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Preface

Anne E. Curry
Publications Editor, Reading Medieval Studies

The Graduate Centre for Medieval Studies is pleased to produce its third
monograph in addition to its annual publication, Reading Medieval
Studies. Professor Bately delivered a lecture on the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle to the Summer Symposium of the Graduate Centre for
Medieval Studies in 1987, and we are grateful to her for allowing us to
publish an expanded version of that talk. This undertaking has been
made all the more interesting by the need to develop an Anglo-Saxon
font for use on the Apple Macintosh system which Reading Medieval
Studies uses in the production of its volumes. We owe a considerable
debt of gratitude to Paul Hughes and Paul Weston, final-year students in
the Department of Typography and Graphic Communication of the
University of Reading, for developing and designing the font for us. I
would like to add a personal note of thanks for their enthusiasm and
helpfulness at all stages in the production of this monograph. Now that
we are able to publish easily material containing Anglo-Saxon and
Middle English characters, we hope to attract articles on literature and
language of these periods for inclusion in our annual publication,
Reading Medieval Studies. Manuscripts should be sent to the Editors,
Graduate Centre for Medieval Studies, University of Reading,
Whiteknights, Reading RG6 2AA, from whom details of past
publications and of the interdisciplinary programme for graduate study
leading to the degrees of MA, MPhil and PhD can also be obtained.






The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle:
Texts and Textual Relationships

Janet Bately

‘Ever since the sixteenth century, the similarities and differences between
the seven surviving versions of the composite work commonly known
as the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle have aroused both interest and
controversy.' That MS G i$ a copy of MS A,? that the bilingual MS F
draws its vernacular material from MS A and an ancestor of E,? that there
is a very close relationship between MSS B and C,* that MSS D% and E
contain what is'in effect a revision of the 'first compilation’ of the
Chronicle as we know it from MSS A, B and C, and that this
compilation has been extended by a number of continuations, some of
which are shared by two or more manuscripts,® are matters not open to
question. However, the precise relationship of C to B and the place’of A
in the lines of transmission of the Chronicle have recently been the
subject of much dispute,” while other ‘accepted facts’, such as the extent
of the ‘first compilation’ and the relationship between the surviving
manuscripts and certain Latin versions, turn out on closer inspection to
be not as secure as at first sight appears.? In this paper I wish to take a new
look at three of these areas of interest: the relationship between MSS A,
B and C, the relationship between the Annals of St Neot's, Ethelweard's
Chronicon, Asser's Life of King Alfred and the hypothetical late ninth-
century 'first compilation' of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, and the
relationship between MSS A, B and C and the Latin version of annals 1
to 99 in St John's College Oxford, MS 17. ‘
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I. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MSS A, B AND C.

The A-text of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle is preserved in a manuscript
written in a series of hands, the oldest of which dates from the late ninth
or early tenth century, and the most recent is early twelfth century.® Its
last vernacular entry is the annal for 1070. The manuscript of the B-text
is generally assigned to the late tenth century and the text itself extends
to annal 977.'° The C-text, preserved in an eleventh century manuscript,
continues to annal 1066.'" All three texts have the same common core,
viz. the whole of the so-called 'first compilation' to 890 or 891 and a
series of continuations to 914. From 915 to 975 A on the one hand and
BC on the other generally go their own ways, sharing material only in
nine annals between 933 and 975.

Agreements between B and C at almost every possible level,
combined with significant differences between them and other surviving
Chronicle versions, led Charles Plummer to suppose that these texts
were independently derived from a now lost copy of the Chronicle (MS
I ), which formed what was in effect a separate recension, extending to
the mid-970s. The first part of [ in its turn he took to be derived from a
lost MS, &, ancestor also of A and of the hypothetical common source of
D and E, identified by Plummer by the letter 8.'2 The abrupt cessation of
regular annal-numbering in B after annal 652, and the existence of a
significant body of annals where C provides a reading closer to that of
the 'original' than B does,'® together clearly rule out the possibility of the
whole of C to annal 977 being a direct and uncollated copy of B.'
However, the presence of certain distinctive letter-forms in the two
manuscripts in the section prior to 653, first noted by Neil Ker,'* and
close correspondences in spelling both there and in the section beginning
at 947, subsequently caused some scholars to challenge Plummer's
conclusions and to propose a theory of partial direct copying of B by C,
with only the central section of C, from 653 to 946, necessarily derived
from a manuscript other than B. Of the section 653-946 Dorothy
Whitelock wrote that at this point B was copying a defective exemplar,
which lacked the majority of annal-numbers. 'If the scribe of 'C' were
copying 'B’, he would now have to find some other authority for his
dates; and he might then sometimes prefer the readings of this other
authority.' However, in her view this scribe did not discard B (or B's
exemplar, which she took to be similarly defective) at this point, but
collated it with that other authority,'® a view which I repeated in my
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British Academy lecture of 1978, commenting that 'on the evidence of
the manuscript readings this other authority cannot have been MS A or
indeed a manuscript of the 'northern recension’; however, it could have
been an ancestor, or be derived from an ancestor, of B which had all the
annal numbers and was free from some but not all of B's errors and
variants, in which case there is no obligation to suppose that the scribe of
C collated MS B and this second manuscript."” Dorothy Whitelock's
theory that the other authority consulted by the C scribe from 653
onwards was B was also challenged by Peter Orton (1981) and Simon
Taylor (1983). Orton's conclusion, based on an exhaustive study of
variant forms in the verse of the Chronicle manuscripts, was that while C
may well be a direct copy of B from the very beginning to annal 652,
from 653 to 977 the scribe's source was *B/C, the exemplar of B's
exemplar. He also concluded that the second scribe of C was an
extremely accurate copyist and reproduced his exemplar largely as he
found it.'* Simon Taylor's hypothesis was that the scribe of B had left
his work in an unfinished state, envisaging a 'basic revision', which did
not in fact take place ' and that B's exemplar, far from being itself
defective, may have been the actual exemplar used by C for the section
633 to 946.2 Lastly, shortly before the publication of Taylor's edition in
1983, and again independently of my earlier intervention as well as that
of Orton, Cyril Hart put forward the revolutionary theory that the B text
was almost certainly directly dependent on the A text for the annals right
the way down to 845 and again from 934 to 958, that paradoxically the
entries dated 971 to 975 in the A text were directly or indirectly
dependent on the B text, that the entries 900-903 in B were copied from
what he called the A text precursor, that the A text precursor was used
alongside the A text for annals 851 to 900 and 906 to at least 910, that
the C text (or its precursor) to 977 had no other exemplars than the A and
B texts and the Mercian Register, and that the dissemination of the
various versions of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle occurred not in the late
ninth century but in the late tenth and early eleventh centuries.?' In Hart's
view, the B chronicler's capriciousness in dating his annals was due not
only to the fact that B was a transcript intended to become the stock of a
new chronicle, but also to his uncertainty whether to adopt the
chronology of the A text or that of its precursor:

'If this was indeed the case, he must have known at the time that
whoever used his text as the stock of a new chronicle would still have
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available both the A text and its precursor, so that the choice of
chronology could be made effectively'.”

Dr Hart's article is a thoughtful and stimulating one, full of complex
arguments. However, these particular conclusions do not carry
conviction. None of the evidence on which they are based requires us to
suppose the use of MS B by any of the sequence of scribes who extended
the text of MS A, or the use (or even knowledge) of MS A by the scribe
of MS B. Hart's argument for the copying of B by A in the section 971-
975, for instance, depends on three assumptions: the first that the
surviving manuscript of the B text was compiled at the same time as it
was written,?? the second that MS B must have been written between
early May 977 and 18 March 978, and was thus already in existence when
scribe 5 of MS A was making his copy of that section of the Chronicle in
1002 or later,?* and the third that at least one textual feature of A is
inspired by a palacographical detail in B.?® The first two of these
assumptions are fo say the least unsafe, depending on 'the failure of the
regnal list on the last leaf [of MS B] to complete the record of the reign of
King Edward the Martyr', and the fact that the final annal in the B text is
for 977.%6 Hart, observing that the panegyric on King Edgar which
comprises the preceding entry makes 'a fitting epilogue to the chronicle’,
suggests that the annal concerning Bishop Sideman which ends the
Chronicle may well have been an afterthought: 'If this is so it seems
likely that the concluding annal was entered very soon after the news of
the bishop's burial reached the chronicler, so that the chronicle was
probably finished in the early summer of 977'.27 I agree that the
coincidence of the concluding of the B text with annal 977 and the
updating of the associated regnal list to Edward the Martyr (975-8) but
not beyond, may well indicate that this particular Chronicle recension
was completed in or shortly after 977. However, the fact that the copy of
the regnal list in MS B concludes abruptly in the middle of a clause with
the words 'pa feng Eadweard to, Eadgares sunu, 7 heold', without giving
the regnal length, does not require us to assume that this copy was made
in Edward the Martyr's lifetime and cannot therefore be taken to confirm
a similar date for the copy of the Chronicle in MS B.? Even if the words
'7heold’ could be conclusively attributed to the same scribe as the rest of
the list and assumed to have been entered at the same time - and of this I
have serious doubts -, 2 I do not find it plausible that a copyist writing at
the very beginning of the reign of a young king would anticipate his
death in this way. More probably the writer of the words 7 heold entered
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them in the expectation of being able to obtain information concerning
the length of the king's reign, that is to say, some time after his death. At
the same time, it has to be recognised that even if it could be
demonstrated that MS B was written in 977/8, this would not rule out
the possibility that the text it contains was itself copied from a now lost
manuscript containing the 977 recension - a possibility which seems to
be supported by the presence in it of a number of scribal errors up to and
including annal 975.%° MS B is quite probably early enough to have been
available for copying at the time when scribe 5 of A was writing, but
there is no conclusive evidence that this was so, nor that it was the
compiler's own copy. The third assumption is based on the entering of
the annal-number 974 at fo 28v line 17 in A and the use of a large offset
capital O in the second word on (‘and') at the beginning of fo 33v line 11
of B, corresponding to the twentieth verse-line of the account of Edgar's
coronation, 'On pa on dam prittighan wes peoden gehalgod'. Hart sees
the enlarged letter form as resulting from an erroneous assumption on the
part of the B scribe:

If the four lines 17-20 are read together, we find the laboriously
worded statement that Edgar had spent twenty-nine years in this
world, and then in his thirtieth year was consecrated king. Evidently
the scribe considered, mistakenly, that this warranted a marginal
capital, to indicate that a further year had passed. When the poem
came to be transcribed from the B text into the A text, the significance
of this capital was not missed by the scribe of A, who allotted the date
974 to the line in question in his transcript.*

However, in MS A the words 7 pa are located not in the normal
opening position for a new annal but towards the end of a manuscript
line which reads: 'nidweorca heard . wintra on worulde . pis geworden
wes . 7 pa on dam'. The number 974 is in the margin not of this line but
of the next, which contains the rest of the clause, 'xxx was deoden
gehalgod'.>? The simplest explanation of MS A's 974 is that it is not a
‘fruitful' but a 'barren’ annal-number, set for the sake of economy (as so
often in this manuscript) alongside one of the lines of the preceding
annal.® That it happens to be adjacent to the final line of annal 973 rather
than to the second line of that annal is probably due to the fact that a long
run of annal-numbers beginning with 974 had been inserted in the left-
hand margin from fo 28v7 to the middle of fo 29r but that the bulk of
these had subsequently been erased when the material for annal 973 was
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found to take up many lines of text. However, AN. dcccclxxxiiii was
converted into AN. dcceclxxv to introduce the next annal entry, and the
preceding AN.dcccclxxxiii was also retained, to be altered to AN.
deccclxxiiii** The dates 973A and 975AC are generally taken to be the
‘correct’ ones.»

Hart's arguments for the use by the B scribe of sections 60 B.C. to
A.D. 845 of A are more complex but similarly untenable. Certainly A
and B differ very little one from the other in the opening sections,
running (in Hart's words) hand-in-hand right down to the mid-ninth
century, with material in B but not in A easily explained in terms of
additions by the B chronicler, who is seen to have drawn 'in most cases
on his own general knowledge', or - I would add - on information in other
parts of the text.’® However, I do not agree with Hart that B's variation
feaht for A gefeaht (607) and the absence of A's reading giongne from B
(501) are convincingly accounted for by the presence of an obscuring blot
on g in MS A in the first word and a stitch in the membrane between gio
and ngne in the second.”” Both gefeaht and giongne remain perfectly
legible and unambiguous in that manuscript.®® The archaic i-longa form
is not used 'uniquely’ in front of Ida in the B text in 547 as Hart claims,*
and although it is true that 'the same archaic form is found in the same
entry in the A text', this could well be due to the use of a shared exemplar
in which i-longa was of common occurrence.*® As 1 have shown
elsewhere, the 'sudden change of format by the scribe of A in the process
of working on f. 4v' does not prove that he was using two (or more)
consecutive sources, and that as a corollary he could not have been
working from a single exemplar, but was at this point constructing his
exemplar as he went along.*! Nor does the layout of B support the theory
that 'with annal 449 the B chronicler decided on a radical change in
policy' and that by entering 'the next four year numbers (for blank annals)
successively beneath each other in the left-hand margin, alongside the
four additional lines needed for this long entry', he makes an alteration in
layout which copies exactly the format of the A text and which therefore
must be based upon it.*? In fact what Hart sees as a 'new’ layout in B had
already been used earlier in that manuscript, while the practice of line-
saving may well go back to the common archetype of all the surviving
manuscripts.”® As for those places where B has a correct reading and A a
demonstrable error,* copying by B of an exemplar without the error is far
more plausible an explanation for the discrepancies than intelligent
correction®® of A by the B scribe. Neither agreements nor differences cited
by Hart* provide proof that the first section of B (to A.D. 845) is a copy



Anglo-Saxon Chronicle 7

of A. There are no errors or textual modifications in this part of B which
could only be derived from A, while close textual agreements between
the two manuscripts up to the mid-ninth century need not indicate more
than accurate reproduction of their respective exemplars.

Hart's arguments for dependence of B on A in other sections are
equally unconvincing. The statement that 'in all cases B follows the A
text pretty closely'*” would more accurately read 'in all cases the B text
agrees with the A text pretty closely', while Hart's claim for the annals
934-958 that it does not 'appear that both depended on some common
predecessor, now lost'"® is not substantiated by him. To explain the
major differences between the two texts in the annals 915-964 he has to
assume that the B chronicler first omitted the account of the last wars of
Edward in order to accommodate the Mercian Register annals and then
eliminated local items of Winchester interest when he transcribed from
the A text the B annals of the mid-tenth century.* I find therefore no
evidence to support the theory of a special relationship between MSS A
and B in this section.

As for Hart's claim that after annal 651 groups of barren annal-
numbers are usually recorded only when there is some change in the
nature of the B chronicler's exemplar,* there are two other possible
explanations for the scribe's ‘capriciousness' here that do not presuppose
use of both the A text and the A text precursor from this point and which
in my view fit the facts better. The first of these is that when he reached
the end of the first quire, the B scribe decided to leave all marginal
numbers for later insertion (by a rubricator?) and only to enter strings of
barren numbers, for which the text space, not the margin, was an
appropriate location.’'The second is that the decision to leave marginal
numbers for a rubricator was taken in a manuscript behind MS B - in
which case it may be that this decision affected the entire manuscript and
that the task of rubrication after the first quire remained uncompleted in
that manuscript.2 Moreover, there are some differences between A and B
which appear to rule out copying of the former by the latter, including a
couple of 'better readings'.

The theory of a special relationship between MSS A and C is also
without substantiating evidence. Hart's arguments here rest mainly on
points of agreement between A and C against B. Anticipating a promised
full study of MS C, Hart cites annals 675 and 758, where C has material
which is missing from B and which he believes 'could have come from
the A text (though not from its precursor, where the 758 annal was
correctly dated 760)".5* However, there is no point of agreement between
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these two manuscripts that cannot be explained as due to their common
descent from the same ultimate exemplar, the now lost text which Hart
calls the A precursor.*A on the one hand and BC on the other appear to
be descended independently from a common exemplar.

As for the B and C texts, there is an undeniably close connection
between them in every section, with agreements of substance against A,
D and E.>® However, the precise nature of their relationship needs
reassessment, not just for the section 653-946 but from the very
beginning of the Chronicle to annal 977, the last entry in MS B, as the
following survey will show.

I. 60 B.C. to A.D. 652.

Taylor, as we have seen, like Orton, postulates use of MS B by scribes 1
and 2 of MS C from the first entry up to annal 652. The main
arguments*® put forward for this may be summarised as follows:

1. In the section from annal 491 (where hand 2 takes over from hand 1 in
MS C)* up to 652 (after which annal-numbers cease to be entered on a
regular basis in MS B), MSS B and C have a number of special letter-
forms in common, notably i-longa,*® an enlarged form of initial ¢,* and
the letter-form k.°° The distribution patterns of these forms are
remarkably similar and indicate a particularly close connection between
B and C at this point. ' In addition, the same words are accented in the
two manuscripts and the faulty word-division finngod ulfing in C 547
corresponds to a reading finngod/ulfing in B, where god occurs at a line
end.®
2. There are a number of spellings which are confined in C to the section
from 60 B. C. to A.D. 652 and to that part of it written by the second
scribe, C2 (here referred to as section C21), but which are typical of B
throughout, namely the spellings manig, pam, hie, heom,cing, apeostr-
and Westseax-.%

3. MS B and that part of MS C written by the first scribe (here referred to
as section C1) agree in their representations of the third person plural
preterite indicative and the word kyning.%

4. Significant agreements between B, C1 and C2! are the use of the form
heora, a comparative lack of smoothing, and the treatment of the preterite
and past participle of Class II weak verbs.5

5. Textual differences between B, C1 and C21 are minor ones,* while
there appears to be a direct connection between the layout of this section
in B and certain discrepancies in C's dating of entries.’
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6. Those linguistic features which occur in CI but not in B are found also
in the verse which precedes the Chronicle in MS C and was written down
by scribe C1, while features in which C21 contrasts with B are also
found from 653 'until at least 977" and 'are thus best seen as characteristic
of C2 himself'.¢8 '

1. Annals 947-977.

1. Dependence of C on B from 947 (when 'regular dates start again in
B"),® is suggested by textual agreements, including shared omission of
annal-number 969, the back-mutation of fela as feala, the form mynstre,
use of ccfor cin forms of OE mycel and of y not i in this word, the return
of the letter k and the sharing of many accented words.”

2. The only features which can be said to militate against the hypothesis
of direct dependence of C on B in this section are the layout of annal 974
and the absence of C's entry 976 from B, and for both of these features
reasonably satisfactory explanations can be given.”

All these arguments for the dependence of C on B are founded on
three basic but largely unstated assumptions. The first assumption is that
the presence in C1, C21 and C23 of forms not found in C22 but
characteristic of B throughout can be used as evidence for dependence on
B of all three of these sections. The second assumption is that changes in
spelling-practice in section C22, that is after 652, must reflect a change of
exemplar rather than a change within an exemplar, such as might have
resulted from the intervention of a new scribe in that exemplar. The third
assumption is that those linguistic features in which C21, C22 and C23
together contrast with B are 'best seen as characteristic of C2 himself’,
and, as a corollary, that all such divergences from the readings of B in
these sections must take them one step further away from B's own
exemplar and, by implication, from the common archetype of all the
surviving manuscripts.”” Related to these assumptions are two others,
already mentioned, namely that the scribe of B had left his work in an
unfinished state”™ and that when scribe 2 of C ceased to use B as his
source he turned to B's exemplar (or at least a direct ancestor of B) for a
model. Taylor's argument in this last instance is that from 653 B 'has
many more features peculiar to itself than before 653 or from 956, with
an average of approximately four per manuscript-page . . . C is much
more conservative, with an average of one feature peculiar to itself in
every two pages. This distribution strongly suggests that the text used
by C as an exemplar for this section stood closer to the original
Chronicle than did B.”*



10 Janet Bately

Both arguments and basic assumptions, however, leave a number of
questions unanswered and a number of issues unfaced. Why should the
second scribe of C return to B as his source after annal 946?77 How many
of the forms in B and C can be traced back to the common exemplar of all
the surviving manuscripts? What allowances need to be made for the
effect on its language of the Chronicle's textual history and its growth
through accretion? The 'first compilation' is known to have been in
circulation by 893, when it was used by Asser; the first continuation,
covering the last wars of Alfred,’ was arguably composed before Alfred's
death in 899; the account of Edward's reconquest of the five boroughs
may likewise have been composed shortly after the event,” and at least
the first two of these units must originally have had early West Saxon
linguistic features.” As for the material common to A, B, C and D in the
annals for 933-946, this would seem to have been in existence by the
950s at the latest” and therefore to have been linguistically in a position
half-way between the writings of Alfred and Zlfric,*® while the language
of the section 971-977 in A, B and C is appropriately standard late West
Saxon,® though the poetry it incorporates, like the poetry of annals 937
and 942, seems originally to have contained non-West Saxon dialect
features.®? One might expect a 'modernising' scribe to need to make fewer
modifications to the language of the final section than to that of earlier
parts of the Chronicle. I propose therefore to reexamine the language of C
section by section and to compare it not only with the language of B but
also with that of A, D and E. I propose also to reconsider the evidence of
layout and palacography in an attempt to test some of the assumptions
made about the nature of the relationship between B and C and the
significance of B's missing annal numbers.

(a)60B.C. - A.D.652

It is certainly true that MSS B and C share certain distinctive letter-
forms and spellings in the second part of this section, where hand C2
takes over from C1. However, the conclusions that have been drawn from
this fact by Whitelock and Taylor are unsafe. So, for instance, although
'special forms of i, extending either above or below the line, or both', are
indeed to be found 'five times in BC only',* they are concentrated in
three annals, where they occur in passages of genealogical material, and
in each case the corresponding entry in MS A has been erased,* leaving
open the possibility that i-longa was originally present there too.
Moreover, C has six more instances of i-longa, one shared with B but not
A, and two with A but not B.,** while no fewer than nineteen of the words
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with special i-forms found in B in any part of the text® occur with
similar letter-forms in MS A.*” A, moreover, has a significant number of
special i-forms where B has ordinary 1.% It has twenty-six instances of i-
longa forms in the words in, innan and in on, where B has on.*Only on
one occasion does A have an 'ordinary' i for an i-longa in B**.The
distribution of these forms is significant. The majority of i-longa forms
in A are in words with initial 7 + nasal. Indeed, they are found invariably
in this position in the section written by scribe 1 (that is in the section to
891, part 1), and in the material written by scribes 2a, 2b and 2c (that is,
to the end of annal 920).”' The first examples of 'ordinary' i in initial
position before n are in material written by scribe 3. In words with 7 +
nasal in internal position, i-longa is restricted to proper nouns, never
occurring in common nouns such as cyning, @peling. Moreover, with
the exception of the foreign name Maelinmun (891) with its string of
minims, it is further restricted in .this position to the final -ing of
patronymics. Here it is found fourteen times, all in 'genealogical' entries
written by scribe 1.%2 No fewer than seven of these -ing forms are attached
to personal names ending in a vowel.”® Two others - 731 Aldhelming and
855 Bgldging - have the suffix -ing at the beginning of a new line, and i
thus occurs in what is technically initial position; a third - 694
Arcenbryhting (divided Ar/cenbryhting) - has an enlarged 'capital' t as
well as i-longa and may be derived from an exemplar where -bryhT not
ar- came at the line end.” The remaining instances are 597 Cynricing
(with i-longa superimposed on an 'ordinary' 1) and Cerdicing (also with
possible alteration); 685 Ceawlining; and 855 Itermoning (with i-longa
in initial position as well as in the suffix). 685 Ceawlining is written
with a small gap between the personal name and the patronymic suffix,
ceawlin Ing, a word-division which is found also, in a more pronounced
form, in patronymics in the genealogical list in the late ninth century
British Library Additional MS 23211, fo lv, and which may have
prompted the use of i-longa in formations of this type.®* Before letters
other than n, i-longa is confined to initial position in proper nouns
(chiefly in hand 1), where it is almost invariable, in the noun and place-
name element ig-, 'island’, and in the pronoun ic.° In MS B, as Hart
observes, i-longa is also found 'particularly before n and in proper
names',”’but its use is less wide-spread. Thus, in words beginning with
in-, i-longa is found fourteen times. In proper names where initial i is
followed by letters other than n, it occurs five times; there is also an
instance of the Latin word id with i-longa (a word without equivalent in
A). I-longa in patronymics occurs six times. Apart from 973 Iulius
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(written with i-longa also in A and C), the last instance of i-longa is in
annal 893. On the basis of this evidence it seems reasonable to conclude
that the special i-forms cited by Ker and others, far from being an
innovation by the scribe of B and thus demonstrating copying of B by C,
were already a feature of a now lost text from which all three manuscripts
were derived. Indeed, the manner in which forms are distributed among
surviving manuscripts, with C occasionally agreeing with A against B,
actually seems to rule out the possibility that C was a copy of B.

Similar conclusions may be drawn from the distribution patterns of
enlarged c. Of the six instances of enlarged c shared by MSS B and C in
the section 491 to 652, one is found also in MS A and a second is in an
entry which has been lost from MS A through erasure.”® The remaining
four instances are in the names Cerdic (552), Cynric (597), Cynegils
(628) and Cynegilsing (647B). Now although enlarged cis certainly
shared by B and C in annal 552, it also appears twice more in this name
in MS C where MS B has the normal letter-form.”” Enlarged initial c,
particularly before y, is, moreover, a common feature of MS A hand 1'®
and of the genealogical regnal list in British Library Additional MS
23211. In these circumstances the agreement between B and C cannot be
said to demonstrate dependence of the latter on the former. Rather it
suggests the presence of enlarged ¢ in a copy or copies of the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle at an early stage in that text's transmission.

A slightly different picture emerges from a consideration of the
distribution patterns of the letter k. According to Taylor, 'k, which is a
letter-form occurring throughout B, is found in C only before 653 (and
after 946, five times). In the section [491 to 652] BC share k nineteen
times.""9' Taylor's statement is misleading. In the section to 652 MS C
certainly agrees with B quite frequently in its use of k-spellings, using ¢
where MS B has k only three times,'" and it also shares k-spellings with
B in the section 947-977.'% However, k-spellings in MS C are not
restricted to these sections: the form king is found also in annal 685.
Moreover, k-spellings in MS B are not evenly distributed throughout the
Chronicle, they are concentrated in the 'first Chronicle', between annals
449 and 888, with no instances before 449 and only eight instances after
888, five of them between 971 and 977.'% In the sectin 449 to 888, the
word in which k-spellings are most commonly found is king (34x), with
(-)kynn and kyne-/kine- each twice. '° Of the remaining thirty-seven
instances eight are in place names (including Dorkeceastre and Kent each
2x), and twenty eight in personal names (Kenred, Karl etc.) with the
people-name Kantwara 1x.'% After 888, the form king appears only once
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more, and that is in the annal which Taylor dates 974 (973A). Apart from
a single instance in sake (937),'°7 B's k-spellings are otherwise
concentrated in four annals'® and are all in proper nouns, with purkytel
twice and Lindkylne, Dorkeceastre, Kyrtlingtune and Oskytel each once.
What is more, MS A also has a number of &-spellings, and these too are
concentrated in the 'first compilation'. In the section 888 (889B) - 1000,
they are not found at all except in additions in post-Conquest hands.'?®
Like B, MS A has k-spellings in the word king and in the names
Dorkeceastre and Karl.'"" The sporadic k-spellings in MSS D and E are
similarly concentrated in the section to 888, with E, for instance, having
forms such as kining, cynekyn, kynecinn, Kynegils(ing), Kynric, Kenred,
Karl and Kent.'"' MS D's forms include kyning and Karl-.''? Apart from
the forms Oskytel and Kenulf in annal 905, k-spellings do not reappear
in MS D until annal 975, with kyning, and in MS E until annal 992 with
Kenulf.'? At the same time, and most significantly, MS C has three k-
spellings not found in MS B, viz. 47 kyning, 639 Dorkeceastre and 647
Kenwealh, and, as we have seen, in spite of Taylor's assertion to the
contrary, it actually has one k-spelling in the section after 652, namely
685 king, B kyng. Moreover, scribe C2 continues to use k-spellings after
977, with 992 Kenulf (as DE), 994 Kentlande (DE Cent-) and 999
Kentingas (DE Cent-). That B and C derived their k-spellings
independently from a common exemplar that was similar to, but not
identical with, MS A, and that such spellings were a feature of the 'first
compilation'''* must be at least as likely an explanation of the
distribution patterns as copying by C from B.'"S Similarly, the word-
division of finn godulfing in B and C and the shared use of 'accents’
could well go back to a common exemplar and do not necessarily require
us to postulate dependence of one text on the other,''® while the evidence
for a close relationship provided by variations in annal-numbering and
peculiarities of layout is at best inconclusive. Indeed, certain features of
layout, far from supporting the theory of direct copying, appear on the
contrary to rule out dependence of C on B. So, for instance, one
apparently significant agreement, the entry of annals 70 and 71 on the
same line in both B and C, also includes one significant difference: C,
like A, B and D, introduces annal 71 with Her, B (presumably
accidentally) omits it. So agreement in layout in this instance is more
likely to derive from a common ancestor than from direct copying.''”
Moreover, the arguments that have been put forward for a direct
connection between the layout of B and certain discrepancies in C's
dating of entries''® are in no way conclusive. Certainly, the layout on B's
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opening pages is confused and confusing, with annal-numbers shifting
from the right-hand margin (on rectos) to the left-hand margin (on
versos) and with various kinds of space-saving employed, including the
pairing of fruitful and barren annal-numbers.!"® On the recto sides, as
Taylor comments, ‘it would seem that it is always the first date to appear
at the end of the first line of the entry which is the relevant date for that
entry. (If one follows this system the dates in B usually correspond to
those of AE).'? Certainly, too, some of C's discrepancies in dating could
be explained if the scribe was supposed to have been using B and to have
selected the second of B's pair of annal-numbers instead of the first as the
fruitful one. So, for instance, where B pairs barren number 4 with fruitful
number 3 and barren number 7 with fruitful 6, C assigns the dates 4 and 7
to the corresponding annal-material. However, we might then
analogously expect B's pairing of 16 and 17 to result in C's adoption of
17 as the annal-number, not 15, while adoption of 29 not 30, 109 not 110
and (not noted by Taylor) 101 not 102 likewise remains unaccounted
for.””! Moreover, unless Taylor is wrong in supposing that the correction
xxv to xxvi in B was made by B's scribe,'”? C's AN xxv for the annal
dealing with Pilate's appointment to Judaea also remains unexplained. In
any case, before pairing begins in B, there are two entries (annals 1 and 2),
where the relevant annal-number is entered immediately to the right of
the first line of annal-material, while the sequences 16-25 and 26-29
should have given a scribe selecting the second of two numbers on the
right as the fruitful one cause for thought about the logic of his decision
even before he turned the page.'*® At the same time, there are other factors
to be taken into account apart from the layout of B, and other no less
plausible explanations for the discrepancy of numbers, including the
possibility that C was using an exemplar that was not B. First of all, B's
use of right-hand margins on rectos as a location for annal-numbers is a
feature not found in any of the other Chronicle versions up to 977. MS A
never has a similar layout; in C the first use of right-hand margins is at
annal 978, in D at 1052, and in E at 1124.'* There is thus no evidence at
all to support the theory that B's alternation was already present in a
common exemplar.’> On the contrary, the position of annal-number 167
(in the text space on the left-hand side of fo 2r) may well indicate that an
exemplar behind B had numbers (whether paired or single) consistently
on the left. Secondly, there are a number of features of layout in B that
seem to indicate that the B scribe may have been rearranging the material
of his exemplar as he went along and was doing so both ineptly and
inconsistently. Problems seem to have begun at annal 16, where the
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scribe has put the pair 16/17 not in the margin but in the text space,
leaving the right-hand margin empty, and has then crammed eight annal
numbers into the text space and margin of the following line. Shortly
afterwards annal-number 39 is entered both before and after the annal to
which it refers.'?® On a number of pages annal-numbers are entered in
margin and in text space without any obvious attempt at consistency.
Thirdly, neither errors in numbers nor special arrangements of annal-
material in B and C are of a type to provide support for a theory of direct
copying of B by C - though of course intelligent correction by the C
scribes cannot be ruled out. Thus, where B duplicates the numbers 39, 73
and 186, C has the numbers once only. Where B omits the sequence 168-
173 and the single annal-numbers 369 and 423, C includes all these
numbers.'?” Errors found in C, such as the duplication of the numbers
302 and 384, are absent from B.'* Only on two occasions does C share
an error with B, writing dcxix for dcix and initially omitting number
629, though subsequently inserting it through correction. Moreover, the
C scribe obviously did not immediately identify annal-numbers 189 and
381 as fruitful ones, entering the number 189 in black - the colour
normally reserved for barren numbers - '* and in text space, not in a
margin, and similarly failing to rubricate and offset the H of the word Her
that opens annal 381. Neither of these errors could be easily explained if
B were the exemplar - that annal-material accompanied annal-number
189 is perfectly clear in that manuscript, while the H of Her in 381B is
offset as usual, even though its associated number is on the line above,
spilling into the right-hand margin. We may compare also the failure in
C to adopt intelligent space saving where B has it, as for instance on
fo.116r, where the entry for annal 29 (recte 39) is followed by a gap large
enough to take several numbers. B uses this space, C does not. As for
annal 449, this is entered on the same line as barren annal-number 448 in
C, although in MS B it begins a new line and is set on its own in the
margin. However, here the explanation could simply be that the C scribe
did not have room for the number 448 on the preceding line and did not
wish to waste a whole new line on it.

Fourthly, MS C begins not by entering the annal-numbers in the
right-hand margin as B does, but by placing them (on the right) in the
text space on the line above the annal-material.'* Its apparent selection of
4 not 3 and 7 not 6.could have originated in careless relocation of a 3 and
a 6 similarly placed in the preceding line in its exemplar or an exemplar
behind that exemplar. We may compare the position of annal-numbers
381 on fo 3r and 430 on fo 3v of MS B.¥!
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The phonological and morphological evidence for dependence of C
on B appears at first sight more secure, with a significant change of usage
but not of hand in C after annal 652. Given the previous closeness of C2
to B, this change of usage might seem to indicate a change of exemplar -
though a change of scribe in an underlying copy might also be
responsible. However, once again agreement between B and C in the
section up to 652 does not require explanation in terms of derivation one
from the other. In some of the instances cited by Taylor this agreement
could be due to descent of both manuscripts from a now lost manuscript
which already contained a number of typically late West Saxon
spellings. In certain other cases it could result from retention in both B
and C of forms from the common archetype of all the surviving
manuscripts and arguably from the first fair copy of the 'first
compilation’. In yet other cases it could be due to independent acts of
'modernisation’ by two or more scribes, with standard late West Saxon
spellings replacing early West Saxon ones. At the same time, certain
differences between B and C in this section indicate use by C of an
exemplar which was neither B nor A and which was in some respects
closer to the 'original' than B is.

Heora , for instance, is the only form of the third person possessive
plural used in MS B, where it occurs fifty two times,'* and it is also the
only form in the first part of C to 652, that is in sections C1 and C21,
where (as in B) it occurs four times.'** However, since D and E likewise
invariably have the spelling heora in those entries in this section which
are derived from the 'first compilation','** and heora is the norm in base
manuscripts of £lfric and Wulfstan,'3’ agreement between B and C
against A in this section could either reflect changes made already in the
hypothetical copy of the Chronicle which lies behind B and C, or be the
result of independent acts of standardization or modernisation. The
regular presence of heora in C1 and C2, therefore, is not evidence that this
part of the manuscript was copied from MS B. Manig, a form which is
used almost without exception in B and which is shared also by C1 and
c21 occurring four times in annals 477, 584, 596 and 601, is likewise
not only the most common late West Saxon spelling, but once again the
form used in this section by MS E,'* as is the form Westseaxe, while hie
(found five times between 491 and 652 in C21, once in C1 in annal 2,
and invariably in this section in B) is both the expected early West
Saxon spelling and also found exclusively in the equivalent parts of MS
A" suggesting in this instance derivation from the common archetype
of the 'first compilation'. The 'comparative absence' of smoothed forms
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of gear noted by Taylor is typical of the corresponding sections of MSS
A, D and E as well as of B, C1 and C21. Heom, in contrast, found in
both B and C in annal 577 but otherwise not used in C until annal 1049,
is a typically late West Saxon form, replacing early West Saxon him, and
in this particular annal appears also to be an addition to the text, confined
to B and C.'* It must have been inserted fairly late in the textual history
of the Chronicle, at a time when heom was a common spelling. However,
there is no reason to suppose that the other instances of heorn recorded in
B were necessarily substituted for original him at the same time.
Potentially more significant are those types of agreement between B, C1
and C2! involving shared inconsistency of usage. However, although
these clearly demonstrate the very close relationship between B and C,
once again the evidence of other manuscripts is that there may well be
explanations other than direct copying of B by the scribes of C. So, for
instance, although B, C1 and C21 generally agree in their handling of the
preterite and past participle of Class 2 verbs, C sharing with B all its -ad
spellings in this section,'* here we appear to have to do with the survival
in both manuscripts of spellings from an earlier exemplar: every -ad
spelling before 652 corresponds to an -ad spelling in A, D or E.'*! Again,
it is certainly significant that the only two instances of pa2m in C21 (in
584 and 635) correspond to similar forms in B.'*? However, B has four
further examples of pam where C has pam,'** while MS A, which, like
B, C, D and E, normally has pam in the section to 652, agrees with B and
C in using pazm in 635. In the circumstances it is reasonable to suppose
that the pam -forms are derived from a common exemplar. B and Cl
similarly share the dissyllabic forms kyning in 449 and 455 and kining
in 601, although c¢ing and cyng are the normal forms in both texts in this
section,'* but MS A likewise has kyning in annal 449, as well as a
further example in 167 (BE cing, CD cyng), while C has an instance of
kyning in 47, which was apparently overlooked by Taylor. We may
compare MS D, which also uses a k spelling in the word 'king' in this
annal, but in a rewritten passage.'** The inference must surely be that far
from being necessarily first introduced by the B-scribe, both dissyllabic
forms and k-spellings were present in the shared archetype.

A somewhat more complicated situation arises in the case of preterite
plural endings. Taylor, noting that MS B has a marked preference for -an
endings, using them 377 times beside 139 occurrences of -on, saw the
distribution of -on endings in MS B as 'roughly even throughout. In C
on the other hand the an-endings are almost all concentrated in the
section before 653'. And he comments that 'in C before 653 -an endings
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make up about 85% of the total, whereas from that annal they constitute a
mere 4% '.'* -an is of course the later West Saxon spelling for an earlier -
un, -on, and it is never found in the corresponding section of MS A,
where -on is the norm.'# It therefore represents an act of 'modernisation’
which, in theory, could have first taken place in MS B. However, in fact
the distribution patterns of -on and -an in B, C1 and C21, though
confirming the very close relationship between the two manuscripts and
bearing out Taylor's finding that 'in the main the third person plural
preterite indicative endings in B and C before 653 correspond with each
other','* do not support Taylor's theory of direct copying of B by C. In
this section, an is the norm in both B and C, with -on ten times in B and
nine times in C. However, C shares only six of the -on spellings with
B.!* On four other occasions it uses -an where B has -on'* It also has -on
three times, where B has -an.'’' These figures suggest that in C's
exemplar as in B's, -an spellings had largely but not completely replaced
original -on, but that this exemplar was not B itself. A close scrutiny of
the arguments for dependence of C on B, then, not merely provides no
substantive evidence in favour of the theory of direct copying of B by
scribes 1 and 2 of C, but also reveals certain differences between the two
manuscripts which seem to militate against it.'*> What evidence there is
points to descent of both B and C from a now lost exemplar which
contained a mixture of forms from the ninth century original and forms
typical of late West Saxon.

(b) 947-977.

Taylor, following Ker and Whitelock, notes the closeness between B and
C from 947 to 977: "With the blank annal-number 947 regular dates start
again in B. From 956 (the first entry after 946) to 977, BC differ from the
other texts more radically than at any previous point'.'** As we have seen,
Taylor takes this to indicate that scribe C2 had returned to B as his sole
source. Audrey Meaney too claims that 'a close examination of the very
slight differences in the BC annals from about 945 to 977 shows that
here C could have been copied directly from B', though she does not rule
out the possibility that for the poems in 973 and 975 BC were
'independent very close copies of a common original'. Orton, in contrast,
agrees with Plummer that C 945-77 was not copied from B, but that its
exemplar could have been a close antecedent of B's exemplar.'** I agree
here with Plummer and Orton. As with the first section, there is no detail
in this final section which requires us to suppose that scribe C2 was
copying from B rather than from a manuscript, or copy of a manuscript,
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