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General Editors’ Foreword

Peter France and Stuart Gillespie

Since the time of Cicero, translation has been at the heart of literary culture in
Europe. In the English-speaking world, now that English has become a lingua
franca around the globe, this is perhaps less obvious than it once was; by many
measurements, translation today contributes less to literature in English than
to any other major European literature. Even so, it is hard to overstate the
importance of translations in the history of anglophone culture. Its sacred books
are translations for most readers, as are many of the works that are central to our
literary experience, from Homer to Dostoevsky, from Plato to Nietzsche.

In the five volumes of the Oxford History of Literary Translation in English
we aim to present for the first time a critical and historical overview of the
development of this art or craft in the English-speaking world. The story of
English-language translation begins in England but eventually expands to include
Scotland, Ireland, and Wales, and from the late eighteenth century America,
India, and all the other parts of the world where English became one of the
languages of culture. Over this wide geographical area, these volumes show
how literary translation has challenged, enriched, and transformed the native
traditions. While we emphasize the value of such high artistic achievements as
Pope’s Homer or FitzGerald’s Rubdiydt, we use the word ‘literary’ in the broad
old sense which it has still not completely lost, to encompass something like the
full range of non-technical work which has made up the reading of the literate
public. And since the history of translation is also the history of translators, we
explore the activities of the sometimes famous, often obscure men and women
who contributed to it, the conditions they worked in, the norms and principles
which governed their practice.

This is an unprecedented undertaking and has been a correspondingly chal-
lenging task. The story of English literature has been told many times, but
that of English literary translation has never been accorded full-scale treatment.
While certain subjects—the making of the King James Bible, the extraordinary
translation work of John Dryden or Ezra Pound—have been visited by many
scholars and critics, other parts of our extensive field were virtually terra incognita.
Inevitably, then, even after the work of our host of contributors, parts of our
map are still less comprehensively filled in than others. Our hope is that we have
provided a helpful outline, with enough detailed critical discussion to show how
richly worthwhile is the study of a kind of writing whose importance both in
itself and in its immediate effects has all too rarely been acknowledged.
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Preface
Roger Ellis

This volume aims to document the many ways in which medieval English
literary culture, from its beginning in 597, when St Augustine arrived in Kent,
to its ending in the sixteenth century, is the result of translation. (‘English’
propetly includes the different varieties of English written throughout the British
Isles, especially Scotland, Wales, and Ireland, though only Scots English features
significantly here.) The cut-off point of 1550 is, to a degree, arbitrary: translators
like Douglas, Wyatt, Surrey, Tyndale, and Coverdale, all discussed in this volume,
and all working before 1550, have good claims to be considered in the Renaissance
context of Volume 2 of the History. Some overlap in the treatment of such figures
is therefore almost inevitable; as far as possible, it has been avoided.

The structure of the volume broadly follows the same pattern as other volumes
in the Hisrory. Chapter 1 offers a number of contexts for assessing translations
in the period. It considers the implications, for the production of translations,
of the bilingual literary culture before, and the trilingual literary culture after,
the Norman Conquest; the further implications of a manuscript culture, whose
habits of thought persisted even after the invention of print; and the ways in
which translation responded to, and in turn helped shape, readers’ ideas of
nation, region, class, and gender.

Chapters 2—4 draw more narrowly to the question. Chapter 2 considers the
different understandings of their craft which translators evolved; Chapter 3
considers the different roles of secular and religious authority in the production
of translation, and offers a detailed account of several major translators (fuller
comment will be found in the introduction to the chapter); Chapter 4 provides
an overview of the shape and development of the corpus of translated material in
the period.

Chapter s considers major areas of translational activity: the Bible and other
religious writing; romance and chronicle; classical literature; literature of the Ital-
ian Renaissance; and scientific and medical writing. Much of this material came
to translators in the ME period, directly or indirectly, in both insular and con-
tinental forms, from French, which was, after Latin, the most important source
of texts for translation. (The cardinal role of French texts in the development
of vernacular literary cultures is noted repeatedly in the contributions to this
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volume.) Lastly, Chapter 6 provides short biographies of forty-five translators.
These supplement the fuller case studies offered in Chapter 3, and witness to the
huge range of translational activity throughout the Middle Ages.

The study of medieval translation presents a number of challenges to the reader,
all of them focused in the apparently unproblematical reference, in the opening
sentence of this preface, to ‘medieval English literary culture’.

First, medieval writers and readers had a very different understanding from
their modern counterparts of what constitutes ‘literature’. This volume has
therefore adopted a generous understanding of the term, and includes sections
specifically devoted to the study of chronicles and scientific writing, as well as
comment on books about hunting, agriculture, and warfare.

Second, though before the Norman Conquest, in the OE period, translation
in England was almost invariably one way, into English, after the Conquest, and
for much of the ME period, translation was as likely to be produced in an insular
version of French (AN) as English: which explains regular comment, throughout
this volume, on translations into AN. We need also to note the importance,
throughout the Middle Ages, of the translation of Greek texts into Latin. During
the reigns of Henry VII and VIII, in particular, first- and second-generation
humanists produced Latin translations of Greek texts at the same time as other
translations were being produced in French and English. Medieval readers and
writers were hungry for translations, in any language they could read: John, Duke
of Bedford, had a Latin prose translation of Deguileville’s verse Pelerinage de l'ame
made for him between 1422 and 1431 by Jean Galopes, Dean of the collegiate
church of St Louis of Salaise [Salsoye] in Evreux, though he could easily have
read it in the original French.

No less important, translations were often based not on their actual original
but on an intermediate version. Miles Coverdale translated a French work of
Calvin from a Latin version; Gavin Douglas translated his Eneados (1513) direct
from Virgil’s Latin, in part as a response to William Caxton, whose Eneydos (1491)
had been based on a French version; Richard Whitford’s translation (1531), from
the Latin, of The Imitation of Christ by St Thomas & Kempis, was responding to
an existing translation based on a French version. Translations from Greek, when
Greek texts became more generally available in the later fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries, were routinely based on Latin or French versions.

Third, the state of texts in a pre-print culture was necessarily fluid: which
carries the consequence that, in the absence of a translator’s own copy of his work,
and of the actual copy of the source used for the translation, all judgements about
the translation are inevitably provisional. Every copy of a translation, whether by
the translator or by a copyist, was potentially a new version of the translation.
Thomas Hoccleve’s rewriting, in his Serées, of his earlier translation of a chapter
from the Horologium Sapientiae of the German Dominican Henry Suso is a
case in poing so too William Langland’s obsessive reworkings of his biblical
translations in Piers Plowman: translation, in such cases, becomes almost literally
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work in progress. Then, old texts might need modernizing; or texts produced
in one dialect might need modifying for readers of another (inhabitants even
of the contiguous counties of Suffolk and Norfolk could have difficulty under-
standing one another; the unintelligibility of northern speech to southerners was
legendary). Intralingual translations of this sore—DPeter Idley’s cannibalizing of
Robert Mannyng’s Handlyng Synne in Book II of his Instructions ro his Son,
for example—do not figure prominently in this volume, though they are an
important part of the total context of medieval translation: witness the (probably)
fictional pedigree created for John Capgrave’s Life of St Katharine, discussed on
p. 77 below.

Medieval understandings of the term ‘translation’ were similarly fluid. About
1520, the translators of Zerens in Englysh, a translation of the Andria for schoolboy
performance, write that their translation is almost as terse as the Latin, since, ‘if
it had a long expocysyon’, it would be a comment and no translacyor’, even if it
made ‘the sentence [meaning] opynly to appere’. Other understandings oppose
this one, however. Between 1279 and 1290 Archbishop John Pecham produced
what he called a translation into French of a Latin version of the pseudo-
Dionysian Celestial Hierarchy; this, its editor argues, was only a ‘moralizing
exposition’ of the text. In 1271 Rusticiano of Pisa produced for the future Edward
I a French translation (his word for it) of Arthurian material: he describes his
task variously as translating (three times), extracting and compiling (twice), and
(once) reciting and recording.

In short, a generous understanding of the topic is called for, to match medieval
translators’ understandings of their own craft: almost everything written in the
medieval period could be presented as a translation in one sense or another.

Conventions of Presentation

Most chapters are broken down into sections, so that Chapter 3, section 1 is
referred to as ‘3.1; cross-references to other sections as ‘see §3.1°.

In quotations, contracted forms are silently expanded.

Each section is concluded by a list of sources, divided into ‘translations and
other primary sources’ and ‘other [i.e. secondary] sources’. These are not intended
as full bibliographies of the subject of each section, but rather as reference
lists of material cited in it. Contributions to volumes of essays are not listed
separately if three or more essays from a given volume are cited in a section;
nor are contributions to the various volumes of M7 or to CHMEL. Further
guidance is sometimes provided by brief explanatory headnotes. For the sake
of convenience, anthologies of extracts—especially The Idea of the Vernacular
(loV)—are sometimes cited in preference to editions of complete texts, the latter
readily identifiable from the bibliographies of the anthologies. When more than
half a dozen anonymous translations are being discussed in a given section, these
are cited in the body of the section, and in the List of Sources, by the name of
their modern editors.
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A Note on the Cover Illustration

The cover illustration is very relevant to the situation of translation in medieval
England. It features the opening word (‘O’) of the prologue to Book VIII of the
Liber Celestis of St Birgitta of Sweden. In the top left corner of the roundel, we
see Christ delivering to Birgitta his revelations for the rulers of medieval Europe.
Reading the roundel anticlockwise, we then see her transcribing the revelations
(translating them, in fact, though the illustration does not directly show this) into
her Swedish vernacular, and handing them over to her disciple to translate into
Latin (again, the illustration does not show directly the act of translation). Lastly,
in an act of literal translation they are carried by a messenger to their intended
recipients. The roundel offers what was throughout the Middle Ages the standard
religious model of translation: the words of the source text (Christ's message)
have absolute and total authority over the human agents of its transmission to
readers in the target language. At the same time, the coexistence, in the one
roundel, of divine source, visionary translator, disciple-editor, and first reader
argues powerfully, if subliminally, for a more inclusive model of translation as
the totality of the processes whereby a text in one language is carried over into
another. In addition, the picture touches on several major questions: of Latinity
and its relation to vernacularity; of the politics of translation; and of issues of
class and gender. Missing from this account, though well documented elsewhere
in Birgiteds life, is a sense of the stresses of translation: the labour, sometimes the
physical danger to the translator, involved in its production.
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1.1 The Languages of Medieval England

John Burrow

Before the Norman Conquest

It is possible to derive from pre-Conquest writings the outlines of a scheme
ranking languages according to their dignity, as that would have been understood
by many writers of the time. The highest ranks in this hierarchy are occupied
by the original biblical languages: the Hebrew of the Old Testament and the
Greek of the New—Greek being also the language of the first translation of the
Old Testament, the Septuagint. Latin comes below Hebrew and Greek; but it
counts with them as a third /ingua sacra, since Anglo-Saxons read both testaments
mostly in Jerome’s Latin version, the Vulgate. It was also noticed that, according
to St Luke (23: 38), the inscription set above Christ as he hung on the Cross was
written in Latin as well as Greek and Hebrew. Yet Latin is the least elevated of the
three. In the Second Series of his Catholic Homilies (990—s), Alfric explains why
the Church, during the penitential season of Septuagesima, replaces the Hebrew
word Alleluia with the Latin Laus tibi domine: Hebrew, he says, is the highest of
all languages, so it is more appropriate at a time of such sorrow that we should use
only the humble Latin tongue (‘eadmodan ledensprace’, Alfric 1979: s1). Latin,
however, counts as ‘humble’ only in relation to the two higher linguae sacrae.
Below it lie the vernacular languages of these islands, four of them according to
Bede in his Ecclesiastical History (731): British (that is, Welsh), Pictish, Irish, and
English (Bede 1969: 230), a list to which Scandinavian languages would need to
be added later in the period.

Knowledge of the two highest languages, Hebrew and Greek, was extremely
restricted before the Conquest (see Gneuss 1993: 118—25). No one knew enough
to translate texts from Hebrew (Jewish settlements hardly began before 1066).
The monk Byrhtferth was able, following Bede, to explain in his Enchiridion (c.
1010) a play upon four Hebrew words in Isaiah; and the same writer also gives the
names of the letters of the Hebrew alphabet, set out in parallel with the letters
of Latin and Greek (Byrhtferth 1995: 166, 188). Such fragmentary knowledge
mostly went back, directly or indirectly, to St Jerome, a Father described by
Alfric as ‘the foremost translator between the Hebrew, Greek, and Latin peoples’.
Knowledge of Greek was less limited, certainly in the seventh and early eighth
centuries. Archbishop Theodore and Abbot Hadrian, who came to Canterbury
in 669 and 670, were both familiar with Greek, Theodore as a native speaker;
and according to Bede, who himself could read Greek, there were still in his
day students of theirs ‘who knew Latin and Greek just as well as their native
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tongue’ (Bede 1969: 335). In the centuries after Bede, however, knowledge of
Greek appears to have been largely confined to what could be gleaned from the
glossing of individual words. So Byrhtferth, referring to his learned work by the
Greek title Enchiridion, adds that this is equivalent to manualis in Latin and
handboc in English; and Zlfric is able to explain that paraclitus means the same
as froforgest [helping spirit] in English (Byrhtferth 1995: 120; Alfric 1997: 360-1).
So in practice neither Greek nor Hebrew could challenge Latin as, for Anglo-
Saxons, the authoritative language of religion and learning, from which alone
translations into the vernacular might be made.

The Latin which returned to England with the Christian missions of the
early seventh century was the Latin of the Church, and throughout the Anglo-
Saxon period it remained an ecclesiastical language, spoken, chanted, read, and
written by monks, nuns, and priests. Evidence for substantial knowledge of Latin
outside ecclesiastical circles is hard to come by. Some members of royal families
evidently achieved competence: King Alfred, as is well known, translated several
Latin works for the benefit of his subjects; and Athelweard, an ealdorman of
royal descent who died ¢. 998, produced a Latin translation of the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle (ed. 1962) for Matilda, Abbess of Essen in Germany—a very rare and
early example, both of an English layman writing extensively in Latin, and also
of the translating of an English text for an overseas reader (Matilda was of
English descent, but her vernacular was probably Old Saxon). In his life of King
Alfred (893), Asser gives a rather indistinct account of how the King, no longer
young, came to acquire his reading knowledge of Latin. Alfred learned from
Bishop Asser himself and from other scholars at his court; but Asser also invokes
‘divine inspiration’ to explain his success (Keynes and Lapidge 1983: 75, 99). More
commonly, instruction in the language was provided by the ecclesiastical schools
attached to cathedrals or monasteries. As eatly as ¢. 700 grammar books were
composed, written in Latin but designed for English-speaking students (Lapidge
et al. 1999: 216-18); glosses added between the lines or in margins, often in
English, helped with the understanding of Latin vocabulary; and separate Latin—
English glossaries were also compiled (Lapidge e al. 1999: 207-10). Towards
the end of the period, £lfric produced one such glossary, appended to a more
remarkable work of his: the first grammar of Latin written in English (c. 998).

Knowledge of Latin suffered a severe setback in the ninth century, when
Viking assaults nearly put an end to the organized monastic life that had flour-
ished in the seventh and eighth centuries. So Alfred, in the preface to his trans-
lation of Gregory’s Cura Pastoralis, laments the decline of learning in England:
‘there were very few men on this side of the Humber who could understand their
divine services in English, or even translate a single letter from Latin into English;
and I suppose that there were not many beyond the Humber either’ (Keynes
and Lapidge 1983: 125). In the course of Alfred’s reign, however, the recovery
began, and this was confirmed after ¢. 940 in the Benedictine reform movement
led by Dunstan, Athelwold, and Oswald, a movement with which many Latin
writings are associated. Accordingly, the history of Anglo-Latin writings falls into
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two periods, separated by the ninth-century interval (for general accounts, see
Lapidge 1986, 1993, 1996). The two chief writers of the earlier time are Aldhelm
(d. 709) and Bede (d. 735). Their works, which continued to be studied and
imitated throughout the Anglo-Saxon period, illustrate the range of purposes to
which Latin was put. Both Aldhelm and Bede wrote verse, mostly in classical
metres, as did their tenth-century successors, and both composed treatises on
poetic metre, Aldhelm’s forming part of a long Latin letter addressed to King
Aldfrith of Northumbria (the Epistola ad Acircium) which also included his verse
riddles or Enigmata (on Aldhelm, see Lapidge er al. 1999: 25-7). As well as
his De Arte Metrica, Bede wrote textbooks on orthography, rhetoric, and the
ecclesiastical computus, and also a series of influential commentaries on many
books of the Old and New Testaments. The narrative writings of Aldhelm and
Bede mostly concern the lives of saints and other exemplary persons. Examples
are Bede’s Vita Sancti Cuthberti and the De Virginitate of Aldhelm—the latter
an extraordinary work in two versions, prose and verse, both composed in an
obscure and mannered style (now known as ‘hermeneutic’) which was much
imitated by writers such as Bishop Athelwold in the later period. Bede’s Latin
style is quite different—it has been described as ‘classical—as can be seen in his
magnum opus, the Ecclesiastical History of the English People. Here the narrative of
exemplary lives, including many saints, takes its place in a larger historical story.

What about English? As a vernacular, maternal tongue, of course, it could not
pretend to rival the dignity of Latin in the linguistic hierarchy; but the evidence
suggests that English came to be held in higher esteem than any other West
European vernacular of the time. Little written evidence of the language survives
from the early centuries, but already at that time one finds so learned a Latinist
as Bede paying respectful attention to the poetry of his own native language,
as in his account of the Northumbrian poet Cedmon. Cadmon’s hymn has
to be represented in the Eeclesiastical History by a Latin prose rendering; but
Bede speaks highly of the sweetness (suavitas) of the original English verse, and
apologizes for having to represent it in translation: for it is not possible to
translate verse, however well composed, literally from one language to another
without some loss of beauty and dignity’ (Bede 1969: 417). Bede’s treatise on
metre, again, though chiefly concerned with mesrum or quantitative verse, has a
brief discussion of 7ithmus in which he notices not only Latin rhythmical writings
but also the songs of vernacular poets (‘carmina vulgarium poetarum’). Although
rithmus is, Bede says, less governed by rational principles than metrum, yet one
can see in it a certain 7ato, ‘which vernacular poets achieve necessarily without
benefit of schooling (rustice), while the learned do so by virtue of their learning’
(Bede 1975: 138—9). A later tradition records that Aldhelm composed English
verses and that King Alfred particularly admired them, but these are lost. Bede
himself is said to have been ‘doctus in nostris carminibus’ [well versed in our
poetic traditions] by one of his disciples, who recorded a short alliterative poem
in Northumbrian English which the master recited on his deathbed (Bede 1969:
580—3). Not long after Bede’s death, and again in Northumbria, the stone cross
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at Ruthwell admitted a copy of English verses, from The Dream of the Rood,
cut in runic letters alongside Latin inscriptions on its carved surfaces; and later
on, the young Alfred is said by Asser to have been attracted by the beauty of a
book of English verse shown him by his mother. This volume has been lost, no
doubt along with others of the kind; but from a later period, ¢. 1000, we have
the four codices which preserve most of the native poetry now known to survive.
These substantial collections testify to the willingness of copyists in scriptoria of
the learned world to devote time, effort, and parchment to the works of vulgares
poetae, secular as well as religious. Nothing comparable survives from other West
European societies of the time.

In the same account of his last days that preserves his five lines of alliterative
verse, Bede is said to have been working at translations from St John’s Gospel and
also from a Latin treatise by Isidore of Seville (Bede 1969: 582). These renderings
‘in nostram linguam’, into OE, were presumably in prose, but they have not
survived. Indeed, the only considerable prose texts to have been preserved from
the early period (in later copies) are the law codes, beginning with the code of
Athelbert of Kent, ‘written in English’, as Bede reports, as eatly as ¢. 60s. The
later laws of the West Saxon king Ine (c. 690) were incorporated by King Alfred
in his domboc or law book, and this was followed by a series of other vernacular
royal codes up to nearly the time of the Conquest (Lapidge ez 4/. 1999: 279-80).
The use of English in these documents, as in the royal writs of the time, testifies
to a standing in royal and official circles which the vernacular was to lose only
under the post-Conquest kings. The codes continued to be copied and studied
for a time thereafter; but the translation of many of them into Latin about the
year 1114, in the Quadripartitus, was a sign of things to come.

The dying Bede is said to have explained his desire to translate from the Latin
of Isidore and St John with the words, ‘I cannot have my children learning
what is not true’ (Bede 1969: 583). These words sum up the prime motive of
later translators from Latin: to unlock the authoritative truths available in that
language—religious, historical, or scientific—and so make them available to the
young or the unschooled. But no English translations survive until the time of
Alfred, 150 years after Bede’s death. (On Alfred, see further §§3.2, 5.6 below.)
Alfred certainly knew of none, for in the preface to his englishing of Gregory’s
Cura Pastoralis he asks himself why wise men of the past had made no attempts
to render Latin texts into ‘their own language’. The reason, he supposes, is
that they never imagined it might become necessary to do so. But nowadays,
although ‘many people can read English writings’ (whatever they may have been),
knowledge of Latin has so sadly declined that the time has come to render
‘certain books most necessary for all men to know’ from that language into the
vernacular, following the precedent, which Alfred invokes, of the translation of
biblical writings from Hebrew through Greek into Latin. So Alfred proposes that,
if conditions permit, ‘all the youth now in England, born of freemen who have
the means that they can apply to it’, should learn to read English well—further
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instruction in Latin being reserved to those destined for a ‘higher order’, that is,
in the Church (Keynes and Lapidge 1983: 125-6).

In this preface, Alfred is concerned to encourage, not practical literacy, but
wisdom and learning (‘wisdom ond lare’), and the list of texts translated by
him and his clerical collaborators bears out that lofty intention: books of history
(Bede’s Historia, the Historia of Orosius) and of philosophy (Boethius” De Conso-
latione Philosophiae, Augustine’s Soliloquia), a treatise for bishops and other rulers
(Gregory’s Cura Pastoralis), a collection of improving miracle stories (Gregory’s
Dialogi), and the first fifty psalms from the Bible. These writings established a
tradition of vernacular prose which was followed in the last years of the Anglo-
Saxon period mainly by monks of the Benedictine Revival: notably Bishop
Athelwold, translator of the Benedictine Rule (on Athelwold, see Lapidge ez al.
1999: 195 cf. Gretsch 1999); Byrhtferth, author of the computistical Enchiridion;
Abbot ZElfric; and Archbishop Wulfstan. These men all wrote in Latin as well as
in English, and when they turned to the vernacular it was chiefly for the benefit
of those who could not read, or could not comfortably read, the Latin originals.
Such people, referred to as the idiotae or ungelerede [uneducated], formed a very
large and varied class of potential readers, male and female, noble and common.
Nor was it confined to laypeople: Athelwold’s English Benedictine Rule survives
in versions directed at novices and newly professed monks and also at nuns, and
Byrhtferth addressed his Enchiridion to young monks and country priests.

Such vernacular writings presented, of course, no challenge to the primacy of
Latin. Typically, when Zlfric wished to put a matter beyond doubt or contra-
diction, he might switch to Latin ‘so that we may be believed’ (Zlfric 1967-8:
728). Yet these writers did confer upon English something of the dignity of a
learned language, for they brought to it some of the disciplines to which Latin
had accustomed them (on the status of English, see Godden 1992; Stanton 2002).
As Dante observed, mother tongues are acquired ‘sine omni regula’, without any
conscious learning of rules (De Vulgari Eloquentia 1, i); but for learned monks
language was a matter of regulae; so it is not surprising that they set about looking
for order in, or imposing order on, the English that they wrote. In his Grammar
accordingly Alfric is primarily concerned with teaching Latin to young students;
but he writes in English, and both his Latin and his English prefaces observe
that the little book will provide them with some instruction ‘in both languages’
(&lfric 1880: 1, 3). Giving English equivalents for Latin forms, as Zlfric does
throughout, serves to display the grammatical structure of both languages. Thus,
he observes that there are eight parts of speech in both, and in his discussion
of personal pronouns he matches the English forms of person, number, and
case with their Latin equivalents: ‘#/le he, illius his’, and so on. He also notices
differences between the two languages. Discussing Latin nouns, for example, he
observes that the corresponding English nouns may not agree in gender: ‘we say
in Latin hic liber [masculine] and in English peos boc [feminine]” (£lfric 1880: 11,
18-19, 94—7). The many observations of this kind serve to show English as itself a
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language governed by rules, albeit not always the same rules as govern Latin (see
Gneuss 1990).

At one point in the Latin preface to his Grammar, ZElfric confesses that there
are some places in the ars grammatica which cannot well be expressed in English
and which he therefore passes over: he instances the rules of metrical verse.
Buct such apologies are rare in these writers, who generally display a remarkable
confidence in the ability of their vernacular to render even what Zlfric calls
‘creftspraec’, that is, the terminology of special disciplines. One might expect
that process to involve frequent recourse to the borrowing of Latin words, but
such is not the case. In general, OE has a very low percentage of loan words—
some 3 per cent, as against 70 per cent in present-day English—and, although
Benedictine and other translators did make a contribution to the stock of Latin
borrowings, they preferred to look for equivalent expressions in native resources
(on loan words, see Kastovsky 1992; Gneuss 1993). They evidently shared, to a
greater or lesser degree, in that regard for the independent character of English
witnessed by Zlfric in the preface to his translation of Genesis, where he writes
that English has its own way (wise), which is unlike that of Latin; so anyone
who translates or teaches out of Latin, he writes, must always so arrange it that
the English preserves its own idiom (Mitchell and Robinson 1992: 194). All the
same, few writers accustomed to the regular and standardized character of Latin
could resist the impulse to tidy up their written English; hence the vernacular, in
the hands of these translators, comes to acquire some characteristics of a learned,
rule-governed language. There are signs of this in the standardization of spellings
and grammatical forms, and also in critical cultivation of the vocabulary. It
appears that the school of Bishop Athelwold at Winchester in the mid-tenth
century established preferences for certain expressions— "Winchester words’, as
they are now called—recommended for use rather than their alternatives. Thus
cnapa [boy] was to be preferred to cnibr in that sense, and gylr [guilt] to scyld (on
Winchester English, see Gneuss 1972; Hofstetter 1988). Written English was to
be schooled. Accordingly, one finds in an early eleventh-century copy (Oxford
Bodleian Library MS Hatton 76) a text from Alfredian times, Werferth’s trans-
lation of Gregory’s Dialogues, revised to meet latter-day Winchester standards
of correctness. English, in the form of what modern scholars call Standard Late
West Saxon, was no longer sine omni regula; and as a written language, in royal
as well as in clerical use, it had achieved a status and refinement which it was not
to recover for several centuries after the Norman Conquest.

After the Norman Conquest

So far as surviving textual sources are concerned, discussion of the languages of
pre-Conquest England could be largely confined to English and Latin. Knowl-
edge of the other linguae sacrae, Greek and Hebrew, amounted to very little,
and the Scandinavian languages spoken in the Danelaw and the north-west of
England (on these, see Ekwall 1963) left behind very few written memorials. For
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the period after the Conquest, the surviving evidence is much more extensive
and the picture much more complicated.

In the case of Greek and Hebrew, knowledge increased significantly though
ficfully. Jews, hardly known in Anglo-Saxon England, came over in the wake
of the Conquest and, until their expulsion from the kingdom by Edward I in
1290, formed an influential minority group of native Hebrew speakers (on these,
see Roth 1941). Their presence facilitated the study of Hebrew by twelfth- and
thirteenth-century Christian scholars looking for better understanding of the
Old Testament (on Hebrew scholarship, see Smalley 1952 passim). Among these
Smalley singles out the Victorine canons, especially Andrew of St Victor, who
died as Abbot of Wigmore in 1175; their tradition of Hebraic learning was carried
on in the thirteenth century by friars such as the Franciscan Roger Bacon (d. .
1292), who produced a grammar of Hebrew. These writers were concerned, not
to translate whole Hebrew texts, but to use them in their exegesis of the Old
Testament. It was to this end that the Franciscan Nicholas of Lyre (d. 1340) drew
heavily on his knowledge of the Hebrew original and its Jewish exegesis in his
Bible commentary, a work which maintained its place as a standard authority
long after the beginnings of humanist scholarship by Tudor Hebraists (for these,
see Lloyd-Jones 1983).

The study of Greek took a quite different course. In the absence of commu-
nities of native Greek speakers in England, knowledge of the language had to
be acquired by consultation with foreign visitors, or else by travel abroad to the
Kingdom of Sicily or to the Byzantine Empire (the latter especially after the fall
of Constantinople in 1204). Unlike Hebrew, furthermore, knowledge of Greek
was valued, not as an aid to biblical exegesis, but as the key to unlocking the
treasures of science and philosophy stored in the works of Aristotle and other
writers of antiquity. English scholars such as Adelard of Bath played a part in
the production of Latin versions of such texts in the twelfth century (for fuller
comment, see d’Alverny 1982); but the high point in English knowledge of Greek
before the Renaissance comes in the following century, in the persons of Bishop
Robert Grosseteste (c. 1170-1253) and Roger Bacon. Grosseteste and his team of
assistants translated into Latin the mystical writings of pseudo-Dionysius and
also Aristotle’s Ethics (see further §3.3 below); Bacon promoted the reading of
Aristotle in the original and wrote a Greek grammar. In the fourteenth century
Greek studies seem to have stagnated in England (so Weiss 1951); and the claim
by John Metham, in his mid-fifteenth-century English romance Amoryus and
Cleopes, to have derived it with the help of a Greek visitor to Norwich from a
Greek book written in gold letters (Metham 1906: 1l. 57—70), evidently reflects
only the high prestige attached to that language. From about this time, some
English scholars with contacts in Italy did become expert in Greek (see, especially,
Weiss 1967). Their interests were still largely confined to philosophical writings,
and their literary tastes remained predominantly Latin. Latin continued to be the
normal target language for translation from Greek, and, when English versions
did begin to appear, in early Tudor times, they were filtered through Latin. John
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Skelton’s rendering of Diodorus Siculus derived, not from the Greek original,
but from Poggio’s Latin version, and Tyndale used the Latin Bible as a crib in
translating the Greek of the New Testament.

What radically transformed the linguistic situation in England after the Con-
quest, however, was the advent of French. The language of the conquerors took
its place as a second vernacular, and made up, with Latin, a new trilingual
system which was to last until the fifteenth century. The three languages stood
to each other in a hierarchical relationship, with Latin at the top, followed at
some distance by French, and then by English (see fuller discussion in Machan
2003). The hierarchy depended in large part on the status of users: churchmen
and /fitterati in the case of Latin, aristocracy or gentry in the case of French.
But Latin was also considered to be intrinsically the best, in that it was first
created or invented by impositores who were themselves profound philosophers
and understood the nature of things when they ‘imposed” words upon them.
So Latin was better adapted for high speculation than any vernacular; as Roger
Bacon noted, ‘logicus non poterit exprimere suam logicam si monstrasset per
vocabula linguae maternae’ (Lusignan 1986: 73) [the logician would not be able
to expound his logic if he were to present it in the words of his maternal
language]. Furthermore, Latin was not only more philosophical but also more
‘universal’ than the vernaculars, offering authors the chance of writing both for
all their contemporaries in the West and for posterity. In this respect, French
also enjoyed some advantage over English, especially when, in the thirteenth
century, it flourished as a European language of culture; for a writer in English
before about 1400 could hardly hope even for an audience over the whole of
England, given the regional character of English linguistic and literary activity.
As late as 1400, John Gower could address his French 7raitié to the ‘université
de tout le monde’, in evident contrast to the English work which preceded it,
the Confessio Amantis (Gower 1899: 391). By Gower’s time things were changing;
but an example from two centuries earlier will illustrate the limited circulation of
English writings as against French and, especially, Latin. Geoffrey of Monmouth’s
Historia Regum Britanniae, dedicated first to Robert, Earl of Gloucester, ¢. 1136,
survives in more than 200 manuscripts, having enjoyed prodigious successes in
its own time and thereafter, both at home and abroad. Some fifteen years later,
the Norman poet Wace produced his French version of the Historia, presenting a
copy, it is said, to the new queen, Eleanor of Aquitaine; and this vernacular poem
still exists today in more than twenty copies. But when, about fifty years later, the
Worcestershire priest Lazamon rendered Wace’s Bruz into his own Worcestershire
English, his poem appears to have achieved only limited currency, for it survives
in a mere two copies, both from the West Country.

The history of these three languages in relation to each other is, however,
much more complex than such summary description implies. At any one time,
their distribution and use will have depended upon a variety of factors such
as class, occupation, and gender; and one has to reckon further with all sorts
of code-switching between the languages by individual speakers and writers,
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preferring one language to another for particular purposes and switching from
one to another within macaronic texts and the like. There are also, as one would
expect in a period of more than four centuries, substantial changes over time,
especially in the status and uses of the two vernaculars. An attempt must now
be made to sketch the outlines of this very complex history, taking it century by
century, and starting with the years before ¢. 1200.

The relatively few foreign-speaking strangers who came over with the Con-
queror presented no challenge to the survival of English as the mother tongue of
the native population; but as a written language, English lost the commanding
position it had gained in the last years of the pre-Conquest monarchy and
Church. Texts in Anglo-Saxon—charters and religious prose in particular—were
still copied in some centres such as Worcester (on copies of Anglo-Saxon texts,
see Ker 1957; Swan and Treharne 2000); but Standard Late West Saxon, already
in its time a conservative written form of the language, became increasingly hard
for English readers to understand, and its texts began to need glossing, as by
the so-called Tremulous Hand of Worcester (Laing 1993: 6-—7). Meanwhile the
now deregulated form of the vernacular was not yet ready to take its place as
the language of written texts. Indeed, rather few new writings in English survive
from before 1200 (see catalogue in Laing 1993), scholars being now inclined to
date such notable early ME works as The Owl and the Nightingale and Lagamon’s
Brut, along with Ancrene Wisse, to the eatly or even the middle thirteenth century.
Although the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle was kept up in one centre, Peterborough,
until as late as 1154, Latin was by then monopolizing the genres of prose history
and chronicle; and it was Latin also (not AN) which immediately after the
Conquest superseded English as the language of official documents such as laws
and writs (see further Clanchy 1993).

During the twelfth century, indeed, Latin enjoyed a textual dominance
unchallenged by either of the vernaculars (surveys by Rigg 1992: 9—156; Baswell
in CHMEL). This is the great age of Anglo-Latin writing, in both prose and
verse. Latin is the language of William the Conqueror’s Doomsday Book; of
histories such as William of Malmesbury’s Gesta Regum Anglorum and Geoflrey
of Monmouth’s Historia Regum Britanniae; of treatises such as John of Salisbury’s
Policraticus; of the devotional writings of Ailred of Rievaulx; of the verse epic of
Troy, the Ylias, by Joseph of Exeter; of satirical and anecdotal writings such as the
De Nugis Curialium by Walter Map; and of letter collections such as that of Peter
of Blois. In the first century after the Conquest the authors of such works were
mostly monks; but, especially from the time of Henry II, secular clerks associated
with the royal administration and later with the fledgling universities played an
increasing part. They wrote primarily for fellow clerici, at home and abroad; but
knowledge of Latin could also be expected of some lay patrons, like the Earl of
Gloucester to whom Geoffrey of Monmouth dedicated his Historia.

The maternal language of magnates such as Robert of Gloucester and their
wives was French, and French was the language into which translations from the
Latin were made, especially, it would appear, at the behest of great ladies. In the
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early twelfth century, one ‘danz Benedeiz' translated his own Navigatio Sancti
Brendani into AN for Henry I's queen Maud (Legge 1963: 8-18); and Wace’s
Brut, as already noticed, was presented to a later queen, Eleanor of Aquitaine.
Like queens and great ladies, nuns also spoke French, being commonly of gentle
birth; and it was a nun of Barking who, in the 1160s, translated Ailred’s Life of
Edward the Confessor into French verse (Legge 1963: 60—6). In her prologue,
the nun apologizes for her insular language: ‘Un faus franceis sai d’Angletere,
Ke ne lalai ailurs quere’ [I know a false French of England, I have not gone to
seek it elsewhere]. Yet the literature of this ‘faus franceis’ rivalled, in the twelfth
century, that of the continental mainland (major studies are Legge 1963; Dean
and Boulton 1999; Crane in CHMEL). Four poems, all from the later years of the
reign of Henry II, illustrate its range: the 77istan of Thomas; Jordan Fantosme’s
verse chronicle of the quarrel between Henry and his son, the Young King;
and the long exotic romances [pomedon and Proteselaus by Hue de Rotelande,
a Herefordshire lord (for these see Legge 1963: 45-59, 7581, 85—96).

French was the maternal language of the lay and ecclesiastical aristocracy,
and great lords or bishops might (though decreasingly so as the twelfth century
progressed) have very little or no English. Henry II had English interpreted for
him. On the part of those whose maternal language was English, knowledge of
French was distributed very unevenly, depending upon social, occupational, and
regional factors (see Berndt 1969). Bilingualism is now thought to have been less
common than earlier scholars such as Vising (1923) supposed; but many speakers
of English concerned with commerce, administration, or the Church had every
incentive to understand and use French, ‘either as a professional necessity or
as a social accomplishment’ (Clark 1995: 145). Furthermore, mixed marriages
might bring the two languages into contact within the household. In contexts
such as these, speakers must often have switched between one language and
the other, a process which has left its traces already in the presence of French
words in such English texts as the Peterborough Chronicle. Yet knowledge of
the other vernacular among French or English speakers will often have been
imperfect, and some French speakers, and most English speakers, were in any
case monolingual; so there must have been many occasions which called for
interpretation, sometimes even by a professed interpreter or ‘latimer’ (Salter 1988:
9). There is, however, rather little textual evidence of translation between the
two vernaculars before 1200, though Marie de France claims to have translated
her Fables from an Anglo-Saxon source, and the Norman poet Geoffrey Gaimar
rendered parts of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle in his Estoire des Engleis (Legge 1963:
31-2).

In the following century, England was still a substantially trilingual society.
Writing in the early 1270s, Roger Bacon said that the English of his time spoke
three languages, ‘Anglicum, Gallicum, et Latinum’ (Salter 1988: 34—5). Bacon
himself presumably spoke all three as occasion required; but for him and his
fellow /lizterati Latin would always be the medium for discussion or writing
about learned topics. Bacon wrote his encyclopedic Opus Maius in Latin, and
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that was also the preferred language of chroniclers such as the Benedictine monk
Matthew Paris, whose Chronica Majora brings the history of the world up to
the year 1259. Other Latin prose writings of the time include John of Garland’s
treatise on composition, the Parisiana Poetria, Odo of Cheriton’s collection of
fables, and the Communiloguium of John of Wales, a work drawn upon by
Geoffrey Chaucer. The survey of the Latin verse of the period by Rigg (1992:
157—239) gives pride of place to Henry of Avranches, a professional poet who
produced verse in a great variety of genres: saints life, debate, court verse, and
even Aristotelian philosophy. Two Franciscan friars, Walter of Wimborne and
Archbishop John Pecham, composed Latin verse mostly on religious subjects,
and the secular clerk John of Howden wrote a widely read poem on the Passion
of Christ, the Philomena.

Not all these writers confined themselves to Latin. Howden recast his Philom-
ena in French as Rossignos for his patroness Eleanor of Provence, Henry IIIs
queen (Legge 1963: 232—s); Eleanor was among the great ladies for whom the
chronicler Matthew Paris translated saints’ lives into French verse (see further
p. 108 below); and Robert Grosseteste took time off to compose an allegorical
poem in French, Chateau d'amour, which enjoyed considerable success, being
translated into both Latin and English (Legge 1963: 222—4). Translation of Latin
texts into French for the benefit of French-speaking noblewomen like Eleanor
of Provence may suggest that little had changed since the previous century,
but in fact the thirteenth century saw significant new developments in the
distribution, use, and status of French in England. One might have expected
the language to go into steep decline at this time, given the break-up of the
French-speaking ‘Channel kingdom’ of the Angevins with the loss of Normandy
by King John in 1204; and indeed the number of speakers for whom French was
their maternal, and often their sole, language did decline, despite the presence
of French speakers from across the Channel such as Henry III's queen and his
many French favourites. Yet this was also a period when many English speakers
set themselves to learn French as a second language, and the thirteenth century
saw the first of those Teach Yourself French books that were to become more
common after 1300 (see further Lusignan 1986: ch. 3; Rothwell 1978). An carly
stage in this written schooling can be seen in Walter de Bibbesworth’s Treziz. Both
Walter himself and the Lady Denise for whom he wrote evidently had English as
their mother tongue; but the lady needed help with her French—less common
vocabulary, homonyms, and the like—and this Walter provided (on the Tretiz,
see Clanchy 1993: 197—200; Hunt 1991: 11-16).

The survival of French in England would hardly, in fact, have seemed pre-
carious to a contemporary. It was still commonly spoken by what Walter calls
‘gentils hommes’, albeit mostly as an acquired second language, and also by such
as clerics, lawyers, administrators, and businessmen. Furthermore, as a written
language French actually came to be used more widely than in the years before
1200 both for literary and for official purposes. During this time, indeed, French
was acquiring greater cultural prestige in England. This was in part due to
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developments in Europe as a whole, for it was during the thirteenth century
that French—continental French—established itself as an international ‘language
of culture’, so that the Italian Brunetto Latini, for example, wrote in French.
It never rivalled Latin among the learned, but it acquired for the time being
something of the dignity of that language and came to be used for some of the
same purposes. In law, the proceedings of royal courts had long been conducted
mainly in French, but Latin was the written language of the law. By the middle
of the thirteenth century, however, some legal treatises appear in French, and the
earliest surviving law reports employ that language, which was to become usual
thereafter. In the thirteenth century, too, French begins to figure along with the
Latin which, ever since the Conquest, had been the language of government
and record. The first legislation to be officially enacted and published in French,
the Statute of Westminster, dates from 1275, and thereafter legislative acts might
employ either Latin or French (on the languages used for legal documents, see
Brand 2000).

The European dominance of continental French writings at this time
meant that the demands of English readers for literature in French—Arthurian
romances and the like—were largely met from across the Channel. Yet AN
writing in the thirteenth century still exhibits considerable range and variety,
from saints’ lives and religious lyrics on the one hand to fabliaux and satires
on the other (surveys by Vising 1923: 50—71; Dean and Boulton 1999). Of all
these genres, the most distinctively insular was the ‘ancestral romance’, by which
contemporary English lords were supplied with heroic and adventurous ancestors
(on this, see Legge 1963: 139—75; Crane 1986). Two extraordinarily successful
examples were Boeve de Haumtone and Gui de Warewic, long narrative poems
which, as ‘Bevis of Hampton’ and ‘Guy of Warwick’, were to enjoy a long afterlife
in English versions (see further §5.4 below).

The status of French as a written vernacular was as yet under little challenge
from English. Neither legal nor administrative documents employ English at this
time, though Henry III did, as an exceptional measure, send letters patent in
both English and French to all counties during the baronial rebellion in 1258
(on these, see Machan 2003: 21-69). In any ranking of languages at that time,
English would have appeared below French, as French ranked below Latin, and
it is the lower languages in this hierarchy that most commonly figure as the target
languages in translation: Latin to French, French to English, as when Geoffrey’s
Latin Historia was translated into French by Wace and thence into English by
Lazamon. This rule admits exceptions, however. The early thirteenth-century
rule for anchoresses, Ancrene Wisse, was rendered twice into French and once
into Latin for readers who were more comfortable with those languages; and
a poet calling himself Brykhulle claims to have translated his Blancheflour et
Florence from an English source: ‘Banastre en englois le fist, | E Brykhulle cest
escrit | En franceois translata’ [Banastre wrote this in English, and Brykhulle
translated it into French] (on Brykhulle, see Legge 1963: 334—6). Nor should talk
of a hierarchy suggest that texts in the different languages are segregated in the
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manuscript record, as if each had its own distinct and exclusive audience. The
English Ow! and the Nightingale keeps company with French as well as English
texts in the two manuscripts that preserve it, Oxford Jesus College MS 29 and
BL MS Cotton Caligula A.ix (ed. Cardidge 2001). The Caligula manuscript
also contains one of the two surviving copies of Lagamon’s Bruz. Again, the
late thirteenth-century manuscript Oxford Bodleian Library Digby 86, evidently
the commonplace book of a Worcestershire layman, contains eighteen ME texts,
including Dame Sirith and The Fox and the Wolf, in a volume mainly devoted to
devotional and secular texts in French and Latin (for a facsimile, see Tschann
and Parkes 1996). The presence of a macaronic text in that manuscript, fur-
thermore, serves as a reminder that the languages could also appear side by
side in a single text. This question of code-switching and code-mixing will,
however, be considered later here, for more evidence is available for the following
centuries.

English writings survive in much greater quantities from the thirteenth cen-
tury than from before 1200 (see catalogue in Laing 1993), and they are also very
various, as anyone turning from Lagamon’s Brur to The Owl and the Nightingale
will see. There is already a substantial first crop of English lyrics (collected in
Brown 1932), many of them secular and lively (‘Sumer is icumen in’); there are
long works of religious instruction and narrative, such as the Ayenbite of Inwit
and the South English Legendary; and there are, for the first time, romances,
mostly in versions of the French octosyllabic couplet. Of these last, Havelok
and Horn both derive from AN sources and celebrate insular heroes; but others
render into English stories from the great international Matters of antiquity and
of Britain, notably the late thirteenth-century long poems Kyng Alisaunder, also
from AN, and Of Arthour and of Merlin, from the French vulgate Arthurian
prose cycle (see further pp. 300-2, 307, 316 below). In the prologue to the
latter, the author gives what is at least one contemporary’s view of the language
situation shortly before 1300 (anon. 1973: 3—5). Children who are ‘set to book’
and learn French and Latin, he says, will have advantages, for they will be
better able to understand the secrets of God; but he himself is going to write in
English:

Rizt is pat Inglische understond

Pat [a person who] was born in Inglond.
Freynsche use pis gentil man,

Ac [but] everich Inglische Inglische can [knows].

The author adds, however, that not all ‘gentil’ men use French, for he has seen
many nobles who could speak nothing of that language; so it is for them too,
presumably, that he now writes.

By the end of the following century, English had largely supplanted French
as the written vernacular of England, but Latin maintained its status through-
out the fourteenth century and beyond as the prestige language par excellence.
‘The textual community still operated mainly in Latin, which was the medium
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for international communications, historiography, law, science, philosophy, and
theology’ (Rigg 1997: 130). The Benedictine tradition of history-writing was kept
up by such successors of Matthew Paris as Ranulph Higden, whose Polychronicon
survives in more than 100 manuscripts, and Thomas Walsingham (on historical
writing, see Gransden 1982; Taylor 1987). It was still a matter of course that
philosophers such as William of Ockham or theologians such as John Wyclif
should present their arguments in Latin. Throughout the century, too, Latin
remained the lawyers’ language of formal record, though the more informal law
reports employ French, and French is also the main language of statutes: ‘with
the reign of Edward II, French becomes the predominant, but by no means the
exclusive, language of legislation, but it was to be more than a century before the
last legislation was enacted in Latin during the reign of Henry VI’ (Brand 2000:
72-3). Latin verse continued to be composed in a variety of metres (survey by
Rigg 1992: 241-309), much of it concerned with contemporary affairs like John
Gower’s Vox Clamantis, with its treatment of the Peasants’ Revolt. Gower is one
of the first major writers since the Conquest to write in both Latin and English,
as did Richard Rolle earlier in the century, but he is also the last major writer to
write in AN. So his three long poems, Vox Clamantis in Latin, Confessio Amantis
in English, and Speculum Meditantis (or Mirour de ['omme) in French, both look
back to an older trilingual England and also look forward to a time when English
would rival Latin.

The author of Of Arthour and of Merlin reported that already in his time
many nobles could speak no French; yet many fourteenth-century noblemen
still favoured French, both in their reading and their talk. One of them, Henry,
Duke of Lancaster (d. 1361), even composed a confessional treatise, Le Livre de
seyntz medicines, in that language, albeit with the customary apology for his bad
French: ‘jeo sui engleis et n'ai pas moelt hauntee le franceis’ [I am English and not
much used to French] (Henry of Lancaster 1940: 239). Also, the insular variety of
French, after the school of Stratford-atte-Bowe, as Chaucer putit (C7 1. 125), was
widely used in other circles, not only by prioresses and other religious, but also
by scholars, administrators, businessmen, and lawyers, right up to the end of the
century (see Rothwell 1994, 2001). Such people commonly wrote their letters and
other communications in French (for a collection, see Legge 1941). Few of these
people, however, had learned the language in infancy from mother or nurse. At
this time, as Lusignan notes (1986: 106), French was no longer a true vernacular,
but rather a second, artificial, language, maintained by the efforts of teachers—
like Latin, but with less prestige. The fourteenth century, accordingly, saw an
increase in the production of manuals for the teaching of French. The most
substantial of these, written about 1400, is the Donait Francois of John Barton,
designed, Barton says, to help Anglophones understand both continental French
and also the laws of England and other good things (‘bones choses’) written here
in French. All the lords and ladies of England, he adds, choose to write to each
other ‘en romance’ [in French] (Lusignan 1986: 106). Modelling himself on the
Latin grammar of Donatus, Barton treats orthography, accidence, and the parts



1.1 The Languages of Medieval England 21

of speech; and his book, the first ever grammar of French, aligns that language
with Latin as deserving the dignity of grammatical analysis, rather as £lfric had
done, more obliquely, for Anglo-Saxon 400 years eatlier (see Lusignan 1986:
I1-15).

The fourteenth century has left many documentary records of the use of AN
for practical purposes: law reports, statutes, wills, guild and town records, and
the like. Non-documentary texts, by contrast, are less numerous than in previous
centuries (surveys in Vising 1923: 71—7; Dean and Boulton 1999). Yet AN pieces
play a large part in BL MS Harley 2253, a big collection written in the 1330s
which contains forty-three French items alongside forty-cight in English and
thirteen in Latin. The French pieces range from racy fabliaux to devotional lyrics
and pious prose (on the Harley MS, see Turville-Petre 1996: 192—217). Of more
extended works, the most important are chronicles. The French prose Brut, first
composed in the reign of Edward I and continued thereafter, survives in some
200 copies in its original French, in English, and in Latin (discussed in Taylor
1987: 110—32). Other prose histories include the Scalacronica of Sir Thomas Gray
(d. 1369), the Anonimalle Chronicle from a Benedictine house in York, and the
Chronicles of the Dominican Nicholas Trevet, composed for a sister of Edward I1
and used by Chaucer for his Man of Laws Tale (Legge 1963: 283—7, 2889,
298-302). Continental taste had turned away from verse for such purposes; but
the Chronicle of Pierre de Langtoft, a canon of Bridlington, composed in old-
fashioned verse lzisses, became popular and was drawn into English verse by
a fellow canon, Robert Mannyng of Brunne, in the 1330s (for discussion, see
Turville-Petre 1996: 75-103, and §§1.3, 5.5 below). The two chief AN poets of
the time, however, were the prolific Franciscan friar Nicholas Bozon from early
in the century and John Gower towards its end. Bozon composed a range of
religious allegories, poems to the Virgin, saints” lives, and sermons in verse, but
his best-known work is the prose Contes, a collection of fables and moralizations
of nature, subsequently translated into Latin for a wider audience (see Legge 1963:
229-32). John Gower, who died in 1408, is the last of the AN poets. He wrote
both up-to-date ballades, very much in the current French manner, and also an
enormous old-fashioned poem in short lines about sin, virtue, and society, the
previously-noted Mirour de lomme.

It is a measure of how times were changing (and also of the quality of the
two works) that, whereas only one manuscript of the Mirour survives, there are
about fifty of Gower’s English Confessio Amantis. Gower introduces the Confessio
as ‘a bok for Engelondes sake’ and his presentation of it makes new claims for
the dignity of vernacular verse. He divides it into Books (Libri) in the Latin
way, as Chaucer had been the first to do in his House of Fame, introduces each
section with short Latin poems, and supplies side-notes in Latin prose. It is not
surprising, therefore, that the Elizabethan writer George Puttenham, in his Arte
of English Poesie (1589), should have singled out Gower with Chaucer as the first
English poets worthy of his respect. Puttenham finds ‘litle or nothing worth
commendation’ in English verse before the times of Edward III and Richard II
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(Puttenham 1936: 60); and perhaps Gower himself would have agreed with him,
for he observes that ‘fewe men endite | In oure englissh’. Chaucer and Gower,
in fact, aspired to the European title of honour, ‘poet—though Chaucer dares
apply the title only to the Latin classics or to those Italian moderns, Dante and
Petrarch, from whose writings he was the first to render passages into English (on
these translations, see further §5.7 below). There is less novelty, and less ostensible
ambition, about the two other great Ricardian poets, William Langland and
the Gawain-poet, if only because they wrote in the ancient native measure of
alliterative verse and had no call to discredit such of their predecessors as they
knew—perhaps, in the case of Langland, Wynnere and Wastoure, which is the
earliest survivor, from the 1350s, of the so-called Alliterative Revival. By contrast,
Chaucer evidently found previous writings in his own metres, couplet or stanza,
distinctly artless. His parodic tail-thyme romance of Sir Thopas suggests that
he may have known a collection such as the Auchinleck manuscript, copied c.
1330 (see Turville-Petre 1996: 108—41). This big volume contains saints’ lives and
religious poems, romances and tales, and historical and political pieces, all in
the old manner, many of them translated from French or AN. Nor, one may
suppose, would Chaucer have been much impressed by such long poems as
Cursor Mundi (c. 1300), the Handlyng Synne of Robert Mannyng, or the very
popular mid-century Prick of Conscience (on these, see further §5.2 below). Yet
the chronicle-romance of the Scottish poet John Barbour (c. 1375) shows that
Gower and Chaucer were not alone in their mastery of that common long-poem
metre, the octosyllabic couplet.

The rising status of English in the latter part of the fourteenth century is
reflected also in the production of prose texts. The most momentous of these was
the Wycliffite translation of the Bible, produced in the 1380s and 1390s possibly by
Nicholas of Hereford and John Purvey (on the Wycliffite Bible, see §5.1 below).
This is also the age of the first mystical writers in English, Walter Hilton, Julian
of Norwich, and the anonymous author of 7he Cloud of Unknowing. At the same
time, English writers begin to render what Chaucer’s Friar called ‘scole-matere’
(CT III. 12772) in their own vernacular. Following in the footsteps of King Alfred,
Chaucer made a translation of Boethius' De Consolatione Philosophiae; and his
contemporary Thomas Usk, in the extraordinary apologia The Testament of Love,
translated arguments from the De Consolatione as well as from St Anselm’s De
Concordia Praescientiae et Praedestinationis (see further pp. 376-8 below). Towards
the end of the century, John Trevisa produced a series of translations for his
Gloucestershire patron Lord Berkeley (on Trevisa, see Fowler 1995). The first of
these, a rendering of Higden’s Polychronicon, is prefaced by an imaginary dialogue
between a Lord and a Clerk in which the Lord invokes many precedents, includ-
ing that of King Alfred, in support of his wish for translations from the Latin
(Burrow and Turville-Petre 2005: 235—42; see also pp. 82—3 below). Trevisa also
translated for Berkeley the De Proprietatibus Rerum of Bartholomaeus Anglicus,
an encyclopedic work which includes much scientific and medical lore, and the
De Regimine Principum of Giles of Rome. Trevisa’s work for his patron, local and
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limited though it was, may be compared with the major series of translations
undertaken under royal patronage in fourteenth-century France (on this latter,
see Lusignan 1986: ch. 4). It is in this period, from about 1375, that treatments
of technical scientific matters begin to appear in English (see Voigts 1996 and
pp- 413—14 below). In the 1390s Chaucer wrote his Treatise on the Astrolabe for his
litcle son, as he says, ‘in my lighte Englissh’ (Prol. s1).

All the evidence suggests that, as the century progresses, English took an
increasing share in more and more domains of use (see Catto 2003). In 1362 a
statute ordered that all cases in the law courts should be pleaded in English, and
in 1363 the Chancellor opened Parliament with a speech in English (recorded offi-
cially, however, in French). Writing in 1385, John Trevisa reported that, whereas
before the plague of 1349 children learned and construed Latin (‘grammar’) in
French, schools were by his time using English for that purpose—with the unfor-
tunate result, Trevisa adds, that contemporary children knew no more French
‘ban ... here lift heele’ [their left heel] (Sisam 1921: 149). Trevisa’s observation is
supported by the appearance, from c¢. 1400, of a large number of treatises on Latin
grammar in English, for the first time since Zlfric (for a collection of these, see
Thomson 1984). This is also the period when, most significantly, French loan
words flood into English, ‘the rate of new adoptions into English reaching a peak
in the second half of the fourteenth century as the uses of French were eroded
by English’ (Burnley 1992: 431). No doubt Thomas Usk spoke for many when, in
the prologue to his Zestament of Love, he wrote:

Let than clerkes endyten in Latyn, for they have the propertie of science and the knowynge
in that facultie; and lette Frenchmen in their Frenche also endyten their queynt termes,
for it is kyndely [natural] to their mouthes; and let us shewe our fantasyes in suche wordes
as we lerneden of our dames tonge. (loV 30)

Yet the relationships between the three languages were more complex than Usk
suggests; for not only did each of them adopt or adapt words and forms from the
other, but also texts in one language may have words or phrases from another
embedded in them. The most obvious form of such code-switching appears
in macaronic verse and in texts such as Piers Plowman where Latin quotations
from the Bible and elsewhere are irregularly introduced (see further §3.5 below);
but code-switching is also a feature of many more practical types of text in
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries: sermons, business and municipal records,
legal documents, medical and scientific writings (see Trotter 2000; Voigts 1996;
Rothwell 1994). Where the languages are intertwined in this way, it can be
difficult to distinguish between linguistic borrowing and code-switching. When
Chaucer writes, in his General Prologue to The Canterbury Tales (1. 353), of the
Franklin’s ‘table dormant’, is he writing English or is he code-switching to French,
as the word order noun—adjective may suggest? How would he have pronounced
the phrase? A modern editor has to decide whether to italicize or not (none do);
but in Chaucer’s trilingual world, the switch (if that is what it was) would have
passed unnoticed.
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John Gower’s Mirour de l'omme may be taken to mark the end of literary
composition in AN. In aristocratic circles especially, fifteenth-century readers
continued to favour writings in French (see Pearsall 2001); but these tastes were
satisfied either by contemporary continental writers such as Christine de Pizan
or else by works from the past (including AN: Humphrey, Duke of Gloucester,
owned a copy of his ancestor’s Livre de seyniz medicines). French was nonetheless
still in active use for a number of practical purposes (see Vising 1923: 77-8), most
obviously as ‘Law Frencl’, which long outlasted the Middle Ages. French also
continued for many years after 1400 to be, along with Latin, a favoured language
for government records and communications. So when in the 1420s the Privy
Seal clerk Thomas Hoccleve (d. 1426) compiled a collection of more than 1,000
model documents for the benefit of his successors, the majority are in French,
with Latin evidently reserved for the grander and more formal missives. There is
not a single document in English.

By the 1420s, however, English was already making fresh advances as an official
or documentary language, with the encouragement of King Henry V (Allmand
1992: 419—25). Towards the end of his reign, in 1417, Henry switched from French
to English in his Signet letters (the Signet being a more personal office than
the Privy Seal), and in the following years an increasing number and variety of
government writings employ English. The royal clerks who wrote these tended
to regularize their English forms (spellings, inflexions, and the like) according
to what modern scholars call a ‘Chancery Standard’; and in the course of the
fifteenth century, derivatives of this form of London English came to be accepted
as the proper way to write the vernacular (see Smith 1996: 66—77). Ever since the
decline of the Late West Saxon written tradition at the time of the Conquest,
English had suffered in comparison with French and, still more, with Latin from
the fact that its writings reflected local dialectal usages, such that a text like Sir
Gawain and the Green Knight, from the north-west Midlands, would have struck
a contemporary London reader as alien and even on occasion unintelligible in its
language; but by the end of the fifteenth century writers and also printers were
generally conforming to what might already be called a King’s English, current
throughout England (though not the kingdom of Scotland).

This standardization of written English, by ensuring a potential readership
nationwide, was one step towards the eventual supersession of Latin by the
vernacular in these islands; but that process was very far from complete by
1550. Scholarly and technical discourse in the fifteenth century was still most
at home in Latin, though English comes to figure more in scientific and medical
texts (see Voigts 1996) and the lawyer Sir John Fortescue did write treatises on
governance in English as well as in Latin (discussion in Simpson 2002: 225—9).
Vernacular writings on religious subjects were much inhibited, in the wake of
Lollard controversy, by the Constitutions of Archbishop Arundel (1409), which
banned translations of the Bible and made it dangerous to write in English on
theological topics (see further §5.2 below): as Bishop Reginald Pecock found
to his cost, when his scholastic treatises led to a conviction for heresy. Yet
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already in the fifteenth century one can see the beginnings of developments
within Latin itself which were to restrict its ranges of use. Speaking of an early
fifteenth-century Anglo-Latin poet, Rigg detects the start of a ‘trend towards
classicism which remained unbroken until “humanism” and “Neo-Latin” came
into its own. Latin was becoming an object of study rather than a casually
used tool; this signals the beginning of its retreat into the schoolroom’ (Rigg
1992: 302). Yet what C. S. Lewis called ‘the process of classicization which was
finally to kill Latin’ (1954: 134) was still only in its very early stages among late
medieval English humanists (on these, see Weiss 1967). Thomas More’s Utopia
was far from being a schoolroom text, and so was John Milton’s De Doctrina
Christiana.

The increasing efficiency of manuscript production in the fifteenth century,
together with the advent of printing in the 1470s, ensured that writings stood
a much improved chance of surviving into modern times, so that one hardly
has to reckon any more with what Wilson, in the title of his work (1970),
called ‘lost literature’. Yet there was also, certainly, an actual increase in the
volume of writing in English during this period. For the first time, too, English
writers and readers began to claim for their own literature, in poetry at least,
a tradition of high artistic excellence. They looked to Chaucer and Gower as
the founders of this great tradition, strongly supported in the next generation
by John Lydgate (d. 1449). Along with Chaucer, indeed, it was Lydgate who
exerted most influence upon succeeding poets ambitious of a reputation with
polite readers (see Simpson 2002, passim), poets as various as Charles d’Orléans,
Osbern Bokenham, Stephen Hawes, and John Skelton in England, and Robert
Henryson and William Dunbar in Scotland. For these men, the ambition was to
be associated with what George Puttenham later called the ‘company of courtly
makers’; so they follow their masters in, for instance, metrical forms such as
rhyme royal and the decasyllabic couplet, and also in styles of writing which
declare their ambition by sustained periodic syntax and, sometimes, Latinate
diction of the ‘aureate’ kind. By no means all poets wrote like this—the fif-
teenth century is the age of the carol and of the ballad, as well as of the verse
drama—>but it is the ‘Chaucerian’ poets, Scottish as well as English, who best
manifest the new-found confidence in the vernacular as a language of literature
with its own tradition and status, rivalled by Latin, certainly, but no longer
by AN.

William Caxton (d. 1492) printed and published editions of poems by
Chaucer, Gower, and Lydgate, including Troilus and Criseyde and The Canterbury
Tales, Confessio Amantis, and Lydgate’s Troy Book (on Caxton, see further §3.6
below). Most of his many publications, however, represent that other tradition
in which fifteenth-century writers excelled: prose translation. Caxton himself
made many translations, mostly from French, some from Latin, one from Dutch
(Reynard the Fox); he also printed the works of other translators, the earliest
of whom are Chaucer, translator of Boethius, and John Trevisa, translator of
Higden. Caxton is happy to accept the work of Chaucer, whom he describes
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as ‘first foundeur and enbelissher of ornate eloquence in our englissh’; but he
finds Trevisa’s English in need of being modernized and ‘a lytel embelysshed’
(Caxton, P&E 37, 67). Prose translation was for Caxton a current, not an
antiquarian taste; so he prints mainly quite recent works, such as translations
by the humanist John Tiptoft, Earl of Worcester, and by Anthony, Earl Rivers
(see further pp. 101—2 below), and also the Morte Darthur of Sir Thomas Malory
(see further pp. 324—7 below). This last represents a genre, prose romance, that
had been long established in France but was to become familiar in English only
after about 1450. Caxton was a shrewd literary entrepreneut, and his preferences
for Chaucerian verse and for prose translation may be taken to represent not
unfairly the strengths of English writing at the beginning of the Tudor age.
English writers still drew heavily on French and Latin sources, but their prose
and, especially, their verse now had their own traditions, upon which future
writers such as Lord Berners in prose or, in verse, Sir Thomas Wyatt (see further
§s.7 below) could draw.
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1.2 Manuscript Culture

Tim William Machan

Medieval Book Production

Like all literary works, medieval translations emerged from institutional and
cultural practices whose principles made possible their every feature, and whose
restrictions they everywhere made the foundation of structural design and aes-
thetic achievement. Medieval translations worked creatively with the require-
ments of medieval culture, making of them, by transformation and manipu-
lation, some of their own most distinctive, successful accomplishments. Other
contributions to this volume consider practical, theoretical, and social aspects of
these accomplishments. Here the material side is our concern; it will be addressed
by referring in detail to a selection of representative manuscripts from the OE and
ME periods.

‘Material’ here means the documents in which medieval translations survive—
parchment and paper manuscripts, or, as codicologists label them, books (this
latter term, used throughout the section for both manuscripts and printed books,
neatly collapses the distinction between manuscript and print, which, in any case,
late medieval writers and readers probably would not have recognized). And by
‘their accomplishments’ are meant both the ways in which these books physically
presented translations and the ways in which these presentations, in their variety
and nuance, articulated meaning. Manuscript culture, that is, involved not only
the physical production of books but also the books” production of affect and
sense. Very generally, both kinds of production took place through various
bibliographical codes—through the presence (or absence) of prefaces, colophons,
and the like, and through elements of design, including layout, script, marginalia,
and illuminations. In this way, for OE as well as ME, the context of a manuscript
culture fostered the variability of document, text, and literary work that lay at the
heart of late medieval translation and literature in general.

Though the venues of manuscript production and some of its methods
changed, certain features of medieval manuscript culture remained constant and
prominent between the beginning of the eighth century (from which the earliest
OE manuscripts date) and the end of the fifteenth century (from which the
latest ME ones do). In the Anglo-Saxon period, book-making was dominated
by monastic scriptoria, where the Rule of St Benedict encouraged, even required,
the practice, with houses at Winchester and Canterbury evolving into centres of
book production. But not surprisingly, given the isolated character of many early
monastic houses, nonce copying for a particular occasion was common, too, and
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the Anglo-Saxon period never witnessed the development of the larger scriptoria
found in the later Middle Ages (see discussion in Ker 1957). By the twelfth
century, this monastic domination of book production was weakening, for at
that time some houses began to contract for books outside the monastery—in
effect, hiring England’s first professional copyists—while the founding of Oxford
and Cambridge created new and growing demands for university books (fuller
discussion is in Gullick 1998). These could be met by scholars copying their
own books or, through the pecia system, by the serial borrowing and copying
of books or sections of books from a centralized location. As the ME period
progressed, two other venues developed and eventually came to dominate book-
making. The first of these involved what might be called the amateur copyist—
literate men and women (such as Robert Thornton) who increasingly selected
texts to make copies of works that interested them. The second venue was
professional book-making, especially in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.
On the one hand, such professional copying embraced individual scribes (such
as Jean d’Angouléme’s Duxworth), whom aristocratic households employed as
copyists. On the other, it included the various book artisans—limners and
painters as well as copyists—who formed guilds, congregated in the environs of St
Paul’'s Cathedral, and loosely collaborated with one another to produce, mostly,
bespoken books—books especially made to order for customers who specified
their contents, size, and design. It is out of this community, eventually, that the
early printed book trade would develop (for discussion, see Parkes 1976; Doyle
and Parkes 1978; Christianson in Griffiths and Pearsall 1989).

Within these venues of production, the mechanics of book-making presented
additional opportunities for variation in the contents and design of manuscripts.
The fact that texts were handwritten on parchment—Dby authors and scribes
alike—allowed for both intentional and accidental alterations of a kind not
possible in today’s computer age, where a text saved on disk ordinarily retains
the form in which it was saved, and where copies of a book printed from disk
ordinarily all have the same text. Scribal misreading of letter forms could easily
produce lene from leue or list from liff, for example, and the longer a text or the
more copies made from it, the greater the possibility for such divergence. One
translator, indeed, who calls himself only ‘MN’, laments the quality of the man-
uscript from which he has to work in producing his translation of the Mirouer
aux simples ames by Marguerite Porete (‘the Frensche booke pat I schal write aftir
is yuel writer'), while another, translating the Birgittine Office, suggests that the
exemplar’s ‘filia tua domino’ should perhaps be emended to ‘filia tu a domino’
(Ellis 1982: 19—20). Further variation was rooted in the production of books
through the assemblage of small parchment gatherings called booklets, for in this
method the final form of a book—and its effects on the works it contained—was
routinely open to reconstruction and never perfectly realized (see further Hanna
1996). A text that was itself subject to variation in transmission could always be
removed from one manuscript and copied into another, in the process perhaps
moving from a context of saints’ lives to one of scientific treatises, or from poetry
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to prose, or from a casual, unadorned personal miscellany to a professional, de
luxe folio devoted to a single work and replete with illuminations. Particularly in
the later Middle Ages, after the Conquest, when English was subordinated in sta-
tus to Latin and (at least until the late fourteenth century) French, such physical
variability was augmented by broader cultural attitudes towards works produced
in it (see the contribution by Edwards and Pearsall in Griffiths and Pearsall
1989). Even as manual copying provided a means for textual transformation,
that is, so did a diminished sense of vernacular authorship and of the integrity
of vernacular texts provide a motive for it. When writers like the Anglo-Saxon
monk Alfric or the fourteenth-century cleric John Gower expressed anxiety over
the transmission of their works, imploring writers and readers not to alter what
had been written, or overseeing the production of manuscript copies, they did
so with the knowledge that such alteration was the very thing that medieval
manuscript culture sanctioned. AElfric’s Homilies, indeed, were especially subject
to scribal simplification and rearrangement in design and contents as well as style
(see discussion by Godden in Alfric 1979; Swan 2000).

Manuscript Contents

As already noted, the variability that medieval manuscript culture produced and
sustained manifested itself in manuscripts’ bibliographic codes. With respect to
the contents of a manuscript, this variability involved the context of a particular
work, specifically the works bound with it (which could include the source of
a translation) and a variety of marginal and interlinear glosses. Some works
appear as the sole (or virtually sole) item in a codex, as with the copy of the
tenth-century translation, previously ascribed to Alfred the Great, of Orosius
Historiarum Adversum Paganos Libri Septem in BL MS Additional 47967, or
the copies of John Trevisa’s translations (1387, 1398—9) of, respectively, Ranulph
Higden’s Polychronicon (preserved in BL MSS Add. 24194 and Stowe 65) and
Bartholomaeus Anglicus’ De Proprietatibus Rerum (in BL MS Add. 27944), and
numerous copies of the Bible. While such books bespeak a sense of the integrity
of particular works, they also point to certain practical consequences of medieval
manuscript production. Copies of the Bible can exceed 350 leaves (e.g. BL MS
Add. 15580), and even popular works might also do so: the copy in BL MS
Arundel 99 of Lydgate’s Troy Book, a translation of the Troy story from the Latin
version of Guido delle Colonne, exceeds 150 leaves. Producing manuscripts of
individual translations of this length would have been expensive as well as time-
consuming, precluding the inclusion of other translations in the same volume.
When several translations do appear together, the manuscript can reflect
several literary and personal impulses. Strictly speaking, for example, certain
works are collections of individual translations, including Zlfric’s Homilies and
Lydgate’s Fall of Princes. Lydgate’s collective organizing principle is also present
in his source, Laurent de Premierfait’s version of Boccaccio’s De Casibus Virorum
Hlustrium. In these cases, the manuscripts present a composite whole, but in
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others the organizing principle is less the integrity of a multi-part work than the
personal interests of a scribe, compiler, or owner. For BL MS Add. 36704, one
individual played all three roles, for this is a fifteenth-century autograph copy
of John Capgrave’s translations of the Lives of Sts Augustine and Gilbert. More
idiosyncratic is BL MS Add. 16165, the work of the late medieval bibliophile John
Shirley; here, covering more than 250 leaves, translations like Chaucer’s Boece and
Trevisa's Gospel of Nicodemus eclectically appear alongside the Regula Sacerdotalis
Scripta; Edward, Duke of York's Master of Game (see further pp. 99—100 below);
Lydgate’s Complaint of the Black Knight; and a ballade by Richard Beauchamp
about Isabelle, Countess of Warwick. (On this manuscript, see further Lyall
in Griffiths and Pearsall 1989: 16-19.) A less personalized and more common
principle for grouping translations in individual manuscripts is thematic. BL
MS Add. 23002, for example, collects several scientific treatises; treatises on
agriculture (Geoflrey on Palladius) and arboriculture (Nicholas Bollard), as well
as anonymous #ractatus on natural philosophy and the making of a small ship,
all in Latin, accompany Chaucer’s Treatise on the Astrolabe (on this translation,
see further pp. 138—9, 413 below). BL MS Add. 17376 contains over 200 leaves of
translated hymns and prayers, while the tiny octavo BL MS Add. 10046 brings
together specifically Wycliffite translations of the Psalms and Canticles with a
translated commentary on the Athanasian Creed. Courtly themes join religious
ones in BL MS Add. 36983, which presents the translated Kings of Cologne
and Chaucer’s original ballade “Truth’ alongside Cursor Mundi (a translation of
biblical and related material; on this last, see further pp. 211, 247 below) and
a translated verse life of St Erasmus in a 300-leaf quarto containing nineteen
distinct items. Altogether, these texts suggest that readers were not always aware
of or troubled by the translated status of the texts they were reading: translations,
that is, were not regularly seen as a separate category to be grouped together.
Wholly different organizing principles emerge from manuscripts that group
translations with their sources. Compared to the principles just discussed, this
one is relatively uncommon, and is far more likely to occur for religious or
academic translations than for popular ones like Lydgate’s Fall of Princes or Troy
Book, which never appear with their sources. Psalters and hymnals in particular
benefited from this presentation, with many manuscripts intercalating, a line
at a time, the Latin original and English translation—in that order—often
supplementing the translation with additional commentary. Such is the case with
manuscripts of Richard Rolle’s translations of the Psalms, where a line of Latin
is followed by a line of translation and then commentary (e.g. BL MSS Arundel
158, Harley 1806); in MS Add. 10046 (a distinct translation of the Psalter), the
first line of each psalm appears in Latin, followed by its translation as the title
of the psalm and then the entire psalm in translation. Such side-by-side use of
Latin original and English translation continues into the era of print, appearing
regularly in the printed translations of Alexander Barclay, for example.
Manuscripts of Chaucer’s translation of the De Consolatione Philosophiae of
Boethius have several ways of publishing the translation in tandem with its
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source. One extreme is represented by Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Bodley 797
and Cambridge, Pembroke College MS 215, where the initial lines of individual
proses and metres of Boethius™ original function as prefatory rubrics to the
English translations of the entire prose or metre. Another is CUL MS Ii.3.21,
which presents a compendium of aids for reading and studying Boethius’ work.
This substantial volume of nearly 300 leaves opens with an alphabetized list of
topoi in the Consolatio. After this follows the entire Latin source and English
translation, intercalated a section at a time and surrounded by marginal and
interlinear glosses; and the book concludes with William of Aragon’s thirteenth-
century commentary on the Consolatio. While other works, such as the OE
Exodus (in Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Junius 11) and the ME King Horn
(in, e.g., CUL MS Gg.4.27.2; Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Laud Misc. 108; BL
MS Harley 2253), offer few textual or bibliographical clues to identify themselves
as translations, CUL Ii.3.21 thus foregrounds two major issues: that the Boece is
a translation and that as a translation it participates in and even contributes to
long and complex traditions of commentary and interpretation.

Translation, Glosses, Marginalia

Beginning with Augustinian views of language, which distinguish the fixed truth
of an utterance or work from the potentially flawed words in which it might
be represented, and eventually channelled through the explanatory strategies and
institutions associated with scholasticism, these interpretative traditions devel-
oped as ways of stabilizing and articulating the meaning of works whose gram-
mar, allusions, or ideas might be obscure in translation. More typical than the
elaborate apparatus of CUL Ii.3.21 are the unobtrusive marginal and interlinear
glosses that often accompany translations in medieval manuscripts. This strategy
is especially common in Psalters and hymnals, as in the Anglo-Saxon BL MSS
Cotton Vespasian D.xii and Cotton Julius A.vi, in which interlinear glosses in
OE accompany the interpretative paraphrase that is adjoined to every psalm
(Vespasian D .xii) or that stands alone (Julius A.vi). In both cases the glosses are
clearly part of the original design of the manuscript—in Vespasian D.xii they are
in fact written in red—but the productive nature of this interpretative strategy is
clear from BL MS Add. 37517, a Psalter manuscript that utilizes Latin glosses as
part of its original design but also includes sporadic glossing in OE from a later
hand.

By stabilizing and in effect completing these manuscripts, glossing becomes
a bibliographical strategy that partially redefines the original; the composite
literary work, in other words, comes to include source, translation, and interpre-
tation. The intrinsic relation interpretative material could bear to translations is
especially clear in the Wycliffite Bible, for which it may well be that the only
truly heterodox and therefore problematic features were a handful of glosses
(Hudson 1988: 24). In more mundane cases, glosses—whether of the original
or its translation—assist the reader by articulating the structure of a narrative,
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identifying historical references, or simply clarifying grammar. For example, in
BL MS Arundel 119, which contains Lydgate’s Siege of Thebes, marginal notes
offer quick guides to the story and its morality, including “The wordes of pe
host to the monk’, “What availep to a kyng or to a prince to ben goodly and
benygne of his port to his puple’, and ‘how pe pore puple suporten and beren vp
pe estat of a kyng’. As in original works, such glosses and marginal notes function
as convenient commentary on all levels of meaning, from the simplest narrative
line to the most complex themes. A similar strategy occurs in the copy of the
Wycliffice Bible in BL MS Add. 15580, in which marginal notations in the Gospels
specify the readings for particular days in the Church calendar. Grammatical
glosses vary from one-word equivalents to extended translations, a range that
manuscripts of Zlfric’s Grammar well illustrate. In BL MS Royal 15.B.xxii, a
variety of individual words is glossed with interlinear translations: ‘rex/kynig’,
‘Nomen/pis nama, ‘et verbum/and word’, and ‘homo/mann.” The elementary
nature of glosses like these, whose meanings would seem to be obvious even to a
beginning student, points as much to glossing’s rhetorical functions—its role in
visually conveying authority—as to its semantic ones.

More ambitious glosses to ZElfric’s Grammar than these, however, occur in
Royal 15.B.xxii as well as in BL MS Cotton Faustina MS A.x. In some cases,
the Royal manuscript interlinearly translates and glosses the Latin original with
normalized syntax, so that ‘pecuniam accepi’ is rendered as ‘ic underfeng feoly,
‘amare vollo [sic] as ‘ic will lufian’, and ‘licet mihi bibere’ as ‘mot ic drincan’. The
Faustina manuscript contains several layers of glossing, including Latin marginal
notes to identify the topic (such as ‘De adiectiuis’) and interlinear translations
of Latin examples, such as ‘pu lufodest’ for ‘tu amas’, where the preterite tense
of the OE is in fact incorrect. Beyond these Latin and English glosses, however,
the manuscript includes occasional French translations of the English glosses.
To illustrate the preterite perfect, for instance, Alfric cites ‘amaufi’, after which
occurs OE ‘ic lufode fulfremedlice’ [I loved completely]; above the OE is French
‘io amei’. In the same vein, ‘ic stand¢’ is adjoined to ‘sto’ and glossed interlinearly
with ‘io esstois’, though in a passage reading ‘amabor ic beo gelufad’ French ‘io
serai amet’ occurs above the Latin and not the English. Such glossing bears wit-
ness to the multilingual vitality of England after the Conquest. But, productive
and popular as glossing might have been for medieval manuscripts, it would
sometimes seem to complicate rather than facilitate comprehension, particularly
in instances of grammatical incongruity between Latin and English. To illustrate
the masculine, feminine, and neuter forms of indefinite pronouns, for example,
AKlfric cites ‘aliquis aliqua aliquod’; he cites ‘unus una unum’ to similar effect
when writing about numerals. Working in a language in which grammatical
gender had become moribund, the eleventh-century glossator of Royal 15.B.xxii
interlinearly glosses all three forms of ‘aliquis’ with ‘sum’ and all three forms of
‘unus’ with ‘an’.

While glossing traditions are ubiquitous in the manuscript culture of medieval
translation, many uncertainties remain about them. These arise when their
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content seems superfluous (‘mann’ for homo’) or obscure (‘sum’ three times for
‘aliquis aliqua aliquod’) but also from the unpredictability of their occurrence.
Heavily glossed as Faustina MS A.x and Royal 15.B.xxii are, for example, a
contemporary copy of Alfric’s Grammar in BL MS Harley 3271 is virtually free of
glosses. The uncertain authorship of glosses also complicates their significance.
In some cases programmes of glossing are part of both the conception of a work
and its manuscript transmission; this is the case with Rolle’s Psalter but also with
Wycliffite translations, in which, for ideological reasons, the differentiation of
original from gloss was particularly important. In the prologue to the Wycliffice
Glossed Gospels in Cambridge, Trinity College MS B.1.38, the scribe is unusually
articulate about such a distinction:

pe text of pe gospel is set first bi itsilf, an hool sentence togider, and panne suep [follows]
pe exposicioun in pis maner: first a sentence of a doctour declaringe pe text is set aftir pe
text, and in pe ende of pat sentence, pe name of pe doctour seiynge it is set, pat men wite
certeynli hou feer [far] pat doctour goip. (Ghosh 2000: 20)

Buct in other cases, not only are glosses poorly differentiated from the translation
proper but the glossing seems to have arisen as an afterthought, some time in
the manuscript tradition after the original copy was made. Glossing in the ten
extant manuscripts of Chaucer’s Boece thus varies from heavy (approximately 200
glosses in Bodley 797) to nearly non-existent (just seven in BL MS Harley 2421),
though it is clear that a core of glosses entered the tradition fairly early in the
fifteenth century, after Chaucer had died, and that these glosses began to circulate
with the text of Chaucer’s translation. Here again appears the variability of
medieval manuscript culture, for in the case of this particular work the integrity
of a translation came to include, variously, selections from the Boethian original
prefacing each prose and metre, Chaucer’s complete translation of each of these
sections, and a gloss tradition that arose and developed independently of the
translator (see discussion in Machan 1987).

Titles, Prefaces, Colophons

Turning from the contents of books to their design, we find numerous bibli-
ographical codes that likewise manifest the variability of medieval manuscript
culture, even as they contribute to the production of meaning. Literally at the
outset of manuscripts, tables of contents render the structure of a volume both
transparent and, at least provisionally, fixed. In manuscripts containing only one
work, like Add. 47967 (Orosius), BL MS Add. 10340 (Boece), and Add. 27944
(De Proprietatibus Rerum), such tables itemize books and sections within them,
sometimes in extensive detail; in Add. 27944, for instance, the table of contents
fills six entire folios. Today, we take such tables for granted, but they were scarcely
inevitable or ubiquitous in the Middle Ages, first appearing with regularity only
at the end of the twelfth century. And while they articulate the integrity of
an entire manuscript, enabling a reader to compare text to table and thereby
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identify any omissions, by typical medieval practice they rarely include foliation
and thus offer limited aid to a reader hoping to use them for quick location of
particular passages. In manuscripts containing several distinct translations, the
integrity established by a table of contents is that of the book in its entirety
as a reflection of the particular and evolving interests of those who owned or
created it. The eclecticism of Add. 16165, which includes a copy of Chaucer’s
Boece, thus well reflects the quirkiness of its compiler, John Shirley, including his
vision of the book’s totality in what he describes as ‘pe Prologe of pe Kalundare
of pis litell booke’: if pat you list for to entendel Of pis booke to here legende’
(f. 2r: for an edition of the ‘kalundare’, see Hammond 1927: 194—6). These same
eclectic impulses were furthered by the inherently open-ended nature of medieval
manuscripts, to which booklets of additional works could always be added and
whose blank pages could always be filled with additional writing. Consequently,
even individually designed books containing multiple texts and translations,
books like Harley 2253 and its 116 items, often lack the tables of contents that
would have pronounced them complete. For a work that grew through accretion
over time by diverse hands, such as CUL MS Ff.1.6 (the ‘Findern’ manuscript), a
table of contents would be even less viable.

In the absence of devices like foliation and tables of contents, prefaces and
epilogues could both help to establish the integrity of a volume of translations
and serve as opportunities for the propagation of variation among copies of the
same work. Zlfric thus used the preface to his translation of the Book of Genesis
to enjoin scribes and readers to attend to the authorial correctness of their texts:

Ic bidde nu on Godes naman gif hwa pas boc awritan wylle pzt he hig gerihte wel be
pare bysne forpan pe ic nah geweald peah pe hig hwa to woge bringe purh lease writeras
and hit by ponne his pleoh na min. Mycel yfel ded se unwritere gif he nele hys woh
gerihtan.
In the name of God I ask of anyone who desires to copy this book that he should correct
it by the exemplar, because I don’t have the power to prevent anyone from introducing
error through false scribes, and it will then be his error, not mine. The man who miscopies
does great evil if he will not correct his error.
(Mitchell and Robinson 1992: 187; another version is appended
to the preface of £Alfric’s Grammar in BL MS Hatley 3271, £. 7v)

By the later Middle Ages, prefaces to translations were more common (though
still scarcely obligatory) and had become forums for discussion of a variety of
issues, including the circumstances of a translation and its methods of com-
position. In the preface to the Astrolabe, for example, Chaucer claims to have
produced the translation for his son Lewis, whose youth and unfamiliarity with
Latin have led him to adopt a simple, expansive, and even repetitive style. It is
the epilogue to his translation of the Polychronicon that allows Trevisa to address
these same issues:

My worthy and worshipful lord Sir Thomas lord of Berkley, I John Trevysa youre prest
and youre bedman [servant] ... holde in hert and thenke in thought and mene in mynde
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youre. .. speche that ye speke. .. that ye wold have Englissh translacioun of Ranulph of
Chestres bokes of [var., and] cronycles. Therefore y wolde fonnde [attempt] to. .. make
Englissh translacion of the same bokes. (1oV 134)

In Add. 24194 Trevisa details the day, month, year, and regnal year on which
he completed his translation: ‘pis translacioun is yended [ended] in a porsday
pe ey3tepe day of Aueryl pe 3ere of oure lord a powsand pre hondred foure
score and seuene, pe tenpe 3ere of kyng Richard pe secounde after pe conquest
of Engelond’ (f. 262r). Trevisa’s concerns are fundamentally circumstantial—
identifying his patron and his source, deflecting the criticism of the pusillan-
imous, and chronologically situating his own activities as a writer—but the
preface to Chaucer’s Astrolabe well illustrates the critical potential of what is
essentially a bibliographical code by moving from Lewis to a discussion of the
viability of translation in general and of English in particular. Even more is this
potential realized in the preface to the so-called Late Version of the Wycliffite
Bible, which rationalizes the translation and its ‘open’ methods in detail (see
further pp. 78-80, 199—200 below).

Within and between individual translations themselves, titles and colophons
served much the same purpose of establishing the integrity of a work and
providing opportunities for variation among copies. In their simplest forms,
such devices simply announce a work’s beginning or ending: ‘here bigynnep
a prologue on pe salmes of pe Sauter’ (Add. 10046, f. 1r); ‘Here endepe pe
Apocolips of Ioon’ (BL MS Add. 11858, f. 118r); ‘incipit liber boicij de conso-
lacione philosophie’ [Here begins the book of Boethius on the consolation of
philosophy] (MS Add. 10340, f. 3v). Incipits like these may well have origi-
nated with the translators themselves, but scribes were just as likely to create
them as part of a book’s design, as with the colophon to the second recension
of Alfric’s Homilies in Cambridge, Corpus Christi College MS 178: ‘in hoc
codicello continentur duodecim sermones anglice, quos accepimus de libris
quos &lfricus abbas anglice transtulit’ [In this small book are contained twelve
English sermons that we have taken from books that Abbot Zlfric translated
into English] (Zlfric 1979: Ixxvi). In manuscripts like Add. 36983, with its nine-
teen distinct items, such bibliographical devices constitute an essential ordering
principle of layout and design: ‘Here now of the trenite dere | And makyng
of pis worlde here’ (Cursor Mundi, f. 3r); ‘Incipit carmen secundum ordinem
litterarum Alphabetis’ (Chaucer’s ABC, f. 1751); “Thus begynnyth the lyffe off
thre kyngys of Coleyne’ (f. 179r); “Thus endythe pe lyffe of pe iij kyngys of
coloyne primo die Januare Anno domini mcceexlij’ (£ 215v). As fundamen-
tally practical as titles and colophons might be, they thus allowed individual
expression in language, style, and form—prose or verse. Yet another such styl-
istic variation occurs at the beginning of the Golden Legend (a translation of
James of Varaggio’s large collection of saints’ lives, the Legenda Aurea) in BL
MS Add. 11565, where the epigraph identifies the overall work, its source, and
initial tale: ‘Here bygynneth the lyfe of seyntes and this boke is called yn latyn
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legenda Sanctorum, of the whiche first bygynneth the life of Seint Andrewe the
apostle’ (f. 34r).

By extension for titles as for prefaces, what began as a feature of design
in translation manuscripts became an opportunity for literary-critical conceits,
discussions, and self-consciousness that collectively advanced the objectives and
achievements of English writing in general at the end of the Middle Ages. In
Add. 36704 (the autograph manuscript by John Capgrave) the translator uses the
epigraph as a place to identify himself along with the work being translated and
the occasion of its original delivery as a sermon: ‘And here begynnyth a tretis of
the orderes pat be vadyr pe reule of oure fader seynt augustin drawe oute of a
sermoun seyd be frer Ion capgraue at cambrige pe 3ere of our lord a meccexxij’
(f. 1161). In BL MS Add. 30031, a quarto devoted exclusively to Nicholas Love’s
translation of the pseudo-Bonaventuran Meditationes Vitae Christi, there called
Speculum Vitae Christi, an English rubric at the start announces the work, while
a Latin one at the end identifies its translator: ‘Here bigynnep pe prohemie of pe
book pat is clepid pe myror of pe blessid lyf of ihesu cryst’ (f. 1r), and ‘Explicit
speculum vite christi iste liber translatus fuit de latino in anglicum per dominum
Nicholaum Loue priorem monasterii de mounte grace ordinis cartusiensis’ [Here
ends the mirror of the life of Christ. This book was translated from Latin into
English by master Nicholas Love, prior of the Carthusian monastery at Mount
Grace] (f. mor). Together, this title and colophon thus epitomize the linking
of original Latin with translated English through a specific translator. In Add.
16165, John Shirley demarcates and identifies two works with a notice that is both
colophon and epigraph and in which a bibliographic code becomes an occasion
for recording literary history and authorial biography:

And pus endepe pe translacion of Boece .. . translated by pe moral and famous Chaucyer
which first enlumyned pe lande with retoryen [sic] and eloquent langage of oure rude
englisshe modere tonge And filowyng [sic] begynnepe pe translacion of Nichodemes out
of latyn into englisshe laboured by maystre Johan Trevysa doctour in theologye at pe
instaunce of Thomas some tyme lord of Berkley. (£ 941)

An extreme but perhaps inevitable example of such rhetorical manipulation of
a bibliographical code occurs in Lydgate’s translations the Fall of Princes and
the Troy Book, both of which conclude with envoys in praise of Henry V and
several additional stanzas that are addressed to the poems themselves and that in
effect use the humility topos to testify to their own achievement. In this way, a
bibliographical device serves as a platform for Lydgate’s advice to his prince and
for the literary claims of his poetry.

Layout and Design

Within texts, a number of bibliographical codes can articulate meaning in indi-
vidual manuscripts. Running titles can simply identify the work or section of
work on each individual leaf, as with Add. 10340, where the heading of each
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page identifies the relevant book of the Boece, such as ‘liber primus’. Given the
malleability of manuscripts, in which leaves might be added or excised, a more
complex and textually stabilizing strategy is to divide the running title across
the book’s gutter, so that in the De Proprietatibus translation in Add. 27944, for
example, the verso contains ‘liber’ and the recto ‘primus’; and a similar pattern
occurs in the copies of the 770y Book in Arundel 99 and the Wycliffite Bible in
Add. 11858 (e.g. ‘pe secounde’ on the verso and ‘to corinthes’ on the recto). Useful
as such a strategy could be in maintaining the integrity of a manuscript, however,
like many other such strategies it was scarcely inevitable; running titles are absent
from Add. 36983, despite its over 250 leaves and nineteen items.

Ink colour and script size can demarcate hierarchies within a work in several
ways. In Faustina MS A.x, large capitals (the size of two lines) are used at the
beginning of major sections and small capitals at the beginning of subsections,
while the English glosses in Julius A.vi and Add. 37517 are significantly smaller—
though still well formed—than the Latin hymns and psalms they accompany, so
that original and translated explanation are visually as well as linguistically distin-
guished from one another. This design is further developed in Vespasian D .xi,
where the English interlinear glosses are in red, and in Aberdeen, University MS
134. The latter contains a text of the earlier-noted Myroure of Oure Ladye, and
the translator not only copies the corresponding Latin phrase of the original
at the head of each unit of translation, but further promises to help readers
distinguish the ‘bare englysshe’ of the Latin from any partnering ‘exposicioun’ by
underlining the translation at such points in red ‘pat ye may knowe perby wher it
[sc. the exposition] begynnethe’ (Ellis 1982: 25). Colour, indeed, is a particularly
prolific device for articulating the structure and meaning of translations. A simple
example occurs in the Boece in Add. 16165: large red capitals begin the first word
of each prose and metre; within the body of the text dark letters highlighted in red
articulate the structure of the argument. In the text of Chaucer’s ABC’ found in
the eclectic Add. 36983, a large red capital begins each of the verses that expound
sequentially on letters of the alphabet. An even simpler, yet still effective, use of
colour is in the paragraph marks that often mark slight shifts in sentiment or
argument; in the Polychronicon translation found in Add. 24194, blue, red, and
gold paraphs alternate with one another, while marginal textual cross-references
are sometimes written in red or gold. More complex uses of colour to indicate
text divisions occur in rubrics—literally, headings or titles written in red. Perhaps
most commonly, rubrication is used for headings of individual sections such as
the Psalms (Add. 37517) or other books of the Bible (Add. 15580). The vitality
of this simple method of text division is particularly apparent in Add. 36704;
here John Capgrave rubricates chapter divisions in his autograph copy of his
translations of the lives of Sts Augustine and Gilbert and underscores Latin
quotations in red. In a related strategy, Nicholas Love promises in the preface
to The Mirror of the Blessed Life of Jesus Christ that he will place a marginal ‘B’
beside passages translated from the original and a marginal ‘N’ beside his own
elaborations, though in the event this design is carried out only sporadically in
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the manuscripts (Ellis 1982: 22; Ghosh 2000: 32-3). Like glossing strategies, uses
of colour and script could thus offer semantic guidance rather than serve merely
as visual decorations.

As with many features of translations in medieval manuscript culture, flexibil-
ity and variability are the most prominent features of these several bibliographic
codes, which can be combined in any number of ways. The copy of the Boece
in Add. 10340 thus includes red excerpts from the Consolatio, large blue capitals
highlighted by red dots to begin individual proses and metres, alternating red and
blue paraphs within these sections, and (sporadic) red underscoring of glosses.
The Add. 30031 copy of Love’s Mirror employs red for section headings, for
marginal glosses and chapter identifications, for Latin quotations within the
work, and, along with blue, for the initial capital letters of individual sections.
A particularly adroit use of these bibliographical resources can be found in the
Harley 1806 copy of Rolle’s Psalter translation. There, individual psalms are
introduced by large capitals, some of which have gold leaf. Within the psalms,
a line of the original Latin begins with a large capital letter in blue or red,
after which follows the English translation underscored in red and begun with
a capital letter alternate to the one used in Latin: if the Latin begins with a red
letter, the English begins with a blue one. A coloured paraph then introduces
a lengthy commentary on the translation, and the entire layout repeats with
each subsequent verse. The prominent role such bibliographical codes can play
in manuscript culture is suggested by the fact that essentially this same layout
appears in other manuscripts of Rolle’s translation, such as Add. 17376, and that
such codes effectively became standardized in the presentation of Love’s Mirror.

The most elaborate use of colour in manuscripts of translations occurs, of
course, in historiated initials and illuminations. Time-consuming and expensive,
such decoration would never have been produced on speculation—on the belief
that there would be a customer desiring just such a de luxe manuscript—
but rather, within the bespoke traditions of medieval manuscript culture, on
a custom-made basis. By the same token, the works selected for illumination
are those whose cultural status designated them as significant or prestigious
in various ways. Most manuscripts of Chaucer’s Boece and Astrolabe, thus, are
largely unadorned, embellished only with rubrication, underscoring, or enlarged
capitals decorated with penwork: however long and complex, these are vernacular
translations of, respectively, a school text and a scientific treatise, and not works
that validate (or seck to validate) English linguistic, literary, or social practice.
In this same vein is Harley 2253, the famous early fourteenth-century trilingual
manuscript of lyrics and romances that also contains a number of translations;
here, reflecting the book’s casual status, illumination is generally limited to red
paraphs, sporadic red highlighting, and pen flourishes.

Delicate pen flourishes in red surrounding a blue capital letter (for example)
are common and efficient decorative devices for marking translations’ structural
divisions—what medieval literary theory called their modus tractatus (fully dis-
cussed in Minnis 1988: 118—59). In Arundel 158 and Add. 17376 such capitals
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open each psalm, while in BL MS Egerton 2891 they designate the opening of
each story in the South English Legendary. These kinds of capitals could unify
the design of a book even as they demarcated the structure of the works it
contained. Add. 11565, for example, opens with translations of the Life of St
Bonaventura and a treatise on the Eucharist, followed by the Golden Legend, but
one design obtains throughout: sections of the first two works and individual
legends of the third all open with large, gold capitals on blue backgrounds
that are surrounded by green foliated penwork. Another use of illumination to
articulate a work’s structure occurs in Cotton Julius A.vi, a collection of hymns
that commences with two, distinct, organizational devices: a metrical calendar
that is highlighted by green, brown, and gold ink and counterpointed, at the
foot of the page, by line drawings of individuals performing activities relevant
to a particular month (e.g. harvesting in August); and several pages of computus
tables (to calculate the date of Easter) that are likewise distinguished by black,
red, green, and gold ink. Here again, decoration, structure, and meaning become
one.

Such formal features of a text are always relevant, on some level, to questions
about the status of a translation and its relation to the source text: for a striking
example, where the translator (Robert Grosseteste) imitated the very letter forms
of his original, as a way of dramatizing his understanding of the relation of his
translation to it, see pp. 131—2 below.

Illumination, Prestige, Variation

In most of these cases, it was a booK’s religious content that projected cultural
prestige and therefore invited programmes of decoration. Some of the most
lavishly illustrated medieval English translations, however, are decidedly secular.
In these instances, it was likely that the presumptive status of vernacular literature
elicited commensurate illuminations in manuscripts; this section has argued, as
do all the contributions to the volume, for the importance of translation in
relation to developments in vernacular language and literature. BL MS Add.
35298 is one such manuscript. Enormous in size and length, Add. 35298 contains
just one work—a translation of the Legenda Aurea—and opens with a table of
contents specifying all of the legends present in the manuscript. The initial legend
is prefaced by a large, gold S with red and blue highlights, the same colours
that are used for paraphs to demarcate the structure of the story itself; a red
colophon concludes the first legend and introduces the second, and this pattern
is repeated throughout the manuscript, with slightly smaller capitals than that
which began the volume. The larger and longer Add. 27944, which contains
Trevisa’s translation of De Proprietatibus Rerum, begins with a six-page table of
contents of red titles begun by gold or blue capitals and set within an acanthus
border. Similar acanthus borders frame the opening of each of the work’s books,
which are likewise demarcated by multicoloured titles, within which red and blue
paraphs serve their typical rhetorical functions. Such design programmes could



42 Contexts of Translation

in fact become as integral to a work’s appearance as the text itself. Both Stowe
65 and Add. 24194, for example, present Trevisa’s Polychronicon translation with
multicoloured pages set within elaborate borders at the beginning of each Book,
and the lacter even includes representation of a monk, presumably Higden or
Trevisa, sitting at a desk and writing,

In this recurrence of a decorative programme in different manuscripts of
the same work, translations repeat a late medieval focus on specific works and
individuals as means for channelling increasing interest in English writing.
Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales and Gower’s Confessio Amantis (themselves both
translations to a considerable extent) characteristically appeared in large, lavish
manuscripts replete with rubrication, glosses, and illumination; San Marino,
Huntington Library MS Ellesmere 26 C 9 is a prime example of the for-
mer, BL MS Egerton 1991 of the latter. By these means, lavish books imply
significant literary achievement and cultural status, inviting, in turn, deferen-
tial and conscientious attitudes from readers. While he might be regarded as
an original poet as much as a translator, Lydgate also produced works that
participated in this aspect of late medieval manuscript culture. Thus, Add.
39659 (Fall of Princes), Arundel 119 (Siege of Thebes), and Arundel 99 (7roy
Book) use all the common bibliographical features for articulating meaning and
imputing prestige to three of Lydgate’s longest and best-known translations:
full-page acanthus borders at the opening of Books, enlarged capitals, multi-
coloured ink, penwork flourishes, coloured paraphs, and rubricated headings and
glosses.

Lydgate’s works are an appropriate place to conclude this discussion, for
they epitomize many of its concerns: the variability of medieval textual and
bibliographical codes; the potential of such variability both to stabilize works and
to establish the integrity of individual manuscripts; the opportunities that basic
bibliographical features like glosses, rubrics, and colophons provided for enacting
metacritical issues; the conceptual dynamics that existed between medieval trans-
lations, their sources, and their manuscript copies. More generally, by producing
these kinds of textual and bibliographical variability in OE as well as ME trans-
lations, medieval manuscript culture contributed to some of the most important
and vexing critical issues of the period. From the vantage of manuscript represen-
tation the very distinction between OE and ME can become problematic, since
many of the strategies for articulating meaning persist throughout the medieval
period. This vantage complicates other common critical distinctions, too. While
one of the most prominent sociolinguistic features of the Middle Ages is the
gradual and sustained shift from primary orality towards primary textuality, the
bibliographic variability of manuscripts recalls the individuality of oral recreation
more than the regularity of modern textual reproduction. A case in point is the
physical diversity among the roughly 200 extant copies of the Wycliffite Bible,
which range from well-crafted folios with elaborate decorations and bindings, to
casual but functional quartos, to simple excerpts of the New Testament (see fuller
discussion in Hargreaves 1969).
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The persistence of similar bibliographical strategies throughout all kinds of
manuscripts of all kinds of translations likewise challenges easy distinctions
between academic and popular translations or between secular and religious
ones. Of even greater theoretical consequence, perhaps, are the ways in which
the practices of manuscript culture bear upon the ontology of medieval English
literary works; in layout as well as style, medieval translations sometimes aspire to
far more than simply reproducing the sense of their source, thereby blurring not
only lines between translation and source but also those between translation and
original composition. While these issues are explored elsewhere in this volume,
they are issues to a significant extent because of the material features of translation
in a manuscript culture.
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1.3 Nation, Region, Class, and Gender

Helen Phillips

Medieval translations are often not exact, at times indeed hardly translations
at all in the modern sense. Translators readily abbreviate or expand. Texts
may include translation only intermittently; draw on several sources; alter
the import of borrowed material. The freedoms of medieval translation pro-
duce texts particularly likely to reflect the interests of different groups, vari-
ously defined in terms, which sometimes overlap, of class, gender, region, and
nation.

In polyglot medieval Britain translation into a particular language often
meant, implicitly or explicitly, translation for a particular readership. From the
twelfth century to the fourteenth, for example, English translation was often
produced for uneducated, lay, and lower-class audiences, and AN translation
was favoured by and for nuns, while the late medieval translators of chival-
ric works into English might describe their target audience as gensil. But, as
comments in 1.1 above have indicated, the reality is usually more compli-
cated. Medieval translators’ perceptions of contemporary linguistic situations and
readerships are not demographically accurate statistics; sometimes translators’
prologues flattered their readers (as later printers’ prologues did) by suggesting
a higher social or educational level than was accurate for many in their real
audience. Texts attracted readers well beyond the class or gender of their des-
ignated audiences, patrons, or dedicatees—merchants as well as lords, monks
as well as nuns, clergy alongside laity. Language use and readership changed
over time: for example, the affinities of French with a particular class, gen-
der, or even national identity altered between the Conquest and the end of
the fourteenth century. Statements that English translation was designed for
uneducated commoners declined towards the close of the medieval era, when
lay literacy increased. At the same time, understandings of education expanded
among the laity to accommodate a broader idea of vernacular literature as an
element in the education of the upper classes, and upwardly mobile members of
the lower classes like city merchants, than the previous narrow focus on Latin
learning as the property of a clerical élite had allowed for: often a selling point
for translators and printers of fifteenth- and sixteenth-century books. Moreover,
throughout the period more people heard texts than read them: an important
proviso when considering the class, gender, and indeed the extent of actual
audiences.
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The Anglo-Saxon Period

Before the Norman Conquest translations, mostly from Latin to English, were
undertaken at the command of civil or religious authorities, and composed by,
and for, important men. Bede was translating St John’s Gospel and Isidore of
Seville when he died. Egbert, Archbishop of York (d. 766), advocated translating
the Creed and Lord’s Prayer for laypeople and clerics with limited Latin. Bishop
Werferth’s translation of Gregory’s Dialogi (c. 890) was made for King Alfred’s
own use. Alfred himself (r. 871-899) translated several texts (see further §3.2
below). In sending Hierdeboc, his translation of the Cura Pastoralis of St Gregory
the Great, to his bishops, Alfred clearly assumed that even well-educated clerics
would read in English, besides using translations to instruct lay people. He clearly
had a national purpose behind his programme of English translations: following
Charlemagne’s example, he sought to create an educated ruling class for England
(Discenza 2000: 100—4).

Throughout the OE period, translation from classical and biblical sources
reformulated its sources in relation to a perceived English cultural heritage and
also, on occasion, in response to contemporary national issues. Alfred’s transla-
tion of Boethius’ De Consolatione Philosophiae substituted an English legendary
hero Weland for a classical figure in Book II metrum 7 of the original (on this
translation, see further §5.6 below), while the anonymous translations of Bede’s
Historia Ecclesiastica and the world history of Orosius, made at about the same
time, sought to emphasize ‘England’s role as a glorious Christian nation’ (Irvine
2001: 140-T; on these translations, see further pp. 333—4 below). The Bede trans-
lation omitted details of Roman history, references to non-English authorities,
and several documents written by non-Anglo-Saxons, including papal letters,
perhaps, according to Discenza 2002, to promote the idea of English cultural
autonomy.

Nearly 100 years later, similar trends are still evident. Genesis A (c. 1000), like
Exodus and Daniel a loose paraphrase of its biblical source, uses the conven-
tions of Germanic epic for its account of the wars of Abraham, and appears,
when describing Abraham’s defeat of northern enemies, to recall Viking attacks
on England (Godden 1986: 210, 219). Zlfric’s saints’ lives (993—6), commis-
sioned by ealdorman Athelweard, who was responsible for defending south-
west England, reflect similar national preoccupations: Zlfric described male
saints as if they were Germanic military heroes (Wogan-Browne 1993a). One
copy was made for Athelweard’s own use. Zlfric adds distinctively English
details to Abbo of Fleury’s originals. His St Swithin, for example, mentions
crutches left at the saint's Winchester tomb, and recalls the happy age of King
Edgar, when England received the homage of Welsh and Scottish kings, and
rejoiced in holy men like Swithin, Dunstan, and Athelwold. His St Edmund
concludes by celebrating England’s abundance of saints, including Cuthbert
and Etheldreda, and notes that the Danish invasions in East Anglia occurred
in the year when Alfred, ‘afterwards. .. the famous King of Wessex’ (Swanton
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1993: 159), was 21, thus linking an earlier national disaster and a later national
saviour.

Anglo-Saxon translators say less often than those working after the Conquest
that they are writing for the low-born and uneducated, those lacking Latin,
though such comments do surface. In the earlier-noted preface to the Hierdeboc,
Alfred complains of a devastating decline in Latinity after the Danish attacks
and envisages a lay readership for his translations, specifically the sons of the
nation’s upper class. In the preface to his Catholic Homilies (c. 991—2), Alfric
notes that he intends them for uneducated and Latinless readers. These might as
well have been found inside as outside the cloister: the late tenth-century English
Benedictine Rule of Athelwold (904/9—984) was produced for monks and nuns,
though more especially newcomers to religious life: novices, especially men who
entered late in life. On the other hand, nuns, especially in the early centuries after
the Conversion, were probably better Latinists than their counterparts nuns after
the Conquest. Some wrote Latin letters and poetry; Aldhelm (d. 709) wrote De
Virginitate for the nuns of Barking Abbey.

Not surprisingly, then, with such varying levels of literacy inside and outside
the cloister, readership of these translations was mixed. The codices in which the
Bible-based poems survive suggest they were read and valued by monastic as well
as lay audiences. Zlfric directed his saints’ lives to both secular and religious read-
ers, commenting that the former might read as wonders—the miracles—what
the latter could interpret symbolically (for fuller comment see Godden 2000:
xx—xxix, and, on Zlfric’s sources, xxxviii-Ixii). Admittedly, some details seem
more clearly angled at monastic readers: ZAlfric’s St Eugenia is more respectful to
women than its original, which suggested to Roy 1992 that it had a readership
of male religious in view and was secking to promote an ideal of male clerical
chastity. Perhaps for similar reasons, the anonymous life of St Euphrosyne, like
Eugenia another transvestite saint, reveals concern about physical desire between
men (on this, see Schiel 1999).

OE translators variously adapted their texts for lay audiences. One version of
the life of St Margaret presents a simplified, ultra-orthodox picture; another, by
contrast, sophisticates its original (Clayton and Magennis 1994: 56—71). Some
hagiographical translations idealized their subjects; others bowdlerized. Alfred’s
Hierdeboc, Frantzen suggests (1997: 27-8), toned down references to homosex-
uality in Sodom, possibly to guard against immorality. Similarly, Apollonius of
Tyre reduced allusions to ancient Greek sexual mores, and, as noted by Riedinger
(1990), made its heroine less powerful, more decorous and domestic, than its
source (on the Apollonius, see further §5.6 below). The translation of Orosius
abbreviated the unsavoury narrative of Caligula’s excesses, accounts of unfamiliar
places, and unflattering descriptions of the Germanic tribes.

Extant translations mostly survive in Late West Saxon, a dialect which trans-
lation helped to turn into a literary standard. Loss of documents from the
northern and Midland (especially east Midland) regions during the Viking inva-
sions obscures the extent of writing in other dialects in this period. Surviving
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translations in other dialects include a Northumbrian text of Ceedmon’s hymn.
A flourishing academic culture before the Danish wars in Mercia (later the West
Midlands) produced several translations, including the Mercian English Bede, a
homily and life of St Chad, and perhaps Cynewulf’s poems.

Hagiographical translation sometimes shows regional affiliations. Chad’s con-
nection to Lichfield is an obvious example; two others are the English Lives of
Sts Nicholas and Giles, whose language indicates composition in, respectively,
post-Conquest Kent and the south-west, after monks from Normandy, where
these saints were popular, had been established there (Treharne 1997: 36—4s,
61—78). Texts often reflect successive copying by scribes from different regions:
the English of the Cotton Tiberius St Margarer, though basically Standard West
Saxon, suggests Northumbrian, Mercian, and Kentish stages in its history (Clay-
ton and Magennis 1994: 97—9).

Hagiographical translations also often depict powerful women from biblical
and later Christian history. Examples include the anonymous Judith and
Cynewulf’s Elene (probably ninth century), based respectively on the Book of
Judith and Acta Cyriaci. Elene shares its subject, St Helena’s finding of the true
Cross, with the prose Finding of the True Cross, based on Latin and OE sources.
Two late OE prose Lives of St Margaret, a popular female virgin martyr, have
Canterbury connections (Clayton and Magennis 1994: 82—3). The version now
in Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, may reflect links between Canterbury
and the learned Anglo-Saxon princess Margaret, later Queen of Scotland.

A type of translation particularly common in the Anglo-Saxon period is gloss-
ing of Latin texts (examples are on pp. 34—5 above). Concern for the education
of novices with imperfect Latin may be one reason behind this phenomenon:
glosses also occur in simplified Latin, which gives further support to the idea
of pedagogic intent. They occur in biblical texts and works like the Benedictine
Rule, and anthologies of scriptural and patristic quotations like the Liber Scintil-
larum and De Vitiis et Peccatis. Glossing was perhaps preferred to full translation
to maintain respect for sacred words in scriptural texts. Some glosses appear in
illuminated manuscripts for ceremonial use. One manuscript of The Wonders of
the East alternates translation with Latin (Knock 1997), probably to explicate,
rather than translate, a difficult scientific text (see further p. 409 below).

Translations of learned texts, and the programmes of English translation in
Alfred’s reign and the tenth-century Benedictine revival, show a confidence
about vernacular writing, and a sense of the need for it, unequalled elsewhere
in contemporary Europe. Anglo-Saxon translation, with the associated develop-
ment of a learned vocabulary and a literary standard in the vernacular, indicates
widespread respect for English.

After the Conquest

Between 1066 and the fourteenth century, with French the vernacular of the
ruling classes, English itself had a negative class image. Translators’ prologues
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often explain apologetically that their work is not for genzil folk but to help
the lewed (lowly, uneducated). Their motives seem as often pastoral as patriotic:
concern for Christian knowledge, not just appeal to a shared cultural heritage. Yet
patriotism and pride in a shared pre-Norman past are also evident. Contrary to
modern expectations, admiration, even a claim to ownership, of the Anglo-Saxon
and British past is also common in AN writing. Admittedly a sharper, divisive,
note appears in some English and Welsh translations: the late eleventh-century
English version of Cato’s Distichs adds a dark comment on the woes of a nation
with a foreign king. The theory, beloved by nineteenth-century historians and
epitomized in Jvanhoe, of English racial resentment against the ‘Norman Yoke’,
and located in attitudes towards the two languages, is not wholly supported
by evidence from the two centuries after 1066. Yet the Normans are certainly
sometimes characterized as enemy invaders, and translators often explain their
choice of English because of its claim to national inclusiveness.

ME translation is translation into dialects. Replacing Latin and English with
Latin and French, in national and local administration, ended the Late West-
Saxon Schrifisprache, bringing an apparent fracturing of English into regional
dialects. Dialects had, of course, been present all along: the ME period witnesses
their strong re-emergence in written documents. How far regional consciousness,
pride, or perceived need were also motivations for particular examples of dialect
use in such a situation is hard to assess, though the prevalence of early ME
writings and translations in the West Midlands, between the Conquest and the
mid-thirteenth century, may indicate a distinct fostering there of regional and
English culture, far from London and the Norman court.

Throughout the later Middle Ages the British Isles were multilingual, with
Latin, AN, English, Welsh, Cornish, Manx, and Scots and Irish Gaelic variously
in use. (As noted in the Preface, only the first three of these receive any very
detailed treatment in this volume; on Scots, Welsh, and Irish, see contributions
by Goldstein, Roberts, and Dolan in CHMEL chs. 7—9.) Post-Conquest condi-
tions stimulated historical curiosity, producing texts which preserved England’s
British and Anglo-Saxon past for both Norman and non-Norman audiences.
Such contexts encouraged cross-cultural literary borrowings, including Arthurian
romances (see further §5.4 below) and Marie de France’s Lais (c. 1180). Marie
describes herself as translating the /zis from Breton into Norman French and
from oral narratives into written texts. She also translated from Latin (see further
below) and claims to have translated her Fables not from Latin, the language of
their probable originals, but a (non-existent) version by King Alfred.

Twelfth-century England witnessed a major flowering of national histori-
cal writing, represented, among others, by the Latin histories of William of
Malmesbury and Henry of Huntingdon and, in AN, Gaimar’s Estoire des Engleis
(c. 1140). This indicates a desire to pay respect to Britain’s pre-Norman his-
tory and accommodate Norman rule to it. Norman-English translation went
both ways: Gaimar’s Norman FEszoire draws on the English Anglo-Saxon Chron-
icle; Constance, his patron, was born in England but spoke and read French.
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Short (1991) sees this polyglot, multicultural England as generating considerable
creative energy and innovation in AN writing, compared with contemporary
vernacular writing in France. The AN Waldef (c. 1220), for example, translates a
lost English original, in order to preserve ‘Les granz estoires. .. Qui des Engleis
estoient fetes’ [the great histories composed about the English], catering for anti-
quarian interests among England’s inhabitants, whatever their language/ethnicity.
It ‘opens with a foundation myth for Norfolk and the main towns of East Anglia’.
In class terms Waldef is a ‘figure of baronial opposition against royal rule’ but
also a figure in conflict with the citizens of London. This gives its Norman
readers, possibly a specific Norfolk dynasty with a history of anti-monarchical
politics, ‘a sense of unresolved anxiety . .. [confronting] violence from below and
injustice from above’ (Field 2000: 34-8). What Field (1991: 168) calls a ‘vogue
for the Anglo-Saxon past, including interest in English regional landscapes and
their historical associations, is evident in AN chronicles and romances, such as
Gaimar’s Estoire, Waldef, and Gui de Warewic. Ancestral romances and local or
national history legitimized readers’ sense of their own position and forged a
literary continuity between English and French, pre- and post-Conquest, cultural
heritages. English gentry, often racially Norman, commissioned such texts not
only in French but also, and by the thirteenth century increasingly, in English.
A major contributor to the development of national historical writing in the
twelfth century was of course Geoffrey of Monmouth, in a work he claimed
to have translated from an ancient Welsh source, the Historia Regum Britanniae
(c. 1136). This work was translated first into AN by Wace (1155), and then into
English, principally via Wace’s version, by Lazamon (c. 1200-25; see also p. 336
below). Geoffrey’s claim of an ancient Welsh source for his whole narrative is
disputed, but he certainly used sources that do survive, including Bede for the
English story and Gildas and Nennius for the Welsh. Speculating about likely
audiences for the three makes us aware of the complexities of contemporary
language use and national self-understanding. All three were clerics: Geoffrey,
an Oxford canon, wrote in Latin; Wace, from Jersey, wrote his Roman de Brut
in AN octosyllabics; Lagamon, a Worcestershire priest, wrote his Brut in English
alliterative verse. Were these three narratives, composed in three languages and
three regions of the Norman empire, designed for different audiences, or one and
the same, upper-class, one? Did they appeal equally to clerics and laity? Wace’s
poem was dedicated, Lagamon says, to Eleanor of Aquitaine: did it suit partic-
ularly upper-class women, or cosmopolitan Normans without English ancestral
roots? Barron and Weinberg suggest (1989: Iv—Ivi) that, by the early thirteenth
century, the power of French, even for aristocrats of Norman lineage, was giving
way to a socially wider anglophone readership. People whose grandparents had
enjoyed Wace in French in the 1150s might have been the natural audience for
Lagzamon by 1210; AN, though continuing as a flourishing literary vehicle, had
probably declined as a true spoken vernacular by the 1180s (Short 1991: 246-8).
Underlying these questions are questions about the nature and primary audi-
ence of Geoflrey’s original Latin narrative. It is the history of those who have
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ruled Britain, primarily ancient British (i.e. Welsh) kings. The realm it celebrates
is neither, simply, that now ruled by the Normans nor, simply, that of the
Anglo-Saxons they defeated, nor that of the Britons who ruled before. Geoffrey
records a story of previous invasions, conquests, and shifts in power, including the
Trojans’ initial victory over the original inhabitants and Saxon victories over the
Britons, perhaps because the Conquest produced a desire for historical narratives
that could explain or justify regime change by invoking historical precedents.
His central hero, Arthur, parallels Norman kings both in fighting Saxons and
in commanding an empire and alliances extending beyond England, through
much of the British Isles and mainland Europe. The Historia reflected Geoflrey’s
‘links with the Norman ruling class’ (Knight 1983: 45); Geoffrey inserted fictional
ancestors for one of his Norman dedicatees, Robert of Gloucester, and obliquely
recalled William I and Henry Is struggles for control over England.

Modern ideas of the nation can hinder understanding of ‘England’ and ‘Eng-
lish’ in an era that thought frequently in terms of feudal dynasties and pan-
European chivalry defending Christendom. Buct if every nation is, in Benedict
Anderson’s famous term, an ‘imagined community’, we can still legitimately ask
to whose imagined community these three authors appeal. Is it that of the now-
entrenched colonizers, Norman ruling families, eager to claim links with Britain’s
pre-Conquest rulers? Or one that still keeps some sense of a non-Norman,
even anti-Norman, Englishness or Britishness? Or one with an already unified
national identity? Possibly all these constructions of national and communal
identity coexisted in Geoffrey’s England and Wales, and his narrative’s political
and moral complexities, with its multiple national sympathies, offer a history
lacking clear-cut saints or sinners, about humans and human political struggles,
full of conflict and fallibility: narrative patterns that match the cross-currents of
national identity in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. It makes the history
of the land and its noble inhabitants and heroes, rather than the interests of
any one race, dynasty, or linguistic community, the real point of the work.
Geoflrey, a man from the Welsh borders, working in Oxford, writing in Latin,
and dedicating his history to Norman lords, represents tensions and fusions in
his own society, and warns us not to reduce these to simple language divisions.
William of Malmesbury provides further witness to this situation; in his Gesta
Regum Anglorum (c. 1125) he writes that, having both English and Norman blood,
he will take a ‘temperate approach’ in recording the history of both races (1998:
[, 424-5).

Geoflrey’s successors, including the Brus chronicles and Mannyng and
Langtoft (on these see further §s.5 below), who translate and chronologically
extend the history Geoffrey began, tend to assume a unitary nation that existed
in past centuries, named as Britain (often, England), with Arthur and other early
kings part of its glorious tradition: a realm continuous with the England of their
own time. Arthur, the early Welsh hero fighting the Anglo-Saxons, thus becomes
for many writers an early king of England. How soon did that identification
begin? The Norman conquerors of Ireland were being called ‘Angli’ by the late
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twelfth century (Short 1991: 246—7 n. 85). Wace and Lagamon sometimes call
Arthur’s kingdom England; Lagamon writes, in his preface, that his subject is
‘of Engle pa @0elen ..., | Wat heo ihoten weoren and wonene heo comen, | pa
Englene londe ®rest ahten’ [the noble origins of the English, what they were
called and whence they came, those who first possessed the land of the English]
(Lagamon 1963—78: 2). He sees Britons, that is, as earlier versions of the English
of his day. Wace concludes that the Britons await Arthur’s return; Lagamon says
Merlin prophesied Arthur would return to help the English (750). Geoffrey’s
conclusion had bitterly lamented the Britons™ defeat by the English and their
expulsion from England; Lagamon is more neutral. He writes how the Britons
went to live in Wales and English kings thereafter ruled over ‘these lands’; as for
the future, may things turn out as God wills. By contrast, the Welsh or Breton
author of the mid-thirteenth-century Latin version, the Gesta Regum Britanniae,
increases the bitterness of Geoffrey’s conclusion, commands the Saxons to depart,
and says he writes only for the Britons, praying they will recover their lost realm
(Michel 1862: 177).

Geoflrey’s text allowed readers in England generally, not just those of Anglo-
Saxon origins, to identify with the ‘kings of Britain’; Lagamon is pro-English,
yet anti-Saxon, distinguishing the later Christian English from the pagan Saxon
invaders (on this point see further p. 337 below). He enhances Geoffrey’s and
Wace’s accounts of the Christianized English and the English saints, lengthening,
for example, the account of King Oswald’s martyrdom. He sometimes adds other
English details. Wace’s list of Arthur’s commanders includes French names which
Lagzamon anglicizes: Bos and Gerin of Chartres become Bos of Oxford (elsewhere
in the text, ‘boef’, possibly a joky translation of Latin ‘bos’) and Gerin of Chester;
he omits reference to the Angevins and Chinonois (686, 712, cf. Wace 1999:
258). He also adds local west Midland references, including one to St Milburga,
foundress of Wenlock convent.

Lagzamon’s englishing of his source goes further. Wace had called his text a
‘romanz (Wace 1999: 372), by which he might merely have meant a narrative in
French, not specifically a work with a courtly subject. Yet, like romance writers,
Wace shows more interest in love than Lagamon. Lagamon’s work has a different
emphasis: less a romance than a national epic (see also p. 338 below). Nonethe-
less, Lagamon adds apparently romance-like attractions, including specifically
English magic: elves protect the baby Arthur, and at his end Arthur departs in a
mysterious boat to dwell in Avalon ‘mid fairest alre eluen’ [with the fairest of all
elf-women] (750). Maybe, however, these elves are adding an English, rather than
a romance, aura.

Lagamon employs the poetic compounds typical of OE verse for two themes
likely to arouse patriotic emotions: warfare and the kingdom. These include
‘hired-cnihten’ (OE hired, aristocratic troop of retainers; cniht, retainer), ‘here-
kempen’ (bere, army; cempa, fighter), and ‘leod-kinge’ (leod, nation), and may
create at first sight a more warlike, Germanic, even primitive effect than the
‘curteisies’ of Wace’s ‘baruns, ‘ducs’, and ‘vescuntes’. Wace shows more interest
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in feudal, chivalric, and dynastic considerations, and the luxurious lifestyle of
the upper classes, producing a fictional world arguably more romance-like and
attractive to high-born women readers. But ‘hired’ may have evoked the same
kind of setting for Lagamon and his readers as ‘la curt le rei. .. bele assemblee’
[king’s court...fine assembly] for Wace and his (Wace 1999: 260); Lazamon’s
account of the ‘hendest’ [noblest] folk on earth (642) may not be so different
from Wace’s account (264) of the knights as ‘de curteisie e d’enur, partout
Engleterre la flur’ [men of the highest honour from the whole of England].
Indeed, Weiss (Wace 1999: xxiii) suggests that ‘curteis” at this period meant
something closer to ‘valiant' than ‘courtly’; and, whatever its original meaning,
‘hende’ was adopted so thoroughly in romances in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries that Chaucer used the term to parody a would-be romance hero in
his Millers Tale (1. 3199). ‘Hired’ and ‘cniht’ did not connote what they had in
Beowulf'; French words like ‘chevalier’, ‘curteis’, or ‘curt’ similarly did not con-
note in the twelfth century exactly what they would by the fourteenth or fifteenth
century after two centuries of chivalric myth-making, Arthurian romance, and
pageantry.

It is English culture, then, not just English language, into which Lazamon
translates (see Le Saux 1989: 189—92, 219—25). Lagamon’s fusion of English-
Welsh customs, implying shared interests between the two cultures, contrasts
with his rare and hostile references to Normans. He is presenting, in fact, what
Allen describes (1991: 135) as an idealized pre-feudal nation. In such a world
women can find impressive role models: noble women inherit lands, function
as peacemakers, and are accorded more dignity and delicacy than Wace gives
them (for him their power derives from their sexuality).

Analogous indications of class, gender, nationality, and region—and of the
social and sociolinguistic complexities of the period—appear in contemporary
hagiographical translations. Consider, for example, the regional and gender con-
texts for the AN Vie de sainte Audrée, translated from a Latin life of Etheldreda,
Anglo-Saxon abbess of Ely, by a nun, Marie of Chatteris. The Latin life is part
of a larger work, the Liber Eliensis, designed to glorify the male monastery at
Ely, founded by Etheldreda. Marie’s translation, separated from that masculine
context, offers Etheldreda, a woman rejecting the patriarchal feudal marriage
market for dedication to God, as a female role model to nuns (on the Ve, see
further Wogan-Browne 1993b: 65—7; 2001: 208-12). In the two centuries after the
Conquest, writing for and by nuns, including translations, tends to be in AN,
reflecting their upper-class origins and limited Latin. Admittedly, research into
texts owned by nunneries (notably Barking Abbey) shows some post-Conquest
women could read Latin well. St Anselm wrote in Latin to nuns at Wilton
and Shaftesbury. Marie of Chatteris’s translation shows individual Latin skills
could be good. Marie de France translated St Patricks Purgatory from Latin;
a Barking nun translated (c. 1163) the Latin Life of St Edward the Confessor
by Ailred of Rievaulx. Paralleling the Normans’ interest in appropriating pre-
Congquest history, AN religious foundations looked to Anglo-Saxon local saints,



54 Contexts of Translation

including female saints, and produced hagiographical texts to enhance their own
institutional and dynastic interests (Wogan-Browne 2001: 60-8).

Similar considerations obtain with three early ME hagiographical translations
produced with women readers, including laywomen, in mind. Seinte Margarete
(c. 1225) reduces its Latin source’s theological elements and adds advice on
combating temptations to unchastity: ‘a vivid account of everyday temptation
homiletically relating the values represented in Margaret’s heroic virginity to
the audience’s lives’” (Millett and Wogan-Browne 1990: xii). It celebrates a saint
with strong female appeal—she was regularly invoked in childbirth—and is
addressed to all women, married, widowed, and nuns. With Seinte Katerine
and Seinte Juliene, it forms a trio of hagiographical translations, not originally
grouped together in their Latin sources, and perhaps chosen for female readers
because of shared themes: heroic virginity and martyrdom, divine marriage with
Christ, and the gift of authoritative speech (Salih 2001: s1—2). The three trans-
lations employ an alliterative prose, typical of the same west Midland region as
Lazamon.

Nuns seem the target audiences for some English Benedictine Rules, the
earliest such extant in ME dating from the early thirteenth century (Kock 1902:
x—xi). The Northern Metrical Rule (early fifteenth century) says that monks and
all educated men understand Latin but English is needed for women, who learn
no Latin in their youth (Kock 1902: 48). Yet, as with the earlier-noted Anglo-
Saxon translation of Athelwold, some English translations of the Rule show by
their use of masculine pronouns that they must have been written for monks.
Caxton’s translation clearly envisages male as well as female readers: ‘men and
wymmen of the habyte [of St Benedict], the whiche vnderstonde lytell laten or
none’ (Caxton in Kock 1902: 119).

Medieval writers relied on financial support from patrons, male and female.
Female patrons for translations were common, most obviously for translations
into AN, where we find the earlier-noted Constance, dedicatee of Gaimar’s
Estoire, and Queen Eleanor, of Wace’s Brut. The Navigatio Sancti Brendani was
dedicated, in succession, to Edith and Adeliza, first and second wives of Henry I,
the latter also the dedicatee of Philippe de Thaon’s bestiary. Alice, wife of Robert
de Condet, commissioned Sanson’s Proverbes de Salemon, c. 1130; Robert of
Greatham’s homiletic AN Miroir (c. 1230, later translated into English) was for
a lady, Aline (on these, see further below pp. 108-9, 251). But acknowledgement
of female patrons may sometimes sideline, into a purely complimentary relation-
ship, a serious female involvement with intellectual life.

Translations from 1225 to 1350

Lagzamon initiated an English-language Brut tradition which created ‘a national
history of the English’ (Speed 1994: 142). Several translations in this period discuss
their national and class affiliations. Robert Mannyng’s Chronicle (1338; see further
§5.5 below) calls itself the history of ‘Inglond’, though it starts with Brutus and
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a lengthy history of Celtic Britain, and claims to have been translated for the
‘comonalte’ and the ‘lewed man’ (Mannyng 1996: 123, 125-6). Of Arthour and
of Merlin (see also p. 307 below), an early fourteenth-century English version
of the Vulgate Lestoire de Merlin (c. 1230), has a prologue in the Auchinleck
manuscript copy (c. 1330) which describes the social and spiritual advantages for
children of learning French and Latin, yet says it uses English because, though
gentil people use French, the whole nation understands English; indeed, those
ignorant of French, for whom the author writes, include many noblemen. The
prologue’s repetition of ‘Inglische’ underlines the link between national identity
and language (on this, see further Turville-Petre 1996: 11—22). English romances,
including Sir Tristrem (c. 1290) and Of Arthour and of Merlin, often locate their
heroes in England rather than Arthurian Britain.

The non-Arthurian Havelok (c. 1280) similarly anglicizes its hero and setting
(see further pp. 300-1 below). It translates the AN Lai d’Haveloc (c. 1200), possi-
bly composed to celebrate the conferring of the status of corporation on the town
of Grimsby. The Lai created a romance out of a story first found in chronicle
form (Gaimar’s Estoire) and later recycled in the chronicles of Mannyng and the
AN Le petit Bruit (1310) of Rauf de Bohun. The plot of Havelok has national
and regional, Lincolnshire, interest: it preserves a memory of Danish rulers in
late Anglo-Saxon England (though, in common with the other authors, it is hazy
about dates) and presents a positive image of the Danish invasions. It may draw
on Lincolnshire, English, oral tales; it mentions local landmarks (Turville-Petre
1996: 144—9), whose importance, as part of the ‘language’, in a broad sense, into
which English translators may transfer AN and Latin narratives, has been stressed
by Speed. Havelok makes its regional tale more obviously national history than
did its source: the Lai was set just after Arthur’s death, under a Danish king;
Havelok, in the reign of a mythical English king Athelwold. This change perhaps
reflects Havelok’s later date, further from the time when a distinctively Danish
element remained in the East Anglian population.

Contemporary national history also comes to the fore in a short poem about
the death of Edward I in 1307, ‘Alle that beoth [are] of huerte trewe’, which also
survives in an AN version, ‘Seignurs oiez’ (both ed. Aspin 1953). Comparison of
these versions—it