, compounded by the etymological confusipryainesandprynnessn

late Old English>® At a purely lexical levelJn;,, héah|pgnnesseHoly Trinity’ is an

%% Holthausen, Review dibliothek der angelséchsich@vesie ed. Christian W. M. Greirnglia
Beiblatt8 (1894): 192-198, 224-234, at p. 196.

1%4Sjevers-Brunner, §252 Anm.2 and §254.2.

**For a discussion of the developmenpofmnysin the sense ‘Trinity’ and its subsequent confasidth
prynnes see Roberta Frank, “Late Old EnglistymnysTrinity’: Scribal Nod or Word Waiting to be
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appropriate choice for lines 41-46a. The remaining words and tags in these lingsdal ¢

their Jny2; form), haliges gastesonworuld aworulgdcyning innan wuldregecorenarand

wlitige englas are all perfectly suited to a discussion of God and the Holy Trinity. As Roberta
Frank has argued recently, moreoymymnysmightiness’ CUL 27 heah prymnes3dnad

become increasingly associated wptlynnys'trinity’ in late Old English.

The sense and syntax of the passage make clear, however, that lines 41-46a are
concerned not with the makeup and nature of the Holy Trinity, but more generally with the
inhabitants and perquisites of heaven. The word3rifg scribe appears to have associated
with the Holy Trinity refer instead to the hosts of angels and souls in heaven. Mihile
héah|pynnessecan be construed as an example of the analogical extensmtodhe
nominative singular of feminine nouns (examples are reported by Campbell fromeaitgdia
except Kentish}>® or, more regularly, as an oblique singui@U(L 27 heah prymnessis
dative or genitive singular), neither construction makes much sense in the loeat oont
Jniz. As a nominative plurahéah|pgnnesséHigh Trinities,” would be too much of a good
thing. But it makes just as little sense to speak in the dative or genitive siobthla “High
Trinity of the Holy Spirif’ Jn;»; héah|ppnnesséialiges gastes

A better reading is to follol€Cyq; and take the nouns in lines 42-46a as roughly
appositive to each other, serving together as the subjects of the plurakuedgrixad in
line 41b. In this readingeahprymnessis genitive or dative singular ‘(chosen bands) of high
mightiness’ or ‘(live and rule) through high mightiness’, wigjgzorenanhalige gastagas in

CUL r1i27), andwlitige englasare all understood to refer to the hosts of angels and serve with

Born,” in Joan H. Hall, Nick Doane and Dick Ringleds.,Old English and New: Studies in Language
and Linguistics in Honour of Frederic G. CassiiNew York: Garland, 1992), pp. 97-110.

1%%Campbell OEG, §592.f.
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cyninc innan wuldrgzwuldorgife sode sibbgandsawla pancungs the subject of the two

verbs in line 4187

Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (3 examples)
Glor I, 23b (2 variants)

Jnio CC20120-23

20 pusettest on| foldan. swyde feala cynna. 20 pu settest onfoldan. swide fela cynna.|
qjtosyndrodosthig.] syddon onmaenego. qjtosyndrodesthig. siddan onmanega
pugewrohtest éce gbéd.| ealle gesceatfta. puge worhtest. écegod| ealle gesceatfta.
onsyx dagum. qonpong seofodarpugerestest. onsixdag. seofodarpuge restest.

The variationIn,»; 7o0npone| seofodanCC,q; seofodarinvolves two independent
additions or omissions, both of which affect metre and syntax.

The first is the addition or omission of the conjuncioral In Jn,,; the clause
7onpone| seofodan pugerestestelated to the preceding clayseyewrohtest. onsyx dagum
syndetically. InCCyp,, the relationship of the equivalent claupege worhtest. onsixdag
andseofodan puge restdastasyndetic. While th€C,p; reading more “abrupt” as Ure has
suggested, both forms of parataxis are comtion.

The second addition or omission involves the preposition and definite aitigle,
onponeCC,o1 0. InJnjip; an attempt appears to have been made to distinguish between
duration of time and point in time through use of contrasting dative and accusative
prepositional objectsln;,; onsyx dagunfdative, duration of time), line 23an;,; onpone|
seofodanaccusative, point in time), line 23b. This is at odds with the conventional account of
the idiom, in which the accusative is said to represent duration-in-time, and theg dati

point-in-time. As Bruce Mitchell notes, however, this “classical”’ patteris doealways

*Dobbie and Ure realdeahprynnesse haligsgases“with the high might of the Holy Ghost” for I. 43b,
mixing theJni,; andCC,, readings.

%%re, Benedictine Officep. 122. For a discussion of both forms of patiatsee MitchellOES §§ 1690-
78 (asyndetic parataxis) and §8§1712-39 (syndetiatpsais withond).
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hold **°and the scribe afni,; or an exemplar may have found it sufficient simply to establish
a grammatical distinction between the two phrases. The omissompafnefrom CCsyq; is an
example of the non-repetition of elements which can supplied from a coordinate clause, in thi

case, the preposition, demonstrative article and (&s:if) noundsege™®°

Metrically, theCC,o; reading is to be preferred, although most editors Jaad.***

While the line is Type A-1 in both witnessds;,; 7onponeadds an unusually heavy four-

syllable anacrusis.

Glor 1, 31a

JNn1o1

31 qnugsymble. pinesodan weorc.
10inmy-|cele miht.  manegum swytelad.
swapine| craeftas héo. yoap wide.
ofer éalle woéruld.| éce standep.

CCoo1

31 Andnusymle pine sodan weorc.
7pin micele miht maned swutelad.
swapine creeftas hig cydad wide.
ofer ealle world| ece standad.

The addition or omission @indin line 31a has little if any effect on metre, sense or

syntax; the line is a Type A-3 in both manuscripts.

Addition/Omission of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Glor I, 48a
Jnio CCao1
peerisseo meeste lufu. parisseomeeste lufu
haliglJdomas heofonas syndon. halig domes|| heofonassyndon

purhpine écan| aghweer fulle.
swasyndon. pinemihta ofer| middan geard.

purh pine écaword aghwar fulle.|
swasynd pine mihta ofer middan eard.

50 swutelejgesyne b du hysylf| worhtest. 50 swutoleggegne| paet puhig silf worhtest.
The omission ofvord from Jny,; is almost certainly the result of a scribal error,
perhaps by anticipation of the end of the manuscript Vuwed is necessary for sense and

syntax, though the line is a metrically acceptable Type A-3 with the omissionnar si

9\Mitchell, OES 881177, 1207, 1387-8 and 1421-4.
®9\itchell, OES §83869-71, especially 3871.

®IDobbie,ASPRS, p. 75; UreBenedictine Officepp. 83 and 122. Holthausen for his part assuhebss
of material aftegerestesaind rearrangein;,;as a Type B-1 line followed by a defective verséuf*
Textkritik altenglischer DichtungenESt37 [1907]: 198-211, at 202):
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examples of the loss of monosyllables from the final stress of Type B and E linBsatee
83:18.2aPPsl] EPse&e¢ p. 46 above); and “Durham,” line @di¢kes [0 CUL k427 is, p. 80

below).

Addition/Omission Corresponding to a Metrical Unit (1 example)

Glor 1,13b

Jnioy CCao1
bueart frofra feeder.jfeorh hyrde.| bu éart frofra feeder. 5feorh hyrda
lifes latteow. leohtes wealdend. lifes laddeow. leohtes| wealdend.

10 agndrod| framsynnum. swadinsunumeere. 10 asundrod fram silin swapinsunu meere. |
purh| cleene gecynd cyning oferealle. purh cleene gecynd. cyninc ofer ealle.
beald||| gebletsod. bdca lareow. bealdgebletsod.| boca lareow.
heah hige frofre| 7h alig gast heah hige frofre.

Lines 8-13 consists of a series of epithets for God the Father, God the Son (and, in
Jniz;, God the Holy Spirit), arranged around the second person singular substantiearyerb
line 8a. The omission gh alig gastby the scribe 0€C,o; is presumably the result of simple
oversight, perhaps through anticipation of the Latin verse immediately follohenge in

both manuscripts. The omission corresponds to a metrical unit.

Reinterpretation of Existing Text (1 example)

Glor 1, 26a
Jnizg CCy01
pawees gefordad pidjdere wéorc. pawees| gefordod pin feegere weorc.
25 7dusltnnan deeg; ylé halgd|dest. 25 qpusunnan deeg silf halgodest.
1gem@rsodeshine  méanegum tohélpe| 7bumeersodesdtine manegum tohelpe.

The origin of this variant seems to be the reinterpretation of the verbal geeby
the scribe ofCCyp;as an ‘incorrect’ nominative plural form of the second person progeun
In Jny,; the verb of the clausgemersodest hine manegum tohéipgenrsian, and the
subject the same as that of line 25, but not repé&ténCC.o;, the verb isnersian, and the

subjectuy, is repeated in both lines. This is less usual syntax, but still acceptable: Mitchel

Jnyp 23-*24a on syx dagum and on pone seofodan pu
gerestest...
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gives poetic examples of this construction frBeowulf lines 1748-52Judgement Day; line
22 andJudgement Dajl, lines 24-5'%

The variant has no effect on metre.
“Prayer”

“Prayer,” a rhetorically sophisticated petition for divine grace, is preddn two
manuscripts, the “Lambeth Psalter,” London, Lambeth Palace Library 427, ff.1-R€9 &4nd
London, British Library, Cotton Julius A. ii, ff.136-144u(A;i). LPs is an eleventh-century
Psalter with Psalms and Canticles of the Gallican version and a continuouseatagloss®*

The manuscript contains two other glossed Latin texts: a prayer “O summe deusteonsola
omnium,” which has been added to ff.141-2 in a “space left blank by the scribe after Ps.
108,%® and a form of confession “Confiteor tibi domine pater celi et terrae,” copied between
the Psalms and Canticles on ff. 182v-18%%.To these, the first fifteen lines of “Prayer” have

been added in a blank space after the confession on f!¥88e.the poem stops with the end

of a sentence, it is impossible to say on internal grounds whether the break at the foot of f.183v
is deliberate. Dobbie, noting that all but the first of the Canticles have ruldridégs, has

suggested that the manuscript is defective at this point and that the last 63 ‘iPreyerf”

and the title of the first Canticle were copied on leaves which have since be&h ket's

152\itchell, OES §1715.
183\itchell, OES §1714-15.

'%4The manuscript is described by K€&atalogue art 280; DobbieASPRS, pp. Ixxxvi-vii; Max Forster,
“Die altenglischen Beigaben des Lambeth Psaltéughiv fir das Studium der neueren Sprachen und
Literaturen 132 (1914): 328-335.

1% er, Catalogue art. 280.
1% er, Catalogue art. 280.
18K er, Catalogue art. 280.
¥8y0bbie, ASPRS, p. Ixxxvi.
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foliation does not suggest any missing pages at this Pdimbwever, and it is perhaps just as
likely that the scribe of the Canticles omitted the first title while théaPodyer” decided to
end his text with the last word of the sentence he could get on f. 183v.

Jul i ff. 136-142 is a twelfth-century collection of notes and translations bound in the
post-medieval period with an unrelated copy of Z£lfr@lammar'’® Both parts of the
collection were damaged in the Cottonian fire of 1731, ff.136-142 being almost completely
destroyed. “Prayer” was the first item in the manuscript where it was tdliywAdrian and
Ritheus(ff.137v-140)!"* notes on a variety of subjects (f.148(Atranslations of the distichs
of Cato and miscellaneous apophthegms (ff.141-4v).

In their fifteen common lines, the two witnesses to “Prayer” share two appeast e
both involving faulty alliteration (lines 2 and 7Jul; also has one obvious error notLiBs,
Jul i peo onfor LPs peon line 11b (probably by dittography). Apart from the missing text of
lines 16-79, the two manuscripts exhibit four potentially significant substantilats one
difference of inflection, two examples of the addition or omission of unstressed words, and one

substitution of a stressed, homographic synonym.

1*Ker, Catalogue art. 280.
1" er, Catalogue art. 159.

"3ames E. Cross, and Thomas D. Hill, &the Prose Solomon and Saturn and Adrian and Ritheus
McMaster Old English Studies and Texts 1 (ToroktdP, 1982).

1720n “the two thieves, the measurements of Noah’stagkChurch of St. Peter, the temple of Solomad, a
the world, and the number of bones, &c., in the &inody,” Ker Catalogue art. 159. Max Foérster has
proposed that these notes are an extension oféloedling Dialogue of Adrian and Ritheus (*Zu Adrian
und Ritheus,’ESt23 [1897]: 433-4). For a counter-argument, sees€and Hill,The Prose Solomon and
Saturn p. 16.

3The distichs have been edited (with variants fdmm,), by R.S. Cox, “The Old English Distichs of Cato,”
Anglia 90 (1972): 1-29.
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Textual Variants

Inflectional Difference (1 example)

Pr, 10b
LPs Jul i
Eala frea brihta folces| scyppend. /Ela frea beorhta. folkes scippend.
Gemilda pin mod me togode. Gemilsa pyn| mod. me to gode.
10 Syle| dine are__him earminge 10 sile pyne are._pgrearminge.|

Alternation between dative and instrumental singular. The variation has noogffect
sense, metre or syntaX. For an example of a similar variation, see Psalm 89:18.3b, p. 58,

above.

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Pr, 9a

LPs JU|Aii
Eala frea brihta folces| scyppend. /Ela frea beorhta. folkes scippend.
Gemilda pin mod me togode. Gemilsapyn| mod. me to gode.

10 Syle| 6ine are pinum earminge 10 sile pyne are. pyne earminge.|

The two words are synonyms, homographs, and metrically and syntactically
equivalent. The substitution has no effect on sense, metre, or syntax and is probably

unconscious.

Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (2 examples)
Pr, 14a (2 variants)

LPs JU|Aii
Sebid earming peon| eordan her Se byd earming. peo on eordan her.
deegegnihtes deofl compad deeigeg nihtes.| deoflon campad.
ghis| willan wyrcd wahim paere myrigde. 7 hys willan wyrcd. wa him paere| mirigde.
ponne hand| lean hafgéceawad ponnehe dahandlean. hafagsceawad.

15 butan he pees yfles aerge swice||| 15 bute he pees yfeles. aer geswyce.

There are two independent additions or omissions in this line. The first, the
addition/omission oheis an example of the non-repetition of personal pronouns “when the

same subject serves for more than one simple sentence or coordinate’éfaitse gecond,

\itchell, OES §1345.

Mitchell, OES §1505; examples corresponding to both withessegigen in §§1690-1702, and §§1712-
17 and 1752.
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the addition or omission of the unstressed sentence adagnhs little or no effect on sense,
metre or syntax.
As the material added td®s or omitted fromJul; falls in the preliminary dip of a

Type A-3 line, neither variant has a significant effect on metre.

“Durham”

The youngest Old English poem composed in a regular metre, “Durham” is known to
have survived the Anglo-Saxon period in two twelfth-century manuscftpBambridge,
University Library, Ff. i. 27 CUL kf27), and London, British Library, Cotton Vitellius D. xx
(Vitpx). This second manuscript was almost completely destroyed in the Cottonian fire, and
the poem is known to modern scholars exclusively fronettigo princepsin Hickes’s
ThesaurugHickes).!”” The poem followed by a life of St. Cuthbert in both manusctipts.

In their twenty-one lines of common text, the two withesses to “Durham” exhibit
eleven potentially significant variant readings: five inflectionalaras, one example of the
substitution of an unstressed word or element, one example of the substitution of a stressed

word or element, one example of the addition or omission of unstressed words or elements,

"onald K. Fry recently has argued that a third nsaript copy of the poem was known to Francis Juimius
the seventeenth century (“A Newly Discovered Varsié the Old English Poem ‘Durham,™ in Joan H.
Hall, Nick Doane and Dick Ringler, ed3]d English and New: Studies in Language and Listis in
Honour of Frederic G. Cassidpp. 83-96). Since Junius’s transcript of thisrtd’ manuscript (Fry’'sl1)
contains many of the same errors found in his trdpisof an early edition c€UL g, (Fry’s J2), and
since the principal differences betweHnand the known texts @UL g7 andVit py, (i.€.Hickes) involve
readings in whicll2 exhibits a nonsense reading, the most likely exgilan is thatll is an emended
transcription ofl2, made by Junius before he had a chance to corhjzacenjectures with the original
manuscript. A third transcript of the poem (Btitisibrary, Harley 7567; Fry’dC) appears to be a direct
transcription ofCUL g4,7. | @am preparing an article discussing the retestiop ofJ1 to CUL (., at greater
length.

""George Hickes,inguarum Veterum. Septentrionalium Thesaurus Gratiom-Criticus et Archaeologicus
I and Il (Oxford, 1705), I, pp. 178-179.

178 er, Catalogue arts. 14 and 223. A full list of the contents3diL rs,7 can be found in Charles Hardwick
and H. Luard, ed<Catalogue of Manuscripts Preserved in the Librafyhe University of Cambridge
(Cambridge and London, 1857; Munchen: Kraus, 19803st. 1160, pp. 318-329.
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one example of the addition or omission of stressed words or elements, one example of the
syntactic reinterpretation of existing material, and one example of reamangwithin the

line. Very few of these variants represent genuine alternative readingsenppagticularly

in the case of the five differences of inflection, four of which involve the addition ®ofas

final unstressed vowel and may be better understood as an indication of the extent to which
unstressed syllables had weakened in the north of England by the twelfth-century. émadditi
numerous apparent mistakes in both versions of the poem suggest that the scribes of the
surviving witnesses were not fully able to follow the sense of what they watimge This is

particularly true of the nonsensical correctdL r,7 fOla (for Hickesfeold), line 5a.

Textual Variants

Inflectional Difference (5 examples)

Dur, 4a
Hickes 6-1G"° CUL o7
Weor ymb eornad. | weor. ymbeor|nad.
Ean youm stronfy And derinne wunad. | eayoum, strorgy 7 der inne wu|nad
Fisca feola kinn.| On floda gemong.| 5 folafisca. kyn. onfloda ge mon|ge.

Hickes strongis an endingless nominative plural feminine adjective agreeing with
ean*® while CUL g7 strongeis either an adverb or a nominative plural strong adjectiee in
agreeing withea (for a discussion of the variatidfickes ean younCUL 4,7 eaydumsee the
following entry). InHickes, the line is a heavy Type E wiglan, ydumandstrongall taking a
full stress;,CUL (127 is a Type A*, in whictpdumtakes a half-stress as the second element in a

compound.

"Hickes prints the text of “Durham” in short linekine numbers foHickes refer to the printed lines in his
edition. These do not always correspond to modditorial half-lines.

1800n the use of endingless forms in all cases ofiNmnbrian adjectives, see Campb8IEG, §638.
Campbell reports that endingless forms are morengamin the singular than plural, however.
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Dur, 4a
Hickes 6-10 CULgsi27
Weor ymb eornad. | weor. ymbeor|nad.
Ea youm strong.] And derinne wunad. | egydum. stronge. 7 der inne wu|nad
Fisca feola kinn.| On floda gemong.| 5 folafisca. kyn. onfloda ge monjge.

Hickes eanis an inflected nominative plural parallel to the sing\Mleorand
modified bystrong ‘streams strong in waves.” @UL k.7, eais the first part of a dative
plural compoun@aydum ‘(in) river-waves’, andgtrongean adverb modifyingmbeor|nad
‘the Weir goes about strongly with river waves’. As a compoaaghumtakes one full and
one half stresstrongetakes a full stress, and the line is to be scanned as a Type A*. As

simplices inHickes, ean, youm andstrongall take a full stress.

Dur, 5b
Hickes 6-10 CULgri27
Weor ymb eornad. | weor. ymbeor|nad.
Ean youm strong.] And derinne wunad. | eaydum. stronge.q der inne wulnad
Fisca feola kinn.] On floggemong| 5 folafisca. kyn. onflodge monjge

The alternation is between the accusative and dativeowitiBoth patterns are found
elsewhere in the corpus, although Hiekes readingon + Genitive Plural Noun gemongs
the more common. Parallelsttickes (all with nouns denoting groups of people) inclucke:
cleenra gemangelene 108apn cleenra gemonguliana 420apn feonda gemandelene 118b,
in heardra gemangJudith 225apn sceadena gemongudith 193b; the only parallel to the
CUL k127 reading in the Anglo-Saxon poetic recordis:.wera gemangAndreas 730b. A
more common construction wittemonges Dative Noun +on + gemonge Examples
include:godum on gemangPsalm 81.1bhalgum on gemong€hrist 1660awyrtum in

gemonggePhoenix, 265bmagum in gemongduliana 528dpodum in gemongRiming
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Poem, 41bwerum on gemongé&xeter Riddle 31, 4a, amdrium on gemongé&xeter Riddle
31, 11p'%

If the CUL 127 form is not an example of the spurious additionepthe variant does
have an effect on the metn floda gemondHickes) is a Type B-2 linepn flada gemonge

(CULksi27) @ Type A-1 with anacrusis.

Dur, 6a

Hickes 1-12 CULgsip7
Is deos burch breome.| Geond breoten rice.| Is deos burch. breome geond breoten| rice
Steopa gestadolad.] Stanas ymb utan.| steppa ge stadolad stanas ymbu|tan
Wundrum gewaexen.] Weor ymb eornad.| wundin. ge waexen. weor. ymbeor|nad.
Ean ydum strong.| And derinne wunad. | eayoum. stronge.q der inne wu|nad
Fisca feola kinn.|  On floda gemong| 5 folafisca. kyn. onfloda ge mon|ge.
And dee gewexen.| Wuda festern mycel.| 7 8eege wexen is  wuda faestern| micel.

There are two possibilities for this variation. The first is Hiakes dereis a back
spelling ofdzerwith the spurious addition of a finad.- The second is that tiiéickes form is a
dative singular feminine form of the demonstrative pronoun “in that [place],” with the
feminine nourburch line 1a as antecedelit. Whether or not thelickes reading is

intentional, the variant falls on the initial dip of a Type A-3 line and has litteeedin metre.

Dur, 20b
Hickes 32-37 CULgi27
Eardiad et 6em eadige.| Inindem mynstre.| Eardieed. aetdem eadige in| indem minstre
Unarimeda reliquia.| un arimeda. reliquia.|
Paer monige wundrum gewurdad. | 20 9e monia wund rumge. wurdad.
Pewrita segged.| des| devrit . segged.
Mid dene drihtnes werdomes bided.| midd dene drihnes.| werdomes. bided.|||

The variatiorHickes writa CUL 5,7 Writ is between the singular and plural of the
neuter strong nouwrit (with Hickes -a for -u), ‘writings’ vs ‘writ’. As Hickes CUL k27

seggedcan be singular or plural (widd for expectedd), both readings make acceptable

181 citations are drawn from J.B. Bessinger, edConcordance to the Anglo-Saxon Poetic Records
(Ithaca and London: Cornell, 1978).

1820n the use of the dative to denote place whereliieaell, OES §1416. As Mitchell notes, this is a rare
usage and “a preposition + the dative is usual @véime early texts.”
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sense and syntax. The variation has a minimal effect on metre as both versiorsTigpelv

C-1 lines: inHickes the first stress is resolved; GUL 7 it is long by position.

Substitution of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Dur, 20a
Hickes 32-37 CUlLgsi27
Eardiad eet dem eadige.| Inindem mynstre.| Eardieed. eetdem eadige in| indem minstre
Unarimeda reliquia.| un arimeda. reliquia. |
Baer monige wundrum gewurdad. | 20 demonia wund rumge. wurdad.
Pe writa segged. | des| de writ. segged.
Mid dene drihtnes werdomes bided.| midd dene drihnes.| werdomes. bided.|||

The two readings are syntactically and metrically equival®etanddaerare used

“interchangeably” in Old English to introduce “adjective clauses of pl&te.”

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Dur, 17b
Hickes 25-31 CU k27
Is derinne mid heom.| AEdelwold bisceop.| IS der inne midd heom.|36elwold , biscop.
And breoma bocera Beda.| And Boisil abbet]]5 jbreoma bocera. I jboisil abbot.
be cleene Cudberchte.] On gichede. de clene cudberte on| gechede
Lerde lustum.| And Has larawel genom. | lerde. lustum. jhewis larg welgenom.

Hickes hisis the third person possessive pronoun. For alliterative reasons, the
CUL k127 form is most likely the result of a graphic confusiomvadndh. As the genitive
plural of an otherwise unattested compound ‘wise-teachi@y#’, .7 wis laraadds a non-
alliterating lift to the beginning of the off-verse. Hickes, hisis unaccented. Neither version

is metrically orthodox.

183Mitchell, OES §2474.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Dur, 20b
Hickes 32-37 CUlLgsi27
Eardiad st dem eadige.| Inindem mynstre.| Eardized. eetdem eadige in| indem minstre
Unarimeda reliquia.| un arimeda. reliquia. |
Paer monige wundrum gewurdad. | 20 demonia wund rumge. wurdad.
Pe writa segged. | oes| danrit. segged.
Mid dene drihtnes werdomes bided.| midd dene drihnes.| werdomes. bided.|||

The variation has little effect on sense or metre, and the two forms are probably
syntactically equivalent. The use of the genitive wwghgans unusual but not
unprecedented. The addition/omission falls on the preliminary stress of a Type ®lise a
metrically insignificant. For another example of the variation between tks wath this

verb, see Psalm 93:16.1a (p. 39 above).

Addition/Omission of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Dur, 6a
Hickes 11-12 CULgi27
And dere gewexen.| Wuda festern mycel.| 6 1 dserge wexeis wuda feestern| micel.

The omission ofs from Hickes is almost certainly a mistake. The context requires a
finite, singular verb andewexertan only be construed as a past participle or plural preterite.
As it takes stress IBUL 127, the addition or omission @ also affects the metreHickesis a
Type A-3,CULFi27 a Type B-1. For further examples of the loss of monosyllables from the

final stress of Type B and E lines, see Psalm 93:18.2a (p. 46) and “Gloria I,” line 48a (p. 70)
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Reinterpretation of Existing Material (1 example)

Dur, 14b
Hickes 25&26 CULgsi27
Is derinne mid heom.EEdelwold bisceop. | 14 1S der inne midd heomgdelwold biscop.

The CUL g7 reading is by the misapprehensioregdisy. For an example of the
opposite mistake in a late manuscript,3dnM a&eBd H Lnh Mg Tr, W 7, “Caedmon’s Hymn”

(ylda-recension), line 25

Rearrangement within the Line (1 example)

Dur, 5a
Hickes 6-10 CULgri27
Weor ymb eornad. | weor. ymbeor|nad.
Ean youm strong.] And derinne wunad. | eaydum. stronge.q der inne wulnad
Fisca feola kinn| On floda gemong.| 5 fiola fisca kyn. onfloda ge mon|ge.

Both manuscripts make equally good sense (with the exception of the erroneous
correctionfolain CUL27). In CULgp7, line 5a is Type C-1; inlickes, the equivalent verse

is best scanned as a Type A-1 with full stresfeofaandFiscaand a half-stress dann.

Conclusion

The poems discussed in this chapter all demonstrate one thing: that Anglo-Saxon
scribes were able to copy Old English poetry to an extremely high standard of substanti
accuracy whenever they chose or were required to do so. The most accurate ofiblesse scr
are those responsible for “Glossing” poems likeytlde- andaeldurecensions of Caeedmon’s
Hymn and the fragments from the metrical translation of the Psalms piegetiie Paris and
Eadwine Psalters. Presumably as a result of the functional nature of the contehithithey
are found, the witnesses to these poems exhibit almost no genuinely alterndivgstazven

in circumstances which would seem to encourage scribal intervention — an appameapy

184The SanM text is reproduced in facsimile in Robinson ananfty, EEMF 23, pl. 2.19
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original in the case of the West-Saxdda-recension of “Ceedmon’s Hymn,” and a thorough-
going dialectal translation in that of the common text of the Paris and Eadwirer$salt

The remaining texts — “Fragments of Psalms,” “Gloria I,” “Prayer,” and “Duatha
are only slightly less “accurate” than the Glossing poems. While most of thardivest
variants these poems exhibit can be attributed to scribal error or orthographic, phahadogic
dialectal difference, these poems do show a slightly higher incidence of sengitrigaty
and semantically acceptable alternatives — graphically similar asydionymous words and
elements, syntactically equivalent case endings and/or conjunctions. Whilettthafahe
“Fragments of Psalms” and “Gloria I” are translations of Latin texts naigbdunt for their
generally high level of substantive textual accuracy, the fact thatgyribw levels of
substantive variation are found between the witnesses to the “Occasional” prages™and
“Durham” suggests instead that such accurate transmission was the norn®fdreatiglish
poetry not preserved as constituents to vernacular prose framing texts WmegtheSaxon
Chronicleand Bede’#istoria ecclesiasticaor as part of the major anthologies. How these
last two groups of poems differ from the “Glossing, Translating, and Occasional’ ieé&me
subject of the following two chapters. Chapter Three, “Fixed Context Poems,” looks at the
variation found among the witnesses to poems likdttde of Brunanburhthe Metrical
Preface to the Old English Translation of Bestoral Care and the version of “Caedmon’s
Hymn” preserved in copies of the Old English version of BeH&woria ecclesiastica The —
much more significant — variation found between the witnesses to the poems of the “poeti

anthologies” is discussed in Chapter Four, “Anthologised and Excerpted Poems.”



Appendix
Psalm 117:22 and “Menologium” lines 60-62 (PPs andhronC?)

A fourth multiply attested fragment from the metrical translation of thii3s@n this
case three lines from Psalm 117:22) surviva®Rsand the early eleventh century London,
British Library, Cotton Tiberius B. iGhronC). InPPs the text appears in the Old English
column opposite the appropriate section of the Latin'f&xin ChronC, the Psalm appears as
a three line quotation (lines 60-62) in the “Menologium,” a verse account “of the seadons a
festal days of the Christian year” copied (with “Maxims 11”) by the f@ktoniclescribe
(ChronC?') immediately before the beginning of tBaronicleproper-°

While the sample is too small to allow us to draw any definitive conclusions, a simple
comparison of the amount and nature of the variation exhibited by Psalm 117:22 and the
various fragments from the Metrical Translation of the Psalms discusdezlpneiceding
chapter suggests that tBronC* scribe copied his text less conservatively than his
colleagues. In its three multiply attested lines, the common text of Psalm
117:22/*“Menologium” lines 60-62 shows three substantive variants: one substitution of
unstressed words, one substitution of a stressed element, and one example of the addition or
omission of a prefix. In 267 lines, the three fragments from the metrical transbétihe
Psalms discussed in the preceding chapter show one similar example of the surbefituti

stressed word”: PPsead bee (corrected froneadmedpEPsead bengPsalm 89:15.2b and

¥5The PPsversion of the Metrical Translation of the Psalmdiscussed above, pp. 32 ff.

8%For an account of the placement of the “Menologiand its relationship to the subsequéhironicle see
Dobbie,ASPRG, pp. Ix-Ixi.

18’As mentioned above, pp. 55-55, the majority of stiions of stressed words in the “Glossing,
Translating and Occasional” poems involve graphioreor the influence of the surrounding Latin.
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one somewhat similar example of the addition or omission of prefscyrre EPson
cyrre, Psalm 93:13.2b.

Similar amounts and types of textual variation are found among the more innovative
witnesses to the “Fixed Context” poems discussed in Chapter Three. This might gwgges
the ChronC text of the “Menologium” should be classified with the work of such innovative
“Fixed Context” scribes as that of the Cambridge, Corpus Christi CollegB;¥tefsion of
“Caedmon’s Hymn” or the London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius A.Gi{onB) version of
the Battle of Brunanburl{® — were it not that th€hronC* scribe appears to have been a
relatively conservative copyist of tiihroniclés opening annals (as we have no other
witnesses to “Maxims II” or the rest of the Menologium, and aftiveniclepoems in
ChronC are all copied by later scribes, we have no material with which we can compare the
ChronC* scribe’s verse performance directl§j. As none of the variants betweRRsand
ChronC* have a particularly significant effect on sense, syntax, or metre, and as the most
significant variant —involving the substitution of stressed elen@mtsnC* -warumPPs-
tudrum— involves the use of a more common wor@hronC* for a nonce form ifPPs it is
perhaps just as likely that ti@ronC* version of Psalm 117:22 has undergone the same kind
of memorial trivialisation responsible for such modern “familiar” quotatioriblasd, sweat,

and tears” (for Churchill’s “blood, toil, tears and sweat®‘money is the root of all evil” (for

¥These poems, scribes, and manuscripts are discinsgeshter detail in Chapter 3.

189 brief discussion of the relationship between@feonC* version of the earlghronicleentries and its
probable exemplaiGQhronB) can be found Simon Taylor, edS B.The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle: A
Collaborative Edition 4 (Cambridge: Brewer, 1988), XxXviii-XXxix.

190First statement as Prime Minister, May 13, 1940.
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the King James translation, “the love of money is the root of all éVil"and “gilding the

lily” (for Shakespeare’s “to gild refinéd gold, to paint the lily®.

Textual Variants

Substitution of Unstressed Words (1 example)

MPs (PPs/ChronC' [Men]), 117:22.1b/60b

ChronC* PPs
feen dream gerist
wel| wide gehwaer swa se witega sang.

60 bis is se deeg paend drihten Us. 1 Pisys se daegbehing drihten us.
wisfaest worhte wera cneoriss wisfee|st ge worhte wera cneorissum
ealli| eordwarum eadidi toblisse. ealllum eordtudrum| eadgum toblisse

The substitutiorChronC* pzn (i.e. pond PPspehinehas no significant effect on
sense, syntax, or metre. Both forms are found introducing adjective clauses in Cét Bhgli

The variants fall on the preliminary dip of a Type B-1 line in both manuscripts.

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)

MPs (PPs/ChronC' [Men]), 117:22.3a/62a

ChronC* PPs
feen dream gerist
wel| wide gehweer swa se witega sang.

60 bisis se daeg paene| drihten Us. 1 pisyssedaeg pehine|drihten us.
wisfaest worhte wera cneoriss wisfae|st ge worhte wera cneorissum
ealli| eordvarum: eadig téblisse. ealllum_eorfidrum | eadgum toblisse

The substitutiorChronC* -warumPPs-tudrumhas a limited effect on sense and
metre. InPPs the first syllable oftudrumis long, and the verse is Type D*1;@hronC?,
the first syllable ofvarumis short, and the verse is Type D*2. As both words can be
translated approximately as ‘inhabitants of earth’, the substitution has no sighéftect on

sense. Th&Psform is a nonce occurrence.

194 Tim 6:7.

19%ing JohnlV.ii.11. | am grateful to Pauline Thompson oéthictionary of Old English for this and the
preceding example.

%Mitchell, OES §§ 2185 ff. and 2122 ff.
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Addition/omission of Prefixes (1 example)

MPs (PPs/ChronC' [Men]), 117:22.2a/61a

ChronC* PPs
fgen dream gerist
wel| wide gehwaer swa se witega sang.

60 bisis se deeg peene| drihten Us. 1 Pbisyssedeseg pehine|drihten us.
wisfeest worhte wera cneoriss wisfee|sgeworhte wera cneorissum
ealli| eordwarum eadid toblisse. ealllum eordtudrum| eadgum toblisse

The addition or omission gfe- has no significant effect on sense or syntax and a
minor effect on metre. 18hronC?, wisfaest worhtés Type A-2a; irPPs the equivalent verse

is Type A*. Gewyrcan(as inPPS andwyrcan(as inChronC*) are synonyms.



