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Chapter 1

Medieval Scribal Culture and the
Enjoining Text

An Early Middle English Lifz of S¢. Margaret portrays the saint as defining
authors, books, and readers in a way that reveals with stantling clarity how
differently preprint scribal culture envisaged the nature of texts than does
print culture.

I pray and besecch you . . . that whosoever writes the book of my life,
or causes it to be written, or holds it and has it very often in hand, or
whosoever reads ir, or listens happily to its reader, Ruler of heaven,
may all their sins be forgiven soon.

[Ich bidde 7 biseche pe . . . plet] hwa-sc-cauer boc writ of mi lif-lade,

oder bi-3ct hit iwriten, oder hale hit 7 haued oftest on honde, oder

hwa-sc hit cauer reded, oder pene redere blideliche lusted, wealdent of
: heoucne, wurde ham alle sonc hare sunnen for-3cuenc. J1

Notice two things: first, how large the textual community picrured by the
saint is—“authors,” scribes, patrons, and various kinds of users, cven users
who cannot read the book but can only hold it, are included. Second, note
that the people in this crowd are not just included, but are placed on the
same {evel of impomance as the person we think of as the “author.” The
same importance, the same reward is provided for the parron and the
listencr, cven the holder of the volume, as for the author.

The Lifz of St. Margares may be remarkable in its explicitness, but it is
not unique. On the contrary, the surviving corpus of Early Middle English
texts includes many passages, though none so full and comprehensive, that
testify to how differently texts were perceived in scribal, collaborative cul-
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4/ Collaboratsve Meaning in Medieval Scribal Culture

ture compared to the perceptions print-culture scholars generally recog-
nize. Indced, many scholars of medieval Latn texts of comparable date
have interpreted them as suggesting that sophisticated medieval writers
gave the “author” the same ascendancy as thar accorded by print culture.
This book will examine this debate, will argue that scribal culture was
collaborative in a way that has cluded the assumptions of print culture, and
will explore methodologics used in the interpretation of medicval manu-
scripts thar make these historical auicudes to text and textuality more
apprchensible.

The small corpus of Early Middle English rexes is a uscful venue for
study because it shows a striking interest in the very issues this Life of St.
Margarer raises, and the consistency of witness among this small body of
surviving texts written in vernacular English between 1100 and 1300 is
significant, The first texts after the Nonman Conquest to use the developing
Middle English language, these texts are not numeraus, and there is limited
knowledge about their specific geographic and institutional origins. Most
have explicit Christian contexts and agendas. They are not books of theory,
but they do reveal their theorctcal assumpuions in self-referential passages
in prologues, cxplicits, and text. Unlike the slightly later (and chronologi-
aally overlapping) Latin-oriented scholastic theorizing about the role of the
7 author, studied by A. J. Minnis in Medéeval Theory of Auchership,? the texts
of Early Middle English emphasizc the roles of various kinds of writers and
readers in a process of rextual creation that can only be called “collabora-
tive.” These Early Middle English texts ereate, and are created by, com-
sunitics of readers. The difference in emphasis between single authorship
and communal production has far-reaching implications for how these
texts were, and might be, viewed.

In the speech quoted above, the saint heroine of the Katherine Group
Lifz of Suint Margaret {c. 1225) gives a conventonal prayer for forgivencss
of sins and in the process enumerates the multiple relatonships people
might have with her book. Margaret’s speech defines the function of this
book as a continuous mediwn for spiritual benefic (very ditferent from the
idea of an arustic product or authon.\iiy limited object of interpretation),
and"thie list of book-acts projects a community ‘whose labors of perpetuat-
ing and consuming the book are all equal in the sight of God (very different

from a hierarchizing of writers that places highest value on the “author™). |

The prologue to another Early Middle English text, Lagamon’s Brues
{c. 1189-1236) adds to this the notion that the role of a named author is to
Join inwith those voices of readers and writers thar atready make up the text
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the author is “writing.”? According to the prologue’s concluding lines, the
priest Lazamon and the books he used as his models all “speak™ at oncc in
the present tensc: “Now says with song of praise the one who was pricst
among the people / All that the books speak that he took as his model™ [Nv
scid mid loft-songe be wes on leoden preost. / al swa pe boc speked? pe he
to bisnc inom] (Caligula version lines 36-37). Like the Sains Margarect
spcech, this passage conveys the idea of 2 continuous text whost existence
includes, but reaches past, any individual hurnan helping jg_ajgn‘é. In addi-
tion to fairly standard prologuc material that names Lagamon’s sources and
describes his act of compiling them, this prologue emphasizes that reading
was part of his process of making this boak and futurc reading by others will
continue it (lines 5-6, 29~-32). The prologuc in the Corton Caligula A.ix
manuscript of Lazamon’s Brut bolsters the sense of the community in the
text with a very taciile image of the writer’s body fusing with the text,
finger, feather, and skin: “He took feathers (quill pens) with his fingers and
joined them to the book-skin™ {Feperen he nom mid fingren? 7 fiede on
boc-felle]. All in all, two kinds of “joining™ are described as the stuff of text
making: the writer joining texts together (the act of compiladon bue with
none of the defensivencess about avoiding blame that later scholastic com-
pilatio shows)* and the text joining people, including the writer, together
with cach other in a Christan bond. '

These ways of defining what 2 writer does and what a text is are
culturally specific not only to this body of medicval vernacular texts (and
almost certainly other localizable medieval textual groups), but more gen-
crally to texts produced by scribal technology before the invention in the
West of print. In this chapter, I wili first examine some of the expectations
about books and writers that arc specific to print culture and that often bias
us to misunderstand texrual issues of preprint scribal culrure, and then I
will proceed to examine more fully the historical context of the set of
textual atritudes [ have described as characteristic of Early Middle English
textuality.

PraNT CULTURE VERSUS SCRIBAL CULTURE

Modern literary theories, especially poststructuralism, have had a ot to say
about the importance and problematics of our cultural catcgory of the
“author” and its attendant assumptions abour textual boundaries, These
discussions have not usually factored in, at least in more than an over-
simplified form, the influence of print technolo gy and its systems in shaping
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modem conceptions about texts, authors, and textual aucharity. [t is my
contention that preprint scribal technology and systems conditioned a dit-
feeent set of possible assumptions about texts. Positioned as late-twenticth-
century members of print culture, we cannot automatically see these as-
sumptions of scribal culture in their full systemization. To get a glimpse of
them, it is necessary to first make visible some basic assumprions embedded
in the system of texrual production that conditions modemn literary values
in print culture.

Amang current textual values condidoned by print technology and
systems is the expectation of a “standard™ text, whereas different concep-
tions of variant textual versions would have existed in the scribal culture of
the medicval period. For several hundred years, until the revoluton in
clectronic media and concomitant debates in editorial theory of the last
decade, it has not been useful to acknowledge that muldple versions of a
single text can coexist. Even though editorial and bibliographical theorists
of print texts like D. F. McKenzic, Donald H. Reiman, George Bomstein,
and Jerome McGann have in recent years recognized chat even print texts
are unstable, contingent, and versional in importane ways, practcal ad-

tudes toward texts in the West, conditioned by centuries of mechanical

print technologies, lag behind these theorctical debates.® The ways we
conventionally think about literary texts systematically suppress the facc of
muldple versions, with claborate structures that render invisible all versions
except the one that emerges in print as authontatve.

wr
The technology of book production in 2 prine culture has created

cxpecrations that a litcrary work is complete when it has been typeset. The
printed page has provided a point of fixadon. Undl that point is reached, an
author can be expected to write successive “drafts,” a term thar devalues
the literary worth of these versions; after that point of fixation in print is
passed, changes made by the author become “authorized™ only when they
arc printed—whether by author or scholar—in successive editions.

This modc! of book production has accommodated the nunon of
variant textual versions by ordering the variants into a chronolugical se-
quence. 'The model depends upon the existence or at least'idéi of a single
author (a function sometimes displaced onto an editor) who is responsible
for and has authority over the generation of cach draft and edition. And the
model is made possible by the technical ability, available fully since the carly
nincteenth cencury, o standardize a wext in mass productdon.®

In away, the system of authorizing only one among several versions of
a text by a given author is a protective measure. The machinery of printing
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made it possible, technically, to reproduce every version—cevery draft and
revision—written by every author, and it is indeed frightening to imagine a
scicnce ficion scenario in which mass publication of every text in several
versions could create a chaos of authonity.? The urge to choose one version
as a convention, a mutual point of reference, is in some sense a culrural
response to the threat of a technology-driven texrual Babel. Print culrure as
we have known it in its preelectronic fonns establishes its controls of textual
authority in (1) selectdon of one from among all versions of a text and (2)
author as supreme arbiter of change and selection among versions.8

Chronology, as the principle of classification of textual versions, func-
dons for both these controls, By centralizing control of the text in one
person, it becomes possible to separate partial and complete versions of that
text, cach made at a diffcrent time, and arrange them in a linear sequence (a
feat that becomes impossible if one is dealing with a collaborative texmual
production, in which simultancous work vn one version by two or more
people makes a linear representation inadequate). The very ability to sort
these versions chronologically allows the use of chronology as a criterion
for selecting one text. The devaluing of “drafts,” mentoned carlicr, is an
example of “authoritativeness™ being seriled on the final version in a
chronological sequence; the scholarly value placed on authorial autographs
exemplifies a prioridzing of the first in a chronological sequence. Jerome
McGann has identified these two points, author’s original copy and au-
thor’s final copy, as the contenders in 4 controversy among modem editors
over the proper choice of a copy text for preparing editions of literary
warks.? That this editorial controversy, whose object is the selection of one
authoritative text, centers on the assignment of rextual versions to placesin
a chronological sequence confirms the imporrance of chronology in our
textual system. Whether scrtling on the textual version that is chronologi-
cally first or last, the decision of which textual version to prioritize depends
on classificaion by chronology—for texts produced within thar system.

If we wish to understand attitudes about textual authority in a differ-
ent system—Tlike medieval scribal culture—we must acknowledge that a
diflerent system snay lack the assumpdons thar textaal authority resides in
the single author and that only one version, the first or last one, could be
authoritative. This is not o say that such a culture could not accommodate
concerns with authors and sequential versions in partcularly configured
ways. Minnis’s arguments for thirteenth- and fountcenth-century scholasde
hicrarchization of writers that gave increasing value to the aucror in a
specific institunonal context offer compelling histodical evidence, for ex-
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ample,1® But it is important not to gencralize to the whole of medieval
scribal culture attitudes that are institutionally localized. The different tech-
nologics of medievad scribad teat production made for a caltural situation in
which the dominance of single authorship or of chronolegically mandated
standard versions was not incvitable.

Rejecting these principles opens up new ways to envision how medi-
eval textual production systems conditoned attitudes about books. To
begin with, scribad methods for duplicating books, in which exact re-
peatability among mass-produced copies of a text was impossible, would
not have permitted the author to control changes 1o texts. The capacity of
print for standardizing all versions of one text and the related ability to
“freeze” or fix onc version as the text are features of print rechnology
heavily emphasized by historians of printing like Elizabeth Eisenstein. She
speculates on what the absence of fixity and standardization in preprint
culture would have meant.

The wish to sce one’s own work in print (fixed forever with one’s name
in card files and anthologies) is different from the desire to pen lines
that could never get fixed in a permanent form, might be lost forever,
altercd by copying, or—if truly memorable-—be carried by oral trans-
mission and assigned ultimarely to “anon.” Until it became possible to
distinguish between composing a poem and reciting one, or writing 4
book and copying one; until books could be dlassified by something
other than incipits, how could modern games of books and authors be
played?t?

The absence of standardization and fixedness in medieval scribal cul-
ture did mcan thar it was impossible to distinguish “writing” from “copy-
ing” a book, to the extent that “copying” did not necessarily aspire to our
modem standards of exact repeatability. Seribal book production was
achicved for the most part by one-to-one copying, a process that necessanily
inoroduced unique scribal error to every book (2 principle that modem
editing methods recognize). At the very lease then, inadventent crror cre-
ated some degree of alteration in a given text each dme the texe was
duplicated, so that no two “copies™ were exactly the same wexe. The stan-
dard of cxactness in duplication of copies that print introduced beginning
with the fifteenth century was then simply unheard of, and variation amoeny
versions of the “same” text was the norm.

Given the absence of postprint standards of exactness, medieval scribal
caltare did aspire to a degree of standardization for cermain texts and in
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certain institutional settings. Standardization should be disdnguished from
mass reproduction, although in modem print culture the two scem insepa-
rable, The history of printing beare witnaee to the poseibility of havine one
without the other. Even a sacred text like the Bible was subject to printing
practices whercby an error in the typeserting might be corrected after a
number of copics of a page had already been pressed, and these sheets
might be used anyway with no one keeping track of which copies were
erroncous; when all the copies of all the pages were compiled inte volumes,
there was no way of knowing which volumes of the same edition had the
corrected leaves for any given page. Thus therc was no guarantec that any
two copics of the same edition were in fact idendcal.}2 It is not mass
reproduction per se, but the combination of mass reproductdon with sys-
tems of quality control that vield the level of exact repeatability we have
come to expect in copies of one editon of a text,

Neither foolproof technology nor such editorial processes geared to
the new technology sprang into being with Gutenberg. They took four
centuries of development. That is why Paul Saenger can make the observa-
ton that carly books printed by William Caxton and Colard Mansion were
less standardized than hand-copied books produced in contemporary
fifteenth-century aristocratic scriptoria of the Burgundian court,13 Ele-
ments of quality control were present in those seriptoria, in their insistence
on onc master exemplar for all copies (no chance for continuation of the
scribal errors of a copy) and onc master scribe to set the standard of script.
These Burgundian aristocratic scriptoria probably achieved the pinnacle of
textual standardizadon possible in scribal culture.1¢ This achicvement re-
quired an clite and moneyed class of reader and cannot be taken as rypical
of medieval scribal book production. The vast majority of extant manu-
scripts do not demonstrate such standardizadon—far from it.

There are attested cases of mass production of books before printing,
but without accompanying cvidence that exact repeatability was achieved
in these cases. In the premedieval scribal culture of A.p. first-cenmry Rome,
an incidence is recorded by Pliny the Younger of the mass production of
one thousand copies of a culogy by Regulus, a Roman cidzen, for his son:

he ... has had countless [one thowsand) copies made o distribute
throughout Italy and the provinces. He has wrirten an open leteer to
the town councils asking them 1o choose one of théir number with the

best voice to give a public reading of the work; and this has been
donc.15
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{Eundem [librum] in exemplaria mille transeripeym per totam [raliam

prouinciasque dimisit. Scripsit publice, ut a decurionibus cligeretur

uocalissimus aligals ox ipsis, qui legoret cum popudor fictum oot
Regulus’s texe itsclf is not extant. Pliny regards Regulus’s measures as
cxcessive, but his description nevertheless bears witness to the possibility of
centralized reproduction by hand of copics of one textin the scribal culure
of the Roman Empire. The question of how exactly the rext was repeated in
each of these onc thousand transcripts must remain unanswered. Elsewhere
in his letters, Pliny writes about his own specches and poems and the Lively
cxchange of writings, readings, and criticism among his fricnds (who in-
cluded Tacitus); his treatments of these subjects suggest a condnual expec-
tation of his circle that compasitions wouid probably be altered—often
quire deliberately—with any wranscription or delivery.!?

Over one thousand years later, in post-Conquest England, the Magna
Carta provides a case of textual mass production that left more evidence
behind. The Magna Carta illustrates both the need of a royal burcaucracy
to achicve mass production of identical copies of charters, and the less than
perfect standardization achicvable in such a scribal bureaucracy. According
to J. C. Holt, King John agreed to the charter in 1215 and the document
was reissued in 1216, 1217, and 1225, cach time with variations.1® Yet,
Holt finds, “within two generations of Runnymede the chroniclers of St.
Albans confused the texts of 1215 and 1225 in complete uncemainty as
what was valid and what was not.”1? The difference among the reissues was
not sorted out untl 1759,20 well into the ¢ of print technology.

More pertinent than the reissues for the level of textual standardiza-
tion, however, is the degree of variation among copics of one issuing. Of
the four “originals” now extant of the 1215 Magna Carta, copyists’ variants
cxistin them all, and two have in common some amendments Jacking in the
other two.2! Holt and others give equal priority to the four manuscripts,
rejecting the “assumption that there was a single authoritative uriginal
which figured in the ceremonies at Runnymede and from which all other
versions were copied.”?2 No original was preserved in government rec
ords.23 Holt presents dic available evidence relating to the acrual distribu-
ton of Magna Carta through towns and villages and finds that the delivery
of copies was not simultancous nor, perhaps, comprehensive, The records
point to a routine royal system of production and distribution of wnts that
was both subject to political interruption and imperfectly standardized by
comparison to print capabilitics.?4
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A third cxample of scribal mass production, two hundred years later on
the eve of print technology, is found in evidence from a 1413 ecclesiasdcal
iveslgation witw the “errors of orthodoxy™ of Jean Petit’s fustification du
duc de Bourgagne, which has been studied by Charity Cannon Witlard 25
The testimony describes scribal processes that produced cither six or twelve
paper manuscripts simultancously by dictadon.26 The court’s interest was
to verify the manuscripes available to them as representing the “original”
text delivered orally on March 8, 1408, at Hotel Saint-Pol by Jean Pedir,
who was deceased by the dme of the tral. Mudern study of the manuscript
mradition shows that four illuminated vellum manuscripts of the Justifica-
tion were made for family members of the duke of Burgundy after the
oration, and the paper manuscripts were prepared subsequent to those 27

According to Willard, the restimony of two witnesses was pertinent:
Laurent Ouyn, a Master of Ars on the Arts Faculty at the University of
Paris, described how Jean Peot had assembled twelve students and masters
wha each copicd the texe as it was read aloud by Master Johan Johannis. He
farther testified that Jean Petit gave some supervision, and that he believed
that text to be the same as the original oration with “one minor difference.”
Master William Darc testified to the same details excepe he remembered
only six copyists, and he identified a manuscript as the one he himself had
copied.2¥ Clcarly the factor that the court considered significant for verify-
ing the texr as authoritative was the physical presence, albeit sporadic, of
Jean Peut at the copying, rather than any attempred cffort at collation of
manuscripts. Most manuscripts of the Justificarion were bumed after being
pronounced herctical, a situation that prevens modem comparisons
among the manuscripts, but Willard's study shows variants exist in the form
of owo continuations by Jean Petit.2? Without the paper manuscripts to
study, we cannot confinn what degree of standardization was achieved
among these simultancously produced copics, but considering the foibles
of dictation, one would not expect exact repeatability to the standard of
print technology even with the controt of a centralized exemplar.

When writers of the seribal Middle Ages did show concem for stan-
dardization among texts, it was not necessarily related to simultancous
mass production. Instead, the greatest cuttural mandate for standardization
throughout the Christan Middle Ages unquestionably involved the dia-
chronic reproduction of sacred letters, God’s holy text. God's Word had to
be maintained exactly as he had given it, with no variation. The stggles of
thirteenth- and fourteenth-century scholastic theologians to define the cx-
act roles played by the divine awctor; God, and the human suctores and
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compilers in the transmission of sacred letrers, documented by Minnis,
speaks to the anxicty this mandate for standardization ercated in the late
Middle Ages. In one form or another, though, exact reproduction of the
Holy Scripture had been an issue beginning much caclier.

In the sixth century, Cassiodorus had shown explicit concern about
this issue in his instuctions to monks at Vivarium. In Instirutiones, Cassi-
odorus set forth guidclines for the proper correcting of sacred texts {Holy
Scripture, biblical commentaries, ctc.) that would have had the efiect of

) sandardizing such elements as Latin orthography, treatment of Hebrew
names, and Latin grammar and style among the manuscripts.® Chapier 15
entrusts the correction of sacred texts only to very learned monks “who
have unusual knowledge of divine and secular letters and practical ability to
discover what is inconsistent with ordinary usage.™!

The whole point of carrecting books, in Cassiodorus’s Instituziones, is
to ensure proper Christian education. This is the central institutional fime-
tion with which the Trstifusiones is concerned. His guidelines applicd to
sacred texts only, which were preselected and institutionally sancrioned.
The preface to Institutiones compares cducaton in divine letters to a spir-
itual journey, which requires error-free texts.

Therefore, if you please, we ought to preserve this kind of reading, that
the novices of Christ, after they have learned the psalms, may in the
beginning study the divinc authority with perperual practice in fauli-
less baoks, until under the Lord’s guidance it becomes very well known
to them, far fear lest the mistakes of scribes become fixed in unpolished
minds; since that which is manifestly implanted and rooted in the
recesses of the memory cannot casily be torn out.32

[quocirca, si placet, hunc debemus lectionis ordinem custodire, ut
primum tyrones Christi, postquam psalmos didicerint, auctoritatem
divinam in codicibus emendatis ingi excrciraione meditenrur, doncee
illis fiat Domino pracstante notissima, ne vitia librariorion fmpolitis
mentibus inalescans; quia difficile potest erui, quod memoriac sinibus
radicatum constac infigi. |33

The emphasis was not all on the danger. The joy and enomous value oof
sacred books” spiritual function come through in Cassiodorus’s description
of what a scribe docs when copying Scripture.

Happy his design, praiseworthy his zeal, to preach to men with the
hand alone, to unleash tongues with the fingers, to give salvaucn
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silendy to mortals, and to fight against the illicic tempradons of the
devil with pen and ink. Every word of the Lord written by the scribeis
a wound inthected on Saran.3?

ffelix intentio, Jaudanda seduliras, manu hominibus pracdicare, digids
linguas aperire, salutem morralibus tacium dare, ct contra diaboli
subrepriones illiciras calamo atramentoque pugnare. tot enim vulnera
Satanas accipit, quot antiquarius Domini verba describic. ]38

For Cassiodorus, the imporntance of making books correct was that books
make people correct.

Ultimately Cassiodorus’s interest in the correctness of books was not
cquivalent to interest in standardizavon, or exacr repeatability, among
manuscripts of the same text. Cassiodorus’s worry about correctness was an
issue involving textual authority, more profound than the simple question
of whether 2 manuscript matched its exemplar, The object of emending was
not to render one book idengcal to another in the way that one printed
copy is identical to another printed copy of the same editon of a text;

/'rather, emending was a critical procedure tantamount to making a new

edition in that it recognized both potendal crror and ultimate auLhonty in
préccﬂmg cxcmplars and their_ correctors, and in that it aspired to the
crcauon of a perfect n text. His central problem was how to ascerrain and
insure correctness, when any book on hand might have reproduced crror
from ancestral exemplars, and yet ancicnt books were the source of textual
authority. Thus the instruction in correcting manifests an implicit tension
between the authority of editorial principles and that of andent codices.
Neither is infallible. At the same time that he offers rules for correction—
the authority for which comes from specific ancient writers, especially on
orthography3¢—he also instructs scribes to preseive idioms of Holy Scrip-
ture that break such rules, directing them to seek precedents for the broken
rules in “two or three ancient and emended codices™37 [duorum vel rium
priscorum cmendatorumque codicum auctoritas].38 Elsewhere he again
recommends something like collation with older manuscrips when in
doubt.3¢

Absent was the force of numbers ot identical copies that today me-
chanically prescerve the author's autharitative wext. For Cassiodorus, there
was no technical possibility for a fixed text but every mandate for fixed
preservation of divinely inspired wninngs, a situation to which the only
rcsponse was vigilance against error in all literary activities, writing or read-
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ing or reading for correction. Cassiodorus’s concern was with correct trans-
mission of sacred texts from God their source to cach human reader's soul, |
and the ever present danger to that transmission was eror. v

In alater example of medieval concern with standardization and sacred
letters, this onc from England ac the tum of the dleventh century, the
Anglo-Saxon grammarian /Elfric {(made abbot of Eynsham in 1005) was
still recognizing the danger posed by crror. £lfric, too, advocated vigilance
in educating the young to Christian faith and in preserving correct rexts for
that education. In the preface to his translation of Donatus’s grammar,
Zlfric reminds the reader of the dangerous time when English pricsts could
not read Latin and therefore could not teach the true faith, a sicuation that
could recur. He ends the preface with a plea that this book be copied
correctly, and the plea is more than just a convention. It caps the argument
that error in book production. will produce error in Christian living, and at
the same time it acknowledges the lack of control an author {or translator)
has aver the reproduction of his or her own text.

I pray now in God’s namc, if anyone wishes to copy this book, that he
correct it well according to the exemplar; because [ have no control
over anyone who would bring it to error through untrue copyists, and
it would then be his responsibility and harn, not mine. Great evil does
the incorrect copyist, if he will not comect his erors.

[Ic bidde nu on godes naman, gyfhwa das boc awritan wylle, pa:t he hi
gerihte wel be dzre bysnce; fordan d¢ ic nah geweald, peah hi hwa to
woge gebringe purh lease writeras, and hit bid donne his plech, na
min. micel yfel ded se unwritere, gyf hic nele his woh gerihtan.]#¢

Like Cassiodorus before him, /Elfric’s desire for exact repeatability in the
duplication of texxs is specific to one kind of text, the kind that teaches
Christian belief. Like the faree thirteenth- and fourteenth-century scholastic
writers, he is concemed with the heavy responsibility every writer of
Christian sacred letters takes on.

A cultural anxiety behind £lfric and Cassiodorus’s aspiraton 1o the
scribal equivalent of standardization was the danger that even Gaod, the
ariginal Author, might not be able to control changes to his text. This is
prabably not a formulation either /Elfric or Cassiodorus could have made,
but it is nevertheless a legitimate way of naming the fear that drove scribes
to copy sacred texts as exactly as possible. God's word and God's truth

N
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comprised the first, best rext, and this authoritadve original text could not
exist in more than one version; change was error was sin, Nevertheless, that
medieval reliance on God the Author could not transcend the vagaries of
scribal book production. It is cicar from the cxampics of Cassicdorus-and
/Elfric that a whole medieval category of texis—divine letters—was se-
lected to receive the greatest possible degree of exact repeambility from
ancient codices to contemporary books copied from them. It is equally
clear from the records of Cassiodorus’s efforts and frustrations and from
AElfric’s warnings against the “unwritere™ that exact repetition, the medi-
cval counterpart to standardization, was difficult if not impossible to
achieve even for that privileged group of sacred and didactic Christan
Texts.

Sccular letrers, the other category of medicval rexts, were not subject
to the same aspiration to exactness of duplication. Cassiodorus himself
advises the student of sccular letters that “one would make a mistake with
less danger [than in divine letters] if in making it he preserved his faith
steadfast.™1 For books that were not conceived of as conduits of divinity,
the authority of ancient codices was not as significant, and variadon among
manuscripts of the same text comprised some category other than crror.
The prevalence of variant versions among sceular texts suggests that at least
for some genses and circumstances, quite apart from the technological
pitfalls, standardization of texts as we know it was nor a significant goal or
cxpectation.

The cxistence of manuscript variants that defy the category of “error™
is a sitvation familiar to anyone who studies medieval literature, and certain
texts like the fourteenth-century Piers Plowman are notorious for the chal-
lenges they pose the critic because of their muldple versions. The Hésroréa
Regum Britanniae (c. 1146),32 the Anglo-Ladn history that forms part of
the textual ancestry of Lazamon's Brut, provides a cogent example. Of the
two hundred-odd extant manuscripis of the Historia Regum Britanniae,
several versions exist, which have been dubbed Vulgare and Vardant ver-
sions by their modem editors.#23 The versions are distinguished largely by
syntactical and stylistic variation, not by substantal detail. The following
collation of several sentences from book 9, chapter 6 is wpical:

Vuigate: /
Variant: / Peracis igitur pro voto omnibus, dux Cormubiae,
Vulgaze; / Pace itaque firmata, /

Variant: post Arturum iter arripicns, / /
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Vulgate: / profectus est aldclud /

Variant: / venit Aldelud, /

Vulgare: /anam atturns iam 3 barbarica opoeecgions liharanwray, 7
Variant: /quam rex ab obsidione barbarica iam Liberaverat, /
Vulgare: / /

Variant: / nepote suo Hoclo sano recepto. /

Vulgate: / Drinde duxir exercitum suum mureis/
Variant: / Duxit inde exercitum Mireis, civitatem Albaniace, /

Vulgate: / ubi obsidebantur scou & pict /
Variant: / ubi audierat hostes sc recepisse. /

Vulgate: / qui tercio contra regem nepotemyue suum dimicantes, /

Varant: / /
Vulgate: / & ab o superati usque ad candem prouinciam
Vanant: /

Vulgate: diffugerant. / e

Variant: / Quo cum perveniret, deserentes munitionem/

Vulgate: / / Ingressi autem stagnum lumonoi/
Varant: / Scout ¢t Picd/ ingressi sunt stagnum Lumonoi/

Vulgare: /occupancrunt insulas que infra erant.
Varant: /atque insulas quae infra erant, occupaverunt,

Vulgate: sccurum refugium querentes; / Hoc autem stagnum /
Varant: refugium quaerentcs. / Hoc stagnum /

Vulgare: /quadraginta insulas continens./ sexaginta flumina
Variant: /scxaginta continebat insulas, / sexaginta flumina
Vaulgate: /recipit / neeex
Variant: / a moentibus Albaniae recipicns fluenta, / nee cx

Vulgate: /co nisi unum solum ad mare decurmit. 44
Variant: /tot fluminibus de stagno labitur in mare pracrer unum, 43

The narrative clements in these passages from the two vesions are the
same: Arthur and Howel advance their armies to Aldclud and Mureis, and
the Scots and Picts that had been attacking flee to refuge in the islands of
Loch Lomond, which is described as receiving the waters of sixty rivers but
having unly one stream How out of it. One difference of detail, the number
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of islands reported varicusly as forty and sixty, is probably arributable to
scribal error, since the Vulgate Version manuscripts vary among themscives
between forty and sixtv. and some us¢ Roman numerals (.Ix. in Griscom’s
Harlech MS 17)%¢ that could casily have been transposed by a scribe to
make forty out of sixry or sixty out of forty. The majority of the differences,
however, are differences of recast and reordered sentences, a kind of theror-
ical scrambling, Either version is adequate. Whatever circumstances pro-
duced the two versions—possibly a creative dictation-taker? or a student
experimenting with Latin grammar? or a revision by the author? or a scribe
just writing it a litde differenty {rom the exemplar?—the manusceipt
diffecences testify to a freedom to change the wording and style of 2 textina
way that postprint culture permits only if the orginal author makes the
changes and even then only before the text is fixed in print. There is no
evidence that the Variant Version and the Vulgate Versions of the Historia
Regum Briranniae were by the same person; indeed, it is no longer certain
which one was composcd by Geoftrey of Monmouth.#? In any case, these
may be the concerns of prnt culure. Medicval scribal culture did noe
necessarily penalize this lack of standardizadon among manuscripts of the
“same” secular text.

Modern print culture, at least prior to the Internet, has made ns help-
less in the face of variant versions largely through the pervasive influence of
the metaphor of the “mechanical.” The controlling metaphor of a mechan-
ical print production system defines the act of composition or authorship as
everything that happens between writer and text undl the text goes to
press, that is, untl the “mechanical” takes over. No cquivalently mechani-
cal phase of book production ever existed in medicval scribal culture. Al-
though there was extensive use of the “inkpen™ image to convey human
“instrumentality” in reproducing sacred texrs, the “inkpen” technology did
not construct an end point to the composition process the way postindus-
trial machines do.*¥ The scribal Middle Ages had no technology-imposed,
mechanical marker of author’s text.

Medicval expectations for nonsacred texts, then, did not necessarily
include expecrations of a {mechanically) fixed text nor of a text that could
be altered anly by its single, original author. Study of the liberal arts was
organized in some cases around pardcular authors’ names, especially for a
few highly codified commentary traditions for pagan authors like Virgil, but
medieval scribal culture left openings for other ways of organizing what a
text was. The technological systems allowed for looser relations between
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systeIm is to oy 1o recognize and suspend print-culrure criteria for establish-
ing authoritatve texts. and the evaluations embedded in those vriteria.

The kinds of problems that can result from a lack of awarcness of one’s s
print-induced bias can be illustrated in two examples. One concerns the
crroneaus nincteenth-century tanslation of the Middle English word feast
as it appears in Oxford MS Bodley 34, the closing lines of the Katherine
Group life of St. Juliana: “Ant. he plat] her least. on wrat swa as he cude.
Amen” [and he that hicre last wrote, such as he could. Amen]. The end ofa
prayesful wish for the scribe, these lines were translated in the thincenth-
century manuscript by a sixtecnth-century hand as “him tha last wrore
Amen, ™9 implying an understanding that this translation of Jufiana had
been copicd a number of times by a number of scribes, and the prayec is
partly for the writer of the manuscript written here most lately (or perhaps
even for the annotator, a reader who is the latest one to write “Amen” ber
[here] on this page). Oswald Cockayne, however, who translated the whole
work in 1872 for the Early English Text Sociery, mistranslated this fine as
“he also, least in pis master, who penned it as well as he was able. Amen. 780
Cockaync’s interpretation implics that the thirteenth-cencury scribe would
have devalued his own activity of copying and would naturally have placed
himself at the bottom of a hierarchy of author, translator, copier. This is a
good example of print-culture expectations asserting themsclves inap-
propriately. D’Ardenne, the most recent editor, overturns Cockayne’s
manslation and defines this Early Middle English usage of feast to mean
“last,™ that is, “most recent,5! as does the Middle English Dictionary
(hereafter MED).52 The important thing for 2 modern reader to recognize
is that this Early Middle English usage of Jeast (last) conveys no special
authority or lack of it to any of the writers.

The second example is another caveat against assuming that implicic
evaluation was meant in medieval descriptions of writers, when the descrip-
tion might in fact be neutral. The Franciscan theologian St. Bonaventure,
whose mid-thirteenth-century writings conwributed to the scholastic de-
bates on authorship of Holy Scripture, was centainly onc of the theonizers
wha explored human roles in channeling God’s word under the assumption
of a hicrarchical relationship between the Divine Awctor and human az-
tores. Bonaventure’s description of four kinds of writers, in the prologue to
his commentary on Peter Lombard’s Libri sentensinrum, is cited by M. B.
Parkes and by A. J. Minnis to exemplify the importance of the human
“author,” that is, a hierarchical reladonship among writers that places ase-
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rorat the 1op and devalues all others. Minnis's translatton of Bonaventure’s
Latin assumes value judgment, in its application of the word merely 1o
seribes:

‘The method of making a book is fourfold. For someone writes the
materials of others, adding or changing nothing, and this person is said
to be merely the scribe. Someone else writes the materials of others,
adding, but nothing of his own, and this person is said to be the
compiler. Someone else writes both the materials of other men, and of
his own, but the materials of others as the principal materials, and his
own annexed for the purpose of clarifying them, and this person is said
to be the commentator, not the author. Someone else writes both his
own materials and those of others, but his own as the principal mate-
rials, and the matcrials of others annexed for the purpose of confirming
his own, and such must be called the author.53

[quadruplex est modus faciendi librum. Aliquis enim scribit aliena,
nihi! addendo vel mutando; et istc mere dicitur scripror., Aliquis scribit
alicna addendo, sed nun de suoj et iste compilator dicitur. Aliquis
scribit et aliena et sua, sed alicna tamquam principalia, ct sua mmquam
annexa ad evidentiam; ctiste dicitur commentator non auctor. Aliquis
scribit et sua et aliena, sed sua tamquam principalia, aliena ramquam
annexa ad confinmationem et debet dici auctor. }54

But if one looks at Bonaventure’s Latin, with suspicion of one’s own print
bias that expects hierarchy, onc realizes that Bonaventure’s descripton
does not devalue the scribe. The Latin word mere (adverb form of merss)
does not mean “merely”; it means “purely, unmixedly.” This is the scribe
and nothing but the scribe; this is wholly the scribe.

The distinctions amony scripsur, compilator, commentator, and auctor
are distinctions of relative propertion of the marenial wriven—what propor-
tion comes from other writers, what proporton from this writer?—and
cven authors are not said to be entirely original. Authors are writers with
the lowest proportion of material by others. What the quotation reveals is
the great variety of configurations of writing responsibilities in a scribal
system. In this passage, Bonaventure’s Latin does not praise any one ace of
writing more than any other. It would, in fact, be an interesting exercise to
reexamine the scholastic writings on authorship for the presence or absence
of evaluative cucs. Mcanwhile, it behooves the modem reader to keep in
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mind that in medieval seribal culture, copying books could be and often
was g literary activity.

'Lexts produced in medieval scribal culture shoultd be approached nof
with the assumption that author and scribe are automatically fixed in a
hicrarchical relationship (even though thar is sometimes true in medicval
scribal culure). These texts shosuld be approached with a questioning acti-
tude: in the focalized context of the rext under consideration, what were the
rcl.uums among_iu_n-as of writers and b bcuvccn wntt.rs and tcu‘ This brings
us to a Jook at some s spcc:ﬁc historical contexts that inchude or have bearing

on Early Middle English texts.

Historical ConTexTs ofF EarLy MibpLe ENGLISH
Scrapar CULTURE

Questions about what relations exist between author and scribe, or what
authors, scribes, or other writers do, have been applied to the whole of
Latin Christendom from Roman times through the twelfth century, and the
vocabulary used by medieval texts to refer to acts of writing has been one
major source of evidence. Jean Leclercq and Paul Saenger, most notably,
have argued that Latin “vocabulary of composition” developed a strict
oppositon of meaning between the terms seribere and diceare by the tenth
century, the distincton being that between “copying” and “compaosing, 5%
Their claim centers on the idea that the term ary dictaming, the art of
composing documents and letters, reflected the specialization of meaning
(“composing,™ “authoring™) attendant to forms of diczare.

In The Lovc of Learning and the Desire for God, Jean Leclereq relies on
this theory of semantic distnction of dictare and sersberein his discussion of
the sermons by Bemard of Clairvaux (d. 1153).56 In addressing the *prob-
lems™ of multple versions of some of Bernard's sermons, Leclercq’s agenda
is a characteristic product of print culture: to sorr out what was original with
Bernard. He thus categorizes manuscript varations as “intervention by
notaries.”57 Leclereg’s discussion is sometimes fucled by a print-culture
expectation of a series of author-controlled drafts and a final author-
approved fixed text, and the credibility ot his descriptions may be com-
promised by his inability to see his own {our own) cultural bias substituting
for evidence. For example,

To “dictate” could thus refer to the successive siages of commpositon
First came the impressing on wax tablees of the first draft of a work;
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this was reread, corrected, and only then was the definitive version
“noted” cither by the author himself or, more frequendy, by a profes-
sional “notiry” wio copicd iL uver & ook ft down fom dictarion 58

Some cxtant sermon texts from the seribal period may be the result of such
a sequence and division of labor and such a stopping point, but not all, as
Leclereq himself reveals clsewhere in cxamples of texts copied from other
sermon texts and texts written down variously by congregation members as
they were being preached. 9 Nevertheless, it does not occur to Leclercq to
modify his model to accommodate this varicty of sermon types and their
processes of becoming textualized.

Paul Saenger has traced the philology of the Latin terms seribere and
dicrare in the context of his study about developments in silent and oral
reading.¢ Relying partly on Leclereq's discussion, Saenger summarizes his
view of the semantic changes that occurred with seribere and diceare: dicsare
meant “to dictate” in republican Rome; in imperial Rome, dictare occa-
sionally referred to “the act of authorship™; by the tenth century dictare
primarily referred to “the act of compositian,” in the context of the ars
dictaminis, which Saenger envisions as orally composed and performed; in
the thirteenth century the act of composing significd by diczare could bea
silent, internalized process, “composing by listening to an inner voice.m61
The termn seribere, according to Saenger, followed the reverse path: “In
republican Rome . . . seribere connoted both the mechanical art of writing
and the act of composition™; in imperial Rome seribere still was “the more
usual term™ for “the act of authorship™; by the tenth century, seribere “came
to refer almost exclusively to the physical act of writing.762

This analysis parallels Minnis’s study of twelfih- through fourtcenth-
century developments in theory of authorship of sacred texts, in the sense
that the argument is organized around making distinctions among writerly
acts and assuming an attendant hicrarchy among those acts. But Sacnger’s
claims are too gencral. At least two localized bodies of literature show
medieval usage of scribere to refer to writing processes that cover the whole
range from copying to authoering.

Twelfth-century Anglo-Latin histories provide the first counter-
example. Vocabulary evidence from these twelfth-century texts challenges
the centrafity of a conceptual disuncrion between campusing and copying in
medieval Latin lferters. Henry of Huntingdon's Historia Anglorim,s3
which was written in various conrinuations between 1129 and Henry’s
death in 1154, refers to Henry both as author and writer. In the epilogue
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to the Historiu Angloruns (which in continuations after 1135 is incorpo-
rated as the prologue to book 8, De Suntmitaribus), Henty addresses him-
sclf as auctor historine:

Dic, Henrice, dic, hujus aucror historiae, qui fuerint illivs temporis
archidiaconi.s5

[Tell me, Henry, author of this history, tell me—wha were the arch-
deacoans of former times?]¢¢

The same cpilogue refers to the soriptor bistoriae:

Hic est igitur annus illc a quo seriptor historiae snam voluir aetatem a
scquentibus compurari.67

[This is the year, therefore, from which the writer of history has
wanted his age to be measured, by those who follow. ]

and in book 7, Henry refers to himself as che scriptor in a passage that
idendfics him personally.

Eodem anno Nicholaus, pater illius gui hane scripsit historinm, mortis
legibus concessit, et sepuitus est apud Lincoliam. De quo dictum est:

“Stella cadit cleri, splendor marcet Nicholai;
Stella cadens cleri, splendeat arce Dei.”

Hoc ideo seriptor suo inseruit operi, ut apud omnes legentes mutuum
labaris obtineat, quatenus pictatis affectu dicere dignentur, “Anima
tjus in pace requicscat. Amen.”%8

[In the same year Nicholas, father of the man who wrore this Listory,
yiclded to the rule of death, and was buried at Lincoln. Of him it has
beea said:

“The star of clerks has fallen,
Nicholas’s light fades out;

But the star of clerks having fallen,
the citadel of God shines forth.”

The author has placed this in his work, that he might obtain a recipro-
cal labor from all his readers, since picty makes it fiting o say, “May
his soul rest in peace, Amen,"]69
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Henry does not use the word dicsare to refer to his act of authoring his
chronicle; he uses scribere. His use of both auctor and seripror to refer
himself suggests the interchangeability of those terms to refer to the
creator,/writer of this chronicle.

In book 5 of Historia Anglorum Henry refers 1o the stylistically
minded writers of Anglo-Saxon chronicles as scriptores, in reference to the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle eatty for 937 on the battle of Brunanburg, which
he translares to Latn.

De cujus proelii magnitudine Anglécs scriptores quasi carminis modo
prologuentes, et extrancis tam verbis quam figuris usi, ranslatione fida
donandi sunt, ut pene de verba in verbum ¢orm interpremantes clo-
quium, ex gravitate verborum gravitatem acruum et animorum gentis
iltius condiscamus.”?

fOf the magnitude of this battle, English wrirers tell in poctic form,
and have cmployed forcign language as well as foreign figures of
speech; they should be given a faithful transladon, so that, rendering
their eloquence almost word for word, we may thoroughly leam
through the dignity of the language the dignity of the deeds and minds
of those people.}7!

Elsewhere Henry again refers to writers/creators of histores or chronicles
as seriprores, but it is the personal references to himself and the reference to
the Brunanburg chroniclers that serve as conclusive cxamples that seriptor
and scribere could and did denote the act of composition or authorship in
addition to the physical act of writing, at least in the context of this Anglo-
Latin history.

Another Anglo-Latin historian who used scribere to mean “compose™
was William of Newburgh. The preface to William of Newburgh's Historia
Rerum Anglicarum contains his famous rejection of Geoftrey of Mon-
mouth’s version of history, and claims his own work tollows more legiti-
mate historical traditions established by Bede.?2 In the extended contrast
between the “historian™ Bede and the “fabler” Geoffrey of Monmouth,
Witliam’s preface discusses the making of a history entirely without refer-
ence to any form of dictare. Various forms of scribere do, however, express a
range of writing rasks from copying to composing. Like Henry of Hunt-
ingdon, William of Newburgh uses a form of seribere to refer to the record-
ing of history by ancient historians.
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Quomodo cnim histariggraphs veteres, quibus ingenti curae fuit nihil
memorabile seribends omittere, qui etiam mediocria memoriac man-
dassc noscuntur, virum incomparabilem, cjusque acra supra modum
insignia, silentio practerire potuerunt:?3

[For how would the c/der bistorians, wha were ever anxious [when
writing] to omit nothing remarkable, and even recorded trivial cir-
cumstances, pass by unnoticed so incomparable a man, and such sur-
passing decds? |74

Seribendo refers here to “compiling” and “recording,” not just transcrib-
ing. William applics derivations of seribere to Geoffrey of Monmouth as well
as to the ancient historians, although he represents Geoffrey’s writing as the
fabrication of lics rather than the recording of true history.

(13 At contra quidam nostris temporibus, pro expiandis his Britonum

(2)

(3)

maculis, seriptorcmersit, ridicula de cisdem figmenta contexens, cosque
longe supra virtutem Macedonum ¢t Romanerum impudenti vanitate
atrollens.”s

[For the purposc of washing out those stains from the character of the
Britons, a writer in our dmes has started up and iuvensed the most
ridiculous fictions concerning them, and with unblushing effrontery,
extols them far above the Macedonians and Romans. )7¢

ficC verctur, ut verum non taceat, Brito de Britonibus scribrre, quod
nec in bello fortes fuerine, nec in pace fideles.?7

[(T)here can be no suspicion that the truth is disguised, when a Briton,
speaking of Britons, declares, that they were neither courageous in war,
nor faithful in peace.J78

quae homo ille de Arturo et ejus vel successoribus vel, post Vortgir-
num, pracdecessoribus scribere curavit, ., 79

{that whatever Geoffrey has writren, subscquent wo Vortigern, cither of
Arthur, or his successors, or predecessors | . . J80

For William of Newburgh, the significant ditference between Geolrey and
ancient historians is the “truth™ or lack thereof of the historics th 'y wrote,
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but in cither case forrns of scribere denote an act of compilaton or composi-
tion. At onc point in the preface, Geoffrey of Monmouth’s choices about
what he included in his history become 2 foil to William of Newburgh's
own decisions about what he will include in bis history, and again William’s
diction, in opposing emirro to seripserit (as well as to confinxerit), invokes a
process of compositional decision-making:

Omitro quanta de gestis Britonum ante Julii Cacsaris imperium homo
ille confinxerit, vel ab aliis conficta ranquam authentica seripseriz 8}

[I omiz this man’s inventions concering the exploits of the Britons
previous to the government of Julius Caesar, as well as the fictdons of
others which he has recorded, as if dicy were authentic. 32

In one other place, the prefatory epistle to the abbot of Rievaulx, William of
Newburgh refers to himseif and his own process of writing this history, and
he cxpresses his rask through the term conscribere.

Lizeras sanctitatis vestrac suscepi, quibus mihi studium et operam re-
rum memeorabilium, quae nostris temporibus copiosius provenerunt,
ad nottiam cautelamque posterorum  conscribendarum  dignaror
ingererc.83 o '

[1 have reccived the letters of your holiness, wherein you deign to
assign to me the care and labour of wriring (for the knowledge and
instruction of posterity} a history of the memorable events which have
so abundantly occurred in our own times. ]84

This variant on scribere refers to an act of gathering and recording informa-
tion that is not nccessarily contained in written exemplars, and that by
implicadon must be formulared into a written wext by William. William
applies the same verb, conscribere, to Bede, his model of a responsible
historian.

Historiam gentis nostrac, id est, Anglorum, venenabilis presbyter et
monachus Beda comscripsit¥3

[The history of our English nation kas been written by the venerable
Beda, a priest and monk. 8¢
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Conscribere thus funcrions for William as a verb that mecans more than
mechanical copying. The dicdon of these texts severcly qualifies the re-
ceived conciusion that scribere and dicsare tormed a binary apposition of
meaning. In the Anglo-Ladn historics of Henry of Huntingdon and
William of Newburgh, scrifere covers a range of meanings that include all
the compository and imaginative acts of writing by historians in addition to
“mercly” copying. Further, seribiere seems to be the preferred term for _
describing what a historian does.

There was another Latin word uscd in twelfth-century Anglo-Latin
histories that did apparently have the specialized meaning of “to copy™:
transeribere. William of Newburgh uses this word in the limited sense of “to
reproduce a book™ in a reference to the work of Gildas:

paucis cum vel transcribere vel habere curantibus, raro invenitur.87
[few persons care cither to transeribe or possess it, 88

Iv is significant that this term is a (prefixed) form of seribere, just demon-
strated to have a widely inclusive semantic range in Anglo-Lacin histories.
What sranscribere adds to seribere is the idea of transference, from one
written text to another manuscript, Trans- does not necessarly add any
idca of mechanical exactness of duplication any more than seribere usually
conveys that concept. Transcribers and scribere are not binary Opposites.
Scribereis a more general term that can include the meaning of ra nscribere;
itis not a term that opposes eranscribere with the idea of onginaliry. This is
another important comrective to Sacnger’s study, which unseli-consciously
opposes “the act of compositon™ to “the mechanical ant of writing,"89
Saenger falls into the trap of assuminhg that “to copy” is equivalent to %to
copy cxactdy,” like a machine.

The twelfth-century Anglo-Latin histories are not anomolous in their
generalized use of sevbere to refer to a range of wri ting acts fram authoring
to copying. In A. J. Minnis’s discussion of fourteenth-century English
writers Gower and Chaucer and cheir writerly roles in the context of scho-
lastic theorics of authorship, Minnis cites a quotation from Gower’s Vox
clamantis that uses seribere in this generalized way and thus provides a
second counrerexample to Sacnger’s conclusions.

Hos cgo compegi versus, quos fuderat in me
Spiritus in sompnis: nox erat illa grauis.
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Hec set vt auctor cgo non scripsi metta libello,
Que tarnen audiui trado legenda dbi:

Non tumor ex capite proprio me scribere fecit
Ista, set vt voces plebis in aure dabant. 0

[T have brought together these verses, which a spirit urtered in me
while I was aslcep: that night was burdensome. Bur I have not written
as an authority these verses in a book; rather, T am passing on what 1
heard for you to read. A swelling of my own head did not cause me to
writs these things, but the voice of the people put them in my car.]??

As Minnis points out, Gower is denying that he bears primary responsibility
for the matter of this book, that is, denying he is awctor. But his use of seripsi
in line 1445 implies that the verb could be understood to be the act of an
aucror and must have qualification (vt aucror). His further use of the verb
scribere in line 1447 is directly in the service of describing authorship: “A
swelling of my own head did not cause (feciz) me to write (seribere) these
things.” This entirc quotadon from Gower displays an interesting struggle
with what it might mean ro distinguish levcls of responsibility in different
writing acts. Gower’s final description of 2 community in the text—*the
voice[s] of the people put them in my car™ [ v2 voces plebis in aure dabant]—
is highly reminiscent of the Easly Middle English formulations of a century
betore, but unlike the Early Middle English notion that the author joins
that conmunity, this scholastic-influericed idea is that this writer must |
separate himsclf from and defer to that community.92

EARLY MIDDLE ENGLISH VOCABULARY OF WRITING

How does Early Middle English vocabulary of composition compare, in its
articulation of reladons between scribes and authors? T have surveyed the
sclf-reflexive passages in a number of works in Early Middle English exist-
ing in manuscripts dated by palcographical means to have been copied
between 1100 and 1300.93 A consistent pattemn emerges: the exactrole of a
writer (¢.g., whether copyist or author) is often ambiguons; what is never
ambiguous is the spiritual significance of the [abor of writing, whatever
form the labor takes. '

Oxford, Jesus College MS 29 is one of the principal manuscripts con-
tiining Early Middle English (EME) texts: it was copied, according to Ker,
between 1250 and 1300,4 and itincludes “The Owi and the Nightngale™
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plus twenty-seven other EME texes. Three of the poems unique o Oxford,
Jesus Colicge MS 29 (hereafier Jesus 29) make menton of cheir WIILLrs,
and as a group the poems exemplify an ambiguity about the precise writerly
acts being camried out. The work listed in Mois’s editon as A Moral Ode:
Tractatus quidam in anglico™5 has an addendum afier the “Amen” that
exhorts the audience, who could cither be reading or hearing, wo pray fora
writer who could be cither copier or composer:

bat we more to him cume . hwenne we heonne wendep.
Amen. Bidde we nu Icoue freond . yonge and ck olde.
bac be par pis wrye wrot . his saule beo per [heaven]
atholde, Amen.96

[thac we might come to him, when we go from here.
Amcn. Let us pray now, dear friends, younyg as well as old,
that bz whe wrote this writing, may his soul be keprt there [in

heaven]. Amen. ]

The postscript placcment of these lines might suggest that it is a copyist
who asks to be prayed for, but similar vocabulary is used to refer to the
writer of “A Luue Ron,"®7 who may well be the author of that pocm as
named in its incipit.

Incipit quidam cantus quem composwit frater Thomas de hules.o®
{Here begins a certain song which Brother Thomas of Hales composed. |
The ending of “A Luue Ron” includes the following:

pis tym mayde ich pe sende.

open and wip-vee scl

And yeue him god endynge.

pat hauep iwryten pis iltke wrye. Amen 99

{This rhyme, maid, I send 10 you,

open and without seal,

And may God give himn a good ending,
who has written this same writing, Amen.]



Medieval Scribal Culture and the Enjoming Text /29

The incipit, text, and epilogue of “A Luue Ran” tell a frame-story about 2
friar writing this song at the request of 2 young Christian woman, urg-
ing her 1o leam it “bute bok™ (without the book, i.c., by heart) and teach
it to her fricnds, and to take out the “wryt” (writing) and sing it to dis-
tract herself from “longynge” (desire).t%% The text represents itself as hav-
ing been composed and copied by the same person and addressed 1o a
specific reader. The third poem, “The Passion of our Lord,”10! uscs the
same verb iwryten but constructs a context that mixes oral performance
with written text and presents the writer/teller as not inventing but trans-
mitting the text. The prologue asscmbles these clements in the first two
lines:

Iherep nv onc lutele tale, pat ich cu wille relle.
As we vyndep bit fwrite. in pe godspelle 102

[Now listen to a little tale, that 1 will el to you,
As we find it written, in the Gospel.]

This frame-story postulates a teller reporting a tale he found written in the
Bible, but the ending lines of the poem acknowledge that the text is a
writing of his zelling; the writer and the “teller” may or may not be the
samec.

And he fat hasuep pis rym iwryten, beo hwat he beo.
God in pissc lyue. hyne lete wel ipeo.

And alle his iveren. bope yonge and olde.

God hcom lete heore ordre. trewliche her holde, 103

[And be who has writzen this vhyme, whatever he may be,
May God cause him to prosper in this life,

And [for] all his companions, both young and old,

May God cause them to keep their vows faithfully here. ]

Of the circumstances surrounding the making of these three works, we
know only what the “frame-stories™ tell us. To some extent they may be
litcrary conventions. Nevertheless, they present three different scenarios for
the relationship between composing and copying: (1) copicr of another’s
composition; (2) composer/copyist {one person), writing to a specific per-
son; {3) adapter of Holy Wrir, either dictating or writing a text for oral
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performance. Whether inventing or transmitting a text, all rcturn to the
same vocabulary for referring to themselves: He that has this writ or rhyme
iwryten. Even more so than the Ladn of twelfth-century English historians,
Early Middle English vocabulary does not seem to discriminate berween
copying and composing.

The precise role of “the one who wrote™ the poem variously called
“The XI Pains of Hell” and “St. Paul’s Vision,”1% another work in Jesus
29, is complicared ro reconstruct because the work exists in many versions
(in Greek, Latin, and medieval vernaculars). The Jesus 29 text names 3
writer and calls attention to the writer in both English and French:

K ces xs. peynes escryn(er)a.

Bon Auent{ur)e, ly auendra.

Hwa so wroz pes pyne(n) elleuene.

His soule mote cu{m)me te heuene.

{And) pleye p(cr) myd cngles bryhte.

For .Hug’. is his rilte nome

{And) he is curteys and hendy.

pi. god him lete wel endy. Am(en)—eN, 105

[ Whocver wroze these “Eleven Pains®
May good forrune come to him.
Whosoever wrote these “Pains Eleven”
May his soul go to heaven,

And play there amid the bright angels.
For Hugh s bis proper name

Aad he is courtcous and gracious,
May God let him end well. Amen.]

Is Hug' the copyist, or is he versifier and/or wranslator? 77 Manual of
Writings in Middle English classifies this text as version a, the carliest of six
Middle English versions of the “Vision of St. Paul,” and lists one other
manuscript, Oxford, Bodlcy MS 1687 (Digby 86), containing this version
with somie variations.19¢ The Digby 86 text197 lacks all reference to Hug’
or cven to a generic “Hwo so wrot pes” [Whosoever wroie these] and
instecad exiends the aposuophe and praycr to “Sweete Jhesu” with no
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reference to any writer. In place of the Jesus 29 version’s final five couplets,
the Digby 86 version has a sixteen-line conclusion in which the verse form
alters from couplets to rhyming quatrains thar interlock with couplets in a
more sophisticated rhyme scheme than that of the Jesus 29 text (a4 b6 sasa
cece bbbb).198 Thus both manuscnipr texts appear to have a somewhat
detachable sct of concluding verses, one set that suddenly departs from the
rhyme scheme of the foregoing 291 lines, and one sct that preserves the
couplet rthyme scheme to the end and within thae consistent verse form
names its writer. The manuscripts arc reported as roughly contemporary
with cach other,199 so paleographical evidence cannot establish the chron-
ological scquence of the two texrs. Hug® may be the ranslator; Hug' may
be the copyist; Hug’ may be both. Whatever the case, the prayer for spir-
itual reward applies.

The Early Middle English [ulianall?is another text that exists in two
manuscripts, Oxford, Bodiey MS 34 (S.C. 1883) and London, Brrsh
Library MS Royal 17A.xavii, both copied in the early thirteenth century, 111
and one of them, the Bodley 34 text (hereafter fuliana-Bodley 34), may
discriminate between translator and scribe in its closing lines.

Hwen drihtin o domes dei windwed his hweate, 7 [weopd] b(zt)
dusti chef to hellene heave. He more beon a corn i godes
guldenc cdene. pe turnde pis of latin ro engliSche ledene. Ant

lie fi(st) her least. on wrar swa as he cude. AMeN 112

[When the lord winnows his wheat on the day of judgment and
flings the

dusty chaff to hell’s heat, may br be a kemel in God’s

gilded Eden who turned this from Latin to English song,

as well as the last one who wrate here such as be knew how. Ainen. ]

The other manuscript of Juliana, MS Royal 17A.xxvii (hereafter Juliana-
Royal), does not contain the epiloguc nor the specific reference to transla-
tor nor scribe. That these lincs in Bodley 34 refer to two separate people,
one who translated a Latin life of Juliana into English and another who
wrote this particular manuscript, is probable; this was the interpretation of
the sixtcenth-century reader who wrote an updated version of these lines in
the bottom margin of folio 52 of the manuscript, and of both ninetcenth-
and twenticth-century editors (although Cockayne, as mendoned carlier,
fell into the trap of assuming EME Jease meant “least in importance” rather

™,

Wl

!
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than “last™). There is no sense that the scribe deserves any less reward than
the translator, since the import of the whole epilogue is to grant the same
wished-for reward—to be 2 “com™ in God's Eden—1a hath rranslarar and
writer cqually.

Concluding lines in one of the manuscripts of the EME Ancerene Riwle
also suggest a division of labor in the production of the text but again show
no favoritsm in requests for the readers’ prayers. London, Briush Library,
MS Cotton Nero A.xiv (hereafier Ancrene-Nero)!3 structures jts penult-
mate sentence like the closing sentence of Julisna-Bodley 34,11+ but in-
stead of copyist and translator Ancrene-Nero seems to distinguish copyist
and composer/compiler:

amen. asc ofte as 3¢ readed out o pisse boc! greted pe Iefilt mid one aue
maric xor him Oet makede peos riwle. and for him pet bire wrot and
swonc her abuten, Inouh medful ich am? pet bidde so lutel. 115

[amen. As often as you read out of this book, praise the Lady with one
Ave Maria for him who made this rule, and for bim wha wroze it and
labored here abows. T am very undemanding who asks so litle. )

The syntax is more responsible than the vocabulary for su peesting that
prayers for two people are called for. The MED defines maken 1s “to write
or compose” and shaws a range of meaning that extends from the physical
act of writing (“to write (a letter of the alphabet)™) to the administrative act
of having a document drawn up (“to draw up and/or writc a (legal or
commercial document); also, have (such a document) made.”) 1o the com-
positional act of authoring.!!¢ The phrase “him der makede peos riwle”
[him who made this rule] could theoretically refer to the copyist, cxeept
that in this case other words—“him pet hire wrot and swonc lier abuten™
[him who wrote it and labored here about}—scem to apply there. Even if
we assume that the one who “makede™ Ancreme-Nero is the one who
ariginally drew the rule up, that person still gets no more and 1o less reward
than the scribe: “onc ane marde” from the reader.

This casc is particularly interesting because two other mmnuscripes of
the Ancrene Riwle, London, British Library MS Cortcon Titus I3.xvii {here-
after Ancrene-Titus) 17 and Cambridge, Corpus Chrisu Colleye MS 402
(hereafter Ancrene~Corpus Christi),! 18 contain variations on the same ap-
peal to the reader, but neither makes a clear distincdon beoveen roles of
composer and copyist.
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{1} Amen. Ase ofte as 3¢ hauen red oht o pis boc? Gretes ure
lauedi wid an. Auc. for him p(et) swanc ber abuten 119

[Amen. As often as you have rcad out of this baok, praise Qur
Lady with an Ave for Jrins who labored heve about.)

{2)  AMcN. ASc ofte a5 3¢ habbed ired cawiht her on! greted
e leafdi wid an aue? for him p(et) mwonc ber abusen, Inch
meadful ich am pe bidde sc lutel. Explicit. Ipench o pé writers
i pinc beoden sumchearre! ne beo hit ne se lutel. hit tumed pe
to gode. p(xt) ru bidest for opre.120

[AMcN. As often as you have read a whit herein, praise

the Lady with an Ave for bim wha labored bere about. T am very
undemanding who asks so little. The End. Remember

your writer in your praycers, be it ever so litde. It tumns you to good,
that you pray for another. ]

The simple appeal of Ancrene-Titus is the common denominator for all
three texts, an invitation to pray for the one who swane, who labored in an
unspecific way—translaring, compiling, or copying—to make this book. If
we assume that the onc who “swanc” is the copyist, as the reference seems
to be in Ancrene-Nero, then what do we make of the second plea to pray for
“pi writere™ [your writer] in Ancrene-Corpus Christi? Ancrene-Corpus
Christi is ambiguous abour whether one or two persons is to be prayed for.
The one who “swonc” (labored) may be the scribe and the “writere™ the
original author; the one who “swonc” may be the original author and the
“writerc” the present scribe; the onc who “swonc” may be a former scribe
and the “writere™ the current scribe; the “writere™ may indeed be intended
to be the same as “him p(zt) swonc,” a variation in a second plca post-
scripted for emphasis. EME writere can have the meaning of original author
{e.g., in the London, British Library, MS Royal 17A.xxvii text of the life of
St. Katherine);»21 it can also refer 1o a copyist, as in EIfic’s use of the term
umpritere.122 Tt has already been demonstrated that mriten as a verb in-
cludes the whole range from “copy” to “composc™ and does not necessarily
distinguish those activities.!23 The positioning of the Ancrene—Corpus
Christd plea after the explicit suggests it was an afterthought by the copyist
to drum up support for himszlf or herself, What remains the case for ail
these appeals is that, whatever the ambiguity about who does what, none of
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the various kinds of writers nor their activitics are devalucd below any
others.

Far from indicaung any sensc of priority for composing aver copying,
then, sclf-referential passages in EME cexts cither obscure disunctions be-
tween copyists and composers or mete out the same reward o both. The
speech by St. Margaret quoted at the beginning of this chapter fits this
EME context as it multiplies the number of people with relations to this
book and to God.

Ich bidde 7 biseche pe . . . plet] hwa-se-cauer boc wriz of i lif-lade,
oder bi-3et hit iwriten, oder halt hiv 7 haued oftest on honde, oder
hwa-sc hit cauer reded, oder pene redere blideliche fusted, wealdent of
heouene, wurde ham alle sone hare sunnen for-jeuene. 124

[Ipray and beseech you . . . thatwhosoever wrires the book of my life, or
causes it to be written, or holds it and has it very often in hand, or
whaosoever readsit, or listenshappily to its reader, Ruler of licaven, may
all their sins be forgiven soon. ]

Like this catalog of things to do with books, the emphasis of the EME
antributions surveyed here is on the need for the spiritual beneiits this labor
of text making might have for the soul. There is no consistent atention to
questions of original authorship in these exhortations, and indeed if there
were, the concept of originality would have to be modified te take into
account the fact that at least five of the seven texts cited here are transla-
tions from Latin or French (all except “A Luue Ron™ and possibly Asncrene
Riwle). Unlike the modern privileging of author over techaicin, thesey
manuscripts do not favor one kind of writing over another; they do reveal a
consistent privileging of spiritual reward over carthly reward. As carthly
labors that might aid the soul’s quest for God, translating, ¢rearing, adape-
ing, copying were all equal. .
These EME attitudes do not exist in 2 historical vacium, Similar
categorics and values were present in Old English vernacular liserature that
preceded Early Middic English, but literary discussion of authors and
scribes in Old English literature has been subject to the same print biases
that may have distorted description of Latin vocabulary. Discusiions of the
status of the writer Cynewulf are a prime example. Since the 1unic “signa-
tures” of Cynewulf were nodced in 1832, Cynewulfhas been presumed the
unquesgoned author of the Old English poems Elene, Julisona, Christ 11,
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and Fates of the Apostles125 which arc distributed among two manuscripts,
the Excter Book and the Vercelli Book. Scholarly distinction of “author™
from “scribe” or “adapter™ has been enforced with such sorenpth that
evidence o the contrary has been simply ignored, for example by George
Philip Krapp in 1932.

By virtuc of the runic symbols on fol. 133a, in the passage following
the end of the namative of Eleng, this is onc of the few Anglo-Saxon
pocms the authorship of which is unquestionced, for all agree that the
poem was written by Cynewulf. This runic passage, it should be noted,
is an appendage or epiloguc to Elene. . . . Nothing in the content of
this runic passage connects it inescapably with Elene, and indeed st is 5o
different in gencral siyle thar is would seem to have been composed as an
entirely independent effors. The connection of the runic passage with
the rest of the poem is therefore not strucrural but casual, though shis
Jace scarcely justifies any doubts of it as a genuine addition to Elene )26

By “a genuinc addidon,” Krapp meant an addition by the original author.
Thar he feltimpelled to reassure the reader of the “genuine™ nature of the
runic passage reveals the privileged position of original authorship in his
(and, still, our modern) critical system: structural integrity can be sacrificed,
but not single authorship.

The runic signatures of Cynewulf in the four Anglo-Saxon poems
actually have much in common with the EME seribes’ sclf-referential com-
mcnts just surveyed. Two of the Cynewulfian pocins, Juliana and Fates of
the Apostles, ask the reader directly to pray for “me,” presumably the
Cynewulf whose name is embedded in the texts in runes:

Bidde ic monna gchwone
gumena cynnes,  pe pis gied wrzce,
bet he mee neodful & noman minson
Aemyne modig,  ond meotud bidde
pxt me heofona helm  helpe gefremmel2?

(1 pray to anyone
among humankind  whe has moved through this poem
that he mention me by nane,
carnest and full-spiriced,  wnd that be pray to the creator
that the protector of heaven  should afford me aid]
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Nu sc ponne bidde beorn se e hufige
bysscs giddes begang baet he gecomrum me
punc buigan beap  heipe indde,

fribes ond fultomes.

Sic pes gemyndig,  mann se dc lufige
pisses galdres begang,  pat he geoce me
ond frofre fricle, 128

| Now, therefore, I pray  to the man who appreciates
the course of this poem  that 4 pray

to the boly apostles  for aid of peace and protection
far mournful me.

Let the man who appreciates  the course of this sang
be mindful of this,  that he seck help

and comfort for me.]

These appeals use some of the same phrasing seen in the later EME scribal
appeals, especially the initial word “bidde™ (cf, “A Moral Ode™: “Bidde we
nu leouc freond . . \”}),12% Their purposc is the same in the EME and Oid
English texts: the reminder, afier the text has been read or heard, thar its
| existence depends on a person whose soul, like all souls, needs spiritual help
" in the form of prayer. As in many of the EME appeals, the precise writerly
, role of the persan is not specified as author or scribe.

The Cynewulfian and the EME requests for readers’ prayers both
position themsclves at or near the end of their texts, with the qualification
that the Old English appeals are rather longer than the EME ones. The Old
English attribution and appeal passages comprise 37 lines in Jukiana, avext
of 731 total extant lines; 35 lines in Fazes of the Apostles, a textof 122 lines;
86 lines in Elene, a texr of 1,321 lines, and 88 lines in Chrisz 1, from a total
of 427.

Only one of the four Cynewulfian cndings, that in Elenc, is markedly
“derachable” like some of the EME ones. According to Krapp, the single
marnuscript of Eleae is divided into numbered sections, and the narragve
coucludes ar the end of scction 14 with the marker “Finit.” An additional
section numbered 15 follows the “Finit™ in the manuscripr, a:d this “ap-
pendage or epilogue™ contains the sighature. 39 A seylistic marker also
separates this final section from the preceding 1,235 poiic lines: con-
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centrated end rhyme in lines 1236-50, including pairs “fus™-*hus,”
“preodude™-“reodode,” “nearwe”-“gearwe,” “rihe”-“miht,” “aseled”-
“geweeled,” “onleac™“breac,” plus several off-rhymes. Such a prosodic
shift recalls the similar case of the EME “XI Pains of Hell,” which had two
different “detachable™ endings in Jesus 29 and Digby 86, onc of which
(Digby 86) altered the rhymc scheme of the final sixteen lines.

In two of the other Cynewulfian poemns, the beginnings of the runic
passages are signaled by a shift where the narradve voice suddenly steps into
first person with a self-referendal “ic™ or “me™ ( Chrisr 11, line 789; Juliana,
line 695; Fates uscs “ic™ throughout), although this transiton to a focus on
the (or a) writer does nor yield quite the sense of detachability that the
closing of Elene signals. In Juliana, for example, the ending request for
prayers (lines 695-731) completes a structure in which Juliana’s past trials
are set in parallel opposition to the speaker’s present trials, a parallel sup-
ported by diction echoes between the runic passage and the earlicr narrative
(c.g., lines 699-700, cf. 669-70). The attribution passage is thus con-
stucted to fit in with a larger rhetorical pattem. Whether completely
“detachable” or not, however, the runic signatures of Cyncwulf and the
EME scribal claimers show overall at least as much similarity as difference of
form and function.

My purpose here is not to prove that Cynewulf was a scribe rather than
an author, but to focus on the lack of importance that distinction may have
held in Anglo-Saxon and EME scribal culture, Even when a text includes 2
writer’s name, the reason for thar name’s presence is not neceessarily au-
thorial attribution as a twenticth-century secular reader understands it. The
ambiguous reference in Jesus 29 to Hug’, quite possibly a copyist of “The

J' XTI Pains of Hell,” bears witness to the inclusion of names other than
1 original authors. The Old English Julizna clearly specifics that the name of
Cynewulfis present in order that the reader can pray for him by name, “bi
noman minum.” 3! Both manuscripts of the EME Lazamon's Brusinvoke
the same purpose, including the name not only of one text-maker but also
of his father; both versions invite prayer for the parent as well as the writer.

AN preost wes on lcoden? Lazamon wes iboten.
he wes Leonenades sone? lide him beo Drihten.
Nu bidde[d] Lazamon alcne ardele mon?

for pene almiten Godd.

pet peos boc rede! 7 leornia peos runan.
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pat he peos sodfeste word? segge to-sumne.

for his fuder saule! pa hine for[d] brouhte.
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7 for his awene saule! pat hire pe selre beo. Ament32

[A priest was among the people; be was called Lagamon.
He was Leovenath’s son—may God be kind to him.
Now Lazamon asks every nobie person—

for the sake of almighty God—

who rcads this book and takes in its knowledge

that he say the true words all properly together

Jor his father’s soul, who brought him forth,

and for his mother’s soul, who bore him,

and for bis mon soul, that it prosper, Amen. )

A prest was in londe. Laweman. was hate.

he was Lzucais sone. lef him beo Driste.

Nu biddep Laweman. echne godne mon.

for pe misde Godces loue. pat pes boc redep.

pat he pis sopfast word segge togadere.

and bidde for pe saule. par hine to manne strende.

and for his owene sonle. pat hire pe bet bifalle. Amen. 133

{A priest was in the land; be was callcd Lawmnan,

He was Leuca’s son. May God bless him.

Now Lawman asks cach good person—

for the fove of almighty God—who reads this book

that he say the true words all propetly together

and pray for the soul that begat him as a man

and for his own soul, so that berrer things befall it. Amen.)

What emerges as much more important than the issue of author versus
copyist for these scribal texts is the concept of texts as continuous hnkmg
bonds among various participants in a Christian reading community-
thosc who bave had some hand in producing the texts and those who rLad
and pass them on.

,
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The most distinctive writing dynamic expressed by EME texts con-
cerns the relationships between writing and various acts of “joining,” from
the compiling writer who jnins ather revre togerher, 1o the fision of the
writers with other voices thar constitute the text. Of course, compilation
{compilatio) was not unique to Early Middle English rexts, It had beenand
continued to be widely discussed in various periods of the middle ages.
Contemporary with EME texts, Hugutio of Pisa {(c. 1200), according to
Minnis, wrote that aster (without a ¢) could mean ligaror, “someone who
ties rogether,” and an erymologicat link was seen between the term ascror
and the verb auieo for the kind of writing done by pagan poets who “‘ted’
together their verses with feet and mewes.”134

In the carlier context of sixth century monasticism, among the meta-
phors Cassiodorus had used to describe his writing was the image of text as
a garment picced together by the scribe /compiler. Cassiodorus emphasizes
the assembly required to make such a “garment™ in reference to his at-
tempts to compile bibfical commenrary on the Book of Kings:

In secundo vero Regum codice, quoniam continui textus exposi-
tionem reperire non porui, quacdam frustra discrrissimorum vivorum
velut in uno quodam vesdimenro contexui, ut membratim possit
adunata collectione cognosci, quod sub uno corpore nequaquam pot-
uit invenir.13%

[In the second codex, that of Kings, since [ have been unable o find an
exposidon of the complete text, I have dlothed certain bits of the work
of most skillful men in a single garment, as it were, thar from the
collection so assembled there may become known, limb by limb, what
could in no way be found in a single bady. |136

The concept of “joining texts together™ is also central to the pardcular
textual madition of which the EME Lajamon’s Brur forms a pam, the
historical text, specifically the history-of-Britain texts. The Historin Bric-
tanusm!37 attributed to Nennius, onc of the carly histonies of Britain (sev-
cnth to mid—ninth centuries; preceded only by Gildas's De excidio and
sections of Bede's Historia Ecclessastica), is by its own acknowledgment a
collection, or “pile,” of other texts and oral wradidons:

cum rudis eram ingenio et idiota sermone, hacc pro module meo, non
propriac nitens sciendae, quae vel nulla vel admodum rara ct exilis est,
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Latinorum auribus idiomadzando wadere pracsumps:, sed parim
maiorum traditionibus, partim scripts, parim eiam monimentis vet-
crum Britanniac incolarum, pardm o de annalibus Romancmum, in

super ct dc cronicis sanctorum pavum, Isyder scilicer, Ieronyini,
Prosperi, Euscbii nec non et de historiis Scottorum Saxonumque licet
inimicorum non ut volui, sed ur powi, meorum obtemperans ius-
sionibus seniorum, unam hanc historiunculam undecumque collectam
balbutiendo coacervapi 138

{being dull in intellect and rude of speech, 1 have presumed to deliver
these things in the Latin tongue, not trusting to my own learning,
which is little or nune at all, but pardy from traditions of our ancestors,
partly from writings and monuments of the ancient inhabitants of
Britain, partly from the annals of the Romans, and the chranicles of the
sacred fathers, Isidore, Hieronymus, Prosper, Eusebius, and from the
historics of the Scots and Saxons, although our enemics, not following
my own inclinations, but, to the best of my ability, obeying the com-
mands of my scniors; 1 have lispingly pur together (Leaped up) this
history from various sources. J139

The actual form of the Historia Bristonsum wexts is, as Robert W, Hanning
puts it, “not a continuous narrative by one author, but a compilation of
texts whose dates and places of origin are various and often obscure, 7140
The list of chapters and their contents reflects ail the variety of genre and
nationality in the sources announced by “Nennius™: genealogics or origin
stories of the Saxons and Scots coexist with two diffecent origin stories of
the Britons; these are intermingled with lives of St. Patrick as well as King
Arthur, two chapters of date computations, lists of marvels, a description of
the island of Brirain, and more.14!

The textual tradidon of the Historia Bristonum is complicated, and
variant manuscnpt versions are the rale. Many of the manuscrips neverthe-
less preserve the verb coacervavi (1o accumulate, heap up, make a pile) to
describe their processes of formation, though not always in the passage as it
is presented in the quotation above; it occurs in a closing apolopy in some
manuscript versions. Naming sources is of conrse not unique to histories of
Britain, but the way the Historse Brittonum calls attenion t what it does
with the disparate sources is extreme, and the descriptions in the prologues
of Lazamon’s Brur several centurics later, of Lazamon travcling to gather
sources and almost literally piling his three books tagether (line 19, Calig-
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ula, “Boc he nom pe pridde? leide per amidden™), partake of a process of
compiladon similar to that invoked in the carlier, Latin, history of Britain.

The mndel of tevte ac r_|'l_i_r!gg rnmpilrd or inined rnsrrhrr alen wac
present in Old English vernacular literature in a range of genres and was
often expressed with some form of the Old English word fegan, “1o join,”
in contexts specific to language, rhetoric, and writing.142 Old English
textbooks made heavy use of forms of fggan to refer to grammatical and
thetorical “joinings” (like compound words and conjunctions),143 and
ZElfric’s grammar used the word to mean “compose™ (he translated Latin
campane as Old English ic gefege, “I compose™), although the meaning of
compose may have been more general than written composition.}44

Twao clear Old English uses of fegan to mean an act of writing occur in
Fates of the Apostlesand in the Old English Meters of Boerhius. 145 Fares of the
Apostles, one of those provocatve texts with the rupic “signatore™ of
Cynewulf, catalogs in verse the twelve Christian saint-heroes. Fegde occurs
in the runic secdon and describes the acuvity—of copying, composing,
and /or compiling—of the person about 1o be named by the runecs.

Her mzg findan  forepances gleaw,
sc &c hine lysted  leodgiddunga,
tiwa pas fite fegde 146

(In this place can anyone who desires it,
keen of deliberation, find wha joined together
this fit, this poem. ]

In the text’s own terms, Cynewulf™s role in the making of the work is that of
a “joiner,” like Lagamon,

The Old English Meters of Boethius uses the word gefegean to express
Bocthius’s making of songs, or “ged™:

Me bios siccetung hafad
agzled, Oes geocsa, bt ic pa ged ne meg
Jefegean swa fegre,  peah ic fela gio pa
setre sodcwida,  ponne ic on szlum was. 147

[This sighing, this sobbing,
have held me back, so that I cannot
Join together the songs as fairly as when 1 was
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in happiness and prosperity, though in former tmes
T set many into true speech.]

A partial wansfation of book 1, proem 1 of the Latin Phiivsapiiae Con-
solazio, 44 the Old English Merer 2 has altered one aspect of the Latin text:
in the Latin, Buethius though sorely wicd is not deserted by pocury and the
wmuses; in the Old English, the speaker bemoans in a conventonil elegiac
mode that his skill in making verses has diminished. By modern scandards,
this is adaptation, not strict translation. The speakers of the Old English
Meters of Bocthius and Fates of the Apostles usc the term fegan (o represent
themsclves as putting a song or poem together, nOt preseiving 2 1CXT
unchanged. '

To conclude this survey of attitudes about writersand wrinnyg that had
bearing on EME scribal texts, let us return to the second EME rext quoted
at the beginning of this chapter, Lazamon’s Brus, for a fuller look. The
prologues in both manuscripts of Lazamon’s Brat (hercatter LazBrus-
Otho and Laz Brus-Caligula)i4? accord with the textual model of compila-
tion and add to that the idea of collaboration. They portray a text-maker as
ene who joins texts with texts and texts with people.

Lazamon gon liden? wide 3ond pas lcode.

7 bi-won pa xdela boc! pa he ro bisne nom.

He nom pa Englisca boc? pa makede Seint Beda.
An-oper he nom on Latin? pe makede Scintc Albin.
7 be feire Austin? pe fulluht broute hider in.

Boc hc nom pe padde? leide per amidden.

pa makede a Frenchis clere!

Wace wes ihoten! pe wel conpe writen.

7 he hoe 3¢f pare @dclen? Elienor

pe wes Henries quene? pes he3es kinges.
Lazamon leide peos bac! 7 pa leaf wende.

ke heom leofliche bi-heold. lipe him beo Driheen.
Feperen he nom mid fingren? 7 fiede on boc-felle.
7 pu sopere word? sette to-gadere.

7 pa pre boc! prumde to are, 150

{Lazamon went raveling, widely ranging around the lind’s people,
and he obrained the noble books that he wook for exemplars.
He touk the English book that Saint Bede made;
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Anather he took in Latin, that was made by Saint Albin

and the fair Augustine, who brought baptism here;

he took the third book—laid it there in the middiz—

that a French clerk made,

Wace he was called, who knew hiow to write well,

and who gave it to the noble Eleanor

who was the queen of Heny, the high king,

Lazamon laid these books down and rumed the leaves,

He beheld them lovingly—may God be kind to him.

He took feathers (quill pens) with his fingers and fused them to the
bookskin,

and the guer words he set together,

and the three books fused o one.]

Loweman gan wende? so wide sa was pat londe.

and nom pe Englisse bac. par makede Seint Bede.
Anoper be nom of Latin. pat makede Scint Albin,
Boc he nom pan pridde. an leide bar amidde.

pat makede Austin, pat follo[s]t brofs]re hider in.
Laweman pes bokes bicolde. an pe lenes tomde.,

he ham loucliche bi-helde. fulste God pe mipde.
Fepere he nom mid fingres. and wrot mid his honde.
and pe sope word sctte togedere.

and pane hilke boc tock us to bisne.151

{Lawman went traveling as wide as was the land,

and took the English book that Saint Bede made;

another he tock of Latin, that Saint Albin made;

a third book he took and laid it there in the middle,

that Augustine, who brought baptism here, made.

Lawman beheld the books and tumed the leaves—

he beheld them lovingly—may God the mighty aid him.

He ook feather {quill pen) with his fingers and wrote with his hand
and sct the true words together,

and that same book gave us as 2 model. ]

The prologues clicit the idea of a text as something that partakes of a
number of previous texis, their writers, and readers. They emphiasize the
model of the writer gathering and joining materials and words, in their

J
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narrative of Lagamon's travels to find exemplars, in their list of three
sources, and cspecially in their diction, Lasamon “sette to-gadere” [set
together] the words (line 27). Lazamon “prumde” the three books “to
are” {combined or perhaps even “threed™!52 the three books to one) in
La3Brue-Caligula line 28. In LazBrus-Caligula he “ficde” (joined) pen and
fingers to vellum to write the history (line 26).

That image of joining the fingers and feather and bookskin takes
Lazamon’s act beyond compilation into collaboration. This word “Rede” is
an EME form of the verb Old English fzgan. According to the MED, the
use of feien (“rojoin™) in the context of writing is rare in Middle English, in
fact unique to this passage in LazBrus-Caligula.153 Its usc here clearly
draws on the history of Old English usage of fzgan in contexts specific to
language, rhetoric, and writing, but unlike those Old English uses it adds

" the idea of the writer himself joining the text. That idea is reinforced by

the prologues’ descripdons of how reading functons in this system of
composition.

Conduding each Lazamon’s Brur prologue is the invocation of read-
ing and praying that links the acdvity of readers of this texe to that of the
writer Lazamon at the beginning.

on-fest Radestone. per be bock radde.

Hit com him on mode? . . .

Nu bidde[d] Lazamon alcne wdele mon?

for pene almiten Godd.

pet peos boc redet 7 leornia peos munan.

pat he peos sodfeste word? segge 10-sumne, 154

[next o Redstone where be read books (or the book).
It came into his mind . . .

Now Lazamon asks every noble person—

for the sake of almighty God—

who reads this book and takes in is knowledge

that he say the tue words all properly together.

faste bi Radistone per beo bokes radde.
Hit com him on mode. . . .
Nu biddep Laweman. echne godne man.
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for pe mistic Godes louc. pat pes boc redep.
bac he pis sopfast word segge rogadere.155

{hard by Redstone where be read books.

It came into his mind . . .

Now Lawman asks each good person—

for the love of almighty God—who reads this book
that he say the true words all properly together.]

The voice of the prologue thus articulates nort just a theory of writing but a
theory of reading. The two activities are cyclically joined: reading led to
thought led to touching books led to writing led to somcone clse reading,.
That “someonc else” (the reader) is invited to take in the secrets and say
together a prayer for Lazamon and his father (and his mother, in LagBrus-
Caligula only), Before the narrative opens in linc 38, the prologue makes a
final statement that he who was priest now says with song of praise all that
the books speak that he took as a modc! (paraphrase of lines 36-37). Heand
the book both spcai(, and fuse as onc. By this prologue’s own statement, the
book of Lazamon that we read is not totally separate from the books that
Lazamon read and “threed to one™ (LazBrur-Caligula), Rather, all arc
versions of a continuing text. '

The prologues to Lagamon's Brur invoke assumpdons about texts
from several overlapping. medieval scribal madidons: the idea of divine
letters that a text is a conduit of sacred wruth; the demonsmrable freedom
with respect to secular letters for writers other than original authors ro
make radical changes in the reproducton ot a text; the ardrude expressed in
EME (and other) manuscripts that no labor of writing—or even reading—
is devalued in the sight of God; the model from Anglo-Saxon poctry and
from the Ladn subgenre of Bridsh history thar writers of all kinds were
compilers and “joiners,” and that texts were things assembled and joined
together as well as media thap contnuc to bond Christan writers and
readers. This st of ardtudes did not, as in later scholastic theorizing or in
modern print culture, center texrual authority in human authors in dhe
sense of devaluing the “rransmirrers,” those who coltaborated in the scrics
of rextual reproductons. Rather than prioritizing any one manuscript ver-
sion of a text on the basis of its place in a chronological sequence, this set of
assumptions pricritized the continuance iself of a text. The emphasis of
this particularly configured medieval scribal textual community is not only
on the object of iz text but on the process berween text and reader, a



46 / Collaborative Meaning in Medicval Seribal Culture

process of collaboration among firse authors, scribes, dluminators, correc-
tors, annotators, and other readers. The continuance of such a scribal texe
did not mean exactly repeated “mechanical” reproeduction, burt insread a
renegotiation among meaning and words of preceding models and currenc
writers and readers every time a single codex was reproduced.




