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Winfried Rudolf (Jena)

Style and Composition of Napier XVIII -
A Matter of Person or a Matter of Purpose?

(erscheint in:  Thomas M. Honegger, Hrsg., Authors, Heroes, and Lovers. Essays n Medieval English Literature and Language, Peter Lang (Collection/Sammlung Variations), vorausichtlich Januar 2001)

The major part of the last century’s research on the supposed works of the Anglo-Saxon archbishop Wulfstan (†1023) has to a great extent been focused on the genuineness and authorship of the respective source-texts (Jost 1950:110-270; Kinard 1897:4-20; Bethurum 1957:24-54). Since Arthur Napier's first attempt in 1882 (1-8), numerous scholars have tried to tackle this problem in various ways. Napier himself had been very careful in his evaluation of the material which has come down to us, and shortly before his death he even mentioned to Karl Jost that he was at a loss at the question of assigning an author to many of the homilies
 (Jost 1932:65). Leaving Napier’s doubts aside, many scholars pointed out characteristic features of Wulfstan’s style and started to classify the extant material. The results - in most of the cases – consisted in a sorting out of certain texts from Napier’s collection of 56 homilies and the establishment of individual canons comprising the portion of the allegedly ‘genuine’ material (Bethurum 1957:24-29). Regarding those studies until the 1960s, one could not help feeling that the scholarly interest on Wulfstan seemed to be guided by the sole aim of isolating a single literary authority behind the texts. Obviously, these efforts were and still are (Kubouchi 1999:3-46) to homogenise the tradition of Old English prose by means of a newly opened folder labelled ‘Wulfstan’ which is fit to accept plenty of homilies being even more complicated in their style and structure than the categories ‘homiletic poetry’ or ‘homiletic prose’ would be able to cover. Nevertheless, there seems to be little interest in the reasons for the complexity of this material.

In 1957 Dorothy Bethurum’s Homilies of Wulfstan were published providing an edition of texts which was highly esteemed because it incorporated most of the 19th and 20th centuries’ research. It became the unchallenged basis for dozens of forthcoming publications on the homilist in which students of Old English were regularly presented the figures and tropes that undoubtedly belonged into Wulfstan’s rhetorical ‘tool-box’. With this edition most of the scholars considered the problem of authorship and genuineness to be ultimately solved.

Present day methodology in medieval studies, paying attention to intertextuality, written and oral tradition (Doane 1991:75-113) as well as text-context relationship (Heitmann 1999:9-20; Schnell 1996:12-73) has newly shaped our notion of medieval authority, manuscript-tradition and genuineness. Still, it seems to be the traditional author-bound reception creating a spellbinding celebrity rather than the large but fairly fallow field of Old English homiletic studies that guides recent publications on Wulfstan. This paper wants to draw attention to the latter, back to the mere realia we have in hand; namely, the extant manuscript materials and the variety of versions of texts they hold.

The following discussion of homily Napier XVIII
 will deal with two specific problems:

1. Purpose: Since Napier XVIII seems to be a re-working of a source-homily by Ælfric the question arises: What was the necessity for re-working this homily? What was the motivation for altering the work of a well esteemed author, as we may presume Ælfric to have been? This question will be addressed by means of a comparative analysis in both texts of phonemic units, word-preference, syntax as well as changes of content. 

2. Person: The results of this comparison should actually ‘sift out’ prominent stylistic features of the reviser of Ælfric’s version. Hence, these examinations will ask for stylistic originality of the gained ‘residue’ as well as discuss methods of its canonisation which were previously carried out. This will – among others - include the considerations and assumptions of Jost and Bethurum. I shall demonstrate by means of homily Napier XVIII that it is doubtful to outline the style of a single person in the way this was done by the aforementioned scholars and I shall critically evaluate the probability of certain means of style to be genuine Wulfstan as well as discuss the search for the author in general. Consequently, I will propose alternative suggestions to the issues raised in this paper. However plausible these thoughts may finally be, they will at least offer a measure of critical perspective to the voluminous speculations put forward up to now, thus perhaps coming into some of Napier’s inheritance.

Problems of Authorship, Genuineness and Composition of Medieval Homilies

Studying texts of a time that knew different norms and dimensions within the orbis mundi demands that we are aware to take part in a truly intercultural encounter (although with a culture long gone) and that we develop a certain degree of role-distance towards our own culturally modelled self-understanding. This is often the first step towards a critical discussion about the use and disuse of certain methods and aims of research, for we might make out a problem where there is actually none.

I would like to draw attention to some important aspects we must not lose sight of when looking at the homilies. These considerations form the basis of my own approach in the forthcoming analysis:

Firstly, the intention of most medieval auctores was to stand back from their work as far as possible, that is to say, to avoid any kind of self-reference within the texts. Apparently, this dates back to Salvianus and Suplicius Severus who warned authors against the sin of vanitas terrestris (Curtius 1993:503). Medieval scholars understood themselves as God’s tools who spoke to mankind by means of the writings He inspired in some of his servants. Holding the quill with three fingers (as we notice in numerous illuminations of the Middle Ages) was the symbolical gesture for the Holy Trinity that directs the heart and mind of the scribe. Thus, the texts automatically became God’s word which was widely considered to be every man’s gift and property. Augustine’s De doctrina christiana encouraged preachers to make generous use of the material accessible to them, if they themselves felt incapable of composing their own homilies (Augustine 1995:281-2; Tristram 1995:28).  Moreover, drawing on all sorts of source texts by various recognised authors reinforced the reliability of narratio and argumentatio in the homilies. Quoting these venerable sources guaranteed the truth of the argument as well as its erudition; the more the number of these sources incorporated the better it was.
 This technique is best carried out in homilies which are almost purely compiled, such as Napier V (Jost 1932:268-71). This way of reference was to point out the truth of the content (even if not derived from the mentioned authority) rather than establish celebrities and their intellectual property - there is no such thing as plagiarism that could prick the medieval conscience.

Secondly, homilies are functional texts. Copied frequently for centuries, they were used by many ecclesiastics with different purposes on many different occasions. The influences these texts underwent during this century-long process may have been manifold. It is not difficult to imagine that the variety of feast-days within the church year or varying political circumstances did not (always) allow the verbatim re-use of written-down homilies, so that we may assume that  preachers used the extant material creatively. They may well have changed it (Slotkin 1979:437-50) to achieve a higher clarity of speech, to meet the expectations of a particular audience, follow their individual lexical preferences, or to develop verbal artistry in order to enhance the force of elocutio and emotional effect (movere) (Bethurum 1957:89; Augustine 1995:289). According to the demands of the medieval ars rhetorica, it had to be the very purpose of homilies delivered orally to an often illiterate congregation that their communication was suggestive and convincing. In that way, many texts must have called for rephrasing, supplementing, emendation or reduction in the course of time (Szarmach 1977:241-2).  In MS CCCC 178, directly after the version of the Ælfric text with which I shall compare Napier XVIII, the scribe furnishes us with written proof that such methods of composition were indeed applied, when he writes:

”Ðas spell, þe stondað on þissere forman bec, ða man mæg secgan, loca hwænne man wylle; ac ða spell þe standað on þissere æfteran bec, ða man sceal secgan on ðam dagum, ðe hy to gesette synd. Ða twa and twentig spell synd be fullan gesette, swa swa hi at fruman wæron on þære ealdan æ bysne. Ac twa spel on þisum, an Be þam heafodleahtrum and oðer Be ðam wiglungum, synd geeacnode of oðrum spellum.”(Jost 1950:114; Ker 1958:No.41)

Keeping this in mind, we can imagine numerous authors, scribes and revisers having contributed to the final shape of an Old English homily as we find it in persistent MSS. Consequently, the concept of the author – as established by modern literary studies - distorts, moreover, his/her identification in medieval functional texts becomes a task without both use and prospect of satisfying success.

Therefore, research on the homilies measured by ‘genuineness’ giving rise to assessment in terms of ”imitations” (Kinard 1897:17; Whitelock 1963:14), ”kontaminierte Predigttexte” (Jost 1950:114) or ”mit mehr oder weniger Geschick zusammengeworfen[e] [...] reine Stoppelwerke” (Napier 1882:8) consciously or unconsciously denigrates these texts. It seems as if the material is divided into ‘pure’ and prominent originals on one hand and superficial adulterations of inferior quality on the other. Texts of the latter kind, one gets the impression, are examined by some scholars only to trace them back to true archetypes of Wulfstan which were written in his own distinctive style and which, of course, cannot be reconstructed with certainty. 

Many of the homilies of the 10th and 11th centuries - though often different in wording and structure - follow identical pericopal topics (e.g. De Die iudicii or De temporibus Antichristi). Present day research being used and indebted to the written word still seems to underestimate the fact that not every line that cannot be found in any other written source has to be an original creation of the respective author. There are plenty of texts on literary commonplaces which were passed on orally and then reproduced either in writing or speech, leading to either artistic, functional or unconscious variation and alteration. The entirety of these versions then represent a creative multiform (Slotkin 1979:442). If we accepted every text of the extant material as being equally valuable in its individual shape, being the product of successive processes of composition, it could well be possible to settle the struggle for a single genius behind these texts once and for all.

Previous Research - Criteria for Genuineness and Ascription

Manuscripts
When Napier published his edition of Wulfstan material in 1883 he drew on 22 different MSS.
 For some of his printed texts he collated several versions from various sources, but the bulk of the material (including the main versions for these collations) comes from four MSS.

Table 1: Napier’s main Sources

	Napier
	Manuscript Siglum
	Ker
	Lupus indicated or not
	Dated
	Scribe
	Place

	E
	Bodleian Hatton 113
	331
	Incipiunt sermones lupi episcopi.
	s. xi (3rd quarter)
	Wulfgeat?
	Worcester

	C
	CCCC 201
	49
	‘Wulfstan arcebisceop greteð freondlice þegnas on ðeode... gime se þe wille.’
	s. xi med.
	?
	Worcester or York?

	B
	CCCC 419
	68
	Comp. To A, 11 probable W-texts

Incipiunt sermones lupi episcopi.
	s. xiI
	?
	?

	K
	BL Cotton Tiberius A. 3
	186
	Probable Wulfstan-texts, no Lupus
	s. xi med.
	?
	Canterbury


It is conspicuous that two of the sources explicitly mention an archbishop named Lupus. There is little doubt among scholars that these introductory lines point at Ælfric’s contemporary, not least since MS British Library Cotton Nero A.1 contains the earliest version known of the Sermo Lupi ad Anglos. As the manuscript has been dated to the first quarter of the 11th century by Ker (No. 164), St. Wulfstan of Worcester (†1095) can hardly be considered as the bearer of this nom de plume,
 yet, undoubtedly, we cannot completely exclude a later confusion of names.
 ‘Wulfstan’ in MS CCCC 201 could easily indicate the saint too. Regarding Napier’s principal source-material we must state that, with high probability, none of the texts is autographical nor could any have been copied or glossed under Wulfstan’s supervision.

Napier’s aim, to cast light on the question of genuineness, demanded a basis for further research. He thought that such could only be a core of homilies considered to be genuine and which would thus provide stylistic features that could serve as criteria for the further evaluation of texts (Napier 1882:8). Different kinds of aspects were taken into account by Napier, such as manuscript dates and provenance as well as the density of what he considered to be individual stylistic features among general characteristics of the language of these texts. Extraordinarily careful in his choice, he established his core out of the following ‘genuine’ homilies:

Table 2: The Core of Homilies

	Numbering according to:
	
	

	Napier
	Bethurum
	Titeled
	Source

	II
	VI
	Incipiunt sermones Lupi episcopi.
	B; C; E; H

	III
	VII
	De fide catholica.
	B; C; E

	XXXIII
	XX
	Sermo Lupi ad Anglos, quando Dani maxime persecuti...
	B; C; E; H; I

	XXXIV
	XXI
	Sermo Lupi.
	C; E; I


Table 3: Their Sources

	Abbr.
	MS Siglum
	Dated
	Provenance
	Scribe/Hand

	B
	Corpus Christi College Cambridge, 419.
	s. xiI
	?
	large hand

	C
	Corpus Christi College Cambridge, 201.
	s. xi med.
	?Worcester or York?
	?

	E
	Bodleian Hatton 113. 
	s. xi (3rd quarter)
	Worcester
	Wulfgeat? (gloss. by "tremulous hand")

	H
	Bodleian Bodley 343.
	s. xii2
	West Midlands?
	?

	I
	British Museum Cotton Nero A.i.
	s. xi in.
	Worcester
	?/ marginalia by Wulfstan?


The attributes of MSS B and I may have played the most important role for Napier’s appraisal. This speculation is reinforced by the fact that homilies II and III, as well as XXXIII and XXXIV, often occur together and, if so, always in succession. In two instances II and III directly follow the mention of Lupus. Regrettably, Napier did not manage to give an account of his ascriptions during his life-time, so that all he left to succeeding scholars were his suggestions and, of course, his doubt.

The Method of Canonisation
The four homilies (core) singled out to be genuine by Napier have maintained this status throughout further research. Despite several plausible arguments for the homilies’ genuineness, especially respecting the Sermo Lupi ad Anglos (Whitelock 1963: 17-28), we may speculate about source texts of this material in earlier patristic or Old English homiletic writings. As far as many other texts of the Napier corpus are concerned, numerous scholars have undertaken this search (Bethurum 1957:9-27; Whitelock 1963:3-5), constructing MS-stemmata in the tradition of Lachmann which frequently assumed potential source texts that perhaps never existed at all. These stemmata usually ignore the co-existence of extensive oral traditions beside the written. However, Napier’s core remained unchallenged, because it formed the basis for the whole method of author-bound canonisation.

The rather limited size of this corpus of texts did, as Napier himself stated (1882:8), not provide sufficient material to represent the whole range of one person’s individual style. The extension of this core, which was necessary to focus on genuineness, was intended to widen the Wulfstan-vocabulary and the set of his individual language preferences. As a matter of fact, in building on this very small basis of texts, indeed, the rather close stylistic limitations that had been determined on the basis of the core were weakened with every text added (Jost 1950:116). The whole method of ascription looks like a circular argument and it is hard to imagine any other scholarly approach to this thankless task except an unconditional equation of all material available and modest evaluation of the same, critically assessing any sort of doubt. It is to be much regretted that this was never undertaken.

Such reflections would have shown early how difficult it is to uphold the idea of stylistic genuineness with medieval functional texts, and that one may actually not expect an ultimate solution to this issue. Nevertheless, many ascriptions were tried, all of them certainly worth looking at. For the sake of brevity, I would like to summarise in the following two landmarks of research on Wulfstan, namely, Karl Jost’s (1932 & 1950) and Dorothy Bethurum’s (1957),  both of which must be considered as highly influential.

A Short Remark on Jost and Bethurum

In 1932 Karl Jost defined his understanding of the texts and their style as follows:

”Unter ‘Wulfstantexten’ verstehe ich im Folgenden Texte, die, mögen sie von Wulfstan selbst verfasst sein oder nicht,
 eine beträchtliche Zahl Wulfstanscher Stileigentümlichkeiten aufweisen.” (Jost 1932, 266)
Furthermore, Jost emphasises that it is likely that none of the ”als charakteristisch geltenden Phrasen” (1950:115) of Wulfstan’s style could be the archbishop’s original property. There are two principal consequences arising from these statements. 

Firstly, frequency of stylistic features is relative, since there could well be only a thin red line between what is a sufficient or an insufficient quantity of these features necessary to point at a single author.
 At what extent can we talk of genuine Wulfstan? This certainly is a question of detail and individual perception where it seems almost impossible to find a consensus among scholars. 

Secondly, granted that these means of style need not all have been Wulfstan’s original intellectual property, we would come to an end in the search for a single authority. If we took, for instance, the texts which were re-worked only in certain parts (like Napier XVIII), Jost’s definition would virtually allow any type of classification.

Paradoxically, Jost belies his own fairly neutral approach
 in his later Wulfstanstudien (1950) by putting up a canon of 24 genuine homilies (+law) (1950:116) where he believes to discern a more or less homogenous use of language. He then compares six re-workings (among them Napier XVIII), and suggests that all of them are of the same reviser which he assumes to have been Wulfstan himself. In my analysis of the homily, I shall come back to his considerations.

Relying heavily on most of the contentions of Jost, Napier and James P. Kinard, in 1957 Dorothy Bethurum established her canon of 21 homilies out of the Napier corpus and expressed her certainty about its genuineness. However, her edition lacks a detailed discussion of the then popular imitator-problem or methods of composition which came up at that time. The ascription chiefly mirrors her conjectures about Wulfstan’s role in history and the archiepiscopal function of the texts (54-98). Napier XVIII is among the ascribed texts (Bethurum XII) and I would like to have a closer look at this particular re-working in the following. Along with that, different scholarly arguments will be reviewed.

Napier XVIII - De Falsis Deis

Manuscripts
De Falsis Deis is preserved in only a single manuscript, namely MS Bodleian Hatton 113 (E) (Ker 1958:No.331) which Napier took as the principal source for his edition of texts ascribed to Wulfstan. It was perhaps written by the Worcester scribe Wulfgeat (Bethurum 1950:4) during the latter part of the 11th century. The manuscript mainly holds homilies ascribed to Wulfstan as well as several Ælfric texts. There are glosses by the ‘tremulous hand’
 and other scribes.

Textual Influences on Napier XVIII

The major part of this homily is obviously a re-working of Ælfric’s De Falsis Diis, as was already pointed out by many other scholars. It most closely follows lines 72-161 of Ælfric’s version in MS CCCC 178 (R),
 a manuscript believed to have been at Worcester, Cathedral Library (Bethurum 1957:4; Ker 1958:No.331; Kubouchi 1999:34-5) during St. Wulfstan’s episcopacy. Ker dates it to the first quarter of the 11th century which – despite all remaining doubts - suggests that a version of Ælfric existed before E in Worcester. Ælfric himself may have taken Martin of Baracara’s
 homily De correctione rusticorum (6th cent.) as a thematic source (Bethurum 1957:333, Pope 1969:671).
 Regrettably, for lack of space, my comparison of the two homilies must exclude other versions of Ælfric’s model-text.
 It can therefore only provide a limited view on textual alterations. I will also have to exclude speculations about oral/written intermediate versions (perhaps re-worked by several persons) which might have led to the version in E.
 For this reason, I will refer to the reviser or (the group of revisers) with the letter X and in the singular in the following. My focus will be on the general mood of this re-working, in which this text clearly differs from all the other variations of Ælfric and shows a remarkably straightforward concept of utilising his model text for an entirely different purpose, as we will see.

It is striking that the major share of stylistic features attributed to Wulfstan is focused on the use of words, such as the choice of intensifiers, word-preferences and set phrases, sometimes also on the frequency of their use, less often on syntax. Those features were regularly used by scholars to corroborate a sole authority; they were rarely looked at from a less biased point of view. If we dare take such a stand, we shall see that it is not difficult to nourish doubts on certain characteristics commonly attributed to Wulfstan.

Within the following analysis, the focus will be on the most noteworthy alterations between R and E, but it is equally important to note which parts of Ælfric’s source-homily remain untouched by the reviser(s).

Analysis

What has been altered

The following table summarises every textual intervention by our reviser(s) which I was able to discover. I have set up the following categories: Words, Syntax and Omissions. A comprehensive comparison of both texts, indicating all alterations as well as my classification of these textual differences, will be provided in the appendix.

Table 4: Alterations in the Re-Working Napier XVIII

	
	
	               Re-Working
	
	Instances

	Words
	Addition
	Single Adverb added
	
	34

	
	      &
	Adverbial Phrase added
	
	28

	
	Insertion
	Single Attribute added to a Noun
	
	21

	
	
	Formulation of Doublet (incl. Conjunction)
	
	13

	
	
	Conjunction inserted
	
	11

	
	Substitution
	Substitution of Single Words
	
	32

	Syntax
	Transformation into 
	Main Clause
	
	7

	
	
	Subordinate Clause
	Relative Clause
	3

	
	
	
	Adverbial Clause
	1

	
	
	
	Infinitive Clause
	2

	
	Addition of
	Subordinate Clause
	Relative Clause
	7

	
	
	
	Adverbial Clause
	3

	
	
	Object
	
	2

	Omission
	Syntax
	Main Clause
	
	3

	
	
	Relative Clause
	
	1

	
	
	Infinitive Clause
	
	1

	
	
	Part of Predicate
	
	3

	
	
	Object
	
	2

	
	Single Words
	Attribute to a Noun
	
	2

	
	
	Adverb/Adverbial Phrase
	
	7

	
	
	Pronoun Pleonastically used
	
	3

	
	
	Conjunction
	
	1


Interpreting the data, we can say that almost all of these changes concern the elocutionary force, i.e. the text’s power of persuasion. At first glance, the cumulative use of adverbs, attributes and adverbial phrases indicates that the primary motivation for this revision must have been the desire to attain a greater intensity and clarity of performance for the homily. X employs various techniques of modification on different levels of language to achieve just that. As we shall see, virtually all modifications are in a way indebted to this general objective. I shall start my close analysis with the smallest units on the phonemic level, continuing with words, syntax and omissions and concluding with factual changes.

Phonemic units

Equivalent Phonemes and Stress Patterns

We can find numerous examples of consonance, assonance and alliteration within E, most of which were taken over from R or were either extended or simply added by X. These means of style often intermingle, as the following examples demonstrate:

a) alliteration:
lif to lyre (W 106, 6); mid muðe and mid modes icundnesse (W 105,30); swa ful and swa fracod (W 107, 14/15); 

b) assonance:
worhton wolice and gedwollice him hæþene godas (W 105, 9); þe bec secað (W 105, 5); wið hy gehæmde, þæs þe man sæde (W 107, 15/16)

c) consonance:
ahwar on worulde (W 105, 1); miclum mihte heom fultumian (W 106, 30/31); heora agenum lustum fullice fulleodan (W 106, 2)
There are many more examples of this intensive sound structuring to be found. 

Supplementing single words as intensifiers or as parts of doublets and the insertion or addition of explanatory adverbial as well as relative clauses affect the rhythm of speech profoundly, since it is the general nature of most of these units to carry one or two main stresses. In that way X happens to divide the diction into shorter units, often creating double-stressed groups of words, which - combined with the assonance already mentioned - often carry the stress on equivalent sounds:

d) two stress groups:
wólice and gedwóllice (W 105, 9);  wéorðjaþ géornost (W 106, 24); sáca and wráca (W 106, 26); líf to lýre (W 106, 6)

These examples demonstrate that the syntactic changes and the rearrangement of the stress-pattern in the homily interlock and can actually not be examined as separate from each other. This especially concerns the construction of doublets. In a few other instances, X succeeds in adding or embedding his insertion according to the rule of assonance or alliteration. The chains of equivalent phonemes are expanded and, thus, despite the carried out alteration, the whole phrase gives the impression of belonging together and being formed in a fully co-ordinated way (in terms of sounds), so that it adjusts smoothly to the source-text:

þonne se fæder wære on heora fulan

—
þonne se fæder wære, and he is geteald eac
bigeng[e]. (P 121)




awurðost ealra þæra goda (W 106, 20/21)

and æt wega gelætum him lac offrodan,

—
and æt wega gelætum him lac offrodon oft
(P 137)





and gelome (W 107, 4/5)

The rhythm of Ælfric’s prose (Pope 1969:105-36; Cable 1991:42-52), which often allows the division of a line into three main stresses, and the allegedly characteristic two-stress style of Wulfstan (McIntosh 1949:109-142) have been subject to frequent discussion in the past (Masters-Hollowell 1982:1-11; Kubouchi 1999:40-46). Neither conception may claim ultimate validity. As the reviser retains many of Ælfric’s formulations, he chiefly adheres to his basic rhythm, yet, with some modifications, the stress-pattern and stress-density changes. There are examples in E where we note that Ælfric’s more fluent rhythm of a section of one line is split up into staccato two-stress groups like doublets or parenthetic clauses:

Ða þa hi toférdon to fýrlenum lándum (P 77)
—
þa sýððan toférdon hy wíde lándes (W 105, 6)

Swa þæt hi wórhton wólice him gódas (P80) 
—
hi wórhton wólice and gedwóllice him 








hæþene gódas (W 105, 9/10)

ðas mánfullan ménn wæron ða mæroston gódas
—
ðas mánfullan mén, þe we ýmbe spécað, wæron getéalde for
(P 118)





ða mærostan gódas (W 106, 15/16)








By doing this, X increases the prosodic quality of the text, which is the key to an impressive oral performance. Some of the more emotive passages suggest an emphasis on every single word such as the phrases éalra þæra góda (W 106, 21) or híne ænne ófer éalle óðre þíng (W 105, 28/29) which seem to have been spoken in a hammering rhythm with trochaic (and, perhaps, stomping) foot. These two examples show grammatical rhyme as well. 

Such handling of phonemic units demands sure instinct as well as a creative command of lexis. These modifications could be realised by any person with a sense of musicality and the knowledge of material of similar style. It would be negligent to imagine that only one person was capable of developing such creativity.

We can see by the variety of stress-patterns that X has given up some of the uniformity of Ælfric’s rhythm in favour of intensity and clarity (Jost 1950:31). The latter is achieved by simplification of syntax and frequent repetition of phrases. X’s aim was definitely not to keep up a clear rhythm in speech or even to establish a new regular stress-pattern. What we get is an overall increase of shorter, yet more strongly stressed phrases in Napier XVIII which enables the preacher to speak in shorter units of meaning which can therefore be understood much more easily by an audience. Moreover, they provide frequent opportunities to pause and breathe,
 which is tailor-made for an oral performance.

Lexis

Insertions

In like manner, numerous supplementary words and phrases (see table 4 above) contribute to the overall idea of oralisatzion, i.e. tayloring the exemplar for oral performance, among them:

a) adverbs:

swyðe (W 105, 7; 106, 18); eft (W 106,10); eac (W 105, 12 +6 times)



agen (W 105, 10 +6 times); ahwar (W 104, 25; 105, 1); an (W 105, 27,31)

b) adverbial phrases:
þurh deofles lare (W 105, 12 +4 times); þurh (æfter) hæðenscype geteald (W 106, 14; 107, 21); 

(þa) æt nyhstan (W 105, 7 +3 times); on þam dagum (W 106, 17, 21; 107, 7); 

ofer ealle oðre þing (W 105, 28/29); oft and gelome (W 107, 4/5).

It has been asserted by Bethurum that the adverbial intensifiers in group a) and some of the parentheses in group b) like þurh deofles lare were ”so characteristic of Wulfstan’s style” (1957:90). Orchard (1992) describes ”intensifying adverbs and adverbial phrases” as his ”stock-in-trade”(242) and ”repetition” as the ”essence of Wulfstan’s technique”(248). Indeed, the high frequency of those implements of language within Napier XVIII is remarkable, yet, their occurrence alone is not convincing enough to speak of the unique style of a single individual. Jost, in his analysis of De Septiformi Spiritu (1950:117-27), which was re-worked in a similar way and which led Orchard to the statements just quoted, is right when he remarks:

Mit dem einfachen Rezept, dass man einen Text nur tüchtig mit for ure þearfe, agen, georne usw. zu pfeffern brauche, um echten Wulfstan zu erhalten, ist es nichts. (Jost 1950:127)

I would therefore question Bethurum’s statement, with respect to many of the homilies that she lists as genuine. The use of these words and phrases could well be a means of an emotional oralised style a whole group of persons could have been familiar with.
 For medieval scholars - people of outstanding receptivity (Slotkin 1979:440) - it certainly would have required little effort to adopt these features.

Dorothy Whitelock (1963:14) surmised that particular aspects of Wulfstan’s style could very easily have been imitated. With respect to my own approach, I cannot agree to the term ”imitation”, since for me it clearly conveys a negative connotation, yet, her statement, as that of Jost (1950:115), indicates that we have to be careful with what might be a stylistic feature of the whole genre instead of that of a single preacher. It might well be that Whitelock was thinking of the very characteristics I mentioned under a) and b).

Further intensification is reached by qualifying subjects and objects with the help of different kinds of attributes, antonomasia, adjectives used as nouns or prefixes,
 a technique which is especially effective with the description of the false gods:

c) specification: 
hi (P 153)

—

þa yfelan (W 107, 86/87)



þisne (P 128)

—

ðisne yrming (W 106, 26)



men (P 101)

—

strece
 woruldmen (W 105, 34)



god (P 130)

—

gedwolgod (W 106, 30)



gedohtra (P 115)

—

twa dohtra (W 106, 15)

Synonymous doublets, many of them built on the Ælfric-text, are, although redundant, often effective in a similar way. Similar to the embedding of phrases mentioned above, they were inserted under strict observance of their phonemic compatibility:

d) doublets:

wolice (P 80)

—
wolice and gedwollice (W 105, 9)




gesceop (P 81, 98)

—
gesceop and geworhte (W 105, 16, 31, 11)




saca  (P 126)

—
saca and wraca (W 106,26)





gefeoht (P 132)

—
gefeoht and gewinn (W 106,31)




swa fracod (P151)

—
swa ful and swa fracod (W 107, 14/15)

Of the construction of gewinn and wrohte (W 106, 25), X crossed out wawan but kept wrohte, which cannot be found in Napier. 

As compared to the mere insertion of adverbs (a)) and adverbial phrases (b)), the technique of specification in c) and construction of doublets in d) does require some more imagination and creativity. Still, c) can be designed by a person who persistently seeks to put the concept of intensification into action, and d) as a stylistic feature is very likely to be taken over from elsewhere as soon as the author is familiar with respective source-texts. Thus, whoever X might have been, he could have drawn on sources similar to the Vercelli Book (Scragg 1977:197-211) which already features this technique in extenso.
 Liberman (1994:356) states that tautological binominals - as a stylistic means in general -  are often set phrases of common use. They could also be considered as written down ”tools in the process of improvisation”.

The conjunctions
 inserted enable a diction in sentences of the same rank. This is extremely important with the fleetingness of spoken language, for it assigns equal importance to every portion of speech and avoids all too frequent subordination of information. In Napier XVIII conjunctions are added at initial position in a newly started sentence: 


Se syrwienda deofol, (P 159)

—
and se syrwjenda deofol, (W 107, 22)

or they help to integrate a main clause that has been added or transformed:


sume on þa eorþan (P 89)

—
and sume hy gelyfdon on ða eorðan (W 105, 20).

This co-ordination with and is particularly indicative for oral delivery. It very much adds to the overall impression we get of the character of this revision.

Substitution

Great skill would be necessary to copy one person’s word-preference, since this amounts to the adoption of individual taste. There are hardly any substitutions in Napier XVIII which concern clear synonyms, like genamod (W 106, 13) for gehaten (P 114) or drihten (W 105, 16) instead of Scyppend (P 84). Unlike Jost (1950:156) and Bethurum (1957:87-98) I consider neither of these substitutes to be typical of X since we find Ælfric’s gehaten (W 106, 4, 9) as well as scyppend (W 105, 10, 25) retained several times in the re-worked version, i.e. both forms co-exist in the text.

Other substitutions mark slight differences in tone as well as in meaning, such as the somewhat neutral fordyde (W 106, 5) for the more precise and picturesque abat (P 106) and the more moderate forfaran (W 106, 11) instead of acwellan (P 112).
 These too may not be considered as individual taste here, as abitan (Napier II, X,  XLII) and acwellan (Napier III, XXVI, XXXIII, XLIII) occur elsewhere in  the Napier corpus and, moreover, in homilies belonging to the core. Their choice was rather conditioned by audience and occasion for which the reviser was preparing this text.

The preference of þafunge (W 105, 26) instead of willan (P 94) is even more unusual, for willan, unlike þafunge, belongs to the core as well and occurs in the whole corpus almost five times as frequently as þafunge. So, what were the reasons for these substitutions? 

It would certainly be a mistake to suggest that this paradox could constitute a telling argument against X being Wulfstan, because this would imply that he knew only one term to convey a certain meaning (an unspoken law in previous canonisation, as it seems) and that it would not be possible that he modified a text in favour of the term which was only secondary in his stylistic preference. Yet, vice versa, the occurrence of supposed Wulfstan-vocabulary may not immediately turn us into advocates of the archbishop as the reviser. Furthermore, it is necessary to respect Jost’s argument that no one is able to entirely introduce and maintain his personal stylistic flavour in a re-working (1950:128). Both considerations underline the complexity of the problem of word-preference in a re-working.

With regard to fordyde and forfaran, we may presume that the motivation for the substitution is hidden in the persuasive intention of X, since there seems to be not even a general trend of word preference in this re-working. The other examples, however, should make us seriously question the whole technique of determining a personal style by means of word-preference. The latter was indeed the basis of all previous canonisation efforts.

Syntax

Transformation into clauses

Apart from the example concerning the insertion of conjunctions, there are a few  transformations of phrases into main clauses to be found. It is salient in three instances that X refuses to retain Ælfric’s appositions which directly follow the relative clause se(o) wæs Saturnus gehaten Iouis (Iuno), and characterise the evil gods. X invariably transforms these attributes into a main clause (Jost 1950:130) and tries to  retain the sense as precise as possible:

Saturnus gehaten, swiðlice and 

—
and se wæs swa wælhreow (W 106, 4/5)
wælhreow (P 105)  


Iouis, hetol and þrymlic (P 110)
—
and se wearð hetol feond (W 106, 9)

Iuno, swiðe healic gyden (P 114)
—
and heo wearð swyðe healic gyden (W 106, 13/14)
He may have changed these passages for various reasons. It seems plausible, however, that he did not like postponed attributes, because - and this corresponds to our present-day notion of oral style - he probably considered this construction too high-flown for his audience, too difficult to grasp by the ear and thus inappropriate for his entire concept of an oralised text in written medium. It is important to note that X gives up Ælfric’s doublets swiðlice and wealhreow and hetol and þrymlic in favour of these postponed clauses; a fact that indicates that clarity was more important for him than maintaining verbal artistry. This is also of interest with the stress pattern of the homily, because these adaptations lead to a break in rhythm and a loss in stress-density. The newly constructed clauses favour clarity of speech and convey the same, if not greater intensity than their source. One of the reasons for this effect might be the anaphoric use of the personal pronoun as subject of these main clauses.

The re-working of adverbials/adverbial groups into subordinate clauses follows the same practice:


on eallum þam fyrste ær Noes flode (P 73) 
—
on eallum þam fyrste þe wæs ær Noes flode (W 105, 2)

on þam iglande Creta (P 104)


—
on þam iglande, þe Creta hatte (W 106, 4, 11)








The compact Ælfric-clause is structured into a discursive shape, fit to allow the audience to follow the preached text effortlessly.

Supplementary Clauses

Different kinds of subordinate clauses (most of which are attached to the end of a sentence) were inserted in order to clarify, explain or emphasise, like þæs þe bec secgað (W 105, 5); þe he mancynne geuðe (W 105, 24); þe we on gelyfað (W 105, 27); þe we ymbe specað (W 106, 15). To add explanatory phrases like these may well need some experience. Their meaning, however, indicates that they may have been formulas common in preaching
 and, therefore, they may not betray anything of an individual style. Their function in the division of sentences suggests their importance for rhetorical pause, breathing or planning of variation/improvisation. They enhance the aesthetics and efficiency of oral delivery.

Exceptions

Despite the intensive practice of transformation and addition Napier XVIII holds one example which clearly contradicts the strategy of X outlined above. It is a relic of Ælfric’s translation from the Latin source, the participial construction cweþende mid muðe and mid modes incundnysse (P 97) preserved in (W 105, 30) which provided one of the few reasons for Jost (1950:131) to question Wulfstan as the reviser, since there is not a single instance of this construction to be found elsewhere in Napier. As a matter of fact, this syntactic unit presents a clear exception and contradicts the general impression we get of X’s rhetorical intention of oral performance. Its position (see above: Transformations into Main Clauses), its length and the unfamiliarity of the construction must have been a challenge for an audience to follow. It could well be that the alliterating doublet tempted our reviser to leave things as they were at this point.

Omission and Factual Changes

As a final part of this analysis, we shall have a look at factual changes. First, we have to compare both homilies as whole texts: As is typical for a large number of Ælfric’s texts, his homily is of considerable length. The number of words in Napier XVIII does not even make up one sixth of the most extensive version of Ælfric and is restricted to the part describing the rise of idolatry and its current hierarchy among the pagan peoples. Both homilies follow the rhetorical strategy of comparison. However, while Ælfric long-windedly puts a description of Mary’s virginity and the Holy Trinity at the beginning of his homily to mark the difference from the sullied practices of Roman gods, X tries to achieve the same by frequent repetition and intensification (such as an with soð god) to emphasise the monotheistic concept of Christianity from the gedwylde of the pagan religion. The supplement æfter his foðsiðe (W 106, 26), with which X refers to the pagan gods as mortal creatures, adds to this strategy.

It is not only the length of Napier XVIII but also the difference in tone and sometimes in rhetorical self-control which is noteworthy. Where Ælfric seems to feast on flamboyant and obscene pictures of the pagan gods’ vices, our reviser obviously takes no pleasure in them. It seems as if he does not want to draw the audience’s attention to these depraved practices and thereby provide the crowd with unintentional creepy and greedy enjoyment. X either omits those passages of graphic elaboration, sometimes picks out only a single striking example or just plays down the tone in general (as in many of the substitutions of words). Here are some examples:

Ælfric’s lively picture of Saturnus’ not very fatherly treatment of his children is thus moderated by X:

[...] and unfæderlice macode heora flæsc him
—
[...] and unfæderlice macode heora lif to lyre 

to mete. (P107)




sona on geogoðe. (W 106, 6/7)

Likewise problematic for X is the handling of the goddesses’ sexual behaviour. He tries to hold back the all too many debaucheries in the Ælfric text. With respect to Minerua and Uenus X cancels þa forlæg se fæder fu[l]lice buta, and manega his magan ma[n]lice gewemede which leaves him with a somewhat clumsy statement without the expected comments: heora twa dohtra wæron Minerua and Uenus. Similarly, when Ælfric later returns to this motif in:



[…] Sum wif hatte Uen[us], seo wæs Ioues dohter,




Swa fracod on galnysse þæt hire fæder hi hæfde, 




and eac hire broðor, and oðre gehwylce,



on myltestrena wisan; […] (P 150-53)

X’s re-working of the above lines employs many of the means already mentioned in the whole analysis. It therefore provides an excellent example of the overall intention of the re-working and the rhetorical strength of X (note the underlined words):

[…] and sum wif hatte Uenus, seo wæs Ioues dohtor, and seo wæs swa ful and swa fracod on galnysse, 

þæt hyre agen broðor wið hy gehæmde, þæs þe man sæde, þurh deofles lare; […] (W 107, 13-16)

With great ability X has smoothed the tone, oralised the diction and, yet, has not lost intensity – on the contrary: The focus on only one striking feature of the mythological story may have fulfilled its didactic function much better than Ælfric’s opulent enumeration. 

As in many of the specifications and intensifications in E, we can easily imagine the wagging finger of X, since W 106, 2 sees the addition of the ferocious outburst and heora agenum lustum fullice fulleodan, a passage where it seems as if Ælfric’s ful[l]ice (P 103) evoked a perfectly artistic phrase in the reviser’s mind. And the latter did not want to withhold it from his audience. Because of its aggressiveness in tone, this phrase seems to stand opposite to the factualisations just mentioned. It could indeed have been added at a later stage because it is the only addition of a whole phrase at the end of a sentence, yet, in my opinion, it does not really violate the rhetorical strategy that X seems to be pursuing in this homily. 

I am tempted to speculate about the possible audience this homily may have been preached to, because two crucial modifications can be discovered in the content of the homily: 

Firstly, the introductory phrase to the discussion about the correct hierarchy of pagan gods in R: Nu secað þa Deniscan on heora gedwylde (P 141) is revised into nu secað sume þa denisca men (W 107, 8). This modification may not only be motivated by the idea of softening, but also makes me wonder whether there may not have been some denisca men among the audience(s) the preacher addressed. Moreover, some of those Danes could already have been christianised. The preacher’s main purpose with these lines could then have been, on the one hand, to adjust the pagan Danish hierarchy of gods to a successful interpretatio Romana of the Danish pantheon and, thus, ensure the effect of his explanations. On the other hand it may have served to exclude those converted Danes among his audience from his negative address. This context would, indeed, perfectly fit the role Wulfstan might have played as one of the chief advisers to Cnut, who was baptised while the archbishop was still alive. Yet, as the problem of conversion of the pagans persisted in the West Midlands, the homily may have been revised and preached later as well.

Secondly, after this short treatment of the gods which finishes with þæt se hetula Iouis to soðan is Saturnes sunu (W 107, 13) instead of þæt se hetola Iouis to soðan wære Saturnes sunu (P 146) in C, our reviser omits Ælfric’s justifications of his argument:



[...] and þa bec ne magon beon awægede



þe þa ealdan hæðenan be him awriton þuss;



and eac on martira þrowungum we gemetað swa awriten. (P 147-49)

This practice of X suggests that the speech was directed to an audience that did not primarily consist of ecclesiastics, for whom this mention of sources and parallels may have been of particular interest.

Summary of the Model Analysis

Napier XVIII - seen as a re-working of one of Ælfric’s homilies - follows its source comparatively closely. Compared to other re-workings of Ælfric in Napier VII and LIV, the overall textual intervention was carried out in a fairly modest way. It is restricted to insertions/additions of single words,
 substitutions and omissions. There is neither any addition of extra factual material nor profound modification of content. This fact might hint at the reviser’s respect for the source material. Virtually every single alteration seems to follow one primary intention: to prepare the Ælfric text for oral performance, before an audience markedly different from that apparently intended by Ælfric. Thus, according to the theory of the oral and written in concept and media, advocated by Koch/Österreicher (1985:15-43), Napier XVIII incorporates the concept of spoken language conserved in graphic code.

Ælfric’s version may have been read to an audience living in the seclusion of a monastery (e.g. Eyensham or Milton Keynes?), perhaps at the night Office or for private devotion (Clayton 1985:209-215). Its revision in Napier XVIII gives reason for the assumption that a less literate, perhaps also pagan audience was to be addressed within the context of a necessarily spoken homily. Arguably, the pleonastic and recurrent elements in the homily’s style were shaped to support the homily’s clarity and memorisation for both preacher and listener. In these terms an answer to our question as to the motivation for the re-working of this material may be found.

This lay audience - as opposed to monastic preaching - required a clear, intense and sometimes redundant presentation of the preacher’s ideas. Napier XVIII is a homily where the stylistic means impressively fulfil the rhetorical concept of oral performance. The analysis shows that we are dealing with the re-working of an obviously experienced reviser/orator who is able to convey his ideas both in terms of content and style. This person has managed to combine his creativity and modesty in textual intervention with the fulfilment of his re-working’s general purpose of achieving oral style. If we establish this purpose as a measure of the quality of the re-working, X’s work is well-nigh flawless.

Nevertheless, answering the second of my questions raised at the beginning of my analysis seems much more difficult. The reason for this lies in the intention of the reviser. ‘Oralising’  texts may have been a habitual practice in monasteries and also a strategy of re-working that several persons could have been familiar with. And it is this concept of the oral which makes it difficult to decide which parts of our text may claim stylistic individuality. Oral style was easily imaginable for the reviser, as he must have listened to oral performances much more often than it would have been possible for him to come across a homily in reading. The scribe of Bodleian Hatton 113 may have listened to a person dictating the Ælfric-text already varying at least parts of the revision. He then would have whispered the words while writing (Doane, 1991:83). If we imagine this essentially human-bound process of copying and compare it to the relative extent of alteration between R and E, one could even argue that our revision unconsciously emerged out of this process. Still, the respective portion of the R-version has been modestly but constantly modified and, as has been shown, this textual intervention was guided by a superordinate strategy.

Hence, the differences that our comparison brought to light may to a large extent represent general features of oral language rather than make available the expected prominent characteristics of the reviser. This especially concerns the numerous attributes, intensifying adverbs, phrases and the simplification of syntax. Nor can those stylistic means which I have identified as more complex than the mere addition of the items just mentioned be assigned to a single author either. None of these characteristics seems to me so unique that I would attribute it with certainty to a single author alone. This remains impossible because the previous methods of canonisation as well as the number and nature of the stylistic alterations of our comparative analysis provide too small a basis for a reliable statement. Jost himself admitted that “keine völlige Übereinstimmung mit der Sprache Wulfstans” was achieved in Napier XVIII (1950:131). According to my results, the question of person and genuineness thus remains unanswered, yet what further remains is to decide whether we need to answer this question at all. 

In itself, the method of composition of Napier XVIII gives special evidence to the presumption that we need not do so, because here we find a text brilliantly re-worked. The fragments of a Latin model-version were ‘translated’ (Hill 1997:43-65)
 by Ælfric whose text was in turn the model to other reviser(s). We are left with a version whose intellectual property is impossible to be assigned to a single ‘author’ according to our present day understanding of the term.
 The wealth of re-workings and compilations, which we encounter in the whole genre of Old English homiletic writings, suggests that respect for the author - if it existed at all - was clearly subordinated to the utilization of these functional texts. Compared to this far stronger argument against the quest for the author, the fact that we are walking on rather thin ice, if we consider the size of source texts and methods of canonisation on Wulfstan and ‘his’ style, almost appears to be of marginal importance. 

It is for these very reasons that I see no use in a further struggle for a single author of the homilies in the future. We should rather pay attention to the variety of methods of composition and the intertextuality of those versions thematically linked with each other. This practice has to exclude the search for a genuine style of a single genius as well as for true archetypes.

Whether the person, who finally shaped Napier XVIII as it has come down to us, was Wulfstan or not, will probably never be answered reliably. Under whatever circumstances the homily’s composition might have taken place, its reviser(s) creatively utilised an Ælfric text, providing a version of a homily which finds its place among all the other homiletic writings, being equal in its stylistic and literary value, its revision revealing its purpose and potential use, not its revisers identity.
 
Winfried Rudolf

Comparative Analysis 
	MS CCCC 178
	MS Bodleian Hatton 113
	

	Ælfric - De Falsis Diis
	Napier XVIII - De Falsis Deis
	

	(Pope, 72 – 161)

Forms the model-source to Napier XVIII.

Pale & Old Style Font: Omitted in Napier XVIII


	(Napier 104, 4 – 107, 27) 

Forming almost the whole of the homily, this passage holds the re-worked Ælfric text of De falsis Diis. Alterations are indicated in column 2 & 3 as follows:

Bold: Substitution or Addition of Words

Italics: Orthographic Deviations

Abbr.:   A/AP -  Adverb or Adverbial Phrase

             Att.    -  Attribute added to a Noun

             W      -  Substitution of Words

              D      -   Doublet constructed

             TS     -   Transformation into Subord. Clause

             TM    -   Transformation into Main Clause

             C       -   Conjunction inserted

             AS    -    Addition of Subord. Clause

             
	

	
	W 104
	

	72  Nu [ne] ræde we on bocum þæt man arærde 
	4     ahwar on bocum,
	A

	
	W 105
	

	      hæþengyld
	1     ænig hæðengyld ahwar on worulde
	Att./AP

	73  on eallum þam fyrste ær Noes flode,
	2     þe wæs ær Noes flode
	TS

	74  oðþæt þa entas worhtan þone [wundorlican] stypel
	2     ac syððan þæt gewearð,

3     þæt Nembroð and ða entas
	TS

D

	75  æfter Noes flode, and hym swa feala gereorda
	4     hym ða swa fela
	A

	76  God þar forgeaf swa þæra wyrhtena wæs
	5     gereorda gelamp, þæs þe bec secgað,
	W/AS

	77  Ða þa hi toferdon to fyrenum landum
	6     þa syððan toferdon hy wide landes
	A/W

	78  and mancynn þa weox, þa wurdon hi bepæhte
	6     mancyn
7     sona swyðe weox, and þa æt nyhstan
	A/A/C/AP

	79  þurh þone ealdan deofol þe Adam ær beswac
	8     Adam ju ær beswac
	A

	80  swa þæt hi worhton wolice him godas
	9     wolice and gedwollice him hæþene godas
	D/Att.

	81  and þone Scyppend forsawon þe hy geseop to 

      mannum.
	10   ðone soðan god and heora agenne 

       scyppend forsawon

11   þe hy to mannum gesceop and geworhte.
	D/Att./Att./ Att.

D

	82   Hi namon þa [to] wisdome þæt hi wurþodon him for     

       godas
	12   namon eac him ða þæt to wisdome 

13   þurh deofles lare; ... hy wurþedon
	A/A

AP

	83   þa sunnan and þone monan, for heora scinendan   

       beorhtnysse
	13   ðone monan

14   beorhtnesse
	

	84   and him lac offrodan and forletan heora Scyppend.
	14   him lac þa æt nyhstan þurh deofles lare
15   forleton heora drihten, þe hy gescop 

       and geworhte
	AP/AP

W/AS/D



	85   Sume menn eac sædon be þam scinendum steorrum
	16   men
17   sædan be ðam
	

	86   þæt hi godas wæron, and wurþodan hy [georne].
	18   agunnan hy weorðjan georne,
	TS

	87   Sume hi gelyfdon on fyr for his færlicum bryne,
	18   and sume hy gelyfdon eac on fyr
	C/A

	88   sume eac on wæter, and wurðodan hi [for godas];
	19   ~
	

	89   [S]ume on þa eorþan, for þon þe heo ealle þing afet.
	20   and sume hy gelyfdon on ða eorðan,

       forðan ...ealle þing fedeð.
	TM

	90   Ac hi mihton tocnawan, gif hi cuðan þæt gescead,
	21   hy mihton georne ... cuðon
	A

	91   þæt se is ana God þe hi ealle gesceop,
	22   is soð god, þe ealle þas ðing gesceop
	Att./W

	92   us mannum to bryce, for his micclan godnysse.
	23   to brice and to note...

24   godnesse, þe he mancynne geuðe.
	D

AS

	93   þas gesceafta doð swa swa hym gedihte heora 

       Scyppend,
	24   þas gesceafta eac ealle doð, swa swa 

25   him gedihte heora agen scyppend,
	A/A

Att.

	94   and ne magon naht don butan Drihtnes willan
	26   nan ðing don butan ures drihtnes þafunge
	Att./W

	95   for ðan ðe nan scyppend nis butan se a[na] soða God,
	27   forðam þe nan oðer scyppend nis, buton se 

       ana soða god, þe we on gelyfað
	Att.

AS

	96   and we hine wurðiað mid gewissum geleafan,
	28   hine ænne ofer ealle oðre þing lufjað and    

       wurðjaþ
	A/AP/D

	97   cweþende mid muðe and mid modes incundnysse
	30   incundnesse
	

	98   þæt se is ana God þe ealle þing ges[c]eop.
	31   se an is soð god ... gesceop and geworhte.
	A/Att./D

	99   Git þa, þa hæþenan noldan beon gehealdene
	32   gyt ða hæþenan noldon
	

	100 on swa feawum godum, ac fengon to wurðianne
	33   godum, swa hy ær hæfdan ... wurðjenne
	AS

	101 mislice entas and men to godum
	34   æt nyhstan ... and strece woruldmen, 
	AP/Att./W

	
	W 106
	

	102 þa þe mihtige wæron on woruldlicum geþincðum,
	1     þe mihtige wurdan on woruldafelum
	W

	103 and egefulle on life, þeah þe hy [leofodon] fullice.
	1     and egesfulle wæran þa hwyle, þe hy 

2     leofedon, and heora agenum lustum fullice  

       fulleodan.
	W

AS

	104 An man wæs eardinde on þam ilande Creta
	3     wæs on geardagum eardjende ... iglande, 

4     þe Creta hatte,
	AP

TS

	105 Saturnus gehaten, swiðlic and wælhreow,
	4     se wæs Saturnus gehaten, and se wæs
5     swa wælhreow
	TM/C/TM

	106 swa þæt he abat hys suna, þa þa hi geborene wæron,
	5     þæt he fordyde his agene bearn ealle
6     butan anum
	W/Att./AP

	107 and unfæderlice macode heora flæsc him to mete.
	6     heora lif to lyre sona on geogoðe.
	W/AP

	108 He læfde swaþeah ænne to l[i]fe,
	7     swaþeah uneaðe ænne to life,
	A

	109 þeah þe he abite his gebroðra on ær;
	8     he fordyde þa broðra elles;
	W

	
	8     and se wæs 

9     Iouis gehaten, and se wearð hetol feond.
	C/C/TM/W

	111 He [afligde] his fæder of þam forsædan iglande
	9     aflymde his agene 

10   fæder eft of ðam ylcan foresædan iglande

11   þe Creta hatte,
	Att.

A/Att.

TS

	112 and wolde hine acwellan, gif he him come to.
	11   hine forfaran georne, gif he mihte.
	W/A/W

	113 Se Iouis wæs swa swiðe gal, þæt he on hys swustor 

       gewifode;
	12   and se Iouis wearð...swyðe... on his agenre
13   swyster gewifode,
	Att.

	114 seo wæs gehaten Iuno, swiðe healic gyden.
	13   seo wæs genamod Iuno, and heo wearð 

14   swyðe healic gyden æfter hæðenscype  

       geteald.
	W/C/TM

AP

	115 Heora gedohtra wæron Minerua and Uenus.
	15   twa dohtra
	W

	116 þa forlæg se fæder fu(l)lice buta,
	
	

	117 and manega his magan ma[n]lice gewemde.
	
	

	118 þas manfullan menn wæron þa mæroston godas
	15   þas manfullan men, þe we ymbe specað,

16   wæron getealde for ða mærostan godas
	AS

W

	119 þe þa hæþenan wurðodan, and worhton him to  

       godum;
	17   þa on þam dagum; and þa hæðenan 

18   wurðodon hy swyðe þurh deofles lare;
	A/AP

A/AP

	120 ac se sunu wæs swaþeah swiðor gewurðod
	19   swyðor on hæðenscype gewurðod
	AP

	121 þonne se fæder wære on heora fulan bigeng[e].
	20   fæder wære, and he is geteald eac
	C/A

	122 þes Iouis is arwurðust ealra þæra goda
	20   awurðost ealra þæra goda,
	

	123 þe þa hæþenan hæfdon on heora gedwylde;
	21   hæðenan on þam dagum for godas hæfdon

22   on heora gedwylde.
	AP

	124 and he hatte þor betwux sumum þeodum,
	22   þor oðrum naman
	AP

	125 þone þa Deniscan leoda lufiað swiðost.
	23   ðone denisca leoda lufjað swyðost

24   and on heora gedwylde weorðjaþ geornost
	AS/AP/A

	126 His sunu hatte Mars, se macede æfre saca,
	25   his ... macode æfre gewinn and wrohte
	D

	127 and worhte and wawan he wolde æfre styria[n].
	26   and saca and wraca he styrede gelome.
	D/A

	128 þisne wurðodan þa hæðenan for healicne god,
	26   ðysne yrming æfter his forðsiðe wurðodon 

27   þa hæðenan eac for healicne god,
	W/AP

A

	129 and swa oft swa hi fyrdadon, oððe to gefeohte woldan,
	28   hy fordedon ... woldon,
	

	130 þonne offrodon hi heora lac on ær þisum god[e].
	29   hy ... to weorðunge þissum gedwolgode,
	TS/W

	131 Hi gelyfdon þæt he mihte micclum him [f]ultumian
	30   and hy gelyfdon, þæt he miclum mihte heom

31   fultumjan 
	C

	132 on þam gefeohte, for þam þe he gefeoht lufode.
	31   on gefeohte, forðan ... gefeoht and gewinn
32   lufode on life.
	D

AP

	133 Sum man wæs gehaten Mercurius on life,
	32   man eac wæs
	A

	
	W 107
	

	134 se wæs swiðe facenfull and swicol an dædum,
	1     swyðe facenfull and ðeah full snotorwyrde,

2     swicol on dædum
	D/A

	135 and lufode eac stala and leasbregdnyssa.
	2     and on leasbregdum;
	

	136 þone macodan þa hæþenan him to mæran gode,
	3     macedon þa hæðenan be heora getæle eac
3     heom to mæran gode
	AP/A

	137 and æt wega gelætum him lac offrodan,
	4     offrodon oft and gelome þurh deofles lare
	A/AP

	138 and to heagum beorgum him brohtan onsæg[ed]nysse.
	6     brohton oft mistlice loflac
	W

	139 Ðes god wæs [a]rwyrðe betwyx eallum hæþenum,
	6     ðes gedwolgod wæs arwurðe eac betwux 

7     eallum hæðenum on þam dagum,
	W/A

AP

	140 and he is Oðon gehaten oðrum naman on Denisc.
	8     on denisce wisan.
	W

	141 Nu secgað þa Deniscan on heora gedwylde
	9     nu secgað sume þa denisce men
	A/W

	142 þæt se Iouis wære, þe hi þor hatað,
	10   hy
	

	143 Mercuries sunu, þe hi Oðon hatað;
	11   namjað
	W

	144 ac hi nabbað na riht, for þam þe we rædað on bocum,
	11   forðan
	

	145 ge on hæþenum ge on Cristenum, þæt se hetola Iouis
	12   cristenum ... hetula
	

	146 to soðan wære Saturnes sunu,
	13   to soðan is Saturnes sunu.
	W

	147 and þa bec ne magon beon awægede
	
	

	148 þe þa ealdan hæðenan be him awriton þuss;
	
	

	149 and eac on martira þrowungum we gemetað swa   

       awriten.
	
	

	150 Sum wif hatte Uen[us], seo wæs Ioues dohter,
	13   and sum wif
	C

	151 Swa fracod on galnysse þæt hire fæder hi hæfde, 

152 and eac hire broðor, and oðre gehwylce,
	14 and seo wæs swa ful and swa fracod on 

15 galnysse, þæt hyre agen broðor wið hy
16 gehæmde, þæs þe man sæde, þurh deofles lare;
	TM/D

Att./W

AS/AP

	153 on myltestrena wisan; ac hi wurðiað þa hæþenan
	16   and þa yfelan wurðjað þa hæðenan
	W

	154 for [halige] gydenan, swa swa heora godes dohter.
	17   eac for healice fæmnan.
	W

	155 Manega oþre god[a]s wæron mislice afundene,
	18   manege eac oðre hæþene godas wæron

       mistlice fundene
	A/Att.

	156 and eac swilce gydenan, on swiðlicum wurðmynte
	19   and eac swylce hæþene gydena on  

swyðlicum wyrðmente
	Att.

	157 geond ealne middaneard, mancynne to forwyrde;
	20   geond middaneard
	

	158 ac þas synd þa fyrmestan, þeah ðe hi fu(l)lice leofdan.
	21   ðeh þurh hæðenscipe getealde,...hy fulice

22   leofodon on worulde.
	AP

AP

	159 Se syrwienda deofol, þe swicað embe mancyn,
	22   and se syrwjenda deofol, þe a swicað
	C

	160 gebrihte þa hæþenan on þæt healice gedwyld,
	23   gebrohte þa hæðenan men on þam healicon
24   gedwylde,
	W

	161 þæt hi swa fule menn him fundon to godum,
	24   swa fule him to godum gecuran
	W

	162 þe þa leahtras lufodan, þe liciað þam deofle, 

163 þæt eac heora biggengan heora bysmor lufodan, 

164 and ælfremede wurdan fram þam ælmihtigan Gode, 165 se ðe leahtras onscunað, and lufað þa clænnysse.
	25 þe heora fulan lust heom to lage sylfum
26 gesettan and on unclænnesse heora lif eal
27 lyfedan þa hwile, ðe hi waran.
	

	[...] – 700.
	[...] -34.
	


Napier’s Sources

	Napier
	MS Siglum
	Ker
	Lupus/Wulfstan indicated
	Dated

(Century)
	Place

	A
	CCCC 421
	69
	Comp. to B, 5 probable W-texts, no Lupus mentioned
	xi med.
	Exeter

	B
	CCCC 419
	68
	Comp. to A, 11 probable W-texts

Incipiunt sermones lupi episcopi.
	xi1
	Exeter

	C
	CCCC 201
	49
	pp.19,20 ‘Wulfstan arcebisceop greteð freomdlice.

 þegnas on ðeode... gime se þe wille.’
	xi med.
	West Midlands?

	D
	CCCC 302
	56
	3 probable W-texts
	xi/xii
	West Midlands?

	E
	Bodleian, Hatton 113
	331
	Incipiunt sermones lupi episcopi.
	xi ex.
	Worcester

	F
	Bodleian, Hatton 114
	331
	Comp. to E.
	xi ex.
	Worcester

	G
	Bodleian, Jun. 121
	338
	various probable W-texts, no Lupus mentioned
	xi ex.
	Worcester

	H
	Bodleian, Bodley 343
	310
	various probable W-texts, no Lupus mentioned
	xii²
	?

	I
	BL Cotton Nero A 1
	164
	Sermo lupi ad anglos... + various probable W-texts
	xi in.
	Worcester?

	K
	BL Cotton Tiberius A 3
	186
	probable W-texts, no Lupus
	xi med.
	Canterbury

	L
	BL Cotton Tiberius A 13
	190
	Her geswutelað hu Wlstan biscop becom to biscoprice.
Marginalia by Wulfstan?
	xi1
	?

	M
	BL Cotton Otho B 10
	177
	texts ascr. to W. by Napier, no Lupus
	xi1
	West Midlands?

	N
	BL Cotton Cleopatra B13
	144
	texts ascr. to W. by Napier, no Lupus
	xi ex.
	?

	O
	BL Cotton Tiberius C 6
	199
	contains De septiformi spiritu
	xi med.
	?

	R
	Bodleian, Hatton 115
	332
	probable W-texts, no Lupus
	xi²
	Worcester

	S
	Bodleian Hatton 116
	333
	probable W-texts, no Lupus
	xii1
	Worcester

	T
	Trinity College Cambr. B 15.34
	86
	sole version of De septiformi spiritu among Ælfric texts
	xi med.
	West Midlands?

	U
	Bodleian, Ashmole 328
	288
	part of probable W-homily
	xi med.
	Ramsey

	W
	CCCC 190
	45
	several probable W-texts, no Lupus
	xi med.
	Exeter

	X
	CCCC 265
	53
	
	xi med.
	?

	Y
	MS Cathedral Library York
	402
	Sermo lupi.
	xi1
	?

	Z
	Archb. Library Lambeth 489
	283
	one probable W-text
	xi ex.
	?
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� The term ‘homily’ is used in its wider sense in this article. It covers exegetic preaching under the pericope of the respective Sunday’s gospel (‘homily’ in the strict sense) as well as sermons.


� Napier, A. (ed.). 1967. Wulfstan: Sammlung der ihm zugeschriebenen Homilien nebst Untersuchungen über ihre Echtheit. 2nd edition. 1st edition 1883. Dublin & Zürich: Max Niehans Verlag, 104-7 (W). All page and line references within the text refer to this edition. Also in Bethurum (1957: 221-4).








� Arguably, some medieval authors would even have feigned the use of a source in order to veil and support their own ideas.











� For a list of sigla, dating and place of these MSS see the appendix.


� I use MS-Sigla according to Ker.


� See: Napier 1882, 4-5, where he explains why Wanley first assigns Lupus to Wulfstan.


� Bethurum considers MS Bodleian Hatton 113 & 114 to be the personal homiliary of St. Wulfstan, written by Wulfgeat. The introductory note of E could also mean: ”Here begin the homilies that were preached, re-worked or dictated by (‘my client’) St. Wulfstan of Worcester.” We also have to keep in mind the possibility of play on pseudonymy here, a tradition shed some light on by Herren (1976:121-125). Furthermore, most of the extant MSS were written during St.Wulfstan’s episcopacy and obviously on his behest. Keller (1900:63) points out the similarity between the styles of both the Wulfstans.


� For a complete list of all MSS used for Napier’s collection see the appendix.





� MS abbreviations refer to Napier (1962). All other data according to Ker.


� My italics.


� I already mentioned the generally problematic method of the widening of the core.


� As many others Jost’s above statement was rather to include the possible idea of imitators whose existence he eventually doubted (Jost 1950).


� For details on the Worcester MSS with glosses by the ‘tremulous hand’ see Franzen (1991).


� Pope, John C. (ed.). 1967. Homilies of Ælfric: A Supplementary Collection. Oxford: EETS 259. 676-724. (P) All line references refer to this edition and the pages indicated. Pope’s edition collates R with several other versions, but R remains the base text for the edition.


� Bishop of Braga in Galicia (†579).


� Förster (1920:261-2) held that the Ælfric text was derived from an undiscovered Latin source intermediate to De correctione rusticorum and Ælfric.


� See Pope (1963:676) where he lists all further MSS which include De Falsis Diis.


� I am well aware that this is a rather weak argument which does heavily rely on manuscript topography.


� To verify the frequency of certain words in the whole Napier corpus I relied on Dodd (1908).





 


� MS Bodleian Hatton 113 shows punctuation after two/three-stressed phrases (Kobouchi 1999:37-42). M.B. Parkes (1993:68) has pointed out the importance of those signs for oral delivery.


� The Wulfstan-style, as Jost initially describes it, could well be the product of a ‘Worcester-school’. The monasteries at Malmesbury, Hereford, Winchcombe and Evesham in the surrounding of Worcester emerged during the Benedictine Revival. They were strongly influenced by Worcester ever since the episcopacy of Dunstan. This school could have put an emphasis on oral delivery, rather than bookish textuality, i.e. stressing the performance aspect. Moreover, most of the Worcester MSS collated in the Napier corpus were written after the Norman Conquest, when Worcester remained the sole episcopal see held by an Anglo-Saxon archbishop (St. Wulfstan). It seems possible that Worcester tried to preserve the local homiletic tradition and its style also as a marker of regional (if not even Anglo-Saxon) identity. However, this is a matter still to be examined and discussed.


� I grouped these modifications into the category W (Substitution) in the above table and the appendix.


� The inserted strece, meaning ‘fierce’ or ’violent’, is not attested elsewhere in the Napier-corpus. It would therefore widen Wulfstan’s vocabulary, if we followed the hitherto practiced canonisation.


� See for example Vercelli Homilies II, III, XXI.


� Always and in Napier XVIII.





� For the context to these words see the appendix.





� Again I have to refer to the Vercelli Book Homilies (dated by Ker s.x²) here, where those formulas are already frequently used.


� Note that this list consists of two-stressed phrases which seem to be substituted by þæs þe man sæde, þurh deofles lare.








� This seems to be what Jost describes as the addition of a ”geringe Anzahl an Wulfstanphrasen” (1950:132).


� Where she describes Ælfric’s sometimes very free translation of patristic source material.


� As an expression of this uncertainty I would like to mention Lehnert (1955:165-67) who assigns Napier XVIII to Ælfric.


� I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Prof. S. N. Tranter for drawing my attention to Wulfstan, the re-workings in Napier and the question of genuiness as such. I also give my thanks to Prof. H.L.C. Tristram for her helpful suggestions which made it far more easy for me to get a grasp on the methods of composition and the carrying out of the analysis. See also Tristram (1975).






