Chapter 3
Fixed Context Poems

Metrical Preface and Epilogue to the Pastoral Care;
“Caedmon’s Hymn” (West-Saxon eordan-recension);
Poems of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle

A second type of manuscript transmission is found among the witnesses to seven
poems of regular alliterative metre which have been copied as constituemggeof&nacular
prose framing texts: the Metrical Preface and Epilogue t@#storal Care the West-Saxon
eordanrecension of “Caedmon’s Hymn” (a version found with one exception exclusively in
manuscripts of the Old English translation of Historia ecclesiasticg and four poems from
the Anglo-Saxon ChroniclegheBattle of Brunanburt{937); theCapture of the Five Boroughs
(942); theCoronation of Edgaf973); and thé®eath of Edga(975)*** In contrast to the
poems discussed in the preceding section, these “Fixed Context” poems do not show any
generically consistent pattern of substantive textual variation but diffeathérom poem to
poem and witness to witness in the amount and type of the substantive variation they exhibit

What these poems have in common, however, is that their variation is as a rulg direct
comparable to that found in the surrounding prose texts of each witness. Indeed, with the
notable exception of two specific types of variants in the Cambridge, Corpus Chlistje;

173 ChronA) witness to th@attle of Brunanburhthere is very little evidence to suggest that
the scribes responsible for copying these poems treated their verse angttliffesen the

prose with which they copied it . Like the prose framing texts in which they are found, the

1%Two otherChroniclepoems are metrically irregular and are omittednfibis studyDeath of Alfred
(1036) andDeath of Edward1065). See O’KeeffeVisible Songp. 125 and fn. 62.
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witnesses to the Fixed Context poems appear to have varied according to the intertiens of t
scribe or scribes responsible for the framing text as a whole, his or their grissmafdrial,

or innate competence as copyist(s). Among the Fixed Context poems, the most innovative
witnesses are generally those which transmit the most innovative versibespobse frame;
scribes and traditions which show themselves to have been conservative teasshihe

framing text, on the other hand, tend to pass on the most conservative copies of the poetry

these texts contain.

The Metrical Preface and Epilogue to the Pastoral @re

The most striking evidence of the relationship between textual innovation in the prose
framing text and Fixed Context poems is to be seen in the nature and distribution of
substantive variants among the witnesses to the Metrical Preface andigpddbe Old
English translation of thBastoral Care Although both poems are found as constituents of
the same framing text, they nevertheless appear at first glance to haveuedria vastly
different standards of substantive textual “accuracy.” The Metricaldeefixteen lines long
and surviving in five witnesses, exhibits ten substantive variants: fourediffes of inflection,
one substitution of stressed words or elements, three examples of the addition or omission of
unstressed words or elements, one example of the addition or omission of a prefix, and one
example of the addition or omission of a stressed word or element. The Metrical Epilogue
contrast, thirty lines long and surviving in two witnesses, displays no substemtizets at
all. As we shall see, this difference is not to be attributed to differencesnortiizer of
witnesses in which each poem is found or in the scribes responsible for copying eaxh) versi
but to the textual history of the framing text. The substantive textual variantsteaHiithe

surviving witnesses to the Metrical Preface are restricted with oegoe to two late
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representatives of a single, highly innovative tradition ofthstoral Careas a whole. In
addition, they agree closely with the pattern of textual innovation introduced by thessufri
these manuscripts (and those of their exemplars) into the surrounding prose. Outside of thes
two manuscripts (neither of which contains a copy of the Metrical Epilogue), both paems ar
transmitted to almost identical standards of textual accuracy in all s\gwiiinesses.
Manuscripts of the Old EnglishPastoral Care

The Old English translation of tliRastoral Careis known to have survived the Anglo-
Saxon period in six insular manuscripts, ranging in date from the late ninth to the\latgtele
centurie$™ Oxford, Bodleian Library, Hatton 20, A.D. 890-4(t2o); TLondon, British
Library, Cotton Tiberius B. xi, A.D. 890-T{bgy); Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 12,
s.X (CCy2); TLondon, British Library, Cotton Otho B. ii, s. x/Xdthog;); Cambridge, Trinity
College, R. 5. 22, s. x/Xilf1); and Cambridge, University Library, li. 2. 4, s. xi, third quarter

(CUL ji24).*%° One of these manuscripBbgy,, was almost completely destroyed in fires at

%The sigla used in this discussion of fastoral Carehave been formed according to the principles
discussed in Appendix 2. For the convenience adees, the following table presents the correspocee
between the sigla used by DobbdSPR6), Dorothy M. Horgan (several articles; for refaces, see fnn.
199 and 209), and Ingvar Carlson (reference fn):199

Manuscript Sigla Horgan Carlson Dobbie
Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 12 CCy CcC C12 D
Cambridge, Trinity College, R. 5. 22 Tr, T R5 T
Cambridge, University Library, Ii. 2. 4 CUL 24 U 12 -—
London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius B. xi  Tibgy Ci C -—
London, British Library, Junius 53 (a Jnss J Ju J
transcription of London, British Library, Cotton

Tiberius B. xi)

London, British Library, Cotton Otho B. ii Othog; Cii C.ii -—
Oxford, Bodleian Library, Hatton 20 Hat,, H H H

1%Dobbie incorrectly states th@iL 4 “does not contain either of the verse textsSPR6, p. cxv.
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Ashburnham house in 1731 and the British Museum bindery in*Y86@6th the exception of
a few charred fragments still in the British Library, our only knowledge ofxtsctanes from
a seventeenth-century transcription by Francis Junius, now preserved in the Botleign L
as Junius 53J0s3). A second manuscripDthog;j, was also seriously damaged in the
Cottonian fire of 1731, where it lost twenty-seven of its pre-fire total of eigidyleaves.
The lost material included a copy of the Metrical Prefdte/ariant readings recorded by
Junius in the margins dhs; provide us with our only knowledge of the lost portions of this
manuscript.®®
Metrical Preface

The Metrical Preface was copied in all six witnesses t@#storal Care and, if we
count Junius’s transcript @fib gy, survives in five. As such it is among the best attested of all
Old English poems, both in terms of the number of its surviving withesses and in the length
and consistency of its chronological record. While “Caedmon’s Hymn” (with twenty-one
witnesses) and “Bede’s Death Song” (with thirty-five withesses) are foumdie medieval

manuscripts and have a longer textual histtef their individual recensions only the West-

9% er, ed.,The Pastoral CargEarly English Manuscripts in Facsimile 6 (Copenhmagdosenkilde &
Bagger, 1956), p. 13.

9% er, Catalogue art. 175.

99junius records two readings from the Metrical RrefafOthog;: Othog; sealtne(Tib g,i(Inss) saltng,
|.2a; Othog; leeste(Tib g, (JInss) laesdg, 1.16b. In both casddthog; agrees wittHaty,. Junius’s
transcription is not letter-perfect, especiallyafia lectiofrom Othog;. In an appendix comparing
Junius’s transcription ofib g,; andOthog; with the surviving fragments of the manuscripentiselves,
Ingvar Carlson reports an average of one mistakéhpéy-five words in the transcription dfibg,;, and an
average of one mistake per twenty-five words it tfidhevaria from Othog; (Ingvar Carlson, edThe
Pastoral Care: Edited from British Museum Cottorh@8.ii, Completed by Lars- G. Hallander, Mattias
Lofvenberg, and Alarik Rynell, 2 vols., Acta Unigéatis Stockholmiensis: Stockholm Studies in Estyli
34 and 48 [Stockholm: Almgvist and Wiksell Interioagl, 1975, 1978], v. 1 pp. 158-9). For additiona
comments on Junius’s reliability, see also: DordthyHorgan, “The Old English Pastoral Care: theilsdr
Contribution,”Studies in Earlier English Prosed. Paul E. Szarmach (Albany: SUNY, 1986) 109-28, e
pp. 124-5; and Karl Jost, “Zu den Handschriften@era Pastoralis’ Anglia37 (1913): 63-68.

2The most up-to-date list of witnesses for bothgést Fred C. Robinson and E. G. Stanley, &dlsl,
English Verse Texts from Many Sources: A Compréve@llection Early English Manuscripts in
Facsimile 23 (Copenhagen: Rosenkilde and Baggé1,)19



91

Saxoneordantext of “Ceedmon’s Hymn” has as long a textual record or survives in as many
twelfth-century or earlier insular manuscriptSLikewise, while the parallel text of tHaream
of the Roodand the Ruthwell Cross Inscription has possibly a longer textual record, its two
surviving copies both belong to different recensions of the text and, in contrast tativelsel
regular appearance of the Metrical Preface from the late ninth to the bleeatiries, are
found in witnesses separated by an interval of as much as three hundréffyears.

The Metrical Preface is also the only poem in the corpus for which strong evidence
exists to suggest that surviving witnesses were copied under its author'ssapernn its
two earliest manuscript$jbg, andHat,o, the Metrical Preface appears to have been copied
independently of the main translation of thastoral Care InHaty, it appears with Alfred’s
Prose Preface on a single bifolium sewn in before the first quire of the main textaritef
the Prose Preface is found nowhere else in the manuscript, but is thought by N. R. Ker to be
the same as that responsible for the main teXktmg,;.>>> The hand of the verse Preface he

considers to be similar to, but a more practiced version of, the principal hand of the main

29IA|l pre-twelfth-century manuscripts of “Bede’s Dia@ong” are continental, and, with the possible
exception of The Hague, Koninklijke Bibliotheek,. H. 7, are derived from a single (lost) insular
antecedent (Dobbidjanuscripts pp. 49-50, supplemented BBPR6, pp. civ-cvii; Ker, “The Hague
Manuscript of théepistola Cuthberti de obitu bedasth Bede's Death SongMA 8 [1939]: 40-4; and K.
W. Humphreys, and Alan S. C. Ross, “Further Maripseof Bede's ‘Historia Ecclesiastica’, of the
‘Epistola Cuthberti de Obitu Bedae’, and FurtheglnSaxon Texts ofCaedmon's Hymmnd ‘Bede’s
Death Song” N&Q 220 [1975]: 50-55). Of the recensions of “Ceedmdiysnn,” the Northumbrian
aeldurecension is found in two eighth-century manugsr{pee above, Chapter 2, p. 49); the
Northumbriareordurecension in three fourteenth- and fifteenth-cgntwntinental exemplars (derived
from a single or two closely related lost insulategedents; see: Daniel P. O’Donnell, “A Northurahri
Version of ‘Caedmon’s Hymn'gprdurecension) in Brussels Bibliotheque Royale Manips@&245-57
ff.62r%-v*: Identification, Edition and Filiation,” forthcomdj in: New Essays on the Venerable Bede
[provisional title], ed. A.A. MacDonald and L. Hoew); the West-Saxoylda-recension in hands of the
mid-eleventh to mid twelfth centuries (see abovegier 2, pp. 21 ff.); and the West-Saeamdan
recension primarily in manuscripts of the tentlevehth and, in the case of the possibly contindraal
twelfth centuries (see below, pp. 112 ff.).

292The Dream of the Rooi found in the late tenth-century Vercelli Bodketcelli, Biblioteca Capitolare,
CXVII); the Ruthwell Cross Inscription is carvedand the edges of an eighth-century stone cross in
Dumfriesshire, Scotland, but may not be as oldhastoss itself. For a summary of recent viewthen
issue, see below, p. 287 and fnn. 612 and 613.

2% er, Pastoral Carep. 22.
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text 2%

Although nothing can be said for certain about the codicolo@jbeki, Wanley's
description of the manuscript suggests that its prefaces also were wrigtérand other than
that used for the main teXt Ker's examination of its fragmentary remains also suggests that
they were copied on a separate sfi®efAs Sisam argues, these features suggest that the
prefaces were still being worked on after the main text of the translationrstasefit out for
multiplication®’

Whether it is the result of authorial oversight, the royal associations cinténfy text,
or simply the interest and care of its first scribes, the earliest copies Bletrical Preface
show almost no substantive textual variation. The only exception, a variation between the
dative instrumental cases in second part of the compound conjunction/BidgyBordaem
(Tr 1 for paem pe&CUL jip4 for pan) : Tibg,i(Inss) CCy, fordon line 8a, is commonly found in
multiply-attested texts and has no effect on the sense or metre of the passagh ih whi
occurs>®

Instead, it is the late tenth- or early eleventh-cenfuryand late eleventh-century
CUL ji24 which show the most and most significant variation in the poem. In addition to
sharing the dative case witlatyg in line 8a, these two manuscripts are between themselves
responsible for all nine of the poem’s remaining textual variants. On three occasioasd

CUL 4 agree in readings not found in the earlier manuscripts: two inflectional vaiiants

CUL o4 romwarena: Hat,o romwara(Tib gy(Jns3) RomwaraCC,, rdmwara), line 9b;Tr ;

0% er, Pastoral Carep. 22.

2%Wanley, p. 217: “Utraque preefatio, sicut in Cod.rf&ehiano, ab aliena manu scripta, Codici
preemittitur.”

2% er Pastoral Carep. 22.

2K enneth Sisam, “The Publication of Alfred’s Past@are,” Studies in the History of Old English
Literature (Oxford: Clarendon, 1953): 140-47, at pp. 142-44.

2987 detailed discussion of the individual variantdlie Metrical Preface can be found below, pp. 98-10
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CUL ji24 me Hatyg Tibgyi(Jns3) min (CCy, min), line 11a; and one example of the addition of a
prefix: Tr ; beporftan(CUL 24 be porftan : Hat,g Tib gyi(JNns3) CCy, dorfton line 15b. On two
further occasionslr ; exhibits a unique reading not foundGrJL ;24 Or Hat,g Tib gyi(INs3)
CCy2: one involving the substitution of stressed elememtgseord|bugend: CUL jz4
egbugendun(Hat;, Tibgxi(JNns3) iegbuendunCC,, iegbulendur) line 3a; and a second, the
addition of an unstressed particle:; for paem pe CUL jip4 for pam(Hat,o Fordeen
Tibgxi(Jns3) CCy, fordon, line 8a. The most variable of all manuscri@bIL jiz4, has four
unigue readings not found rr ; or the earlier manuscripts: one difference of inflection:
CUL jip4 meerda Tr ; merpum(Hat,o maer|ounilibgyi(Jnsz) CCy, meerdunp, line 10b; two
examples of the addition of unstressed particldd 4, for pamhe: Tr; Hatyg Tibgyi(JNs3)
CCi2 7, line 13b; and one example of the omission of a stressed @Oid;,, /7 Tr; CCy,
gregorius(Hatzo Tibgxi(Ins3) Gregoriug, line 6a.

The significance of this lop-sided distribution of textual variants among thessése
to the Metrical Preface to thtastoral Carebecomes apparent when it is compared to what is
known of the textual stemma of the witnesses to the framing text as a whole (Figase 1)
Dorothy Horgan and Ingvar Carlson have demonstrated, it is possible to divide the ip&uscr
of thePastoral Careinto four main textual group3iib g,-CC1,, Hatyg, Othog;, andTr ;-
CUL 124.2% For the most part, these groups are separated by scribal errors and relatigely m
differences of wording or syntax. The two earliest manusciifiis, andHat,,, although in
all likelihood copied at the same time and in the same script&?fﬂm]ong to two different

branches of the textat,,, addressed to Weerferd, bishop of Worcester, has no known

2Horgan, “The Relationship Between the O.E. MSiof) Alfred's Translation of Gregory’s Pastoral
Care,”Anglia91 (1973): 153-69; “The Lexical and Syntactic \&ats Shared by Two of the Later MSS of
Alfred’s Translation of Gregory’s Cura Pastoralia3E9 (1981): 213-21; and “Scribal Contribution.” See
also CarlsonCotton Otho B.iiv. 1, pp. 28-9.

21%5jsam, “Publication,” pp. 141-144; KeBatalogue arts. 196, 386.
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descendants but shows some affinity with the texts of three later manugetinuisg;, Tr 1,

andCUL 24.°™ Tibgy, which has a blank for the addressee of Alfred’s Prose Preface and is
assumed to have been copied for use in the king’s “headquéttassgiosely related to the
tenth-centuryCC,,, although this latter manuscript cannot be directly descended from the text
of Tibgy as it is recorded by Juniusdnss*® A third group is represented Bthog;i. The

prose preface of this manuscript was destroyed in the Cottonian fire, but is repouediby J

to have been addressed to Hehstan, bishop of Lcridduike Hat,o, it has no surviving direct
relatives, but shares enough common omissions and errorgrnwiemdCUL ;o4 to suggest

that all three manuscripts must be derived ultimately from a single edxelyealent™ Tr,
andCUL ;4 make up the fourth and final textual strand ofRlastoral Care The youngest of

the two manuscript€ UL 24, is addressed to Wulfsige, bishop of Sherborne, from whose copy
it is clearly descendedIr; omits the Prose Preface (and hence the addressee of its exemplar)
but shares enough unique readings AWL 4 as to make it certain that they share a

common — and heavily edited — ance$t6r.

ZHcarlson,Cotton Otho B.iiv. 1, pp. 28-9; see also Horgan, “Relationship,166.
Z%Sisam, “Publication,” p. 142.

#3carlson,Cotton Otho B.jiv. 1, pp. 27-28 lists “c. 25" readings in whid@ [i.e. Tibg,] shows inferior
readings to HHlat,o]” and CC;, agrees witlHat,,, versus “c. 5” readings in whickibg,; andCC,, agree
in an “inferior reading” againdtlat,,. He also reports th&tat,, andCC,, never agree in an inferior
reading againstib gy;.

Z%er, Catalogue art. 175.

#5Carlson,Cotton Otho B.jiv. 1, pp. 30-31; Horgan “Scribal Contribution,”J20. The identity of this
earlier manuscript can only be guessed at. As Hoaga Sisam suggest, it was presumably one of the
original manuscripts sent by Alfred to secondamties for copying (Metrical Preface, Il. 11b-15ees
also Horgan, “Scribal Contribution,” p. 120; “Retatship,” esp. pp. 165-166; Sisam “Publication,” p.
141). On dialectal and historical grounds, Horbas suggested variously the copies sent to Pleginud
Swidulf as the most likely candidates (Horgan, ‘@ielnship,” pp. 165-166 and 168 [Plegmund]; “Sdriba
Contribution,” p. 120 [Swidulf]).

#%organ, “Scribal Contribution,” p. 120; “Variantgassim “Relationship,” pp. 161-164. Also Carlson,
Cotton Otho B.jiv. 1, p. 30.
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It is the nature of this ancestor that is most important for our understanding of the
amount, type, and distribution of the substantive textual variation among the witioetbees t
Metrical Preface. With the exceptionTaf; andCUL 24, the manuscripts of théastoral
Carehave been as a rule conservatively — or at worst, carelessly — copied . Whiléteatdif
textual groups show some evidence of sporadic revision in their prose — particuthdycase
of the Tibg,-CC1, group, which, when it differs fromdat,o andOthog;, transmits a text that
Carlson reports to be generally “more faithful the Latin origfifa® the greater part of their
variation is to be attributed to scribal error, haplography in partiéjt?laThe text ofCUL 24
andTr 4, in contrast, shows strong evidence of deliberate “editorial” intervention byrthe sc
or scribes of their common anteced@nitAt a syntactic level, these changes include variation
in the use of prepositions, in the choice of connecting words and particles, in the order of
words within the phrase, in the use of case, tense, and mood, and in the preferred forms of
negatior’?° At the level of vocabulary and style, Horgan also reports the frequent “use of
synonyms and hyponyms instead of or alongside” the forms found in other man#étaipts,
“very large” number of variants involving the substitution of verbal, nominal andtadje
prefixes?*? and a general tendency towards “clarification” or “explanation” through the

addition of words understood from context in other witnesses (nouns, adjectives, articles,

possessive pronouns, and pronominal subjects), and the substitution of relative clauses for

#carlson,Cotton Otho B.jiv.1, p. 29.
#8organ, “Relationship,passim Carlson Cotton Otho B.jiv.1, pp. 29-32.

“Horgan, “Relationship,” p. 221; also “Scribal Cdbtttion,” pp. 120-124; and “Relationship,” pp. 161-
164, 166-168. See also Carls@uotton Otho B.ijiv.1, pp. 30-31.

22Horgan, “Variants,” pp. 217-220; also “Scribal Qaimtition,” p. 120; “Relationship,” p. 162.
#2Horgan, “Variants,” p. 215.
2Horgan, “Variants,” pp. 214-215.
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“shorter elements” such as compound verbs, adjective-noun pairs and accusaiiveeinfi
constructiong?®

When the variant types recorded by Horgan (and similar types noted by Carlson) in her
investigations into th&r ; andCUL ;4 versions of théastoral Careas a whole are compared
to those found in the text of the Metrical Preface in these two manuscripts, thésraswtar-
perfect match. Of the three variants sharedhyandCUL 24, only one, the relatively
insignificant substitution of the weak genitive plufah CUL .4, romwarenafor the strong
declensional form itat,, romwara(Tib gyi(JNs3) RomwaraCCi, romwara) in line 9b, is not
of a type mentioned by Horgan in her discussion of the prose. The addition of the verbal
prefix be-to Tr; beporftanCUL ;24 be porftan(Hat,g Tib gxi(Jns3) CC1, dorfton), line 15b,
belongs to what Horgan reports to be one of the most common variants sefarating
CUL 24 from the other manuscripts of tRastoral Care’** The substitution of the
pronominal objectr,; CUL ;4 mefor the possessive adjectikiat,g Tibgyi(JNs3) min (CCqz
min) in line 11a, likewise, is only one of a number of examples of the “rationalisation of
forms” cited by Horgan in her analysis of the prose &xt.

The same is true of the readings found in only one or another of the individual
manuscripts in this group, the majority of which have parallels among the vaeeoitded by
Horgan from the common text @f ; andCUL ;24. In some cases, these variants are

doubtlessly to be attributed to scribes working afteMheandCUL ;4 traditions diverged.

*PHorgan, “Variants,” p. 221.
**Horgan, “Variants,” pp. 214-5.

22°plthough Horgan cites the “rationalisation of fofnas a category of variation only once and doesieot
the term to any specific examples (“Relationshjp,162), she supplies several examples in whicfthe
CUL 4 form can be ascribed to the influence of surrongdorms: e.gTr; CUL ;54 Seo is modofor
Hat,g Tibgyi(JNs3) CCy, se is modu(214/14), in which the antecedent fa@seois the masculine weak
nounwilla: gif se yfla willa done onwald haefd dees ingedorseess modur eelces yfelg22/13-14).
Textual references to the Prose Preface here aadlietre are by page and line number of Henry Sweet,
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The omission ogregoriusfrom CUL ;o4 line 6a, for example, is almost certainly to be
explained as eyeskip on the part of the scrib@Wif ., or an exemplar. Likewise, the
substitution of the genitive pluradaerdain CUL 4 for the dative plural if'r; and all other
manuscripts is perhaps more easily explained as the spontaneous influence of the ending of
romwarenarom the preceding (manuscript and metrical) line of the poem than as a survival
of the common antecedent which has been removed independently by the sErib&%4h

other cases, however, the correspondence between the prose variation recorded bynHorgan a
the verse variation exhibited by these two witnesses to the Metrical @refee strong as to
suggest that the differences between the two copies have their originsriatalésr already
present in their common anteced&itThe substitution of stressed elementSiin

eord|bugend : CUL ;24 egbugendunfHat,o Tibgxi(INs3) iegbuenduntC;, iegbulendury line

3a, for example, is paralleled by many similar substitutions throughout the prose in both
manuscript&® Tr; CUL 4 deoflesHato Tib g, fiondes(463/12):Tr , neat(with orf in the

“outer margin”),CUL o4 orf Hatyo Tibgxi(Jns3) CCio neat(173/20);CUL jip4 lustafor Hatyg
scylda(407/20** The addition opeto Tr for paeem p&CUL .4 for pamHat,o Fordeem
Tibgxi(JIns3z) CCy, fordon), line 8a, and oforpamandheto CUL j»4 for peemhehetTr ; het

(Hatyo heh), line 13b, likewise, are to be attributed to the same impetus for explanation and

ed.,King Alfred’s West-Saxon Version of the PastoraleC&EETS o0.s. 45 and 50 (London: Kegan Paul,
1871-72).

226E0r a discussion of this independenc€ldlL 4, however, see Horgan “Variants,” p. 214. Horgaso a
cites unique readings fro@UL j,4 and (less frequentlylr ; throughout her list of textual variants, pp. 215-
222.

22I0n the basis of interlinear readingsTin,, Horgan assumes that the ancestdFrgfandCUL ,;,, was edited
in large part interlinearly (“Variants,” p. 214).

2287 examples from Horgan “Variants,” p. 215. Whetavant, readings frothog; are taken from
Carlson,Cotton Otho B.ii

229 Horgan does not cite the ; or CCy, readings. The text is missing frofib s, andOthog;.
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clarification found in the examples Horgan supplies of the addition of “understood” words and

explanatory clauses to the common textiof andCUL jip4.%%°

Textual Variants
Inflectional Difference (4 examples)
CPPref(Hat2g-CUL ji24-Tr 1:Tib gxi(INs3)-CC12), 8a

Trq Hatyg
forpeempehe ma ncynnes meest gestriende. | Fo®aemhemonncynnes maest.| gestriende.
rodera wearde. romwarena betst rodra wearde romwara betest

10 manna mod weligost. merpum| gefreegost. 10 monna modwelegost maer|dum gefreegost.

CUL 24 Tibgxi(JINs3)
for pam he| man cynnes maest gestrinde fordon| he moncynnes. meest gestrynde.
rodera wearde romwarena| betst. rodra wearde.| Romwara betest.
10 manna mod weligost maerda gefraegost. 10 monna mod welegost. meerdum| gefraegost.
CCai2

fordon hemon,| cynnes meest gestriende.
rodera| wearde rom warabetst.
10 monna| mod welegost maerdum gefree| gost.

The only variant which does not involve a unique reading in one or bdth of
CUL 24, the two case endings are syntactically, metrically and semanticallyabsqntiTr ; for
baem p& CUL 4 for pamandHat,, Fordzemare all dative singulaffib g,i(Jnss) CC1o
fordonis instrumental singular. Both cases are found regularlyfaitim adverbial and

conjunctive contexts with little difference in sense or ug&ge.

#05ee particularly Horgan, “Variants,” §§ 1.6.a ah®I2.b, pp. 220, 221. A similar tendency carsben in
the revision of Weerferd's translation of Gregoipimlogues wherepeis used to distinguish “a relative
adverb or a conjunction from the simple adverbd @nadded to or replaces the demonstrative proiroun
introducing relative clauses. See David Yerli&gtax and Style in Old English Comparison of the Two
Versions of Weerferth’s Translation of Gregory’s DguesMedieval and Renaissance Texts and Studies 5
(Binghamton, NY: CEMERS, 1982), §8 11, 12 and 15.

#The addition opeto Tr is discussed below. See p. 103.

2320r a discussion of the relative frequency of the forms in Old English prose and poetry, see Mitch
OES§83035-36; and J. van Daifhe Causal Clause and Causal Prepositions in E@ity English Prose
(Groningen and Djakarta, 1957). | have not beda tbconsult two theses dealing with the topic
mentioned by Mitchell in 883035-36: E. M. Liggin§he Expression of Causal Relationship in Old
English Prose’ (unpublished PhD diss., Universftiz@andon, 1955), and Mitchell, ‘Subordinate Clauses
Old English Poetry’ (unpublished PhD diss., Oxfohiversity, 1958).
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CPPref(CUL|i24-Tr 1- Hatzo-Tib Bxi(Jn53)-C(312), 9b

Trq Hatyg
for paem pe he ma ncynnes meest gestriende.| Fordsem hemonncynnes meest.| gestriende.
rodera wearde.__romwema betst rodra wearde _romwarbetest

10 manna mod weligost. merpum| gefreegost. 10 monna modwelegost maer|dum gefreegost.

CUL ji24 Tib gxi(INs3)
for pam he| man cynnes maest gestrinde fordon| he moncynnes. maest gestrynde.
rodera wearde__romwang betst. rodra wearde.|_ Romwabetest.
10 manna mod weligost maerda gefraegost. 10 monna mod welegost. meerdum| gefraegost.
CCa2

foroon hemon,| cynnes meest gestriende.
rodera| wearde__rom wabetst.

10 monna| mod welegost maerdum gefree| gost.

The variation is declensionalr ; CUL ;.4 romwarenas weak;Hat,, romwara
(Tibexi(Inss) RomwaraCCy, rém ward, strong®>® The variation has no effect on sense or
syntax and a minor effect on metreHat,o Tibg,i(Jns3) CCizthe line is Type E with a short

half-lift (a rare formf>* in Tr; CUL 4, the half-lift is resolved.

CPPref(CUL|i24: Hatzo-Tib Bxi(Jn53)-C012-Tr 1), 10b

Trq Hat,g
for paem pe he ma ncynnes meest gestriende.| Fordzem hemonncynnes meest.| gestriende.
rodera wearde. romwarena betst rodra wearde romwara betest
10 manna mod weligost. merp| gefraegost. 10 monna modwelegost maerdgefraegost.
CUL 24 Tibgxi(JINs3)
for pam he| man cynnes maest gestrinde fordon| he moncynnes. maest gestrynde.
rodera wearde romwarena| betst. rodra wearde.| Romwara betest.
10 manna mod weligost maarfefraegost. 10 monna mod welegost. maand gefraegost.
CC12

foroon hemon,| cynnes meest gestriende.
rodera] wearde rom warabetst.
10 monna| mod welegost maendgefree| gost.

CUL ;24 meerdais a partitive genitive, dependent gefreegostaind syntactically
parallel to the genitivesomwarena(line 9b) andnanna(line 10a): ‘best of Romans,... most

talented of men, most known of famous deedsTrinHat,g Tibgyi(JINs3) andCC,,, maerdum

233Campbell OEG §610.7, esp. p. 246.

#430hn C. PopeSeven Old English Poenorrected Edition ed. (1981; Norton; New York: BaWerrill,
1966), p. 116; E. Sievers, "Zur Rhythmik des getiseren Alliterationsverses IPBB 10 (1885): 308-9.
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(and accidental variants) is a plural dative of specification: ‘(most knowfgroous
deeds?*® While both readings are syntactically and metrically approp@é, .4 is
logically nonsensical — as a predicate adjectiedrsegostefers tohe(i.e. St. Augustine)
rather than a specific action. PresumablyGhh. 4, scribe was influenced by the syntactic
parallelism of line 9b and 10a. A similar motivation may be responsible for théamria
between the first person accusative pronoun and possessive adjeTtiy€liL 4 me:

Hat,g Tibgyi(JNs3) min (CCy, min), line 11a (see below, p. 100).

The variation has no metrical effect.

CPPref(CUL|i24-Tr 1 Hatzo-Tib Bxi(Jn53)-CC12), 1la

Trq Hatyg
Seddame onenglesc. eelfraed cynincg Siddarmin onenglisc eelfred kyning
awende. worda| gehwilc.yme his writerum Awende| worda gehwelcymehis writerum
sende’ supg norp. het him swylcra ma sende sugnord heht.him| swelcra ma
bringan.| bepaere bysene. brengan bidaere bisene daethe his biscepum
pzet hehis bisceopum 15 sen|dan meahte. Fordsem hihis sume dorfton.
15 sendan myahte. Pade leeden. spree|ce leeste cudon :7 :7

for paem hi his| sume beporftan.
pa pe leden spraece leeste cupon.

CUL 24 Tibgxi(JINs3)
Siddanme on englisc eelfryd cyning Siddarmin on Englisc. Alfred| kyning.
awende worda ge hwilc| me his writeux awende worda gehwelcy me his write-| rum.
sende. sug nord. sende sug nord. heht him swelcra ma.|
for pam he het him swil-|cra ma brengan be dzere bysene.
brengan be paere bysyng he his biscop paet he his biscepum.|
15 sendan||| meahte 15 sendan meahte. fordaem hie his. sume dorfton|
for pam hi his sume be porftan da pe Leeden spraece. laesde cudon :-|

pa pe leden spreece| laeste cudon.

CCy2
sio darmin onenglisc eelf|fred cyning.
awende worda ge|hwelcymeéhis writerum___
_sendesudjnord____hehthim swelcra ma.
bren|gan bedeere bisene daet hehis| biscepum
15 sendan meahte. for|daemhiehis sume dorfton
dade||| leeden spreece laeste cudon :7|

The variationTr ; CUL ;24 me: Hatyo Tibg,i(JInss) min (CC1, min) affects the

interpretation of the entire clause in which it is foundHét,g Tibgyi(Jns3) CC12 min(and

B5%5ee Mitchell OES§1356.
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orthographic variants) is a possessive adjective modiftyorglagehwelg the object of
awendel. 12a: ‘Later, King Alfred translated eachrof words into English...”. 1A,
CUL 24 meis an accusative personal pronoun syntactically paraliebtda gehwel@and
serving as a direct object afvende ‘Later, King Alfred translatedhe into English, each of
words...".

Like use of the genitive plur&UL ., maerdain line 10b for the dative in all other
manuscripts, this variation may have its origins in a desire for local rtedtparallelism.
With the substitution ofnefor min, the clause of lines 11-12a becomes syntactically parallel
to the following clause of lines 12b-13a: both begin with a first person accusatiutasing
personal pronoun as direct object, follow with an adverbial phrase and end with a rhyming
inflected verb. This parallelism is emphasised further in both manuscripts bateengint of
a point afteisendan the middle of line 13a (and after the inflected vanpndeand infinitive
bringanin the middle of lines 12a and 14alin,) in addition to the regular metrical points at

the ends of the half-lines 12a and $8a

23%0'Keeffe suggests that the punctuation in theseslinTr; may be the result of a flaw in the poem’s metre:
“Line 12b is technically poor, since it placesterum, the word carrying alliteration, in secondary
position. The scribe promotesiterumto first stressed position by addisgndeto the half-line” Yisible
Song p. 93). Since the first syllable wfiterumis long, there is no reason to assume that theralting
syllable does not occupy the first lift of the effrse (in this case a perfectly regular Type CTe fact
that the scribes of both manuscripts place pointisealine boundaries of 12a and 13a and sfedegand
in Tr ; awgnde also seems to rule out O’Keeffe’s second suggesthat the points after the inflected
verbs in both manuscripts may indicate that “thrébsc.. pointed these lines as prose, very much in
agreement with his practice of pointing in the slation of theRegula Pastoraliswhere he points by
clause” Yisible Songp. 93). Worda gehwiland sup and norlfthe material between the pointsTin,
lines 12a and 13a) are neither rhetorical clausesnetrically acceptable units (the “analogous’diegs
O’Keeffe supplies from the Metrical Psalmsverda pinraandworda seghwyle- are both Type A lines
and hence not metrically parallel). Sésible Songp. 92, fn. 43 and cf. CampbeDEG 890 for the
scansion of the first syllable éfghwelc.
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CUL iz4, II. 11-138%7 Try, Il 11-138°°

Siddan Seddan me onenglesc. alfreed cynincgnale. worda
me on englisc aelfryd cyning awende worda ge hwilc. gehwilc.qme his writerum sendesup norp.
me his writei sende. sud nord.

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)
CPPref(Tr 1- Hatzo-Tib Bxi(Jn53)-CC12-CUL|i24), 3a

Trq Hatog
bis eerent gewryt augustinus. bis serend gewrit Agustinus.
ofer sealtne see. supan brohte. ofersealtne see sudan brohte.|
eordbugend. swa hit eer fore iedbuendum swabhit eer fore
adihtnode. dryhtnes cempa. Adihtode dryhtnes cempa

5 rome| papa 5 rome| papa.

CUL ji24 Tibgyxi(JINs3)
bis aerynd ge writ  Agustinus Dis aerend gewrit. Agustinus.
ofer sealtne see sudan| brohte. ofer saltne see.| sudan brohte.
edugendum swa hit aer fore iecbuendum swee hit eer. fore
adihtode driht-|nes cempa adih.|tode. dryhtnes cempa.

5 rome papa 5 Gregoriufkome papa.|

CCy2

Dis eerend gewrit agustinus
ofer|sealt ne see sudan brohte.

iedbulendum swa hit eer fore

adihtode| dryhtnes cempa
5 rome papa

Tr, eord|bugend is vague: for readers of Alfred’s translation, the importance of
Augustine’s mission was not simply that he broughtGhea Pastoraligo ‘people’ living
overseas, but that he brought it specifically toidguendumthe inhabitants of the British
Isles. Horgan reports that similar (“sometimes misguided”) substitutrerfe@nd in bothrr ;
andCUL ;,4.2° As the compoundordbyg)end-) is very common in verse (forty-one
occurrences in various spellings), O’Keeffe suggests thatrthiorm may be the result of a

formulaic substitutiof*® There are three other occurrenceigbug)end-) in Old English

#"Manuscript line-division and punctuation.
ZB\1anuscript line-division and punctuation.
“Horgan, “Variants,” p. 214.

2%0'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 93.
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poetry, all in texts associated with thaglo-Saxon Chroniclévienologium line 185a,

Coronation of Edgarline 4a, andeath of Edgarline 37a%*

The substitution has no effect on syntax or metre.

Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (3 examples)
CPPref(Tr 1- Hatzo-Tib Bxi(Jn53)-Cclz-CUL|i24), 8a

Trq Hatyg
for paenpe he ma ncynnes meest gestriende. | Fordeemhemonncynnes meaest.| gestriende.
rodera wearde. romwarena betst rodra wearde romwara betest

10 manna mod weligost. merpum| gefraegost. 10 monna modwelegost maer|dum gefreegost.

CUL ji24 Tib xi(INs3)
for pamhe| man cynnes meest gestrinde fordorj he moncynnes. maest gestrynde.
rodera wearde romwarena| betst. rodra wearde.] Romwara betest.
10 manna mod weligost maerda gefraegost. 10 monna mod welegost. meerdum| gefraegost.
CCy2

fordonhemon,| cynnes maest gestriende.
rodera| wearde rOm warabetst.
10 monna| mod welegost maerdum gefree| gost.

The addition or omission ¢fe has no effect on sense or syntax. Variation in the use of
beis common withforpaemin both adverbial and conjunctive conte5s.
The variant adds or subtracts an unstressed syllable from the initial dip of a-Lype C

line and has no significant effect on metre.

241Bessinger and Smith.
242Mlitchell, OES§3011. Based on Liggins, diss., pp. 197-98, G6%h
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CPPref(CUL jiz4: Hatoo-Tib gxi(Jns3)-CC12-Tr 1), 13b (2 variants)

Trq Hatyg
Seddan me onenglesc. eelfraed cynincg Siddan min onenglisc aelfred kyning
awende. worda| gehwilc.yme his writerum Awende| worda gehwelcymehis writerum
sende’ supj norp. _hethim swylcra ma sende sugnord _hehhim| swelcra ma
bringan.| bepaere bysene. brengan bidzere bisene daethe his biscepum
paet hehis bisceopum 15 sen|dan meahte. Fordsem hihis sume dorfton.
15 sendan myahte. Dbaode laeden. spree|ce laeste cudon :7 :7

for paem hi his| sume beporftan.
pa pe leden spraece leeste cupon.

CUL 24 Tib xi(INs3)
Siddan| me on englisc aelfryd cyning Siddan min on Englisc. Alfred| kyning.
awende worda ge hwilcj| me his writex awende worda gehwelcy me his write-| rum.
sende. sug nord. sende sug nord. _hehhim swelcra ma.|
for bam he hethim swil -|cra ma brengan be deere bysene.
brengan be paere bysyn he his biscop paet he his biscepum.|
15 sendan||| meahte 15 sendan meahte. fordeem hie his. sume dorfton|
for pam hi his sume be porftan da pe Leeden spraece. laesde cudon :-|

pa pe leden spreece| laeste cudon.

CCyp2
sid dan min onenglisc eelf|fred cyning.
awende worda ge|hwelcyméhis writerum____
_sendesudjnord____helitim swelcra ma.
bren|gan bedeere bisene deet hehis| biscepum
15 sendan meahte. for|daemhiehis sume dorfton
daode||| leeden spreece laeste cudon 7|

The addition ofor pamandheto CUL ;4 has a significant effect on syntax, but none
on metre.

In CUL ;24, for pamintroduces a “clause of explanation,” used to “amplify, explain or
suggest the reason for, a statem@At in this case why Alfred sent tRastoral Caresouth
and north to his scribes: ‘[King Alfred] ...sent me southwards and northwards to his,scribes
for he ordered them to produce more of the same according to this model, that he might send
[them] to his bishops...”. Ifir 1 Hatyg Tibgyi(JNnsz) CCiy, Il. 13b-15a follow asyndetically on
the preceding sentence: ‘[King Alfred] ...sent me southwards and northwards tolies;doe
ordered them to produce more of the same according to this model that he might send [them]

to his bishops...".
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The addition oheto CUL 4, is related to the change in syntax brought on by the
introduction offor pam In CUL 24, the pronoun is the subject of the clausélrinHatg
Tibgxi(JInsz) andCCy,, the clauses are joined asyndetically with non-repetition of the
subject® Both are acceptable syntax.

The additions t&CUL ;o4 are probably to be attributed to the same propensity to
clarification and explication noted by Horgan in her analysis of the main té&xy @ind
CUL 242 It is also possible, however, that they were prompted by a reinterpretation of an
exemplar irheht(as inHat,g Tibgyi(InNsz) andCC1,) ashe het As both words fall on the
preliminary drop of a Type B-1 line, the addition or omissiofoopamandhe has no

metrical effect.

3 iggins, diss., cited in MitchellDES§ 3015.
Mitchell, OES§1690.
2*Horgan “Variants,” p. 220.
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Addition/Omission of Prefixes (1 example)
CPPref(CUL”24-Tr 1- Hatzo-Tib Bxi(Jn53)-CC12), 15b

Trq Hatyg
Seddan me onenglesc. e&lfraed cynincg Siddan min onenglisc eelfred kyning
awende. worda| gehwilc.yme his writerum Awende| worda gehwelcymehis writerum
sende’ supg norp. het him swylcra ma sende sugnord heht.him| swelcra ma
bringan.| bepeere bysene. brengan bideere bisene deethe his biscepum
paet hehis bisceopum 15 sen|dan meahte. Fordzem hihis sume dorfton
15 sendan myahte. Pade leeden. spree|ce leeste cudon :7 :7

for paem hi his| suneeborftan

pa pe leden spraece leeste cupon.

CUL 24 Tib xi(INs3)
Siddan| me on englisc aelfryd cyning Siddan min on Englisc. Alfred| kyning.
awende worda ge hwilcj| me his writex awende worda gehwelcy me his write-| rum.
sende. sug nord. sende sug nord. heht him swelcra ma.|
for pam he het him swil -|cra ma brengan be deere bysene.
brengan be peere bysynie he his biscop paet he his biscepum.|
15 sendan||| meahte 15 sendan meahte. fordaem hie his. sume dprfton
for pam hi his sumiee porftan 0a pe Leeden spraece. laesde cudon :-|

pa pe leden spreece| laeste cudon.

CCyp2
si® dan min onenglisc &elf|fred cyning.
awende worda ge|hwelcyméhis writerum___
_sendesudjnord____hehthim swelcra ma.
bren|gan bedeere bisene deet hehis| biscepum
15 sendan meahte. for|daemhiehis sume dorfton
dade||| leeden spreece laeste cudon 7|

The addition or omission of the prefix has no obvious effect on sense or syntax.
Horgan notes that the addition of prefixes is a common featdne,@ndCUL i24.2*® The
variation does affect metre, however.Hat,, Tibg,i(JNs3) CCyothe line is a Type C-1 with a
resolved first stress. To the extent thatThe CUL ;24 line is metrical, it is Type A-1 with a

metrically suspicious four anacrustic syllables.

**organ, “Variants,” pp. 214-5.
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Addition/Omission of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)
CPPref(CUL”24: Hatzo-Tib Bxi(Jn53)-CC12-TI' 1), 6a

Trq Hatyg
5 riht spel monig 5 ryhtspell monig.
gregorius gleaw méd geond wod. Gregorius gleawmod gindwéd
purh sefan| snytro. searo panca hord. durh| sefan snyttro searo donca hord.
CUL 24 Tibgyxi(Insg)
5 riht spel monig. 5 ryht spell monig.
-——= gleaw mod geond|wod Gregorius. gleaw mod. gind wod.|
purh sefan snytro searo panca hord. durh sefan snyttro. searo donca hord.
CCy2
5 ryht|spel monig.

gregorius gleawmod| geondwod
durh sefan snyttro| searo donca hord.

The omission of expectagtegoriusfrom CUL 4 is presumably to be explained as a
result of syntactic or sensical eyeskip. Since the subject of lines 5b-7 is tnasdmat of
lines 3b-5a and sinagregoriusis appositive to the nominative adjectiyleaw modthe
proper noun is neither syntactically nor sensically necessary.

The wordis metrically necessary, however. Perhaps the unusual double allitéYation
in the off-verse led the scribe GUL ;24 into accepting line 6b as a metrically complete long
line.

Metrical Epilogue
Although there seems little reason to doubt that the Metrical Epilogue was intended t

follow Alfred’s translation of thé®astoral Careas the last item in the translati%)“ﬁjt has

24"Although no other verse in this poem alliteratesither /g/ or /j/, two lines in the presumably
contemporarMetrical Epiloguedo: line 10gierdon... godeand line 23Gregorius... gegiered.

28D obbie argues that “there is nothing in the met@malogue to connect it inescapably with astoral
Care except perhaps the mention of Gregory in |. Z83PR6, p. cxii). In addition to the reference to
Gregory, the poem’s water imagery also seems teigieaa connection with the last section of the pras
which St. Gregory explains how he wgened... deet ic nu haebbe maenege men gelaed to &gan st
fullfremednesse on da&m scipe mines mzdespelled... to lead many men to the shore ofqmtidn in the
ship of my mind’ and prays to John his interlocutartheon daem scipgebroce disses andweardan lifes
sum bred geraece dinra gebedaet ic maege on sittan 0d ic to londe ctime plank of thy prayers in the
shipwreck of this present life, that | may sit oiili | come to land...” (text and translation:; 8et,King
Alfred’s Versionpp. 466 and 467). A further reference to watdound in a citation of John 4:13-14
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suffered more seriously than the Metrical Preface from the vicissitudies ahd age. It
survives in only two manuscriptidat,, andCC;, — although, as all but one of the remaining
manuscripts of th@astoral Careend defectively, it seems likely that its original circulation
was wider than the number of surviving copies would suggest.

As was the case with the variation found among the witnesses to the MetrfaakPre
the lack of variation found between the witnesses to the Metrical Epilogue can be best
explained in terms of the habits and interests of the scribes responsible forivisgwapies.
Its two witnesses, although members of different textual groups, are the work of datrgnst
careful scribes; scribes who, with the exception of a single relatively miifenredice in case
(see above, p. 98), transmit substantively identical versions of the M&réfate. In
copying the Metrical Epilogue, these same scribes — assisted, in the Eidg, bfy an even
more accomplished colleadd®- copy their texts to an equally high standard of substantive

accuracy.

“Ceedmon’s Hymn” (eordanrecension)

As we have just seen, substantive textual variation among the witnesses tdribal Me

Preface and Epilogue of the Old Engliastoral Cards restricted with one exception to the

which follows the Metrical Epilogue iHat,: qui biberit agw quz ego do dicit dns samaritanfet in eo
fons aquae salientis in vitam et@ar(/ulgate:qui autem biberit ex aqua quam ego dahmen sitiet in
aeternum: sed aqua quam ego dabo ei fiet in eodgose salientis in vitam aeternam am indebted to
Fred C. Robinson for drawing my attention to tHissg.

2493unius’s copy offib g, breaks off mid-way through Chapter 49 (witthmaege hieran dine stemrg80/15);
Othog; ends in Chapter 5¢& sculon433/25); andCUL ;4 in the middle of the last sentence of the last
Chapter ¢0 ic to lande cumeChapter 65, 467/25). Only ; (which also omits the Prose Preface) can be
said to have omitted the Epilogue for certaintets ends with the last sentence of Chaptemg@itirfa
agenra scylda467/27), and the colophobeos gratias. AmerfKer, Catalogue art. 88).

#%The main scribe dflat,, believed by Ker to be responsible for the MetriReface (see above, p. 203 and
fn. 203), copies most of the first 10 lines of Metrical Epilogue (t@ode I. 10b andhe bottom of f. 98r).
The manuscript’s “minor” hand — a much more accashpld scribe — takes over at the top of the venso a
arranges the text of the Epilogue in the form ofrerted triangle which tapers to a point in thieafe of
the page. For a facsimile, see Robinson and Stamils. EEMF 23, plates 6.2.2.1-6.2.2.2.
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late tenth-/early eleventh- and late eleventh-century represestafia single innovative
textual tradition of the framing translation. When — as is the case with thedl&pilogue
and all but thé'r; andCUL 4 texts of the Metrical Preface — the poem was transmitted
outside of this innovative tradition, the responsible scribes copied their texts witinaum
of substantive variation.

In contrast, the surviving witnesses to the West-S@asdanrecension of
“Caedmon’s Hymn” exhibit a substantive variation which is both more frequent and more
widely distributed across the textual groups of the framing text. By O’Keefbe'st, the five
witnesses to theordanrecension of the Hymn found in copies of the Old Endfigtoria
contain seven variants which are “gramatically and semantically appesptiaby my own
count, there are at least 15 substantive variants in the poem’s six known witnesbesawvai

a potentially significant effect on sense, metre, or syntax:

#l/isible Songp. 39. The variants she lists are as followst/fiu well.1a]; weorc/wera/weorod§.3a];
wuldorfaede(sic, for wuldorfaedelfwuldorgodedl.3a]; wundra/wuldreql.3b]; gehwaegsic, for
gehwaeHfela[l.3b]; or/ord [l.4b]; sceop/gescofbal.” Not included in this total are three vantisfrom
London, British Library, Additional 43703\() which O’Keeffe — probably correctly — discounsskeeing
the likely result of Nowell's own copying errorgigible Songp. 39; see also below, p. 142, fn. 310); three
unique variants frorB;: herigan sculonl. 1a;astealdel. 4b; andbe I. 7a; and the variants from the
marginal version of theordanrecension in Tournai, Bibliotheque Municipale, 134). This last
manuscript is not mentioned in O’Keeffe’'s chaptemadex. Jabbour discusses nine variamgu, we//7,

I. 1a;weorc/weoroda/werd. 3a;wundrawuldres I. 3b;or/oord/ord, I. 4b;sceopgesceopl. 5a;
eordareorfy, |. 5b;teodéeode I. 8b;firum/finz, I. 9a (diss., pp. 195-196, 197).
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Table 1: Substantive Variants in the West-Saeandanrecension of “Caedmon’s Hymfr?

la

3a

5a

[oaNé)]

7a
8a
9a

C(N)
Ne

O

sculon
her gean

weoroda

wul:|dor
feeder

wundra

gewhwees
corr. to
gehwees

or

onstealde
(f.146vF>*

scop

eorpu
s¢’pend

pa
eode
finu
foldan

o

Nu
0 corr. towe
sculan herian

wero corr. to
wera

wuldor feeder

wundra

ge hwaes

oércorr. to

oors

onstealde

gesceop
eordan

scyppend

oa
teo de
firum

folda, corr. to
folda?

Ca
Nu
we

sceolan
herigean

wera
wuldor feeder

wuldres

ge hwaes

ord
onstealde

gelscop
ordagorr. to
,eordoan

scyppend

pa
teode
firu
foldan

T
Nu

O

sculon
herigean

weorc

wuldor
faeder

wundra

gehwaes

or
on|stealde

sceop
eordan

scyppend

pa
teode
firum

foldan

B: To™?
Nu Nu
we we
herigan sceolon
sculon herian
weorc weorc
wuldor wulder feeder
godes
wund ra wundra
fela gehweaes
ord ar
astealde astealde
sceop sceop
eordan eordan

scyp|pend drihten

pe pa
teode teode
fyrum firum
foldan foldan

By either reckoning, this is a lot of variation for a nine line poem — especially when i

is compared with the almost complete lack of substantive variation found amongrbeses

to the roughly contemporary West-Saxdda-recension of the poem, or the two eighth-

century witnesses to the Northumbrieldurecension discussed in Chapter Tirb.

Comparing thg/lda-andeordantexts, O’Keeffe has suggested that the more extensive

%P otentially significant variants in bold face. Timanuscripts to which these sigla refer are liseginning
on p. 112 below. A list and explanation of alllaigsed in this dissertation can be found in Appe&d

#30’Keeffe does not include the variants frdim in her discussion of the variants in “Caedmon’s Hym

Z4The catchword at the foot of f. 145r readssteald
2See pp. 21 ff. and 49 ff.
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variation exhibited by the witnesses to dwdantext is evidence of the fundamentally
formulaic approach its scribes took towards the transmission of Old English poetsglitis
of which she contrasts with the type of contamination inevitable in all longer copgikg) t

When we examine the variations in the five tenth- and eleventh-century records of
the West Saxon [seordan] version, we see in the despair of the textual editor
palpable evidence of a fluid transmission of ihygnnsomewhere between the
formula-defined process which is an oral poem and the graph-bound object which is a
text. We see a reading activity reflected in these scribal varianth vghfiermula-
dependent, in that the variants observe metrical and alliterative consaaihishich
is context-defined, in that the variants produced arise within a field of possbilitie
generated within a context of expectations. The mode of reading | am proposing
operates by suggestion, by ‘guess’ triggered by key-words in formulae. It ifadmet
of reading which is the natural and inevitable product of an oral tradition at an early
stage in its adaptation to the possibilities of writing. These five recordsarhQaks
Hymngive evidence of a reading activity characterized by intense readenicdéer
where the reader uses knowledge of the conventions of the verse to ‘predict’ what is
on the page. Variance in an oral tradition is made inevitable by the subjectivigy of t
speaker (and hearer), but is constrained by impersonal metre and alliteration. The
writing of a poem acts as a very powerful constraint on variance, and in the face of
such constraint, the presence of variance argues an equally powerful pull from the
oral.

The process of copying manuscripts is rarely simply mechanical. Given the
normal medieval practice of reading aloud, or at least of sub-vocalizing, the scri
likely ‘heard’ at least some of his text. And copying done in blocks of text required
the commission of several words or phrases to short-term memory. The trigger of
memory is responsible for various sorts of contamination, and this is most easjly se
for example, in the importation of Old Latin readings into the copying of the Vulgate
Bible. Quite another sort of memory-trigger is responsible for ‘Freudian’
substitutions in a text. Here the substitutes, if syntactically correct, @aiyusot
semantically or contextually appropriate.

The presence of variants in Ceedmdtisnn however, differs in an important
way from the appearance of memorial variants in biblical or liturgical.téas$h
sorts depend to some degree on memory, but the variants in Ceetltyimmase
memory not to import a set phrase but to draw on formulaic possibility. Reception
here, conditioned by formulaic conventions, produces variants which are metrically,
syntactically and semantically appropriate. In such a process, reading and copying
have actually become conflated with composing. The integral presence of such
variance in transmitting thdymnin *AE [i.e. theeordanrecension] argues for the
existence of a transitional state between pure orality and pure literacy witesece
is a reading process which applies oral techniques for the reception of a message to
the decoding of a written text°

#00’Keeffe, Visible Songpp. 40-41.



112

As we shall see, however, the variation found among the witnesses to the West-Saxon
eordanrecension of “Caedmon’s Hymn” has less to do with the formulaic responsiveness of
the scribes involved in its transmission than with the attitude these scrilties garibes of
their antecedents) take towards the framing text as a whole. As was thetbabe Metrical
Preface and Epilogue to tRastoral Care the most innovative versions of teerdan
recension of “Caedmon’s Hymn” are found in the most innovative witnesses to the framing
prose text of the Old English translation of Historia and show roughly similar amounts and
types of textual variation. While the most innovative versions of this recensioa ditnn
are not restricted to a single branch of the framing text, the variation they esnithie shown
to match the demonstrable extra-poetical interests of the scribes respansibleying them.
Manuscripts of the Old EnglishHistoria

As it has come down to us, the Old Englidistoria survives in five insular
manuscripts dating from the first quarter of the tenth century to the second half of the
eleventi>”: Oxford, Bodleian Library, Tanner 10, §(T,); TLondon, British Library, Cotton
Otho B. xi, 5.8 (C; this manuscript was damaged in the Cotton fire and is known primarily
from a sixteenth-century transcript by Lawrence Nowell, London, British LipAatgitional
43703 N]*¥; Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 41, 5(8,); Oxford, Corpus Christi
College, 279, pt. ii, s.Ki (O); Cambridge University Library, Kk. 3. 18, £XCa). A sixth

copy of theeordanrecension of the Hymn is found as a gloss to Bede’s Latin paraphrase of

*"The sigla used in this section are as in Dob@nuscripts pp. 8-9. FoO a distinction is made between
the uncorrected and corrected texts of the Hynur. tife uncorrected form, the sigl@{"*" is used; the
corrected text is represented by the sigldfi"; forms which are the same in both the uncorreateti
corrected versions are indicated by the siglim

BN owell’s transcript also contains a copy@tironG. See below, p. 138, fn. 303.
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the poem in the margins of a twelfth-century and perhaps continental version of the Lati
Historia, TTournali, Bibliothéque Municipale, 13%d).**°

Since the early eighteenth century, the manuscripts of the Old EHiggisitia have
been divided into two textual groupk; B; andC(N) O Ca.**® Of theseC(N) O Ca show the
least internal variation, especiallyandCa which are particularly close and probably linearly
related®® T, andBy, on the other hand, show far more internal variation. While they share a
number of common errors and omissions, the teByah particular has been freely handled,
and contains many unique readings not found in any other man#&tript.

As was the case with thtastoral Care the textual stemma implied by the framing
text of the Old Englisiistoria helps clarify the distribution of variants among the withesses
to the poem it contains (Figure 2). Like the framing text, the two earliest mamssdrihe
eordanrecension reproduce relatively similar te345 With the exception of the unique, non-
sensical, and probably sixteenth-century vari@itd) ne T, nu, line 1a,C(N) eorfiz T

264
a

eordan line 5b,C(N) eodeT; teode line 8a, andC(N) finz T, firum, line 9a;"" these two

originally tenth-century records are separated by a single substi@Q{fdhyweorodaT ;

#95ee KerCatalogue art. 387. The manuscript was destroyed in 19%@acsimile can be found IBEMF
23, pl. 2.20.

%095ee: Raymond J.S. Graiihe B-Text of the Old English BedeLinguistic CommentaryCosterus n.s. 73
(Amsterdam: Rodophi, 1989), pp. 5-7; Dorothy Wihitdd, “The Old English BedeProc. Brit. Acad 48
(1962): 57-90 (esp. p. 81, fn. 22); Thomas Milkt,, The Old English Version of Bede's Ecclesiastical
History of the English Peopl&ETS os 95, 110 (London: EETS, 1890-1898), wl xgiv-xxvi; and
Jacob Schipper, eonig Alfreds Ubersetzung von Bedas Kirchengesthiéhwols., Bibliothek der
angelséchsichen Prosa 4 (Leipzig: Georg H. Wiga868-1899), pp. xi-xxxv. For a modified view ofgh
traditional division, see Granthe B-Textp. 6. His modified stemma does not affect thi¥ang
discussion.

#l5chipperKonig Alfreds Ubersetzung. xix; Both DobbieNlanuscripts p. 213) and SchippeKénig
Alfreds Ubersetzung. xix) cite ZupitzaAltenglisches UbungsbucBnd edition [Vienna: 1881] p. igs
the first to notice this relationship. | have besable to consult the 2nd edition.

Z2\tiller, The Old English Versigrv.1, p. xxv; Schipper, p. xxxiv; Grarthe B-Textpp. 10-11et passim
5%0n the relationship of; andB;, see Miller,The Old English Versiqrv.1, pp. xxv.
#see O'KeeffeVisible Songp. 39; Jabbour, diss., pp. 195-196; Dobblanuscripts p. 25.



114

weorg line 3a%%°

As is again true of the framing text, there is also very little variation
between the individual members of BEN) O Ca group. While the manuscripts at the
farthest ends of this brandi(N) andCa, contain quite different texts of the Hymn, all but
two of the variants which separate them are transcription err@@inor can be traced to
corrections made i@®. In its uncorrected stat®"*" has only three readings (apart from the
transcription errors i€(N)) which are not found i€(N): a substitution of the stressed
synonymsO""" wero (0" wera) for C(N) weoroda line 3a; the addition of the prefige-

to C(N) scop(O gesceop line 5a; and the inflectional differend@;"**" folda (0" foldar)
for C(N) foldan I. 9a. In its corrected stat®;*" supplies all but one of the readinggJa,
the only innovation in the latter manuscript being the inflectional difference andtidnstof
synonymsCa wuldresO wundra line 3b. In the other traditio,o, despite its lack of a
framing text, shows an affinity with and lies somewhere between;thadB; versions of the
Hymn. LikeT; andB;, To hasweorcfor C(N) weoroda(O®" Cawera). Like By, it addswe
to line 1a B; 0" we T, C(N) O""°" Ca [7) and readsstealdédor T on|stealdgC(N) O
Caonstealdg B, astealdeline 4b. LikeT;(and the members of tli&gN) O Cagroup),To
hassceolon heriaror B; herigan sculonline 1a;wulder feedefor B, wuldor godesline 3a;
gehwaesor B, fela, line 3a; anda for B, pe line 7a. Its two unique variantgp aer (T, 6r
C(N) or O""°" 06r B; Ca ord O°°" 0619, line 4b, andro drihten (T, O Cascyppend;
scyp|pendC(N) sgpend, line 6b, both have the look of scribal err@es:for ord/or is
presumably to be explained as a graphic error, whilgen for scyppendnay reflect the

influence of the same word in lines 4a and 8a.

%°An annotated catalogue of potentially significamttstantive variation in this recension of the Hymn
follows below, pp. 121-136.
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This leaves us with two witnesses which are between them responsible for the
introduction of the bulk of the textual variation into each textual grBypand the corrected
O.

Oxford, Corpus Christi College, 279, pt. ii (O/Q"°"/Q*°™)

As mentioned above, in its uncorrected fo@]°°" presents a text relatively close to

that of C(N). Apart from the four transcription errors@{N) (ne, eorfz, eodeandfini, see

above, p. 113)0""°" introduces three forms not found@{N), two of which are non-

uncorr corr

sensicalO wero (O™ CaweraC(N) weorodaT; B; To weorg, line 3a; O gesceop
(C(N) scop T1 sceop, line 5a; and>"™*" folda (O*" folda"; C(N) Ca T, B; To foldar), line
9a. In its corrected fornQ“°" fixes folda andweroand adds another two potentially
significant substantive variant®" we (0""°*" C(N) T, 0; CaB; To we), line 1a; and*"
oor (0" 06r C(N) or T4 6r; Ca B, ord; To aei), line 4b.

As all but one of the sensible, and syntactically and metrically appropriaa@teari
introduced into th®©-text of the Hymn are by correction (and as a result involve the alteration
of text already committed to parchment), these variants lack by definition thersgtnta
implicit in O’Keeffe’s definition of “transitional” copying as a “readingiaity characterized
by intense reader inference, where the reader uses knowledge of the conventionsreé the ve
to ‘predict’ what is on the page,” and in which scribes produce syntactically, atigtend
semantically appropriate variants “by suggestion, by ‘guess’ triggered/bydeels in
formulae.® As all but one of the variants @ are found in other recensions of the Hymn

(and in the marginal West-Saxglitla-text in particularf®’ moreover, it seems likely that the

scribe responsible f@“" either collated his text against a manuscript in which a copy of the

250K eeffe, Visible Songp. 40.
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ylda-recension was fouritf or knew such a text by heart and corrected his exemplar to match
the version with which they were more familfat. That this second possibility is the more
likely is suggested by the readingrain line 3a: had the corrector ©f had a copy of another
recension of the Hymn in front of him, we would expect him to substitateg the reading
(with dialectal and orthographic variation) of all witnesses to all recensfdhe Hymn
exceptC(N), O andCa. Wera'‘of men’, which is graphically and metrically similarweorc
‘work(s)’ but closer to th€(N) readingweoroda‘'of hosts’ in sense and grammar, on the
other hand, looks very much like what we might describe as a memorial conflatior mere i
by correction. It reduces the Type D*2 or D*4 metre of@iN) version of line 3a to a Type
D-2 or D-4 (as in all other recensions of the Hymn) without dramatically changisgitise of
the “original” reading inC(N). Recognising that thé(N) form was incorrect, the scribe of
0" appears to have corrected his originalo (for weorod&) by supplying a form which is
semantically and grammatically similar to the fornCigN), but metrically equivalent to that
in all other versions of the Hymn.

As Miller and Schipper note, similar corrections are found througho@ tiest of the
Historia.”"
Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 41 (B)

The eleventh-centur, is by far the most innovative witness to any version of

“Ceedmon’s Hymn.” It contains seven variants not found in its closest relafjval) of

%"The exception isvera line 3. As noted below, this substitution dogadytheO®" version of line 3a into
a closer metrical congruence with tfida-text, however. See also p. 125.

#®The O scribe does not adopt the two nonsensical readifijeylda-recensiongehwilcandtida (see
above, Chapter 2, pp. 27-29). This may indicaé¢ éhsecond, corrected copy of thea-text was in
circulation, or it may be further evidence to swgjgbat the preservation of the corruptions inrttegginal
texts of the Hymn was the result of deliberatebstrattempts at literal accuracy; working outsifi¢éhe
margins, theD scribe may have felt free to change the partsditbhot make sense.

?9Both possibilities are discussed briefly by Jabbdiss., p. 197.
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which are metrically, syntactically and semantically appropriate. Gélibree are found in
other witnesses to th@rdanrecension of thélymnand, as they are also the readings of the
ylda-text, are perhaps to be ascribed to a conscious or unconscious conflatioaarbtre
recension with another versidB; wefor T; C(N) O""°" /7 (O*®" Ca To we all manuscripts
of theylda- and Northumbriaeordurecensions), line 1, ord for T, ér C(N) or Q""" o6r
(O*°" 0617 Ca ord; all manuscripts of thglda-recension excew), line 4b; and3; astealde
for T, on|stealdgC(N) O Ca onsteald§ To astealdeline 4b.

The remaining four variants, however, are both unigug @nd metrically,
syntactically, lexically, or visually striking. The inversionsaulonherigan line 1a, has no
effect on sense or syntax, but changes the metre to a Type B-1 from the Type A-3 line found in
all other manuscripts of the Hymifl. The substitution of the relative mark&rpefor the
temporal adverba (and orthographic variants) in the other manuscripts oéohéan
recension, in contrast, has no effect on metre, but a significant effect on dgntaxidor
godes(for wuldorfeederand variants in all other manuscripts), line 3a, while having no effect
on sense, metre, or syntax, cannot be the result of a graphic substitution of homdgraphs.
fela (for gehwaesind variants in all other witnesses), line 3b, is equally striking graphically,
and has an effect on both metre and syntax.

All these variants make good sense, metre, and syntax, and seem, as a result, to be
among the best evidence for the type of “formulaic” reading O’Keeffe suggestgponsible
for the textual variation among witnesses to various multiply attested poemept Ehat there

is nothing particularly formulaic about them. As striking and as appropriate ag¢héyea

variants introduced into the poetic text of “Caedmon’s HymrBiicorrespond in frequency

2Miller, The OId English Versiqrv.1, pp. xviii-xx; Schipperkénig Alfreds Ubersetzung. xiii.
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and type to the more general pattern of variation found throughout the prose of the main text of
the Old EnglistHistoria in this manuscript’?and as such are less likely “the natural and
inevitable product of an oral tradition at an early stage in its adaptation to thailjiiessof

n273

writing,”?”® or a product of memorial transmissidfithan the result of a demonstrable

editorial tendency in the tradition leading up to Bagext®” Indeed, as the following extract

from Miller's edition (based at this point dn)*’®

and his collation oB; for the page on
which “Ceedmon’s Hymn” appears demonstrates, alterations of vocabulary, anf|estd
syntax are as frequent in the surrounding prose of Book 1V, Chapter 24 as they are in the

Hymn itself’":

1 T, pacwaed
B: [MS p. 321] pandswarode
2 Ti1 he Hweet sceal ic singar@vaed he Sing me frumsceatft. pa

B: hejcweaedhweet sceal ic [MS p. 322] singad& cwaed Sing me frumsceatft. pa

3 T he da pas andsware onfeng, pa ongon he sona sinigarenesse
B: he da pas andsware onfeng, pa ongan he sona sindeamunge

2The variants mentioned in this paragraph are dssmil greater detail in the catalogue of textasaiants.
See below, pp. 129-134

2"?An exhaustive treatment of the textual variatiomeenB; andT; can be found in Granthe B-Text
230’Keeffe, Visible Songp. 40.
"*The conclusion of Jabbour, diss., pp. 199-200.

2*According to KerB; was copied by two scribes working simultaneouslgibning at pp. 1 and 207
(Catalogue art. 32). “Ceedmon’s Hymn” (p. 322) was copiedtuy second scribe. Grant reports no major
differences between the two scribes in terms obtterations introduced in their sections: “it Imat been
found productive to distinguish the changes wrouglthe Bede text by the individual scribes. Neitbf
the scribes emerges as any more responsible thaolléagues for the alterations, and any commgoiar
differences between the practices of various ssntuld properly have to be directed to B's exemjpla
any case” The B-Textp. 11). The creativity of the second scribeantioular has been frequently
discussed. In “Bede’s’ Envoi to the Old Englidistory: an Experiment in Editing"§P78 [1981]: 4-19),
Robinson suggests that the second scribe has lgatoaiposed an entire poem and put it into the modit
Bede at the end of the Old Englidistoria.

2"S\iller, The Old English Versiqn.1, p. xxii.

#"Text and line numbers are from Milléfhe Old English Versiqrv.1, p. 344 Tr,) and v.2, pp. 408-410
(By). I have printed substantive variants frBmin bold-face. Miller records one emendatiotan the
apparatus to his editio@ode wyrdegor T, godes worded.17; | have restored thig reading. As Miller
gives only the textual variants fro, readings from that manuscript in normal typeeteapolated from
the text ofT 4.
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4 T, Godes Scyppendes pa fgrisa word pe he naefre gehyrde, peere
B: Godes Scyppendes da ugisa wordgodespe he naefreer negehyrde,

5 T; endebyrdnesdas is.... [‘Caedmon’s Hymn”]
B; ne heoraendebyrdnesse... [‘Caedmon’s Hymn”]

15 T, baaras he from paem sleepeal,pa pehe sleepende song, feeste
B;: Pa aras he fram pasteepe; eall dzet hesleepende sarge hytfeeste

16 T, in gemynde haefdej paem wordum sona monig word in paet ilce
B, ongemynde heefdey pamwordum sona monig word fnylce

17 T, gemetGodes wordessonges togepeodde. bPa com henongenne
B: gemetgode wyrdessangegeer togepeodde. bPa coOm he moorgen

18 T, to peem tungerefan, pe his ealdormon wees: seegde him hwylce gife
B, to damtungerefansede his ealdorman waes: saede him hwylce gyfe

19 T, heonfeng 7 he hine sona to paere abbudissan gelagtiite pa
B: heonfangen heefde he hyne sona to paere abbodessan gelgchged

20 T; cyddejseegde. ba heht heo gesomnian ealle pa geleeredestan men...
B, cyddej saede. ba het heo gesamnian ealle pa geleere[MS p. 323]destan menn...

Among the substantive variants on this — not unusual — page frdsa tbet of the
Historia are many which agree in type with the innovations found in the same manuscript’s
text of “Caedmon’s Hymn”: inflectional difference3; godeT; godesline 17;B; morgenT;
morgennegline 17;B; onfangen haefd&; onfeng line 19; substitutions of nounB; herunge
T, herenessdine 3;B; wyrdesT; wordes line 17; of prepositions and conjunctioBg:on T,
in, lines 3 and 168, daet heTl; pa pe line 15;B; 5 T1 pa, line 19; the addition or omission of
adjectives and verb8&; andswarodgline 1,B; godesline 4; and of prepositions, pronouns,
adverbs and conjunctionB; 7, line 2;B; da, line 2;T, he, line 2;B; aer, line 4;B; ne lines 4
and 5;B; heorg line 5;B; he, line 15;B; hyt, line 15;B; peer, line 17;B; se line 18.

The closeness of this correspondence can be demonstrated beyond doubt, when the
innovation introduced into th®; text of the Hymn is compared to that catalogued by Grant
from the Old EnglistHistoria as a wholé’® The addition ofveto line 1a of theé; text of

“Caedmon’s Hymn,” for example, is paralleled by “83” examples irHiséoria in whichB;
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shows the addition of a “noun or pronoun as the subject or object” of a verb which appears
without an explicit subject or object T.?’® Substitutions of stressed elements sudB,as
godes(“Caedmon’s Hymn,” line 3b)rd (“Caedmon’s Hymn,” line 5b), or, from the prose
cited aboveB; herungeT ; herenessdine 3;B; wyrdesT; wordes line 17, are with over 360
occurrences among the most frequent variants cited by Grant frda thet?®° Variation in
the choice of adjectives is also frequent (approximately 150 examples), althoughd@sedm
Hymn” line 3a is the only example Grant cites of a substitution invoftagpr gehwa®*

The substitutiorastealdefor onstealdds but one example of hundreds of similar variants in
the use of prefixes with nouns, adjectives, adverbs and verbs cited byGrahe

substitution of the relative pronoun foa in “Caedmon’s Hymn,” line 7a, likewise is only one
of numerous examples of the (correct and incorrect) substitution or addition of thesrelati

particle inB,.2%

Textual Variants
The following catalogue is arranged on a manuscript-by-manuscript basis. It ;nclude

all potentially significant substantive variants found among the witnesdes ktytnn, with

the exception of the four nonsensical transcription erro®Xi) discussed above (p. 113). As

278\|| variants and counts from the main text of ByeHistoria cited in this and the following paragraphs are
from Grant,The B-Text

29Grant, The B-Textpp. 331-2, 336-7. The figure “83” is given or381. Although Grant does not break
his count down into separate figures for nounsgmodouns, all but one of the examples he citeslvevo
the addition of a pronoun.

#%Czedmon’s Hymn” line 3b is the only example of aion betweengod and feederlisted by Grant;
variation betweeB; godandT; drihten(and, less frequently, vice versa), however, iatiatly common.
In Grant’s citationsB, substitutegjod-) for T, driht(e)n(-) five times,B; driht(e)n(-) for T, god twice.
B, andT; havegod®-) for driht(e)n(-) in other manuscripts of thdistoria twice. Se€lhe B-Textpp. 51-2.

2IGrant, The B-Textpp. 98-108.

2% or examples see Graiihe B-Textpp. 84-9 (nouns); 109-110 (adjectives); 127 (aosje and 197-218
(verbs). The “Caedmon’s Hymn” variant does not ape Grant’s lists of variants involving verbal
prefixes or substitutions.

%8%Grant, The B-Textpp. 131-132 and 143-4.
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some innovations occur — presumably independently — in both manuscript groups, there is

some duplication in the forms cited.

tLondon, British Library, Cotton Otho B. xi
(London, British Library, Additional 43703 [C(N)])

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example
Caedeordan (C(N)), 3a

T: C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtejhis modgepanc metodes mihte .  Ond his mod geponc
weord wuldor feeder swahe wundragehwees weorodawul:|dor faeeder swa he wundra gewhweaes
ece drihten 6r on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

B]_ Ocorr

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nu¥sculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wund ra fela werawuldor faeder swahe wundra ge hwaes]|
écedrihten ord| astealde ecedryhten odonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihte his mod|gepanc metodes mihtejhis mod ge panc.
weorcwulder feeder swa he wundra gehwaes.  wera| wuldor feeder. swa he wuldres ge hwees
ece drihnten eer| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

0" weroO®" Cawerd) affects

The substitutiorC(N) weorodaT; B; To weorc(
sense, metre, and syntax. TlnB; To (and all other recensions of the Hymwgorcis to be
construed as the subject or objecsafilon heriar{and orthographic variants), line ¥4 with
wuldorfeeder(and orthographic variants) a subordinate genitive of specification: ‘work of the
Glorious Father’. IlC(N), howeverweorodais itself a genitive plural, modifyingul:|dor
feeder(in this case to be construed as an accusative singular): ‘Glorious Father ‘of Timists

leavessculonwithout alogical candidate for the syntactically necessary expressed subject,

although it is grammatically possible to constwes|ard, mihteandmod geponas

24Mitchell, “Ceedmon's Hymn, Line 1: What is the Sujef Scylunor its Variants, LSE16 (1985): 190-97.
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nominatives>” In C(N), with weorc(as inT), line 3a is to be scanned as a Type D-2 or D-4,

with resolution of the first stress; witheoroda the equivalent line is Type D*2 or D*4°

The Q""" andO*" (Ca) forms are discussed below. See pp. 123 and 125.

Oxford, Corpus Christi College, 279, pt. ii
Uncorrected Text (G'"°™)

Inflectional Difference (1 example)

Cadeordan) (0""°™M), 7a
T1

5 he eerest sceop eordan bearn
heofontohrofe| halig scyppend.
pamiddangeard moncynnes weard
ece| drinten eaefter teode
firum foldan frea aelmihtig.

B1

5 he eerest sceop eordan bear|num
heofon tohrofe halig scyp|pend
pemiddan geard mann cynnes| weard
écedrihten eefter teode|
fyrum foldan frea aelmihtig

To

5 he eerost sceop eordan bearn
heofon to hrofe. halig| drihten.
pa middan eard mancynnes weard
ece drinten ateode.|
firum foldan. frea aelmihtig.

C(N)

5 he eerest scop edarpearm
heofon tohrofe| halig gpend.
pa middan geard mon cynnes weard
ece| drinten eaefter eode
finu foldan frea selmihtig.

Ouncorr

5 heeerest gesceop| eordan bearnum
heofon to hrofe halig| scyppend
damiddon geard moncynnes weard
ecedrihten aefterteo de
firumfolda freal| selmihtig.

Ca

5 he eeres ge|scoOp____,eordan hearn
heofon to rofe halig scyppend.
pa middan geard mon-|cynnes weard
ece drii  &ef teode
firu foldan frea eelmihtig.

O""°" folda (T, B1 To C(N) Ca foldan, O°" folda®) is almost certainly the result of a

graphic oversight. A second possibility, thaltla preserves a form similar foldu (the

reading of the Northumbriaseldurecension) and shows the falling together of unstressed -

2%0or objections to takingculonas ‘we must’, see Mitchell, “Caedmon’s Hymn, Linef 192. Mitchell’s
article is concerned in the first instance with teading of the Northumbrisaeldurecension and the,
version of theeordanrecension of the poem. His suggestion —tedrc(and orthographic and dialectal
variants) be understood as the subjecisof/tunor its variants” — does not work in the caseC¢f) or
0" These two witnesses have the genitivesrodaandwerarespectively for the
nominative/accusative pluraleorcof T,. For a further discussion of the point, see bejpwl27.

#%pope argues that line 3 is to be scanned as aDypwith wuldor “pronounced as one syllabMjuldr’
and the first syllable deederunderstood as an unresolved short half-sti®@ssgn Old English Poeps
113 and fn. 34). Kvuldoris scanned as a dissyllable, the line is Typedhd the stress deeder

resolved.
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and 4, is less likely given the predominately West-Saxon character of the tramsl@he

expected West-Saxon form would foédan®®’

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example
Cadeordan) (0""°™M), 3a

T: C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtejhis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weord wuldor feeder swahe wundragehwees weorodawul:|dor faeeder swa he wundra gewhweaes
ece drihten 6r on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

Bl Ouncorr

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nu sculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihtejjhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wund ra fela werowuldor feeder swahe wundra ge hweaes|
écedrihten ord| astealde ecedryhten o006r onstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihteq his mod|gepanc metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
weorcwulder feeder swa he wundra gehwaes.  wera| wuldor feeder. swa he wuldres ge hwees
ece drihnten eer| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

The substitutior®""**" wero C(N) weoroda(O®" Ca wera) T, B; To weorcis non-
sensical. For his part, Dobbie suggests thaOfi€" form is evidence thak(N) weorodais

the original reading of th€(N) O Ca group:

In O, werawas originally writterwerag, theo then being corrected toby the
addition of a long stroke across the upper right-hand side of the letter. The scribe of
O may have founderodain his copy, corresponding to tiaeorodaof C, and
emended it tavera though why he should have done so is not evident, unless to be
rid of the excessively long expanded D2 type line with the double resolution of
stres<°®

Jabbour, on the other hand, argues that the change was more likely independent in both

manuscripts:

[Dobbie] goes on to argue thaeoroda(in the formweroda developed first, then
was emended teeraby C [sic. for O?]. But the explanation involves more
difficulties than the explanation which it set out to avoid. Why one scribe could not

28Campbell OEG § 615.Folduis discussed in CampbeDEG § 616.
288D obbie,Manuscripts p. 31.
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have transcribedeorcaswera, while two others could have successively converted
weorcto weorodaandwerodato werais hard to fathom. In all likelihood the scribe

of C [sic: for O?] (or an ancestor) had before him eitiverc or weorc(probably the
latter), which to his eye looked likeeraorweora If he thought he saweora he
assumed the to be from another dialect and dropped it. Or, to complicate matters,
the formweorodain C may have been introduced by the Renaissance transcriber of
that now destroyed te&’

The case is ultimately undecidable. For a discussion @@ hgandO®" (Ca) forms,

see pp. 121 and 125.

Addition/Omission of Prefixes (1 example)

Cadeordan) (0", 5a

Ty C(N)

5 he eerest sceogordan beain 5 he eerest scopeorfn bearm
heofontohrofe| halig scyppend. heofon tohrofe| halig gpend.

B1 @)

5 he eerest sceoordan bear|num 5 heeeregiesceolp eordan bearnum
heofon tohrofe halig scyp|pend heofon to hrofe halig| scyppend

To Ca

5 he eerost sceopeordan beain 5 he eereggscop ,eordan beaun
heofon to hrofe. halig| drihten. heofon to rofe halig scyppend.

The addition or omission @fe has no effect on sense or syntax. Without the prefix, the
line is a Type B-1; i© andCa, it is a Type B-2. Both readings can be paralleled from other

recensions of the Hymfi{®

%9Jabbour, diss., p. 214.

2%gesceops the reading of the West-Saxglda-recension. All other versions omit the prefix.
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Oxford, Corpus Christi College, 279, pt. ii
Corrected (O®°")

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (2 examples
Cadeordan (0°°"), 3a

Ty C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtejhis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weord wuldor feeder swahe wundragehwees weorodawul:|dor faeeder swa he wundra gewhweaes
ece drihten 6r on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

Bl Ocorr

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nu¥sculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wund ra fela werawuldor faeder swahe wundra ge hwaes]|
écedrinten ord| astealde ecedryhten odonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihteq his mod|gepanc metodes mihtejhis mod ge panc.
weorcwulder feeder swa he wundra gehwaes.  wera| wuldor feeder. swa he wuldres ge hwees
ece drihnten eer| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

Assuming that a common antecedent in@h€ tradition read eitheweorodaor wera
(see above, pp. 121 and 123), the substit@BH Ca weraC(N) weoroda(Q""**" wero) has
no effect on syntax, and a minor effect on sense and metre. Syntactically, the twgsraaeli
identical:0®" CaweraandC(N) weorodaare both genitive plurals modifyinguldorfeeder
(and orthographic variants). Semantically, God isthklor feedeof ‘men’ in 0" Ca, and
of ‘hosts’ inC(N). Metrically, theO®" Careading produces a Type D-2 or D-4 line with
resolution of the first lift. As mentioned above (p. 116), this is metrically ctogbe reading
of all other recensions of the poem (a Type D-2 or D-4 with a long first lift). CTNg form is

Type D*2 or D*4.
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Cadeordan (0°°"), 4b

T, C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtejhis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weorc| wuldor feeder swahe wundragehwees weoroda wul:|dor feeder swa he wundra gewhwaes
ece drihten ér on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

B]_ Ocorr

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nujsculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wund ra fela werawuldor feeder swahe wundra ge hwees|
écedrihten ord| astealde ecedryhten oérfonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihte his mod|gepanc metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
weorc wulder feeder swa he wundra gehwaes.  wera| wuldor feeder. swa he wuldres ge hwaes
ece drihten ger| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

The substitutiorD®" 06r (i.e. ord, the reading oB;, Ca and all members of thdda-
recension excew) O""°" o6r (i.e. or, the reading oT 1 C(N) and all withesses to the
Northumbrianaelda andeordurecensions) has no effect on sense, metre, or syntax. The two
words are synonymous and metrically and syntactically equivalentTd readingeeris

discussed below, p. 135.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example

Ceaedeordan (0°°"), 1a
T1

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard
meotodes meahtehis modgepanc
weorc| wuldor faeder swahe wundragehwees
ece drihten Or on|stealde.

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wund ra fela
écedrihten ord| astealde

1 Nuwe sceolon herian heofonrices weard.
metodes mihteq his mod|gepanc
weorc wulder feeder swa he wundra gehwees.
ece drinten eer| astealde.

C(N)

1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard

metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weoroda wul:|dor feeder swa he wundra gewhwaes
ece drihten or|| onstealde.

OCOFI’
1 NuTsculan herian heofon|rices weard

metodes mihtejhismod geponc
werawuldor faeeder swahe wundra ge hwees|
ecedryhten odonstealde

Ca
1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard

metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
wera| wuldor faeder. swa he wuldres ge hwaes
ece drihten. ord onstealde

The addition ofveto line 1a inO®" has an important effect on sense and syntax but

little on metre. 110""°", the subject ofculanin line 1 is unexpressed, missing, or, less

logically, to be construed ageard and/omihteand/ormod geponé® In O®", as inB, and

all witnesses to the West-Saxgida- and Northumbriarordurecensions, the subject of

sculanis we, while weard mihteandmod gepanare objects ofierian®®

The addition or omission efe adds or removes an unstressed syllable from the

preliminary dip of a Type A-3 line (Type B-1 Bv**3). It has no significant metrical effect.

#15ee above, p. 121, and Mitchell, “Caedmon's Hymme l1i,” p. 192.

292See DobbieManuscripts pp. 43-48, esp. 44-45.
#%3See below, p. 134.
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Cambridge, University Library, Kk. 3. 18
(Ca)

Inflectional Difference (1 examplg and Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements
(1 example

Ceedeordan (Ca), 3b

Ty C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahteghis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weorc| wuldor feeder swakaindragehwees weoroda wul:|dor feeder swawandra gewhwaes
ece drihten 6r on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

B: @)

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nud¥sculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swaieind ra fela werawuldor faeder swakundra ge hwees|
écedrihten ord| astealde ecedryhten odonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihte his mod|gepanc metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
weorc wulder feeder swa heindra gehwaes. wera| wuldor feeder. swa heildres ge hwees
ece drihten &er| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

The substitution and inflectional differen€a wuldresO C(N) T, To wundra(B;
wund rg are presumably to be attributed to the influence of surrounding forms. The
substitutionwuldr- for wundr-most likely reflects the influence of the first elemenivafdor
feederin the preceding half-lifé* wuldor andwundorare “often confused” in Old Engliéi¥
and the variation has no semantic or metrical effect.

The use of a genitive singular by t6a scribe is more problematic, however. When
used substantively in the sense ‘each one (thing), eachgefs/ausually goes with a
genitive plural noun or adjectiV8® Presumably th€a ending is be explained as anticipation

of the similar ending on the following noun, the genitive singular adjegévevaes

2%Dobbie,Manuscripts p. 28.
2%5Clark-Hall, wundor

298 -T.(S) gehwa definition A.I(2a).
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Oxford, Bodleian Library, Tanner 10
(T2
There are no readings in this withess which are not found in other copies of the Hymn.

With the exception of four transcription errors and the substit@{d) weorodaT ; weorg

the text ofC(N) andT, agree closely. See above, p. 113.

Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 41
(B1)

Substitution of Unstressed words and Elements (1 example

Ceedeordan (By), 7a
T1

5 he eerest sceop eordan bearn
heofontohrofe| halig scyppend.
pamiddangeard moncynnes weard
ece| drinten eaefter teode
firum foldan frea selmihtig.

B1

5 he aerest sceop eordan bear|num
heofon tohrofe halig scyp|pend
bemiddan geard mann cynnes| weard
écedrinten aefter teode|
fyrum foldan frea aelmihtig

To

5 he eerost sceop eordan baarn
heofon to hrofe. halig| drihten.
pamiddan eard mancynnes weard
ece drihten aéfeode.|
firum foldan. frea aelmihtig.

C(N)

5 he eerest scop edarpearm
heofon tohrofe| halig gpend.
bamiddan geard mon cynnes weard
ece| drinten aefter eode
finu foldan frea aelmihtig.

al

hezerest gesceop| eordan bearnum
heofon to hrofe halig| scyppend
damiddon geard moncynnes weard
ecedrihten eefterteo de
firumfolda®_frea| eelmihtig.

Ca

5 he eeres ge|scop____,eordan hearn
heofon to rofe halig scyppend.
bamiddan geard mon-|cynnes weard
ece drii &t teode
firu foldan frea selmihtig.

In By, the relative particlpeintroduces an adjective clause (lines 7-9) modifyiag

(5a) and its variantisalig scyp|pend6b), mann cynnes| weal@b), écedrihten8a) andrea

aelmihtig(9b): ‘he, the Holy Creator, first made heaven as a roof for the men of earth, who, the

Guardian of Mankind, the Eternal Lord, the Lord Almighty, afterwards appointed the middle-

earth, the land, for men’. In the other witnesses to this recension, the equivalentlimes a

adverbial clause of time introduced by the conjundtarthe, the Holy Creator, first made
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heaven as a roof for the men of earth; then [He], the Guardian of Mankind, the Eternal Lord,
the Lord Almighty, afterwards appointed the middle-earth, the land, for men’.

The variation has no metrical effect.
Substitution of Prefixes (1 examplg
Ceedeorodan (B,), 4b

T, C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtejhis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weorc| wuldor feeder swahe wundragehwees weoroda wul:|dor feeder swa he wundra gewhwaes
ece drihten OGon|stealde ece drinten orfinstealde

B: O

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nujsculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wund ra fela werawuldor faeder swahe wundra ge hwees|
écedrihten ordistealde ecedryhten odonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihte his mod|gepanc metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
weorc wulder feeder swa he wundra gehwaes.  wera| wuldor feeder. swa he wuldres ge hwaes
ece drihten aeaptealde ece drihten. ordnstealde

The substitutioB; To astealdeT ; on|stealdgC(N) O Caonsteald® has no effect on
sense, metre, or syntaAstealdan various dialectal spellings is the form used in all other

recensions of the poeffY,

29%See DobbieManuscripts pp. 43-48.
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Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (3 examples

Ceedeordan (By), 3a

Ty C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtehis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weorc| wuldorfseder swahe wundragehwaes weoroda wul:|dofeeder swa he wundra gewhwees
ece drihten 6r on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

B: @)

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nu¥sculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldoode$ swahe wund ra fela werawuldoifseder swahe wundra ge hwees|
écedrinten ord| astealde ecedryhten odonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihte his mod|gepanc metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
weorc_wulderfeeder swa he wundra gehwaes. wera| wuldofaeder. swa he wuldres ge hwaes
ece drihten eer| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

The substitution in I. 3b d3; wuldor godedor wuldorfeederand orthographic
variants) in all other manuscripts of the poem, although clearly not the resultagfracgr

misconstruction, has no effect on metre or syntax, and only a minor effect on sense.

Ceedeorodan (B;), 3b

Ty C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahteghis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weorc| wuldor feeder swahe wurgieawaes weoroda wul:|dor feeder swa he wungesvhwaes
ece drihten 6r on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

B: @)

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nud¥sculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wundeta werawuldor feeder swahe wundhwaep
écedrihten ord| astealde ecedryhten odonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nu we| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihteq his mod|gepanc metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
weorc wulder feeder swa he wundehwees wera| wuldor feeder. swa he wuldgeshwaes
ece drihten &er| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

The substitutiorB; fela T, To gehwaefO Cage hwae€(N) gewhwaesaffects syntax

and metre. In all other manuscripts of the West-Saxwoéar, Northumbriaraeldu-and
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Northumbrianeordu+ecensions of the Hymgghwaegand orthographic variants) is modified
by the preceding genitivgeundra(Ca wuldreg and itself modifies the accusative singular
nounord or or in |. 4b?® In By, the indeclinable fornfelais probably to be understood as an
accusative object afstealdel. 4b, itself.

With the substitutionB; is a Type B-1 line. Itis Type B-2 type line in all other

witnesses.

Ceedeoroan (By), 4a

T, C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtehis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weorc| wuldor feeder swahe wundragehwees weoroda wul:|dor feeder swa he wundra gewhwaes
ece drihten 6r on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

B: O

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nujsculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wund ra fela werawuldor faeeder swahe wundra ge hwees|
écedrihten ord| astealde ecedryhten oérfonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihte his mod|gepanc metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
weorc wulder feeder swa he wundra gehwaes.  wera| wuldor feeder. swa he wuldres ge hwaes
ece drihten ger| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

The substitutioB; ord for T, ér has no significant effect on sense, metre, or syntax.

See above, p. 126. TA® readingeeris discussed below, p. 135.

2%The West-Saxoglda-text is corrupt at this point. See above, Chapter. 27-29.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed words and Elements (1 example
Ceedeordan (By), 1a

T, C(N)

1 Nu sculorherigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gearheofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtejhis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weorc| wuldor feeder weoroda wul:|dor feeder

B: @)

1 Nuweherigan sculop heofonrices weard 1 Nu¥sculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| werawuldor faeder

To Ca

1 Nuwe sceolon herianheofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe]| sceolan herigearheofon rices weard
metodes mihteq his mod|gepanc metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
weorc wulder feeder wera| wuldor feeder.

The addition ofveto B; has a significant effect on sense and syntax but a minimal
effect on metre. I, the most likely subject aitulonis weorg as in the Northumbrian
aeldu recension of “Caedmon’s HymA*® The addition ofve as the subject afculonto B,
implies thatweorcis to be construed as an accusative singular or plural. For a discussion of a

similar addition in theZ(N) O Ca recension, see above, p. 127.

2%Mitchell, “Ceedmon's Hymn, Line 1,” 190-97, esp. pp2-3.



134

Rearrangement within the Line (1 example)

Ceedeordan (By), 1a

Ty C(N)

1 Nusculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Nesculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtehis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weorc| wuldor feeder swahe wundragehwees weoroda wul:|dor feeder swa he wundra gewhwaes
ece drihten 6r on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

B: @)

1 Nuweherigan sculorj heofonrices weard 1 Nu¥sculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wund ra fela werawuldor faeeder swahe wundra ge hwees|
écedrinten ord| astealde ecedryhten odonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu wesceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nu welsceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihte his mod|gepanc metodes mihteghis mod ge panc.
weorc wulder feeder swa he wundra gehwaes.  wera| wuldor feeder. swa he wuldres ge hwaes
ece drinten eer| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

B herigan sculorfor sculon herianand orthographic variants) in all other witnesses
to “Ceedmon’s Hymn” affects metre but not sense or syntax. With the re®&rgah Type B-

1 line with double resolution; in all other manuscripts of the Hymn, the line is Type Arawit

resolution of the alliterating stress.
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Tournai, Bibliothéque Municipale, 134
(To)

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (2 examples)

Caedeordan (To), I. 4b

T: C(N)

1 Nu sculon herigean heofon|rices weard 1 Ne sculon her gean heofon rices we:|ard
meotodes meahtejhis modgepanc metodes mihte. Ond his mod geponc
weorc| wuldor faeder swahe wundragehweaes weoroda wul:|dor fseeder swa he wundra gewhwaes
ece drihten or on|stealde. ece drihten or|| onstealde.

B; @]

1 Nuweherigan sculon| heofonrices weard 1 Nu¥sculan herian heofon|rices weard
metodes mihte[jhismod gepanc metodes mihtejhismod geponc
weorc wuldor godes| swahe wund ra fela werawuldor feeder swahe wundra ge hwees|
écedrihten ord| astealde ecedryhten o6rfonstealde

To Ca

1 Nu we sceolon herian heofonrices weard. 1 Nuwe| sceolan herigean heofon rices weard
metodes mihteq his mod|gepanc metodes mihtejhis mod ge panc.
weorc wulder feeder swa he wundra gehwaes.  wera| wuldor feeder. swa he wuldres ge hwaes
ece drihten aer| astealde. ece drihten. ord onstealde

The substitutiorTo gerfor T, 6r (C(N) or O""°" 06r) B, ord (0" 06r? Ca ord) has
an important syntactic effect. While the word itself is neither unmetricalomoisensical, the
substitution of an adverb for an accusative noun leastesidel. 4b, without an objeﬁ(f0 and
the genitivewundragehwaesn |. 3b without a word to govern it: ‘...as He, Eternal Lord, first
appointed of each of wonders'.

The substitution has no metrical effect.

3%l unambiguously transitive examplesasitellangiven by B.-T. and B.-T.(S) have an accusativechj
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Ceedeordan (To), I. 6b

T1 C(N)

5 he eerest sceop eordan baarn 5 he eerest scop earbearm
heofontohrofe| haligcyppend heofon tohrofe| haligc’pend.
pamiddangeard moncynnes weard pa middan geard mon cynnes weard
ece| drihten eefter teode ece| drihten eefter eode
firum foldan frea aelmihtig. finu foldan frea aelmihtig.

B: O

5 he eerest sceop eordan bear|num 5 heeerest gesceop| eordan bearnum
heofon tohrofe haligcyplpend heofon to hrofe haligicyppend
pemiddan geard mann cynnes| weard damiddon geard moncynnes weard
écedrinten aefter teode| ecedrihten aefterteo de
fyrum foldan frea aelmihtig firumfolda®_frea| eelmihtig.

To Ca

5 he eerost sceop eordan baarn 5 he eeres ge|scOp____,eordan hearn
heofon to hrofe. haliglrihten. heofon to rofe haligcyppend
pa middan eard mancynnes weard pa middan geard mon-|cynnes weard
ece drinten &éfeode.| ece drih eef teode
firum foldan. frea aelmihtig. firu foldan frea aelmihtig.

The substitutioTo drihtenfor scyppendand orthographic variants) in all other
manuscripts of “Ceedmon’s Hymn” has no effect metre and syntax. Both epithets ma&ke sens
in context, althougkcyppendcreator’ is more appropriate thanihten‘lord’ in a sentence
about how God ‘made’ the earth and heavens. The substitution is probably most easily
attributed to the unconscious repetitiorddhtenin line 4a or an anticipation of the same

word in line 8a.

Poems of theAnglo-Saxon Chronicle

The poems discussed above all have been “fixed” in the sense that each has been
copied as an integral part of a single coherent framing text. With the singleiexadhe
marginalTo, copies of theordanrecension of “Ceedmon’s Hymn” have all been found at the
same place in Book IV Chapter 24 in manuscripts of the Old English translation of Bede’s
Historia ecclesiastica The Metrical Preface and Epilogue to Besstoral Care similarly,

although not integral to the translation of Gregofyiga pastoralis per seare nevertheless
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never found in any other context, and, as the special treatment they receive irrlibsir ea
witnesses suggests, were considered from the beginning to be an important paeids Alf
conception of the work as a whole.

The poems of th&nglo-Saxon Chroniclare both like and unlike these other poems.
On the one hand, théhroniclepoems are clearly “fixed” in the sense that they are part of the
main text of theAnglo-Saxon Chronicleare always found in the same place in the witnesses
which contain them, and, despite their at times considerable artistic meeng\ar found
anywhere else. On the other hand, howeverAtigdo-Saxon Chronicles itself far from a
single coherent framing text. While m@troniclemanuscripts are based on a common,
centrally distributed core text and make use of other common additions, their common
sections have been so frequently revised, corrected, expanded, and edited in the individual
witnesses as to make it nearly impossible for us to speak of “a copyArighe Saxon
Chroniclé€' in the same way we can speakiHzt,o or CUL ;24 as “copies” of the Old English
translation of théastoral Care®®*

In the case of the four metrically regut@hroniclepoems, this complexity is reflected
in the dates and relationships of the scribes responsible for copying the surviviessast.

The poems are known to have been copied in at least five manuscripts, although not all four

9% his is a common-place @fhroniclecriticism. For a recent statement, see David Dilenaind Simon
Keynes, “General Editors’ Forward,” in Janet Batelg.,MS. A The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle: A
Collaborative Edition 3 (Cambridge: Brewer, 1988)basic review of th€hroniclés growth is given in
Charles Plummer, edlwo of the Saxon Chronicles Parall@l Revised Tex® vols. (Oxford: Clarendon,
1899), v.2, pp. cxiv-cxvii. This account has neth superseded, although some of its details hese b
qualified in subsequent work. See in particulaateBy, “The Compilation of th&nglo-Saxon Chronicle
60 B.C. to A.D. 890: Vocabulary as EvidencBrbceedings of the British Acade® (1978), 93-129;
and “The Compilation of th&nglo-Saxon ChronicleOnce More,'LSEn.s. 16 (1985), 7-26; Whitelock,
ed.,The Anglo-Saxon Chronicl& Revised Translatiowith David C. Douglas and Susie I. Tucker
(London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1961), pp. xix&rgd Campbell, edThe Battle of Brunanburh
(London: Heinemann, 1938), pp. 1-7.
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appear in each witne$é Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 173, s. ix/x{&hronA);
London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius A. vi, s ¢ChronB); London, British Library,
Cotton Tiberius B. i, s. s.kii? (ChronC); London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius B. iv, s.
xi™%xi? (ChronD); and tLondon, British Library, Cotton Otho B. xi, s §ChronG). Of
these, the last withnesShronG, was almost completely destroyed in the Cotton fire. Its pre-
fire text was transcribed by Lawrence Nowell Kinalong with theC-text of the Old English
Historia), and also served as the basis for an edition by Abraham Wheloc. Neither
transcription is diplomatic: in Wheloc’s edition, the textGbfronG has been freely emended,
generally with readings fro@hronA, while Nowell later revised his transcript on the basis of
his work with othelChroniclewitnesse$™

The metrically regular poems these witnesses contain were copied byls®s scri

working at various dates from the mid-tenth to the mid-eleventh centuries:

%92n the following discussion, a superscript numlodiofving a MS siglum is used to indicate that therkv
of a specific scribe is being referred to. TRUsonA? is used for the work of the third scribeGhronA;
ChronA?® refers to the work of the fifth scribe. The u$@®iglum without a superscript hand number
indicates either that the entire manuscript isnidégl, or that the specific scribe responsibleHerform is
irrelevant.

*3Angelika Lutz, ed.Die Version G der angelséchsischen Chronik: Rekokgon und EditiorMiinchener
Universitats-Schriften, Philosophische Fakulta{iiinchen: Wilhelm Fink, 1981), pp. Ivii-Ixv; Camphe
Brunanburh pp. 133-134. A copy of Nowell's transcript mdzeWilliam Lambarde (Dublin, Trinity
College, 631) before Nowell reworked his text, barused to help reconstruct Nowell's original
transcription. Because of its late position intéveual history of th€hronicleand its lack of descendants,
the text ofChronG is cited only in passing in the following discussi As with all other manuscripts
discussed in this chapter, the variation introduzgthe scribe o€hronG into his poetic texts closely
resembles the variation he introduces into hisqardor a discussion of the type of variation idtrced by
the ChronG scribe in general, see Luie Version G pp. cli-cxciii, esp. pp. clv-clxii. Individualariants
from theBattle of Brunanburlare discussed in Campbdlunanburh pp. 133-144, esp. 141-143.
Detailed discussion of the innovations in both praed verse ihronG can be found in the notes to
Lutz, Die Version G Nowell revised his transcription of tironiclemore extensively than he did his
transcription of the&C witness to the Old English translation of thistoria. See Grant, “Lawrence
Nowell’s Transcript of BM Cotton Otho B.xiASE3 (1974): 111-124; and LutBje Version Gp. lii.
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Table 2: Scribes and Witnesses of @eoniclePoem&®

ChronA ChronG ChronB ChronC ChronD
Brun(937) |Hand3(s®) |Hand2(s.®) |Hand1(s® [Hand2(s.X) |Hand 2 (s.Xi®)
Capt(942) | _ | | | |
CEdg(973) |Hand5(s.Xl) | I I
DEdg(975) | | | |

In two manuscriptsChronB andChronG, the entire text of th€hronicleg including all four
metrically regular poems, is the work of a single scribe. In a third manu&onC, the
four metrically regular poems are also the work of a single scribe, the seCbrahA is the
work of as many as twenty-three pre- and post-conquest sthmésyhich two — working at
an interval of between fifty and seventy-five years — are responsible fauthmétrically
regular poems. The fifth witnegShronD, is also the work of more than one scribe, the
second of which is responsible for fBattle of BrunanburtandCapture of the Five
Boroughs

As we have come to expect from our examination of the other Fixed Context poems,
the amount and type of the unique textual variation the individual witnesses to these poems
exhibit varies from scribe to scrif® With nineteen potentially significant substantive unique
variants in seventy-three metrical lines of text, @eonD? scribe’s version of thBattle of
Brunanburhcontains almost one and a half times as much unique variation as the next most
variable text of the same poe®hronA? (thirteen potentially significant substantive variants)
and nearly four times as much as the least variable copy, that ofGbritveC? (five

potentially significant substantive variants). Likewise, while the ntgjofiunique readings

¥9%and numbers and dates are derived from Balé$, A pp. xxi-xlvi; Simon Taylor, edMS B, The
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle: A Collaborative Edition 4gi@bridge: Brewer, 1983), p. xxiii-xxvii; LutDie
Version G pp. xxix-xxx; and KerCatalogue arts. 39, 180, 188, 191 and 192.

3%For a summary of views on the number of scribahigimanuscript, see BateMS. A p. xxi.

39°A complete catalogue of the potentially significasbstantive variation in the metrically regular
Chroniclepoems follows below, pp. 161-222.
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in ChronD? involve the “substitution” of words through the misinterpretation of individual
graphs and are to be attributed to the demonstrable carelessnesghubtiia? scribe as a
copyist, the two most common variants in @&onB’ copies of thdattle of Brunanburh
andCapture of the Five Boroughisvolve the apparently intelligent substitution of metrically,
sensically and syntactically appropriate prefixes and stressed words byeaxdtw appears to
have been in the process of revising his exemplar.

TheChroniclepoems are unusual, however, in that the variation they exhibit can also
differ from poem to poemwithin the work of a single scribe. Ti@hronA? scribe’s copy of
the Battle of Brunanburttontains thirteen unique, potentially significant substantive variants:
five differences of inflection, one example of the addition or omission of unstresesehtde
and seven examples of the syntactic or semantic reinterpretation of existintnteis copy
of the Capture of the Five Boroughkowever, the same scribe introduces five variants: two
differences of inflection, two examples of the substitution of stressed words arehtdeand
one example of the addition or omission of an unstressed word or element — but no examples
of the type of textual reinterpretation responsible for the majority of the \amdraduced
into his copy of thdattle of Brunanburh Similarly, ChronB*, whose copies of thattle of
BrunanburhandCapture of the Five Borouglexhibit a number of sensible and syntactically
and metrically appropriate readings not found in either the closely related @xtasfC? or
the more distanEhronA?, copies the lateEhroniclepoemsCoronation of EdgaandDeath
of Edgarwith only relatively superficial substitutions of synonyms and syntactically
equivalent forms distinguishing it from the unrela@ronA® version.

Restricting herself primarily to the differences between the scrispsmsible for the
Chroniclepoems, O’Keeffe has suggested that the variation they introduce is time-dependent

On the one hand, she argues, the unique, metrically, syntactically, and semantically
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appropriate variants exhibited by the tenth- and early eleventh-c&tioopA® andChronB*
versions of thdattle of Brunanburtand theCapture of the Five Boroughisdicate the
“transitional” state of scribes responsible for copying them:

The variants of [Chron]A and [Chron]B in the verses of [iNelglo-]Jaxon]
C[hronicleannals]937 and 942, which arise so close to the time of composition,
reveal the pressure which the old oral ways of understanding and remembering must
have exerted. Their scribes are not poets but readers who see, hear and produce richly
contextual variants. They must have thought they were faithful and accurate.
Accurate they were not, but faithful they were, in their fasfiion.

The fact that neither the eleventh-centGiyonC? andChronD? witnesses to thBattle of
BrunanburhandCapture of the Five Boroughsor any witnesses to the late tenth century
poemsCoronation of EdgaandDeath of Edgashow similar amounts and types of variants,

on the other hand, suggests to O’Keeffe the extent to which the “old ways” of copyingdlecaye
in the course of the next century:

If we look for such [viz. “authentically formulaic”] variants in the A and B copies
of the poems for 973 and 975 [t@eronation of Edgaand theDeath of Edgal;
however, we will be disappointed. Scribe 5 of A, working in the early eleventh
century, is too distant from his material. Judging from a comparison of the full
records of the&Chronicleversions in both B and C, the relevant scribe of C probably
had *B as his exemplar for 937 and 942 and B as his exemplar for 973 and 975. This
copyist, working in the mid-eleventh century, produces a fairly accurate record,
certainly with none of the interesting and suggestive variants of the ¢adieThe
scribe of D, working somewhat later, provides certain interesting variantsstodae
but they are revelatory of his unfamiliarity with the formulaic and lexicalecaruf
his material. Indeed, for the two rhythmic entries for 1036 and 1065, which C and D
share, variation is limited to orthography and substitution (by D) of prose paraphrases
for otherwise rhythmical line®?

The trouble, however, is that this apparently chronological distribution of variants
among the witnesses to t@#roniclepoems is unusual. In the case of the witnesses to the
other Fixed Context poems discussed above, it has been if anythlatetivather than the

earlier witnesses which have shown the most substantive textual innovation, antighe ea

070Keeffe, Visible Songp. 125.
80K eeffe, Visible Songpp. 124-125.
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ninth- and tenth-century witnesses have been consistently the most conservagiveost
innovative witnesses to the Metrical Prefac®&storal Care(as indeed to thBastoral Care
itself) were the late tenth-/early eleventh-cenfliry and late eleventh-centuGUL ji24 —
while the manuscripts of the late ninth- and mid tenth-centd@y, Tibg,i(Ins3) andCCyy)
exhibited almost no variation whatsoever. Similarly, in the case edtdanrecension of
“Ceedmon’s Hymn,” the most innovative scribes were those of the early eleesitinycB,,
and the corrector @, while the scribes of the tenth-centdryandC(N), and of the late
twelfth-centuryCa were all responsible for only minimal amounts of substantive textual
innovation.

This is important because the apparently conservative tenth-century sahib€@¥)
text of “Caedmon’s Hymn” is most probably the same as that responsible for the —in
O’Keeffe’s terms — “formulaic” versions of thgattle of BrunanburlandCapture of the Five
Boroughsin ChronA33% As we have seen above (p. 113),@hext of theeordanrecension
of “Ceedmon’s Hymn” as recorded by NowellNhexhibits five potentially significant
substantive variants, all but one of which are obvious transcription errors and, nigsatie
to be attributed to its modern transcriptioritSt.The only exception is the substitution of the
stressed wor@(N) weorodafor T, B; To weorc— a reading which, while it adversely affects
the poem’s syntax, is nevertheless metrically and semantically apprdapritsténmediate
context and involves a graphically somewhat similar form. In contrasGHtenA® copies of

theBattle of BrunanburtandCapture of the Five Borouglexhibit eighteen unique variants,

%% er, Catalogue arts. 39 (p. 58), 180. BateMS. A p. xxxv. The connection is not mentioned in
O’Keeffe. The same scribe is also probably resipta$or the Leech Book (London, British Library,
Royal D. xvii).

31%ther than the early date of the original manusctifere is no inherent reason why these nonsdnsica
readings cannot be attributed to the original scafiC(N). As we shall see below in the work of
ChronD?, Anglo-Saxon scribes can make similar or worsersrr As similar errors are not recorded by
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all of which can be attributed to the scribeCtfronA* or a predecessor. As we shall see, the
majority of these variants belong to two distinct types, occur with one exceptionBatthe

of Brunanburh and can be attributed for the most part to difficulties@heonA? scribe

seems to have had with the poem’s many poetic and rare words; when these variants are
excluded from consideration, ti®ronA? scribe introduces approximately the same type of
variants in all surviving examples of his prose and verse.

As we shall see in the following pages, the different patterns of substaniatovar
exhibited by the various witnesses to @taoniclepoems have less to do with the dates at
which the scribes responsible for their reproduction worked than with their demonstrable
interests, abilities, and intentions. Like the scribes responsible for copyingeatietintext
poems discussed above, the scribes oCtv@niclepoems rarely copy their verse any
differently from their prose. On the few occasions on which they do, the differencezbetw
their verse and prose practice can be tied to differences in the nature of tHeeusgsmopied,
or in the relationship of their copy to its exemplar. As was the case wigotbarrecension
of “Ceedmon’s Hymn” and the Metrical Preface and Epilogue t®#storal Care the most
innovative scribes of thehroniclepoems are also the most innovative scribes of the
surroundingChronicleprose, while the most conservative copyists of the prose are also the
most conservative copyists of the verse.

The pages which follow examine the habits of the five scribes responsible for copying
the verse texts in Chronicles A through D. They are followed on pages 161-222 by an
annotated catalogue of the textual variation they introduce, arranged on a manuscript-by

manuscript, scribe-by-scribe, and poem-by-poem basis.

Bately from the stint of this scribe @hronA, however, it seems a fair inference that the nosisel
variants inC(N) are Nowell's.
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Cambridge, Corpus Christi College 173, Third Hand (ChronA)
With the exception of the scribes responsible for the rhythmical poems Dedltie of

Alfred (1036) and th®eath of Edwarq1065) inChronC andChronD, the third scribe of
ChronA has the shortest stint of all scribes responsible foEtreniclepoems®™ His work
comprises a single entry on f. 9v (the annal for A.D. 710) and eleven or twelve entries on ff
26v-27v (from 924 to 946 or perhaps 985).Including the entry for 955, these annals contain
a total of 683 words, of which thgattle of BrunanburlandCapture of the Five Boroughs
account for 420 or 61%. Five of the prose annals in this stint (annals 924, 931, 932, 934, 940,
and 955) are either uniqgue@hronA (and its immediate descend&tironG), or textually
unrelated to accounts of the same event in the @heaniclewitnesses. This reduces the
total amount of text available for comparison with other manuscripts by 103 words, aad raise
the proportion of words found in the verse texts to 72%.

Despite its small size, however, this sample is sufficient to demonsizsatie
ChronA? scribe copied his verse and prose essentially alike. With the exception of a single
specific type of variant — involving in all but one example poetic, rare, or nonce words and
variants found in th8attle of Brunanburk- the majority of the potentially significant
substantive innovations in ti@hronA® verse texts have either an obviously graphic origin or
parallels in prose copied by the same sciBelhe omission opeerafrom Battle of
Brunanburh line 26a ChronA® pae: ChronB* para| 8e[ChronC? paradeChronD? peera

bd), for example, while making good sense and metre, is almost certainly the result of

$1See KerCatalogue arts. 191 and 192.

$1%Bately,MS. A pp. xxxiv-v. There has been some dispute ovether A.D. 955 is in the hand of
ChronA*® or of “another scribe, practicing the same stglsaibe 3" (BatelyMS. A p. xxxiv). Bately
assigns 955 t€hronA*, and is followed here. For an opposing view, Seenville, “The Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle and the Origins of English Square Minls&cript,”Wessex and England: Six Essays on
Political, Cultural, and Ecclesiastical Reviv@Woodbridge: Boydell, 1992), pp. 62-3. The digplias no
significant effect on the argument advanced here.
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eyeskip. The use of singular case endiagsonA® guma norperndor the plurals ofchronB*

ChronC? guman nordernéChronD? guman norpaerieBattle of Brunanburtin line 18b,
likewise, can be paralleled by the same scribe’s use of the pluragewaaldarfor the
singulargewealdén the prose annal for 94&hronA*® to gewealdarChronB* ChronC?
ChronD? to gewealde9443** The substitution of the stressed graphically similar forms
ChronA® magaChronB* meecge4ChronC? mecgd ChronD? maegpaCapture of the Five
Boroughs line 2a, andChronA® gebegdechronB* geheded(ChronC? ChronD? gebaedey
Capture of the Five Boroughtine 9b, has one parallel in the pro€éronA? faecChronB*
ChronC?fyrst, 942, with similar variants being found in the work of other scribes throughout
the manuscript™®> The addition or omission gfoccurs twice in verse copied ByronA®
(Battle of Brunanburhline 56&% Capture of the Five Boroughkne 8a) and is relatively
common in the work of the later scrifidronA°® (three occurrences, all in verse) and earlier
scribeChronA* (nine times, all prosé)’

The only variants in which the scribe®hronA? differs significantly from his prose
practice involve the reinterpretation (usually misinterpretation) of iddalinouns, adjectives
and verbs found in the other witnesses. In four cases — three of which involve the sarstituti
of simplices for compounds (or vice versalhronA® has a form as or more appropriate than

that found in the other witness&hronA® secgas hwat€hronB* secgaswatéChronC?

33The forms cited in this and the following paragrsplne discussed more fully below, pp. 161-179.

#“Bately,MS. A p. cxx. The use of “a plural not a singular vierlsequences relating to an army or
collective body of people” where other manuscrise a singular form is a frequent variation in
ChronA® andChronA? (for examples, see BateMS. A p. cxx §i [f]).

319 ists of examples are found in BateMS. A pp. cxvii (nouns and adjectives) and cxix (veri@hronA®
feecfor ChronB* ChronC? fyrstis mentioned on p. cxvii.

31%This example is by correction and is believed bteBsand Lutz to be in a different hand; it is not
discussed in the catalogue of examples below.Baedy,MS. A p. 72, fn. 8; LutzPie Version Gp. 222.

$Bately,MS. A pp. cxv-cxvi. See below, pp. 149
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ChronD?, secga swatbe Battle of Brunanburhline 13a:ChronA°® zera geblancﬂ:hronB1
eargeblandChronC? ear geblandChronD? ear geblany, Battle of Brunanburhline 26b;
ChronA?® bradbrimuChronB* brade brimu(ChronC? bradebrimuChronD? brade brijmy),
Battle of Brunanburhline 71a; an€ChronA® humbra éaChronB* humbranégChronC?
hunbranéaChronD? himbran ed Capture of the Five Boroughkne 4b. In most cases,
however, theChronA® reading is metrically, syntactically, semantically, or formulajcaibre
problematic. The&hronA® forms in theBattle of Brunanburhlines 56a and 62bGhronA*
hira land for ChronB* iraland (ChronC? yraland ChronD? yra land andChronA?
hasewan|padafor ChronB* hasopadariChronC? hasu padahChronD? hasu wadah— for
example, are sensible and syntactically appropriate, but metrically susjie¢he
substitution ohira for the first element igraland (and orthographic variants) in line 56a,
ChronA? eft hira landis unmetrical; with the reinterpretation lisopadar{and variants) in
line 62b, theChronA? scribe converts a regular Type C-1 line into an A-1 with an abnormally
long three syllable anacrusis. The remaining vari@hsonA? cnearen flofor ChronB*
cnear onflot{ChronC? cnear||6nfl6tChronD? cneér onflod, Battle of Brunanburhline 35a;
ChronA® cul bod ge hna deBhronB* ChronC? cumbol gehnastg€hronD? cumbol ge
hnaste} Battle of Brunanburhline 49b;ChronA® he eardesChronB* ChronC? ChronD?
heardesBattle of Brunanburhline 25a; andChronA® weeallesChronB* ChronC? ChronD?
wealas Battle of Brunanburhline 72b, are simply nonsense. Wtolandi are frequently
confused in unstressed syllables in later manuscripts, the es&faf the prepositiomnin
line 35a is quite unparalleled in the corpus of multiply attested poetry, suggestiimgyéth
the manuscript word-division, that tfronA® scribe misinterpreted an exemplarearr
onas a single (nonsense) word; the spacinghsbnA? readingcul bod ge hna degine 49a,

similarly, suggests that the scribe was attempting to sound out a word he wadiamvethi
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in lines 25a and 72b, t@hronA*® spellingshe eardesndweeallesmay be evidence either of
an attempt to indicate the lengthening of short vowels and diphthongs before lengthening
groups, or that a scribe 6hronA?® tradition misinterpreted both forms as a combination of
pronoun + noun or adjective.

In addition to their problems with sense, syntax, and metre, the majority of these
‘poetic’ variants in theChronA® scribe’s work also share two other significant features. In the
first place, all but two (the reinterpretationhafardesandwealasasChronA® he eardesind
ChronA® weeallesin theBattle of Brunanburliines 25a and 72b) involve rare or poetic words
— in five cases, words which are either unique tdBtitle of Brunanburlor are found at most
in one other textcnearr‘ship’ (probably a Scandinavian loan-word§occurs twice in Old
English, as a simplex iBattle of Brunanburtine 35a and as the second half of the compound
ChronA*® negled cnears (ChronB* naegled cnear|rur@hronC? negledcnearrunChronD?
deeg gled ongarumBattle of Brunanburhine 53b;yraland, Battle of Brunanburhline 56a is
attested only here and @rosius™® cumbolgehnaste8attle of Brunanburhline 49b and
hasopadanBattle of Brunanburhline 62b, are nonce compounds, although their simplices,
cumbo] gehnasteshasuandpadare all found elsewhere in Old English, primarily in poetic
contexts’>

Secondly, all but one of these variants are found ilCthvenA* scribe’s text of the

Battle of Brunanburh With the exception of the variation between the compound and

$18Campbell Brunanburh pp. 108-109.
$1%Campbell Brunanburh pp. 116-117.

320Cumbolis found as a simplex itndreas(ll. 4 and 1204)Beowulf(l. 2505),Daniel (. 180),Judith (l.
332),Exodus(l. 175); and as the first element of a compoumibliiana (ll. 395 and 637)Judith(ll. 243
and 259), and, in the only occurrence (other thaheéBattle of Brunanburhoutside of the four major
codicesPsalm50 ([BL Cotton Vespasian D. vi] (I. 11gehnastess found as the second element of
hopgehnastesvice in Exeter Riddle 30 (ll. 27 and 6®olcengehnaste&xeter Riddle 3 (l. 60), and as
the simplexgehnastén Genesiql. 2015).
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simplicesChronA® humbra éaChronB* humbranégChronC? hunbranéaChronD? himbran
ea) in Capture of the Five Borougtisie 4b, theChronA® version of theCapture of the Five
Boroughsdoes not contain any examples of the reinterpretation of text like those found in
Battle of Brunanburk- and certainly none involving such non-sensical or non-metrical
mistakes abe eardesweeallescnearen flotcul bod ge hna desira land, andhasewan|
padan

Taken together, these features suggest thattinenA*® scribe, far from being a
poetically sensitive reader of Old English verse, was in fact troubled by the Landymoetic
vocabulary he found in thgattle of Brunanburk- and was willing to remove this vocabulary
when he failed to understand it. When not confronted with unusual and poetic words — as he
was not in theCapture of the Five Boroughkis Chronicleprose, or his copy of theordan
recension of “Caedmon’s Hymn” — ti@ronA? scribe copied his text to a relatively high
standard of substantive accuracy, allowing himself only the occasional di#fareimglection
and verbal substitutioff.

Cambridge, Corpus Christi College 173, Fifth Hand (ChronA&)

The scribe ofchronA® ends his work with the annal for 946 or 955 After short
passages by two further scribes (Bately’'s scribes 4 and 4a), a fifth méjersupies the
annals for 973-1001, including ti@ronation of EdgaandDeath of Edgar?® With the
exception of the two poems, the annals copied by this scribe are unigheteA and its

linear descenda@hronG 2%

321ct. Bately,MS. A p. xciii, and O’KeeffeVisible Songp. 120.
322See above, p. 90, and fn. 312.

$23Bately,MS. A pp. XXXVii-xxxviii.

$2%Bately,MS. A pp. xcii-XCiii.
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With no texts available to serve as a control, and with the possibilit¢tanC? is
a direct copy ofhronB* for the equivalent annals (see below, pp. 150-152) it is impossible to
compare the prose and verse performance dEttienA® scribe or determine which tradition
of the two poems is the most innovatiZ2.In four casesChronA® has a more strained,
nonsensical, or metrically or formulaically problematic reading than commoanft€kronB*
ChronC?% ChronA?® cordre micelreChronB* cordremycclunChronC? corpre mycclum
(ChronA°® micelreshows the incorrect gende€pronation of Edgarline 2a;ChronA® agan
ChronB* ChronC? get(ChronA® is unmetrical and non-sensical)pronation of Edgarline
13b;ChronA° O ChronB* 8a ChronC? pa (ChronA® is syntactically strainedoronation of
Edgar, line 19b;ChronA°® sodboranChronB* wodboranChronC? wod boran(the ChronB*
ChronC? reading is more common in poetreath of Edgarline 33a. The remaining
readings in whiclChronA® stands againg€hronB* andChronC?, however, all make good
sense, metre and syntax. The majority of these variants can be paralleled fpoas¢hand
poetry ofChronB*, although none are so characteristic of that scribe’s work as to rule out the
possibility that they originate in th@hronA°® tradition. The use ofieorpanfor beon
(ChronA°® waesChronB* ChronC? weard Death of Edgarline 16a), for example, is a feature
of ChronB*, which hasveardfor ChronC? weessix times between 653 and 946, and agrees
with ChronC? in readingwveardagainstChronA waeson another five occasion& The
addition or omission of in Death of Edgarlines 24a and 29a, likewise, is typical of

ChronB*, which omits a conjunction present in other versions oft®nicleeighteen times

3%5The variants cited in this paragraph are more filifgussed below, pp. 179-186.

32 the annals 797, 800, 838, 86&)2nd 916 in the Mercian Register (TaylbtS. B p. xciii). Taylor
adds that “This is one of the features shared byBiGre 653 and after 946,” but gives no exampls. (
B, p. xciii). Bately reports tha&hronA haswaesfor ChronB ChronC weardas main verb or auxiliary on
five occasions: 592, 633, 882, 904, 975. In 592 @%rbChronB ChronC agree withChronD (and
ChronE in 592); in 633ChronB ChronC agree withChronE (Bately,MS. A p. cxix).
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between 726-878"; in ChronA®, the frequency with which is omitted or added in
comparison to other witnesses varies from hand to*fan@hronA* hasz for ChronB
ChronC ChronD /7 five times, andl for ChronB ChronC ChronD 7 four times, all in
prose entriesChronA* hasy for ChronB ChronC ChronD /7 once (by correctiorBattle of

Brunanburh line 56a);ChronA5 hasy for ChronB ChronC /7 three timeseath of Edgar
lines 10b%%° 24a, and 29a). The useinffor onis a feature o€hronA, the scribes of which
preferin to ChronB ChronC (andChronD ChronE, where applicabledn on eighteen
occasions, includin@eath of Edgarline 6a%*° Variation betweeys (pae) andpaeroccurs

three times irChronA andChronB* ChronC?%*": on two occasions, annals 633 and 975 (i.e.
Death of Edga)y, ChronA haspeetfor ChronB ChronC peerdaer, on one further occasion,
annal 895ChronA haspaerfor ChronB ChronC peet Bately finds “the A reading preferable
to the reading of BCDE” in all three casé&s.The addition or omission eacfrom ChronA®
(ChronA® /7 ChronB* ChronC? eag Death of Edgarline 29a) is the only variant for which
no definite trend is mentioned by Bately or Taylor.

London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius A. vi, First Hand (ChronB %)

ChronB is the work of a single scribe writing in the third quarter of the tenth century.

The last entry is for AD 977, and, as the manuscript is written throughout in insular square

$2’annals 726, 755 (%), 812, 827, 836, 856, 868XR 874, and 879 (TayloMS. B pp. Ixxxix-xc).
328Bately,MS. A pp. CXV-CXVi.

$%probably a later addition; this variant is not ird#d in the catalogue of variants below. See &ately,
MS. A p. 77 and fn. 3.

#0Bately,MS. A pp. cxvii-cxviii; also “Compilation,” pp. 104 ant26.
*lBately,MS. A p. cxxii.
#$Bately,MS. A p. cxxii.
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minuscule (a type of script which gradually lost favour towards the end of the tenth
centuryd, it can be dated with reasonable certainty to the period 977-c:¥000.

ChronB is very closely connected @hronC, in some cases indeed, so closely as to
suggest that it may have served at times as the latter manuscripgslismenexemplat’> The
major exception to this is for the annals 653-946, where the two manuscripts are ddparate
several omissions, additions, and alternative readfigshis is particularly true of the annal
numbers in this section, which with a few exceptions are missing@tmenB but present in
ChronC. With the annal for 947, the two witnesses are again very close, although they are not
necessarily directly related’

The traditional view of the relationship betweehnronB andChronC sees both
manuscripts as the product of independent traditions descending from a hypothetical common
exemplar, to which Plummer gave the sigliff® In this view, the missing annal numbers in
ChronB are assumed to have been lost through a intermediate exemplar which was defective
for the years 653-948° More recently, however, Taylor has proposed a more complicated
relationship between the two manuscripts. He argueStitanC hadChronB as its
exemplar until 652, the exemplar@©@hronB for 653-946, and eithézhronB or ChronB and

another manuscript for 947-97%. In addition, he suggests that the loss of the annal numbers

333Taylor, MS. B p. xxxiii.
$34Taylor, MS. B p. xxxiii.

$35Taylor, MS. B pp. xxxvi-xlix; Whitelock,Anglo-Saxon Chroniclep. xiii-xiv; Ker, Catalogue art. 191,
esp. p. 252.

#Taylor, MS. B p. xxviii et passim

%™ aylor, MS. B p. xliv; Whitelock,Anglo-Saxon Chroniclepp. xiii-xiv; Ker, Catalogue art. 191, esp. p.
252.

338 lummer, pp. Ixxxviii-Ixxxix.
$3%Whitelock, Anglo-Saxon Chroniclep. xiii; Plummer, pp. Ixxxvii-xc.

#0Taylor, MS. B pp. xxxiv-Ixii, esp. xxxiv-xxxviii and I-li. Thé argument extends work by Whitelock
(Anglo-Saxon Chroniclepp. xiii-xiv) and Ker Catalogue art. 191, esp. p. 252).
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from ChronB for the annals 652-946 comes not as a result of a defective intervening exemplar
in the postF ChronB tradition, but of a thorough-going though incomplete revision of his
exemplar by th€hronB* scribe*** In addition to the removal of the annal numbers, Taylor
also points to numerous other erasures, additions, omissions, and substitutions throughout the
prose and verse of this section as evidence dttenB* scribe’s efforts at revisiott?

This explanation of the relationship betwe&&mronB andChronC is important
because it helps to account both for the substantive innovation@htbaB* versions of the
Battle of Brunanburtand theCapture of the Five Boroughand, just as importantly, the
relatively low levels of variation found among tB&ronB*, ChronC? andChronA® texts of
the Coronation of EdgaandDeath of Edgar In her discussion of the variation in tBattle
of BrunanburhandDeath of EdgarO’Keeffe mentions three variants which she argues are
“suggestive” of what she considers to be @eonB* scribe’s formulaic sensibility: two
differences in the use of prefixe8hronB® forslegenChronA® beslagerjChronC? besle|gen
ChronD? beslaegeh Battle of Brunanburhline 42a;.ChronB* afylled ChronA® ChronC?
ChronD? gefylled Battle of Brunanburhline 67a); and one substitution of stressed words
(ChronB* forgrundenChronA*® ChronC? ChronD? ageted Battle of Brunanburhline
18a)*** To these may be added another six unique substantive variant<CinrtmsB* text of
these poems: three inflectional differend@kronB* sexanChronA® ChronD? seaxe
(ChronC? sex@, Battle of Brunanburhline 70a;ChronB* haepenunChronA® haepenra
(ChronC? hae|penraChronD? haedenr}, Capture of the Five Boroughtne 10a;ChronB*

denumChronA?® ChronD? deeng(ChronC? dend, Capture of the Five Boroughkne 8b; one

4 Taylor, MS. B pp. xxxiv-Ixii, esp. xxxiv-xxxviii and I-Ii.
*2Taylor,MS. B pp. I-Ixii.
#30'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 120.
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substitution of an unstressed wohronB*  ChronA® ChronD? 08 ChronC? op (and
orthographic variantspBattle of Brunanburhline 16a; and two examples of the substitution of
a stressed wor@hronB* sakeChronA® ChronC? seeccdChronD? seccg, Battle of
Brunanburh line 4a;ChronB* saceChronA® ChronC? saeccechronD? secge Battle of
Brunanburh line 42a.

As we have come to expect, all but two of these changes correspond to innovations
found elsewhere in the prose of this “revised” section of the manuscript. The twautionstit
of verbal prefixes mentioned by O’Keeffe are matched by another twelve irstartbe
addition, omission or substitution of prefixes in the prose o€tmenB* annals 653-946: six
in which ChronB* “has a prefix different from that employed in the other texts” of the
Chroniclé®* four in whichChronB* is the only witness with a prefix; and two in which words
appear without a prefix i@hronB* alone®* Substitutions of nouns, verbs and adjectives are
also relatively common in both the poetry and prose: in addition to O’Keeffe’'s example f
Battle of BrunanburhTaylor reports five examples of the substitution of non-homographic
nouns, verbs and adjectives, and three which Git®nB* sace sake(for sseccy lines 4a
and 423 involve graphically similar form&'?®

The same is true of other unique variants inGheonB* copies of théattle of

BrunanburhandCapture of the Five BoroughsThe substitution @ for od (as inBattle of

%44Taylor, MS B p. xcviii.
¥5Taylor, MS. B p. xcvii.

#8on-homographsthronB* onfonChronA ChronC ChronD (ge)picg(e)an, 755;ChronB* wurdon
ChronA ChronC ChronD fulgon 755;ChronB* lip ChronA ChronD ChronE restep 716;ChronB* for
ChronA ChronC ChronD eode 886;ChronB* maessaiChronA ChronC ChronD tide, 759;
Homographic substitution€hronB* BryttasChronC (ChronA ChronD) Bryttwealas 682/3;ChronB*
waeronChronA ChronC ChronD wicodon 894;ChronB* foran ChronA ChronC ChronD ferdon 737;
ChronB* nanChronA ChronC ChronD naenig See TaylorMS. B pp. lix-Ix, xcvii. The distinction
between homographic and non-homographic substisii|omy own. Taylor mixes the two in both his
lists.
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Brunanburh line 16a) is reported by Taylor to be a “distinctive” feature ofthenB*
scribe’s work from 755-937, where it occurs a total of ten tittieFhe use of the weak form
seaxarfor seaxen Battle of Brunanburhline 70a, though not a unique variant elsewhere in
ChronB?, does occur as a recensional variant in 473, wiierenB ChronC haveengleto
ChronA ChronE englan®*® The two remaining unique readingsGhronB®, haepenum
Capture of the Five Boroughlne 10a andlenum Capture of the Five Boroughlne 8b, are,
as Taylor suggests, the likely result of the mechanical influence of surroundirsy for

Taylor's suggestion that the scribe@fironB* was revising the section from 653-946
also explains a second feature of his poetic performance — the relative lack aftudst
innovation in the two later poems, t@eronation of Edgaf973) and th&eath of Edgar
(975). As O’Keeffe and Bately note, neither @aronation of Edganor theDeath of Edgar
exhibit much substantive variation in their three surviving witne§8eas we have seen
above (pp. 140-141), O’Keeffe attributes this to a combination of late scriésanA° and
ChronC? and the renewal of a close relationship betw@eronB andChronC for the annals
after 947. Were this explanation correct, however, we would still expect to find more
substantive variation than we do betw&@HmronA® and the common text 6thronB* and
ChronC? Even if we assume that the scribeCbonA® is too late to be properly
“formulaic” — an assumption which, as noted above (pp. 141-143), is unwarranted given the
fact that the other Fixed Context poems discussed in this chapter have all shown more
variation in their later rather than their earlier witnesses — and evenagsume that

ChronC? s following ChronB* closely enough from 947 on to preclude any independent

#Taylor,MS. B p. lvii.

$8Taylor,MS. B p. xciv, fn. 155.

#9Taylor, MS. B p. Iviii.

¥00'Keeffe, Visible Songpp. 124-5; BatelyMS. A p. xci.
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variation between the two manuscripts, we would nevertheless expect to find more
“formulaic” variants than we do between the work of the tenth century — and in O’Keeffe’
terms — “formulaic” scribe o€hronB* and the unrelated (though eleventh centGiyjonA°.

As we have seen above in our discussioBhobnA® (pp. 149-150), however, the
three witnesses to these poems show surprisingly little variation thatrisaity semantically
or syntactically appropriat@ndsignificant. The most appropriate variants separating the two
traditions are either graphically similar or have relatively Iittletrical, semantic or syntactic
effect: weorpan: beon(Death of Edgarline 16a),n : on(Death of Edgarline 6a)p : paer
(Death of Edgarline 8b);sodboran: wodboran(Death of Edgarline 33a); the addition or
omission ofy (Coronation of Edgarlines 24a, and 29a) andedc(Death of Edgarline 29a).
Those which have the greatest effect on sense, metre, or syntax, on the other handstare alm
invariably problematic, causing syntactic difficulties in the case of thsston ofpa from
ChronA?® Coronation of Edgarline 19b; metrical difficulties in that of the substitution
ChronA® aganChronB* ChronC? get Coronation of Edgarline 13b; and agreement
difficulties in that of inflectional differenc€hronA°® cordre micelreChronB* cordre
mycclum(ChronC? corpre myccluryy Coronation of Edgarline 2a.

What we do not find in these two poems is the type of semantically, syntactically and
metrically appropriatand significant innovation characteristic of tBéronB* versions of the
Battle of Brunanburfand theCapture of the Five Boroughwith its inflectional differences
and substitutions of prefixes and stressed words — substitutions of prefixes and sicedse
ChronB* forslegenChronA? beslager(ChronC? besle|gerChronD? besleege)) Battle of
Brunanburh line 42a;ChronB* forgrundenChronA® ChronC? ChronD? ageted Battle of
Brunanburh line 18a; and inflectional differenc&hronB* haebenunﬁ:hronA3 haepenra

(ChronC? hae|penraChronD? haedenry, Capture of the Five Boroughtine 10a; and
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ChronB* daenunChronA® ChronD? deeng(ChronC? deng, Capture of the Five Boroughs
line 8b.

If, as Taylor suggests, however, the absence of annal numihsanB* from 652-
946 is the result of an incomplete attempt at revision b tirenB’ scribe, then the relative
lack of substantive innovation between @ieronB*-ChronC? andChronA® versions of the
Coronation of Edgaand theDeath of Edgaindicate that the revision was either less
intensive or largely accomplished after the annal for 946. Rather than the reiselt of
ChronB*? scribe’s formulaic sensibility, the difference in the nature and amount of theltextua
innovation exhibited bhronB* versions of thdattle of BrunanburtandCapture of the
Five Boroughsn the one hand and tl®ronation of Edgaand theDeath of Edgaon the
other is to be attributed to the editorial intentions of the scribe in question. In thedirst
poems — both of which occur in the section in which the scril@hainB* appears to be
revising his source, and for which the scrib&€bfonC? felt compelled to turn to another
manuscript to supplement the textGifronB* — the variation introduced by the scribe of
ChronB* is in keeping with that found in the corresponding prose; by the time he came to
copy the second set of verse texts,@heonB* scribe had either stopped his revision or
adopted a less innovative approach.
London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius B. i, Second Hand (ChronC?

The mid-eleventh-century scribe ®hronC? is the least innovative of all scribes
responsible for copying theéhroniclepoems. His work exhibits six substantive variant

readings not found in the other witnesses to these texts, all Battie of Brunanburf>!

%1Both Campbell and P. R. Orton attribute these wsigo theChronC? scribe Brunanburh p. 111; Orton
“The Battle of Brunanburh’, 40b-44a: Constantin@&reavement,Peritia 4 (1985): 243-50 at p. 248).
As they occur in th®attle of Brunanburtonly, and as thBattle of Brunanburl{with theCapture of the
Five Boroughyis found in the section which Taylor suggestsGheonB* scribe was attempting to revise,
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Only one of the five variants (the additionfo$ in I. 41b) has a significant effect on the sense
of the passage in which it occtiré. As five of the six variants occur on unstressed syllables
and involve the same type of metrically and syntactically insignificardti@an we have seen

in the work of all but the most careful scribes of the glossing texts discussed inrGhapte
moreover, it is impossible to rule out unconscious error or graphic variation as agossibl
source for most of thehronC? scribe’s innovations.

London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius B. iv, Second Hand (ChronD?)

Of the four surviving witnesses to the first t@broniclepoems, the mid-eleventh-
centuryChronD shows by far the greatest number of unique substantive variants. The
manuscript has been written in five or more hands, of which the second is responsible for both
theBattle of BrunanburtandCapture of the Five Borough¥’ In their eighty-six lines, the
ChronD? scribe introduces twenty-two variants with a potentially significantetfe sense,
metre, or syntax of the two poems: four differences of inflection, twelve examptes of
substitution of stressed words and elements, one example of the addition or omission of
unstressed words and phrases, one example of the addition or omission of a prefix, three
examples of the reinterpretation of already existing text, and one example of thenaaiditi
omission of text corresponding to a metrical driit.

Very few of these variants offer truly appropriate alternative readinfjthe@our
unique inflectional endings in thgattle of BrunanburtandCapture of the Five Boroughtor

example, three involve a confusion of gend@hironD? se... gesceafthronA® sio... gesceaft

it is also possible that the “innovations”@hronC? are really fronT", the hypothetical common exemplar
of ChronB* andChronC?, but were “edited out” of th€hronB" revision.

¥2See below, p. 205.
%% er, Catalogue art. 192.
$*These variants are discussed in greater detaiwb@lp. 206-222.
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(ChronB* ChronC? seo... gesceaftBattle of Brunanburhline 16b;ChronD? deopnejwaeter
ChronA?® deop weetefChronB* ChronC? deopwaetér Battle of Brunanburhline 55a;
ChronD? pisneiglandeChronA? pis| eiglande(ChronB* pyseglandeChronC? pysiglands),
Battle of Brunanburhline 66a; and the fourth a non-sensical substitution of a genitive for the
nominative singularChronD? eadmunde&hronA® ChronB* ChronC? eadmungCapture of
the Five Boroughdine 13b. Six of the twelve substitutions of stressed words in this
manuscript, likewise, involve changes to a single consonant @HtenA* ChronB*
ChronC? form — in most cases as the result of an obvious graphic €lrosnD? ChronD?
heord|wealChronA® bord|weal(ChronB* ChronC? bordweal), Battle of Brunanburhline
5b; ChronD? reedChronA® ChronB* ChronC? szed Battle of Brunanburhline 20a;
ChronD? flod ChronA® ChronB* ChronC? flot, Battle of Brunanburhline 35a;ChronD? hal
ChronA® ChronB* ChronC? har, Battle of Brunanburhline 39a;ChronD? cud heaféc
ChronA°® gud haféChronB* guphafocChronC? gudhafog, Battle of Brunanburi64a;
ChronD? gife ChronA* ChronC? fife (ChronB* fife), Capture of the Five Boroughtine 5b.
Three other substitutions, although not the result of an error in a single letter, emtbeless
almost certainly graphic in origin: one substitution of a stressed word or elédheottD?
secgeChronA® ChronC? seecceChronB* sace Battle of Brunanburhline 42a;and two
examples of the reinterpretation of existing t&tronD? inwudaChronA?® inwidda
(ChronB* ChronC? inwitta), Battle of Brunanburhline 46a;ChronD? daeg gled ongarum
ChronA?® negled cnears (ChronB* naegled cnear|rur@hronC? negledcnearruiy Battle of
Brunanburh line 53b.

Of variants involving more than a simple graphic misunderstanding, three involve
difficulties with poetic or nonce words on the parfronD% ChronD? mycelscearpunfor

the nonce compoun@hronB* ChronC? mylenscearpurtChronA® mylen scearpan Battle
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of Brunanburh line 24a;:ChronD? hryman(early West-Saxohrieman non West-Saxon
hreman) ‘lament’ for the poeticChronA® ChronB*! ChronC? hreman(early West-Saxon and
non West-Saxohremar) ‘exult’, Battle of Brunanburhline 39b; and the nonsense form
ChronD? dyflig for the nonce wor@hronA? difel|in (ChronB* dyflenChronC? dyflin, i.e.
‘Dublin’), Battle of Brunanburhline 55b. In a fourth example, t@ronD? reading is
metrically, syntactically and semantically appropriate but formulgitads common:
ChronD? feohteChronA? gelfeohtgChronB* ChronC? gefeoht} Battle of Brunanburhline
28a. In a fifthChronD? substitutes a metrically, syntactically, and semantically appropriate
but non-poetic word for a poetic readingdhronB* ChronC?% ChronD? maegpdof the clan’
for ChronA® maga‘of the young men’ (or ‘of the kinsmen’) at€hronB* maecgea
(ChronC?, mecga ‘of men’, Capture of the Five Boroughkne 2a. A sixthChronD? inecga
ChronB* meceaChronC? meca ChronA® maecaj, Battle of Brunanburhline 40a, involves
the substitution of a semantically equivalent prepositional phrase (probablyuhefes
original minim error) for a noun i@hronB* ChronC2.

In only two cases does ti&hronD? form offer an apparently genuine alternative to
those of the other withesses: the addition of the unstressed paeticlBattle of Brunanburh
line 51b:ChronD? paespeChronA® ChronB* ChronC? paes and the substitution of the first
element in the poetic compoufhronD? heoralflymarChronA? here flemar(ChronB*
herefly|marChronC2 here|flymon, Battle of Brunanburh23a®>*°

The general lack of appropriate variatiorGhronD? is all the more surprising given
the relative independence of t@aronD text. The only representative of the northern
recension of thé&nglo-Saxon Chronicleo include theChroniclepoemsChronD comprises

what Whitelock has described as a “a conflation of the northern recension with anotbér text
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the [Southern] Chronicle®®® As it is unlikely thaChronA, ChronB or ChronC were the
direct ancestor of the southern elements in this compilation, and as, as Whitelocknetes, “
task of conflating the two texts cannot have been €2w& might expect to find more
evidence than we do of thoughtful emendation similar to that found in the “correctedhsecti
of ChronB™.

Instead, as Whitelock and Plummer note, the mixture of conservatism and carslessnes
which characterises tf@hronD? treatment of th@attle of BrunanburtandCapture of the
Five Boroughss also characteristic of the manuscript as a whole. On the one hand, the
scribes ofChronD do not appear to have made much effort to update the language or contents
of their exemplar. Plummer reports tibronD version of theChronicleto be relatively free
of the late forms, spellings and syntax which mark the slightly later, but cletaigd

Peterborough Chronicl€pronE).**®

On the other hand, however, this orthographic and
syntactic conservatism is not matched by a similarly careful attitudedswhe details of the
text itself. At a textual level, Plummer repo@kronD to be “full of mistakes and omissions”
and “from first to last very inaccurately and carelessly written” whendbmpared with the
applicable sections @&hronE andChronA ChronB ChronC .**° In addition, Whitelock and

Plummer both record numerous occasions on which the compidrohD has joined

material from his two sources in a “clumsy” and repetitive fasffids was also true of the

%5This last example may also be the result of adatk-spelling. See below, p. 210.

% hitelock, Anglo-Saxon Chroniclepp. xiv-xv; Peterborough Chroniclewith an appendix by Cecily
Clark, Early English Manuscripts in Facsimile 4 fléahagen: Rosenkilde and Bagger, 1954), pp. 28-29;
and Plummer, [xxviii-Ixxix.

W hitelock, Anglo-Saxon Chroniclep. xv.
*8plummer p. Ixxx; WhitelockPeterborough Chroniclgop. 28-29
#%lummer, p. Ixxxi; for examples, see Plummer, pxiix fn. 2 and Ixii, fn. 2.

%95ee WhitelockAnglo-Saxon Chroniclep. xv; Plummer, pp. Ixxxi-Ixxxii. Both writersse “clumsy” to
describe th&€hronD compiler’s efforts.



161

work of the scribes a&hronA2, ChronA®, ChronB* andChronC?, the scribe o€hronD?

does not appear to have strayed far from his prose practice in copying his verse.

Textual Variants
The following sections treat the substantive variation among witnesses to the

Chroniclepoems on a manuscript-by-manuscript, scribe-by-scribe and then poem-by-poem
basis. A separate section betw@monA® andChronB* examines “recensional” variants in
which ChronB* andChronC? agree in a reading different fro@hronA*® andChronD? (pp.
187-192). These are presumably to be ascribed to their common archetype, Plummer’s

hypothetical” (see above, pp. 150-152).

Cambridge, Corpus Christi College 173
Third Hand (ChronA 3)

Battle of Brunanburh
Differences of Inflection (4 examples)
Brun (ChronA3), 17b

ChronA? ChronC?
paer leeg secg maenig. paerlaeg secgmonig.|
gan ageted. _gum norperm.| garum ageted. guwan nordere.
ofer scild scoten. swilce scittisc e4c. ofer scyldscoten swilce| scyttisc eac.
20 werig wiges saed. 20 werig wig ges seed.
ChronB* ChronD?
paerleegsecg manig. peer| leeg secg monig.
garum forgrunden.| _guan nordere. garum ageted _guwan norpaere. |
oferscyldsceoten swylce scyttisceac.| ofer scyld sceoten swylce scyttisc eac.
20 werig wiggesseed. 20 werig wiges| reed

In ChronA®, the noun-adjective pajjuma norpernads nominative singular; in
ChronB* ChronC? andChronD?, guman nordernéChronD? guman norpaerids
nominative plural. Syntactically, ti@hronA?® reading is to be preferred, given the use of a
singular form of the participlscoten(ChronB* ChronD? sceotehin line 19a of all witnesses.

The plural noun and adjective @hronB* ChronC? ChronD? is perhaps to be ascribed to the
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influence of the preceding collectivi&cg maenid. 17b. Similarly rapid transitions from the

plural/collective to the concrete singular can be paralleled from the hattlesirBeowulf**

The variants are metrically identical. As both require that the scribe make a

corresponding change elsewhere in his text, the variants are linked.

Brun (ChronA?), 26b

ChronA?
myrce| newyrndon.
25 he eardes hond plegan. haelepa nanum
peemid anlafe.| ofeera gebland
onlides bosme. land gesohtun.
feege togelfeohte.

ChronB*
myrce| newyrndon.
25 heardes handplegan heaelepananum.
para| demid anlafe oéargebland
onlides bosme landge|sohtan.
faegetogefeohte.

ChronC?
myrce| newyrndon.
25 heardes handplegan heelepainam
parademid| anlafe. ofear gebland
onlipes bosme landgesohton.
feege| togefeohte

ChronD?
myrce newyrndon.
25 heardes hand plegan heelepal nanum.
paera pemid anlafe ofeéar gebland|
onlides bosme land gesohton.
fage to feohte

The variation between compound and simplicesonA® zera geblandChronB*

eargeblandChronC? ear geblandChronD? ear geblandihas no effect on sense and a slight

effect on metre. Th€hronB* ChronC? ChronD? form is found twice more in the poetic

corpus:Metres of BoethiysvIll. 30a (ofer eageblond, andElenel. 239a:ofer

earhgeblond® There are no further examples of @leronA® reading, although O’Keeffe

cites similar collocations frorAndreas line 532a &ryda geblonyland Exeter Riddle 3, line

22a eare geblondenas possible parallef§®

In line 71a,ChronA* has the compourtsradbrimufor brade brimu(and orthographic

variants) inChronB* ChronC? ChronD? (see below, p. 165).

$Campbell Brunanburh pp. 103-4. A discussion @hronA2 Il. 17b-20a and other examples of such rapid
transitions between plural, collective, and singalauns fromBeowulfcan be found in O’Donnell, “The
Collective Sense of Concrete Singular NounBé@owulf Emendations of Sense\\M 92 (1991) 433-440.

%25ee CampbelBrunanburh p. 107. O’Keeffe misses the second occurrenteiirdiscussion of the line

(Visible Songp. 120).
%30'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 120.
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The variation has a slight effect on metre.ChronA? the line is a Type B-2; in

ChronB* ChronC? ChronD? it is Type B-1

Brun (ChronA?), 40a

ChronA? ChronC?
swilce peer| e4c sefroda. mid flearoe c Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame com.
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.| onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.
har hilde ring. hreman neporfte. har hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

40 meecangemanan. he wees| his maega sceard4d0 mecagemanan. her| waes hismaga sceard.
freonda gefylled. 6nfolcstede. freonda gefylled. onhis folcstede.
beslagen| aetseeccehis sunu forlet. besle|gen aetsaeccejhissunu forlet
onweel stowe. wundun fer grunden.| onweelstowe. wundum forgrunden.|
giungne aetgude. geongne &t gupe.

ChronB* ChronD?

S wylce paer eacsefréda mid fleamecom. swylce peereéc sefroda mid| fleame com
onhiscyppe| nord constantinus. onhis cydde nord  constantinus|
harhilderinc  hremanneporfte||| hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.

40 meceagemanan her waes his magasceard. 40 inecgage|manan hewaeshis meega. sceard
freonda| gefylled on folcstede. freonda gelfylled onfolc stede
forslegen aetsacejhissunu for|let. beslaegen agige. ghissunu| forleet.
onweelstowe wundum forgrunden. onweel stowe wundum forgrunden. |
geongne aetgupe| geongne aetgupe

Of the three readings for this line, twe&ChronB* ChronC? mede)a gemanari(in/of)
the fellowship of swords’ an@hronD? inecga ge|manafin the fellowship of swords’ — make
sense, syntax, and some metre. The tAlldpnA® maecan gemanais nonsensical.

In ChronA®, maecaris presumably a corruption of eithmeecgathe genitive plural of
maecgman’, ormede)a, genitive plural ofnece ‘sword’ and the reading @hronB*-
ChronC?. Campbell considers this second possibility the less likely, howevenexsis
nowhere else spelt wigg and asChronA® (andChronD?) readmecunxorrectly in line
24a%** SinceChronD?inecga ge|manatin the fellowship of swords’ makes sense and is
roughly synonymous with the reading®@fironB* andChronC?, however, it is perhaps more

likely that ChronA® maecaralso comes from an originafrteca®®> Perhaps th€hronA?®

$4campbell Brunanburh pp. 110-111.

$5%campbell reports th€hronD? reading asnecga adding that “then might be read am” (Brunanburh p.
88 and fn. 1). There is a clear space betweefirthend second minim of the “m” in facsimile, hever.
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scribe was bothered by the poet’s use of such a “striking and original” kenning fofBattle.
The addition of finatn to ChronA® may be the result of an anticipation of the ending of the
following word or the misconstruction afsecaras a weak adjective in agreement with
gemanan It is in any case further evidence of leronA® scribe’s difficulty with the
poem3®’

The ChronB* ChronC? readingmec(e)a gemanatfellowship of swords’ and the
ChronD? readinginecga ge|manatin the fellowship of swords’ are broadly equivalent
semantically and syntactically. ©hronB* ChronC? mede)a is a genitive dependent on
gemananwhich is itself genitive or dative singular and governetidgynan line 39b (while
Bosworth and Toller give no examplesimémangoverning a simple case ending without a
preposition, Campbell reports that the related adjettigmig appears “sometimes governing
the gen., but usually the d&f¥. In ChronD? inecgage|manaris presumably to be read as a
prepositional phrase modifyirigyman‘cry out’, ‘lament’ (the verb o€hronD? line 39b). In
this casegemanaris to be construed as accusative or dative singular, modified by the genitive
pluralecga Geng@nais frequently found in similar prepositional phra¥¥siven the
ChronD? scribe’s demonstrated difficulties with the script of his exemplar and thesfaif
his version of the line to show double alliteration, a scribal misinterpretationioitial

minim ininecgaseems the most likely explanation for his reading.

See Robinson and Stanl&EMF 23, pl. 14.1.5.2, line 6, and cf. Dobbf&SPR6, p. 148, who incorrectly
reports a space betweinandecga

36%Campbell Brunanburh p. 110.

%7Campbell Brunanburh p. 110; For a possibly similar example of inflenal attraction, se€hronB*
saxan ChronA® ChronC? ChronD? se(a)xel.70a; a further example of a scribe making gective from
an apparently unfamiliar word @hronD? dyflig for ChronA? difellin (ChronB* dyflenChronC? dyflin),
Battle of Brunanburhl. 55b; see below, p. 214.

%8Campbell Brunanburh p. 110; fothreman‘exult’, see B.-T.(Shréman

398.-T.(S)geméanaAn example witton is given in definition 111 ‘fellowship, associatip society,
intercourse’.
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Of the three variants, only that@hronD? affects metre significantly. Whether
ChronA® meecaris intended fomecgaor meca, theChronA® ChronB* andChronC?
versions of line 40 are all Type A-1 with double alliterationChronD?, inecga ge|manais
best scanned as a Type A-1 line with an anacrustic preposition and delayediafiiterat

The ChronD? andChronB* ChronC? forms are mentioned briefly below, pages 189

and 218.

Brun (ChronA3), 71a
ChronA?

65 neweard weel mare.
on pis| eiglande. eefer gieta.
folces gefylled. beforan piss
sweordes| écgum. paes peus segad béc
ealdeudwitan. sippan eastan hider.|

70 englejseaxe. upbecoman.
oferbradbrimu . brytene sohtan.

wlance wigsmipas. weealles ofer coman.

eorlas arhwate. eard| begeatan.|

ChronB*

65 neweard| waelmére.
onpyseglande aefregyta.
folces afylled befo|ran pyssum.

sweordes ecgum paes peus secggeap béc.

ealde|upwitan syppan eastan hider.
70 englejsexan upp becoman.|

ofetbrade brimu. brytenesohtan

wlance wigsmipas.| wealas ofercoman

eorlas arhwate. eardbegeaton.|

ChronC?

65 neweard weelmare
onpys iglande @aefregyta.|
folces gefylled beforan pyssum.
swurdes ecgum. #sdels| segad béc.
ealde upwitan. siddan eastanhider

70 englejsexe.| uppbecomon.
ofebradebrimu bretene sohton.
wlance| wig smidas. wealas ofercomon.
eorlas arhwate eard be|geaton.

ChronD?

65 neweard weel mare.
onpisneiglande aefregita. |
folces gefylled beforan pyssum.
sweordes ecgum| paes peus segad béc.
ealde udwitan siddan eastan|hider

70 englejseaxe Upbecomon.
ofetbrade brijmu britene sohton
wlance wigsmidas wealas| ofer comon.
eorlas arhweete eard begeaton;|

ChronA® brad can be construed as either the first element of a compbratthrimu
or an example of an endingless neuter accusative plural in appositiomto In ChronB*
ChronC? ChronD? bradeis an example of the late neuter accusative plura iff Ofer brad
brimu occurs once more in the poetic corp@gfiesisline 2194a). There are no further

examples of th€hronB* ChronC? ChronD? reading.

$7%Campbell Brunanburh p. 120. See also Campb@EG §641.
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In ChronA? the line is Type C-2; i€hronB* ChronC? ChronD? Type B-1 with a

resolved second stress.

Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)
Brun (ChronA3), 26a

ChronA® ChronC?
myrce| newyrndon. myrce| newyrndon.
25 he eardes hond plegan. halepa nanum 25 heardes handplegan heelepainam
pbaemid anlafe.| ofer aera gebland. parademid| anlafe. ofer ear gebland
onlides bosme. land gesohtun. onlipes bosme landgesohton.
feege togelfeohte. feege| togefeohte
ChronB* ChronD?
myrce| newyrndon. myrce newyrndon.
25 heardes handplegan heelepananum. 25 heardes hand plegan heelepa] nanum.
pbaral demid anlafe ofereargebland. paera bemid anlafe ofer ear gebland.|
onlides bosme landge|sohtan. onlides bosme land gesohton.
feegetogefeohte. fage to feohte

Although it makes good sense and metre as writterGlinenA* paeis almost

371

certainly an eyeskip fdreerape.”"~ A similar variant occurs in Psalm 93:09.61#PspaerEPs
bee(see above, Chapter 2, p. 40). The scrib@hwbnG normalises th€hronA? reading to
pe372

As the omission falls in the preliminary dip of a Type C line, it has no effect on.metre

37ct. Bately,MS. A p. cxxxix, who includes the variant as a possidample (witrdeendChronG deng,
Capture of the Five Boroughk8b) ofeefor WSe in stressed syllables.

$7Campbell Brunanburh p. 106; LutzDie Version Gp. 219.
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Reinterpretation of Existing Elements (7 examples)
Brun (ChronA3), 13a

ChronA® ChronC?

10 hordjhamas. het tend| crungun. 10 hordjhamas| hettend crungon.
sceotta leoda.jscip flotan. scotta leode.qscypflotan.
feege feollan. feld dadede|| feege feollan| feld dennade.
secgas hwate sid pan sunne Up. secga swate siddan sunne upp.
onmorgentid. maere tun gol. onmorgentid.| maeere tungol.

15 glad ofer| grundas. godes condel beorht. 15 gladofer grundas. godes candel beorht
eces drihtnes. 00 sio aepele gesceatft.| eces| drihntnes opseo eepele gesceaft
sahtosetle. sahtosetle.

ChronB* ChronD?

10 hérdjhdmas hettend crungon 10 hordghamas heted crungon|
scotta leode|jscip flotan. scotta leode.jscipflotan.
feegefeollan feld dennade. feege feollon feld dennode.|
secgaswate sippan| sunne upp. secga swate sippan sunne Up.
onmorgentid meere tungol onmorgen tid maere| tungol.

15 glad ofergrunjdas godes candel beorht. 15 glad ofergrundas godes candel beorht.|
ecesdrihtnespseo sepele gesceatft| eces drihtnes. 00 se aepele gesceaft.
sah tosetle. sahtostle

As Campbell has suggested, the origin of this variant is most likely a saritnabe
the part ofChronA® or a predecessor:
Secgas hwatis readily explained as a corruptionsefcga swatef a scribe took
the second to belong to the first word, he would be very likely to make the
meaninglessvateinto hwate The error was probably due to the scribe of A, for it
occurs in his MS. at the turn of a page, and this may have led to his losing the thread
of what he was writing”
Bately and O’Keeffe note that the form can be made to make some sense, howdeer, “if t
preceding half-linefgld daernedd... is understood parentheticall¥/* In this reading,
ChronA® secgas hwatthold men’ is interpreted as the subjecfedllanline 12a, while line

12b —ChronA? feld deeriede(ChronG feld dynedp— is understood in an absolute sense as

‘the field resounded®”® In ChronB* ChronC? andChronD?, the readingecga swate

373Campbell Brunanburh p. 100.

3"0'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 119 (for “Crawford” here and elsewhere in théstion of O’Keeffe’s chapter,
read “Campbell”); BatelyMS. A p. cx.

37°See Bately 1986, p. cx. This reading assume<ChainA® deerredeChronB* ChronC? dennade
ChronD? dennodeare for West-Saxodynedeas inChronG. See Robinson, “Lexicography and Literary
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(ChronB* secgaswate‘with the blood of men’ is an instrumental governedityonB*
ChronC? dennadeChronD? dennode

In addition to its effect on syntax and sense, the reinterpretation also affe&s et
ChronB* ChronC? ChronD?, line 13a is Type A-1 with two long lifts. BhronA?®, it is
Type A-4 with a short second lift. As Campbell and O’Keeffe note, both types atedttes

elsewhere in the corpd&

Brun (ChronA3), 25a

ChronA? ChronC?
myrce| newyrndon. myrce| newyrndon.
25 he eardeshond plegan. haelepa nanum 25 heardeshandplegan haelepa nam
pbeemid anlafe.| ofer sera gebland. parademid| anlafe. ofer ear gebland
onlides bosme. land gesohtun. onlipes bosme landgesohton.
feege togelfeohte. feege| togefeohte
ChronB* ChronD?
myrce| newyrndon. myrce newyrndon.
25 heardeshandplegan heelepananum. 25 heardeshand plegan haelepa| nanum.
para| demid anlafe ofereargebland. paera pemid anlafe ofer ear gebland.|
onlides bosme landge|sohtan. onlides bosme land gesohton.
feegetogefeohte. fage to feohte

TheChronA? forms here and in line 72éeallas ChronB* ChronC? ChronD?
wealag either are the result of a reinterpretatimardesandweallasas two independent parts
of speech, or reflect an antecedent in widakvas spelleégeabefore consonants which
caused lengthening in late Old Englfh.

If the ChronA? scribe interpretetie eardess two words, the variation affects both

sense and metre. The third person prorfecannot be the subject of the plural verb

Criticism: A Caveat,'Philological Essays in Old and Middle English Laage and Literature in Honour
of Herbert Dean Meritted. James Rosier (The Hague and Paris: Mouton,);199€110, at p. 107; for a
summary of critical opinion on the word, see Joddptris, “Brunanburh’ 12b-13a and Some Skaldic
PassagesMagister Regis: Studies in Honor of Robert Earl km®d. Robert Groos with Emerson Brown
Jr., Thomas D. Hill, Giuseppe Mazzotta and Josepligig (New York: Fordham, 1986), 61-68. This
discussion supersedes Campbell’'s note to thediBeunanburh pp. 100-101.

$7%Campbell Brunanburh pp. 99-100; O’KeeffeVisible Songpp. 118-119, and fn. 32.
$7"Campbell Brunanburh p. 106.
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wyrndon line 24b, anekardes hondplegahand-play (i.e. battle) of the earth’ is strained. In

ChronB* ChronC? andChronD?, the line is a Type D*2; withe, ChronA® would be a type

D*2 with anacrusis.ChronA*® weeallasis discussed below, p. 172.

Brun (ChronA3), 35a

ChronA®
pzerge flemed weard.
nord manna bregu.| nede gebeded.
tolides stefne. litle weorode.
35 creactnearenflot.| cyning utgewat.
onfealene flod. feorh generede.

ChronB*
peergelflymed weard.
nordmanna brego nede geled.
to|lides stefne lytle weorode.
35 creactnear orflot| cing ut gewat.
onfealone fl6d feorh generede.|

ChronC?
paer geflymed weard.
nordmannal brego neade gebaeded.
tolides stefne lytle werode
35 creactnear||6rflét cining Ut géwat.
onfealoneflod feorh génerode.

ChronD?
paer geflymed weard|
nord manna brego. neade ge baeded
tolides| steefne Iytle weorode.
35acreatcnear orflod| ----
feorh generode.

ChronA? cnearenis presumably a slip famear on perhaps due to the unfamiliarity

of cneaxr), an Old Norse loanword attested in Old English only irBtttle of Brunanburh

(here and as the second half of the compawgted cnears, line 53b)

378 A second

possibility, that theChronA® scribe intendeenfor the preposition/on is unlikely. While

the falling together of unstressed vowels i@nda is frequent in later manuscripts,the use

of enfor the prepositiomnis unparalleled in the corpus of multiply-attested poems. In

ChronG the form is corrected tenear on>°

$"%Campbell Brunanburh pp. 108-9. At line 53b the forms at@hronA® negled cneari ChronB* naegled
cnear|rumChronC? negledcnearrunthronD? deeg gled ongarum

379%Campbell OEG § 379.
%80 utz, Die Version Gp. 85.
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Brun (ChronA®), 49b

ChronA? ChronC?
midheora herelaf| hlehhan neporftun. midhyra here lafum| hlihhan nedorftun.
b heo beaduweorca. beteran wurdun. bhi beadoweorca beteran wurdon.
6n camp stedecul bod ge hna des oncamp|stedecumbol gehnastes
50 garmittinge. gumena ge|mo tes. 50 gar mittin ge gumena gemotes.
waepen gewrixles. paasén weel felda. waepen| gewrixles. paes hionweelfelda
wipead weardes.| afaran plegodan. wid eadweardes aforan plegodon.|
ChronB* ChronD?
midheora herelafum hlihhan| neporftan. mid hyra here leafum hlybban neporfltan.
phie beado weorca beteran wurdan. pzet hi beado weorca beteran wurdon.
oncamp|stedecumbol gehnastes on| campstedecumbol ge hnastes
50 garmittinge gumena gemotes.| 50 gar mittunge| gumena gemotes.
waepen gewrixles paeshie onweel felda. waepen ge wrixles. paespehi| on weel felda
wipeadweardes. eafo|ran plegodan. wideadweardes &faran plegodon;|

TheChronA* form cul bod ge hna desppears to represent less a coherent reading
than an attempt at deciphering a nonce compddalhodandgehnadesre nonsense words.
Although line 49b is the only occurrencecofmbolgehnastess a compount’ the elements
cumbol‘banner’ andyehnastclash’ are found elsewhere in Old English both as simplices and
in compounds. With one exceptiacuMmbolgebrecPsalm 50 [British Library, Cotton
Vespasian D. vi], line 11), however, these words are found exclusively in poems from the four
major codicesGenesisExodus andDaniel (Junius Manuscript)Andreag(Vercelli Book);
Juliana, Exeter Riddle 3 (Exeter BookpeowulfandJudith (BeowulfManuscript)**?

The correctiod cumbelappears interlinearly, apparently in the same hand as that

responsible foChronG (where the word appears @smbelgehnadgs®?

#lCampbell Brunanburh p. 113.
#Bessinger and Smith. See above, p. 147 and fn. 320
83 utz, Die Version Gpp. 86, 221; CampbeBrunanburh p. 113.
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Brun (ChronA3), 56a

ChronA? ChronC?
gewitan him pa némen. rgled cneati.| Gewiton hympa nordmenn. negledcnearrum
dreorig daradalaf. 6ndingesmere. dreoridare|palaf ondinges mere.

55 oferdeop waeter. difel|in secan. 55 oferdeopweeter dyflinsecan.
‘eft hira land sewiscmode. eftlyraland sewiscmode.

ChronB* ChronD?
Gewitan himpa noromenn neegled cnear|rum G ewiton him pa nord men daeg gled ongarum|
dreorig darodalaf ondyngesmere. dreorig dareda l&f ondyniges mere

55 oferdeopweeter| dyflensecean. 55 ofg'deopne| weeter dyflig secan.
eftiraland aewiscmode. eftyra land aewisc mode.|

Both readings make sense, though@heonB* ChronC? ChronD? version has better
metre. In its uncorrected forr@hronA? is to be translated ‘(to seek) their land again’ and is
unmetrical®® With the addition of beforeeft, theChronA® on-verse is a poor Type B-2
verse. Eft alliterates in preference tand, and the line shows a suspicious distribution of
sentence particles into both dips.dhronB* ChronC? ChronD? the half-line is translated
‘(to seek) the land of the Irish again’ and is Type B-1.

Campbell suggests that tBéronA® reading may be the result of the scribe’s
unfamiliarity with the noumra oryra for ‘Irish’ which “occurs only here, and in the account of
the voyages of Ohtere in the Cotton MS. of the O.E. Orosius.... The Idardsandliras are
unknown in O.E. before the tenth centuf$>”

In ChronG, the line appears gsheora land(i.e. withouteft) and fails to alliteraté®®

340'Keeffe describes the line as a “weak D4 type paently assigning the possessive proniiva an
unusually heavy stress, and placing the allitenatio the adverkftin preference to the nodand (Visible
Song p. 120).

#8%Campbell Brunanburh p. 116.
%89 utz, Die Version Gpp. 86, 222.



Brun (ChronA®), 62b

ChronA*
60 letan him behindan. ryttian.
salu wig|padan. pone sweartan hraefn.

hyrned nebban.jpanehassan|padan
earn eeftan hwit. seses brucan.
greedigne gud haféc.jpaet greege deor.
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ChronC?

60

leton hymbehindon hra brittigan.
salowig padan poneswear|tan hrefn.
hyrned nebban:jponehasu padan
earn aftan| hwit.&ses brucan.
greedigne gudhafocipgraegedeor.

65 wulf 6nwealde. 65 wulf| onwealde.
ChronB* ChronD?
60 letan himbehindan hraw| bryttigean. 60 laeton him behindan hra bryttinga.

salowig padan pone sweartan hreefn.
hyrned| nebbampone_hasopadan
earn aftan hwit. aeses brucan.|
greedigne guphafocjpgreegedeor.

65 wulfonwealde.

65

salowig padan| pone sweartan hraefn
hyrnet nebban.jpone| hasu wadan
earn geftan hwit aeres brucan.
gree|||digne cud heafépeetgregedeor.
wulfonwealde|

ChronB* hasopadar{ChronC? hasu padahis to be preferred t6hronA*
hasewan|padaon metrical grounds. IBhronB* ChronC? (andChronD?) the line is Type
C-1 with resolution of the first liftChronA® is a Type A-1 with a three syllable anacriéls.
TheChronA® reading seems most likely the result of a misinterpretation of the nonce
compounchasupadaras a strong adjective + noun. As the form is preceded by the definite
article, and as a weak adjective would be expected in such a positipongfsweartahraefn
in line 61bY%® the scribe then ‘correctetasuto hasewana weak declension accusative
feminine adjective. Bately also sees @fwonA®reading as a result of ti@hronA® scribe’s

tendency towards “prosaic dictiof>®

37For examples of similar anacrusis in later poemms,Ratricia Bethel, “Anacrusis in the Psalms ofRkés
Psalter,"NM 89 (1988): 33-43, esp. p. 34.

#88Campbell Brunanburh p. 119.
#Bately,MS. A p. xciii.



Brun (ChronA®), 72b

ChronA?

65 neweard weel mare.
on pis| eiglande. eefer gieta.
folces gefylled. beforan piss
sweordes| écgum. paes peus segad béc
ealdeudwitan. sippan eastan hider.|

70 englejseaxe. upbecoman.
ofer bradbrimu. brytene sohtan.
wlance wigsmipas.weeallesofer coman.
eorlas arhwate. eard| begeatan.|

ChronB*

65 neweard| waelmére.
onpyseglande eefregyta.
folces afylled befo|ran pyssum.

sweordes ecgum paes peus secggeap béc.

ealde|upwitan syppan eastan hider.
70 englejsexan upp becoman.|
oferbrade brimu. brytenesohtan
wlance wigsmipas.wealasofercoman
eorlas arhwate. eardbegeaton.|
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ChronC?

65

70

neweard weelmare
onpys iglande eaefregyta.|
folces gefylled beforan pyssum.
swurdes ecgum. &sdels| segad béc.
ealde upwitan. siddan eastanhider
englejsexe.| uppbecomon.
oferbradebrimu bretene sohton.
wlance| wig smidaswealasofercomon.
eorlas &rhwate eard be|geaton.

ChronD?

65

70

neweard weel mare.
onpisneiglande eaefregita.|
folces gefylled beforan pyssum.
sweordes ecgum| paes peus segad béc.
ealde udwitan siddan eastan|hider
englejseaxe Upbecomon.
oferbrade brilmu britene sohton
wlance wigsmidaswealag ofer comon.
eorlas arhweete eard begeaton;|

Like ChronA* he eardesline 25aChronA® weeallesepresents either a spellingeaf

aseeabefore lengthening groups or a reinterpretation of the properwealasas a pronoun

+ noun. IfChronA? is not an orthographic variant, lines 65b-73 are presumably to be

understood as two sentences:

Never yet in this island before this, by what books tell us, ancient sages, water grea
slaughter of a folk felled by the edge of the sword since the Angles and the Saxons,
proud warriors, came hither from the east, sought out Britain over the broad seas. We, -

warriors eager for glory, overcame all, conquered the ¥%hd.

In ChronB* ChronC? ChronD? lines 65b-73 form a single sentence in whigkalasserves as

the object obfercoman TheChronG form is uncertairf>*

Metrically, ChronB* ChronC? ChronD? are Type D*1; ifweealleds not simply an

orthographic variant, the equivalent lineGhronA® is unmetrical and does not alliterate.

3%adapted from WhitelockAnglo-Saxon Chroniclep. 70.

*\Wheloc readsVealles Nowell we eallas see LutzDie Version G pp. 87 and 224.



174

Capture of the Five Boroughs
Differences of Inflection (2 examples)

Capt(ChronA3), 4b

ChronA® ChronC?

Heread mund cyning engla peoden
maga| mundbora myrce geeode
dyre deed fruma] swa dor scadep
hwitanwylles geat.Jjhumbra éa
brada brim|sta burga fife
ligoraceasterlin cylene.
qsnotingah| swylce stanfordéac
deora by

ChronB*

H er eadmund cing engla peoden.
meecgea mund bora myrce| geeode.
dyredeedfruma swa dor sceadep.
hwitanwylles| geat.Jjhumbranéa.
brada brim stream burga fife.
ligera|ceasterlind kylne.
shotingahdm swylce stanford eac.|
qdeoraby

Her eadmundcing englapéoden
mecga mundbora myrce| ge eode.
dyredaedfruma swador sceadep.
hwitan wylles geat.|jhunbranéa.

5 bradabrimstream burga fife.
ligeracester|lindcylne.
snotingaham. swilce stanford eac.
1deoraby)|

ChronD?
Her eadmund cyning| engla peoden
meegpa mund bora myrce ge eode.|
dyre deed fruma swa dér sceadaed.
hwitan wylles| geat.jhimbran ea

5 _brada brym stream. burga gife.|
ligere ceasterqlincolne.
gshotinga hdm. swylce| stanford eac
qdeoraby.

In ChronA*® humbrais nominative singular in appositionéa, and serves — witha,
hwitanwylles geatline 4a,dor, line 3b, andbrada brim|steg, line 5a — as the subject of
scadepline 3b**? ChronB* humbran(ChronC? hunbranChronD? himbrar), on the other
hand, is an “appositive” or “identifying” genitiv®> Although on the basis of an early genitive

singularhumbrag Campbell classifiesumbraas ans-stem>**

weak forms frequently occur:
for examplejnto humbran mudaChronC andChronD 1013/5) ando humbran mudan

(Chronk 992/2-3).

392As Dobbie’s punctuation of lines 1-8 6apture of the Five Borouglis impossible to construe (his second
“sentence, Burga fife... and Deorahyl. 6b-8a doesn’'t have a verb), the followingigygested. The text
(except for punctuation) is as ABPR6.

5 brada ré@s, burga fife,
Ligoraceassard Lincylene
and Snotingahamylce Stanford eac
and Deoraby.

Her Eadmund cyning, Engla peoden,
maecgea mundbora, Myrce geeode,
dyre deedfruma, swa Dor scadep,
Hwitanwyllesgeat and Humbra ea,

3%3\itchell, OES§1290.
3%%Campbell OEG §587, fn.1.
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Metrically, the two readings are identical.

Capt(ChronA?), 8b

ChronA?®
deene weerager

under| nordmannum nyde gebegde
10 O6nheepenra heefteciu|

lange praga op hie alysde eft

forhis weorp scipe wig|gendra hleo

afera eadweardes eadmundcyning
Onfenganlafe||

ChronB*

denum weerogeror.

undernord mannum.| nede ged.
10 onhaepenum heefte clammum.
lange prage| op hiealysde eft.
forhis weordscipe wiggendra hléo|
eafora eadweardes eadmund cining;|
H er eadmund cing...

ChronC?

10

dene waerogeror.
under nordmann nyde gebaeded.
onhae|penra haefte clommum.
lange prage ophialysde eft.
for| his weord scype wiggendra hleo.
afora eadweardes. eadmund| cing.
Her

eadmundcing...

ChronD?

10

daene weerogeror
under|| nord mannum nydegebeeded
onhaedenra heef|te. clommum
lange prage. op hy alysde eft]
for his weordscipe wigendra hleo
afora ead|weardes eadmundes cyning.|
Her anlaf abreec...

While both readings make good sense and sy@tasgnA® is metrically poor. In

ChronB* ChronC? andChronD?, line 9b is Type A-1ChronA? can only be scanned (as

Type E) only ifwaeronis assumed to carry a half-stress.
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Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (2 examples)

Capt(ChronA3), 2a

ChronA®
Heread mund cyning engla peoden
magg mundbora myrce geeode
dyre deed fruma| swa dor scadep
hwitanwylles geat.Jhumbra éa

5 brada brim|sta burga fife

ligoraceasterlin cylene.
gsnotingah| swylce stanfordéac
deora by

ChronB*
H er eadmund cing engla peoden.
maecgeamund bora myrce| geeode.
dyredeedfruma swa dor sceadep.
hwitanwylles| geat.Jhumbranéa.

5 brada brim stream burga fife.
ligera|ceasterlind kylne.
snhotingaham swylce stanford eac.|
1deoraby

ChronC?

Her eadmundcing englapéoden
mecgamundbora myrce| ge eode.
dyredeedfruma swador sceadep.
hwitan wylles geat.|[Jhunbranéa.
bradabrimstream burga fife.
ligeracester|lindcylne.
snhotingaham. swilce stanford eac.
ndeoraby)|

ChronD?

Her eadmund cyning| engla peoden

meaegbamund bora myrce ge eode.|
dyre deed fruma swa dér sceadaed.
hwitan wylles| geat.jhimbranea_

5 _brada brym stream. burga gife.|

ligere ceasterjlincolne.
7shotinga ham. swylce| stanford eac
1deoraby.

The three variants in these lin€hronA* magaChronB* maecge4ChronC? mecga

andChronD? maegpggenitive plural ofnegp, f. ‘family group, tribe, clan’) are all relatively

appropriate to the poem’s immediate context, although nefthemA ® maga| mundbora

‘protector of kin’ norChronD? maegpa mund borarotector of clans’ is found elsewhere in a

similar collocation ChronB* maecgea mund bof€hronC? mecga mundboia‘protector of

men’, also occurs iAndreas line 772a)>> O'Keeffe translates thehronD?reading as

“protector of maidens”, adding that “the lurid reading in D,... while offering an unusual

perspective on Edmund, provokes an interesting, if unanswerable, question about scribe 2’s

reading background®® Maegpaof maidens’ andnegpa, ‘of the clans’ are metrically

indistinguishable, however, and tBdronD? form can as easily be for the latter as the former

form.

#9%0'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 123.
#9%0'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 123.
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The three readings are metrically and syntactically equivalent CiitenB -

ChronC? form is also mentioned briefly below on p. 191; thatimonD? on p. 221.

Capt(ChronA?®), 9b

ChronA? ChronC?
deene weeran ger dene weeron &eror.
under| norémannum nydgebegde under norémann nyde gebaeded
10 Onheepenra heeftect]| 10 onheelpenra haefte clommum.
lange praga op hie alysde eft lange prage ophialysde eft.
forhis weorp scipe wig|gendra hleo for| his weord scype wiggendra hleo.
afera eadweardes eadmundcyning afora eadweardes. eadmund| cing.
6nfenganlafe|| Her

eadmundcing...

ChronB* ChronD?
denum weeron aeror. daene weeron aeror
undernord mannum.| nedghbeded. under]|| nord mannum nypEbaeded
10 onheepenum haefte clammum. 10 onheedenra heef|te. clommum
lange prage| op hiealysde eft. lange prage. op hy alysde eft|
forhis weordscipe wiggendra hléo| for his weordscipe wigendra hleo
eafora eadweardes eadmund cining;| afora ead|weardes eadmundes cyning.|
H er eadmund cing... Her anlaf abreec...

Both readings are possible and have parallels in other poems, altbotaytA® is the
more unusual. O’Keeffe points out thstde gebsede@nd accidental variants as@hronB*
ChronC? ChronD?) is relatively common in the corpus, with exact paralleluiianaline
343b andHusband’s Messagéine 40b*°” Nyde gebegdés inChronA?) is less common,
although a second collocation is found in the Metrical Psaiyt® gebigedPPs72:17.3b°%

While the two verbs are not synonyms, the variation does not affect the general tenor
of the passage&hronA®nyde gebegddowed down by necessityGhronB* ChronC?

ChronD? nydegebaedend variants) ‘afflicted by necessity’. The two readings are

metrically identical.

39’0'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 123.

39%Bessinger and Smith. The example from the Par#td?ss missed by O’Keeffe, who cites only the
metrically analogousearwe gebegefilom Christ and Satad44b {isible Songp. 123).
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Capt(ChronA3), 8a

ChronA® ChronC?
Heread mund cyning engla peoden Her eadmundcing englapéoden
maga| mundbora myrce geeode mecgamundbora myrce| ge eode.
dyre deed fruma| swa dor scadep dyredaedfruma swador sceadep.
hwitanwylles geat.Jhumbra éa hwitan wylles geat.|Jhunbranéa.
5 brada brim|sta burga fife 5 bradabrimstream burga fife.
ligoraceasterlin cylene. ligeracester|qlindcylne.
qsnotingah| swylce stanfordéac snotingaham. swilce stanford eac.
deora by ndeoraby]|
ChronB* ChronD?
H er eadmund cing engla peoden. Her eadmund cyning| engla peoden
maecgea mund bora myrce| geeode. maegpa mund bora myrce ge eode.|
dyredeedfruma swa dor sceadep. dyre deed fruma swa dér sceadaed.
hwitanwylles| geat.Jhumbranéa. hwitan wylles| geat.jhimbranea_
5 brada brim stream burga fife. 5 _brada brym stream. burga gife.|
ligera|ceasterlind kylne. ligere ceasterjlincolne.
snotingaham swylce stanford eac.| 1snhotinga ham. swylce| stanford eac
ndeoraby ndeoraby.

The addition or omission gfin line 8a affects sense, metre and syntaxCHronB*
ChronC? ChronD? 7deorabyis a Type B-1 line joined to the preceding list of place names by
the conjunctiory. ForChronA?®, Lutz and O’Keeffe suggest that the scribe may have divided
swylce stanfordéac deora bgtweerstanfordandéac and understooéacas a conjunction
‘eke, also, likewise, moreover, and’: ‘auch Stamford sowie D%%y’

ChronA?®
7 1snotingah| swylce stanford
_éac deora by

While the resultant reading is metrically defensf8fehe use oeacalone as a conjunction
introducing the last item in a list appears to be without parallel. Mitchellteeivait ‘eacis

occasionally useuhitially [my emphasis] withoubndin a cumulative or resumptive sense

399 utz, Die Version G p. 225; see also O’Keeffgjsible Songp. 124 fnn. 58-59.

409%0'K eeffe cites two examples of an off-verse alliimg onswylce(Visible Songp. 124 fn. 59): the textual
defective Riddle 89, line 10: [.. siwveesendum  swylce praged Christ 80bpaet du in sundurgiefe
swylce befengéboth texts from Krapp and DobbigSPR3). Swylceis not stressed and does not alliterate
in any of her remaining examplédeowulf830a,Christ and Satar321a,Andreas1036, and-ates of the
Apostlesl6a.
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‘and, ‘also, too™ but gives no examples of its appearance before the last item st iffe Ii

Likewise, Bosworth and Toller give no examplegatbeing used alone as a conjunction in a

02 The fact thastanfordandéacare run together in the manuscript,

list withoutandor ne
moreover, also suggests that €leronA* scribe did not divide the text in this fashion: his
normal practice elsewhere in t@apture of the Five Boroughs to mark the division between

off- and on- verses with a generous space between words.
Cambridge, Corpus Christi College 173
Fifth Hand (ChronA °)

Coronation of Edgar
Difference of Inflection (1 example)
CEdg(ChronA®), 2a

ChronA® ChronB*
1 Hereadgarwees englawaldend 1 Hereadgarwees englawaldend
cordre micak tocyninge gehalgod.| cordremycalm tokinge| gehalgod.
on deere ealdan byrig acemannes ceastre. onpeere ealdan byrig acemannes ceastre.||
ChronC?

1 Hereadgar wees englawaldend
corpre mycaim tokinge gehalgod.|
onpeere ealdanbyrig acemannes ceastre.

In ChronA°®, the adjectivemicelreis ostensibly feminine dative singular.@hronB*
ChronC?, mycclumis strong neuter or masculine dative singularcéor “is found
elsewhere only as a neutéf*the ChronA® reading is evidence either of the decay of
grammatical gender (cf. the mistakes with gender made in the slightlﬁlatenDz,
discussed below, pp. 206-208), or the result of the unconscious influence of theefinal
(misconstrued as a dative singular feminine ending) of the preceding®tord.

The variation has no effect on metre.

“OMitchell, OES §1740.
4028 .T. and B.-T.(S) s.\éac
“*Dobbie, ASPRS, p. 150.
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Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)
CEdg(ChronA®), 13b

ChronA® ChronB*
10 ndaagangenwaes 10 Jpaagangenwaes.
tynhundwintra ge teled| rimes. tynhund wintra geteledrimesj
fra gebyrd tide bremes cyninges fram gelgrdtide bremes cinges.
leohta hyrdes. buton| d&lafe paagan leohtahyrdes butan| dzertolafg e
waes winter ge teles paesde gewritu secgad. | waes wintergeteles paes gewritu secgad.|
15 seofon) twentig. 15 seofan.XX.
ChronC?
10 7 p& agangen wees.

tynhund| wintra geteled rimes.

framgelgrdtide bremes cinges.|

leohta hirdes butanpeertolafeyéa

waes winter geteeles| paes degewritusecgad.
15 seofamXX.

ChronA® aganis presumably fosigan, ‘to go by, pass’ or the preterite present verb
agan‘to own, possess'ChronB* ChronC? getis an adverb, ‘yet. Th€hronA® reading is
non-sensical and unmetric¢&f. In ChronB* ChronC? the off-verse is Type B-LhronA®
resembles a Type-B verse with an unmetrical three syllables in the mexpal As ba genis

of far more frequent occurrence in poetry thargiet” Bately suggests th&hronA® pa agan

waesfrom an “underlying ‘pa gen waes’ (miscopied perhaps under the influence of ‘pa agangen

wees’ a few lines earlier)” may be closer to the original reatifhg.

“%The “endings” are only graphically similar: the in cordreis the final consonant @brdor.
“%%Cf. Dobbie, ASPRS6, p. 150.
“%Bately,MS. A p. xciii.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)
CEdg(ChronA®), 19b

ChronA® ChronB*
7 hi ead mundes eafora heefde. 1him eadmundes eaforahsefde
nigony XX.| nid weorca heard. nigenj| .XX. nipweorcaheard
wintra onworulde. pis gewordenwees. wintra onworlde dabpis gewordenwees.|

20 7paond| XXX. wees deoden gehalgod :7 20 O npaondam. prittigeepanwaes peoden gehalgod.

ChronC?
ghimeadmundes| eafora haefde
nigenjXX. nidweorca heard
wintra on wu|rulde padis gewordenwees.
20 qpaonpamprittigepan waes| &eoden gehalgod.

The omission opain ChronA® implies that lines 17-19a and 19b-20 are to be read as
independent clauses: ‘And the son of Edmund, brave of war-works, had spent twenty-nine
winters in the world. This happened and then in the thirtieth (year) he was conseangted Ki
With the addition oBain ChronB* ChronC?, lines 19b-20 are a much less strained adverbial
clause modifying lines 17-19a: ‘And the son of Edmund, brave of war-works, had spent
twenty-nine winters in the worldthenthis happened; and then in the thirtieth (year) he was
consecrated King"’

Metrically, the addition or omission adds or removes an unstressed syllable to the

beginning of a Type B-1 line.

“%ChronB* On for expectedndis an error. See below, p. 201.
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Death of Edgar

Substitution of Unstressed Words and Elements (3 examples)
DEdg (ChronA®), 6a

ChronA® ChronB?
nemnad| leoda bearn nemnad leoda bearn.
5 menon moldan. paene monad gehwaer 5 menn onmoldan ponemonap ge|hweer.
indisse| edeltyrf. palsgr weeran. onpisse epel tyrf pape aerwaeron.
on rim craefte. rihte ge togene.| onrimcraefte| rihte getogene.
lulius monod. p se geonga gewat lulius mond peer se geonga gewat.
onpone eahtedan deeg. eadgarof] life. onpone| eahtodandeeg eadgar oflife.
10 beorna beahgyfa. 10 beorna beahgifa.
ChronC?

nemnad leodabearn.
5 menn onmoldan ponemonad gehweer.|
onpysse epeltyrf pade weeron.
onrimcraefte rihte||| getogene
lulius monp daer segeonga gewat.
onpone eahtopandaeg| eadgar oflife.
10 beorna beahgifa.

The variation has no effect on sense, metre, or symtefxequently appears in
ChronA for onin the other manuscripts (although the substitution is most characteristic in the
work of the first scribe in the manuscrifthronA').*°® Bately records only one example of

ChronA onfor in in the other witnessé€’

08B ately, MS. A pp. cxvii-cxviii; her examples, including thismarence, are found in the following annals:
35, 455, 457, 495, 527, 552, 568, 584, 601, 625, 636, 661, 709 (twice), 855, 893 and 975. See al
Bately, “Compilation,” p. 114 and fn. 1 and p. 186,1.

“Bately, “Compilation,” p. 126, fn. 1.
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DEdg (ChronA®), 8b

ChronA® ChronB?
nemnad| leoda bearn nemnad leoda bearn.
5 menon moldan. paene monad gehwaer 5 menn onmoldan ponemonap ge|hwaer.
indisse| edeltyrf. pafser weeran. onpisse epel tyrf pape aerwaeron.
on rim creefte. rihte ge togene.| onrimcreefte| rihte getogene.
lulius monod. p se geonga gewat lulius mond peer se geonga gewat.
onpone eahtedan deseg. eadgarof| life. onpone| eahtodandseg eadgar oflife.
10 beorna beahgyfa. 10 beorna beahgifa.
ChronC?

nemnad leodabearn.
5 menn onmoldan ponemonad gehweer.|
onpysse epeltyrf pade weaeron.
onrimcraefte rihte||| getogene
lulius monp deer segeonga gewat.
onpone eahtopandaeg| eadgar oflife.
10 beorna beahgifa.

Both readings make acceptable sense and syntaxhrtmA®, p serves as an
uninflected relativ&® in ChronB* ChronC?, paerintroduces an adverbial clause of tiffe.

The two readings are metrically identical.

DEdg (ChronA®), 16a

ChronA® ChronB*
16 D aveeson myrceon mine gefreege 16 D aveard onmyrcum minegefraege.
wideqwelhweer. walden|des |6f. widejwelhraer wal|dendeslof.
afylled onfoldan. felaweard t6 draefed. afylled onfoldan feala weard todraefed.|||
ChronC?

16 P aveard onmyrcum minegefraege.
wideqwelhweer waldendes] lof.
afylled onfoldan feala weard todraefed.

There may be a slight stylistic difference between the two readings. Gthdinere is
no difference in syntax or metre. Similar variants can be found elsewheredhrtirécle

and betweelChronA andChronG.**?

“OMitchell, OES§2784. See also BateMS. A p. cxxii, fn.356, who adds, however, that “coiidusof t
andr is a common error in Old English manuscripts” (iyimg that theChronB* ChronC? reading may
stem from an exemplar readingeet). She gives no examples of this confusion aravemot come
across any examples in my examination of the multitested poetry. The same variatiprpéel) occurs
once more: Exeter Riddle 30a/b line 6a. See Chdpie 250.

“Umitchell, OES§2460-2461. Cf. Bately!S. A p. cxxii, fn.356.
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Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)

DEdg (ChronA®), 33a

ChronA® ChronB*
Jpaweard| eetywed. uppe onroderum. paweard eac aetywed uppe onroderum.
30 steorra onstadole. pone| stid ferhpe. 30 steorraonstadole| done stip ferhpe.
heeled hige gleawe. hatad wide. hzelep higegleawe hatad wide.
cométa be|naman. creeft gleawe men. cométa| benaman. creeftgleawe menn.
wisesodboran waes geond| werdeode. wisewodboran waes geond| werpeode.
ChronC?

paweard eac aetywed uppe onrafer

30 steorra onstapole pone stid ferhpe.
heeled hige gleawe| hatad wide.
cométa benaman. craeftgleawe menn.
wisejwod boran waes geond wer peode.

Both readings are lexically, syntactically and metrically appropi@tieonB*
wodboran(ChronC? wod borar) ‘orators, prophets’ has parallels elsewhere in the poetic
corpud'® ChronA°® sodboraritruth-bearers’ is dapax legomenot* Given the graphic
similarity of insularw ands, and the preponderance of lines with double alliteration in the on-
verse in this passage, scribal error is a reasonable explanation @t reading.

The variant affects alliteration: i@hronB* ChronC? the on-verse alliterates on both
lifts; in ChronA®, only the first lift alliterates. The two readings are otherwise méyrica

identical.

“12See BatelyMS. A p. cxix and LutzDie Version G p. clxii. Bately gives five examples of the wde
waedwaeronagainswveardwurdan twice as a main verb: the annals 592 (Scrib®23; (Scribe 5), and
three times as an auxiliary: annals 633 (Scrib&82, (Scribe 1), *904 (Scribe 2[b]).

“3All examples are from the Exeter Boaum wodboraChrist, I. 302b;sum bip wodboraGifts of Men .
35hb;wisne wodboranOrder of the Worldl. 2a;wisum wodboranExeter Riddle, I. 31aft ic wodboran
Exeter Riddle 80, I. 9 (Bessinger and Smith).

““Bately,MS. A pp. xciii, cxvii. Dobbie ASPRG, p. 150.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (3 examples)

DEdg (ChronA®), 24a

ChronA®
q pbaweard eac adraefed deormod heeled. |
25 oslac of earde. ofer yda gewealc.
oferganotes baed.| gamolfeax heeled.
wisg word snotor ofer weetera ge|dring
ofer hweeles edel. hama bereafod.

ChronB?

25

baweard eacadreefed| deormdd heelep.
oslac ofearde ofer ypa gewalc.

ofer| ganotes baed. gomolfeax heelep.
wisqword snotor ofer| weetera gepring.
ofer hweeles epel hama bereafod.|

ChronC?

25

paweard eacadraefed deormodheelep.|
oslac of earde ofer ypa gewalc.
oferganotes baed. gomolfeax| heelep.
wisjword snotor oferweeteragepring.
ofer hweeles| epel hama bereafod.

In ChronA?®, lines 24-28 follow syndetically from the preceding sentenc&€hhonB*

andChronC?, the parataxis is asyndetic.

The addition ofy to ChronA°® adds a fifth unstressed syllable to the beginning of a

Type A-3 line.

DEdg (ChronA®), 29a

ChronA®
qpaweard| eetywed. uppe onroderum.
30 steorra onstadole. pone| stid ferhpe.
haeled hige gleawe. hatad wide.
cométa be|naman. creeft gleawe men.
wise sodboran. waes geond| werdeode.

ChronB?

30

paweard eac aetywed uppe onroderum.
steorraonstadole| done stip ferhpe.
heelep higegleawe hatad wide.

cométa| benaman. creeftgleawe menn.
wise wodboran wees geond| werpeode.

ChronC?

30

paweard eac setywed uppe onrafler
steorra onstapole pone stid ferhpe.
heeled hige gleawe| hatad wide.

cométa benaman. craeftgleawe menn.
wise| wod boran waes geond wer peode.

In ChronA?®, lines 29-33a follow syndetically from the preceding sentence. In

ChronB* andChronC?, the parataxis is asyndetic.

The addition of; to ChronA adds an additional unstressed syllable to the preliminary

dip of a Type A-3 line.
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DEdg (ChronA®), 29a

ChronA® ChronB?
Jbaweard| setywed. uppe onroderum. paweardacesetywed uppe onroderum.
30 steorra onstadole. pone| stid ferhpe. 30 steorraonstadole| done stip ferhpe.
heeled hige gleawe. hatad wide. heelep higegleawe hatad wide.
cométa be|naman. creeft gleawe men. cométa| benaman. creeftgleawe menn.
wise sodboran. waes geond| werdeode. wise wodboran waes geond| werpeode.
ChronC?

paweard@aceetywed uppe onrodgr

30 steorra onstapole pone stid ferhpe.
hzeled hige gleawe| hatad wide.
cométa benaman. creeftgleawe menn.
wise| wod boran waes geond wer peode.

The addition or omission of the sentence adearthas little effect on sense or syntax,
and a slightly more significant effect on metre. Witheat; ChronA® is Type A-3. Witheag
the equivalent line iChronB* andChronC? is best scanned as Type A-1 with double

alliteration and a heavy anacrusis.

“1°See DobbieASPRG, p. 150.
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London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius A. vi,
First Hand (ChronB?Y)
London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius B. i,
Second Hand (ChronC)

Recensional Variants

Battle of Brunanburh
Substitution of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)
Brun (ChronB*-ChronC?), 40b

ChronA® ChronC?
swilce peer| e4c sefroda. mid flearoe c Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame com.
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.| onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.
hér hilde ring. hreman neporfte. hér hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

40 maecan gemananhe waes| his maega sceard. 40 meca gemananher| wees hismaga sceard.
freonda gefylled. o6nfolcstede. freonda gefylled. onhis folcstede.
beslagen| aetseeccejhis sunu forlet. besle|gen eetsaeccejhissunu forlet
onweel stowe. wundun fer grunden.| onweelstowe. wundum forgrunden.|
giungne eaetgude. geongne &t gupe.

ChronB* ChronD?

S wylce paer eacsefréda mid fleamecom. swylce peereac sefroda mid| fleame com
onhiscyppe| nord constantinus. onhis cydde nord  constantinus|
harhilderinc  hremanneporfte||| hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.

40 mecea gemanaher waes his magasceard. 40 inecga ge|mananhewseshis maega. sceard
freonda| gefylled on folcstede. freonda gelfylled  onfolc stede
forslegen aetsacejhissunu for|let. beslaegen agige. ghissunu| forleet.
onweelstowe wundum forgrunden. onweel stowe wundum forgrunden.|
geongne aetgupe| geongne aetgupe

ChronA® ChronD? heis the nominative singular of the third person singular personal
pronoun. ChronB* ChronC? her s a sentence adverb, ‘here, in this place, at this point in
time’. The variation affects sense and syntax, but has no effect on me@krotA® and
ChronD? heserves as the subject of the claisavaes his maega sceambst commonly

translatedhe was deprived of his kinsman ! In the equivalent lines @hronB* ChronC?,

41%Campbell Brunanburh p. 111. Campbell notes, however, that “the umedning obceardis ‘hacked’,

‘mutilated’. It is found only here in the sensepdived of.” See also Orton, “Constantine's
Bereavement,” p. 246. The following paragraphsbased largely on Orton.
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the subject ofvaesis presumablynaga which in this case must be the nominative singular of
maga, ‘son’: ‘here [i.e. at this point] was his son mutilatéd'.

Both readings are problematic.@hronA® andChronD?, the use of the pronoure
requires a strained interpretationsoard line 40b, andjefylled(ChronD? gelfylled, line
41a, as ‘deprived (of)’. As Campbell notes, neither word is found with this meaning alsewhe
in the OId English corpus. Feceardthe more usual translations are ‘hacked’, ‘notched’,
‘mutilated’; for gefyllan ‘to cause to fall’, ‘to strike down’, ‘to cut dowA*?

In ChronB* ChronC? on the other hand, the inclusion of the ad\eband the
interpretation ofnagaas ‘son’ leaves the equally problematic readingsndag line 41a,
forlet, line 42b, and, ilChronC? only, besle|genline 42a. While the substitution allows both
sceardandgefylledto be understood in their usual senses, it lelreesdawithout an obvious
word to govern {t*° and render€hronC? forlet (ChronB* for|let) andbeslager(the reading —
with orthographic variants — @hronC? ChronA® andChronD?) meaningless. As Orton
notes, “a corpse can scarcely be described simply as ‘depribesiagen nor as having ‘left’
(forlet) anyone behind on the battlefieltf®In ChronB?, the first of these problems is solved
by the substitution of prefixefgrslegertkilled’ for ChronA® beslager{ChronC? besle|gen

1421

ChronD? beslaegen‘deprived (of)

“’Orton, “Constantine’s Bereavement,” p. 249.

“8Campbell Brunanburh p. 111. See also Orton, “Constantine’s Bereawmgfhgp. 245-247; and the
entries forsceardandgefyllanil in Clark-Hall, sceardandgefyllan -fylde (B.-T.[S] gefillan) in B.-T.

“Brunanburh line 40b is the only example of the use of theitiye with gefyllan(B.-T.[S] gefillan) in B.-
T. and B.-T.(S). In a second occurrence in thelpoe weard wael mare / on pis eiglande aefer gieta /
folces gefylled beforan pissulh 65b-67,gefylledis a predicate adjective agreeing with the neuter,
nominative singular nouwael The genitive singuldolcesimmediately precedingefylledis governed by
weel(CampbellBrunanburh p. 120). As Campbell notes, “a gen. afteelin this sense is fairly frequent”
(p. 120).

“20rton, “Constantine’s Bereavement,” p. 247.

“210rton, “Constantine’s Bereavement,” p. 248. CfmPhell, pp. 111-112 (who interprets tBaronB*
form in the relatively minor sense ‘worsted’); asek below, p. 195.
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As it falls on the preliminary unstressed syllables of a Type B-line, the tsuiiosti
ChronA® ChronD? he ChronB* ChronC? her has no metrical effect. Further discussion of
the variation in these lines can be found on pp. ¥0dnB* ChronC? magafor ChronA*®
ChronD? maegaline 40b) and 195GhronB* forslegenChronA® beslagerjChronC?

besle|gerChronD? beslaegeh line 42a), below.

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (2 examples)
Brun (ChronB*-ChronC?), 40a

ChronA?® ChronC?
swilce peer| e4c sefroda. mid flearoe c Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame com.
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.| onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.
har hilde ring. hreman neporfte. har hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

40 maecangemanan. 40 mecagemanan.

ChronB* ChronD?
S wylce paer eacsefréda mid fleamecom. swylce peereac sefroda mid| fleame com
onhiscyppe| nord constantinus. onhis cydde nord  constantinus|
harhilderinc  hremanneporfte||| hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.

40 meceagemanan 40 inecgage|manan

The variants in this passage are discussed above, pp. 163 ff. The re&ztingni?

is also mentioned briefly below, p. 218.



Brun (ChronB*-ChronC?), 40b
ChronA?

40

swilce peer| eac sefroda. mid flearoe c
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.|

har hilde ring. hreman neporfte.
maecan gemanan.
freonda gefylled. 6nfolcstede.
beslagen| aetseeccehis sunu forlet.
onweel stowe. wundun fer grunden.|
giungne aetgude.

ChronB*

40

S wylce paer eacsefroda mid fleamecom.

onhiscyppe| nord constantinus.
hérhilderinc  hremanneporfte|||
mecea gemanan her weesihegjasceard.
freonda| gefylled on folcstede.
forslegen aetsacejhissunu for|let.
onweelstowe wundum forgrunden.
geongne atgupe|

he weesir@Egasceard.
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ChronC?

40

Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame cém.
onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.

har hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

meca gemanan. her| weesnaiga sceard.
freonda gefylled. onhis folcstede.
besle|gen aetsaeccejhissunu forlet
onweelstowe. wundum forgrunden.|
geongne &t gupe.

ChronD?

40

fleame com
onhis cydde nord  constantinus|
hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.
inecga gelmanan hewaeghésga sceard
freonda gelfylled  onfolc stede
beslaegen agige. ghissunu| forleet.
onweel stowe wundum forgrunden.|
geongne aetgupe

In ChronA® andChronD? maegais the genitive plural afn@g, ‘kinsman’. The

ChronB* ChronC? form is either fomaegawith West-Saxor for @ beforeg + back

vowel

)422

or the nominative singular af@ga, ‘son’. The latter interpretation is the more

likely on contextual groundé® See above, pp. 187 ff.

The two readings are metrically equivalent.

“422Campbell Brunanburh p. 8;0EG §162. For further examples of variation betwezsnda in the context,

seeChronB* cneomagumChronA?® ChronC? ChronD? cneomaeguniine 8a, andChronA® laegun
(ChronG legun): ChronB* ChronC? ChronD? lagon, line 28b.

“Z0rton, “Constantine’s Bereavement,” p. 247; O’Keeffisible Songpp. 120-1.
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Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Capt(ChronB*-ChronC?), 2a

ChronA?
Heread mund cyning engla peoden
magg mundbora myrce geeode
dyre deed fruma| swa dor scadep
hwitanwylles geat.Jhumbra éa

5 brada brim|sta burga fife
ligoraceasterlin cylene.
qsnotingah| swylce stanfordéac
deora by

ChronB*
H er eadmund cing engla peoden.
meecgeamund bora myrce| geeode.
dyredeedfruma swa dor sceadep.
hwitanwylles| geat.Jhumbranéa.

5 brada brim stream burga fife.
ligera|ceasterlind kylne.
shotingahdm swylce stanford eac.|
qdeoraby

ChronC?

Her eadmundcing englapéoden
mecgamundbora myrce| ge eode.
dyredaedfruma swador sceadep.
hwitan wylles geat.|jhunbranéa.
bradabrimstream burga fife.
ligeracester|lindcylne.
snotingaham. swilce stanford eac.
1deoraby)|

ChronD?

Her eadmund cyning| engla peoden

meegpamund bora myrce ge eode.|
dyre deed fruma swa dér sceadaed.
hwitan wylles| geat.jhimbranea

5 _brada brym stream. burga gife.|

ligere ceasterlincolne.
gshotinga hdm. swylce| stanford eac
qdeoraby.

The three readings are metrically and syntactically identical andatlvety

appropriate to the poem’s immediate context. For a further discussion of all threedeem

above, p. 176. ThehronD? reading is also discussed briefly below, p. 221.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Capt(ChronB*-ChronC?), 7a

ChronA?
Heread mund cyning engla peoden
maga| mundbora myrce geeode
dyre deed fruma| swa dor scadep
hwitanwylles geat.Jjhumbra éa

5 brada brim|stéa burga fife

ligoraceasterlin cylene.
qsnotingah| swylce stanfordéac
deora by

ChronB*
H er eadmund cing engla peoden.
maecgea mund bora myrce| geeode.
dyredeedfruma swa dor sceadep.
hwitanwylles| geat.Jhumbranéa.

5 brada brim stream burga fife.
ligera|ceasterlind kylne.
snotingaham swylce stanford eac.|
1deoraby

ChronC?

Her eadmundcing englapéoden
mecga mundbora myrce| ge eode.
dyredaedfruma swador sceadep.
hwitan wylles geat.|jhunbranéa.
bradabrimstream burga fife.
ligeracester|lindcylne.
snotingaham. swilce stanford eac.
1deoraby|

ChronD?

Her eadmund cyning| engla peoden

maegpa mund bora myrce ge eode.|
dyre deed fruma swa dér sceadaed.
hwitan wylles| geat.jhimbranea__

5 _brada brym stream. burga gife.|

ligere ceasterjlincolne.
1snotinga ham. swylce| stanford eac
1deoraby.

In ChronB* snotingahan{ChronC? snotingaharis linked asyndetically to the list of

towns freed by Eadmund (lines 5b-8a).CnronA* ChronD?, 7 joins the town syndetically to

the same list. MetricalyGChronA® ChronD?is a Type B-2; irChronB* ChronC? the line is

a Type E.

The variation has no semantic effect

Coronation of Edgar

The variants shared I§hronB* ChronC? in theCoronation of Edgaand theDeath

of Edgarhave been discussed above, pp. 179-186.

Death of Edgar

The variants shared ighronB* ChronC? in theCoronation of Edgaand theDeath

of Edgarhave been discussed above, pp. 179-186.
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London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius A. vi,
First Hand (ChronB?Y)

Battle of Brunanburh
Differences of Inflection (1 example)

Brun (ChronBY), 70a

ChronA?

65 neweard weel mare.
on pis| eiglande. eefer gieta.
folces gefylled. beforan piss
sweordes| écgum. paes peus segad béc
ealdeudwitan. sippan eastan hider.|

70 englejseaxe upbecoman.
ofer bradbrimu. brytene sohtan.

wlance wigsmipas. weealles ofer coman.

eorlas arhwate. eard| begeatan.|

ChronB*

65 neweard| waelmére.
onpyseglande eefregyta.
folces afylled befo|ran pyssum.

sweordes ecgum paes peus secggeap béc.

ealde|upwitan syppan eastan hider.
70 englejsexan upp becoman.|

oferbrade brimu. brytenesohtan

wlance wigsmipas.| wealas ofercoman

eorlas arhwate. eardbegeaton.|

ChronC?

65

70

neweard weelmare
onpys iglande aefregyta.|
folces gefylled beforan pyssum.
swurdes ecgum. &sdels| segad béc.
ealde upwitan. siddan eastanhider
englejsexe| uppbecomon.
oferbradebrimu bretene sohton.
wlance| wig smidas. wealas ofercomon.
eorlas &rhwate eard be|geaton.

ChronD?

65

70

neweard weel mare.
onpisneiglande eaefregita.|
folces gefylled beforan pyssum.
sweordes ecgum| paes peus segad béc.
ealde udwitan siddan eastan|hider
englejseaxe Upbecomon.
oferbrade brilmu britene sohton
wlance wigsmidas wealas| ofer comon.
eorlas arhweete eard begeaton;|

The two readings are lexically, metrically and syntactically indistsitable.

Although “names of peoples are usually strong in alGheonicletexts,” examples of both

strong and weak endings are folAiti. Campbell suggests that tBaronB* reading may be

the result of the influence of othem-endings in line 69-7¢%

“2*Taylor,MS. B p. xciv. Taylor cites An. 473 “where BC empldyetmore usual strong endingEngle
with AE’s weakEnglari’ (p. xciv, fn. 155); see also Campba&llEG § 610.7 fn.1.

“%Campbell Brunanburh p. 120.
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Substitution of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Brun (ChronBY), 16b

ChronA®

10 hordjhamas. het tend| crungun.
sceotta leoda.jscip flotan.
feege feollan. feld dadede||
secgas hwate. sid pan sunne up.
onmorgentid. meere tun gol.

15 glad ofer| grundas. godes condel beorht.
eces drihtnes.od sio eepele gesceatft.|
sahtosetle.

ChronB*

10 hérdjhdmas hettend crungon
scotta leodeljscip flotan.
feegefeollan feld dennade.
secgaswate sippan| sunne upp.
onmorgentid meere tungol

15 glad ofergrun|das godes candel beorht.
ecesdrihtnespseo esepele gesceaft|
sah tosetle.

ChronC?

10

hordjhamas| hettend crungon.

scotta leode.qscypflotan.

feege feollan| feld dennade.

secga swate. siddan sunne upp.
onmorgentid.|] meere tungol.

gladofer grundas. godes candel beorht
eces| drihntnesopseo aepele gesceaft
sahtosetle.

ChronD?

10

15

hordghamas heted crungon|

scotta leode.jscipflotan.

feege feollon feld dennode.|

secga swate sippan sunne Up.
onmorgen tid meere| tungol.

glad ofergrundas godes candel beorht.|
eces drihtnes.0d se aepele gesceaft.
sahtogtle

As written,ChronB* lines 13b-17a are non-sensical: ‘...after the sun, the glorious

luminary, the bright candle of God, moved over the earth in the hours of minatfgo that?

with the result that?] the noble creation bowed to rest’. The substitutfetédr op (pae) is

a common feature of ti@éhronB? text, howevef?® The variation has no metrical effect.

42T aylor,MS. B pp. lii and Ivii.5 occurs forop or opp 10 times between 755 and 937.
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Substitution of Prefixes (2 examples)
Brun (ChronBY), 42a

ChronA® ChronC?
swilce peer| e4c sefroda. mid flearoe c Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame com.
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.| onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.
hér hilde ring. hreman neporfte. hér hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

40 maecan gemanan. he weaes| his meega scearddD meca gemanan. her| waes hismaga sceard.
freonda gefylled. 6nfolcstede. freonda gefylled. onhis folcstede.
beslageth aetseecce. his sunu forlet. besle|gereetsaecce. jhissunu forlet
onweel stowe. wundun fer grunden.| onweelstowe. wundum forgrunden. |
giungne eaetgude. geongne &t gupe.

ChronB* ChronD?

S wylce paer eacsefréda mid fleamecom. swylce peereac sefroda mid| fleame com
onhiscyppe| nord constantinus. onhis cydde nord  constantinus|
harhilderinc  hremanneporfte||| hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.

40 mecegemanan her waes his magasceard. 40 inecga gelmanan hewaeshis meega. sceard
freonda| gefylled on folcstede. freonda gelfylled  onfolc stede
forslegeneetsace jhissunu for|let. besleegereetgcge. 1hissunu| forleet.
onweelstowe wundum forgrunden. onweel stowe wundum forgrunden.|
geongne aetgupe| geongne aetgupe

The substitutiorChronB* forslegenChronA? beslagenChronC? besldgenChronD?
beslaegenhas an important effect on sense and syntax, and is associated with the recensional
substitutionChronB* ChronC?her ChronA® ChronD? hein line 40b (see above, pp. 187 and
190). At the same time, howev@&hronB* shows a strong tendency towards innovation in
verbal and nominal prefixes. Taylor cites fourteen examples of the addition, omission or
substitution of prefixes iChronB*: eight in whichChronB* has “a prefix different from that
employed in the other texts”, four in which “words... have a prefix only in B”, and “two words
which are without a prefix only in B**’

The variants are metrically identical.

“?Taylor,MS. B p. xcviii.



Brun (ChronBY), 67a

ChronA?
65 neweard weel mare.
on pis| eiglande. eefer gieta.
folcesgdylled. beforan pias

sweordes| écgum. paes peus segad béc
ealdeudwitan. sippan eastan hider.|
englejseaxe. upbecoman.

ofer bradbrimu. brytene sohtan.

wlance wigsmipas. weealles ofer coman.
eorlas arhwate. eard| begeatan.|

70

ChronB*
65 neweard| waelmére.
onpyseglande eefregyta.

folcesafylled befo|ran pyssum.

sweordes ecgum paes peus secggeap béc.
ealde|upwitan syppan eastan hider.
englejsexan upp becoman.|

oferbrade brimu. brytenesohtan

wlance wigsmipas.| wealas ofercoman
eorlas arhwate. eardbegeaton.|

70

196

ChronC?

65

70

neweard weelmare
onpys iglande eaefregyta.|
folcesgdylled beforan pyssum.
swurdes ecgum. &sdels| segad béc.
ealde upwitan. siddan eastanhider
englejsexe.| uppbecomon.
oferbradebrimu bretene sohton.
wlance| wig smidas. wealas ofercomon.
eorlas arhwéate eard be|geaton.

ChronD?

65

70

neweard weel mare.
onpisneiglande eaefregita.|
folcesgdylled beforan pyssum.
sweordes ecgum| paes peus segad béc.
ealde udwitan siddan eastan|hider
englejseaxe Upbecomon.
oferbrade brilmu britene sohton
wlance wigsmidas wealas| ofer comon.
eorlas arhweete eard begeaton;|

The readings are metrically, syntactically, and semantically eqoival@Keeffe

notes thagefylledandafylled both occur in formulaic systems with a preceding genitive,

gefylledslightly more frequentlfl.28 The two forms are metrically identical, and, while

perhaps not exact synonyms, nevertheless appear both to have meant ‘destroy’, ‘ct°down’.

4280'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 121.

4298 -T. gefyllan fylde (B.-T.[S] gefillan); B.-T. afyllan (B.-T.[S]) &fyllan. See also CampbeBrunanburh

p. 120.
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Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (3 examples)

Brun (ChronBY), 4a

ChronA®
Her &epel stancyning. eorladryhten.
beorna| bea hgifaghisbropor eac.
eadmund aepeling. ealdor langne tir.|
geslogon adaecce sweorda écgum.

5 ymbe. brunanburh.

ChronB*
Her aepestan cing. eorladrihten.
beorna beaggifaghis| broporeac
eadmund aepeling ealdorlangne tir.||
geslogan adake sweorda ecggum.

5 embe brunanb[ur]h|

ChronC?
Heraepelstancing. eorladrihten.
beorna beahgyfajjhis brodor eac
eadmund aepeling. ealdor lagne tir.
geslogon| estecce swurda ecgum.
5 embebrun nanburh.

ChronD?
Her aepelstan cyning| eorla drihten
beorna beah gifahis bropor eac|
ead mund aepeling ealdor langne tyr
geslogon aefiecce sweorda ecgum.

5 ymbe brunan burh

The substitutiorChronB* sakeChronA® ChronC? saeccéChronD? seccé has no

effect on sense or syntagake(dative singular ofacy f. ‘conflict, strife’) andseeccedative

singular of the poetiseeccf. ‘strife, contest’) are homographs and approximate synofifms.

The substitution does have a metrical effectChmonA® ChronC? ChronD?,

geslogon set seec¢and variants) is a Type A-1 verse with anacrusi§hronB?, the line is

Type B-2 with a resolved stress in the secondtt.

Brun (ChronBY), 18a

ChronA?
peer leeg secg maenig.
gamn ageted guma norperna.|
ofer scild scoten. swilce scittisc eac.
20 werig wiges saed.

ChronB*
peerleegsecg manig.
garumforgrunden.| guman norderne.
oferscyldsceoten swylce scyttisceac.|
20 werig wiggesseed.

ChronC?
peerleeg secgmonig.|
garumageted guman norderne.
ofer scyldscoten swilce| scyttisc eac.
20 werig wig ges seed.

ChronD?
peer| laeg secg monig.
garumageted guman norpaerne.|
ofer scyld sceoten swylce scyttisc eac.
20 werig wiges| reed

Both readings make sense and good syntax and are metrically ideCicaiB*

garum forgrunderbelongs to a frequently attested formulaic system with a preceding dative

43%See TaylorMS. B pp. xcvii-xcviii. Taylor describes tHeéhronB* reading as a “trivialisation.”

“3Campbell Brunanburh p. 24.
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(Xx forgrundei**? Agietan(the verb ofChronA® ChronC? andChronD?) although relatively
rare and not found in any consistent syntactical construction, is used almost excbfsivel

spears>?

Brun (ChronBY), 42a

ChronA® ChronC?
swilce peer| e4c sefroda. mid flearoe c Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame com.
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.| onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.
hér hilde ring. hreman neporfte. hér hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

40 maecan gemanan. he weaes| his meega sceardd meca gemanan. her| weaes hismaga sceard.
freonda gefylled. 6nfolcstede. freonda gefylled. onhis folcstede.
beslagen| a&decce 7his sunu forlet. besle|gen atecce qhissunu forlet
onweel stowe. wundun fer grunden.| onweelstowe. wundum forgrunden. |
giungne esetgude. geongne &t gupe.

ChronB* ChronD?

S wylce paer eacsefréda mid fleamecom. swylce peereac sefroda mid| fleame com
onhiscyppe| nord constantinus. onhis cydde nord  constantinus|
harhilderinc  hremanneporfte||| hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.

40 mecegemanan her waes his magasceard. 40 inecga gelmanan hewaeshis meega. sceard
freonda| gefylled on folcstede. freonda gelfylled  onfolc stede
forslegen aghce qhissunu forllet. besleegen agispe  ghissunu| forleet.
onweelstowe wundum forgrunden. onweel stowe wundum forgrunden.|
geongne aetgupe| geongne aetgupe

As in line 4a (see above, p. 197), the variatidmonB* saceChronA* ChronC?
seeccgChronD? secge involves a substitution of homographic synonyms with no effect on
sense or syntax. MetricaltyhronA® ChronC?is a Type A-1 with anacrusi§hronB is a

Type B-2 with a resolved second stress. TheonD? form is discussed below, p. 214.

4320'Keeffe, Visible Songpp. 121-2.

43%Campbell Brunanburh p. 103. DOEi-gitan, ‘to destroy, strike down (with a spear)’. Thetvappears
four times withgar (all in poetry). A fifth occurrence (withogar) in Riddle 86 is emended t@nette
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Capture of the Five Boroughs
Differences of Inflection (2 examples)
Capt(ChronB?), 8b

ChronA? ChronC?
deer weeran eer dere waeron aeror.
under| norémannum nydgebegde under nordmann nyde gebaeded.
10 O&nheepenra heeftect]| 10 onheelpenra haefte clommum.
lange praga op hie alysde eft lange prage ophialysde eft.
forhis weorp scipe wig|gendra hleo for| his weord scype wiggendra hleo.
afera eadweardes eadmundcyning afora eadweardes. eadmund| cing.
onfenganlafe|| Her

eadmundcing...

ChronB* ChronD?
demm waeron aeror. daer weeron aeror
undernord mannum.| nede geled. under]|| nord mannum nydegebaeded
10 onheepenum heefte clammum. 10 onheedenra heeflte. clommum
lange prage| op hiealysde eft. lange prage. op hy alysde eft|
forhis weordscipe wiggendra hléo| for his weordscipe wigendra hleo
eafora eadweardes eadmund cining;| afora ead|weardes eadmundes cyning.|
H er eadmund cing... Her anlaf abreec...

In ChronB*, denumis a dative of agent, functionally parallel to the prepositional
phraseundernord mannurin line 9a: ‘(They [i.e. the five towns]j* were previously
oppressed by hardship for a long time by the Danes, under the Northmen, in heathen bonds,
until King Edmund, the son of Edward, the protector of warriors, freed them again, to his
glory’. In theChronA® ChronC? ChronD?, deengand variants) is nominative singular and
the subject ofveeran(ChronC? ChronD? weeron): ‘The Danes were previously oppressed by
hardship for a long time under the Northmen, in the bonds of the heathens, until King Edmund,
the son of Edward, the protector of warriors, freed them again, to his glory’.

Of the two readings, that @hronA® ChronC? andChronD? is to be preferred on

historical grounds. As Allen Mawer argues, the ‘Danes’ in this case are theamtsloif the

“3For examples of the non-expression of a subjeatiwtias to be inferred from an oblique case in a
preceding clause” see MitcheDES88 1509 and 1510. In this case the “unexpresseifect of Il. 8bff.
is to be inferred fronburga fife line 5b.
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Danelaw, while the ‘northmen’ are likely to be the forces of the “Norse kings of
Northumbria.*®

The variation in inflection has no effect on metre.

Capt(ChronB?), 10a

ChronA® ChronC?
deene weeran ger dene weeron &eror.
under| norémannum nydgebegde under nordmann nyde gebaeded.
10 O6nheepea heeftechmi] 10 onheelpen heefte clommum.
lange praga op hie alysde eft lange prage ophialysde eft.
forhis weorp scipe wig|gendra hleo for| his weord scype wiggendra hleo.
afera eadweardes eadmundcyning afora eadweardes. eadmund| cing.
6nfenganlafe|| Her

eadmundcing...

ChronB* ChronD?
denum weeron aeror. daene weeron aeror
undernord mannum.| nede geled. under]|| nord mannum nydegebaeded
10 onhzepam heaefte clammum. 10 onheedea heeflte. clommum
lange prage| op hiealysde eft. lange prage. op hy alysde eft|
forhis weordscipe wiggendra hléo| for his weordscipe wigendra hleo
eafora eadweardes eadmund cining;| afora ead|weardes eadmundes cyning.|
H er eadmund cing... Her anlaf abreec...

In ChronA® ChronC? andChronD?, haepenrgand orthographic variants) is a genitive
plural substantive adjective dependinghaafteclommuriin the bonds of heathens’; in
ChronB*, haepenunand orthographic variants) is a dative plural adjective modityiréte
clammum ‘in heathen bonds’.

The two readings make good sense and syntax and are metrically identical.

“3%Allen Mawer, “The Redemption of the Five Borough8RH 38 (1923): 551-557. See esp. 554-5.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (2 examples)

CEdg(ChronB*Y), 14b

ChronA®
10 10aagangenwaes
tynhundwintra ge teled| rimes.
fra gebyrd tide bremes cyninges
leohta hyrdes. buton| d&lafe pa agan
waes winter ge teles pdegewritu secgad.|
15 seofon twentig.

ChronB?

10 qpaagangenwees.
tynhund wintra geteledrimes]
fram gelyrdtide bremes cinges.
leohtahyrdes butan| dezertolafe paget.
waes wintergeteles papswritu secgad. |

15 seofam.XX.

ChronC?

10 7 pa agangen waes.
tynhund| wintra geteled rimes.
framgelyrdtide bremes cinges.|
leohta hirdes butanpeaertolafe daget
waes winter geteeles| péegewritusecgad.

15 seofamXX.

The addition or omission @fe occurs in the preliminary drop of a Type C-1 line and

has no significant effect on metre, sense, or syntax. Demonstrative pronouns are found

introducing relative clauses with and withdnet

CEdg(ChronBY), 20a

ChronA®
7 ht ead mundes eafora heefde.
nigong XX.| nid weorca heard.
wintra onworulde. pis gewordenwees.

ChronB*
1him eadmundes eaforahesefde
nigenj| .XX. nipweorcaheard
wintra onworlde dapis gewordenwees.|

20 gbaondal XXX. wees 0&eoden gehalgod :7 20 O rpaondam. prittigeepanwaes peoden gehalgod.

ChronC?
jhimeadmundes| eafora haefde
nigenjXX. nidweorca heard
wintra on wujrulde padis gewordenwaes.
20 gpaonpamprittigepan wees| deoden gehalgod.

ChronB* On pais a graphic error fobndpa (as inChronA® ChronC?). The

capitalisation and layout of the text in this manuscript suggest thehtiemB* scribe may

not have understood his exemplar, especially as Miller's analysis of the distribfion and
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ondin manuscripts of the Old English translation of thstoria suggests that (non-Anglian)

scribes would changen to ondwhere they recognised it as the conjunctiSn.

Taylor cites this variant as counter-evidence to his argumer€tahC? had

ChronB* as its direct exemplar after 94%7.

London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius B. i,
Second Hand (ChronC)

Battle of Brunanburh

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (2 examples)

Brun (ChronC?), 25b

ChronA?
myrce| newyrndon.
25 he eardes hond plegan. haeleraum
paemid anlafe.| ofer aera gebland.
onlides bosme. land gesohtun.
feege togelfeohte.

ChronB*
myrce| newyrndon.
25 heardes handplegan heetefraum.
para| demid anlafe ofereargebland.
onlides bosme landge|sohtan.
feegetogefeohte.

The ChronC? reading is the result of a minim error. It has been partially corrected in

the manuscript.

“3%Miller, The Old English Versigrv.1, p. xxviii.
“3Taylor,MS. B p. xIviii.

ChronC?
myrce| newyrndon.
25 heardes handplegan heelpha.
parademid| anlafe. ofer ear gebland
onlipes bosme landgesohton.
feege| togefeohte

ChronD?
myrce newyrndon.
25 heardes hand plegan heelebajum.
peera pemid anlafe ofer ear gebland.|
onlides bosme land gesohton.
fage to feohte



Brun (ChronC?), 27a

ChronA?
myrce| newyrndon.
25 he eardes hond plegan. heaelepa nanum
paemid anlafe.| ofer aera gebland.
orlidesbosme. land gesohtun.
feege togelfeohte.

ChronB*
myrce| newyrndon.
25 heardes handplegan heelepananum.
para| demid anlafe ofereargebland.
orlides bosme landge|sohtan.
feegetogefeohte.

203

ChronC?
myrce| newyrndon.
25 heardes handplegan heelepainam
parademid| anlafe. ofer ear gebland
orlibesbosme landgesohton.
feege| togefeohte

ChronD?
myrce newyrndon.
25 heardes hand plegan heelepa] nanum.
paera pemid anlafe ofer ear gebland.|
orlides bosme land gesohton.
fage to feohte

Both readings make reasonable sense, although Campbell suggests@haoti?

reading may be a simple graphic error:

The scribe, conceivably, had O.M in his mind, though it seldom means ‘ship,’
and is not recorded in English till 1052Hron, MSS. C, D, E; in the sense ‘fleet’ or

‘band’).**®

As the scribe o€hronC? is himself writing in the mid-eleventh century (he is “probably”

responsible for the annals 491 to 1048 in his manuséfimd as, as Campbell notes, he

correctly writedidesin line 34a, the possibility of a (conscious or unconscious) substitution

cannot be ruled out.

The variation has no effect on metre. The line is a Type C-1 line with a resosted fir

stress in all four manuscripts.

“38Campbell Brunanburh p. 107.
“3%er, Catalogue art. 191.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (3 examples
Brun (ChronC?), 20b

ChronA® ChronC?

20 wes seaxe ford.| 20 7 wes sexe ford
ond long nedeeg. eorod cistum : andlangnedaeg| eored cystum
onlast legdun. lapum peo dum. onlast legdon lapum deodon.
heowan| here fleman. hindan pearle. heowon here|flymon hindan pearle
mecum mylen scearpan. mecum mylenscearpum

ChronB* ChronD?

20 west sexeford. 20 wes seaxe ford.
andlangnedseg eored| cystum. qjlangne deeg eored cystum.|
onlast legdon ladumpeodum. onlast laegdon lapum deodum.
heowanhereflyjman hindan pearle. heowan heoralflyman hindan pearle.
mecummylenscearpum mecum mycel scearpum|

The addition or omission gfhas a minor effect on sense and syntaxCHronC? the
sentence wes sexe ford mecum mylenscearpuimliows syndetically from the preceding
clause. IrChronA® ChronB* andChronD? the sentences are juxtaposed asyndetically. Both
constructions are acceptable Old English.

With the addition ofy, ChronC? is a Type B-2 line. Ii€hronA® ChronB* ChronD?

the line is a Type E.

Brun (ChronC?), 31b

ChronA® ChronC?
fife leegun. fife lagon.
6npam campstede. cyninges giunge. onpamcampstede cingas geonge.|
30 sweord| aswefede. swilce seofene eéac. 30 sweordum aswefde. swilce vii. eac
eorlas anlafes. unrim heriges.| eorlas anlafes.ganrim| herges.
flotanjsceotta. flotangscotta
ChronB* ChronD?
fife lagon. fife| lagon
ondzem camp stede| ciningas geonge. onpam campstede cyningas iunga
30 sweordum aswefede swilce seofone eac.] 30 sweord| aswefede swylce seofene eéac.
eorlas anlafes. unrim herges. eorlas anlafes unrim|| herges
flotanqscotta flétan.qscotta

See the preceding entry. @hronA® ChronB* andChronD? line 31b is Type A-2a.

In ChronC?it is Type A-2a with anacrusis.



Brun (ChronC?), 41b

ChronA?

swilce peer| eac sefroda. mid flearoe c
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.|

har hilde ring. hreman neporfte.
meaecan gemanan. he waes| his maega sceard0
freonda gefylled. _6nfolcstede

beslagen| aetseeccejhis sunu forlet.

onweel stowe. wundun fer grunden.|

giungne eaetgude.

40

ChronB*

S wylce paer eacsefroda mid fleamecom.
onhiscyppe| nord constantinus.
hérhilderinc  hremanneporfte|||
mece@gemanan her waes his magasceard.
freonda| gefylled __on folcstede

forslegen aetsacejhissunu for|let.
onweelstowe wundum forgrunden.
geongne aetgupe|

40 40
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ChronC?

Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame cém.
onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.

har hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

meca gemanan. her| waes hismaga sceard.
freonda gefylled. _ dnis folcstede

besle|gen aetsaeccejhissunu forlet
onweelstowe. wundum forgrunden.|
geongne &t gupe.

ChronD?

swylce peereac sefroda mid| fleame com
onhis cydde nord  constantinus|

hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.

inecga gelmanan  hewsaeshis maega. sceard
freonda gelfylled _ onfolc stede

beslaegen agige. ghissunu| forleet.

onweel stowe wundum forgrunden.|

geongne aetgupe

Campbell notes that “the insertiontig beforefolcstedeby the scribe of C... suggests

that he took the word here in the sense ‘dwelling’, ‘home’, and assumed the passage to imply

that Constantine found himself with no kinsmen in his hotf{&ri ChronA* ChronB* and

ChronD? on folcstedéand variants) refers to the battlefield at Brunaniirh.

As it falls on the preliminary dip of a Type C-2 line, the variation has no effect on

metre.

“440Campbell Brunanburh p. 111. See also Orton, “Constantine’s Bereawngfngp. 249-250.

“‘Campbell Brunanburh p. 111.
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Addition/Omission of Prefixes (1 examplg
Brun (ChronC?), 57a

ChronA® ChronC?

57 swilce pagebroper||| begen aet samne. 57 Swilce pabrodorbegen aetsomne.
cyningjeepeling. cyppe sohton. cing|jeepeling cyppesohton.
wes seaxena land.| wigesirhige. wessexena land wiggeshremige. |

ChronB* ChronD?

57 Swylce pgebro|dor begen aetsomne. 57 swylce pgebropor bege atrunne
cingjaepeling cyppe sohtan. cyningjeade|ling cydde sohton
west|seaxenaland wiggeshremige. west seaxna land wiges hremige|

ChronC? substitutes the simple nobnodor, ‘brother’ for the collectiveyebrodor

(and orthographic variants), ‘fellowman’ @hronA* ChronB* andChronD?.**?

The addition or omission of the prefix adds or subtracts a metrically insignificant

unstressed syllable from the preliminary dip of a Type A-3 line.

London, British Library, Cotton Tiberius B. iv,
Second Hand (ChronD3)

Battle of Brunanburh
Differences of Inflection (3 examples)
Brun (ChronD?), 16b

ChronA® ChronC?
16 eces drihtnes. @i aepele gesceatt.| 16 eces| drihtnessemdepele gesceaft
ChronB* ChronD?
16 ecesdrihtnespseoesepele gesceaft| 16 eces drihtnes.se@@pele gesceaft.

ChronD? seis nominative singular masculin€hronA? sio (ChronB* ChronC? seq

is nominative singular feminin&esceafts normally feminine or neuter in the singular,

443

although “a masc. pye-seafta®ccurs.”™ Sincesepelecan be construed as either a strgdg

or (with the confusion of unstressed vowels) a weak-declension nominative masculine

singular;** theChronD reading is not necessarily a mistake.

442Campbell Brunanburh p. 117.
44%B -T.(S),gesceaft
444Campbell OEG §§645-7.
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The substitution has no metrical effect. Similar variation in gender is found n line
55a:ChronD? deopne(for ChronA*® ChronB* ChronC? deop); and 66aChronD? pisne(for

ChronA? pis ChronB* ChronC? pys.**

Brun (ChronD?), 55a

ChronA® ChronC?

55 oferdeopweeter. difel|in secan. 55 oferde@pter dyflinsecan.
ChronB* ChronD?

55 oferdeopreeter| dyflensecean. 55 afeopne| weeter  dyflig secan.

In ChronD?, deopnéis a accusative singular masculine.CironA* ChronB*
ChronC?, deopis neuter. Bosworth and Toller cite one example of a masculine plural
weeteragVercelli Homily XV. 55-67 ponne aefter pan biod ealle waetergseplle wyllas on
blode), although the ending in this case may also reflect the influence of the following noun
wyllas**

In ChronA® ChronB* andChronC?, line 55a is Type C-2; i€hronD? it is Type B-1
with a resolved second stress. Campbell gives four examples of lines ryesiodar to that
in ChronA® ChronB* ChronC? including three in the on-verse and one from the off-v&fse.
He also cites only one example from the poem of a Type B verse similar to @rabimD?,
but notes that the form is quite commidh.

For further examples of fluctuation in gender betw&aronD? andChronA®

ChronB* ChronC?, see above, p. 206, below, p. 208.

44*See below, pp. 207 and 208.

“®Text: D. G. ScraggdThe Vercelli Homilies and Related TeESTS n.s. 300 (Oxford: EETS, 1992), p. 255.
“4"Campbell Battle of Brunanburhp. 26.

“48Campbell Battle of Brunanburhp. 23.
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Brun (ChronD?), 66a

ChronA* ChronC?
66 on piseiglande. eefer gieta. 66 _onpgknde eaefregyta.|
ChronB* ChronD?
66 onpyeglande eefregyta. 66 onpimeiglande eefregita.|

In contrast to the preceding examples, in line 66aCtivenD? reading is a clear
mistake. InChronA® ChronB® ChronC? the demonstrative adjectipés/pysis a neuter
instrumental singular agreeing witd)({)glande a neuter dative/instrumental singular nhoun; in
ChronD?, the demonstrative adjective is masculine accusative singular.

As the variant falls on the preliminary dip of a Type C line, it has no effect on.metre

For further examples of fluctuation in gender betw&aronD? andChronA®

ChronB* ChronC?, see the preceding two variants.

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (10 examples)
Brun (ChronD?), 5b

ChronA® ChronC?

5 bord|weal clufan. 5 bordweall| clufon.
heowan heapolinde. hamora lafan. heowon heapo linda. hamora lafum.
afaran ead|weardes. aforan ead|weardes.

ChronB* ChronD?

5 bordweall clufon. 5 heord|wealclufan.
heowan headolina hamera lafum| heowan headolfa hamera lafum.|
eaforan eadweardes eaforan eadweardaes

O'Keeffe suggests that tf@hronD? form is the result of “feature recognition” on the
part of theChronD? scribe:

At 5b and 39a in the edited text, D transmits variants which are metrically
acceptable, lexically defensible and, in terms of an ‘authorial’ version of the poem,
probably wrong. These variants tell us something about the careful scribe of this
portion of D, and | should argue that they also tell us something about the process of
reading Old English verse which had developed by the mid-eleventh century. The
first of these interesting variants is in Soydweal clufon Both B and C read
bordweall A separates the free morphemes at the end of the line andboedfs
weal D also separates the free morphemes at the end of the line butieesatls
weal Now alliterative constraints argue thwaird- is licit andheord is not. But that
does not necessarily mean thaordis simply the product of an unclear ‘b’ in the
exemplar. More likely, the scribe scanned the morphéroadf and by a process of
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feature recognition registered an ascender and an ‘rd’ combination. The more
familiar formheord ‘care’, ‘custody’ or ‘guard’, with various ecclesiastical
overtones, then appear&d.
While not impossible, O’Keeffe’s hypothesis of this variant’s origin probablysjilie
ChronD? scribe too much creditkeord|wealmakes no sense in context and, as it removes
the only alliterating letter in the off-verse, is unmetrical.

The more likely explanation involves a combination of the graphic confusion of insular
h andb with a back-spelling of the late monophthongisation of Old English diphthongs. The
same scribe confusésandb once more iBrunanburh producing the nonsensic@hronD?
hlybban for ChronA® hiehhan ChronB* ChronC? hlihhan, line 47b, and similar confusions
of other graphically similar letters are common through his work. The spelling stiréssed
vowel 0 aseomay be the result of a late back-spelling reflecting the monophthongisation of
diphthongs in the eleventh centdry. Similar use of digraphs for expected monophthongs in
ChronD?include:ChronD? here leafunfor ChronA? herelaf: (ChronB* herelafum
ChronC? here lafun), line 47a an€ChronD? eade|lingfor ChronA® ChronB* ChronC?
a&peling line 58a.

Apart from its effect on the alliteration of the lir@hronD? heord|wealis metrically

identical to theChronA® ChronB* ChronC? reading.

490K eeffe, Visible Songp. 117
405ee CampbelDEG §329.2.



Brun (ChronD?), 20a

ChronA*
sahtosetle. peer leeg secg maenig.
gaim ageted. guma norperna.|
ofer scild scoten. swilce scittisc eac.
20 werig wigesaed

ChronB*
peerleegsecg manig.
garum forgrunden.| guman norderne.
oferscyldsceoten swylce scyttisceac.|
20 werig wiggessed
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ChronC?
paerleeg secgmonig.|
garum ageted. guman norderne.
ofer scyldscoten swilce| scyttisc eac.
20 werig wig gesaed

ChronD?
paer| leeg secg monig.
garum ageted guman norpaerne.|
ofer scyld sceoten swylce scyttisc eac.
20 werig wigesieed

An example of the confusion of insukafi.e. s) andr (i.e.r) by the scribe of

ChronD? A second example BhronD? aesesorrected frongeres line 63b*>*

Although ChronD? raedis non-sensical in context, the substitution has no significant

effect on metre: in all four manuscripts, the line is Type D*4.

Brun (ChronD?), 23a

ChronA?

20 wes seaxe ford. |
ond long nedaeg. eorod cistum :
onlast legdun. lapum peo dum.
heowanherefleman hindan pearle.
mecum mylen scearpan.

ChronB*

20 west sexeford.
andlangnedaeg eored| cystum.
onlast legdon ladumpeodum.
heowahereflylman hindan pearle.
mecummylenscearpum

ChronC?

20 7 wes sexe ford
andlangnedaeg| eored cystum
onlast legdon lapum deodon.
heoworherelflymon hindan pearle
mecum mylenscearpum

ChronD?

20 wes seaxe ford.
qlangne deeg eored cystum.|
onlast laegdon lapum deodum.
heowarheoralflyman hindan pearle.
mecum mycel scearpum|

There are three possibilities for this variant: t8atonD? heora is intended for the

poetic wordheoru-‘sword-’ (with a for u through the confusion of unstressed back-vowels);

that it is intended for the third person plural possessive adjective ‘their’;toethads a late

back-spelling ofe-.

If it is for heoru-or a backspelling dfierg the reading makes both sense and metre.

Both heoruandhereare used in compounds, ameoruffmais acceptable in context.



211

Metrically, the two forms are identical. If it is fbira ‘their’, the ChronD? reading affects

both sense and metréleora flymanthe ones fleeing them’(?) is nonsensical, and the

substitution of the unstressed pronoun for the stressed elbarenhanges the Type D*1 line

of ChronA® ChronB* ChronC? to an A-1 (with alliteration on the inflected verb alone) in

ChronD? As theChronD? scribe uselyrafor ChronA® ChronB* heorain line 47a (the

only other occurrence of the plural third person possessive in the poem), the last fyassibili

the least likely.

Brun (ChronD?), 24a

ChronA?

20 wes seaxe ford. |
ond long nedaeg. eorod cistum :
onlast legdun. lapum peo dum.

heowan| here fleman. hindan pearle.

mecunmmylen scearpan.

ChronB*

20 west sexeford.
andlangnedseg eored| cystum.
onlast legdon ladumpeodum.
heowanhereflyjman hindan pearle.
mecunmylenscearpum

ChronC?

20 7 wes sexe ford
andlangnedaeg| eored cystum
onlast legdon lapum deodon.
heowon here|flymon hindan pearle
mecunmylenscearpum

ChronD?

20 wes seaxe ford.
7langne deeg eored cystum.|
onlast laegdon lapum deodum.
heowan heora|flyman hindan pearle.
mecummycel scearpum|

The ChronD? readingmycel scearpurfgreat-sharp (?)’ is presumably a scribal

trivialisation of the nonce-compoui@hronA® mylen scearp(ChronB* ChronC?

mylenscearp-**?

“lsee O'KeeffeVisible Songp. 118, fn.29; Jabbour, diss, p. 61.
“52For a discussion of the form @hronA® ChronB* ChronC? see CampbelBrunanburh pp. 105-6. The

variant is not discussed by O’Keeffe.
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Brun (ChronD?), 35a

ChronA? ChronC?
35 cread cneardiot.| cyning utgewat. 35 cread cnear|[fiét cining Ut géwat.
onfealene flod. feorh generede. onfealonefléd feorh génerode.
ChronB* ChronD?
35 cread cnear @int| cing ut gewat. 35 creat cnear @lod| ----
onfealone fléd feorh generede.| feorh generode.

This “substitution” may be no more than the result of an eyeskiponD? is missing

the next two half-line$>

Brun (ChronD?), 39a

ChronA? ChronC?
swilce peer| e4c sefroda. mid flearoe c Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame com.
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.| onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.
hér hilde ring. hreman neporfte. har hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

40 maecan gemanan. 40 meca gemanan.

ChronB* ChronD?
S wylce peaer eacsefréda mid fleamecom. swylce peereac sefroda mid| fleame com
onhiscyppe| nord constantinus. onhis cydde nord  constantinus|
harhilderinc  hremanneporite||| hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.

40 mecea gemanan 40 inecga ge|jmanan

The substitutiofChronD? hal ChronA® ChronB* ChronC? har could be the result of
the graphic confusion of insulaandr or a substitution of homographs. Both readings make
sensehal is found in similar contexts meaning to survive a physical threat and might even be
considered ironié>* As O’Keeffe notes, however, ti@hronA* ChronB* ChronC? reading
har hilderincis a relatively common formula in Old English. It occurs perhaps four more
times in the poetic corpuBéowulf 1307a, 3136a&hjlderince conjectured]Maldon 169a;An
Exhortation to Christian Living57a), and is “the only formula wittilderinc in the

nominative singular®®

4535ee CampbelBrunanburh p. 109, note to line 35.

*1See B.-T.(S)hal, II [2]; cf. Beowulf1501-3a:Grap pa togeanes gudrinc gefeng / atolan clommum; no
py er in gescod / halan licandDaniel 270 Hyssas hale hwurfon in pam hatan ofne

45%0'Keeffe, Visible Songp. 118. | do not understand the rest of O’Késfiemments on this substitution:
“D readshal hylde rincwith accent overinc. D regularly separates free morphemes so theatspaof
hyldeandrinc is probably not significant (nor is a regular pattdiscernible in the use of accents in D).
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The variation has no effect on metre.

Brun (ChronD?), 39b

ChronA? ChronC?
swilce peer| eac sefroda. mid flearoe c Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame cém.
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.| onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.
hér hilde ring. hreman neporfte. hér hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

40 maecan gemanan. 40 meca gemanan.

ChronB* ChronD?
S wylce paer eacsefréda mid fleamecom. swylce peereac sefroda mid| fleame com
onhiscyppe| nord constantinus. onhis cydde nord  constantinus|
hérhilderinc hremanneporfte||| hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.

40 mecea gemanan 40 inecga ge|jmanan

As Campbell notesChronA® ChronB* ChronC? hremancould be intended for either
hreman‘exult’ (all dialects) or non-West-Saxdmeman ‘lament’**® ChronD? hryman
however, can only be fanrpmanthe late West-Saxon reflex of non-West-Sakafman
‘lament’**” Presumably the scribe 6hronD? or, perhaps more likely, that of a more
southern antecedefif misunderstood the sense of the passage and attempted to ‘translate’ a
form he believed to be the non-West-Sake#man‘lament’ into its West-Saxon refleX?

The variation has a great effect on sens€htbnD? is intended fohryman

‘lament’, then line 39b does not seem to make sense, unless it is intended ironicallgdhe ne

not lament in the fellowship of kinsmen’. The two forms are metrically identical.

This spelling of hilde seems to have produced a compound whose meamirantabe inferred from the
analogousdyldemaeg'dear kinsman™ Yisible Sony p. 117. Afteip/d, variation betweeg andi is the
most common among witnesses to the multiply attigstestry. It can hardly be considered significant.
Whether it is spelled with aror ay, the first part of the compountiglderinc(hilderinc) andhyldemaeg
(hildemaey should have been perceived as identical by reaafe®ld English.

456Campbell Brunanburh p. 110. Hréman‘exult’ is “connected etymologically with... O.Bront’ (i.e. from
Gmc.o; Campbell Brunanburh p. 110). The i-umlaut of this is originaly(from ae) in Southern dialects,
oein Anglian, but lateg in all dialects (Sievers-Brunner, 88101, 27). nW&nanWs hrieman(hryman
‘lament’ shows the characteristic distinction ie ffumlaut oféa to nWSeé West-Saxone/y (Campbell,
OEG 8§261).

45’See CampbelBrunanburh p. 110; also fn. 456, p. 213 above.
“5%0n the composite nature 6hronD?, see WhitelockAnglo-Saxon Chroniclep. Xiv-xv.
49%See CampbelBrunanburh p. 110.
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Brun (ChronD?), 42a

ChronA? ChronC?

40 he wees| his meega sceard. 40 her| waes hismaga sceard.
freonda gefylled. 6nfolcstede. freonda gefylled. onhis folcstede.
beslagen| adecce 7his sunu forlet. besle|gen adecce qhissunu forlet
onweel stowe. wundun fer grunden. | onweaelstowe. wundum forgrunden.|
giungne aetgude. geongne &t gupe.

ChronB* ChronD?

40 her wees his magasceard. 40 heweeshis maega. sceard
freonda| gefylled on folcstede. freonda gelfylled onfolc stede
forslegen agce qhissunu for|let. besleegen &icge ghissunu| forleet.
onweelstowe wundum forgrunden. onweel stowe wundum forgrunden.|
geongne aetgupe| geongne aetgupe

TheChronD? reading is a probable example of the back spellirgfof cg (compare
ChronD? inecgaChronB ChronC mede)a ChronA maecanline 40a). The other
possibilities, that the form is for the first person present indicative singiusacgari® the
dative singular ofecg ‘man’, or the nominative singular eécgespeech’, do not make any

sense in context.

Brun (ChronD?), 55b

ChronA® ChronC?

55 oferdeop weeterdifel|in secan. 55 oferdeopweetetyflin secan.
ChronB* ChronD?

55 oferdeopweeterplyflensecean. 55 ofdeopne| weeterdyflig secan.

ChronD? dyflig is nonsensical. As th@hronA® ChronB* ChronC? form dyflin (and
orthographic variants) is a nonce wdftithe ChronD? spelling is presumably to be
understood as a scribal attempt at making sense of an unknown word by “correctingl’ its fina

syllable to ig to form an adjective.

“Yith ae[¢] for West-Saxore as is common in Anglian texts (Campb@EG §762).
“SCampbell Brunanburh pp. 115-116.



Brun (ChronD?), 64a

ChronA*
60 letan him behindan. #uryttian.

65

salu wig|padan. pone sweartan hraefn.

hyrned nebban.panehasewan|padan.
earn geftan hwit. seses brucan.
greedigngyud haféc| -paet greege deor.
wulf 6nwealde.

ChronB*

60

65

letan himbehindan hraw| bryttigean.
salowig padan pone sweartan hreefn.
hyrned| nebbanjpone hasopadan.
earn aftan hwit. aeses brucan.|

greedign@uphafoc 7pgraegedeor.
wulfonwealde.
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ChronC?

60 leton hymbehindon hra brittigan.
salowig padan poneswear|tan hrefn.
hyrned nebbanjponehasu padan
earn aftan| hwit.&ses brucan.

greedigngudhafoc jpgraegedeor.
65 wulf| onwealde.

ChronD?

60 laeton him behindan hra bryttinga.
salowig padan| pone sweartan hraefn
hyrnet nebban.jpone| hasu wadan
earn geftan hwit aeres brucan.
gree|||digneud heaféc jpaetgregedeor.

65 wulfonwealde|

Both readings are nonce compounds, metrically acceptable, and make some sense.

Cud-is relatively rare as the first half of a compound, and is not found at all in f%etry.

Campbell citegudfugol(Exeter Riddle 24,5) as a possible parallel to@heonA® ChronB*

ChronC? reading. With the exception of proper nougss, mus, speak, etc.) there are no

examples ohafocas the second element of a compotfid.

As bothcizd andgizd have long vowels the substitution has no effect on the stress

pattern of the line. I€hronD? line 64a has single alliteration in the on-verseCtnonA®

ChronB* ChronC?, the equivalent verse has double alliteration.

“5Bessinger and Smith.
“53campbell Brunanburh pp. 119-120.
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Addition/Omission of Unstressed Words and Elements (1 example)

Brun (ChronD?), 51b

ChronA?
midheora herelaf| hlehhan neporftun.
P heo beaduweorca. beteran wurdun.
6n camp stede. cul bod ge hna des
50 garmittinge. gumena ge|mo tes.
waepen gewrixles. paasén weel felda.
wipead weardes.| afaran plegodan.

ChronB*
midheora herelafum hlihhan| neporftan.
phie beado weorca beteran wurdan.
oncamp|stede cumbol gehnastes.

50 garmittinge gumena gemétes.|
waepen gewrixles_ péds onweel felda.
wipeadweardes. eafolran plegodan.

ChronC?

midhyra here lafum| hlihhan nedorftun.
bhi beadoweorca beteran wurdon.
oncamp|stede cumbol gehnastes.

gar mit tin ge gumena gemotes.
waepen| gewrixles, pdamnweelfelda
wid eadweardes aforan plegodon.|

ChronD?

mid hyra here leafum hlybban neporfltan.
paet hi beado weorca beteran wurdon.
on| campstede cumbol ge hnastes.

gar mittunge| gumena gemotes.

waepen ge wrixles.__ppehi| on weel felda
wideadweardes afaran plegodon ;|

The addition or omission ¢ife occurs in the preliminary drop of a Type C-1 line and

has no significant effect on metre, sense or syntax.

In both manuscriptgees(pe) can be understood as either a relative marker or a

temporal conjunction. Although the vegdegodan |.52b, requires an accusative object, the

possible antecedents for this objextmbolgehnastegarmittinge gumena gemotes

waepengewrixle@nd orthographic variants) are all genitive singularChronD?, paespés

either an example of the use of the relative marker with a demonstrative pronounasethe c

required by the principal clausega’peclause}®® or an example diees pes “a conjunction

‘when'... or ‘because’® In ChronA® ChronB® ChronC?, paesis an example either of a

demonstrative adjective in the case required by the main clause being used toerdroduc

adjective clause with the “apparent absence of the relative m&fkarof the temporal

conjunction?®’

“®4\itchell, OES8§2159.

4mitchell discusses this passage under the lattivesie two headings. SE&ES§§2302 and 2307.
“5Mitchell, OES§ 2307. See also Campbd@tunanburh p. 113.

“SMitchell, OESS 2680.
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Addition/Omission of Prefixes (1 example)

Brun (ChronD?), 28a

ChronA®
myrce| newyrndon.
25 he eardes hond plegan. halepa nanum
paemid anlafe.| ofer aera gebland.
onlides bosme. land gesohtun.

feege tggfeohte

ChronB*
myrce| newyrndon.
25 heardes handplegan heaelepananum.
para| demid anlafe ofereargebland.
onlides bosme landge|sohtan.

feegetgefeohte

ChronC?
myrce| newyrndon.
25 heardes handplegan heelepamnam
parademid| anlafe. ofer ear gebland
onlipes bosme landgesohton.

feege| tgefeohte

ChronD?
myrce newyrndon.
25 heardes hand plegan heelepal nanum.
peera pemid anlafe ofer ear gebland.|
onlides bosme land gesohton.
fage to feohte

Both readings are metrically and semantically acceptablegyefsohtdas far more

common in the poetry, however, tBaronD? form may also be the result of eyeskiggeto

gefeohte> fage to feohte

The patteriX(x) to gefeohtéas inChronA® ChronB* ChronC?) is found five other

times in the poetic corputedan to gefeohténdreas line 1188afolc to gefeohteAndreas

line 1196afysan to gefeohtdudith, line 202a; andrean to gefeohteMaldon line 12a%%®

Feohteis found twice, but never in the pattet(x) to feohteweard him seo feohte to grim

Vainglory, line 66b; anda waes feohte neMaldon, line 103b*°

As the variant falls on the medial dip of a Type A line it has no effect on metre.

“%%Bessinger and Smith.

“Bessinger and Smith.



218

Reinterpretation of Existing Text (4 examples)
Brun (ChronD?), 40a

ChronA® ChronC?
swilce peer| e4c sefroda. mid flearoe c Swilce| fer eac sefroda midfleame com.
onhis cyppe nord. costontinus.| onhis cydde nord. constan|tinus.
hér hilde ring. hreman neporfte. hér hilderinc. hreman nedorfte.

40 maecangemanan. he waes| his maega sceard4d0 mecagemanan. her| waes hismaga sceard.
freonda gefylled. o6nfolcstede. freonda gefylled. onhis folcstede.
beslagen| aetseeccejhis sunu forlet. besle|gen aetsaeccejhissunu forlet
onweel stowe. wundun fer grunden.| onweelstowe. wundum forgrunden.|
giungne eaetgude. geongne &t gupe.

ChronB* ChronD?

S wylce paer eacsefréda mid fleamecom. swylce peereac sefroda mid| fleame com
onhiscyppe| nord constantinus. onhis cydde nord  constantinus|
harhilderinc  hremanneporfte||| hal hylde rinc hryman neporfte.

40 meceagemanan her weaes his magasceard. 40 inecgage|manan hewaeshis meega. sceard
freonda| gefylled on folcstede. freonda gelfylled  onfolc stede
forslegen aetsacejhissunu for|let. beslaegen agige. ghissunu| forleet.
onweelstowe wundum forgrunden. onweel stowe wundum forgrunden.|
geongne aetgupe| geongne aetgupe

ChronD? inecgd™®

may be the result either of a minim error (fioecga) or a
substitution and reinterpretation of an exemplanéta(as inChronB* ChronC?. The
similarity of sense between ti#hronD? andChronB* ChronC? forms provides a strong an

argument in favour of an antecedentrieecga See above, pp. 163 and 189.

“%n his notes and diplomatic transcription, Camphales theChronD? form asmecga adding “them
might be read ais” (Brunanburh p. 88, fn.1) There is a clear gap between tis¢ dind second minim in
facsimile, however. See above fn. 365.
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Brun (ChronD?), 46a

ChronA? ChronC?
gel panneporfte. gylpanneporfte.
45 beorn blandenfeax. billgeslehtes. 45 beorn blandenfex. billge-[slihtes.
ealdinwidda. ne anlafpyma. ealdnwitta. neénlaf gma.
ChronB* ChronD?
gylpan neporfte. gylpan neporfte.
45 beorn blandenfex. bill geslyhtes. 45 beorn blan|denfeax bill geslihtes
ealdhwitta neanlaf pema. ealdinwuda ne anléaf| pema.

ChronD? inwudafor ChronA? inwidda ChronB* ChronC? inwitta appears to reflect a
reinterpretation oinwidda (-witta) ‘adversary’ as a prepositional phraseuda‘in the
woods’, perhaps through a minim errad- for -itt-.

Although it is nonsensical as writtéff,the ChronD? form is metrical. With
inwitta/inwiddathe ChronA® ChronB* ChronC? form is a Type D-1; witlinwuda the

ChronD? line is Type A-4 with a short second lift.

Brun (ChronD?), 53b

ChronA® ChronC?
gewitan him pa n8men. negled cnearti. | Gewiton hympa nordmennnegledcnearrum
dreorig daradalaf. 6ndingesmere. dreoridare|palaf ondinges mere.

55 oferdeop weeter. difel|in secan. 55 oferdeopweeter dyflinsecan.
‘eft hira land. aewiscmode. eft| yraland sewiscmode.

ChronB* ChronD?
Gewitan himpa noromenmaegled cnear|rum G ewiton him pa nord merdaeg gled ongarurh
dreorig darodalaf ondyngesmere. dreorig dareda laf ondyniges mere

55 oferdeopwaeter| dyflensecean. 55 ofg'deopne| weeter dyflig secan.
eft iraland aewiscmode. eft yraland eswisc mode.|

As Campbell suggests, the variati@hronD? daeg gled ongarutior ChronA*® negled
cnearr (ChronB naegled cnear|runChronC negledcnearrumis almost certainly to be
attributed to theChronD? scribe’s failure to understand the “unfamiliar second element of the

472

compound,” enearrum™“ Basing his emendation on the frarae-gled-rumthe scribe has

produced forms which, while making some sense perhaps in relation to each other (‘day flam

47lSee CampbelBrunanburh p. 112; also O’KeeffeVisible Songp. 30.
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[gled, f.] on spears’ or ‘shininggledfor glaed adj.] day on spears’), are non-sensical and non-

metrical in context.

In ChronD?, the substitution destroys the alliteration and produces a line resembling a

Type D with three full lifts. IrChronA® ChronB* ChronC?, the line is Type A-1.

Brun (ChronD?), 60b

ChronA?

60 letan him behindan. ryttian.
salu wig|padan. pone sweartan hraefn.
hyrned nebban.panehasewan|padan.
earn &ftan hwit. seses brucan.
greedigne gud haféc.jpaet greege deor.

65 wulf 6nwealde.

ChronB*

60 letan himbehindan hraw| bigan
salowig padan pone sweartan hreefn.
hyrned| nebbanjpone hasopadan.
earn &ftan hwit. aeses brucan.|
greedigne guphafocjpgreegedeor.

65 wulfonwealde.

ChronC?

60 leton hymbehindon hra bigan.
salowig padan poneswear|tan hrefn.
hyrned nebbanjponehasu padan
earn eeftan| hwit.&ses brucan.
graedigne gudhafocipgraegedeor.

65 wulf| onwealde.

ChronD?

60 leeton him behindan hra bigtia.
salowig padan| pone sweartan hraefn
hyrnet nebban.jpone| hasu wadan
earn &ftan hwit aeres brucan.
gree|||digne cud heafépaetgregedeor.

65 wulfonwealde|

The ChronD? form — and oblique form of an abstract noun ‘dispenéffig' makes no

sense in context.

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

Brun (ChronD?), 35a

ChronA?®
35 cread cneardiot.| cyning utgewat.
onfealendlod. feorh generede.

ChronB*
35 cread cnear fint| cing ut gewat.
onfealondléd feorh generede.|

ChronC?
35 cread cnear||iét cining Gt géwat.
onfealon#iod feorh génerode.

ChronD?

35 creat cnear dlod| ----
feorh generode.

TheChronD? reading is the result of eyesKlpt > flod. See above, p. 212.

47Campbell Brunanburh p. 114.

“"The declension of abstract nounsumg(-ing) is discussed in CampbeDEG, § 589.8.



Capture of the Five Boroughs
Differences of Inflection (1 example)

Capt(ChronD?), 13b

ChronA?
waeran aer

under| nordmannum nyde gebegde
10 6nhaepenra heeftectu]|

lange praga op hie alysde eft

forhis weorp scipe wig|gendra hleo

afera eadweardes eadmeyming
O6nfenganlafe||

ChronB*
denum weeron aeror.
undernord mannum.| nede geled.
10 onheepenum heaefte clammum.
lange prage| op hiealysde eft.
forhis weordscipe wiggendra hléo|
eafora eadweardes eadmund cifiing
H er eadmund cing...
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ChronC?
dene waeron eeror.
under nordmann nyde gebaeded.
10 onhee|penra haefte clommum.
lange prage ophialysde eft.
for| his weord scype wiggendra hleo.
afora eadweardes. eadmjcidg.
Her eadmundcing...

ChronD?
daene weeron eeror

under|| nord mannum nydegebeseded
10 onhaedenra heef|te. clommum

lange prage. op hy alysde eft|

for his weordscipe wigendra hleo

afora ead|weardes eadmesdyning.|

Her anlaf abreec...

In ChronD? eadmundess genitive singular. I€hronA® ChronB* ChronC?

eadmunds nominative singular. The context requires the nominative.

The variants also have a significant metrical effectChnonA* ChronB* ChronC?

the line is Type A-4 with a short final stress.QhronD? it is Type E with a resolved final

stress.

Substitution of Stressed Words and Elements (2 examples)

Capt(ChronD?), 2a

ChronA?

1 Heread mund cyning engla peoden
magg mundbora myrce geeode
dyre deed fruma| swa dor scadep

ChronB*

1 Hereadmund cing engla peoden.
maecgeamund bora myrce| geeode.
dyredeedfruma swa dor sceadep.

ChronC?

1 Her eadmundcing englapéoden
mecgamundbora myrce| ge eode.
dyredaedfruma swador sceadep.

ChronD?

1 Her eadmund cyning| engla peoden
meaegpamund bora myrce ge eode.|
dyre deed fruma swa dor sceadaed.

The three readings are metrically and syntactically identical andalvety

appropriate to the poem’s immediate context. For a further discussion of all thregedeem

above, p. 176. TheéhronB' ChronC? reading is also discussed briefly above, p. 191.
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Capt(ChronD?), 5b

ChronA? ChronC?
Heread mund cyning engla peoden Her eadmundcing englapéoden
maga| mundbora myrce geeode mecga mundbora myrce| ge eode.
dyre deed fruma| swa dor scadep dyredeedfruma swador sceadep.
hwitanwylles geat.Jhumbra éa hwitan wylles geat.|[Jhunbranéa.
5 brada brim|sta burgafife 5 bradabrimstream burdjée.
ligoraceaster1lin cylene. ligeracester|qlindcylne.
qsnotingah| swylce stanfordéac snotingaham. swilce stanford eac.
deora by qdeoraby|
ChronB* ChronD?
H er eadmund cing engla peoden. Her eadmund cyning| engla peoden
meecgea mund bora myrce| geeode. meegpa mund bora myrce ge eode.|
dyredeedfruma swa dor sceadep. dyre deed fruma swa dér sceadaed.
hwitanwylles| geat.Jhumbranéa. hwitan wylles| geat.jhimbranea_
5 brada brim stream burfiée. 5 _brada brym stream. burgie.|
ligera|ceasterlind kylne. ligere ceasterqlincolne.
snotingaham swylce stanford eac.| qsnotinga ham. swylce| stanford eac
qdeoraby qdeoraby.

The scribe o£hronD? appears to have misunderstood his textCHronA® ChronB*
ChronC?, burgafife (and orthographic variants) is an accusative phrase syntactically paralle
to the subsequent town nanfés.In ChronD, the scribe seems to have regfe (for gifu) as a
variant expression referring to the river and appositifeutobra eaandbrada brimstream
‘gift of the towns’. The substitution has a metrical effectChronA® ChronB* ChronC?, the
line is a Type A-1 with a long vowel in the second lihronD?, to the extent that it is

metrical, is a Type A-4 (with a short second lift).

Conclusion

With the exception of a single late witness togbedanrrecension of “Caedmon’s
Hymn,” the seven poems discussed in this chapter survive exclusively as fixetleatsbf
larger prose framing texts. The Metrical Preface and Epilogue to the Olgltrghslation

of thePastoral Careare always found at the same places in manuscripts Bettteral Care

4"For the punctuation of this passage, see p. 1789 above. On the inflection afeasterin place names,
see Campbell §589.4, fn.3.
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copies of theChroniclepoems are always found at the same places in manuscripts of the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicleand — with the exception @b — copies of theordanrecension of
“Ceedmon’s Hymn” are always found at the same place in the Old English translation of
Bede’sHistoria ecclesiastica

Despite this common contextual position, however, these “Fixed Context” poems show
no generically consistent amount or type of substantive variation. At their most\aing,
the witnesses to the Fixed Context poems can vary as little as the ledsewadrthe Glossing
poems discussed in Chapter Two; at their most innovative, the scribes responsibpsiiay
these poems show themselves to be perfectly willing to make quite signitieanges in their
received text — substituting stressed and unstressed words, adding or omittkes pnediking
minor changes in inflection, and, in cases where they appear to have found their text obscure
reinterpreting difficult or poetic vocabulary.

As we have seen in the course of this chapter, the first of these two facts hels expla
the second. With one exception, the verse performance of the scribes responsible for copying
the Fixed Context poetry has been directly comparable with that of their prose. The most
innovative scribes of the Fixed Context poems have been also almost invariablytthe mos
innovative scribes of the vernacular prose frames with which these poenopiaick the most
conservative scribes of the prose frames have been also responsible for thensersative
copies of their constituent verse. Moreover, the types of textual variation thenmavative
of these scribes introduce is in all but one case approximately the same in both prose and
verse. The scribe of thi& version of “Caedmon’s Hymn,” for example, is as willing to change
the vocabulary of his prose as his verse; the graphic errors and misinteypsatatich
characterise th€hronD? copies of théattle of BrunanburtandCapture of the Five

Boroughsare equally characteristic of the surrounding prose.
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This suggests two things about the way these poems were copied. In the first place, the
fact that the majority of scribes responsible for copying these poems introdiiee t5ipes
and amounts of variation into their prose and verse suggests that the varidfimritse
necessarily “poetic” — let alone evidence of the survival of pre-litenathods of composing
or understanding traditional poetry. In the second place, the fact that the most Jor least
variable witnesses to the Fixed Context texts fail to fall into any single chracedlpgriod
suggests that the urge to vary is less a function of a single technologicalical qribcess —

be that “transitional literacy,” “memorial transmission,” or pure sloppirgblan the result of
specific scribal intentions, habits, or abilities.

Chapter Four looks at the third group of Old English verse texts: the “Anthologised
and Excerpted” poems. Like the Glossing, Translating, and Occasional poems discussed in
Chapter two, these poems show a generically consistent pattern of substantalevéaidtion
— albeit one that allows far more and far more significant variation than anytaihgwe seen
thus far. Like the Fixed Context poems, the specific types of innovation a given witness

exhibits often can be linked to the demonstrable interests of the scribe responsitge for f

collecting, anthologising, or excerpting the text in the relevant context.



