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The Manufactory of Old French Psalters

PART 1

The Genetic Stratigraphy Documented by the Erasures
of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320

Alessia Chapel (AC)
Vladimir Agrigoroaei (VA)

CESCM UMR 7302—CNRS (FR)
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RESUME: Afin d’avancer dans la compréhension des relations intertextuelles entre les psautiers francais
médiévaux, il était essentiel de revenir a une source fondamentale telle que le Psautier d’Oxford (manuscrit
d’Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce 320). Ainsi, 'une des finalités du présent article est de jeter les bases d’une
étude des altérations textuelles (représentées par de trés nombreuses érasures) qui rendent compte du procédé
rédactionnel et approfondissent la logique intrinséque de ce manuscrit. L’étude étant de grande envergure,
elle est segmentée en plusieurs publications. Dans cette premiére étape, aprés une introduction qui analyse les
rapports du manuscrit Douce 320 avec d’autres codices de sa famille (e.g., Londres, British Library, Arundel ms
230), les auteurs discutent les érasures liés a la fluctuation de voyelles et diphtongues dans 'orthographe de
certains mots. L’analyse du traitement des dentales finales occupe ensuite des sections concernant certaines
formes verbales du mode indicatif, subjonctif et participe. Elle se compléte par des approfondissements con-
cernant le cas du -e- interconsonantique dans des formes futures et le choix entre -r- et double -rr- dans le
futur du verbe estre. Encore, les érasures et/ou corrections liés aux dentales ont permis d’aborder la question de
la déclinaison, non seulement dans le cas des participes, mais également dans le cas de plusieurs substantifs et
adjectifs. L’étude porte ensuite sur des études de cas : 'effacement d’un —n final dans enfer(n), iur(n) et can(n) ;
les hésitations du scribe liés a 'orthographe de la conjonction car ; le fréquent remplacement du g en ¢ dans le
mot quer/cuer; le choix parfois hésitant entre les conjonctions mais et acertes ; ou bien les différents choix pour
traduire le suffixe latin —tio. Une parenthése ouverte sur certains ajouts et/ou corrections suggére la possibilité
que le manuscrit Douce 320 pourrait ne pas étre une traduction autographe du Psautier de St. Albans (ms Hilde-
sheim, Dombibliothek, St Godehard 1) ; et que le scribe se serait plutdt servi d’une source latine avec une
glose vernaculaire interlinéaire. Cette piste semble également confirmée par 'emploi du tiret bas, que le scribe
utilise pour compenser des probables fautes de transcription. Mais elle est surtout soutenue dans la section ou les
auteurs s’arrétent sur quelques « longues érasures », a savoir des unités de transcription dont I’émendation parait
liée a la structure et a 'interconnexion textuelle d’une source présentant a la fois latin et glose interlinéaire. En
conclusion de cette partie, aprés avoir présenté, a titre comparatif, des exemples tirés du Psautier de Winchester
et duPsautier d’Arundel, les auteurs proposent la reconstruction d’un segment textuel qui pourrait se rapprocher
de la source du manuscrit Douce 320. L’article se termine par une comparaison avec les précédents vieil-anglais
et une transcription des fragments de Maidstone, Centre d’histoire et bibliothéque de Kent, Fa/Z1 (fragment
Faversham 1). La continuation de la publication est prévue pour le prochain numéro Museikon.

MOTS-CLES: paléographie; critique textuelle; traductologie; Psaumes; linguistique.

REZUMAT: Pentru a intelege mai bine relatiile intertextuale dintre psaltirile franceze medievale, intoarcerea la o
sursd fundamentala precum Psaltirea de la Oxford (manuscrisul Oxford, Biblioteca Bodleiand, Douce 320) este
esentiala. Astfel, unul dintre scopurile acestui articol este cel de a pune bazele unui studiu al modificérilor de na-
tura textuala reprezentate de numeroase stersituri care reflecta procesul de redactare si spun povestea acestui
manuscris. Deoarece studiul este de amploare, a fost necesara segmentarea lui in mai multe publicatii. In aceas-
td primd etapd, dupd o introducere care analizeaza relatiile manuscrisului Douce 320 cu alte manuscrise din fami-

4 Close-up of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320, f. 39r. Photo: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.
Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries, University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-BY-NC 4.0.
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lia sa (de exemplu, Londra, British Library, Arundel ms 230), autorii discut stersaturile legate de fluctuatia voca-
lelor si diftongilor in ortografia anumitor cuvinte. Analiza tratamentului dentalelor finale ocupa apoi sectiuni
referitoare la anumite forme verbale ale modurilor indicativ, conjunctiv si participiu. Acestea sunt completate
de studii privind stergerea unui -e- interconsonantic in formele de viitor si oscilarea intre -r-si dublu -rr-in for-
mele de viitor ale verbului estre. In cele ce urmeaza, stersiturile si/sau corecturile legate de dentale permit de
asemenea sa fie abordata problema declindrii, nu numai in cazul participiilor, ci si a mai multor substantive si
adjective. Cercetarea se concentreaza apoi pe studii de caz: stergerea unui —n final in enfer(n), iur(n) si car(n);
ezitdrile scribului legate de ortografia conjunctiei car; inlocuirea frecventd a lui ¢ cu ¢ in cuvantul quer/cuer;
ezitarea intre folosirea conjunctiei mais sau a conjunctiei acertes; precum si multiplele optiuni de a traduce
sufixul latin —tio. O paranteza deschisa cu privire la anumite adaugiri si/sau corecturi sugereaza posibilitatea ca
manuscrisul Douce 320 sa nu fie o traducere autografa a Psaltirii St Albans (pastrata la Hildesheim, Dombiblio-
thek, St Godehard 1). Scribul ar fi folosit mai degraba o sursa latina cu o glosd vernaculara interliniard. Aceasti
deductie pare s fie confirmata si de utilizarea unei liniute de unire, pe care copistul o foloseste pentru a compensa
erori probabile de transcriere. Ipoteza aceasta este sustinutd mai ales de cercetarea asupra catorva ,stersituri
lungi”. Ele par a privi unitati de transcriere a cdror modificare este legata de structura si interconectarea
textuald cu o sursi care prezint atat un text latin, cat si o glosi interliniara. In incheierea acestei parti, dupa ce
au prezentat, spre comparatie, exemple preluate din Psaltirea Winchester si Psaltirea Arundel, autorii propun
reconstituirea unui segment de text care ar putea fi mai aproape de sursa manuscrisului Douce 320. Articolul se
incheie cu o comparatie cu precedentele in limba engleza veche si cu o transcriere a fragmentelor de la Maid-
stone, Centrul si Biblioteca de Istorie Kent, Fa/Z1 (fragmentul Faversham 1). Continuarea cercetirii este
prevazutd pentru urmatorul numar al revistei Museikon.

CUVINTE-CHEIE: paleografie; critica de text; traductologie; Psalmi; lingvistica.

FOREWORD (VA, AC)

In an analysis of Peshitta’s Syriac rendition of the book of
Jeremiah, Greenberg investigated how scribes modified
the text of the original translation. It became evident
that features characterising translation technique often
indicate revisional activity too (Greenberg 2002: 126—142).
In other words, when a sacred text went through a ‘di-
orthosis’ process, alterations were usually inserted in a
coherent manner, that is, reviewers and rewriters insert-
ed them according to a certain logic. This is what the au-
thors of the present paper intend to examine in studying
the filiation between the earliest Old French Psalters,
with special attention to the particular case of Oxford,
Bodleian Library, Douce Ms 320.

Psalters written in the Anglo-Norman dialect in the 12th
century and their copies or adaptations from the 13th and
14th centuries form an odd category of texts, the dynamics
(and mechanics) of which have notbeen properly explored.
There are monolingual manuscripts, bilingual manuscripts
on double columns presenting the Latin and vernacular
texts as individual units aligned to the verse, there are
interlinear glosses in Latin manuscripts, and many other
arrangements. Some of these Old French psalters written
in Anglo-Norman dialect are related; some of them are
not. It is hard to explain their filiation, since no proper
analysis of the manner in which the text evolved has
been made. Partly influenced by philological Bédierism,
scholars focused on one manuscript more than others and
often came up with incompletely justified conclusions.

Some believe that the first text of the group must have
been a psalter with an interlinear translation. It is an old
idea, allegedly superseded by new research, but—as the
current experimental paper will show—it is not an idea to
be dismissed. The most interesting candidate for a source
has always been the Arundel Psalter (London, British
Library, Arundel ms 230, 12th century), given its strong
textual links with the other texts (vide infra). Others
argued that the prototype of the translation was the only
monolingual psalter of the lot—Oxford Psalter (Oxford,
Bodleian Library, Douce Ms 320, also dated to the middle
of the 12th century). Douce’s links with the Latin Psalter
of St Albans (Hildesheim, Dombibliothek, St Godehard
1), its alleged source, would confirm that Oxford Psalter
was the first in the series. In all these instances, neverthe-

less, the perspective is misleading: each time we query
the corpus, it gives different results. Since the texts are
unstable and shape-shifting, it is our opinion that the re-
lationships between them must be analysed to the letter
(and to the erasure).

One thing is certain: most translations are linked in
one way or another to Douce Ms 320, a manuscript that
was the focus of many linguistic studies at the end of the
19th century, at a time when the history of the Old French
language was still in an exploratory stage. See e.g., Bra-
chet 1870 on accentuation; Meister 1877 on conjugation
and declension (cf. the review of Koschwitz 1878); Cornu
1878 for conjugation; Harseim 1879 on vocalism and con-
sonantism; Varnhagen 1879 for the Old French rendering
of Latin c¢ (cf. the reply of Cornu 1881b); Faulde 1880 on
geminated consonants; Cornu 1881a on matters related
to verbal forms; Lincke 1886 on accentuation; etc. To this,
it is possible to add various comparative studies with
other vernacular texts, such as Berger 1884: 1-34 (cf. the
reviews of Meyer 1888: 122-124, Suchier 1884: 416-429);
Forster 1914; etc.

Currently there is no way of knowing if the Psalm sec-
tion of Douce Ms 320 was the very first codex of'its group,
but it is one of the oldest manuscripts preserved today.
Arundel Ms 230 seems to be part of the same textual
tradition, yet it goes into realms of functional equiva-
lence, towards a different aesthetic of translation, as if it
were a manuscript that stood alone in the middle of the
entire textual tradition. As of now, we present only these
two manuscripts, with others to follow at a later stage of
the paper or in future instalments.

Douce Mms 320 is a monolingual Old French codex, dat-
ing from the 12th century and produced somewhere in
England. It was located in the Benedictine abbey of Mon-
tebourg (Normandy) at the beginning of the 14th century.
There, it was bound in a single volume with an Old French
translation of the Rule of Saint Benedict, dated to the first
half of the 13th century. This is why old bibliographical
references refer to it as the ‘Psalter of Montebourg’. The

»  Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320, f. 37r.
Photo: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.
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manuscript’s folios are approximately 29 x 20 cm, the text
is transcribed in a single column. It has forty lines per
page, with initials and majuscules written in red or green,
used alternately. This second part of the Douce manu-
script contains the translation of the 150 Psalms based on
Gallicanum, followed by the Canticles. The translation is
written in prose, contrary to the custom of early Anglo-
Norman biblical texts, which are often written as adap-
tations in verse. The text was edited first by Michel 1860

and more recently by Short 2015. We concur with the
palaeographic analysis of Short, Careri, Ruby 2010 in the
matter that the translation of the Psalms in Douce Ms 320
does not show signs of being the work of more than one
scribe. Variations in character width are the result of the
scribe’s attempt to fit more letters in the tight space left
available by certain erasures; no sign of different ducti
can be found throughout this copy of the Psalms.

Occasional claims have been made that the version of
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P Two folios from the :
St Albans Psalter
(Hildesheim, Dombiblio-
thek, St Godehard 1):
the prologue of the Song
of St Alexis, a seminal
text at the beginning of
Old French literature (p.
57), and the Canticle of
Isaiah at the end of the
Psalter (p. 372).

Source https://www.
albani-psalter.de/. I

P Drawing of the marginal
transcription (without the
modern text) in London,
Bodleian Library, Arundel
s 230, f. 9. :

© Vladimir Agrigoroaei.
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Douce Ms 320 could be derived from a now lost bilingual
psalter, despite its antiquity when compared with the
other psalters of its group. All this changed a decade ago,
when Short, Careri, Ruby 2010 proposed a different inter-
pretation. They argued that the text of Douce could be the
original autograph of the Old French translation and that
the other witnesses (all bilingual), could be derived from
it. In their opinion, Douce would be translated from a
distinct Gallicanum, the one preserved in the already-
mentioned St Albans Psalter. This famous codex, contains
not only the Psalms, but also one of the oldest version of
the Old French Song of Saint Alexis, the vernacular text
being copied after a cycle of images. To avoid the twists
and turns of various interpretations, we mention only
fundamental notions, notably the fact that this codex was
probably composed for a certain Christine of Markyate, a
recluse whose life would have several points in common
with the story of saint Alexis. Certain researchers argue
that the manuscript could be linked to the evangelical
conversion of Christine. Others consider that the quire
comprising the Song of Saint Alexis was produced sep-
arately, in a different devotional context, before being
included in the final structure of that Latin psalter (e.g.,
Gnéadinger 1972, 24-28; cf. Matthew 2008; Gerry 2009:
600; Gerry 2013, 81; for the recluse and her links with the
St Albans Psalter, see also Geddes 2005).

The conjecture that the Oxford Psalter and the St Al-
bans Psalter could be related is to many scholars’ liking,
since it establishes a relationship between two texts (and
two manuscripts) which greatly influenced the onset of
Anglo-Norman translations (or French literature in gen-
eral). This led to speculations about the uses of Douce Ms
320, especially in connection with Christina of Markyate.

The key argument of Short, Careri, Ruby 2010 is an oral
observation made by R. Thompson. He noticed that the
hand of scribe B from the St Albans Psalter, dated 1130—
1160, closely resembles that of the copyist who tran-
scribed the French translation of the Psalms in Douce
Ms 320. It was from this palaeographic observation that
the three scholars set out to search other common points
between the two codices. According to them, St Albans
Psalter’s Gallicanum would preserve a Latin text with
contaminations from Romanum. By comparing specific
lectiones from it with the translation from Douce Ms 320,
they argued that the translation from the latter could be
based on the Latin Gallicanum of the former. There are
no mentions, however, of why the features identified in

- —

QNHOY ABTT 1HCONSI0 1PIOALAL:
smna peccatoru non fenc: €m
cathedra petilentie non fedrc{fio.
) edmlege domm uolumeaf ewf>’
smlege euf medrcabrour die acnodte.
€ terre Tanquam hgnum quod plan -
anm eft feenf decurfuf aquarits
quodfruém firit dabrcmuempore

St Albans Psalter are specific to this manuscript and not
to any other psalters of the same area or timeframe. The
relevance of the comparison rests entirely on palaeo-
graphic arguments.

In the publication, they mention few cases of variation
or discrepancy. Such an exception occurs in the transla-
tion of Ps 136:9. St Albans Psalter follows Romanum in
that verse, while the Old French translation is modelled
on Gallicanum. Another one appears in the translation
of Ps 118:69. There, Douce Ms 320 renders a term which
is erased in St Albans Psalter (found in Romanum).
Short, Careri, Ruby 2010: 36 explain these exceptions as
‘memory-triggered mechanisms or individual initiatives
on the part of the scribe of the Saint Albans Psalter or
the Oxford Psalter’ (mécanismes de type mémoriel ou
des initiatives individuelles de la part du copiste du Saint
Albans ou de I’'Oxford). They do not analyse them further
and focus on the divisions of longer Psalms in two
or more textual units. It appears that these internal divi-
sions would correspond to those of St Albans Psalter, but
it is not explained why the comparison with this partic-
ular manuscript is relevant in aspects which both the
Latin manuscript and the vernacular translation pro-
bably share with an extensive number of codices from
the same period. Indeed, as the three scholars suggest,
perhaps this can be linked to a Benedictine liturgical tra-
dition, but the fact that the two manuscripts (and texts)
are monastic in origin does not link them in a direct man-
ner. In the remainder of the paper, further similitudes
are identified in the sizes of initials, but these initials
do not always correspond from one manuscript to the
other. In concluding their study, it is argued ‘that it is not
excluded, or rather that it is highly probable, [...] that the
Anglo-Norman psalter [i.e., Douce mMs 320] was translat-
ed directly from the Psalter of St Albans’ (qu’il n’est pas
exclu, ou plutot qu’il est hautement vraisemblable, [...] que
le psautier anglo-normand a été traduit directement sur le
Psautier de Saint Albans; Short, Careri, Ruby 2010: 40).
This conclusion sets the stage for a reconstruction of the
social and cultural context in which Douce ms 320 would
have been produced.

Arundel Ms 320 is not the chief interest of their paper,
nor of the edition of Douce ms 230 by Short 2015. How-
ever, this manuscript represents the most interesting
example in the category of Old French interlinear gloss
translations of the Psalms and can be just as well a candi-
date for the source of the Oxford Psalter manuscript tra-



The Manufactory of Old French Psalters: The Genetic Stratigraphy Documented by the Erasures of ... Douce ms 320 | 59

dition. Arundel dates to the middle of the 12th century
(cf. Careri, Ruby, Short 2011: 68; for previous editions of
Arundel Ms 230, see Beyer 1887 and Beyer 1888). Arundel’s
French gloss, in small letters, occupies the interline of a
Gallicanum in large characters (f. 7r-161v). In most cases,
this vernacular interlinear gloss seems to be subservient
to the Douce Ms 320 translation choices, but the relation-
ship between the two is still unclear. It is often implied
that ‘only the order of the words has changed [in Arundel
Ms 230], which is not surprising, because [t]here the
French is copied word for word, in the form of glosses,
unlike all the previous psalters’ (Ruby 2010, 183). Last
but not least, it was argued that the Psalms could have
been written at the Benedictine abbey of SS Peter, Paul
and Andrew in Peterborough, whereas the calendar that
precedes them could be that of a Benedictine abbey at
Crowland (Careri, Ruby, Short 2011: 69).

Indeed, nobody can deny that such conclusions can be
drawn, but the matter is complex. The Arundel manu-
script presents a series of curious elements. We will leave
aside the fact that the gloss is preceded by a prologue in
six hexasyllables taken from a much later text, the First
French Metrical Psalter (cf. Meyer 1866, who identified
the source), and the fact that the gloss of f. 7r-8v was
transcribed by a modern hand, without trace of erasure
(cf. Rector 2010: note 76, who believed that the initial
text could be lost “due to either fading or erasure;” the
modern hand transcribes an Anglo-Norman text, dated to
the 17th century by Careri, Ruby, Short 2011; cf. Michel
1860: xvI, who sees it as more recent). Instead, we will
briefly concentrate on a matter already analysed in Agri-
goroaei 2016, 44-46 (cf. Rector 2010, for a different inter-
pretation). Well before the beginning of the medieval
gloss, starting at the end of f. 8v, one notices a ten-
tative transcription of the vernacular gloss in the margin
of the Latin text, not between its lines. This happens on
the first folio of the first Psalm (f. 7r), the margin of which
is now cropped. The gloss was possibly transcribed at a
time when the quires had not yet been bound together,
that is, when the margin of the folio was a few centime-
tres thicker. The French scribe copied the translation of
the first verse of the first psalm twice, making an eye-skip,
although he had already written huem above vir on the
same leaf, as if tempted to transcribe an independent text
and not an interlinear one. Here is the transcription of
the text in the margins to the right:

Li benurez huem [...]

el conseil des felun|...]

des pecheurs nest]...]

chaere de pestilence [...]

Li benurez huem [...]

el conseil des feluns. |...]

des peccheurs ne stuf...]

ere de pestilence n[...]

Mais en la lei de nostre]...]

uolentet de lui ; et ef...]

purpenserat par iuf...]

Et ert ensement cu...]

que plante est ; deiuste [[...]

ewes ; ki sun fru[...]

en tens.

It corresponds to the version of Douce Ms 320, f. 37r (cf.
the editions of Short 2015, 43; Michel 1860, 1), but the first
three words and several other words from the third verse
appear in a rather different order:

Beneurez Ii huem chi ne alat el conseil des feluns ; et en la

ueie des peccheurs ne stout ; et en la chaére de pestilence

ne sist .

Mais en la lei de nostre seignur la uoluntét de lui ; et en la

sue lei purpenserat par itirn é par niit .
Et iert ensement cume le fust qued est . plantét de iuste les
decurs des éwes . chi dunrat sun frut en sun tens .

This eye-skip gives the impression that Arundel ms
230 is based on a previous text. That text was adapted,
but it cannot be the text of Douce ms 320. The source
copied by the Arundel scribe was slightly different. This
is confirmed by the fact that the scribe does not change
the word order in the second part of the eye skip repeti-
tion: li benurez huem appears twice with the same word
order, as opposed to beneurez Ii huem in Douce Ms 320.

This does not mean that Arundel ms 230 is not related
to Douce ms 320. The different readings can be due to the
emendations of scribes. As a result, Short, Careri, Ruby
2010: 39 can also be right in their assumption that the pos-
sible Latin source from which the Old French Psalter
tradition stems could be related to the Latin versions of
Cotton ms Nero C 1v and Arundel mMs 230 of the British
Library. Therefore, another hypothesis must be taken in-
to account: that Arundel is the witness of an original
development of (French) biblical translations though
being composed of words that match the Latin ones and
following the syntax of Latin verses. Douce Ms 320 can
be a reworking of a primary version, not necessarily that
of Arundel ms 230. This hypothesis was first formulated
(albeit only in part) by Herman 1954: 75, who followed
in the footsteps of Franzén 1939 (cf. Nordahl 1972, who
followed Herman 1954). It was certainly a possibility for
Beyer 1887: 517, and it is not completely excluded by
Pignatelli 2015, 35, note 1 (cf. Pignatelli 2009; Pignatelli,
Lavrentiev 2013).

The Latin text of Arundel is often close to Romanum,
and the French gloss is based on a Latin text which con-
tained a slightly different text from Gallicanum. The close
reliance on Latin syntax in Arundel appears to be signif-
icantly greater than the one we find in other texts of the
same period. The only downside of these analyses is that
they evaluate the vernacular rendering in terms of good
or bad—that is, in terms of the ‘superiority’ of Arundel mMs
230 (based on its respect for the Latin source), or its ‘in-
feriority’ in comparison to the fluidity of the vernacular
text in Douce Ms 320.

We believe that the maze of Anglo-Norman psalters
should be analysed via in-depth analyses of each essen-
tial manuscript. All phenomena related to translation,
rewriting, or copying should be properly listed, so that
each individual research can take a step further in the
direction of a general comprehensive explanation for the
filiation links in the entire group. The current analysis
is conducted on the erasures of Douce Ms 320, as a con-
tinuation of ideas already presented in Agrigoroaei 2016:
26-29, and in other articles by the same author. A research
mission of the two authors (Chapel and Agrigoroaei) at the
Bodleian Library in July 2023 allowed them to note down
all indisputable erasures in the Psalm section of the man-
uscript, leading to subsequent classifications suggesting
that the conclusions reached by Sneddon 1978, though
neglected by many scholars, could be correct. The reason
for such negligence might be due to the unavailability of
the results of the extensive research of Sneddon 1972. This
publication (a B.Litt. diss.) became available online as a
scanned copy only in recent years. Initially, our research
was independent of this publication, but when it could be
confronted with it, it became evident that it was heading
towards similar conclusions. It is therefore copiously
quoted in the following pages, to acknowledge its value,
especially since it is the only study that focused on the
erasures of Douce ms 320.



We chose to ignore (for safety reasons) the segments of
the folio where porosity could be due not only to erasures,
but also to the fact that the second part of the manuscript
circulated independently for a certain time, being folded
twice (see the photo on the facing page). The words or
passages quoted from Douce ms 320 are presented in
semi-diplomatic transcription (with abbreviations ex-
panded silently). The punctus is transcribed as a full stop
preceded by a non-breaking space. The punctus elevatus
is transcribed as a semicolon preceded by a non-breaking
space. The rare uses of punctus interrogativus are tran-
scribed as question marks preceded by non-breaking
spaces. The colour red marks the extent of the erasures
(either entire words and phrases; or just letters in a given
word); and essential graphemes or endings, for better
identification. Accents are transcribed as they appear in
the manuscript. In many situations where the accent was
placed above a consonant or close to one, the comparison
with similar instances in the remaining part of the Psalm
translation suggests that it should be placed on a nearby
vowel. In the rare and ambiguous situation of intervocal-
ic consonants carrying accents, our temporary choice is
to present the accent above said consonant, as it appears
in the manuscript.

The selection criteria for the list of “selected scribal cor-
rections” published by Short 2015: 147-149 are unclear,
as the list does not include examples from many cate-
gories of erasures that our own research considers of
utmost importance. The list is very selective, to the point
that it provides an incomplete picture of the reality in the
manuscript. Preference seems to be given to certain cat-
egories, and the bulk of the corpus of extensive erasures
is not taken into account. In several instances, the editor
considered that only one or several letters were erased in
examples where erasures cover entire words. Since these
divergences between the picture painted by Short 2015
and the reality found by us cannot be evidenced via a
simple compilation of a table or list of erasures in the
manuscript, and since the facts relevant to the case need
to be substantiated thoroughly, we present and illustrate
our own interpretation in a manner which might often
seem redundant. This redundancy is a guarantee against
data manipulation. It provides readers with direct access
to an extensive segment of our raw data, enabling them
to verify whether or not interpretations are correct, and
allows them to form their own clarifications. For the same
reasons, every now and then our inventory will provide
lists of spellings of certain words in the remainder of the
Psalm translation, spellings that are not written on era-
sures, but which are essential for a statistical approach to
the idiosyncrasies of the scribe, to be presented in the se-
cond instalment of this paper. In certain sections, these
lists of a comparative nature can be used to study the
scribe’s particular patterns and conventions that help him
differentiate between homograph verbal forms or other
ambiguous situations. No in-depth linguistic analysis is
provided at this stage of the analysis. A thorough linguis-
tic study will be included in the second instalment of this
paper, at the end of the analysis of the erasures of Douce
Ms 320. The study of the erasures is accompanied by
photos that testify to the validity of the reconstructions, to
provide a stable basis for a general evolution chart of the
scribe’s idiosyncracies that will be presented at the end. As
aresult, research can be presented only in stages, thus the
choice for a long publication, in several instalments. The
authors thank the Imaging Services of the Bodleian Lib-
raries, University of Oxford, for the permission to illus-
trate their research with an extensive number of images.

The first instalment of this paper deals only with some
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aspects of the extensive analysis, chief among which are:
(1) the scribe’s inconsistency in spelling vowels and his use
of digraphs; (2) the issue of final dentals erased and/or cor-
rected in verbal and nominal forms, linked to the related
problem of (3) enfer(n), iur(n), and car(n); (4) the spelling of
kar / quar/ ker; (5) the transformation of quer into cuer;
(6) the complex relationship between mais and acertes;
(7) a series of hesitant renderings of Latin —tio; (8) odd ad-
ditions and corrections suggesting that the Douce scribe
was copying from (and adapting) a source; (9) the use of
certain low dashes, pointing in the same direction; and
(10) the issue of extensive erasures that seem to corre-
spond to copy units made up of interlinear glosses based
on the Latin lines of a source. To this, (11) a compari-
son with the filiation of Old English psalters was added,
since it can explain the complex relationship of Arundel,
Douce, and other manuscripts. Finally, (12) a transcrip-
tion of the Maidstone fragments was also added, since
it will be used for translatological analyses in the next
instalments of the paper.

Speaking of these instalments, the next one will be
finalised at the end of 2024, to be published in this same
journal. It will analyse erasures (with or without correc-
tion on top of them) that concern other phonetical issues,
issues related to conjugation, to the declension of nouns
and adjectives, or determinative articles. A large survey
will concern the scribe’s treatment of personal pronouns,
possessive adjectives, and pronouns, as well as demon-
strative adjectives and pronouns. Several other categories
will be explored as well: adverbs (e.g., ne) and prepo-
sitions (e.g. a, de, en) followed by a noun, an article or
a pronoun, and our analysis will reach the issue of pre-
fixes, thus entering the lexical realm proper. Many terms
(especially nouns and adverbs) have been corrected or
replaced by the scribe during his revision process (e.g.,
body parts or musical instruments). Last but not least,
there are syntagmatic units that need to be taken into
account; other low dashes, made for different reasons;
the blank spaces left by the scribe before, after, and in
between words (that he filled in later); other categories
of extensive erasures, also made for different reasons;
and the issue of accentuation (cf. Careri, Lacanale 2015:
43). Only then can the links between Douce ms 320 and
Arundel Ms 230 be determined. The double folding of the
Psalm section of the Douce manuscript is another topic
worth investigating, as it can be related to the physical
circulation of this vernacular copy of the Psalms, perhaps
even to the fact that many bilingual psalters of the 12th
century seem to be based on it.

We do not yet discuss the comparison of the Orne frag-
ments with the Douce Ms 320 tradition (see e.g., Le Hir
1961; cf. the edition and study of Samaran 1929 for the
hypothesis that Orne and Douce are unrelated); nor the
conjecture that the Old French gloss of Eadwine Psalter
could be a rewriting of Douce ms 320 (cf. Forster 1914:
12-14; for the contrary, see Agrigoroaei 2023; for an
edition of the text of the Eadwine Psalter, see Markey
1989). They should be discussed as separate issues.
Analysis into the translation or adaptation techniques of
other psalters, either related (e.g., Maidstone fragments)
or unrelated (e.g., Orne fragments or FEadwine Psalter)
will contribute to a better picture of the evolution of
Anglo-Norman psalters.

» Drawing of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320, f. 37v
(erasures marked in yellow in this drawing).

© Vladimir Agrigoroaei.
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f 54w,

line 37

f 49r,
line 4

f 49r,
line 6

VOWEL SPELLINGS AND DIGRAPHS (AC)

While analysing the erasures of Douce Ms 320, I came ac-
cross several examples of fluctuating vowels or vowel
groups that the scribe erases (and often replaces by writ-
ing a new letter on top of erasure). The most important
one is u > o (see also 0 > u; i > e; ou > 0; ou > u; ue > oe; oe
> 0; ue > u). The following list contains all the erasures of
this type found in the manuscript, introduced according
to their entry order in Anglo-Norman Dictionary (AND).
For a study of the phonology and spelling in Douce Ms
320, see Sneddon 1972, 50-79, where the replacement
of u by o was already noted, as well as the alteration of
certain digraphs. Short 2015, 13-22, also analyses certain
variations. Both studies, however, do not present a com-
prehensive list of examples.

Verbs

aovrir: u > o

f. 44r, line 24, aourirent; f. 451, line 31, adurdnz; f. 45v,
line 14, adurt: f. 47v, line 22, aduerrai; f. 48v, line 6,
aouerras.

aurer: u>0;0u=>0

f. 41r, line 23, aorérent; f. 42r, line 24, or; f. 42r, line
38, aorez; f. 70r, line 16, ao_reriims. In the first two
examples, the scribe replaced u by o, hesitating bet-
ween aurer and aorer. In the latter case, the initial
choice could have been aourer.

commoveir: ou > u

f. 53v, line 39, commuit; f. 54v, line 37, comm_trent; f.
551, line 24, comm_trent; f. 55v, line 7, comm_tirent.

conceivre: u > 0

f. 48r, line 35, concetit.
confermer: u > o

f. 48v, line 3, conferme.

conuistre: u > o0; ou >1u

f. 48r, line 33, conuiis; f. 49r, line 17, coneuz; f. 49v, line
1, conti; f. 53v, line 24, con_drent (probably based on
an initial spelling conourent with the erasure of o; not
confirmed by an example in AND).

conturber: u > o

f. 491, line 4 + line 6, conturbéz (with evident traces of
the correction, see photo); f. 49v, line 10-11, conturbéz.

corucer: ? > u

f. 601, line 5, curucéz. The word in entirely rewritten on
top of an erasure, except for the first letter. The variant
curtice without erasure occurs on f. 37v, line 38.

coveiter: u > o
f. 471, line 14, couéiterd .
coverer (2): u > o

f. 42r, line 9, courit, with evident marks of the previous
u changed into o.

covrir: u > o

f. 46v, line 32, co_urit; f. 52r, line 18, co_urit. Cf. f. 50r,
line 31, where the scribe wrote cu_uérz entirely on top
of an erasure, without changing u into o).

devorer: u > o

f. 391, line 10, deudrent; f. 44r, line 29, deuoreriims; f. 48v,
line 29, deudrent.

doner (1): 0 > u

f. 50r, line 24, dune.
envucher: u > o

f. 391, line 11, enuocherent.
escumunier: u > o

f. 49r, line 35, escommunidéwent

esprover: u > o

f. 46v, line 28, esproudnt
fuir 2): u>o
f. 49v, line 13, foirent

f 42n,
line 9

f. 50,
line 24
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oblier: u > o
f. 46r, line 37, oblias ; f. 46v, line 33, obliames
ovrer (1): u > o0; oe >0

f. 37v, line 6, deurent (< ouurent?); f. 39r, line 16, ouret
(< uuret?); f. 42r, line 26, 6_urdnz (< uuranz?); f. 44v,
line 8, deurént (< ueurent?); f. 46v, line 12, 6_ufas (<
uuras?); f. 49v, line 38, 6_urént (< oeurent?); f. 50v, line
29, 6_urdnz (< oeuranz, with evident trace of the initial
e); f. 51v, line 40, 6 urét (< oeuret?) Two phenomena
concur in the spelling of this verb: the erasure of an u,
then changed into o (u > 0); and the deletion of e which

breaks down the digraph oe.
prover (1): u>o

f. 52r, line 2, prouét .
renoveler: u > o

f. 48v, line 1, renouéle.

reprover (1): u > o

f. 43v, line 4, repro_uet and repro_uet; f. 52r, line 20,

reproudnz.
tesmoigner: u > 0
f. 48r, line 10, testimonierdi.
voler (2): u > o
f. 44r, line 32-33 (twice), udlent ; f. 46r, line 2, uélent.

Nouns
corone (1): u>o
f. 51r, line 13, cortne.
coverment: ue > u
f. 50r, line 31, cu_ufement.
dolur: u > o

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.
Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,

University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

f. 45r, line 36, dolur.

funtaine: u > o

f. 44v, line 5, fontaine; f. 51v, line 37, fontéines. See f. 46r,
line 24, where the variant fontdine is written on top
of an extensive erasure; and f. 73v, line 19, where the
word fontdines is written with no erasures.

home: u > o

f. 56r, line 19, (l)ome; f. 56r, line 20, (d)ome.

honur: u > o

f. 42r, line 37, honur. AND does not register the specific
spelling hunur.

leun 2):i>e;u>o0

The scribe hesitates between two spellings: f. 37v,
line 28, leuns; f. 44r, line 21, leuns; and f. 49v, line 10,
leons. The spelling letins is written without any trace of
erasure on f. 49v, line 26; and f. 73v, line 31. However,
the spelling ledn(s) is also found in passages where no
trace of erasure can be noted, such as on f. 39v, line 8; f.
39v, line 9; f. 41r, line 3; and f. 62r, line 12. Therefore, the
scribe makes two types of corrections. When he writes
leuns / leuns on f. 37v and f. 44r, it is likely that the
initial spelling, rejected later by the scribe, was liuns.
AND does not register the spelling liun with an i, only
the form [yun with an y. When the scribe corrects it as

f 43w,
line 4 (2)

f 50n,
line 31

f 3,
line 28
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f 49,
line 10
ledns, he does not like the initial u and turns it into an
0. One can also note that the two types of corrections
are never found together in the same examples.
munt (1): u>o
4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.
Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.
f 51y,
line 24

line 25

f. 461, line 33, mont; f. 47v, line 5, mont (twice); f. 47v,
line 14, mongz; f. 51r, line 6, mongz; f. 51v, line 23, monz; f.
51v, line 24, monz (three times). All examples probably
bear witness to the transformation u > o. In two other
cases of erasure, it is difficult to say what precise
problems the scribe had encountered: f. 51v, line 24;
and f. 56v, line 24, where monz is written on top of an
extensive erasure.

Mont / Monz can be written without erasure. For a
complete list of these occurrences, please refer to the
section on dentals (specifically the issue of declension).
It will suffice here to mention just a few other interest-
ing examples, which show the u > o wavering between
two choices of the scribe: f. 46v, line 7; f. 47r, line 26;
f. f. 51r, line 6, where the imprint of an initial u is
visible under an o. Residual occurrences of the spelling
munt / munz are condensed in the first part of the text
(between f. 37 and f. 49), where the scribe gradually
stabilised his spelling choices (for a complete overview
see once again the section on dentals, specifically
related to declension). To conclude, one can also note
that the verb munter never undergoes any spelling cor-
rections and remains stable throughout the entire text,
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without any trace of u becoming o. In the following
list, I provide an example for each spelling in the text
(the list is therefore not exhaustive): f. 39v, line 23 +
line 25 (muntat); f. 41r, line 37 (munterat); f. 47, line 39
(munta); f. 51v, line 27 (muntas); f. 54r, line 6 (munte_);
f. 54r, line 24 (muntérent); f. 61v, line 36 (mintent); f.
63r, line 6 (muntanz); f. 64r, line 1 (mintent); f. 70z, line
12 (munterai); f. 74r, lines 10-11 (surmuntéz); f. 74v, line
24 (munterds). The same situation concerns the noun
muntement: f. 56v, line 35 (munteménz); f. 61v, line 31
(muntemént); and the noun munteour: f. 74r, line 23
(muntedur).

oil (1): ou>o0; u>o0

The word oil has undergone two different types of era-

sures. The first type is on f. 38v, line 3, ¢_il, where traces
of a previous u are visible under the blank space. Thus,
the word was originally spelled ouil. In other instances
there is place for two letters in the initial version, before
the erasure. The scribe probably corrected a previous u
into an o. In other words, the initial spelling could have
been uilz. Cf. f. 38v, line 36, 6 _ilz; f. 39z, line 9, 6 _ilz; f.
39v, line 5, oil (where one can actually see the traces of
an initial u under the o written on top of the erasure);
and f. 39v, line 7, dilz.

The spelling 6il / 6ilz (with or without accent) occurs
for the first time on f. 37v, line 6 + line 23, where there
is no trace of erasure. Examples of variation can be
found on f. 38v and f. 39r-v. In the remaining part of
the text, the spelling is stable. Examples of variation are

f 51y,
line 23

line 24

f 39,
line 5



66 | The Manufactory of Old French Psalters: The Genetic Stratigraphy Documented by the Erasures of ... Douce Ms 320

found on f. 39r, line 38; f. 40r, line 2, line 4 + line 40 ; f.
41v, line 21 + line 31, etc. ; f. 60v, line 37, etc.

ombre (2): 0 >u
f. 49v, line 7, umbre.

oeille: u > o
f. 38r, line 11, o_eiles, with visible traces of the change
of the letter. The word is written with o throughout the
rest of the text.

ovre (1): ue > oe; u > 0; oe > 0
With ovre, we are once again confronted with different
types of erasures. On f. 38r, line 8, (les) oeufes, the
digraph ue was replaced by oe. Sneddon (1972: 56-57)

argues “that in the case of uevres / oevres the oe forms
were used to avoid the possibility of the initial u being

thought in as a v, which is quite plausible. On f. 39r, line
40, there is oures; f. 40r, line 30, dures; and f. 42r, line
27 + 28 + 29 (twice), oufes. In these cases, the change is
u > 0. 0nf. 43r, line 38, oéures; and f. 43v, line 10, oeures
show two peculiarities. There occurs, on the one hand,
the transformation u > o at the beginning of the word,
and, on the other hand (and only these two exemples),
a brief return of the digraph oe. This is a unique sit-
uation. In the following erasures, the e of this digraph
has been systematically deleted: f. 46v, line 11, (L)6_
ure; f. 46v, line 40, 0_ufes; f. 47r, line 31, 6_ufes (with
clear traces of an e still evident on the parchment);
f. 50v, line 12, o_ufes (again traces of a previous e on
the parchment); f. 50v, line 37, 6_ufes (once again traces
of a previous e); f. 51r, line 18, ¢_ufes (there are traces

f 38n,
line 11
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too, but not as evident as the previous ones); f. 51r, line
21, 0_ufes.

reproce: u > 0; ou > 0

f. 52r, line 18, reproce; f. 52r, line 20, repro_ces; f. 521, line
21, repro_ce.

seignur: u > o

f. 37v, line 37, segnor. The spelling segnor/ segnér, with-
out any trace of erasure, is found several times in the
remaining part of the text, starting on f. 59v, line 40, and
up to the very end. The parallel spelling segnur/ segniir,
without erasure, can be found from the beginning of
the text (f. 37, line 37) until the end (f. 75r, line 20).

The noun (or its verbal counterpart) is found in exten-
sive erasures: f. 371, line 3, seignur; f. 37r, line 12, seignur;

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.

Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

f. 371, line 19, seignur (with an abbreviated ur super-
script); f. 371, line 25, seignur; f. 38r, line 37, seignur
d(this case involves a much longer erasure); f. 38r, line
39, seignurerat (written over a two-lines long erasure); f.
40v, line 5, seignurertint (written over a three-lines long
erasure); f. 41r, line 22, seignurerat (extensive erasure);
f. 44v, line 35, seignur (again extensive erasure). In these
instances, it is not clear if the initial spelling of the
word posed a problem. When the entire word is written
on top of an erasure, the issue may concern word order
(see the section on extensive erasures below).

This noun and its verbal counterpart are written seignur
without erasure on f. 371, line 29; f. 44r, line 5, line 6 +
line 9; f. 44v, line 12 + line 13 + line 14 + line 16 + line
32; f. 451, line 7; f. 45v, line 21 + line 25 (twice); f. 47r,
line 31; f. 47v, line 10 + line 35 (seignurerunt); f. 49r,
line 27; f. 49v, line 2; f. 50r, line 7-8 (seignurerat); f.
50v, line 38; f. 51r, line 23 (seignuret); f. 51v, line 28 +
line 30 (twice) + line 37; f. 52r, line 5; f. 52v, line 34;
f. 53r, line 12 (seignurera); f. 53v, line 16 + line 39;
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S .. 1‘M ure (1): u > o0; ou > u

f. 54r, line 14 + line 29 + line 32; f. 54v, line 3 + line 20;
f. 561, line 38; and f. 56v, line 30. The spellings seignurand
segnurare dominant in the first part of the text. Starting
with f. 59, the spelling with an o becomes prevalent.
See also the first erasure (f. 37v), where the scribe had
corrected the former spelling into segnor.

uelté: u > o

f. 381, line 21, o_eltet. The scribe transformed an initial
u in o, erased the straight segment of u, and placed a
low dash to join the parts of word; f. 51v, line 1-2, oelté.

vou (1): u>o0

f. 48r, line 18, uoz; f. 49v, line 3, uot. In its first oc-
currence (f. 41r, line 18), the term is spelled uuz. It is
likely that in the specific case of this erasure, the scribe
decided to correct u > o. See also f. 50r, line 36, where
udz is written over an extensive erasure; see also the
spellings that show no trace of hesitation in f. 51r, line
30; f. 65v, line 40; and in f. 661, line 4.

f. 44r, line 32, 6res; f. 451, line 36, dres; f. 45v, line 36, dres;
f. 48r, line 12, ores; f. 48r, line 33, ores. The change u >
o is systematic in all the occurrences. However, two
other examples show that the digraph was likely pro-
nounced differently. On f. 40v, line 7, there is _ures.
In this case, an initial letter has been deleted and it is
safe to assume that the scribe’s first choice had been
oures. The same happens on f. 41v, line 21-22: _¢res.
Here, the scribe might have corrected the digraph
ou by erasing the initial o and afterward changing u
into o. It is evident that, in the last two examples, the
scribe hesitates between u and o when it occurs at the
beginning of the word.

Varia

encontre (1): 0 > u

Since the beginning, the scribe chose the u spelling,
which dominates till the end of the text. However,
there are three instances of hesitation: f. 42r, line 4-5,
encuntre, with the probable alteration o > u; f. 43v, line
40, on top of an extensive erasure, where the scribe
wrote contre; and f. 59v, lines 23-24, where he wrote
encontre, without any sign of erasures.

molt: 0 > u

Two situations from the first folios of the manuscript
comprise the transformation o > u in the case of the
adverb molt > mult, which is the dominant spelling in
the text: f. 39r, line 27, mult; f. 39z, line 28, mult.

sul: u>o

On two occasions, the scribe does not write immedi-
ately sol, but, rather, he wrote at first sul, to correct it:
f. 56v, line 28, sdls; f. 57, line 32, sdls.

uitante: u > o

f. 58v, line 31, ditante.

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
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DENTALS IN FUTURE TENSES (AC)

A large group of erasures are determined by morphologi-
cal features, particularly those pertaining to final dentals.
Since the erasure and/or replacement of final dentals in
nouns (and verbal nouns or adjectives) seems to be link-
ed to the erasure of final -z, erasures in verbs will be sepa-
rated from those in nouns. As a result, the criterion for the
categories presented henceforth becomes grammatical.

The issue of dentals is mentioned in passing by Meister
1877: 67—68, based on the edition of Michel 1860. Meister
notes only the merging of dentals with —sas -z, or the sim-
plification by erasure of double consonants. No remarks
concerning erasures or dentals are found in Meister’s
or in the review by Koschwitz 1878 either. Short pointed
out that “dentals are widely preserved in —at and —ad
future endings.” He argued that they represent a minority
in the case of forms in —a— (Short 2015: 30). A first obser-
vation is that the scribe decided to erase the final dental
of a third person future form in a certain number of cases:

aiuerd_, f. 58r, line 21, with traces of an erased —t.
apelera_, . 58r, line 27.

(n)aposera_, f. 58r, line 23. The spelling (n)aposerda
without erasure occurs on f. 54r, line 39

(n)aprismera_, f. 59r, line 10 + line 13 (twice). The
spelling aprismerat can be noted on f. 50v, line 34. All
occurrences show traces of an erased final —t.

ardra_, f. 45v, line 5-6. On f. 75v, line 2 + line 3, one
finds ardra without any trace of erasure.

confermera_, f. 58r, line 22.

couéitera_, f. 47r, line 14.

damnera_, f. 45r, line 7.

degetera _, f. 54r, line 39 (traces of a possible final ).

deliuerra_,f.53r, line 16-17 (with traces of an erased —1);
f. 58v, line 13 (traces of an erased -f); f. 59r, line 4-5
(traces of an erased —f). The spelling with final —#
occurs on f. 43v, line 24 (extensive erasure) + line 36; f.
451, line 14; f. 46r, lines 7-8. A variant with a final —d
occurs on f. 60r, line 37.

demurerd_, f. 59r, line 3, with clear traces of —# under
the erasure. The spelling demurerat can be found on f.
41v, line 20; f. 42v, line 13.

dira_, f. 591, line 3, with clear traces of an erased —t.
Dira without signs of erasure appears on f. 63v, line 11.

dunra_, f. 56v, line 37 (traces of an erased —1); f. 57r, line
3 (also traces of an erased final —#). The spelling with —#
is found onf. 37r, line 5; . 39r, line 13; . 44v, line 34;f. 48v,
line 32;f. 49r, line 8 + line 28; f. 51v, 19; f. 52r, line 6 + line
8 ;1. 571, line 19 + line 20. At the end of the text, there is
dunrad on f. 69v, line 17. The only spelling of the type
dunrd written without erasure occurs on f. 74r, line 21.

enumberra_, f. 59r, line 6, with traces of an erased —t.

f 59,
line 3

f 59,
line 3

f 57,
line 3

f 59,
line 6
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f 57
line 12

f 58y,
line 10

f 57
line 4

f 53n,
line 9

esledecerd_, f. 57r, line 12, with traces of an erased —t.
Esledecerat also occurs on f. 50v, line 38; f. 51r, line 12.
The spelling esledecera without erasure is found on f.
62r, line 24.

esprendra_, f. 58v, line 10, with traces of a final —t.
estrangera_, f. 571, line 4, with traces of an erased —t.

fera_, f. 53r, line 9 (traces of an erased —t); f. 551, line
21 (traces of a possible —t). There is ferat on f. 37r, line
6; f. 37v, line 7; f. 44v, line 15; f. 51v, line 29; f. 52v, line
6; f. 53r, line 18. However, one finds the variant ferad
on f. 62v, line 39. The spelling fera without any sign of
erasure is found on f. 72v, line 28 + line 29; and f. 74r,
line 2.

flurira_, f. 59r, line 36, with traces of an erased —t. The
spelling flurirad is found on f. 74v, ligne 40; as well
as florirad on f. 70r, line 28. Flurira without traces of
erasure appears on f. 61v, line 16.

humiliera_, f. 53r, line 9, with traces of a probable final
—t. There is humilierat on f. 49r, line 23.

ira_, f. 57r, line 20, with traces of an erased —t. There is
irad on f. 74v, line 18.

obliera_, f. 54v, line 1, with clear traces of an erased —t.

orra_, f. 59r, line 35. The spelling with final —# occurs on
f. 371, line 34; f. 49r, line 22; f. 51r, line 35. Orra without
erasure occurs on f. 59v, line 15.

parlera_, f. 57r, line 14, with traces of an erased —t.
Parlerat appears on f. 451, line 4; f. 47v, line 21. The
spelling with final —d occurs only once, at the end of
the text, on f. 72v, line 30. Parlera without erasure is
found on f. 62v, line 38; and f. 69v, line 21.

parmaindera_, f. 53r, line 9.

perdra_, f. 551, line 22 (traces of a probable final ).
posera_, f. 571, line 20, with traces of an erased —t.
profitera_, f. 58r, line 22.

recunterda_, f. 57v, line 9, with traces of a final —t.
regehira_, f. 54r, line 28 (traces of a probable final ).
There is regehirat on f. 42v, line 18; and f. 47v, line 40.
Towards the end of the text, one notices the spelling
with final —d: f. 73v, line 39; f. 74r, line 2.

reprouera_, f. 53v, line 30.

seignurera_, f. 53r, ligne 12. There is seignurerat on f.

381, line 39 (entirely on top of an erasure); f. 41r, line
22 (extensive erasure); f. 50r, line 7-8.

uerrda_, f. 58v, line 13, with traces of an erased —t. The
variant with —¢is found on f. 47v, line 27 + line 28; f. 48r,
line 1; f. 49v, line 30; f. 50v, line 33. Uerra without any
sign of erasure occurs on f. 59v, line 14; f. 651, line 26.

uiuerd_, f. 53r, line 20; f. 58v, line 13, with traces of an
erased final —t. One finds an occurrence with final —#
on fol. 47v, line 27.

f. 53,
line 9

f 57,
line 20

f 57,
line 14

f 57,
line 20



f 54r,
line 28
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Two more erasures could be linked to the issue of
dentals in future tenses, but there is not enough data
to support this conclusion. For instance, contrestera_,
f. 54r, line 25, the three final letters of which are written
on top of an erasure. There is also decirerd, f. 54r, line 40,
entirely written on top of an erasure. The initial choice of
the scribe could have been another verb.

As Short pointed out, there is a deliberate effort on
behalf of the scribe to intervene in the spelling of final
dentals on f. 53-59 (Short 2015: 20; cf. 6-7). However, this
alleged willingness to intervene starts well before f. 53.
Traces of erasures are found as early as f. 45 and f. 47. See
also Sneddon 1972: 69.

f 58w,
line 13

f 58y,
line 13
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f. 53,
line 10

f. 53,
line 11

A RELATED PROBLEM: INTERCONSONANTAL —E— (AC)

Furthermore, two instances in the text concern the merg-
er of two distinct phenomena: the erasure of a final
consonant and the erasure of an interconsonantal —e—:

descend _ra_, f. 53r, line 10. See also f. 38r, line 3, and
f. 47v, line 39, for an occurrence with final —£, but no
vowel: descend_rat. The same can be noted in ndist ra_
on f. 53r, line 11.

This erasure of an interconsonantal —e—can also be seenin
other cases:

criend_runt,f.45v,line 24 ; crend_runt,f.48v,line 18; cren-
d raif. 49r, line 33; criend runt f. 50v, line 31. Never-
theless, the vowel drop does not occur in crienderai
(f. 41, line 30; f. 47v, line 23); crenderai (f. 42r, line 1;
f. 491, line 34; f. 49v, line 2); crenderat (f. 42r, line 5);
and crienderims (47, line 24). 1 also noted the particu-
lar situation of ¢r_end_rint on f. 51r, line 8 (with traces
of an erased —e-). The scribe intervenes here on the
stem vowel as well, in accordance with a choice that
we find again elsewhere, in other instances of a future
tense of the same verb, from the beginning to the end
of the Douce ms 320 text.

descend_rat, f. 38r, line 3.

exard_rat, f. 48r, line 7 (there seems to be a trace here
of an erased —e-).

raiend_rat, f. 49r, line 22. A form with a vowel drop and
no erasure is found just before it, on f. 47v, line 36. On
the same folio, one also finds raiendrat in the context of
an extensive erasure.

eist_ras, f. 50r, line 24. The only other occurrence of this
verbal form, without erasures, is on f. 64r, line 32.

receu_rai, f. 54r, line 8. The text contains instances of

verbs in the future without a vowel drop. Here are
some examples concerning verbs in the first person:
receuerai (f. 48r, line 12; f. 65v, line 39).

naist_runt, f. 54v, line 23. For the spelling ndisterunt,
see f. 59r, line 28.

prend_rat, f. 47v, line 39.
rend_rai, f. 51r, line 30.

As Pope states, “two tendencies conflicted in Anglo-
Norman: the tendency to efface unstressed e in intercon-
sonantal position, and the tendency to develop a vocalic
glide between interconsonantal groups consisting of
consonant + r showed itself earliest and was commonest
between breathed consonants and r; the glide develop-
ment began in the later 12th century and was at first
most frequent between voiced consonants and r” (Pope
1952: § 1290). In an initial phase, before the erasures and
corrections, most of which are condensed approximate-
ly between f. 45 and f. 54, the scribe often transcribed
and maintained interconsonantal —e—. Only later he took
the decision to eliminate it. (cf. Pope 1952: §1173, 1290;
Sneddon 1972: 68, 97-98; Short 2015: 30-31).

In his treatment of future tenses, the scribe made other
modifications as well, some of them linked to vocalic
processes influencing the development of future tenses
(cf. Pope 1952: § 966-979): esio_rrai, f. 42v, line 30, where
he erased a probable i, that we find in sesioirint (f. 37v,
line 14, written on top of an erasure).

Before closing this parenthesis on interconsonantal
—e—, it must be noted that one of the accents was often
written above the erased letter. For instance, descend rat
(f. 381, line 3); criend_runt (f. 45v, line 24); crend_runt (f.
48v, line 18); and exard_rat (f. 48r, line 7). The case of
receu_rai (f. 54r, line 8) is not that certain. Perhaps it is

f 51n
line 8

f 48,
line 7
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line 39
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f 56w,
line 9

f. 38,
line 2

DENTALS AND DOUBLE -R- IN THE FUTURE TENSE OF ESTRE (AC)

The future tense forms of ‘to be’ are also subject to
erasures when the final dental occurs in the third person
singular: serd_ f. 45r, line 7; f. 47r, line 24 (ser_ra_); f. 531,
line 20+22; . 531, line 27; f. 55v, line 28 (clear traces of an
erased —t); f. 561, line 31 + line 38; f. 56v, line 9, (traces of
an erased —f) + line 37; f. 57v, line 37 (twice); f. 58r, line 2
+ line 17 + line 25; f. 59r, line 32 (clear traces of an erased
—t) + line 36.

The spelling serat can be found on f. 38r, line 2 with the
last three letters of which written on top of the erasure;
f. 38v, line 11 (twice) (se_rat) + line 35 (se_rat); f. 39r, line
21 (se_rat); f. 40v, line 24 (se_rat); f. 43v, line 11 (se_rat)+
line 12 (se_rat)+ line 19 (se_rat) + line 37 (se_rat); f. 44r,
line 15 (se_rat); f. 44v, line 20 (se_rat) + line 36 (se_rat); f.
47r, line 24 (ser_ra ) + line 28 (se_rat); f. 47v, line 40 (serat
in an extensive erasure). The spelling serdd is also used
on f. 59v, line 2; f. 61v, line 34; f. 651, line 7; f. 74r, line 19 +
line 34; f. 74v, line 17. Sera is found on f. 75r, line 2.

This list of examples also shows that on many occasions
an —r- has been erased from the root of the verb as well.
This happens not only with serrat, but also with serrai,
serras and serrunt, all of which are listed below and oc-
casionally illustrated, especially when traces of an erased
double —r— are visible (for se_rat, vide supra):

Se_rai: f. 38r, line 40; f. 38v, line 38 (here the scribe for-

got to tie the two segments of the word by a low dash
after erasure); 39r, line 25 (the scribe added an accent
over a in red ink); f. 39v, line 13 + line 17 (with an
accent over a in green ink) + line 39; f. 40r, line 6; f. 40v,
line 5 (twice, with the addition of accents in red ink);
f. 41v, line 30; f. 421, line 23; f. 42v, line 14; f. 42v, line 23.

Se_ras: f. 38v, line 10; f. 40r, line 2 (twice, the first case
on top of an extensive erasure and with a s in super-
script); f. 40r, line 3 (twice); f. 44v, line 13.

Se_runt: f. 37r, line 6; f. 38y, line 16; f. 41r, line 19 + line
20 ; f. 41v, lines 8-9; f. 43v, line 22 + line 27; f. 44v, line
3 (here the scribe seems to place a double dash, one
above and one under the erased segment) + line 19 +
line 28 + line 30 + line 31 + line 32; f. 44v, line 36; f. 451,
line 2.

From the beginning of the text up to f. 47, the scribe has
the tendency to correct such verbal forms by deleting an
—r—. A few rare exceptions escaped his erasure campaign.
Such is the case with serrez on f. 37v, line 39; serrums on
f. 40v, line 12; serrdi on f. 41v, line 33; and serrdt on f. 42v,
line 7. Instances where the scribe wrote a single —r—from
the start occur from f. 45 onwards: seriint on f. 45r, line 1
+ line 5, f. 47r, line 17 (on top of an extensive erasure) +
line 18 + line 19 + line 25; serai on f. 45v, line 20 (on top
of an extensive erasure), but also on f. 46r, line 32, and

f 38n,
line 40

f 39,
line 25

f 39,
line 17
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f 44,
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f 47,
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on f. 471, line 34 (twice); seriims on f. 46v, line 20; serat
on f. 47v, line 6 + line 37 + line 38 + line 40 (on top of an
extensive erasure). The scribe’s choice to transcribe the
root of the verb with a single —r— becomes frequent from
f. 48 onwards, with the exception of serréiz on f. 69v, line
17, and serrunt on f. 70r, line 23.

The interesting case of f. 47r, line 24, se_rd_, must also
be highlighted. It marks a turning point in the treatment
of the text. Not only do we find both approaches to cor-
rection in the same example, one can also note that this is
the last time the scribe has to delete an —r—.

Sneddon pointed out that the use of —r—and -rr-in

future forms in our manuscript can be classified in three
groups. The scribe uses either the single or the double
form; he can use both of them; or he can decide to correct
double —rr-to single —r—. In the particular case of estre,
Sneddon’s hypothesis is that the scribe could have cor-
rected the spelling to “avoid the confusion with the verb ‘to
sit’”” (Sneddon 1972: 64, cf. 68, 105; cf. Short 2015: 29-30).
However, the transformation —rr— > —r—is also found in
a future form of the verb despire: despi_rums, f. 46v, line
17; while a double —rr— form can be found a few folios
afterwards, in despirras, f. 48v, line 9. I must also mention
the case of regehi_rai (f. 40r, line 27; f. 42v, line 21-22; f.
43r, line 24; f. 44r, line 21; f. 46r, line 30). This other verb
is always written regehirdi from the beginning to the end
of the text, but has been erased only in the cases listed
above; and in regehi_rat of f. 42v, line 18.

f 46w,
line 17

f 4or,
line 27

f 42w,
line 18
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f. 55,
line 11

f 57,
line 15

f 54w,
line 30

f. 55,
line 30

DENTALS IN PAST TENSES OF THE INDICATIVE (AC)

As in the case of certain third person future forms, the
erasure of a final dental can concern certain past tense
forms as well. In particular, this is the case for third person
forms of the a-type weak perfect (cf. Pope 1952: §995-
1009; cf. Sneddon 1972: 98-101). Once again, my survey is
illustrated by the most relevant photos that show actual
traces of the erased consonant on the parchment:

ama_, f. 47r, line 39 (ama_ entirely on top of an erasure,
space at the end of the word); f. 55v, line 17. Spellings
with final —d on f. 38v, line 22; f. 68v, line 28. Amd on f.
64v, line 13; f. 68r, line 38.

aporta_, f. 551, line 11.

aprisma_, f. 57v, line 15. Spelling with final —# on f. 49r,
line 26.

debrisa_, f. 54r, line 20. Debrisa on f. 63v, line 30; f. 64v,
line 38 (debrisa entirely on top of an erasure)

debuta_, f. 55v, line 8-9 + line 16.

deguerpi_, f. 451, line 26 (deguerpir). Perfect third person
singular, rendering Latin perfect dereliquit. The same
verbal form is written with a final —#, deguerpit, on f.
45v, line 39 (< dereliquit) ; f. 52v, line 28 (< dereliquit); f.
751, line 31. However, deguerpit is also used to express
the past participle derelictus: f. 38v, line 9 (< derelictus

est); f. 44v, line 38 (< iustum derelictum). an i-type weak
perfect that loses its final —#.

demenda_, f. 54v, line 33; f. 551, line 39; f. 55v, line 8 +
line 21. Spelling with final ¢ on f. 41r, line 28-29; f.
54v, line 36. Demend on f. 63r, line 8, f. 63v, line 19; f.
64r, line 5.

demustra_, f. 54v, line 30. Spelling with final —# on f. 50r,
line 3.

desturna_, £. 56r, line 28. Spelling with final —# on f. 38v,
line 6; f. 41r, line 16; f. 51r, line 37.

diuisa_, f. 55v, line 2.

duna_, f. 551, line 6 + line 30; f. 55v, line 15. Spelling
with final —# on f. 38v, line 40; f. 39r, line 20 + line 29; f.
39v, line 29; f. 471, line 30; f. 49v, line 9; f. 51r, line 26; f.
51v, line 3. However, the spelling with final dental —d,
dunad, is used on f. 60v, line 21; f. 63r, line 14; f. 69r,
line 36; f. 74v, line 27. Dund on f. 62v, line 34; f. 63v, line
7: f. 651, line 6 + line 24; f. 65v, line 23; f. 70v, line 10 +
line 31.

edifia_, f. 55v, line 17. Spelling with final —d on f. 61r,
line 23.

enclina_, f. 54r, line 15. Spelling with final —f on f. 39v,
line 24. The form enclind, without any dental or erasure,
occurs on f. 65v, line 27.

f 54n,
line 15

f. 38r,
line 1

f 55y,
line 1

f 551,
line 29
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enfante_, f. 38r, line 1, renders the Latin perfect tense
parturiit. The same line has enfantat (f. 381, line 1), used
to render the Latin perfect tense peperit. At the end of
the text, one notices the spelling with final —d: enfantad
(f. 74r, line 12, again for the past tense third person
singular). It is hard to find a grammatical explanation
for the presence of —e instead of —a in the verbal inflec-
tion. Perhaps it is just a matter of scribal inconsistency,
determined by a confusion with the present indicative,
given that the third person of the verb is parturit.

enmend_, . 55v, line 1.

entendiét, f. 47v, line 32; f. 48r, line 2 (entendre). Enten-
diét is a dedi-type perfect tense form. It is used here
to translate Latin perfect intellexit. Without any traces
of corrections on top of erasures, it is also used for the
rendering of Latin perfect intendit: f. 49v, line 27; f.
54r, lines 32-33; f. 561, line 34. According to Sneddon
1972: 99-100, certain verbs could have been conju-
gated either according to the i-type paradigm, or the
dedi-type one. In the case of the i-type paradigm, the
third person ending could have been —it. Cf. Pope 1952:
§995-1009, and 1278; Sneddon 1972: 99-100; Short
2015, 28-29.

enueia_, f. 551, line 6 + line 29 + line 33. Spelling with

final —# on f. 39v, line 29 + line 32. Spelling with final
—d, enueiad, on f. 62v, line 18; f. 63v, line 34; f. 65r, line

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
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11. Enueid on f. 62v, line 9 + line 16; f. 63r, line 14.

esguarda_, f. 571, line 19. Spelling with final —# on f.
39r, line 2-3. Esguarda on f. 611, line 26 + line 27; f. 74v,
line 19-20.

extermina_, f. 56r, line 15.

forsgeta_, f. 55v, line 2.

funda_, f. 55v, line 18; f. 57v, line 9. Spelling with final
—tonf. 41r, line 36-37; f. 47v, line 11.

habita_, f. 55v, line 9.

liurd_, f. 55v, line 10. Liurd on f. 661, line 27. Spelling
with final —d on f. 55r, line 32.

manda_, f. 551, line 4; f. 59r, line 14. Spelling with final
—t on f. 43v, line 3; f. 46r, line 34-35. Manda on f. 54v,
line 21; f. 62r, line 39; f. 651, line 11; f. 70r, line 33; f. 73r,
line 31.

mania_, f. 551, line 6; f. 55v, line 12. Spelling with final
—d on f. 62v, line 25 (twice). Mania on f. 55r, line 30.
mend_, f. 551, line 7 + line 39. Spelling with final —d on
f. 75r, line 22.

munta_, f. 47r, line 39; f. 551, line 3 + line 13. Spelling
with final —# on £f. 39, line 23 + line 25; f. 51v, line 9 ; f.
52r, line 5.

ordend_, f. 56v, line 36.

f 59,
line 14

f. 55,
line 6

f 551,
line 13

f 551,
line 27
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f. 56r,
line 27

f 54,
line 20

f 54w,
line 12

f 58y,
line 23

+ “u‘ p

parmend_, f. 54v, line 32.

planta_, f. 56r, line 17.

posa_, f. 54v, line 21; f. 55r, line 27; f. 561, line 27.
Spelling with final —# on f. 39v, line 26; f. 40r, line 9 +
line 34; f. 471, line 32; f. 48v, line 19; f. 51r, line 25-26.
Spelling with final —d on f. 62v, line 17 + line 22; f. 64r,
line 10; f. 731, line 19 + line 32; f. 74r, line 17. Posd on
f. 56v, line 36; f. 64r, line 17.

purluigna_, f. 551, line 2.

refusa_, f. 54r, line 34.

reposa_, f. 54r, line 26.

reproud_, f. 53v, line 39.

saula_, f. 56r, line 40. Spelling with final -d on f. 62v,
line 31.

suscitd_, f. 54v, line 20.

trembla_, f. 54r, line 26; f. 54v, line 12. Spelling with
final —# on f. 39v, line 22.

trespassa_, f. 58v, line 23. Spelling with final —d on f.
69r, line 34; f. 74v, line 27. Trespassa on f. 62v, line 8.

tresporta_, . 55r, line 7.

tresturna_, f. 551, line 28. Spelling with final —#on f. 51r,
line 22. Spelling with final —d on f. 65v, line 4. Tresturna
on f. 62v, line 19.

One last, rather particular, case is apela_on f. 62v, line
6. There seem to be two erased letters at the end, one of
which is either a —t or a —z (scribal error? especially since
it is located too far from all the other erased dentals).

With the exception of two erasures found on folio
47, the survey showed that all the other instances are
condensed between f. 53 and f. 59, thus confirming Short’s
hypothesis of “a deliberate effort, presumably on the part
of the scribe-translator himself, to erase final dentals”
(Short 2015: 20; cf. Sneddon 1972: 99). Competitive forms
in —f seem to be prevalent in the first part of the text,
in our case up to f. 52. In contrast, —-d endings or the
absence of a final dental occurs mainly after f. 53-59.
There are, naturally, a series of exceptions. The scribe
already uses the spelling manda on £. 54; liurdd on f. 55;
and amad on f. 38. The case of apela, on the other hand,
shows that the scribe was not immune from returning to
his old spelling automatisms even after the turning point
mentioned previously. He sometimes reintroduced final
—1, but corrected it immediately.

f 551,
line 7

f. 55,
line 28

f 62w,
line 6
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DENTALS IN OTHER VERBAL FORMS (AC)

The inventory of erasures led to the identification of other
situations connected to the fluctuation of final dentals in
present and past tenses.

aune_, f. 45v, line 11 (auner). Present indicative third
person singular, rendering Latin thezaurizat.

éntre_, f. 391, line 16 (entrer). This present indicative
third person singular translates Latin present indicative
ingreditur. The scribe erased a final dental (probably
—1), but he did not make the same choice for two other
present indicatives on the same line: oufet and pardlet.
On f. 41v, line 38, (sui) entré_ renders Latin ingressus
(sum). In the remainder of the text, the spelling éntre is
written without erasures, and translates subjunctives
on f. 53v, line 3 (rendering the first person singular of
of the present subjunctive intrem). See also the spelling
éntret on f. 44v, line 26 (for the third person singular of
the present subjunctive intret). And the spelling éntred
on f. 55v, line 37 (for the present subjunctive third
person singular introeat).

f 41,
line 38

esguarde_, f. 451, line 5-6 (esguarder). This is an indica-
tive present tense in the third person singular, rendering
Latin present indicative considerat. The Latin term con-
siderat is translated in the same way in another psalm,
without any sign of erasure: (n)esguarde (f. 59v, line 16;
the Old French spelling esguarde translates the Latin
imperative aspice on f. 56v, line 39, and f. 68r, line 28).

exalce_, f. 54r, line 14, (exalcer). This is a present in-
dicative third person singular, rendering Latin present
indicative exaltat. The spelling exalcét is used as a past 4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce Ms 320.

participle on f. 40r, line 24 (seit exalcét < exaltetur); Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

f. 40v, line 30 (seies exalcét < exaltare); f. 44v, line 32 Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
(serunt exalcét < exaltati fuerint); f. 49v, ligne 12 + ligne University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-BY-NC 4.0.

f 39r,
line 16
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f 54,
line 6

f 37,
line 35

18 (seies exalcet / exalcét < exaltare); f. 50v, line 34 (serat
exalcet < exaltabitur); f. 51r, line 24 (seient exalcét < ex-
altentur). The case of f. 47, line 34 is particularly inter-
esting. There are two variant spellings: (serai) exalced /
exalcét < exaltabor. The spelling exalcéd appears again
on f. 54r, line 18 and f. 58r, line 16 (serunt exalcéd < exal-
tabuntur). As for the spelling exalcé, without any trace
of erasure, it is used as a past participle in the following
cases: f. 59r, line 32 (sera exalcé < exaltabitur); f. 59v,
line 9 (seies exalcé < exaltare); . 63v, line 40 (exalcé sunt
< exaltati sunt); f. 64r, line 24 (seies exalcé < exaltare); f.
65r, line 26 (sera exalcé < exaltabitur); f. 70r, line 5 (est
exalcé < est exaltatum); f. 71v, line 18 (seient exalcé <
exaltentur).

humilie_, f. 54r, lines 13—14 (humilier). Present indica-
tive third person singular for the Latin present indica-
tive humiliat.

itre , f. 391, line 19 (iurer). Present indicative, translat-
ing the Latin present tense third person singular iurat).

miinte_, f. 54r, line 6 (munter). Present indicative, trans-
lating the Latin present tense third person singular
ascendit. In this particular case, given the dimension of
the erasure and the scribe’s tendency to write a final —d
in this part of the manuscript, it is safe to assume that
the erased consonant was also a —d. Munte, without
any erasure, occurs on f. 74v, line 40.

trespasse_, f. 45v, line 10 (trespasser). Present indicative
third person singular, rendering Latin pertransit (tres-
passe without erasure occurs on f. 38v, line 15, and
renders the Latin imperative transmigra).

triuué , f. 56v, line 31 (trover). Present indicative,
rendering Latin third person singular invenit. The same
spelling is also used for the past participle on f. 45r,
line 10 (est truué < est inventus); f. 53r, line 37 (sertint
truué_ < invenientur). The spelling truué, without any
erasure, occurs on f. 38v, line 11 as past participle

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-BY-Nc 4.0.

masculine singular (serat truué < invenietur).

This survey confirms the hypothesis of Sneddon 1972:
96, that in the case of the present indicative “the final ¢
in the 3rd person sing. is often erased in the second half
of the Oxford Psalter” However, there are situations in
which the final dental was erased well before the second
half of text, as well as a series of examples in which the
erased final dental could have been —d. Cf. Meister 1877:
68-69; Short 2015: 27.

To these, one must add situations in which the erasure
was followed by the insertion of a correction:
iraisséit_, f. 69r, line 33 (irer). Third person singular
translating Latin imperfect subjunctive irasceretur.
For the same verb, the ending in a present indicative
second person plural is written on top of an erasure on
f. 371, line 35, iraissez (< irascimini).
iuget, f. 37v, line 35 (iuger). This verb in the third person
singular renders Latin present indicative iudicat. As the
ending of the present indicative third person singular
could be —e(t), perhaps the scribe wrote —ed and then
erased and corrected it. Cf. Pope 1952: §891.

parlot_, £. 46r, line 13 + line 14 (parler). Imperfect indic-
ative third person singular for Latin imperfect loqueba-
tur. The spelling is written without any sign of erasure
on f. 60v, line 20 (< loquebatur). In the two instances
of lines 13 and 14 of f. 461, the correction occupies less
space than the erasure. On line 14, there are also traces
of an erased -t in the remaining blank space. Maybe
the erased variant of the word could have been parlout.

uiénc, f. 45v, line 30 (venir). This present indicative first
person singular renders Lat invenio.

f. 4er,
line 14



£ 56v,
line 33
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DENTALS IN PARTICIPLES (AC)

Sneddon 1972: 102, notes that, “in common with the 3rd
person sing. forms of many tenses, the final consonant
of past participles is often omitted in the case of —et, —it
and —ut forms.” Indeed, the case of exalcé(t) (discussed in
the previous section) shows that the scribe used alterna-
tive past participles with or without a final dental. The
following list of erasures shows a fluctuation in spelling
final -t and -d. Certain instances from the ensuing
survey also show that erasures are also linked to a final
flexional —z from the nominative singular. The past par-
ticiple declension was unstable in agreement. This is
already evident from the analysis of entré, exalcét, exalcéd,
exalcé, or truué (vide supra). Cf. Pope 1952: §1049-§1057;
Sneddon 1972: 101-102, 117-120.

amé_, f. 51v, line 20 (twice). In the phrase Li réis
de vertiz de amé del amé [...], it translates Latin Rex
virtutum dilecti, dilecti [...]. The past participle renders
an oblique case in the singular. On £. 50r, line 18, there is
ameét (< dilecti, nominative plural), and the variant amé
(< dilecti, again nominative plural) on f. 56v, line 29. The
spelling améz occurs on f. 69v, line 17 (oblique plural)
and on f. 751, line 30 (nominative singular). The scribe
could have erased two final —¢.

beneuré_, f. 46r, line 8 (beneuré lé facet < beatum faciat
eum, oblique case singular); f. 56v, line 33 (beneuré cil

chi habitent < beati qui habitant, nominative plural). The
only spelling with a final dental seems to be beneurét
on f. 371, line 21-22 (< beati, nominative plural). The
spelling beneuré is used on f. 72v, line 6 (< beatum, ob-
lique case singular ) + line 7 (< beatus, nominative sing-
ular). It is also used in the nominative plural for the
rendering of Latin beati: f. 43r, line 18; f. 62v, line 39;
f. 66v, line 1 + line 2; f. 69v, line 22. Beneuréz is always
used when translating Latin nominative singular bea-
tus: f. 37, line 1; f. 43r, line 19; f. 43v, line 25; f. 45v, line
25; f. 46r, line 7; f. 51r, line 2; f. 56v, line 34-35; f. 571, line
5; f. 58r, line 14; f. 59v, line 18; f. 651, line 15; f. 69v, line
19 + line 23; f. 71z, line 5 + line 6; f. 72v, line 36. Con-
cerning its declension, the only exception occurs on
f. 72v, line 7, where beneuré renders a nominative sing-
ular. However, Sneddon already pointed out that “past
participles and adjectives, when used as predicates, are
found with and without —s in nom. singular” (Sneddon
1972: 118). Concerning the erasures in our survey, the
photo ofthe second example clearly showsthat the scribe
omitted a final —d. In the first case, nevertheless, one
cannot be sure if the erasure is of a final —f or -z
The scribe could have either written beneurét in the
initial version of the text, thus following the declension;
or he could have made a mistake by writing a final —z.

conforté_, f. 57v, line 3 (ds conforté < consolatus es, nomi-
native singular). The scribe wished to omit a final —d. In
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f 42y,
line 36

f 47
line 26

£ 39,
line 23

the French text, the past participle is linked to the auxil-
iary verb avoir. Therefore, as din modern French, past
participles “do not agree in number or case with the
subject” (Sneddon, 1972: 119). The spelling confortét (no-

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.
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minative singular and plural) occurs on f. 38r, line 32
(seit confortet < confortetur); f. 39v, line 34 (confortét sunt
< confortati sunt); f. 42r, line 20 (séit confortet < conforte-
tur); f. 52r, line 14 (confortét sunt < confortati sunt).
Confortéd (nominative plural) occurs on f. 69v, line 8
(stimes confortéd < sumus consolati) and on f. 72r, line 7
(confortéd sunt < confortati sunt).

conturbe_, f. 42v, line 16, sui fait conturbe_ (< factus sum
conturbatus; nominative singular) + line 36, sunt con-
turbé_ (< conturbata sunt; nominative plural; maybe
a final —1); f. 47r, line 26, cunturbé  sunt (< conturba-
ti sunt, nominative plural; maybe an erased —f). In
the case of f. 39v, line 23, sunt contiirbe_ (< conturbata
sunt, nominative plural) one may still see traces of an
erased —z. In this specific situation, the Latin phrase
is fundamenta montium conturbata sunt. Perhaps the
erased final -z marked an agreement between the
participle and the plural montes (oblique plural in
Old French). In another example, the last letter was
erased and changed into a —#: f. 47v, line 8, cunturbét
sunt (< conturbati sunt, nominative plural). The same
spelling, again for nominative plural, is correctly used

on f. 50v, line 36, conturbét sunt (< conturbati sunt). On
other folios, the scribe used the variants -éd/-é: f. 56v, line
26, seient conturbéd (< conturbentur); f. 74v, line 2, con-
turbé sunt. The erased letter could have been a -z, per-
haps a scribal mistake in the declension. However, many
examples show that erasures concern dentals in nom-
inative singulars that are replaced with final —z: f. 451,
line 26, est cunturbéz (< conturbatum est) + line 11, est
conturbéz (< conturbatur); f. 45v, line 17, est cunturbéz
(< conturbatur); f. 491, line 6, conturbéz est (< conturba-
tum est); f. 49v, lines 10-11, conturbéz (< conturbatus).
Conturbéz, without erasures, and always used as nomi-
native singular, is found on f. 42v, line 33 (conturbéz est
< conturbatus est); f. 49r, line 4 (conturbéz sii < contur-
batus sum); f. 57v, line 31 (sui conturbéz < conturbatus
sum); f. 64v, line 20 (conturbéz est < conturbatum est); f.
74v, line 37 (conturbéz est). Finally, two instances have
past participles rewritten entirely on top of erasures:
f. 37v, line 18, sunt conturbét (nominative plural < con-
turbata sunt) + line 19 conturbéde est (extensive erasure,
feminine nominative singular < turbata est).

esleué_, f. 451, line 9 (< elevatum, oblique singular). Es-

f 4w,
line 8

f. 45,
line 26

f 45w,
line 11

f 49r,
line 6
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f 53n,
line 29

f 45,
line 2

leuét occurs on f. 47v, line 3 (nominative plural); spelled
esleué on f. 70r, line 5. The scribe could have erased a
—tora —d.

espandi_, . 53r, line 29 (espandii sunt < effusi sunt, no-
minative plural). There are traces of an erased final —t.
Espandut (sti), f. 41r, line 4 (< effusus sum, nominative
singular). For the spelling espandiiz (ést), see f. 55v, line
36 (< effusus est, nominative singular). Once again, this
is an exception in the agreement of the past participle:
espandut (sui) on f. 41r, line 4, where one would expect
a final —z.

guardé_, f. 451, line 2 (serint guardé < conservabuntur,
nominative plural). The same nominative plural, with-
out erasure, can be found on f. 66v, line 5 (< custodiri).
The scribe probably omitted a final —t.

humilié_, on f. 48r, line 39, is used for nominative plural
(< humiliata). The variant with a final dental, humiliet,
on f. 48v, line 8, is used for an oblique singular (< humi-
liatum). The spelling humiliéd is used in different ways:
onf. 56r, line 37, it marks a past participle with the auxil-
iary verb avoir (ousse < humiliassem); on f. 63v, line 3 +

line 5 + line 31, it is a nominative plural (humiliéd firent
< humiliati sunt, humiliéd furent < humiliati sunt; fi-
rent humiliéd < humiliati sunt). See also humiliez, f. 44r,
line 17 (estéie humiliez < humiliabar); f. 45r, line 23-24
(humiliéz sti < humiliatus sum) and f. 45v, line 4 (hu-
miliéz sui < humiliatus). The -z of humiliéz, nominative
singular, is written on top of an erasure. Cf. humiliéz
without any sign of erasure (nominative singular,
humiliéz sui < humiliatus sum) on f. 57v, line 30; f. 65v,
line 31 + line 36; and f. 63v, line 24 (nominative singular
linked to a neuter noun, cor: humiliéz est < humilia-
tum est). Yet we find the variant humilié (nominative
singular), on f. 671, line 34 (ié fiisse humilié < humili-
arer) and f. 72r, line 6 (humilié sii < humiliatus sum),
where the ending —# of singular nominative case does
not occur.

oscuré_,f.52r,line 36 (seient oscuré < obscurentur, nomin-

4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce Ms 320.

Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
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f 54,
line 2

f 53,
line 5



f 55r,
line 10

f. 55,
line 25

ative plural). There are no traces of an erased letter. One
could simply suppose that the scribe omitted a dental
(~t or —d). The only other example of this past participle
is oscuréd, on f. 54r, line 2 (oscuréd sunt < obscurati sunt,
nominative plural).

raempli_, f. 54r, line 2 (raempli sunt < repleti sunt, nomi-
native plural). This erasure still shows traces of an erased
—t, according to the variants raemplit and raempli used
as nominative plural on f. 51r, line 3 (serims raemplit
< replebimur) + line 14, serunt raemplit < replebuntur);
f. 58v, line 36 (raempli siimes < repleti sumus); f. 69r,
line 29 (sumes raempli < repleti sumus). The spelling
raempliz, for nominative singular, occurs on f. 51r, line
10 and f. 69v, line 8 (raempliz est < repletum est).

reduté_, f. 44r, line 2 (seient reduté < revereantur, nom-
inative plural); f. 53r, line 5 (reduté serint < reveriti
fuerint, nominative plural). In the first case, the term
is a part of the following sentence: Seient confundut é
reduté_; li querant la meie aneme. There is an erasure at
the end of reduté , as well as another one at the end of
querant (vide infra). It is possible that the scribe mistook
the correct desinence for nominative plural and wrote
a final —z in his initial transcription. The second term
shows clear traces of —f under erasure.

saulé , f. 55r, line 10 (satilé sunt < saturati sunt, nomina-
tive plural). There are clear traces of an erased final —t.
This is only one of the instances of instability in spell-
ing the declension of past participles. For nominative
plurals, the scribe used the spelling saulé (£. 551, line 10
after erasure) and f. 62r, line 6 (sertint saulé < saturabun-
tur); but he also spelled it saiilet on f. 41r, line 19 (se_rint
saulet < saturabuntur); f. 44v, line 31 (se_runt saulét
< saturabuntur); f. 50r, line 10 (serunt saulet < fuerint
saturati). Not to mention the spelling sauléd (sunt) on
f. 74r, line 12. And finally saiilez sunt on f. 39v, line 12

(< saturati sunt).

supplanté_, f. 451, line 5 (< supplantabuntur, nominative
plural). Traces of a letter are visible under the erasure;
it could be —t or —z.

tresporté_, f. 47r, line 25 (serunt tresporté < transferen-
tur, nominative plural). On f. 64v, line 4, the same past
participle is written without erasures (séient tresporté <
transferantur, nominative plural). In the first example,
the erased letter could be —t.

tresturné_, f. 55, line 25 (tresturné sunt < conversi sunt,
nominative plural). There are traces of an erased —d. For
nominative plural, there is also the spelling tresturnéd:
f. 55v, line 6 (sunt tresturnéd < conversi sunt); f. 61v,
line 38 (serunt tresturnéd < convertentur). The spelling
tresturné occurs once on f. 69v, line 33 (séient tresturné
< convertantur). The spelling with final - is found on
f. 46r, line 2 (seiént tresturnét < convertantur); f. 49r, line
40 (sertint tresturnét < convertentur).

vestti_, f.51r, line 15 (vestii sunt < induti sunt, nominative
plural). There are evident traces of an erased final -z.
For nominative plurals, the scribe used uestit on f.
44r, line 30 (seient uestit < induantur); uestid on f. 70r,
line 18 (séient uestid < induantur), and uesti on f. 64v,
line 27 (séient uestii < induantur). Uestiz is used on f.
44r, line 14, for nominative singular (estéie uestiiz <
induebar), but the scribe had to correct the last letter to
—z. He also used the past participle with the auxiliary
verb avoir on f. 59v, line 1 (twice, ad uestid < indutus
est).

Before concluding this section, one must mention a
particular situation on f. 56v, line 37, where there are no
erasures, but the scribe corrected a final —f to —d in the
past participle ueut > ueud. This shows the scribe’s new
tendency to use —d as the preferential final dental in the
second part of the text.
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f 56w,
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f 62n,
line 21

OTHER MATTERS RELATED TO THE PAST PARTICIPLE DECLENSION (AC)

Other erasures concern the ending of past participles:

aempliz, f. 39v, lines 11-12 (aempliz est < adimpletus est,
nominative singular). The only other masculine form
is aempli (serunt aempli < implebuntur, nominative
plural) on f. 62r, line 21.

aprestéz (nominative singular): f. 451, line 36 (aprestéz
stii < paratus sum); f. 49v, line 14, aprestéz (aprestéz est
< paratum est). The same form, nominative singular, is
also used on f. 64r, line 20; f. 651, line 23; f. 671, line 26.
The spelling aprestét occurs on f. 39v, line 8 (nomina-
tive singular); f. 43v, line 8 (oblique singular).
contristéz, f. 44r, line 17 (< contristatus, nominative sing-
ular). The u variant cuntristéz, nominative singular, is
used on f. 451, line 22; f. 46r, line 37; f. 49r, line 4.

cumparéz, f. 47v, line 32 (cumparéz est < comparatus
est, nominative singular). The same spelling is written
without any sign of erasure on f. 48r, line 2.

descuuért, f. 39v, line 31 (descuuért sunt < revelata sunt,
nominative plural). Perhaps the scribe initially made a
mistake by inserting a final -z, then realised that the
nominative plural did not take this inflection.

enfichiéz, f. 52r, line 10 (enfichiéz sui < infixus sum,
nominative singular).

entréz, f. 74v, line 10 (nominative singular).

esfacéd_, f. 64v, line 8 (seit esfacéd < deleatur). There are
traces of an erased final —e under the erasure. Perhaps
the scribe made a mistake in agreeing his past partici-
ple to the Latin feminine noun generatio, that precedes
it, instead of agreeing it to the Latin neuter noun nomen
that follows: in generatione una deleatur nomen eius. On

the same folio (f. 64v, line 10), there is also the past par-
ticiple seit esfacé < et peccatum matris eius non deleatur.
In these two cases, the nominative singular does not
follow the declension as usual in the case of past parti-
ciple used as a predicate and linked to a neuter noun in
the singular (cf. Sneddon 1972: 118).

faiz, f. 451, line 21 (< factus sum, nominative singular); f.
47v, line 33 (< factus est, nominative singular) + line 37
(< factus fuerit, nominative singular). On f. 43v, line 3,
one notices the first occurrence of the spelling fiiz, yet
it is used as nominative plural (< facta sunt). The two
occurrences of f. 45r and f. 47v follow. In the remainder
of the text, faiz is mainly used for nominative singulars.
The spelling fait appears for the first time on f. 37r, line
6, as nominative plural, but it is also used as a nomina-
tive singular in the remainder of the text.

fundéz, f. 47v, line 5 (fundéz est < fundatur, nominative
singular).

mundéz, f. 40v, line 5 (serai mundéz < emundabor, nom-
inative singular).

raemplie, f. 531, line 27 (sera raemplie < replebitur,
nominative singular). After erasure, the last letter was
replaced by —e. The scribe probably made a declension
mistake, then realised that he needed a feminine form.
refreidiez, f. 45v, line 20 (seie refreidiez < refrigerer, nom-
inative singular). The scribe could have made a declen-
sion mistake, writing a final —# instead of -z.

tresturnée, f. 38r, line 2 (serat tresturnée < convertetur,
nominative singular). The traces of the erased letter
show that the scribe could have written — or —z, then
corrected it into —e (feminine declension).

f 64,
line 8



f 49r,
line 9
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MATTERS RELATED TO THE PRESENT PARTICIPLE (AC)

A series of other situations concern erasures related to
present participles. Sneddon 1972: 101-102 notes that the
declension is followed by present participles when the
focus is on their adjectival value. My survey identified
several instances. The first one is:

fuianz, . 49r, line 9, ié _mesluignai fuianz

(< ecce elongavi fugiens)
This correction could concern the agreement of the pre-
sent participle with the subject. The scribe’s correction of
final -t to —z could mean that he interpreted that parti-
ciple as an adjective, and thus made an agreement (nom-
inative singular) with the subject ié.

loanz, f. 39v, line 17, loanz enuucherai le segnur
(< Laudans invocabo dominum).

As in the previous example, the erasure and correction
could be based on the same reasons.

querant, f. 44r, line 3, li querant la meie aneme
(< quaerentes animam meam).

A nominative plural —ant is required here. On f. 46r, line
4, the same Latin present participle is written as querant
(nominative plural) without any sign of erasure. On f. 38r,
line 23; . 41v, line 1; and f. 62r, line 33, the plural querdnz
renders Latin quaerentes as an oblique form. For the same
present participle used with the role of a noun, the scribe
follows the declension. One can argue that he made a

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

mistake on f. 44r, line 3, by initially writing queranz.

From 37r to 49v, —anz is mainly used to express present
participles, nominative singular, or oblique plural. How-
ever, there are exceptions: on f. 42v, line 1, Latin vox domi-
ni confringentis cedros is rendered as la udiz del segnur
frainanz les cédres. The scribe could have chosen to agree
the present participle to vox, thus justifying the —anz
ending. Sneddon 1972: 117, argues that “in this case the
participle may be influenced by the Latin spelling con-
fringentis.” Again, on f. 44r, line 12, esdreceanz (on top
of an extensive erasure and with the value of a noun)
expresses a nominative plural. As for defisanz on f. 44v,
line 32 (with the end letters erased and corrected, and
with the value of an adjective), it renders a nominative
plural too.

On the other hand, the suffix —ant is used to express
nominative plural and oblique singular. In three in-
stances, the present participle is written entirely on top
of an erasure, but one cannot be sure that the erasure
can be linked to the participle ending: f. 43r, line 32, ()
esperant (oblique singular); f. 43v, line 27, enquerant
(nominative plural); f. 44v, line 35, maldisant (nominative
plural). Finally, in two other cases, the declension is not
correct: f. 46v, line 28, esprouant (value of a noun, nomi-
native singular) + line 29, deparlant and parsuant (value
of a noun, nominative singular).

f 39,
line 17

f 44,
line 3
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f. 53,
line 19

FINAL -T AND -D IN THE DECLENSION OF NOUNS AND ADJECTIVES (AC)

Before proceeding to this other survey of erasures and
the specific reasons behind them, a series of general ob-
servations must be made about this type of corrections in
Douce ms 320:

—t forms are prevalent in the first part of the text;
—d forms are mainly present in the second part.

The erasures left blank, without any further correction,
are found on f. 40-41; f. 45-47; f. 50-51; f. 53; whereas
those followed by a correction occur on f. 38-39; f. 41;
f. 43; f. 44-45; f. 48; f. 51; f. 55; f. 60. Such erasures often
concern a final —t or —d. It is worth noting that the scribe
writes those terms without a final dental in the first part
of the manuscript (see iniquité;, pensé). In certain cases,
it appears that the scribe had problems with the declen-
sion, thus deciding to erase a final flexional —z instead
of a final dental; or to replace a final dental with a final
flexional —z. For these matters, see e.g., Pope 1952: §775,
794-807, 1241-1247; Sneddon 1972: 84-89; 115-117; Short
2015: 22-26; Meister 1877: 85-96.

Erasures not followed by corrections

All the following kinds of erasures concern feminine
nouns. Sneddon 1972: 86 argued that, in the Oxford
Psalter, “feminine nouns have basically the modern form,
with flexional —s [—z in our case] in the plural of both
cases” (cf. Pope:1952, § 801-803). In one specific situa-
tion (salt), the scribe hesitated in the matter of the flex-
ional —z for nominative singular (cf. Meister 1877: 86-87).

bealté , f. 47r, line 39. This variant with erasure was
used for oblique singular. There are no traces of the
erased final consonant, but the declension of the word
may suggest a final dental. See béltet, on f. 40v, line
22; bealtét on f. 47r, line 4; f. 48r, line 5; f. 51v, line 20;
bealtéd, on f. 55v, line 10; bealté, on f. 59v, line 1; f. 60r,
line 13 (nominative singular); f. 61v, line 29. There is
also bealtéz, on f. 51r, line 14 (nominative plural).

cite_, f. 47r, line 27 (oblique singular). No traces of the
erased end consonant are visible, but as the declension
is respected, therefore one would expect a dental. Citét
is both used for nominative and oblique singular on f.
43r, line 12 (extensive erasure); f. 47v, line 4 + line 6
+ line 10 + line 11; f. 49r, line 12; f. 49v, line 39; f. 50r,
line 9 + line 23; f. 53r, line 23. Citéd is used on f. 53v,
line 7; f. 57v, line 6; f. 61r, line 3; f. 63v, line 19; f. 64r,
line 12 + line 31; f. 69r, line 17. Cité on f. 63v, line 16; f.

69v, line 15 (oblique singular). Citéz is the spelling for
nominative and oblique plural on f. 38r, line 19; f. 52v,
line 7; f. 71v, line 3.

enfermeté_, f. 461, line 10, oblique singular. No traces
of the erased letter unfortunately; impossible to decide
if it was a dental or a flexional —z. The spelling enfer-
metéz of f. 39r, line 24, and f. 61v, line 2-3, is used for
nominative and oblique plural.

erité_, f. 45r, line 8 (traces of an erased —i). The
spelling is always used for an oblique singular. Eritét
occurs on f. 43v, line 7; f. 44v, line 29; f. 52v, line 7.
Eritéd is found on f. 74v, line 7. The related term
heredité_ shows signs of erasure on f. 47r, line 38-39;
f. 50r, line 32. Hereditét spelled as such occurs from f.
37r up to f. 53v: . 37r, line 17; £. 391, line 26 + line 27
+ line 28 (nominative singular); f. 42r, line 34; f. 51v,
line 17. Spellings with a final —d start on f. 53v and
are used until the end of the text: f. 53v, line 20; f. 55v,
line 11 + line 20 + line 22; f. 56v, line 21; f. 59v, line
21; f. 62v, line 2; f. 63r, line 3; f. 651, line 8 (ereditéd);
f. 68r, line 5; f. 70v, line 10 (twice) + line 31 (twice);
f. 751, line 21. Heredité is found on f. 59v, line 12; f. 63v,
line 1; f. 69v, line 18 (eredité, nominative singular).

esté_, f. 53v, line 38 (oblique singular). It is the only oc-
currence of this word in the text.

iniquité_, f. 451, line 37; f. 53r, line 19 (with evident traces
of an erased —t). On f. 50v, line 29, there is iniquitét.
The word is always used here to express an oblique
singular. On f. 50v, one can argue that the erased letter
was —z. Iniquitét is used for both the nominative and
the oblique singular: f. 38r, line 1; f. 39v, line 18; 43r,
line 6-7; f. 44r, line 38; f. 47v, line 23 (extensive erasure);
f. 49r, line 11; f. 49v, line 34 + line 36. Iniquitéd on f.
58r, line 23, and f. 63v, line 31, is an oblique singular.
Iniquité, nominative singular, but also oblique singular,
is found on: f. 39r, line 39; f. 50v, line 9. The spelling
iniquitez on f. 45r, line 19; f. 45v, line 13 + line 38; . 50v,
line 33; f. 61v, line 2, is used both for nominative and
oblique plural.

maiesté_, f. 53r, line 26 + line 27 (oblique singular). Cf.
f. 421, line 39, maiestét (oblique singular).

oelté_(oblique singular), f. 451, line 11 (with traces of an
erased —f1); f. 51v, lines 2-3. QOeltét (oblique singular): f.
38v, line 22; f. 511, line 4. Oeltéd (nominative or oblique
singular) occurs on f. 60r, line 19 + line 23; f. 60v, line
11; f. 651, line 10; f. 671, line 4; f. 67v, line 4; f. 68v, line

f. 4er,
line 21



£ 60w,
line 8

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

2; f. 721, line 24. Oelté without any sign of erasure is
found on f. 68v, line 35 (nominative singular). There is
also oeltez on f. 39r, line 38 (oblique plural).

(en) parmanableté  (oblique singular): f. 451, line 1; f.
46r, line 21 (traces of an erased —#); f. 47r, line 22 (traces
of an erased —i); f. 50r, line 34; f. 51r, line 23; f. 52v, line
16; f. 531, line 27; f. 53v, line 14. En parmanabletét is
the formula transcribed by the scribe and not corrected
from f. 37v, line 14, to f. 50v, line 7. He wrote en par-
manabletéd from f. 54r, line 39, to f. 75v, lines 28-29
(with only one erased variant on f. 57, line 35, en par-
manabletéd). As for en parmanableté, without erasure,
it occurs on f. 59r, line 30; f. 63r, line 31; f. 64v, line 37; f.
657, line 11; 67v, line 21 + line 32; f. 68r, line 7.

pensé_, f. 51v, line 38 (oblique singular). For other
oblique singular uses of this term, the scribe wrote
pénse on f. 43r, line 13; and penséd on f. 54r, line 37.

plenté_, f. 51, line 14 (oblique singular). Plentét on f.
411, line 35; f. 44v, line 4; f. 48r, line 16; and plentéd on
f. 58r, line 10; f. 60v, line 8, are used for nominative and
oblique singular. Traces of an erased letter suggest the
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initial transcription of a final —#. On f. 60r, line 20, the
flexional form plentéz marks a nominative singular.

sali_, f. 45v, line 1 + line 34; f. 50, line 25. The example
of f. 45 is a rather interesting one. On line 1, the scribe
erased a final —#; on line 34, he clearly erased a final
—d. The variant saliit is used from f. 37r to f. 52v : f.
37r, line 24; f. 39v, line 16; . 40r, line 12 + line 24; f. 40v,
line 14 + line 18 + line 31-33; f. 42r, line 1; f. 43v, lines
11-12; 44r, line 2; f. 451, line 13; f. 48v, line 5; f. 52r, line
25; 52v, line 2. From that point onwards, he uses the
variant salud: f. 53v a 74v : f. 53v, line 33; f. 57v, line 12;
f. 58r, line 28; f. 64r, line 33; 68v, line 15; f. 71v, line 15; f.
72r, line 39; f. 72v, line 35; f. 73v, line 5 + line 18; f. 74r,
line 24; f. 74v, line 31 + line 32. Sali, without any signs
of a final consonant, occurs on f. 50r, line 37 (extensive
erasure); f. 50v, line 4; f. 66r, line 23 (twice) + line 30
+ line 39. The variants used in all examples (with or
without final dental), nominative or oblique singulars.
Last but not least, the saltiz variant with a flexional —z
is used for an oblique plural on f. 401, line 28; f. 46v,
line 16; f. 51v, line 30. Flexional —z is also used on f.
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f 45w,
line 1

f 45v,
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f 45,
line 36

f. 50,
line 34

371, line 29, for nominative singular. Thus, it is quite
probable that the scribe erased a final flexional —z and
not a final dental on f. 50.

uerité_(nominative or oblique singular), f. 45v, line 34 +
line 35 + line 36 (traces of an erased —t); f. 50r, lines
34-35 (traces of an erased —d); f. 53r, line 2 (probable
traces of an erased —t). Ueritét without erasure is used
from f. 37 to f. 49 (nominative or oblique singular): f. 37v,
line 10; f. 39r, line 16; f. 41v, line 11 + line 17 + line 31;
f. 42v, line 18 + line 29; f. 43r, line 15; f. 44r, line 40; f.
46v, line 6; f. 47r, line 5; f. 48r, line 36; f. 48v, line 39;
f. 49v, line 9; f. 49v, line 18. The variant uertét occurs
on f. 52r, line 24-25 (oblique singular). From f. 57 until
the end of the text, the scribe wrote ueritéd (nomina-
tive or oblique singular): f. 57r, line 3 + line 17 + line
18 + line 33; f. 57v, line 25-26 + line 36 + line 38; f. 58r,
line 1 + line 6 + line 13 + line 25 + line 37; f. 58v, line 15;
f. 59r, line 7 + line 23; f. 60r, line 24; f. 60v, line 3 + line 30;
f. 64r, line 24; f. 651, line 9 + line 10; f. 65v, line 7; f. 66v,
line 33; f. 671, line 8; f. 67v, line 4 + line 17 + line 22; f.
68r, line 36 + line 40; f. 68v, line 11 + line 21 ; f. 70r, line
20; f. 71r, line 11; f. 72r, line 11; f. 72v, line 28 + line 38; f.
74r, line 1 + line 3. Cf. Uerité on f. 66r, line 8 (nominative

singular). Ueritez on f. 38v, line 23 (nominative plural).

uertu_ (nominative or oblique singular): f. 40v, line 18
+ line 30; f. 41r, line 6; f. 45r, line 26; f. 471, line 23; f. 50r,
line 26 (here the scribe probably erased —d); f. 50v, line
16 (traces of an erased —f); f. 51r, line 6 (clear traces of an
erased —f) + line 23. On f. 53v, line 33, there is an
erasure followed by correction and it changes the final
letter into —d: uertid (oblique singular). As this is the
turning point where the scribe starts changing —t into
—d, it is safe to assume that he had initially written a
final —t. Uertit (nominative or oblique singular): f. 39v,
line 14; f. 40r, line 9 + line 17; f. 42v, line 1 + line 7-8 +
line 15 + line 36; f. 43r, line 40; f. 43v, line 10 + line 11
+ line 12; f. 47v, line 16 + line 24; f. 48v, line 34; f. 50r,
line 4; f. 51r, line 19; f. 51v, line 19 + line 40; f. 52r, line
6 + line 7 + line 8; f. 52v, line 26. Uertiid (nominative or
oblique singular): f. 54v, line 7; f. 55r, line 8; f. 55v, line
10; f. 56v, line 37 (twice); f. 58r, line 8 + line 16; f. 61r,
line 31; f. 61v, line 23; f. 64r, line 34; f. 651, line 7; f. 66r,
line 25; f. 69r, line 22; f. 70v, line 28-29; f. 71r, line 13; f.
71v, line 15; f. 72v, line 13; f. 73r, line 8; f. 73v, line 11.
Uertu (oblique singular): f. 64v, line 34 + line 35; f. 661,
line 24. Uertiiz (oblique plural): f. 40v, line 31 (extensive

f 41r,
line 6

f 47,
line 23



f 50n,
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f 51n,
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erasure); f. 41v, line 5; f. 46v, line 21; f. 47r, line 30 + line
35; f. 47v, line 11; f. 49v, line 37; f. 50r, line 24; f. 51v, line
19; f. 52r, line 17; f. 54v, line 20; f. 56r, line 6 + line 9 +
line 16 + line 21; f. 56v, line 29 + line 38; f. 57r, line 4; f.
58r, line 5; f. 61v, line 25; f. 64r, line 32; f. 73r, line 28; .
73v, line 11.

uolunté_ (oblique singular), f. 45v, line 31. Uoluntét
(nominative or oblique singular): f. 371, line 3; f. 37v,
line 16 (extensive erasure); f. 40v, line 19; f. 42r, line 8 +
line 32; f. 42v, line 13 + line 15; f. 48v, line 9. Uoluntéd
(oblique singular): f. 53v, line 11; f. 61v, line 25; f. 64r,
line 6; f. 721, line 22; f. 72v, line 28; f. 73r, line 14; f.
75v, line 12. Uolunté (oblique singular): f. 66v, line 5.
Uoluntéz (oblique plural): f. 39r, line 24; f. 61v, line 7; f.
65r, line 4.

Erasures followed by corrections

This other category concerns nouns (and sometimes
adjectives) that render Latin masculines, feminines, or
neuters. Some of them figure also in Meister 1877: 86-87.

cuuenabletéz, f. 381, line 34-35 (oblique plural). On the
same folio (line 22), the term is written a second time

and in the same case, yet without any trace of erasure.
Traces of the previous letter under the erasure of f. 38r
point to an erased —t.

fort (adjective), f. 48r, line 7 (fort tempeste < nominative
singular, feminine). Perhaps the scribe initially wrote
a final —z. Fort: on f. 47v, line 3 (fort déu < nominative
plural) + line 9 (en fort espirit < oblique singular). On f.
48v, line 36 (li fort <nominative plural).

génz, £.55v, line 2 (oblique plural; follows the feminine
declension with flexional —z on plural). The scribe
must have written a final dental, then erased it and
replaced it with —z. Génz (oblique plural): f. 371, line
17; f. 381, line 18 + line 24 ; f. 38v, line 12; f. 401, line 22;
f. 41r, line 22 (twice) + line 22; f. 43v, line 4; f. 46v, line
12 + line 23 + line 26; f. 471, line 34 + line 38; f. 47v, line
1; f. 49v, line 17 + line 38; f. 501, line 1; f. 51r, line 24 +
line 40; f. 51v, line 2; f. 52r, line 3; f. 53r, line 16 + line 25;
f. 55v, line 29 + line 35 (twice); f. 56r, line 10; f. 56v, line

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
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8; f. 58v, line 16; f. 59v, line 16; f. 60r, line 10 + line 13 +
line 15 + line 18; f. 60v, line 2; f. 611, line 22; f. 62r, line
31; f. 62v, line 34; f. 63r, line 27 + line 34; f. 63v, line 2 +
line 9; f. 64r, line 23; f. 65r, line 8 + line 31; f. 65v, line 9;
f. 69v, line 10; f. 70v, line 8 + line 13; f. 73v, line 7; f. 74v,
line 20 + line 31; f. 751, line 18. This spelling is also used
for nominative plural: f. 37r, line 10; f. 381, line 24 + line
30 + line 33 + line 34; f. 47, line 29 + line 36; f. 47v, line
19; f. 51z, line 7; f. 51r, line 25; f. 51v, line 1; f. 55v, line
22; f. 57, line 30; . 63r, line 34; f. 65v, line 8; f. 66r, line 7
+ line 18. Gént (nominative or oblique singular): f. 43v,
line 6; f. 46v, line 3; f. 56v, line 13; f. 62v, line 3 (twice); f.
63r, line 2; f. 731, line 26; f. 75v, line 1 + line 11.

grant (feminine adjective, oblique singular), f. 41r, line
17; f. 44r, line 21; f. 45v, line 32. Grant, without any signs
of erasure,isused on f. 48r, line 30 as a feminine adjective
on oblique singular. There is also the form grande
(feminine, nominative singular): f. 40v, line 22; f. 43r, line
7; f. 62r, line 16; f. 64r, line 23; f. 71r, line 15. The use of
this variant could explain certain erasures: on f. 44r, line
21, there are perhaps traces of an ending —de; and on
f. 45v, the erasure also concerns two letters. Only the
situation of f. 41r remains uncertain.

iugement, f. 39v, line 38-39 (oblique plural). Iugemént,
(nominative and oblique, both singular and plural): f.
38r, line 17 + line 20 + line 29; f. 39r, line 37-38; f. 41v,
line 16; f. 43r, line 38; f. 44r line 26; f. 44v, line 1 + line
16; f. 451, line 1 + line 4; . 53r, line 6 + line 7; . 54r, line
26 + line 27; f. 56r, line 26; f. 58r, line 12; f. 59v, line
21-22; f. 60r, line 26; f. 60v, line 15+ line 15-16 + line
31; f. 61v, line 6; f. 62v, line 39; f. 651, line 9 + line 21; f.
671, line 3; f. 67v, line 4 + line 16; f. 68r, line 17 + line
29; . 68v, line 9 + line 14 + line 16 + line 21 + line 38; f.
69r, line 20; f. 71v, line 22; f. 72r, line 11; f. 72v, line 39;
f. 73v, line 8-9; f. 75v, line 29-30. Iugeménz, f. 68r, line
35 (nominative singular). Iugeménz (oblique plural or
nominative plural): f. 38r, line 39; f. 40v, line 1; f. 47v,
line 15; f. 58r, line 33; f. 60r, line 34; f. 62r, line 35-36 +
line 37-38; f. 66v, line 8 + line 15 + 33; f. 67r, line 8 + line
18 + line 29; f. 67v, line 35 + line 40; f. 68r, line 2 + line
13 + line 16; f. 68v, line 25; f. 73r, line 25 + line 26; f. 751,
line 12. The word renders Latin neuter iudicium, but
has an unstable and hesitant declension (cf. Sneddon
1972: 116).

iumént, f. 48r, line 14 (nominative plural). It renders
Latin neuter iumentum. The correction of the scribe
(probably an erased —z) suggests that he made efforts
to follow the declension. Iumenz (nominative singular
or oblique plural): f. 44v, line 2; f. 47v, line 32; 481, line 2;
f. 53v, line 9; f. 551, line 33 + line 36; f. 62r, line 4; . 64r,
line 14; f. 73r, line 13.

nuiz, f. 53v, line 37 (nominative singular). Perhaps the
scribe wished to follow the declension, but as many
others feminine terms, ndit/nuiz is subject to altera-
tions of a flexional final —z. The spelling nuiz (oblique
plural) is also found on f. 37v, line 22; f. 70r, line 37. Nuit
(nominative or oblique singular): on f. 39r, line 29 + line
39; f. 40r, line 31 (twice); f. 40v, line 34; f. 43r, line 21; f.
46r, line 26 + line 35; f. 49r, line 12; f. 54r, line 34 + line
38 (extensive erasure); f. 54v, line 34; f. 57v, line 12; f.
58v, line 24; f. 59r, line 24; f. 62r, line 10; f. 62v, line 30;
f. 671, line 21 + line 28; f. 69r, line 13; f. 70z, line 2; f. 70v,
line 25; f. 71r, line 31 + line 32.

moénz (nominative singular), f. 51v, line 23 + line 24
(twice) + line 25. Monz (extensive erasure): f. 51v, line
24 (nominative singular); f. 56v, line 24 (oblique plural).
Monz (nominative singular or oblique plural, with one
exception only): f. 47v, line 14; f. 51r, line 6; f. 53r, line
22; f. 53v, line 21; f. 54r, line 13 + line 22; f. 56r, line 12; f.
57v, line 4; f. 59v, line 37; f. 61v, line 35 + line 39; f. 62r,
line 2 + line 26; f. 65v, line 2 (nominative plural); f. 69r,
line 8; f. 72r, line 33; f. 73r, line 12 + line 34; f. 75v, line
3. Munz (oblique plural): f. 39v, line 22; f. 48r, line 14.
Mont (nominative plural or oblique singular, with two
exceptions): f. 461, line 33; f. 46v, line 7; f. 47r, line 26; f.
47v, line 5 (twice, once as nominative singular); f. 55v,
line 1 (twice) + line 17; f. 58v, line 20; f. 60r, line 29; f.
60v, line 9 + line 23; f. 61v, line 37; f. 62r, line 9; f. 65r,
line 40; f. 69r, line 40 (nominative singular); f. 69v, line
2; f. 70r, line 33; f. 74v, line 7 + line 15 + line 20 + line 21
+ line 27. Munt (nominative plural or oblique singular):
f. 371, line 26; . 38v, line 15; f. 39r, line 15; f. 41r, line 37;
f. 44v, line 1; f. 47r, line 25; f. 53r, line 7.

pechet, f. 431, line 19 (nominative plural). It translates
Latin neuter plural peccata. Pechét (oblique singular),
f. 41v, line 18; f. 48r, line 32. Pecchét (oblique singular),
f. 43r, line 19 + line 25; f. 45v, line 30. Cf. the spelling
pechiet, nominative singular, on f. 38v, line 11; and



f 51r,
line 4
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oblique singular on f. 45r, line 37; f. 48r, line 33. Pecchéd:
f. 64v, line 2 (oblique singular) + line 10 (nominative
singular). Pechiéz: f. 48r, line 35 (oblique plural). Pec-
chiéz: f. 481, line 40 (oblique plural); f. 49v, line 36 (nom-
inative singular). Pecchéz (oblique plural): f. 451, line 19;
f. 551, line 21; f. 55v, line 34; f. 571, line 7; f. 58r, line 35;
f. 61v, line 10; f. 71v, line 29-30.

reguarz, f. 53r, line 31 (nominative singular). Perhaps
the scribe wrote a final —t initially, then corrected it
into —z, to follow the declension.

sainz, f. 51r, line 4; f. 60v, line 17 (nominative singular).
In both cases there seem to be traces of an erased —t
under the correction. Sdinz / sainz (nominative singular
or oblique plural): f. 38v, line 23; f. 39r, line 23; f. 401,
line 2; f. 43r, line 26 (extensive erasure); f. 451, line 1; f.
48r, line 8 (extensive erasure); f. 48v, line 23; f. 52r, line
8; f. 53r, line 2 (on top of an erasure); f. 55v, line 24; f.
56v, line 12; f. 571, line 15 + line 23; f. 57v, line 4; f. 58r,
line 2 + line 3 + line 19; f. 60z, line 36; f. 60v, line 14 +
line 23; f. 64v, line 36; f. 661, line 2; f. 72v, line 23 + line
26; f. 73r, line 40; f. 73v, line 1 + line 9 + line 10 + line 23;
f. 74r, line 7 + line 18; f. 74v, line 15. Saint / saint (nom-
inative plural or oblique singular): f. 37r, line 15 + line
26 + line 34; f. 37v, line 8; f. 38v, line 18; f. 39r, line 15 +
line 33; f. 39v, line 21; f. 40r, line 2 (extensive erasure);
f. 40v, line 9 + line 14 + line 34; f. 41r, line 38; f. 42r, line
25 + line 38; f. 42v, line 12; f. 43r, line 15; f. 43v, line 16
(extensive erasure) + line 26; f. 46v, line 7; f. 47v, line 2
+ line 4; . 48v, line 2; f. 55v, line 23; f. 50z, line 19; . 51v,
line 12; f. 54v, line 5; f. 551, line 25; f. 55v, line 18; f. 58r,
line 18 + line 21 + line 38; f. 60r, line 17; f. 60v, line 1 +
line 23; f. 61r, line 27 + line 40; f. 62r, line 32; f. 63r, line
15; f. 63v, line 10; f. 651, line 12; f. 70r, line 18 + line 26;
f. 71r, line 10 + line 11; f. 72v, line 18 + line 31; f. 73v,
line 5; f. 74v, line 1.

tuz, f. 451, line 25. The adjective is agreed here with a

masculine, nominative singular. The width of the erasure
suggests that the scribe erased two letters. Initially, he

4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

possibly wrote tiit, the usual form of nobimative plural.

uanitéz, f. 45v, line 9 (nominative singular). Uanitéz (oblique
plural): f. 42v, line 29; f. 451, line 30; f. 45v, line 26; £. 751,
line 40. Uanitét (oblique singular): f. 371, line 33; f. 41v,
line 32; f. 48v, line 20. Uanitéd (oblique singular): f. 55r,
line 15; f. 671, line 1; f. 71v, line 3; f. 72r, line 32 + line
37; f. 72v, line 1. Uanité: . 50v, line 9 (oblique singular).

At the end of this survey of dentals in both nominal and
verbal endings, it is evident that there was a turning point
in the habits (or perhaps even the routine) of the scribe.
For future and past tenses, this break occurs on f. 53-59.
In the fist part of the text, the scribe erased a final —#
and left only the final tonic vowel; whereas in the second
part of the text, he either transcribed a form ending in a
vowel, or a form ending in —d. Erasures in other verbal
forms tend to disappear after f. 56, and thus prove that
the scribe managed to find a logic to those spellings. In
the case of the past participle, a turning point happens
on f. 57. After that folio, the scribe ceases to erase final
dentals and/or correct them into —z. As for noun declen-
sion, the last erasure of a dental and its replacement by a
correction is on f. 60, while the last erasure without cor-
rection is on f. 53. This suggests that the turning point in
the transcription of dental endings occurs approximately
on f. 53-60. It must be linked with other corrections made
by the scribe, the turning point of which seems to occur
on more or less the same folios. However, our survey is
yet incomplete and provisional. The second instalment of
this paper, to be published next year, will present a com-
prehensive diagram of all the idiosyncracies of the scribe.
The diagram will provide the means to study in depth
the scribe’s method of translation (or adaptation), and the
genetics of the text.

The Douce Ms 320 scribe is not an unproficient speaker
and writer of Old French. It is difficult (at least at this
stage of our analysis) to postulate why certain translation
choices were used in his initial transcription of the text.
Certain erasures were clearly determined by the scribe’s
attempt at writing in a better language.

f 60w,
line 17
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f 57,
line 35

f. 58y,
line 14

f 59,
line 25

ENFER(N), IUR(N), AND CAR(N) (AC)
Enfern

Three striking erasures concern the deletion of an —n in
enfer(n) (oblique singular): f. 57r, line 37 (enfer ); f. 58v,
line 14 (enfer_); f. 59v, line 25 (enfér_). One must note
that, in oblique singular, the same term is written without
any trace of erasure (and no final —n) from f. 71r to f. 75v:
f. 711, line 27; f. 71v, line 35; f. 73v, line 24; f. 75v, line 2.
Enfern (oblique singular) is written with final —n and no
erasure from the very beginning of the text until f. 65v:
f. 37v, line 21; f. 38r, line 30; f. 39r, line 33; f. 39v, line 19;
f. 42v, line 10; f. 43r, line 5; f. 47v, line 34 + line 35 + line
37; f. 49r, line 19; f. 57v, line 15; f. 65v, line 24 + line 28.

On f. 73v, line 39, the word has a flexional —s: enférs
(nominative singular). On f. 74r, line 14 (enférs, oblique)
is difficult to explain (cf. versions of Gallicanum that read
here ad inferos or ad infernum). In this specific situation,
the scribe could have actually translated ad inferos.

Concerning the ending -n, the scribe prefers this
spelling at the beginning of his transcription process,
but later decides to delete the final letter from f. 57r to f.
59v. This is, again, the turning point that I noticed in the
spelling of final dentals. The choice of —n is consistent
with the series of examples occurring from f. 37v to 65v,
where the word is written with —n. However, the scribe
later changed his mind and wrote it without —n from f.
62v to 75v. This accounts for an overlap in his spelling
choices. The overlap coincides with the erasures and cor-
rections that he made from £. 57r to f. 59v.

Turn

The deletion of final —n in the iur(n) follows a similar
pattern. Iur_ (oblique singular) occurs twice on f. 50, line
36, as part of a formula, but the erasure concerns only the
first word (de iiir_ en iurn). In this particular situation, it
is worth noting, on the one hand, that the sequence de itr
is part of an extensive erasure; on the other hand, that a
small dot still visible close to the final —r bears witness
to an erased letter —n). Other erasures of the same type
occur on f. 57r, line 25 + line 28 (traces of an erased final
—n); f. 57v, line 12; f. 58r, line 15; f. 60r, line 10 (in the
formula de itir en iuir_; which is a variant of the one from
f. 50r, line 36, but both words have no final —n here).

Enfer_ with final —n erased (+ visible traces):

Itir, written without erasures and no final —n (nomina-
tive plural or oblique singular) occurs on f. 38v, line 35;
f. 58v, line 28 + line 30; f. 59r, line 8; f. 61r, line 6 + line 7
+ line 8 + line 13 + line 17; f. 64v, line 2 + line 35 + line
39; f. 661, line 36; f. 67v, line 15 + line 30; f. 68v, line 25; f.
69r, line 12; f. 70v, line 24; f. 71r, line 4 + line 12 + line 39;
f. 71v, line 9 + line 16; f. 721, line 32; f. 72v, line 35; f. 73v,
line 20; £. 74v, line 39. The spelling iurn (oblique singular
or nominative plural) is found on f. 37, line 3; f. 39v, line
34; f. 40r, line 31; f. 40v, line 8 + line 17 + line 33; f. 41v,
line 11; f. 42r, line 9; f. 43r, line 21 (twice); f. 44r, line 34; f.
44v, line 38; f. 451, line 22 + line 30; f. 461, line 7 + line 26
(twice) + line 34; f. 46v, line 20 + line 27 + line 35; f. 47v,
line 23; f. 48r, line 18; f. 48v, line 13; f. 49r, line 12 + line 21
+ line 31 + line 32 + line 33 + line 35; f. 49v, line 1; f. 50r,
line 12 + line 33 + line 36; f. 51v, line 29 (twice, the first
one on top of an erasure, also part of a repetition: el itirn
chesctin itrn); f. 52v, line 25 + line 33; f. 53r, line 4 + line
21 + line 37; f. 53v, line 1; f. 54r, line 5 + line 28 + line 33;
f. 54v, line 28 + line 33; f. 551, line 26; f. 56r, line 25; f. 57v,
line 23 + line 32; f. 60r, line 3.

Two other erasures concern the flexional final -z (nom-
inative singular and oblique plural): iurz, f. 45v, line
8 (traces of an erased letter) ; f. 40r, line 31 (extensive
erasure); f. 46v, line 12. The spelling iirz from f. 37v,
line 39 to f. 75r, line 16, is used as oblique plural. In the
following instances it is used as nominative singular: f.
44v, line 24; f. 53v, line 36; f. 56v, line 40; f. 58v, line 23;
f. 61v, line 16; £. 661, line 33; f. 711, line 32; f. 75v, line 21.

The spelling in —n, except for iur on f. 38v, line 35, is
the preferential choice of the scribe in the first part of the
text. It is worth noting that the erasures are found at a
turning point in the text (f. 50r to 60r), where the scribe
changes itrn to iur. The exemple of itirz shows that the
scribe followed the declension in this occurrence too.

Carn

On f. 56v, line 31, the scribe erases —n in carn (car_,
nominative singular). The spelling cdrn is used both for
nominative and oblique singular on f. 39r, line 32; f. 42r,
line 32; f. 451, line 18 + line 23; f. 49r, line 35; f. 50v, line
14; f. 51r, line 1; f. 53v, line 13; f. 61r, line 11; f. 64v, line
23 (cdrn).

Cdr (nominative and oblique singular) is found on f. 551,

Iir_ with final —n erased (+ visible traces):

f-60r,
line 10



f 57
line 25
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4D Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
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line 23 (that is, on the folio before the erasure); f. 72v,
line 31. On f. 42r, line 3, plural carns translates an oblique
plural (just as in other cases after it). Yet on the next oc-
currence (f. 481, line 17, on top of an erasure), the plural
becomes carz: Mangerai ié dunc les carz. The same plural

is written as such on f. 551, line 8. The last example of a
plural can be found on f. 68r, line 15, where cdrzis not writ-
ten on top of an erasure. However, on f. 55v, line 24, our
scribe wrote the flexional —z on top of an erasure: carz.

This short discussion of carn is less conclusive than
the other two (enfern + itrn) in the matter of final -n.
The occurrences of the word are rarer. Nevertheless, one
notes that the erasure appears in the same group of folios
concerned by the erasure of a final —n.

f. 50,
line 36

f 57,
line 28
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f 3,
line 9

f 37
line 27

f 37,

line 1

KAR, QUAR, anD KER (AC)

Another type of erasures concerns the adverbial conjunc-
tion car, written in various manners on the first folios of
the text (more or less until f. 40r). The word gradually
stabilises as kar and does not change spellings in the
remaining folios of the Douce ms 320.

Karseems to be the choice of the scribe (written as such,
without erasures) on f. 37r, line 28; f. 37v, line 10; f. 38r,
line 40; f. 38v, line 22 + line 23 (twice); f. 39r, line 22;
f. 39r, line 33; f. 39v, line 23; f. 40v, line 20 + line 23 +
line 24 + line 28 + line 29. This spelling is therefore well
known to the scribe and he kept it thoroughly until the
end of the manuscript. However, there are instances in
which the same scribe preferred a different spelling.

The first three times when the scribe corrects this word
in his copy, on the first folio (f. 37r-v), he scrapes off a
space of two letters and replaces the erased segment with
a single letter k. Given the frequency of the spelling quar
on the same first two folios of Douce ms 320 (f. 37v, line
3 + line 4 + line 18 + line 20 + line 24; f. 38r, line 5 + line
7 + line 16 + line 23 + line 24 + line 31 + line 36), it is safe
to assume that the scribe had written quar on f. 371, line 9
+ line 27 and on f. 37v, line 1. Furthermore, in the specific
case of f. 37r, line 27, where the first letter of the word
was written in minuscule, traces of an initial g— are still
visible on the margins of the erasure. According to the
Anglo-Norman Dictionary, this spelling is rather frequent,
along with gar, qare, quare, and quer in texts of the 12th
and 13th centuries.

A second type of erasure concerns kar written on top
of an erasure k_ror k__. There are ten instances in which
the erased middle letter of this word was certainly e,
thus the initial spelling must have been ker (f. 39r, line
11 + line 12; f. 39v, line 2 + line 34 + line 36 + line 37; f.
40r, line 3 + line 4 + line 5 + line 8). Two more erasures
could also hide a reading ker. In these two cases, even
though the final —r is also written on top of an erasure,
this could be due to a clumsy movement of the blade. The
scribe possibly damaged the final letter of the word in the
process of scraping off e and had to write it again.

4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

Kar written on top of an erased quar:

This ker spelling is used on three folios separated from
a bilingual psalter, now at Maidstone, Kent History and
Library Centre, Fa/Z1, dated mid-12th century, not long
after Douce Ms 320. The Maidstone scribe used only once
the spelling kar (f. 3ra, Ps 68:17). All the other thirteen
instances use ker (Ps 55:13; Ps 56:2; Ps 57:3; Ps 58:4; Ps
58:8; Ps 58:10-11; Ps 58:17; Ps 58:18; Ps 59:4; Ps 68:18; Ps
68:27; Ps 68:34; Ps 68:36). This suggests that the spelling
ker by the Douce scribe was frequent at the time, just as

The use of quar on the first two folios (no erasures):

f 3,
lines 3—4

f 37,
line 18

f 3,
line 20

f 37,
line 24

f 38,
lines 5-7

f- 38,
line 16

. f 381

line 23

-~ f 38n

line 24

f 38,
line 31

f- 38,
line 36



f 39,
lines 11-12

f 39y,
line 2

f 39,
line 34

f 39y,
lines 36

f 39,
line 37

f- 4or,
lines 3—-5

f- 4or,
line 8

f 38y,
lines 16

f 44w,
lines 23
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kare, kaar, kaer, car, care, char, kor, and quore.

There are several other erasures on top of which the
word kar was written on the first folios of Douce ms 320:
f. 37v, line 13 (icels kar il entariérent téi sire) + line 15 (chi
aiment le tuén niim ; kar tu beneisterdas al itste); f. 38v, line
6 (Kar il dist_ en sun cuer)+ line 17 (Kar lesquels choses
tu parfesis il destrui-); f. 39v, line 38 (ne felunessement ne
fis contre le mien deu. Kar tiit li sun iuge-); f. 42v, line 34

Kar with a written on top of an erased e (ker):

(é li miéns uéntres. Kar defist en do-); f. 43v, line 3 (Kar
il meésme). However, all of them are part of longer re-
writings and concern issues of phraseology. For the time
being, one can only assume that the use of three consec-
utive spellings on f. 37r-40r (and reaching perhaps as far
as f. 44v) bear witness to the scribe’s initial wavering,
before a spelling automatism falls into place. For further
details, see the facsimiles of ff. 37r and 37v, where certain
cases are treated in context (with reconstructions).

Unclear cases of kar (on top of an erased ker?):

w Close-ups of Maidstone, Kent History and Library Centre,
Fa/Z1 (Faversham Fragment L.). The spelling ker on f. 1rb,
line 2 (Ps 55:13); f. 1vb, line 3 (Ps 57:3); f. 2rb, line 6 (Ps 58:18).

Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei, 2023.
Courtesy of Kent Archive Service, Kent County Council.

Kar with —ar written on top of —er (clumsy erasure?):

f 39,
line 22

f 39,
line 28

f 39,
line 30

Kent,
f 1rb,
line 2

Kent,
f 1vb,

line 3

Kent,
f 2rb,

line 6
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QUER > CUER (AC) variant change is also pointed out by Sneddon (1972: 18).

The most evident situations are shown in the accompa-
Cuer(s) modified from a previous quer(s) with the scraping nying photos. P

off of the perpendicular bar of q is obvious in a great
number of examples up to f. 43v: f. 371, line 33; f. 37v, line
10 + line 37 + line 38; f. 38r, line 14; f. 38v, line 6 + line 8
+ line 35; f. 391, line 1 + line 16 + line 38; f. 40r, line 39;

Other instances are not certain. There are, on the one
hand, those which are part of longer erasures: il dist en
sun cuier (f. 38r, line 40); [i miéns cters (f. 39r, lines 31-32);

f. 40v, line 7 + line 11 + line 19; f. 41, line 39; f. 41v, line escglj“d i miefns cuérs (f. 45v, line 5); anguissiéz %l’ miéns
23 + line 30; f. 42, line 5 + line 13 + line 21 + line 27 +  cuérs (f. 50r, line 28). On the other hand, the porosity seen

line 32; f. 431, line 16 + line 34; f. 43v, line 6 + line 9. This  On certain parts of various folios can be due to a varying
number of factors that look very similar to erasures. Such

Quer becomes cuer (the initial letter is half erased): cases occur on f. 37r, line 36 + line 38; f. 38v, line 13 +
f3m : £ 40w,
line 33 R line 07
f37v,
line 10 line 11
f 3,
lines 37-38 s . line 30
£ 38, <3 f 4eor,
line 14 \ line 21
£ 38y folunic N P 2=
line 6 line 27
- 38v, f 42n,
line 8 line 32
f38v, ~+ar ab AN f43r,
line 35 AL 2L Syl line 16
f 39, .
line 1 ; /i line 34
f 39,
line 38
f. 4o,

line 39



42w,
ine 38

(first

certain
spelling
cuer in
the text)

. 38v,
ine 13

(porosity
due to

folding?)

f 38y,

line 17
(incon-
clusive
case)
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Cases of cuer in which the erasure is not certain:

4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

line 17 + line 25 (twice); f. 41r, line 19; f. 42v, line 38. One
of these causes can be identified with the folding of the
Psalm translation quires at a historical date, previous to
the binding of the current manuscript. This is clearly the
case on f. 38v, line 39.

The first time the scribe wrote unequivocally cuer, with
no sign of erasure, is on f. 42v. A second one, on f. 43v, line
15, has the sequence [i nostre cuer written in the margin
of the folio. Since these words depass the average length
of the other lines on the folio, and since the last letters
of cuer are buried into the spine of the codex, this is
clearly an addition made during the revision process (for
more cases of the same type, vide infra). Throughout the
remaining part of the manuscript, cueris the only spelling
used by the scribe.

f 38,
line 39
(porosity
ue to
folding?)

f 41,
line 19
(incon-
clusive
case)

f. 43v,
line 15
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f 40w,
lines
15-16

f 42,
line 16

f 43r
line 1

f 44,
line 9

f 44,
line 14

f 45,
line 31

MAIS vs ACERTES (AC)

In several erasures, corrections concern a syntactic group
made up of mais + subject, which renders the Latin syntac-
tic group subject + autem. The first one occurs on f. 40v, line
15: mais nuson top of an erasure in the sequence madis nis el
num del segnur de nostre déu apeleriims (cf. Lat nos autem in
nomine domini dei nostri invocabimus). The second time it
appears in the line below: f. 40v, line 16, where mais nus
was written on top of an erasure in the sequence mdais niis
leuames é siimes esdrecét (cf. Lat nos autem surreximus, et
erecti sumus). In both situations, mais is part of an exten-
sive erasure. Other examples follow on f. 42r, line 16,
where mais nostre sire was written on top of an erasure in
the sequence mais nostre sire receut méi (cf. Lat dominus
autem assumpsit me); but also f. 43r, line 1, in Mais ié en
téi esperai (cf. Lat Ego autem in te speravi domine). It is
worth noting that in the same psalm, a few lines earlier,
a different translation choice was used for the same Latin
group: Lat ego autem in domino speravi was rendered as
OFr ¢ acertes el segnur esperai (f. 42v, line 30). Moreover,
at the end of the same psalm, Lat Ego autem dixi in
excessu mentis mee is once again rendered as Ié acértes dis
el trespas de la méie pénse (f. 43r, lines 12-13).

Another example of mais on top of an erasure is visible

4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.
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University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

Mais + subject possibly in place of subject + acertes:

on f. 44r, line 9, where the longer sequence Mais la meie
anemewas written on top of an erasure in the phrase Mais.
la meie aneme sesleécerat el seignur (cf. Lat Anima autem
mea exsultabit in domino). On the same folio, line 14, mais
ié was written on top of an erasure in Mais ié cum il @ mei
fussent moléste (cf. Lat Ego autem cum mihi molesti essent).
On f. 451, line 31, the erasure occurs once again at the be-
ginning of the line, just as in the previous example: Mais
ié ensement cum siurz nen odéie (cf. Lat Ego autem tam-
quam surdus non audiebam). On f. 46r, line 5, the erasure
is longer, a sign that the syntactic change affects not only
the neighbouring words, but a larger group: Mais ié sui
mendis é potire. Here, in the space between mendis and é,
one still catches a glimpse of the letters left by the verbal
form sui, which would be in the right place if the initial
translation choice was acertes, which follows to the word
order of Gallicanum (Ego autem mendicus sum et pauper)
This is further supported by the fact that the majuscule
M in Mais is written on top of the same extensive erasure;
traces of a previous accent can be seen above the letter
ain mais.

Certain erasures occur in compound phrases where the
text source (a variant of Gallicanum) must have used a par-
ticiple noun + autem: f. 43r, line 32: mais lesperant (cf. Lat
sperantem autem); f. 43v, line 27: mais li enquerant (cf. Lat
inquirentes autem); f. 44v, line 19: mais li sustenant (cf.
Lat sustinentes autem; a few lines further down, Lat Man-
sueti autem hereditabunt terram is rendered as OFr Li
suéf acertes eriterunt la térre; and Lat Dominus autem
irridebit eum becomes OFr Mais li sire escharnirat lii).
Last but not least, there is also f. 44v, line 35 with mais [{
maldisant (cf. Lat maledicentes autem). There is ample
proof that all these corrections on top of erasures were
intended to replace an expression which used acertes
instead of mais.

In addition to these erasures, one should note that there
are two situations in which the OFr formula participle
noun + acertes mirrors Lat verbal noun + autem, in the
absence of any trace of erasure. The first one is on f. 39r,
line 19: les cremanz acertes le segnur glorifie (cf. Lat timen-
tes autem dominum glorificat). The second one is on f. 57v,
line 30: exalcéz acértes . humiliéz sti . é conturbéz (cf. Lat
exaltatus autem, humiliatus sum et conturbatus). How-
ever, f. 69v, line 6 bears witness to OFr Mais les declinanz,
without any trace of erasure, which renders Lat Decli-
nantes autem in obligationes. This suggest that the scribe
had both types of expression in mind.

Apart from the situations noted on erasures, the Latin
syntactic group noun + autem is rendered in the exact
same ways throughout the entire text: sometimes as mais+
subject, sometimes as subject + acertes.

Here are the examples illustrating the first choice: f. 37r,
line 14 (OFr Mais ie sui establit réis de liii sur syon; cf. Lat
Ego autem constitutus sum rex ab eo super Sion); f. 37r,
lines 24-25 (OFr Mais tu sire ies li miens receuérre; cf. Lat
Tu autem domine susceptor meus es); f. 37v, line 7 (OFr mais
ie en la multitudine de la tiue misericordie; cf. Lat Ego
autem in multitudine misericordie tue); f. 38v, line 39 (OFr
mais ie en la tile misericordie esperai; cf. Lat ego autem in
misericordia tua speravi); f. 45r, line 2-3 (OFr Mais [i iuste
_eriterunt la térre; cf. Lat Iusti autem hereditabunt terram);
f. 451, line 6 (OFr Mais li sire ne deguérpird; cf. Lat Dominus



autem non derelinquet); f. 461, line 18 (OFr Mais tu sire aies
merci de méi; cf. Lat Tu autem domine miserere mei); f. 48v,
line 20-21 (OFr Mais ié sicume oliue friit portant en la mai-
sun déu; cf. Lat Ego autem sicut oliva fructifera in domo dei);
f. 49r, line 30 (OFr mais ié espererai en téi sire; cf. Lat ego
autem sperabo in te domine); f. 501, line 10 (OFr Mais ié
canterai la tue fortéce; cf. Lat Ego autem cantabo fortitudi-
nem tuam); f. 52v, line 31-32 (OFr Mais ié tiites ores espere-
rai; cf. Lat Ego autem semper sperabo); f. 54r, line 17 (OFr
Mais ié annuncerdai en siécle; cf. Lat Ego autem annuntiabo
in seculum); f. 551, line 21 (OFr Mais il est . merciables; cf.
Lat Ipse autem est misericors); f. 55v, line 40 (OFr Mais nus
li tuéns poples; cf. Lat Nos autem populus tuus); f. 56v, line
7 (OFr Mais uus sicume hiimes murréz; cf. Lat Vos autem
sicut homines moriemini); f. 59r, line 30 (OFr mais tu
altismes en parmanableté sire; cf. Lat tu autem altissimus
in eternum domine); f. 60r, line 13 (OFr mais nostre sire fist
les ciels; cf. Lat Dominus autem celos fecit); f. 611, line 18
(OFr Mais tu sire en parmanabletéd parmains; cf. Lat Tu
autem domine in eternum permanes); f. 61r, line 35 (OFr
mais tu parmains; cf. Lat tu autem permanes); f. 61r, line
36 (OFr mais tii un meésme iés; cf. Lat tu autem idem ipse
es); f. 64v, line 27 (OFr mais li tuens sérs sesledecera; cf. Lat
servus autem tuus letabitur); f. 66v, lines 25-26 (OFr mais
li tiiens sérs estéit trauaillé; cf. Lat servus autem tuus ex-
ercebatur); f. 67, lines 36—-37 (OFr mais ie en tut mun cuér
escércherai; cf. Lat ego autem in toto corde meo scrutabor);
f. 67v, line 8 (OFr mais ié serai trauailliez; cf. Lat ego autem
exercebor); f. 67v, line 19 (OFr mais ié ne deguerpi les tuens
comandeménz; cf. Lat ego autem non dereliqui mandata
tua); f. 69v, line 13 (OFr Mais uenanz uendrint ot eslede-
cemént; cf. Lat Venientes autem venient cum exsultatione).

Many other situations illustrate the formal / functional
type of translation, in which the Latin word order was fol-
lowed accordingly (subject + acertes): f. 39v, line 13 (OFr
Ié acértés en iustise apparistrai _al tun esguardement,
cf. Lat Ego autem in iustitia apparebo conspectui tuo);
f. 40v, line 34 (OFr Ti acértes en saint habites; cf. Lat Tu
autem in sancto habitas); f. 40v, line 36 (OFr I¢ acértes sii
uérm é nient hiiem; cf. Lat Ego autem sum vermis et non
homo); f. 41r, line 10 (OFr Tu acértes sire ne esluigneras ta
aitie de méi; cf. Lat Tu autem domine ne elongaveris auxilium
tuum a me); f. 41v, line 38 (OFr Ié acertes en la meie nun
nuisance sui entré_; cf. Lat Ego autem in innocentia mea in-
gressus sum); f. 42v, line 14 (OFr Ié acértes dis en la meie
abundance; cf. Lat Ego autem dixi in abundantia mea);
f. 44v, line 3 (OFr Li fil acertes des hiimes; cf. Lat Filii autem

hominum); f. 451, line 12 (OFr Li torcentis acértes depeririint
ensémble; cf. Lat Iniusti autem disperibunt simul); f. 45r,
lines 37-38 (OFr Li mien enemi acértes uiuent; cf. Lat Ini-
mici autem mei vivunt); f. 45v, line 35 (OFr T acértes sire
niént luinz faces; cf. Lat Tu autem domine ne longe facias);
f. 461, line 20 (OFr Méi acértes pur nin_nuisance recets; cf.
Lat Me autem propter innocentiam suscepisti); f. 48r, line 19
(OFr A pecchediir acértes dist deus; cf. Lat Peccatori autem
dixit deus); f. 53v, line 32 (OFr Deus acértes li nostre réis
deuant siécles; cf. Lat Deus autem rex noster ante secula);
f. 551, line 19 (OFr Li _cuérs acértes dicels ne estéit drei-
turérs ot lui; cf. Lat cor autem eorum non erat rectum cum
eo); f. 64r, line 39 (OFr ié acértes orowe; cf. Lat ego autem
orabam); f. 65v, line 8 (OFr Li nostre deus acértes el ciél; cf.
Lat Deus autem noster in celo); f. 65v, line 36 (OFr ie acértes
humiliéz suii mult; cf. Lat ego autem humiliatus sum nimis);
f. 71v, line 31-32 (OFr dlie acértes de peccheir ne en-
craisserda le mien chiéf; cf. Lat oleum autem peccatoris non
impinguet caput meum).

All these findings are consistent with the hypothesis
that the scribe of Douce mMs 320 wrote acertes when the
Latin word was autem and later changed some of them
into mais. The scribe also rendered autem as mais, from
the start, on f. 37r to 69v; he corrected sporadically
acertes into mais from f. 40v to f. 46r; and he left acertes
uncorrected from f. 40v to f. 71v. The main reason for
these erasures seems to be a need to avoid repetition, as
pointed out by Sneddon in her article:

There would seem to be a definite attempt in O to avoid
the excessive use of acertes, and this is achieved by
sometimes translating autem and enim by mais and kar,
and altering the word order (...). (Sneddon 1978: 399; cf.
Sneddon 1972: 20, 111).

This need is manifested by the rendering of autem as
mais. Erasures are a testimony to the method that the
scribe was perfecting. Sneddon compares examples from
Oxford and Arundel Psalters. This comparative work,
extended to all types of erasures, will be dealt with in
the second instalment of the present article. For the time
being, several cases show that the Arundel scribe makes
the same corrections and in the same places as the scribe
of Douce Ms 320. In anticipation of the comparison that
lies ahead, the alternating use of mais + noun / noun +
acertes could be simply of a stylistic nature.
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f 52
line 38

f 3,
line 36

f 50r
line 7

f 39,
line 8

f 42w,
line 12

f 43,
line 27

HESITANT RENDERINGS FOR LATIN — 1O (AC)

The scribe did not know how to deal with this category of
Latin borrowings into the French vernacular, at least not
from the start. His hesitant renderings —tiun or —ciun,
written on top of an erasure, can suggest that he probably
used several suffixes until he focused on some of them.

For instance, on f. 52r, line 38, the term (l)abitatiun is
written on top of an extensive erasure (labitatiun déls de-
sérte). (H)abitatiun is written without any trace of erasure
onf. 41v, line 36; f. 54r, line 20; f. 57v, line 10. From £. 63 on-
wards, the word becomes habitacitin(s), as on f. 63v, line
19; f. 64r, line 12; f. 64v, line 5; f. 73v, line 23.

Similarly, on f. 37r, line 36, compunctiun is written on
top of an extensive erasure, as part of a sequence aiez
compunctiun, the letters of which are packed in the little
available space (and with an abbreviation). Yet compunc-
titin is written without any trace of erasure on f. 50r, lines
16-17.

This also happens to consummatizn on f. 50r, line 7.
Nevertheless, the letters of the word are not crammed in.
Consummatiun is written as such, without erasures, on f.
50r, line 7, that is, on the exact same line. On f. 67v, line
29, there is also consummacitn.

As for contricitin, it is written on top of an erasure on
f. 391, line 8. Given the size of the erasure, one could guess
that the previous word must have been much longer, com-
posed of many more letters. Yet again, contricitins is writ-

Erasures with —ciun / —tiun suffixes:

ten without erasure on f. 50r, line 15.

Onf. 42v,line 12, ()indignatiunis also transcribed on an
extensive erasure as part of en lindignatiun de lii. The se-
quence en lindignatiun de, written on the same line, is
crammed in, while the word de crosses into the inner
margin of the folio. However, on f. 551, line 34 (twice),
and on f. 57r, line 9, one may read indignatitin, without
any erasure; while on f. 61r, line 16, and f. 74v, line 24, the
word is written as indignaciin.

Finally, tribulatiun is on an extensive erasure (refiiges
de la tribulatiun) on f. 43r, lines 27-28. In the specific case
of this erasure, the word refuges may seem tightly written
(for refuges, see the section dedicated to this word), but
the rest of the text is stretched, particularly in the se-
quence de la, as if the erased text had more letters than
the correction. With regard to the word tribulatiun itself,
it should be noted that the erasure stops before the —i— of
the suffix. Furthermore, the final —un, which is written
on the following line, was not erased. It must therefore
be assumed that the scribe had previously written a word
already ending in —un (in which case —i— would have
been added after the erasure), or perhaps a word ending in
—iun. However, from f. 37r to f. 59r, the spelling tribu-
latiin appears on numerous occasions. On the other
hand, we find tribulaciiin on f. 64r, line 15 + line 33; f. 65v,
line 29; f. 661, line 13; f. 68v, line 1; f. 71r, line 17; f. 72r, line
1 + line 25; f. 74v, line 39.

Before proceeding to the analysis of these general situa-

The particular erasure of nace? (now naciuns):

f 4or,
line 27
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tions, special attention must be given to two other words,
the transcription of which made the scribe even more
hesitant. On f. 40r, line 27, he wrote naciuns on top of an
erasure. It is evident that the initial form of the word,
before the erasure, must have occupied the space of the
first four letters, while the sequence —uns was written
above the line during the correction process, as there was
no more available space. The word nacitins appears again
on f. 64v, line 39, but there is no erasure there.

By far, the most interesting treatment is that of the word
generaciun. On f. 38r, line 40, generaciun is part of an ex-
tensive erasure (en generaciun senz mal). It appears again
onf. 39r, line 12 (generacitin est). Smaller erasures occur on
f. 41v, line 1 (generaciuns); f. 43v, line 6 (twice: generaciun /
generaciun); f. 54v, line 26 (twice: generaciuns / genera-
citin), and f. 651, line 17 (generaciun). The latter is par-
ticularly interesting, on account of the position of the
erasure, which concerns only the letter —i— and suggests
that the scribe could have written either generaceun (thus
mixing up two competitive variants found in the text)
or perhaps generace (provided that the right half of the
letter —u— and the entire letter —n were written in the
blank spacing between the words, as documented by the
test in the image below). Only —i— and the left half of the
letter —u— could be written on top of the erasure, thus
documenting the use of generace.

f 39,
line 12

Four other cases (out of the eight already mentioned
erasures) would equally be explained if the initial spell- 4 Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
ing of the word were generace. In the case of f. 39r, line 12, Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
The particular erasure of generace? (+ spacing): University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-BY-Nc 4.0.

f 651,
line 17
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f 41v
line 1

f 43v
line 6

4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

—iun and the abbreviated est occupy the exact same space
as an —e est, reconstructed as generace est, written in full.
On f. 41v, line 1, —uns was written above the line, while
the erasure concerns a single letter, now replaced by —i-,
suggesting that the initial spelling was indeed generace.
Next, on f. 43v, line 6, both erasures of the same word had
the initial spelling generace. The first one was corrected
in the same manner as the case of f. 41v, line 1, while the
second one was dealt with as the one from f. 65r, line 17.

The remaining cases are ambiguous, with the entire
word writtenontop ofanerasure,suchasinthe casesoccur-
ing onf. 54v, line 26, where generaciunsand generacitin are
difficult to interpret. Generace or generasse is nevertheless
attested since the second half of the 12th century (e.g.,
Et entour lui teus generace / Qui li rendent et gré et grace,
v. 6127-6128 in Gauthier d’Arras’ Eracle, ¢.1154; ed. Ray-
naud de Lage 1976, 188-189). The word was probably
created according to the same pattern as modern French
words préface (< Lat praefatio) or dédicace (< Lat dedicatio)
and had the meanings ‘(1) race, lineage, descent’ or ‘crowd
(of people)” according to DEAFéL. If this is the case, per-
haps the same reconstruction can be applied to naciunson

f. 40r, line 27, the initial spelling of each could cover only
four letters. Even though the form nace or nasse is not at-
tested by any dictionary, the correction follows the same
pattern as those of generace > generaciuns on f. 41v, line 1,
and f. 43v, line 6 (first example).

The ending —ace could also explain an unattested form
indignace rapidly corrected into indignatiun on f. 42v, line
12, thus requiring a rewriting of the preposition de, which
crosses now into the inner margin of the folio. However,
this is just speculation, as it does not explain the erasure
of the preposition en that precedes lindignatiun.

Leaving aside words such as compunctiun, (h)abitaciun,
and tribulaciun, corrected in extensive erasures and
difficult to reconstruct, the ending —ace does not explain
the erasures later corrected into contriciuin (more letters
in the initial spelling) or consummatiin (more or less
the same amount of letters). Since the scribe rendered
sanctificatio as saintificatitin/—citin on f. 55v, line 1, and
f. 701, line 18 + line 29, but also as saintefiemént on £. 60r,
line 14 + line 39, and f. 651, line 38, perhaps the initial
ending of contriciun and consummatiun could be —ment.

AS PREVIOUSLY NOTED, there is a break in the spelling of
tribulatiiin, written as such from f. 37r to f. 59r, and tribu-
lacitin from f. 64r to f. 74v. This —c— and —¢- feature may
seem less revealing from a grammatical point of view.
Still, it is extremely relevant as to the idiosyncracies of



f 54v
line 26 (1)
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the scribe and to the chronology of his waverings.

A quick look at the specific features of compunctiiin and
contriciun, on f. 50r in particular, where —ciun and —tiun
occur at the same time, certifies that the scribe used both
forms indiscriminately. However, when confronting them
with other examples (indignatiun, tribulatiin, consum-
matiun, habitatiin), one notes that the use of the —#-
variant tends to occur before the turning point of f. 59.
After this folio, the scribe starts favouring the spelling
—c—. This is amply demonstrated by the inventory
of spellings for cogitatitin(s), a word written without
any sign of erasure throughout the text. On f. 37v, line
12; f. 43v, line 4 + line 6; f. 45v, line 27; f. 491, line 36;
and f. 54r, lines 27-28 (twice), the word is written with
—t—. After f. 59, the spelling changes into cogitaciin(s)
with —¢—: f. 59r, line 27; . 59v, line 17; f. 68r, line 13; f. 71r,
line 21; f. 71v, line 3; f. 72v, line 36; and f. 74r, line 10.

There are many more examples of words spelled with
—t—in the first part of the manuscript and —c- after f. 59:
temptatiun on f. 401, line 6 / temptacitin on f. 60r, line 3;
fornicatiiin on £. 53v, line 15 / fornicaciun on f. 63r, line 40;
miseratiuns on f. 45v, line 36 / miseracitins on f. 61v, line 4;
as well as f. 67v, line 6; and f. 72v, line 17; adinuentiuins on
f. 54v, line 5; f. 56r, line 35 / adinuencituns on f. 73v, line 21;
saintificatiun on f. 55v, line 1/ sanctificacitin on f. 70r, line
18 + line 29; abominatiuin on f. 57v, line 21 / abominaciiins
on f. 751, line 33.

With few exceptions, words ending in —tiun occur often
before f. 59: significatiin (f. 501, line 17); afflictivin (f. 39v,
line 35; f. 46v, line 32); corruptiun (f. 391, line 34; f. 42v,
lines 17-18); refectiun (f. 41r, line 28); subsannatiun (f. 44r,
line 19; f. 46v, line 25; f. 55v, line 27); oblatiun (f. 45v, line
29; f. 48v, line 11); fluctuatiin (£. 491, line 28); congregatiun
(f. 50v, line 6; f. 521, lines 1-2; f. 53v, line 19); predicatiun
(f. 53v, line 17); commotiuns (f. 51r, line 26); retributiiin
(f. 40v, line 3); conturbatiun (f. 43r, line 10); contradictitiin
(f. 43r, line 11; f. 56r, line 8 + line 30; f. 63r, line 32); uo-
ciferatiun (f. 431, line 37); meditatiun (f. 45v, line 5; f. 47v,
line 21); supplantatiin (f. 461, line 18); propositiin (f. 47v,
line 23; f. 54v, line 17); assumptitn (f. 581, line 18); conso-

lativns (f. 59v, line 27); dilectitin (f. 64r, line 40); resurrec-
tiun (f. 71, line 21); imperfectiun (f. 71r, line 38).
Similarly, —ciun is most frequent in the second part of
the manuscript, from approximately f. 59 onwards: peti-
ciuns (f. 40v, line 13; line 44v, line 14); uituperaciun (f.
42v, line 39); exercitaciun (f. 49r, line 4); peregrinaciin
(f. 67r, line 20); perdiciun (f. 57v, line 26; f. 63v, line
35; f. 75v, line 21); iubilaciun (f. 58r, line 14); preuar-
icaciuns (f. 60v, line 35); dominaciun (f. 61v, line 27,
f. 72v, line 22); peticiun (f. 63r, line 14); congregaciin
(f. 631, line 16; £. 651, line 3); iustificaciun(s) (f. 66v, line 6 +
line 9 + line 14 + line 17 + line 22 + line 26 + line 27 + line
30 (twice) + line 36; f. 671, line 13 + line 20 + line 22 + line
29 + line 31 + line 36 + line 39; f. 67v, line 10 + lines 14-15
+ line 26 + line 27; f. 68r, line 7 + line 12 + line 20 + line
33 + line 39; f. 68v, line 4 + line 15 + line 34); commocitin
(f. 69r, line 9); redempciun (f. 70, line 3); dormitaciun (f.
70r, line 13); deprecaciiun (f. 71v, line 15; f. 721, line 6); ex-
cusaciuns (f. 71v, line 29); saluacitun (f. 74v, line 25).

Still, there are other waverings in the text as well. On
f. 411, line 40, the scribe wrote beneiceiin with a tiny
erasure visible under -ic-; while on f. 40v, line 20 + line 23,
and f. 44v, line 39, the same spelling beneiceiin is written
without erasure. Perhaps the erasure in the first case is
related to a variant spelling such as benedicetin, which
occurs on f. 37r, line 30, and £. 56v, line 36. However, there
is also beneictin, on f. 64v, line 13-14; f. 69v, line 36; f. 70r,
line 34; f. 72v, line 26.

These additional variant endings are randomly encoun-
tered in other parts of the text: maledictio is rendered as
maleiceun on f. 38v, line 1; and maleiciin on f. 64v, line
13 + line 14. Redemptio is raencéun on f. 47v, line 26, but
also raenctin on f. 65r, line 11. Finally, cantatio becomes
cancetn on f. 52v, line 23. Consequently —ceun seems to
be a proper alternative for —tiun in the first part of the
manuscript, while —cun is an alternative for —ciun to-
wards the end.

f 54v
line 26 (2)
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f 38r
line 28

f 55v
line 29

ODD ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS (VA)

Many words were absent from the initial copy of the text,
words which were inserted later. It is hard to believe they
were unnoticed during the translation process. It is safer
to assume that they point to the existence of a vernacu-
lar antigraph. I do not include in this category the subse-
quent insertion of missing definite or indefinite articles,
prepositions, conjunctions, pronouns, negations, or other
less consequential words—going as far as the absence of
the verb ‘to be’, which can equally be due to an elliptical
type of clause (or expression).

Certain errors, including longer ones, such as f. 57v, line
23 (tute itirn inserted in the sequence Ie cridi a téi sire ; \
tute itirn/ espandi d téi les meies mains), can be interpreted
as errors of translation, given their inessential syntactical
usage, and cannot be considered definite proof of a copy.

Insertions (some based, some not) on a antigraph:

f 63,
line 39

f 67
line 25
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This applies to absent nouns without equivalent in the
Latin text, inserted later by the scribe in the interline, such
as chose on f. 491, above line 1, in the sequence kar bone
\chose/ est, where Gallicanum had only quoniam bonum
est (Ps 53:8). Distinctively, the repetition of certain words
can equally lead to errors in translation, such as les ewes
on f. 54v, line 8, which was inserted in the sequence uirent
tei \les ewes/ deus uirent téi les éwes, where Gallicanum
had Viderunt te aque deus viderunt te aque et timuerunt
(Ps 76:17). Finally, one can imagine a situation in which a
translator skipped certain nouns, provided that they were
followed by a relative clause that played the syntactic part
of a subject: on f. 55v, line 29, where genz was inserted in
the sequence éspant la tiie ire es\genz/ chi téi ne cunetirent
(cf. Gallicanum Effunde iram tuam in gentes que te non
nouerunt; Ps 78:6).

However, there are five peculiar situations in which key
elements of the phrase were missed in translation, being
inserted later, during the revision process. For instance, it
is hardly possible to argue that the Oxford Psalter was an
autograph translation of the Latin St Albans Psalter when
the word genz was inserted in the sequence enfichees sunt
les\genz/ el destruiment que il firent on f. 381, line 28. Here,

4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Facing page: insertions based (or not) on a source text.
Below: Le > Ie on f. 72r, line 3.

Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

genz is the object of the verb. Missing it in an autograph
translation would be nearly impossible.

The same occurs on f. 37v, line 8 (enterrdi is inserted in
the sequence ié \enterrai/ en ta maisun); f. 491, line 6 (cters
inserted in the sequence [i miéns \cilers/ conturbéz est);
f. 63v, line 39 (oures inserted in the sequence les \oures/ del
seignor); f. 66r, line 25 (déstre inserted in the sequence la
\déstre/ del segnor exalcdd méi); f. 67, line 25 (ueies in-
serted in the sequence ié purpensai les méies_ \ueies/ e
conuerti mes piez; perhaps on account of a similar shape
of the letters in ueies and meies).

These situations concern essential words whose absence
is unexplainable in a translation process. Definite articles
are there, but nouns are not. The first person pronoun in
the singular is there, but the verb is absent. Such types of
omissions are perfectly explainable when one transforms
an interlinear gloss into a prose text. The scribe would
not be able to pay equal attention to all the words, con-
centrating mostly on the transformation of said gloss in-
to actual prose.

ANOTHER ESSENTIAL PIECE OF EVIDENCE is the transforma-
tion of an L majuscule into an I majuscule via the erasure
of the right part of the initial letter on f. 72r, line 3 (Le es-
guardowe > Ie esguardowe). This strongly supports the idea
that the scribe was copying from a source, as he mistook
the first person personal pronoun in the singular (je, writ-
ten as Ie) with the masculine definite article in the singu-
lar (Le), without paying attention to the meaning of the
entire phrase.




108 | The Manufactory of Old French Psalters: The Genetic Stratigraphy Documented by the Erasures of ... Douce Ms 320

s Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320, f. 39v.

Above: Three erased words at the beginning of line 1 and the
left part of the extensive erasure of line 0.

Below: Extent of the erasure of line 0 to the right.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.
Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,

University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

A RATHER ODD ERASURE occurs at the beginning of f. 39v.
The first line up (line 0), completely erased, was added to
the regular 40 lines of each folio. Since it is copied above
the first ruling line of the page, it is hard to consider it is
an omission during the translation process.

The second line (now line 1) also presents a problem, as
its first three words have been erased. However, the first
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erased word started with a straight descender which is
still visible, the only possible choice being p—. The second
word was either les or ses, as testified by the height and
lower serif of its first letter, as well as the imprint of —e—
and final —s on the remaining parchment. As for the third
word, it started with the sequence le— (the upper part of
these two letters is still visible on the folio) and ended
with an -s, the upper and lower serifs of which are still
visible to the naked eye. Given the space it occupies on
the line, the third word had six letters: le_s.

Since the fourth word of line 1 in the initial version (now
the first word on the folio) reads leufes (‘lips’), it is highly
probable that the word preceding it (the third one erased)
was also leures. The scribe must have made an eye-skip.
Nevertheless, the last group of words on the preceding
folio (f. 39r) is pur les pardles de tes, none of which fits as
such in the sequence of three erased words of f. 39v.

Besides, the scrapping of line 0 goes as far above as the
possessive adjective miens of line 1. It must have been a
rather long text sequence, but not as long as to account for
a complete additional line written during the first stage
of transcription. However, the remaining space available
on line 0 presents no erasures and there is no trace of
a majuscule at the beginning of line 1 either, therefore
line 0 cannot be the end of text unit in the initial tran-
scription of the text. The blank space at the end of line 0
suggests that the erased words of the latter could only be
transcribed later, during the revision process, probably in
connection or as part of the same problem as the eye-skip
of line 1, in a situation rather similar to the one that we
see on f. 69v (vide infra). Unfortunately, it is impossible
to reconstruct any letter from line 0, except for a line ac-
counting for an n—, m—, or u— at the beginning of its
second word, above the erased le s of line 1. Alas, this
is too vague to make any supposition or reconstruction.

Comparisons with codices from the same manuscript
tradition are not helpful either. The word sequence is
more or less the same in Arundel ms 230 (f. 18r), Cotton
Ms Nero C 1v (f. 51vb), and other versions. As a result,
the only possible explanation is that the scribe made an

eye-skip, transcribing a sequence of words that made no
sense, tried to repair it by writing more words on an ad-
ditional line 0, and finally decided to erase it and the first
three words of line 1 in order to fix the text.

On f. 69v, another eye-skip made him miss the first half
of an entire verse, which he later transcribed above the
first line, as another line 0.

ANOTHER SITUATION OCCURS ON f. 73v, in the margin of
the last two lines (39-40) of that folio, where the scribe
inserted la meie aneme because he had no place to write
it in the interline of the main text. Also, the three words
formed too long a sequence to be rewritten on top of
an erasure, packed in little space available. However,
the three additional words form the object of deliurer,
which is a transitive verb. It is almost impossible to skip
them during the translation process, as the phrase would
not make sense. The best explanation is that the scribe
followed an interlinear gloss sprinkled here and there
above a Latin text written in large letters, and that he
repaired bits and parts of his copy while revising it.

w Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photo: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

f 73y,
lines 39-40

f 69,
line 0
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CORRECTIVE USES OF THE LOW DASH (AC)

The fact that OFr aste téi on f. 38v, line 16, was mistaken
for OFr aste tei (Fr hdte-toi ‘you hurry up!’) instead of the
deictic particle (‘behold!’) is another piece of evidence
that the scribe was copying from a source that he did not
always understand well. During the revision process, the
scribe made a correcting low dash (with a more diluted
type of ink) and united the two segments of the word
(which the scribe of the Winchester Psalter also writes as
two words). This is a common phenomenon, occurring on
erasures. It will not be listed here, as it concerns only the
deletion of a single letter in various words.

A series of accidents are also related to material features
of the copy. The scribe used low dashes to join segments
of words separated by parchment holes: f. 42r, line 6
(requer_rai); £. 58r, line 7 (moue_mént); f. 63r, line 25 (exo_
irent). A similar situation occurs on f. 57r, line 23, where
Guar_de was written as such due to a cut in the folio.
Also, on f. 73r, line 33, a low dash was later inserted in
d_ébecause the scribe probably disliked the wide spacing
between the two letters.

However, a series of low dashes clearly fall in the same
category as aste_téi from f. 38v and can be explained only
by a misunderstanding of the source text leading to tran-
scription errors in the copy.

No traces of erasure can be noticed in de currat on
f. 371, line 6—no material limitations of the parchment
surface either, yet the prefix is written as a preposition.
He wrote de_getement de pople on f. 40v, line 37, with
the first de interpreted once again as a preposition, not
a prefix. As for la_uirunemént on f. 48r, line 7, the scribe
probably believed, at least initially, that he was writing a
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definite article followed by a noun, without any trace of
ellison; then he changed his mind later. On f. 50v, line 21,
co_urement is probably a distraction error or a separation
in the source that could have already split the word. On
f. 551, line 9, the final reading is em_pennéz, but his initial
choice must have been en pennéz, with a correction of —n—
in —m-—, as well as a low dash transforming the preposi-
tion to a prefix. Next, he probably had a preposition (cun /
cum) + noun in mind when he wrote cun_ 4t on f. 59r,
line 18; and a preposition + verbal noun on f. 59r, line 34,
where one reads es_dreceanz. Finally, on f. 71z, line 40, the
text has a_mi. Instead of writing ami ‘friend’, the scribe
probably mistook it for a phrase based on the preposition
a, and corrected it later. All these cases concern the use of
prepositions, articles, and particles. The special situation
of aimen_odre aimen_ore on f. 52v, line 12, was already
analysed. It suggested that the scribe probably read ore
either as a conjunction or as the verb orer (‘pray amen’).

Other low dashes occur in odd places, perhaps linked
(or not) to the scribe’s misunderstandings of the source.
There is the wavering ploude_chése on f. 73r, line 15,
where the scribe wrote, on the exact same line, the exact
same sequence without any low dash, as separate words.
There is also the unclear situation of resplendi rent on
f. 54v, line 11. This needs to be interpreted in comparison
with a f. 60r, line 28, where the scribe wrote once again
resplendi_rent, but the low dash was transcribed on top of
an erasure, due to a spelling error.

f 38v
line 16
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EXTENSIVE ERASURES = LINES IN A SOURCE? (VA, AC)

A casual look at the extensive erasures of Douce ms 320
shows gripping patterns that occur with certain frequency,
almost mechanical, mostly in the first section of the text,
where the scribe was preoccupied with mending initial
choices that seemed somewhat faulty later on in the tran-
scription process, when he had perfected his method. Yet
when one tries to understand the nature of those gripp-
ing patterns, most of them look as if erasures had been
determined by pure chance. An exception to this apparent
rule of aleatory erasures is the presence of the possessive
adjective in the singular. This occurs rather frequently on
extensive erasures. Some examples are also linked with
the more general issue of word order. It is therefore
quite probable that the issue of the possesive adjective is
actually an issue related to word order.

However, the number of characters written on top of
‘extensive erasures’ can vary. Therefore, it can hardly
be related to the lines of vernacular text in an alleged
manuscript source of Douce ms 320. The best explanation
is given by the rather fixed number of characters in the
corresponding Latin text of Gallicanum, as if the vernac-
ular text’s rhythmicity was not determined by its own
structure, but by the structure of a Latin text.

MacBain and Busby have already used Old French texts
in their analyses of scribal memory, specifically in sit-
uations where scribes made progressive or regressive
repetitions of lines or couplets, probably because they
had copied the text several times and had learned part
of it by heart (MacBain 1987; cf. Busby 2002, 2:85-86). In
the specific case of 13th century poems, the textual
unit recognised and repeated by scribes is both oral (a
verse) and visual (a line on a column of a folio). In our
case, this textual unit occurs in a translation context
and should be explained accordingly. This is where the
issue of a certain rythmicity of Latin words comes into
play. Indeed, extensive erasures in Douce Ms 320 could
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be based on lines from a Latin psalter, therefore corre-
sponding to transcription units, that is, sequences of
words that scribes memorised before transferring them
to the manuscript they write. Nevertheless, our scribe is
not memorising Latin words; they seem to be vernacular
phrases. As a result, the rhythmicity of erasures in Douce
Ms 320 is perhaps determined by the interplay of Latin
and vernacular segments in a source that had texts in two
languages, and the vernacular ones were transcribed in
the interline.

The hypothesis that this situation can be found in an
interlinear gloss is supported by the fact that the number
of characters in the principal text (in Latin) looks stable,
since it was the first text to be transcribed in the source
manuscript (and because it would be the main text of that
codex), whereas the number of characters in the vernac-
ular interline varies depending on translation choices.
Since this leads to condensed or extended spacing of
letters, there is no way the number of characters in an in-
terlinear vernacular gloss can be stable, because it is not
autonomous. It cannot have the same number of charac-
ters from one line to the next, simply because the gloss
does not structure the manuscript. Stability characterises
only the Latin text, which is principal text of that codex.

We took notice of this pattern in four cases where
parallels could be established between Douce ms 320 and
Arundel Ms 320. Even though the word order and lexical
choices of the Arundel gloss were not always those of the

w Drawing of the last two lines on London, Bodleian
Library, Arundel ms 230, f. 9r.

Cr> © Vladimir Agrigoroaei.
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tellge clatfidiem mietim .
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4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Facing page: the extensive erasures of Douce, f. 37v and 4ér.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

» Drawing of London, Bodleian Library, Arundel ms 230, f. 45v.
© Vladimir Agrigoroaei.

Douce prose, the erasures of the latter manuscript were
in tune with the interlinear glosses of the former, as if the
source of Douce Ms 320 was based on a Latin codex that
had exactly the same number of characters in that line as
the version of the Arundel Latin text.

On Douce ms 320, f. 37v, line 2, the extensive erasure
fits the number of words from the gloss of Arundel: (L)Es
méies . pardles . ot tes oréiles recéif sire . Incidentally,
the Old French text is the same in Douce and Arundel (cf.
Arundel ms 230, f. 9r). However, the following examples
will show that this is mere coincidence. The essential
thing in this particular case is that the Latin characters
extend exactly over the same amount of space, that is, a
single line— VERBA mea auribus percipe domine.

A second example can be found in Douce ms 320 on
f. 461, line 24. This corresponds to the width of the Latin
text in Arundel ms 230, f. 45v. Certainly, the vernacular
text is rather different (Douce reads here Sezelat la meie
aneme a déu fontaine uiue, with the first word not on
top of an erasure), and another one (quant) added in the
margin, as if the initial version of the sequence would
have been much shorter. The erasure covers the space
of a Latin line in Arundel, that is, Sitiuit anima mea ad

Geatlac lamore aneme

qtiando tiEiiidm &P

W fater et P b et df w“fwus

dominum fonte uiuum. If the scribe wanted to correct the
word order of a source (perhaps in connection with the
possessive adjective), he would have not needed to erase
and rewrite the first word; only the remaining part.

A third example is aflisis les poples . é debutas els ., on
f. 46v, line 13, of Douce ms 320. This corresponds to the
Latin line afflixisti populos et expulisti eos from Arundel
Ms 230, f. 46v, and the vernacular text (again) has the same
structure in both manuscripts. This time the corrected
text seems to be reduced in comparison with what was
initially written, before the erasure.

The fourth striking example can be found in Douce
on f. 571, line 10: Dum ne te iraistras tu enparmanabletéd
a nus ; 4 is the spitting (vernacular) image of the Latin
line from Arundel, f. 86v, that reads Nunquid in eternum
irasceris nobis; aut, to the point that even the erasure ends
with the conjunction, but does not concern the remaining
part of the text. In this passage, the Arundel French gloss
is divergent, for it reads Nient unces en parmanabletet
curuces tu a nus ; u, which is a text, the structure of which
cannot be compared with what we find in Douce. The
Latin principal text is once again the best explanation.

Coincidences linking the Latin text of Arundel ms 230

forcarfye utue”,,

1umc antma mea $ad di fonte tuiry
Tebs ance
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a Drawings of London, Bodleian Library, Arundel ms 230,
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£ Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce Ms 320 and
print-screens of London, Bodleian Library, Arundel ms 230.

Above: The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 46v, line 13.
Below: The extensive erasure of Douce, 57r, line 10.
Facing page (up): The extensive erasure of Douce, 41r.
(down): The extensive erasure of Douce, 41r, line 22.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.
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320 are naturally an exception. They cannot occur in every
instance, simply because (even when various manuscripts
present the same Latin text, written in large characters
of the same height and width), variations always occur.
Certain abbreviations will be present or absent in one or
the other, and so on. However, when imagining the most
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basic reconstructions, with few letters more or few letters
less in the line, the erasures of Douce seem once again
to follow a Latin text with interlinear gloss, to the letter.

Consider the erasure of Douce, f. 41r : é [i mien calices
eniurdnz mult clérs est. If we look at Arundel, f. 26r-26v,
we read :

Lat. Impinguasti in oleo caput meums; et

Fr. Tu en olie mun chief encraisas ; et

Lat. calix meus inebriant quam preclarus est.

Fr. li miens calices eniuranz kar mult clers est.

Douce reads on one line T4 encraissas én olie mun chéf
and on the next line the rewriting on erasure é /i mien
calices eniurdnz mult clérs est. In the first part of the
sentence, Douce reverses the word order of Arundel (or
another presumed source, for that matter, cf. infra), as if
the scribe wished to be closer to the order of the Latin
words. In the remaining part, we assume that he had

written a variant that did not suit him, which he corrected
later. The odd thing is once again that the length of the
erasure corresponds to Latin phrasal units as they might
appear in a line from a source manuscript which, in our
opinion, contained both the Latin text (in large letters)
and a vernacular gloss (in small letters).

Take another example from the same f. 41r, this time
on line 22 (Ps 21): e il meeéme seignurerat sur les génz .
Mangérent é adrérent tuit li cras dé la térre . In Arundel,
f. 25v-26r, we find :

Lat. Quoniam domini est regnum ; et ipse

Fr. Kar del seignur est le regne ; et il

Lat. dominabitur gentium.

Fr. seinurirat des genz.

Lat. Manducauerunt et adorauerunt omnes

Fr. Mangerent et aurerent trestuit

Lat. pingues terre ; [...]
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Fr. li cras de la terre ; [...]

In the case of our erasure, it is quite possible that the
Douce scribe initially wrote something similar to what
we find in the Arundel, which is not very faithful to the
Latin text in this passage either; and that he then changed
his mind by correctly translating ipse by meésme, and by
better rendering the concept of gentium with sur les génz.
The presence of mangerent on the erasure is probably due
to the presence, in the source, on the same line, of the
sequence et ipse dominabitur gentium. Manducauerunt.

Next, the erasure of 41r, line 27, reads Li sire guuérne
méi. é nile chose ne desiert a mei ; en lii de pastire iltiec
méi aluat. In Arundel, f. 261, the text is:

Lat. Dominus regit me PSALMVS DAVID

Fr. Li sire guuerne mei

Lat. et nichil michi deerit ; in loco

Fr. et nule chose a mei ne desert ; en liu

To explain the erasure in Douce, one can assume that
the Latin title of the psalm took up a bit more space in the
first line of that first psalm verse:

Dominus PSALMVS DAVID

regit me et nichil michi deerit

in loco [...]

In this case, perhaps the Douce scribe had transcribed
the same French variant as Arundel. For the moment, we
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have assumed that the Oxford scribe was both a scribe in
the strict sense of the term, but also an adapter, anxious
to present a text close to the Latin source. It is possible
that in this case our copyist tried a different translation,
but then changed his mind and thought that the one in
his source was better than his own.

Leaving aside conjectures such as the paragraph above,
there are other arguments that point in the direction of
an interlinear gloss. All this is supported by the eye-skip
of f. 69v, already discussed (vide supra). There, the scribe
had missed the first half of an entire verse, which he later
transcribed above the first line, as another line 0. If this
was indeed a skip of a line, and if such a line would have
roughly more or less 40 characters with spaces, then the
source could be an interlinear gloss (similar to Arundel ms
230), not a bilingual version on two columns where lines
like these reach 30 characters on average with spaces (see
the Maidstone fragments or Cotton mMs Nero C 1v). This
is further supported by the length of the odd erasure at
the beginning of f. 39v. The first line up of that folio (line
0) was completely erased, but it had been added to the
regular 40 lines of each folio. We have already argued that
it is rather difficult to interpret this as part of a regular
translation process. Since its length fits that of f. 69v, line
0, and since the number of characters also corresponds
to those of interlinear glosses, not bilingual manuscripts
with Latin and vernacular on separate columns, it is safe
to assume that the situations of f. 39v, line 0, and f. 69v, line
0, are related to the issue of extensive erasures discussed
in this section of the present article. Furthermore, the
double erasure of f. 39v occurs at the beginning of a
verso, that is, once the ink from the recto had dried and
the scribe could turn the page. The eye-skip was possibly
determined by a pause in the process of copying.

A large part of these extensive erasures correspond
to visual units that the scribe was transcribing from the
source, using his short-term/working memory in similar
processes as those of charter scribes (cf. Korkiakangas
2022). The process is not very different from the ones
attested during Late Antiquity, when Greek scribes
used to copy small units of text, between three and

& Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320. Facing page
(up): The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 41r, line 27; (down):
The correction of the eye-skip in Douce, f. 69v, line 0. This page
(below): The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 38r, line 19.

Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

seven syllables. This was proven by a careful analysis
of re-inkings and changes occurring in baselines (cf.
Schwendner 2021, 337-338). The only thing that changed
was an increase in the number of characters (and words),
probably as a result of the introduction of spaces between
words in the late seventh century.

Our research has identified many more erasures which
could be based on this visual segmentation of the source
text. When we extended these reconstructions to many
other situations, the conclusion was that the Latin text
of the prototype had a variation in line width that did
not surpass an average of 3-5 letters in comparison with
the Latin text of Arundel ms 230. When this occurs, it is
probably due to different abbreviations. Sometimes the
words (or part of those words) transcribed at the begin-
ning or at the end of certain lines are not written on top
of an erasure, as the scribe must have been preoccupied
with word order and those terms were already fixed.
Nevertheless, just like Arundel ms 230, this reconstruct-
ed Latin source had verses written on independent lines,
with rare exceptions in which two verses would be
copied one after another, separated only by majuscules.

Among the source-lines erased entirely and rewritten
in Douce Ms 320, we counted four other examples of
erasures and all seem to be determined by reworkings
of the word order. The first one occurs on f. 38r, line 19,
where the French text reads Les espédes del enemi defistrent
en fin and corresponds to Arundel ms 230, f. 12v (Lat.
Inimici defecerunt framee in finem; Fr. Del enemi defistrent
les espedes en fin). This is one of many instances where
Ian Short’s assertion that the Douce scribe did a word-
to-word translation is confirmed (cf. Short 2015: 31-37).
Yet there are oscillations on a scale ranging from formal/
functional to dynamic equivalence, and they cannot be
determined by a “doctrinal explanation” related to the
scribe’s “veneration... of the Holy Writ” (Short 2015: 36).
This conjecture has little to do with the actual translation
process.

On f. 381, line 28: enfichees sunt les génz el destruiment
que il firent—with génz written in small letters above
the line, corresponds to Arundel, f. 13r (Lat. Exultabo in
salutari tuo ; infixe sunt / gentes in interitu quem fecerunt).

On f£. 38v, line 17: Kar lesquels choses tu parfesis il destrui
strent ; le itiste a certes que fist ?—where —strent is writ-
ten in the right-hand margin, below, would fit Arundel’s
f. 14v-15r (Lat. —tos corde. Quoniam que perfecisti / de-
struxerunt ; iustus autem quid fecit ?) reconstructed as
a simple line Quoniam quae perfecisti destruxerunt, if
quoniam were abbreviated gm.

Last but not least, on f. 39v, line 3: Fai merueiluses lés
tiies misericordes ; chi sals fais les esperanz en téi (with salf
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& Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.

Facing page (up): The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 38r, line
28; (middle): The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 38v, line 17;
(down): The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 39v, line 3. This
page (up): The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 37v, lines 10-11.

Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

and fais probably rewritten on top of a sequence which
was briefer initially), corresponds to Arundel, f. 18v:
Mirifica misericordias tuas ; qui saluos / facis sperantes
in te, if the reconstruction allows once again a minor
variation of characters.

The examples of f. 38r, line 28, and f. 38v, line 17, could
represent rewritings, with the inclusion of more terms
absent from the initial version of the text in Douce Ms
320. There is an excess of words that begs for a coherent
explanation (not only here, bult elsewhere as well). This
excess cannot be linked to the structure of a Latin text
in the source, only to the scribe’s simplifications of the
vernacular gloss in the initial phase of his transcription.
This would explain why he did not have enough space
to fit in all the words in during the rewriting and had
to go overboard, into the margin. As for the examples
of f. 38, line 19, and f. 39v, line 3, they seem to be mere
reshufflings with a different word order. Once the scribe

erased the initial version of the text, his rewritings are
neatly transcribed, occupying the same space as the
initial phrases from before the erasure. Even though the
mechanics of the two categories of examples are deter-
mined by the memorisation of the lines of Latin text that
shape the copy units, the actual reasons for the correc-
tions on top of erasures are rather different.

There are situations in which copy units correspond-
ing to two lines in the underlying structure of a Latin
text have been erased one after another. On f. 37v, lines
10—-11 now read: Séptilchre aourdnz est. li guitrin di cels.
par lur langues tricherusemént faiseient. Cf. the Latin text
of Arundel, f. 9v: Sepulchrum patent est guttur eorum;/
linguis suis dolose agebant; iudica. An explanation could
be that both sequences presented problems, or perhaps
the scribe had made a mess of the sentence comprising
the two copy units, therefore, the mending required even
more erasures. Further down the same folio (f. 37v, line
17) Douce Ms 320 reads: SIRE ne me arguer en ta fuirir ; ne
en la tue ire ne me castiér. Cf. Arundel, f. 10r: DOMINE ne in
furore tuo arguas me;/ neque in ira tua corripias me. In this
other example, the Arundel text is rather different: Sire
ne en ta forsenerie constreinnes mei; ne en ire la tue castier
mei. It is hard to tell if the Douce scribe wished to diverge
from the source material or simply reshuffled a bad word
order of his transcription. Both options are valid (and one
cannot exclude the third possibility of both being correct
at the same time).
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The fact that the first half word on f. 37v, line 10 (Sépuil-),
and the first word on line 17 (SIrE) were not erased shows
once again that the scribe’s intention is often uneven.
In this situation, he wished to keep close to the word
order of the Latin text (or perhaps to that of the source, if
indeed the latter was an interlinear gloss).

Last but not least, there is a category of erasures of
variable length that occurs always at the end of a verse
and can correspond to the end of a line written incom-
pletely in the source—by incompletely we refer to the
fact that the remaining part of that line was probably
left blank. This explains the various lengths, since Psalm
verses have various sizes. On f. 39v, lines 14-15, for
instance, we read: [i sire [i miens firmamenz . é li miéns
refuges . e li miens deliufere. This corresponds to Arundel

& Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.

Facing page (up + down): The extensive erasure of Douce, f.
37v, line 11.

This page (down): The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 39v, lines
15 + the issue of the end of the previous psalm on line 14.

Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

f. 19r: Diligam te domine fortitudo/ mea; dominus firma-
mentum meum et/ refugium meum; et liberator meus, but
the text can also be reconstructed as:

Diligam te PSALMVS DAVID
domine fortitudo mea ; dns fir-

o ) L ,
mam’tu’ meu’ et refugiu’ meu
et liberator meus.

In such a case, the erasure would concern a copy-unit
of a line and a half. But there is something else of great
interest in this lines. Why did the Douce scribe leave
all that blank space after fir-? It is evident that by the
time he was copying the first verse of a new psalm (I£
amerai téi...) he realised that he had forgotten to write
the end line of the previous psalm. It could well be that
that line was thrown further down at the end of another
verse, and marked by a pilcrow, just like Arundel does
every now and then. When the scribe realises the error,
he stops copying the remaining lines of the first verse
from the new psalm, transcribes the end of the previous
psalm and marks it with a pilcrow, then returns to his
transcription by copy-units and leaves the line with the
blank space to help readers identify the structure of the
text. Consequently, the fact that he wrote only fir-, not
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the entire word, at the end of that line, is further proof
that he operated by copy-units.

Another example occurs on f. 42r, line 29, where we
read: rént le guerrediin dels a els meismes .—with the
final —s of meismes written in superscript. Cf. Arundel
Mms 230, f. 30r: Secundum opera manuum eorum tribue/
illis; redde retributionem eorum ipsis. The erasure could
be determined by the initial rendering of ipsis, that is, by
the absence of meismes in the initial translation. And the
lines of the source could be reconstructed as:

S’c’d’m op’a manuum eor’ tribue illis ;

redde retributionem eorum ipsis

In this case, it is evident that the verb rént was written
at the end of the previous line (line 28) during the revision
process, probably about the same time as the correction
on top of an erasure from line 29. It is safe to assume that
the verb rént had been written initially at the beginning
of line 29 (traces of his accentuation are still visible in the
upper part of the erasure, above the initial g-in guerrediin),
but the scribe had no place to insert meismes in an
already crowded line. Therefore, he pushed all words up
one position, until he created enough space to include the
missing term.

The last example of this type presented here is that of
f. 37v, lines 9-10: dréce el tuén esguardement la méie uéie.
Cf. Arundel, f. 9v: Domine deduc me in iusticia tua propter/
inimicos meos; dirige in conspectu/ tuo uiam meam. The
Arundel vernacular gloss is very different from the Douce
prose in this passage: drece esguardement el ton uoie la
moie. Yet the reconstruction of the Latin source suggests

& Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
(left): The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 42r, line 29.
(right): The extensive erasure of Douce, f. 37v, lines 9-10.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

that it could have had a corresponding final line:
Domine deduc me in iusticia tua
propter inimicos meos ; dirige
in conspectus tuo uiam meam

The fact that uéie is not part of the erasure is not sur-
prising, since the scribe does this many times with words
located at the beginning or at the end of these copy-units,
probably because he considers that he can solve the issue
by making smaller erasures. Could it be that the Douce
scribe initially wrote a nonsensical formula such as that
of the Arundel just in the case of esguardement el ton? It
is quite tempting to make this conjecture, especially since
el tuen of the previous line is also written on top of an
erasure. In that case, es- at the end of line 9 was written
in the blank space of the margin left by the initial version
of the scribe.

It is perhaps high time to try a more complex recon-
struction of a larger passage. The middle section of 37v
(second half of Ps 5 and beginning of Ps 6) can become
a proper case study, since many lines have been almost
entirely erased there, four of which have already been
discussed. For comparison, we include the transcription
of the same passage in Douce Ms 320 (erasures marked
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in yellow) and the one of the Latin and French text of
Winchester Psalter, to prove that the source’s lines
cannot fit those of bilingual manuscripts on two columns.
It should also be noted that we do not yet attempt to re-
construct the initial version of the Douce Ms text in this
first instalment of our paper, only its correlation with
the Latin lines in its probable source manuscript. We
included the text of Douce in the interline just to make it
easier to correlate its erasures with the wording of the re-

constructed Latin source. A proper reconstruction of the
vernacular text will be done, only when all phenomena
related to erasures will be analysed in detail.

At the beginning of the passage, there is no reason
to change the arrangement of Ps 5:8 from the Arundel.
The Douce source could have had the same structure
on two lines. However, we reconstructed a version with
two minor abbreviations, to show that such variations
could occur, and that they do not change the interpre-

Oxford Psalter’s largest erasure group (Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320, f. 37v):

la tie crieme . Sire deméine méi en ta iustise pur les miens enemis ; dréce el tuén es
guardement la méie uéie . Kar ueritét nen est . en lur buche ; lur ctier est uain . Sépul
cre aourdnz est . li guitrin di cels . par lur langues tricherusemént faiseient ; iuge
icéls deus . Dechédent de lur cogitatiuns selunc la multitadine de lur impietez ; de
dute icels kar il entariérent téi sire . E esledecent séi tuit = chi espéirent en téi ;

en parmanabletet sesioirint ¢é tu habiteras en els . E sesglorierint en téi tuit

chi aiment le tuén num ; kar tu beneisteras al iuste . Sire sicume . délescut

de la tie bone uoluntét corunas nus .

Sire ne me arguer en ta fuirur ; ne en la tde ire ne me castiér . Merci aies

de mei sire quar ie sui enferm ; saine mei sire . quar li mien 6s sunt conturbét E 14
meie aneme conturbéde est . mult ; é tu sire deque aquant ? Seies cunuertit sire
¢é deliure ma aneme ; salf me fai pur la tue misericordie . Quar nen est en mort chi

Winchester Psalter Latin column
(London, BL, Cotton ms Nero C 1v, f. 47r-v):

Introibo in domum tuam ; adorabo ad
templum sanctum tuum in timore tuo .
Domine deduc me in iustitia tua propter
inimicos meos ; dirige in conspectu

tuo uiam meam .

Quoniam non est in ore eorum ueritas ;

cor eorum uanum est .

Sepulchrum patens est guttur eorum

linguis suis dolose agebant ; iudi-

ca illos deus .

Decidant a cogitationibus suis secundum mul-
titudinem impietatum eorum expelle eos ;
quoniam irritaverunt te domine .

Et letentur omnes qui sperant in te ; in eternum
exultabunt et habitabis in eis .

Et gloriabuntur in te omnes qui diligunt
nomen tuum ; quoniam tu benedices iusto .
Domine ; ut scuto bone uoluntatis

tue coronasti nos .

DomiNE ne in furore tuo arguas me ;

neque in ira tua corripias me

Miserere mei domine quoniam infirmus

sum ; sana me domine quoniam contur-

bata sunt ossa mea .

Et anima mea turbata est ualde ; et

tu domine usquequo .

Conuertere domine et eripe anima mearm .
saluum me fac propter misericordiam tuam .
Quoniam non est in morte qui memor sit tui ; in
inferno autem quis confitebitur tibi .

Winchester Psalter Old French column
(London, BL, Cotton ms Nero C 1v, f. 47r-v):

Teo enterai en ta maison ; e aorerai el

tun saint temple en la tue crieme .

Sire demeine mei en ta iustice pur

les miens enemis ; drece el tuen es
guardement la meie ueie .

Kar uerited nen est en lor buche ;

lur cuer est uain .

Sepulchre aouranz est li guitrun

di cels ; par lur langues tricheruse

ment faiseient iuge cels deus .

Decheent de lur cogitatiuns . selonc la
multitudine de lur impietez debut

icels ; kar il entarierent tei sire .
Esleecent se tuit ki espeirent en tei . en
parmanabletet sesioirunt e tu habiteras en els .
ses glorierunt en tei tuit ki aiment le
tuen num ; kar beneistras al iuste

Sire si cume del escut de la tue bone
uolunted corunas nos .

Sire ne me arguer en ta fuirur . ne

en la tue ire ne me chastier .

Merci aies de mei sire kar ieo sui enferm ;
saine mei sire kar li mien os sunt
conturbet .

E la meie aneme conturbede est mult ;

e tu sire desqueaquant ?

Series conuertit sire e de liure maneme ;
salf me fai pur la tue misericorde .

Kar ne . est . en mort ki remenbrere seit de
tei ; en enfern acertes chi gihirat a tei ?



tation. Next comes a passage that was already discussed,
followed by the case of Ps 5:10 + Ps 5:11 (also mentionned
in passing). Those two verses would follow one another,
thus explaining the extensive erasure that follows and
the problems posed by word order in its rewriting. If
the scribe copied textual units as they appeared in the
source (and only later changed his method), then this
complex passage would lead him to make a series of
choices that he would regret at a later stage. In the next
verse, the erasure of Dechédent is probably related to
flexional issues, not to word order, but the longer erasure

at the end could be linked to a probable line in the Latin
text of the source. In Ps 5:12, the erasure of sesioirunt (cf.
Latin exultabunt) concerns a lexical matter and no other
problems can be noticed. For no other reasons than just
to show that variation is always possible, we redistrib-
uted some characters (the prepositions French en / Latin
in) from one line to another. However, in the next textual
unit, the extensive erasure of the second part of the verse
(which corresponds to the actual end of the verse Ps 5:12)
could be the result of bad choices in the adaptation of
the source, especially if the transcription unit to which
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4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320, f. 37v.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.

le tuén niim belonged was separate from the copy unit of
the verb that precedes it (also erased together with qui).
As for the next erasure, it concerns half a line from Ps
5:13 and is related to the issue of the possessive adjective.
This is where Ps 5 ends.

At the beginning of Ps 6, there is no need to rearrange

the lines; we moved Latin me just to show that variation
is possible and that the layout of Arundel is not the only
one that the source could have had. The fact that the two
lines of Ps 6:2 were entirely erased and rewritten perhaps
point to problems in the phrasing of the vernacular gloss
of the source. In point of fact, the Arundel gloss presents
such odd arrangements of syntax, and the Douce scribe
could have faced real challenges if and when he set out
to adapt an interlinear source text. This perfectly justifies
the erasure of the two lines. Moving on to Ps 6:3, we made
a minor redistribution of the abbreviations in the two

S e




126 | The Manufactory of Old French Psalters: The Genetic Stratigraphy Documented by the Erasures of ... Douce ms 320

dormwax ¢ wpoferar. R ar cufirefenglement ene{jganoe eftablf mér.
- £5 masf. parolef ocuefomwf recet{‘ five ¥ envone la mae cmmurqnm ita
uow delamee oraﬁm/ u rmenf vaaf ¢l ment db. (Quar 1e Oterar acey fieTe
maan ortaf lamee uoch ma:cm efterar 4¢aé uertary quav w ef d% neenc uollany
felume. G de 1iifte Tt ne babmv malignef: nene parmam‘bermrc hwrcexmtev de _
uanc wl otz Tu bmt‘ wmz chr oeurenc ’Ee!ume pberaf wz celf chr parolenc men _
...oounge. D.ame. de.fanf, éncheu n%tg ferar. abommnable:marc....... enlamul.......
otudine delatue mtfmoordwj[c)mm mafun:'& aoverar al tun famrvale en :
(la tue crieme. 5wzj’meme metr mmm{hfe puvlzt‘mtenf enmuf“btm etwmef,
guarbmnenc {a mee uexekzw uerwer nen'e. enbwbucbe’hw cuer ofy nam )9 epuL _
: chre aouranz €. . gurcrun 9t ool par tur languef echerufemer fasferenc - tage
P oedf bemb&@/bew cogratiung felunc lamulxmxdmz delurtmptm“be ~
: olwe telf Raral emamcreg’mﬁw,. d efledecentc fq ure | efpewmc enter :
: enparmanablecer feNortunT . ém\babtcetéf en QG 1 g{omrmrc enm e
i bt Aiment-le ten num< kar tu benafteral” al wifle. O tre ficume dedefuc
: V¢ Lo Aie-bome: wolunced © corunal nuf.
: IRE vie me argueren @ furar ne.en [adie e neme cafher (e el
¢ mar fire quamet‘m enferm: fn e mea fire: quarutmm ot‘ func conturber€la
mewaneme cotrr'u*ﬂ sz ¢ mule o five big» acf cua'clt ﬁre/
7

........................................................................................................

(3 de&umwl mm? odz enuiess entre uw met‘ enermf])efeum . dzma T Cbl
wurey fe{umc“quar}ow Lifite la wow del men pluvemen. Orc U fire lamer pretere:
Gfire lamere ovafin WVm;gundzﬂ’mt & fererre coneurber foremene trefture b mien
en u"imﬂ'memr‘ ¢ uergundiffene mule ignelemene:

IRE, et df en cer efpar falf me far de Tuz parfuanz mer. ¢ deliuire mer.

O{w alquune ficde ne raw ko fi cimeleun lameae aneme“bmnetm:ef que uz[%

1 reasmier” ne chy fali-{amf S e ment dé f1 16HE 10076 & flume of mmef mamf.
11¢ rend afquew’edunant amet malef chofer”’ becﬂ)tz%e’ par defferce demef ene
mf vang. ) arfmw U enemif’ la mewe Aneme «coprmgw/c defulc enwerve la mer
.mz/elammg{om mpulbm bemetwqmm et five on la ti1e e ¢ foref effal -

et fdewiff demef enem’ € vefidnes et five umens d el ciimandement que

“Tu mandaf:¢la fjmagoga def poplef arunerar .6 pur efh enbak vepane”
U fire tages Lef poples. Iuge mer five: fulunc (@ mew m{hfe “&fulunc lamee
MNo@Nw fur e | onﬁxme;&ﬁm: lovdeer def’ pmbzuxf cadveceral Ww«&? efeer
chanz Lef cuerf ¢ Llef vawnf cu bf‘la meie drerce awrrorie del fegnom et fﬂlff’
farc lef drerouvers d¢ cuet 1D dvery wigerte fory efufﬁmti“bum nefe curtice b
par fenglef ey ”’S 1uuf ne ferpey conuevcre fa efpede crollerat: fun arc Tendic:
s aparelat leS/een ln aprefac lefuatkls de moto: fef fatecef’ afardany f:

a Drawing of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320, f. 37v (erasures are marked in yellow).
© Vladimir Agrigoroaei.
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lines of this biblical verse, so that they fit the structure
of the two erasures in Douce. If Arundel was based on
another gloss, this would also explain why maaneme was
written above animam and nothing was written above
meam—Dbecause the formula was taken from a source and
not adapted on the spot. This concludes the case study.

Arundel Psalter interlinear gloss (London,
British Library, Arundel ms 230, f. 9v-10r):

Jo enterai enta maisun enta aurerai al
Introibo indomum tuam ; adorabo ad
temple  saint tun en creme latue
templum sanctum tuum in timore tuo .
Sire  de meinne mei en iustise en ta pur
Domine deduc  me injusticia tua propter
les enemis mens drece esguarde ment
inimicos meos ; dirige in conspectu
el ton uoie lamoie dees coels uain est.
tuo uiam meam ; § eorum uanum est.

Kar nen est en buche de icels ueritet ; quor
Quoniam non est inore eorum ueritas ; cor
Sepulcre  auranz est li guntur dicels ;

Sepulchrum patens est guttur eorum ;
par langues lur tricherusemenz demenoent iuge
linguis suis  dolose agebant ; iudica
Dedechedent cogitaciun de lur; selunc
Decidant acogitationibus suis ; secundum
la multitudine impietet de lur
multitudinem impietatum eorum
debute icels; kar il ascharnirent tei sire.
expelle eos; quoniam irritauerunt te domine .
etes selecent sei tuit ki espereirent en tei ; en par manabletet
Et letentur omnes qui sperant  in te ; in eternum
se lecerunt et tu habiteras en els.
exultabunt et habitabis  in eis.
Et ses gloriesent entei tuit ki eiment
Et gloriabuntur in te omnes qui diligunt
nun leten; kar tu beneistras a iuste .
nomen tuum ; quoniam tu benedices iusto.
Sire  sicume de lescut bone uolentet delatue
Domine ; ut scuto bone uoluntatis tue
curunas nus.
coronasti nos . PSALMus DAVID
Sire ne en ta forsenerie constremnes mei ;
DomiNE ne in furore tuo arguas
ne enire latue castier mei. li men.
neque inira tua corripias me . § mea
Merci aies de limen sire mei kar enferm io sui
Miserere mei domine quoniam infirmus sum ;
saine mei sire kar contur bet sunt os
sana me domine quoniam conturbata sunt ossa
Et lamoi aneme con turbet est mult; ettu
Et anima mea turbata est ualde; ettu
sire  desque aquant ? Latue
domine usquequo. 9 tuam
Seies conuertit sire et deliure maaneme
Conuertere domine et eripe animam
salf meifai pur misericordie .
meam ; saluum me fac propter misericordiam .

me ;

Reconstruction of the possible Latin lines

in the source of Douce ms 320:

[Ié enterrai en ta maisun ; et adrerai] ?
Introibo in domum tuam ; adorabo

[al tun saint temple en la tae crieme .] ?

ad templum sanctum tuum in timore tuo .
[Sire deméine méi en ta iustise] ?

Domine deduc me in iusticia tua

[pur les miens enemis ; dréce] ?

propter inimicos meos ; dirige

[el tuén esguardement la méie uéie] ?

in conspectu tuo uiam meam ;

[Kar ueritét nen est . en lur buche ;] ?
Quoniam non est in ore eorum ueritas ;

[lur cter est uain. Sépulchre a-] ?

cor eorum uanum est . Sepulchrum pa-
[ourdnz est li guitrun di cels par lur langues] ?
tens est guttur eorum ; linguis suis
[tricherusemént faiseient ; iige icéls deus .] ?
dolose agebant ; iudica illos deus.
[Dechédent de lur cogitatiuns selunc]
Decidant a cogitationibus suis ; secundum

[la multitudine de lur impietez ;] ?
multitudinem impietatum eorum

[debtte icels kar il entariérent téi sire .] ?
expelle eos ; quoniam irritauerunt te domine.
[Esledcent séi tuit chi espéirent en téi ; en] ?
Et letentur omnes qui sperant in te ; in
[parmanabletet sesioirtint é tu habiteras en els .] ?
eternum exultabunt et habitabis in eis.

[E sesglorierunt en téi tdit chi aiment] ?

Et gloriabuntur in te omnes qui diligunt

[le tuén nam; kar tu beneisteras al iuste .] ?
nomen tuum; quoniam tu benedices iusto .
[Sire sicume . délescut de la tiie bone uoluntét] ?
Domine; ut scuto bone uoluntatis tue
[cérunas nus ] ?

coronasti nos. PSALMVS DAVID

[Sire ne me arguer en ta fuirdr ; | ?

DomiNE ne in furore tuo arguas

[ne en la tae ire ne me castiér.] ?

me ; neque in ira tua corripias me .

[Merci aies de mei sire quar ie sui enferm ;] ?
Miserere mei domine quoniam infirmus

[_] ? [saine mei sire . quar sunt conturbét .] ?
sum ; sana me domine quoniam conturbata
[li mien 6s] ?

sunt ossa mea.

[E 14 meie aneme conturbéde est . mult ; é tu] ?
Et anima mea turbata est ualde; et tu

[sire deque aquant .] ?

domine usquequo.

[Seies conuertit sire é deliure ma aneme ;] ?
Conuertere domine et eripe animam meam ;
[salf me fai pur la tue misericordie.] ?
saluum me fac propter misericordiam tuam .
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f 40w,
line 31

f 4w,
line 39

f 47,
line 40

f 47,
line 39

f 47,
line 40

Getting back to the analysis of individual examples, it
is worth noting that on f. 40v, line 31, Douce ms 320 reads:
nus canterums é recunteruns lés ties uertiiz. The Arundel
vernacular gloss presents a similar vernacular text based
upon a Latin text with a slightly different layout of the
lines: Exaltare domine in uirtute tua; canta-/bimus et
psallemus uirtutes tuas (f. 24r). Perhaps the text of the
Latin source used by the Douce scribe could have had the
following layout:

Exaltare domine in uirtute tua;

cantabim’ et psallem’ uirtutes tuas

On f. 47v, lines 39-40, Douce reads: Kar laneme dé i
en la uie de lii meésme serat benedéite. The Latin text
of Arundel has (f. (51v): Quia anima eius in uita ipsius
benedi-/cetur; confitebitur tibi cum benefece . Its vernacu-
lar gloss is once again rather similar to Douce.

On f. 49v, line 5, Douce’s sequence que ié plaise deuant
déu en la lumiére dés uiuanz . can be interpreted in com-
parison with the lines of Latin text in Arundel, f. 58r:
Quoniam eripuisti animam meam de/ morte. E pedes meos
de lapsu; ut placeat/ coram deo in lumine uiuentium, es-
pecially since the translation of Douce is similar to that
of Arundel in this passage. However, minor adjustments

need to be made and the reconstruction of the passage in
the presumed source of Douce could be:

guoniam eripuisti animam meam
e morte et pedes meos de lapsu ; ut

placeat coram deo in lumine uiuentium.

Coincidentally, this would also be the last line-unit of
the entire psalm.

There is another example on f. 51r, line 34. Douce has
here: A lili par la meie biiche criai ; é esledeceai destiz ma
langue. In Arundel, f. 651, the Latin text is: Ad ipsum ore
meo clamaui; et exultaui /sub lingua mea (displaced above,
in a different line). The reconstruction of a possible source
for Douce is:

Ad ipsum ore meo clamaui; et exultaui

sub lingua mea

And the translation choices seem very similar to those
of Arundel.

On f. 551, line 28, Douce reads: ¢ les siies meruéilles el

4P Close-ups of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Douce ms 320.
Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei / Alessia Chapel, 2023.

Courtesy of the Imaging Services of The Bodleian Libraries,
University of Oxford. Creative Commons licence cc-By-Nc 4.0.
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f 49y,
line 5

camyp de tafneés. Cf. Arundel, f. 80r: Sicut posuit in egypto
signa sua; e pro/digia sua in campo taphneos. For once,
nonetheless, there is a difference in the vernacular text:
Sicume il cum il posat. As for the reconstruction of the
source, it could be:

Sicut posuit in egypto signa sua;
et prodigia sua in campo taphneos

Finally, on f. 55r, line 37, Douce has: E ferit chesciine
chdse premiér engendrée en la térre d’egypte . Cf. Arundel’s
Latin text, 80v: Et percussit omne primogenitum in terra/
egypti; primitias omnis laboris eorum. Leaving aside the
fact that the Old French translation seems once again
close to the Arundel gloss, the reconstruction of the lines
in the source could be:

Et percussit omne primogenitum

in terra egypti (...)

However, not all extensive erasures can be included in
this category, because the scribe certainly operated with
other types of segmentation as well. The reading of an
entire line was practical and saved him time and effort, but
he probably relied on other segmentations of the source
too, either syntactical or in accord with punctuation. For
instance, on f. 46r, line 5, Douce has a phrase written on

top of an erasure: Mais ié siii mendis é potire. The Arundel
gloss is similar to the Douce prose and corresponds to
the Latin text (f. 44v): Ego autem mendicus sum et pauper;
domi-/nus sollicitus est mei . It is probably related to the
issue of mais and acertes (vide supra).

Sneddon 1972: 110-112, has already analysed the issue
of word order, arriving at the conclusion that “although
the Latin word-order may be retained in French and the
phrase remain comprehensible, it may never the less be
altered” She tried to explain changes in word order in
relation to conjunctions, pronouns, and possessive adjec-
tives. This is indeed correct. Sneddon’s observation that
Arundel and Douce stem from a shared source (Sneddon
1972: 178) also seems to be correct.

In our opinion, the scribe of Douce mMs 320 used as a
source a Latin manuscript with a vernacular interlinear
gloss written in smaller characters. His goal was the
transformation of said gloss into a prose text. However,
he was undecided about the proper translation choices
for certain passages. Sometimes he modified the source
material, sometimes he followed it faithfully, depending
on the complexity of the problem, on his ability (or
inability) to rephase, and on many other factors. This will
be analysed in the next instalment of this paper.

i ksl

f 46,
line 5




PRELIMINARY FINDINGS (VA, AC)

The first instalment of this paper cannot provide conclu-
sions based on a partial analysis of the erasures in Douce
Ms 320. Proper conclusions will be drawn only at the end
of the next instalment, when the study of erasures will be
completed. For the time being, the preliminary results of
our partial study (to be confirmed or rebutted by further
research) is that the transcription process was done in
stages, two of which are obvious beyond any doubt. In
the first part of the text, after much hesitation, the scribe
gradually defined his method and settled on certain
spellings and on how to render the word order in ver-
nacular. In the second part of the vernacular version of
the Psalms, a certain degree of hesitation is still present,
but to a lesser extent, because the method was defined.
The exact separation between the two parts is hard to pin
down, for the scribe took various decisions at different
stages of the text transcription.

That the process was gradual and decisions were taken
step by step is evident from the fact that the scribe took
a minor decision rather quickly, at the end of the first
three folios. On f. 40r he stopped correcting quar and
ker into kar. Four folios later, on f. 43v, he settled for a
solution on the issue of quer corrected into cuer. In other
instances, the scribe probably gave up erasing and cor-
recting. The fact that he rendered Lat autem as OFr mais
from f. 37r to 69v, corrected acertes into mais between
f. 40v—46r, and finally left acertes uncorrected from f. 40v
to f. 71v is proof of such resignation. Similarly, the
erasures concerning double —rr— do not occur after f. 47.
The scribe was in search of a method; he had to perfect it
gradually, since there were too many things to be taken
into account. In the specific case of interconsonantal —e—,
he came up with a decision only after several hesitations
on f. 45-54. This interval corresponds to the beginning of
an actual turning point in several categories of erasures
and corrections.

For instance, the scribe’s hesitation in the transcription
of vowels and digraphs seems to end on f. 55-56. Four
other corrections on top of erasures of this type occur on
f. 56v—57r (sul > sol), f. 58v (uitante > oitante), f. 60r (? >
curucez), and f. 70r (> aorerums), but they are rare ex-
ceptions. In the case of dentals in future and past tense
verbal forms, the turning point occurs on f. 53-59. This
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was amply discussed at the end of the section on dentals,
where it was also noted that it can be linked to a turning
point in the spelling of past participles (f. 57) and nouns
ending in dentals (f. 60), thus leading to the conclusion
that the scribe experimented and finally settled the issue
of dentals when he transcribed f. 53-60. By that point, he
took the decision to enforce irrelevant idiosyncrasies as
well. The majority of the spellings with —tiun or —ceun
occur before f. 591, whereas —ciun and —cun are preferred
after. Similarly, the deletion of an —n in car(n), enfer(n),
and iur(n) occurs respectively on f. 56v, f. 57r—f. 59v, and
f. 57r-60r. Extensive erasures stop on f. 57r. There are
only two on f. 61r and 75v, but they are not very large and
cannot be linked to the issue of lines in the Latin source,
only with word order. Folios 55-60 are therefore the seg-
ment of the text where he had found his method.

The fact that the corrective insertions of words or seg-
ments of words occur throughout the entire text of the
Psalms suggests that they cannot be related to his hesi-
tations but rather to the fact that he is adapting a source,
making eye-skips and other errors that all scribes commit
when working with a source. Also, the extensive use of
erasures and corrections in the first part of his transcrip-
tion of the Psalms is not related to his variable degree of
acquaintance with the textual tradition of certain Psalms,
but to an overall pattern of rewriting. Therefore, our two
main hypotheses are as follows: first, that the scribe
focused on making a pre-existing text more fluid—a
hypothesis that was amply dealt with in the sections
focusing on the extensive erasures, the corrective uses
of the low dash, and the odd additions and corrections;
and secondly, that the scribe took care to convert certain
dialectal features into a more continental or high-pres-
tige variety of language. This does not explain the rela-
tionship between ms Douce 320 and Arundel ms 230, the
text of which was certainly not the source of Douce. Our
preliminary findings cannot support a full and thorough
discussion of the issues in the Arundel manuscript before
its own erasures have been analysed. However, it can be
argued that the unnatural word order found in Arundel
ms 230 follows the pattern of several glosses that are
known in Old English literature (vide infra). In this type
of equation, Douce would represent a possible prosifica-
tion of a gloss.

OLD ENGLISH PRECEDENTS (VA)

The thing that makes the interpretation of the filiation of
Arundel ms 230 and Douce Ms 320 extremely difficult is
their back-and-forth consonance and dissonance. Some
passages resemble to the letter, and there are passages
which could not be more dissimilar. Neither of the two
manuscripts can be the copy of the other. Ecdotics might
suggest that they could both be linked to a third man-
uscript, but this explanation does not take into account
translatological issues. We need to address the manner in
which the rewriting of glosses shapes new texts. This is
common in Old English glosses to the Psalms, a textual
tradition the last exemplars of which partly coincide with
Arundel and Douce (cf. Toswell 2014 for an introduction
to Old English Psalms and psalters). Old English glosses
rarely use the word order of the vernacular language
(Crowley 2000 for one rare situation); they are mostly
tributary to Latin. It is also worth noting that vernac-

ular glosses could have been one of the tools for the
standardisation of the Old English language in late 10th
century Winchester under bishop Zthelwold, as part of
the Benedictine Reform (Gneuss 1972; cf. Gretsch 2001;
Gretsch 2005; Lendinara 2019: 87-92). Since the transla-
tions of the Bible could have played a similar role in the
evolution of Old French (e.g., Trenel 1904), the compari-
son is worth investigating.

Concerning Old English Psalter glosses, there still re-
mains a general tendency to divide them into two groups.
Research rather speaks of a “network of relationships”
between Group a of Old English psalter glosses and
Group 6 (ct. Pulsiano 1991). It was argued that one cannot
understand the links between them if they are edited
alone (cf. Pulsiano 1992 for the proposal of a joint edition
of all glosses). According to Philipp Pulsiano, the only
solution would be to present them in a collective form
(see the concordance of Pulsiano 2001 for a posthumous
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first volume in a planned series of four).

Leaving aside the links with an Old English metrical
psalter (O’Neill 2016; cf. Toswell 1997) and the issue of
dialectal implications (cf. Kitson 2002; Kitson 2003; Ogura
2006), both features being less interesting in the current
framework, my presentation starts with the first group
of texts, Group « (for the use of @ and § in reference to
manuscript groups instead of individual manuscripts,
see Schabram 1965, 23, passim; Gretsch 1999, 17-21; cf.
Lendinara 2023: 338). Group « consists of its namesake
codex A (London, British Library, Cotton mMs Vespasian
A i; manuscript B (Oxford, Bodleian Library, mMs Junius
27; and another independent apograph known as C
(Cambridge, University Library, ms Ff. 1. 23). The rela-
tionship between the three is complex, yet all are early
texts, dating back to 9th century, 10th century, and ¢.1000
respectively. In spite of various attempts made at iden-
tifying an Urtext, filiation remains rather unclear, much
like in the case of the Old French Psalters known as
Oxford and Arundel with the addition (or not) of Orne
and Maidstone (e.g., Pulsiano 1996 for the complex links
between C and A).

Most manuscripts in Group 6, on the other hand, are
of a later date. Despite the fact that D (London, British
Library, Royal ms 2 B v) is also early, dated to mid-10th
century, the other glosses were compiled in early 11th-
century: L (London, British Library, Additional ms 37517,
in a 10th—century codex); mid-11th century—G (London,
British Library, Cotton ms Vitellius E xviii); mid- or third
quarter of the 11th century—F (London, British Library,
Stowe Ms 2) and H (London, British Library, Cotton
Mms Tiberius C vi); second half of the 11th century—7F
(London, British Library, Arundel ms 60); or 11th-12th
century—K (Salisbury, Cathedral Library, ms 150, in a
manuscript dated to the second half of the 10th century).
Filiation is once again problematic. And there is also a
version I, Lambeth Psalter from the first half of the 11th
century (London, Lambeth Palace Library, ms 427), which
contains different glosses with many mixed readings from
Group o and Group 6, as well as corrections and revisions.

The same could be said about the Old English gloss of
the Eadwine Psalter (E—Cambridge, Trinity College, Ms
R.17.1, mid-12th century). Its basis could be a version of
Group a, while corrections to its Old English text could
be made on the basis of Group § (e.g., Lindelof 1904; cf.
O’Neill 1992: 126—who identifies Vespasian Psalter (A)
and Regius Psalter (D) as models for the base of the text
and corrections respectively). Nevertheless, given the
presence of several scribes working on the Old English
text, not to mention double glosses (i.e., two glosses given
for the same Latin word), the issue of these corrections is
intriguing. Many corrections look like they were made
as spontaneous interventions (Zagorska 2020a; Zagorska
2020b). A different situation concerns the Salisbury
Psalter (K) of Group 6. D being the base, the glossator
of K probably chose to eliminate the poetical renderings
of D and his choices fell sometimes too close to those
found in various glosses from Group « (cf. Lendinara
2021: 192-196).

In most cases, peculiar variations and similitudes within
Groups a, 8, or in between the two groups are stuck in the
basic causality dilemma. However, research seems to be
focused mainly on the relationship between the appara-

tuses of glosses. Pictured in the form of a deterministic
chain of transmission, glosses are expected to move from
point « to point §, or vice-versa. This happens because
they are seen as independent from the Latin text to
which they adhere, an idea inherited from the nineteenth
century—the century of dictionaries, national philolo-
gies, and national identities. Lendinara 2002a: 249-254
(with examples) pointed out that a gloss should not be
readily taken as a translation of its Latin lemma. Glosses
cannot be used as the lemmata of a modern dictionary,
to be mined for renderings to use in a translation. Such a
choice apparently ignores the specific circumstances that
link lemmata—i.e., clusters of words in a source text—and
their interpretamenta—clusters of glosses corresponding
to such lemmata. By the same token, treating a gloss (and
its meaning(s)) as a word within a prose translation is
likewise off the mark. The said lemma and interpreta-
mentum form a cluster. It is my personal opinion that an
edition which meets this requirement is the partial one
by Pignatelli, Lavrentiev (s.a.)—who edited the Latin and
Old French glosses of Arundel ms 230.

There is also the issue of double interpretamenta in
vernacular glosses. The entries of glossaries with inter-
pretamenta drawn from different sources woven together
by scribes can operate as interpretation networks of
their respective lemmata (cf. Lendinara 2002a: 257-
265). Another category comprises glosses, the interpreta-
menta of which stem from the former. A bridge is thus built
between the two glosses (lemma 1 + interpretamentum 1
and lemma 2 + interpretamentum 2) (Lendinara 1992a).
This and other features of the interpretamenta (and their
origin once detected) makes so-called errors of transla-
tion entirely irrelevant in the discussion of many glosses.
Glossators did not have just the source text in mind. Their
work was multifaceted, anchored in both source texts
and glossaries (Lendinara 1992b; cf. Lendinara 2012).
For instance, as regards Psalter glosses, the “errors” of
the K gloss (i.e., Salisbury Psalter) are none other than
a diorthosis type of rewriting based on a Romanum
gloss, but with the help of commentaries and additional
works (Lendinara 2021). Viewed in light of the above-
mentioned instances, the so-called errors of language or
translation in the Old French Arundel Psalter might be
the result of a similar method of glossing. When Arundel
Ms 230 breaks with Douce ms 320 or presents odd
rephrases of a clusterial nature, this happens because its
interlinear gloss is not an actual translation, but only the
adaptation of source material in order to fit the purpose
devised by (or for the use of) the glossator.

When historical analysis is applied to the corpus of Old
English interlinear glosses to the Psalms, none of them
can be considered a prose translation (for a prose trans-
lation of the Psalms, see the Old English text of Psalms
1-50 in an 11th-century Canterbury manuscript—Paris,
BnF, f. lat. 8846; Psalms 51-150 have a verse translation in
the same manuscript). The tradition started rather early,
at the end of the 7th century. It characterised Germanic
languages as a group—not only Old English, but also Old
High German, Old Frisian, and it spread as far as Scan-
dinavian lands (Lendinara 2002b; cf. Bremmer 2007;
Grauwe 1990 for Old Frisian). Old Franconian glosses
to the Psalms from the 10th century were also part of
the same phenomenon (cf. Kyes 1969 for an edition).



Furthermore, a recent book by Blom proves beyond
doubt that the culture of glossing flourished upon an
“early medieval paratextual network” (Blom 2017: 4). This
network connected several Western-European non-Ro-
mance languages in the span of six long centuries, and
it created its own system of verbal and non-verbal ex-
pression (syntax marks, punctuation, and layout must
be taken into account too). Moreover, the Psalms were
central in the development of glossing. This is amply
demonstrated by Blom 2017.

Blom identified three types of glosses. The first one con-
cerns “substitution glosses [that] replace a lemma from
the principal text with another term in order to provide
more or less exact lexical equivalents or perceived equiv-
alents.” They can be divided in SUB1 “glosses which pro-
vide a synonym or translation of a noun (phrase), verb
(phrase), preposition(al phrase), adverb, or conjunction;”
SUB2 “substitution glosses which provide an explanatory
replacement” (some [...] derived from the commentary
paratext in the margin of the manuscript); and SUB3 those
that provide a paraphrase of a lemma, “more difficult to
fit into a taxonomy.” (Blom 2017: 29-32). This corresponds
to the peculiar mechanics of complex translation clusters
analysed in the recent Translation Automatisms volume
(Agrigoroaei, Sasu, Volekova, Svobodova, Korondi, Un-
gureanu, Ginsac 2023). Old English interlinear glosses to
the Latin Psalms often belong to this category of substi-
tution glosses.

The second category postulated by Blom includes “sup-
plement glosses [that] elucidate the morphology and
syntax of the principal text by supplying additional clar-
ifying forms, often repeated, or otherwise deduced, from
context.” These are hard to identify in Old French glosses,
as they are bereft of any evident uses for language ac-
quisition and educational hermeneutics. They can be
“complete constituents, words or a group of words that
function as a single syntactic unit, such as an object, a
subject, or a phrase, added to a sentence in the principal
text” Supplement glosses divide into SUP1 “gloss [that]
supplies a constituent,” and SUP2 gloss that “supplements
a constituent” Syntax marks can belong to this subcate-
gory. Blom notes that “non-verbal glosses are especially
common in Irish and Anglo-Saxon manuscripts, consist-
ing of combinations of abstract signs (dots, commas, and
dashes) and letters to explicate the syntactic context of a
lemma.” (Blom 2017: 32-34).

Blom’s last category consists of “commentary glosses
provid[ing] new information to and elucidate[ing] a
given lemma, but without substituting or supplementing
the principal text” He further notes that “defining this
category and the relation between commentary glosses,
scholia and commentary proper is problematic, which
results in these terms often being used interchangeably”
He then divides them into four subcategories: COM1
“provide lexical or etymological commentary”; COM2
“provide commentary on morphology and syntax; COM3
“provide variant readings or other text-critical infor-
mation,” and COM4 cover glosses that “give explicative
commentary, for example on exegesis or historical back-
ground” (Blom 2017: 34). This corresponds to a situation
that we also noted, namely that of glosses of an exegeti-
cal nature that “can be similar to the contemporary trans-
lation technique known as ‘description’—i.e., replacing a
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term or an expression with a description—and ‘amplifi-
cation™ (Agrigoroaei, Sasu 2023: 37, with translatological
bibliography in the footnotes). Blom’s categories 1 and
3 can be found in Old French texts—substitutions and
commentaries, that is, linguistic variation or the impli-
cations of exegesis. Blom’s second category, that of sup-
plement glosses, is hard to find in Old French glosses, as
it is related to the peculiar interest for grammar that we
see in the “early medieval paratextual network” The co-
existence of glossae collectae, class glossaries, and alpha-
betical glossaries, as well as the presence of Old English
glosses in Latin grammatical texts suggests that language
acquisition and hermeneutics were interwoven to a
certain degree (e.g., Lapidge 1982; Gneuss 1990; Gneuss
1993; Lendinara 2020). Furthermore, a similar interest in
grammar, glosses (some on Psalms), and glossaries char-
acterises Celtic languages (e.g., Bauer, Krivoshchekova
2022; cf. Best 1936; Law 1982; Holtz 1983; McNamara
2000; Bauer 2017; O’Sullivan 2021).

Since it was repeatedly pointed out that Old English
glosses were an instrument for teaching, even though the
precise dynamics of Anglo-Saxon pedagogy are not fully
grasped (Lendinara 2002c; cf. Stanton 2002), one must
also note that the 11th and 12th centuries saw a shift in
the evolution of the contents of libraries, the responsi-
bility for which did not lie with the Norman Conquest,
but with a Western-European cultural trend that started
earlier. The essential place occupied by grammatical
and educational works characterising the period before
the 11th century was gradually overtaken by patristic
works and commentaries (Webber 1997; cf. Thomson
1986). The decline of Old English translations or glosses
(such as those from the Lambeth and Eadwine Psalters)
coincides with this decline of grammatical and educa-
tional works, whereas the interest in patristic works and
commentaries underpins the rise of glosses to (and trans-
lations from) the Psalms in the Old French literature of
the 12th century. In the second part of the 12th century,
a generation after the emergence of Old French trans-
lations of (and glosses to) the Psalms, vernacular com-
mentaries to the same book of the Bible were made. The
First French Commentary to the Psalms, written in four
instalments on the Continent ¢.1165, was soon copied
in many Anglo-Norman manuscripts of the 12th and
13th centuries, its only extended copy being located in
England: the three manuscripts of Durham, Cathedral
Library, mss A.11.11-A.11.13) (for this text, see Gregory
1990).

That the Old French written tradition did not have a
penchant for grammar is evident from the inventory of
12th—century texts. Yet there has always been a pecu-
liar category of Anglo-Norman texts of a didactical na-
ture, mostly poems, many of which belong to the wider
corpus of biblical adaptations (see two cases concerning
the Psalms: the First French Metrical Psalter, studied by
the PSalteRATIO ANR project—London, British Library,
Harley ms 4070 + Additional ms 50000; and the Miserele
poem in London, Lambeth Palace Library, ms 431—edited

» Cambridge, Trinity College, Ms R.17.1, f- 10v.

The Old English gloss is transcribed on the text of Romanum
(second column), whereas the Old French one on Hebraicum
(first column).

Courtesy of the Master and Fellows of Trinity College Cambridge
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by Grange 2015; many more texts of this category were
written both in England and on the Continent; see e.g.,
Sansun of Nantuil’s Proverbs, Evrat’s Genesis, etc.). Such
texts precede and underpin the rise of Anglo-Norman
glossaries and grammars in the 13th century (cf. Hunt
1991), as the latter represents a specific group of texts
with tight insular dynamics.

It is therefore safe to assume that French culture ended
up assimilating local cultural trends after a while, but this
was a hesitant process. Full cultural assimilation was not
possible at the very beginning of the occupation; only
stimulus diffusion, that is, achieving similar results with
different means. Since the earliest manuscripts in the
corpus of Old French psalters are either proper transla-
tions (Douce) or glosses based on the lemma-interpreta-
mentum pattern (Arundel), I believe that the Arundel
gloss should be interpreted along the same lines as
the Old English glosses to the Psalms. When stating
this, I am not defending the view of Howlett 1996. I
am merely referencing several instances where Old
French texts are based on Old English precedents (e.g.,
Agrigoroaei 2020). Perhaps the best example is the Com-
put of Philippe de Thaon (¢.1113/1119), one of the first
(if not the first) Old French poem of the aforementioned
didactic group. The odd genre and subject of Philippe’s
poem can be linked to the fact that computistical works, a
fashionable type of texts before the Conquest, continued
to thrive in England after 1066 (cf. Lendinara 2007: esp.
92-102, for various computistical works).

This is where a comparative look at Old English and
Old French translations and glosses to the Psalms bears
interesting fruit in a number of respects. Anglo-Norman
textual tradition formed during the 12th century, which
represented not only a decline but also the end of the Old
English tradition of glosses. Still, there are other simi-
larities to be taken into account in connection with the
pattern of lemma-interpretamentum. Perhaps the most
interesting feature are the so-called “glossary words,” that
is, words that occur only in the limited frame of cer-
tain interlinear glosses. Defined as ‘morphological bor-
rowings’ or ‘structural replicas’ (Kornexl 2003: 206; cf.
Lendinara 2019: 93-94), they are the by-product of an
etymological approach to glossing that can be noticed in
Old French examples, too. Leaving aside the case of the
Oxford Psalter or of the Arundel Psalter, the etymological
formations of which will be analysed in the next instal-
ment of this paper, I will present an example that was
already analysed in a recent publication.

I argued that the rendering of Lat pusillus as OFr pe-
tringneth in the Old French gloss of the Eadwine Psalter’s
Psalm 151 must be interpreted along the same lines as
the translation choice peterinés that renders Lat pusillus
in the anonymous Walloon translation of saint Bernard’s
Sermones in annuum (Agrigoroaei 2023: 123, 125). The
translation choice is one and the same, even though
the word is not attested elsewhere in the corpus of Old
French texts; different translators came up with identi-
cal etymological formations as a result of identical trans-

4 Cambridge, Trinity College, Ms R.17.1, f. 10v.

The Old English gloss is transcribed on the text of Romanum
(penultimate column), whereas the Old French one on
Hebraicum (last column).

Courtesy of the Master and Fellows of Trinity College Cambridge

lation strategies (extreme functional equivalence). The
presence of such tailor-made words in Old English gloss-
es, often in connection with Latin realia (Lendinara 2012:
967-974) suggests that they cannot be extracted from
their lemma-interpretamentum setting, to be included in
actual dictionaries of the old language. This is indeed the
case of petringneth, which should not have been includ-
ed in the Anglo-Norman Dictionary—on the one hand, be-
cause petringneth is a structural by-product of a lemma-
interpretamentum cluster, being the vernacular answer to
Lat pusillus; on the other hand, because this word for-
mation is not Anglo-Norman, since an identical formation
occurred in a Walloon text of the same period.

I do not share the opinion that vernacular interpreta-
menta from interlinear glosses should be studied in com-
plete isolation from actual prose translations, some of
which are based on similar or identical translation strat-
egies. The fact that OFr peterinés occurs in a prose trans-
lation is proof enough that the situation is more or less
the same. Instead, I have already argued that extreme-
functional translation strategies in the vernacular texts
of the 12th century did not operate between high-pres-
tige sources and low-prestige target texts. The juncture
of diglossia and bilingualism created four main lan-
guage categories between the source text and target text:
‘high-prestige and low-prestige Latin, high-prestige and
low-prestige Romance, with an infinity of intermedi-
ate degrees’. The translator (or glossator) adapted a text
‘from a high variety of the Latin language to a high
variety of French, passing through a low-prestige type of
Latin’ (latin haut et bas, roman haut et bas, avec une in-
finité de degrés intermédiaires, [...] d’une variété haute de
la langue latine a une variété haute du francais, par I'en-
tremise d’un latin en variété basse; Agrigoroaei 2016: 297).
In my own opinion, ‘glossary words’ could be the result
of a certain aesthetic of translation, based on an extreme
functional translation strategy.

This aesthetic is evident only in a handful of Old French
texts, most of which can be traced back to 12th-century
England. Apart from the aforementioned translations
and glosses to the Psalms, the group includes the trans-
lation of the book of Judges (made for Norman Knights
Templar), and that of the four books of Kings, both of
them made in the second part of the 12th century (cf.
Curtius 1911; Albon 1913; Ham 1937; Nobel 2015). In
a literary context that favoured verse adaptations, it
is possible that this minority of translations based on
extreme functional translation strategies could have been
influenced by Old English models, just as certain texts
from Wallonia and Lorraine show that a similar approach
to an extreme functional translation strategy could have
been influenced by German models (Agrigoroaei 2011, 1:
527-537).

The best illustration of the manner in which Old French
took off by the exact time that Old English was gradually
dying out is none other than Eadwine Psalter. Its Old
English composite gloss was written in the interline of
Romanum, while the Old French gloss—independent
from the text of the Oxford Psalter (see the demonstration
in Agrigoroaei 2023)—was transcribed in the adjacent
column of Hebraicum. However, there are other types of
encounters as well (see again Agrigoroaei 2019).
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MAIDSTONE FRAGMENTS: TRANSCRIPTION (VA)

From Douce ms 320 and Arundel ms 230 stems the entire
group of bilingual psalters on two columns, the evolution
of which seems simple, but no research into their links has
been made. Among these psalters, one witnesses an odd
transformation that could be related not to bilingual
psalters as a group, but to the (again) unclear filiation of
Douce and Arundel. This other psalter was mentioned ear-
lier, in the section concerning ker as a spelling for car.

The codex is now lost, but three leaves are still in the
Kent County Archives of Maidstone, file Fa Z 1. The local
catalogue of manuscripts states that the free folios were
in the possession of Faversham Borough Records, “where
they presumably had been used as wrappers, covers, and
so forth” (Freeth 1974: no pagination). Since the dossier
of fragments from the Faversham Borough Records
comprises three other items (two leaves from a biblical
concordance of the late 14th-century; three leaves from
a Sarum Missal, 15th century; and two leaves from a
Missal, also dated 15th century), it is quite possible that
they originated in the Benedictine St Saviour’s Abbey of
Faversham (founded 1147/8) and were pillaged or dis-
membered during the dissolution of the monasteries.
Faversham Abbey was dissolved in 1538. At the time of
the writing of the Maidstone psalter fragments (mid-12th
century or second half of the same century according to
Careri, Ruby, Short 2011: 108, who quote the opinion of
Michael Gullik and argue that the manuscript could have
been written at Christ Church, Canterbury), Faversham
Abbey was Cluniac and subject to the authority of St
Augustine’s Abbey (Canterbury), not Christ Church (also
Canterbury). Cf. Dobson, Edwards 2010, 96-97. Yet this
means that a direct line of transmission of the manuscript
could have been either Canterbury, where many manu-
scripts of the times were produced, or the network of
English monasteries.

The fragments contain the biblical verses Ps 55:7-Ps
59:10 and Ps 68:15-70, and are sufficient to identify the Old
French text with an avatar of the aforementioned tradition
(cf. Careri, Ruby, Short 2011: 108). The layout gives the
false impression that the Maidstone psalter could have
been similar to double psalters. Yet even though the text
is transcribed on two columns, it no longer presents two
autonomous texts. The Latin and French verses alternate
within each column, and paragraph breaks mark linguis-
tic change. Perhaps the hierarchy of languages dictates
that Gallicanum had to be copied first, followed by the
Old French translation. However, the size of the letters
in the French text is the same as that of the characters of
the Latin one, therefore it is hard to argue that the two
languages are different in status, at least from the point
of view of the layout.

The size of the codex (280 x 185 mm) is comparable to
that of other bilingual psalters belonging to the Anglo-
Norman tradition, such as the palimpsest of Copenhagen
(Universitetsbiblioteket Arnamagnasanske Samling 618 4°),
especially since the fragments date to the same period.
Yet despite similitudes with Douce ms 320 which link
them in the same textual tradition, the three leaves

present a text which is a little different than what one
finds in bilingual psalters based on Douce Mms 320.
It is therefore not certain that the Maidstone frag-
ments represent a witness marking the transition to an-
other category of bilingual (or trilingual) psalters. This
transformation would seem natural if it were indeed dic-
tated by the strict symmetry of the two-column arrange-
ment, which would in turn testify to ‘the reader’s greatest
ease for establishing linguistic correspondences’ (la plus
grande commodité de lecture pour établir des correspon-
dances linguistiques; Ruby 2010: 180).

An analysis of the translation strategies (or rewriting /
diorthosis) from the Maidstone fragments is scheduled for
the next instalment of the current experimental paper.
For the time being, only a basic transcription of the text
is provided in this last section of the first instalment. I
must also note that references to folios can be confusing,
as they were not properly assembled. The second folio’s
recto is in fact its verso. Folios 1 and 3 form a bifolium,
that used to be part of the same quire as folio 2. There
are also traces of minor erasures, rewritings, writings in
spaces initially left blank by the scribe, and a series of
marginal notes that must also be taken into account.

4P Maidstone, Kent History and Library Centre, Fa/Z1 (Faver-
sham Fragment I.): f. 3v (last folio in the
(and two details on the facing page)

Photos: Vladimir Agrigoroaei, 2023.
Courtesy of Kent Archive Service, Kent County Council.
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Ps 55:7b
+ Ps 55:8

Ps 55:9a
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Ps 55:10a

Ps 55:10b

Ps 55:11

Ps 55:12

Ps 55:13

Ps 56:2a

Ps 56:2b

Ps 56:3

Ps 56:4a

Ps 56:4b
+ Ps 56:5a

Ps 56:5b

Ps 56:7a

Ps 56:6
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Maidstone Fragments
[text of the first fragment]

(1] Enhabiterunt e se respondrunt ; il meisme le mien
talum agaiterunt .

Sicut sustinuerunt animam meam pro nichilo saluos
facies illos ; in ira populos confrin® @splcedlgeg

Sicum il sustindrent la mei ame ; pur nient salf les feras
en ire les poples freindras .

Deus uitam meam nunciaui tibi ; posuisti lacrimas meas
in conspectu tuo .

Deus la meie uie nuncei a tei ; tu posas mes lermes el
tuen esguardement .

Sicut et in promissione tua ; tunc conuertentur inimici
mei rel” @Pleedltrorsum |

Sicume en la tue pramesse ; lores serunt tresturne li
mien enemi arere .

In quacumque die inuocauero te ; ecce cognoui quoniam
deus meus es .

In quel quunques iurn apelerai tei ; eite tei io cuni . que
tu es li miens deus .

In deo laudabo uerbum [in] domino laudabo sermonem
[in] deo speraui . non timebo [...]ciat michi homo .

[E]ln deu lo[e]rai p[......... 1/ nellol...........] /

espera[

[ | A . 1/ [ ] &) in lumine uiuentium .
Ker tu deliuras la meie ame de mort e mes pez de sculurge-
ment que io plaise deuant deu en la lumere des uivanz .
[text division]

MISERERE mei deus miserere mei ; quoniam in te confidit
ani[\ displ,\v(*d]ma mea .

Merci aies de mei deus merci aies de mei ker en tei se fie
la mei aneme .

Et in unbra alarum tuarum sperabo ; donec transeat
iniquitas .

E en lumbre de tes eles esperrai ; desque trepast la felonie .
Clamabo ad deum altissimum ; deum qui benefecit michi .
To crierai al deu altisme ; deu ki bien fist a mei .

Misit de celo et liberauit me ; dedit in oprobrium
conculcanl” #rleedltes me .

Il en[u]eia del ciel e deliura mei duna en reproce les
calcanz mei .

Misit deus misericord[iam] suam et ue[rit]atem suam ; et
eripuit animam [me]am de medio catulorum le[onum ;]
dormiui conturbatus .

[Enueia] deus la sue misericorde e sa [ueritet e] deliura la
meie ame [del mi...] des ch[ael]s des lions. [......... Inturbez .

[Filii homin]um de[nt]es eorum ar[ma et sagi]te ; et
lingua eorum [gladius ac]utus .

[ d]ent d[e]ls ar[mes .......... l]a l[angu]e dels
[ ]

[ |l - ] Bdislacedlg] oria tufa ]

P ] "7 en tute terre la tue glorie

Laqueum parauerunt pedibus meis ; et incuruauerunt
animam meam .

Laz apresterent a mes pez ; e encurberent la meie ame .

Foderunt ante faciem meam foueam ; et inciderunt in eam .
Foirent deuant la meie face fosse ; e enchairent en li .

Paratum cor meum deus paratum cor meum ; cantabo et
psalmum [> displaced] dicam .

Aprestez est li miens cuers deus ; aprestez est mis cuers
io canterai é psalme dirrai .

Exurge gloria mea exurge psalterium et cithara ;
exurgam diluculo .

Esdrece tei sire meie glorie ; esdrece tei sater e harpe io
leuaria * “"*“ainz iorn .

Confitebor tibi in populis domine ; et psalmum dicam
tibi in gentibus .
Io regehirai a tei en poples sire ; e salme dirrai en gent .

Quoniam magnificata est usque a[d] celos misericordia
tua ; et usque a[d] nubes ueritas tua .

[K]er magnifiee est de[...] as [c]el[s] la tue misericorde e
[........ nu/]es la [t]ue uerite .

Exaltare s[uper cel]os deus [et super om/]nem terram
glor[ia tua .]

Seies esalce s[u]r les c[iels deus e sur] tute terre 1[a] tue
g[lorie] .

[text division]

O VA ]

[Etenim corde iniquitates operamini] & " in terra ;
iniusticias manus uesire concinnant .

Ker el cuer eniquitez uus ourent en terre . torconeries les
uoz mal” “**“ding composent.

Alienati sunt peccatores a uulua ; errauerunt ab utero
locuti sunt falsa .

Estrange sunt li pecheour de naisance ; foleerent de
uentre par” “’*“dlerent falses coses .

Furor illis secundum similitudinem serpentis ; sicut
aspidis surde et obturantis aures suas .

Furur est a els selunc la semblance de serpent ; sicume
del surd serpent estupanz ses oreilles .

Que non exaudiet uocem incantancium ; et uenefici
incantantis sapienter .

La quele nen norra la uoiz des enchantanz sagement .

[D]eus conter[e]t dentes eorum in ore ipsorum ; [mo]l[a]s
I[eo]num confringet dominus .

Deus det[rib]lera les denz dels en la buch[e] d[e]ls
meimes les ioes des [.....]s[....]Ji[......]n[....]a li sire .

[Ad nihilJum [d]euenient tanquam [aqua de]currens
i[nt]endit arcum Fdplced] gy m Fdiseleed donec infirmentur .

[.......] de[u]end[run]t sic[u]me euue [............. ent]ende
sun arc [o...] [cooeernne

R |
R 1] [ ]
[ | [ ]
[ ]2 ... si]Jcume uiande issi [...........]ez icels .

Ps 56:7b

Ps 56:8

Ps 56:9

Ps 56:10

Ps 56:11

Ps 56:12

Ps 57:2
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Ps 57:5
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Ps 57:9

Ps 57:10



Ps 57:11

Ps 57:12

Ps 58:2

Ps 58:3

Ps 58:4
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The Manufactory of Old French Psalters: The Genetic Stratigraphy Documented by the Erasures of ... Douce mMs 320 | 139

[Letabitur] iustus cum uiderit uin[dictam] ; manus suas
lauabit in [san]guine peccatoris .

[Esl]eecera li iuste cum il uerra ueniance ; les sues
mains leauera el sanc del peccheor .

[E]t dicet homo si utique est fructus iusto ; utique est
deus iudicans eos in terdspleedyy

E dirra li huem si acertes est fruit al iuste acertes est
deus iuianz els en terre uiuant .

[text division]
ERIPE ME de inimicis meis deus meus ; et ab insurgentibus
in me libera me .

Deliure mei de mes enenemis li miens deus ; e des
esdrecanz encontre mei deliure mei .

Eripe me de operantibus iniquitatem ; et de uiris
sanguinum salua me .

Deliure mei des ouranz iniquite e des homes de sanc
salue mei .

Quia ecce ceperunt animam meam ; irruerunt in me
fortes .

Ker eite tei il pristrent la meie aneme embruierent en
mei ll [>displaced] fOI‘t .

[N]eque iniquitas mea neque peccatum meum ; domine
sine iniquitate cucurri et direxi .

Ne la meie felunie ne li miens pecchez sire ; sanz
iniquite curu e adrecai .

Exurge in occursum meum et uide ; et tu domine deus
uirtutum FéPled deys israel .

Esdrece tei el mien contrecors e uei ; e tu sire deus de
uertuz ; deus israel .

[[Intende ad uisitandas omnes gentes ; non miserearis
omnibus qui 2"} operantur iniquitatem .

Entent a uisiter tutes genz ; nen aies merci de tuz ki
ourent felul****Inje .

Conuertentur ad uesperam et famem pacientur ut canes ;
et circuibunt ciuitatem .

1l serunt conuerti al uespre e faim sufferunt cume chiens ;
e auiru"“r*“!nerunt la cite .

Ecce loquentur in ore suo ; et gladius in labiis eorum
quoniam quis audiuit .

Eite tei il parlerunt en lur buche e glaiues es leures de
els . ker li Frd quels oit .

Et tu domine deridebis eos ; ad nichilum deduces omnes
gentes .
E tu sire les escharniras ; a neent demerras tutes genz .

Fortitudinem meam ad te custodiam ; quia deus susceptor
meus deus meus misericordia eius preueniet me .

La meie fortece a tei guarderai ker deus li mien receuere ;
li miens deus la misericorde de lui deuancera mei .

Deus ostendit michi super inimicos meos ; ne occidas eos
nequando obliuiscantur populi mei ;

Deus demustre a mei sur les miens enemis ne ocies els
que alcune fiee ne oblient li mien pople .

Disperge illos in uirtute tua ; et depone eos protector
meus domine .

Despant els en la tue uertu ; e depose els sire li mien
defendere .

Delictum oris eorum sermonem labiorum ipsorum ; et
comprehendantur in superbia sua .

Les mesfaiz de lur buche la parole de lur leures e seient
compris en la " Y lur superbe .

(22l Bt de execratione et mendatio ; anunciabuntur in con-
summatione ; in ira consummationis et non erunt .

E de execration e mencunge annuncie serrunt en con-
SummatiON [>line left blak]

Et scient quia deus dominabitur iacob ; et finium terre .
En ire de consumation e nen erent e saurunt que deus
seignoriera iacob e les fins de terre .

Conuertentur ad uesperam et famem pacientur ut canes ;
et circuibunt Fdsplaced] cjyitatem .

Serunt conuerti al uespre e faim sufferunt ; a cume
chens e auirunerunt la cite .

Ipsi dispergentur ad manducandum ; si uero non fuerint
saturati et murmurabunt .

Il serunt esparpeille a manger acertes ne serunt saule e
murPeecdmyrerent .

Ego autem cantabo fortitudinem tuam ; et exaltabo mane
misericordiam tuam .

Mais io canterai la tue force e essalcerai par matin la tue
mil-rleccdigericorde .

Quia factus es susceptor meus ; et refugium meum in die
tribulationis mee .

Ker tu es faiz li miens receuere e li miens refuies el iorn
de la mel"**""*dlje tribulation .

Adiutor meus tibi psallam . quia deus susceptor meuses ;
deus meus misericordia mea .

Li miens adiuuere a tei canteerai ker deus tu es li mens

ceuere ; li miens deus la meie misericor"“**<dlde
fFe)gF a{vfsmrlﬁ

DEVS REPPVLISTI nos et destruxisti nos iralt ?ltus es et
misertu(s .......]

Deus tu debutas nus e [.......] / nus irez es e as merci [.......]
Commouisti terram et contu= / eam ; sana contriciones
eiufs quia] / commota est .

[T]u commous la terre e si la conturbas ; seigne les con-
triciuns de le "**<d ker commoue est .

Ostendisti populo tuo dura ; potasti nos uino compunctionis .
Tu demustras al tuen pople dures choses abeuras nus del
uin de compunction .

Dedisti metuentibus te significationem ; ut fugiant a
facie arcus .

Tu dunas as cremanz tei signification que il fuient de la
face del arc .

Vt liberentur dilecti tui ; saluum fac dextera tua et
exaudi me .

Purco que seient deliure li tuen amet ; salf me fai par ta
destre e oi mei .

Deus locutus est in sancto suo ; letabor et partibor
siccimam et conuallem tabernaculorum metibor .

Ieus parla en sun saint io mesleecerai et departirai
siccima ; e la ualee des tabernacles mesuerai .

Meus est galaad ef meus est manases ; et effraim
fortitudo capitis mei .

Miens est galaad miens est manases e effraim la fortece
de Fésrleedmun chief .

Iuda rex meus ; moab olla spei Féleed mee

Iude li miens reis ; moab le pot de la meie spee .

In idumeam extendam calcia[mentum meum ...]

Ps 58:13b
+ Ps 58:14
a(-b)

Ps 58:14
b)-c

Ps 58:15

Ps 58:16

Ps 58:17a

Ps 58:17b

Ps 58:18

Ps 59:3

Ps 59:4

Ps 59:5

Ps 59:6a

Ps 59:6b +
Ps 59:7

Ps 59:8

Ps 59:9a

Ps 59:9b +
Ps 59:10a

Ps 59:10b
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Ps 68:15

Ps 68:16

Ps 68:17

Ps 68:18

Ps 68:19

Ps 68:20

Ps 68:21a

Ps 68:21b

Ps 68:22

Ps 68:23

Ps 68:24

Ps 68:25

Ps 68:26

Ps 68:27

[text of the second fragment]

[oivnn] B me et de profundis aquarum .

Oste mei del fanc que io ne seie enzfiche de cels ki
hairent mei e des parfundeces des eues .

Non me demergat tempestas aque neque absorbeat me
profundum ; neque urgeat super me puteus os suurm .

Ne me plunge tempeste deue ne ne transglute mei la
parfundece ne ne constrainne sur mei li puiz sa buche .

Exaudi me domine quoniam benigna est misericordia
tua ; secundum multitudine m miserat[iJonum tuarum
respice in me .

Exoi mei sire kar benigne est ta misericorde selunc la
multitudene de tes merciz esguar” “***“‘Ide mei .

Et ne auertas faciem tuam a p?uero tuo ; quoniam
tribulor uelociter exaudi me .

E ne desturner la tue face del tuen enfant ker io sui
trible isnelement oiez mei .

Intende anime mee et libera eam ; propter inimicos meos
eri[:~ dls‘p];u'o(ljpe me .

Entendez a la meie amme e deliu[re li p]ur les miens e
nen[......] mei.

T[u s]cis [.............et] confu[s]i[onem ....... reuer]en-
[t] iam >displaced meam .

[, Jema/ [coiinnn. reuer]ence .

[In conspectu tuo sunt omnes qJui/ [......... 1/ [ ]

L]/ [ 1/ [ ]

(3] Bt sustinui qui simul contristaretur et non fuit ; et
qui consolaretur et non inueni .

E io suztinc ki ensemblement o mei tristast e ne fu ; ki
ne confortast e nel truuai .

Et dederunt in escam meam fel ; et in siti mea potau-
erunt me dipleedlgceto |

E dunerent en ma uiande fel ; e en la meie sei abeurerent
mei " rleedl de ajsil .

Fiat mensa eorum coram ipsis in laqueum ; et in retribu-
tiones et in scandalum .

Seit fait la lur table deuant els en laz e en guerredons e
en " drleedlgcandele .

Obscurentur oculi eorum ne uideant ; et dorsum eorum
semperin curua .

Seient oscure li oil dels que il ne ueient ; e le dos de els
tute ueie en curue .

Effunde super eos iram tuam ; et furor ire tue conpre-
hendat eos .

Espant sur els la tue ire ; e la furor de la tue ire
comprenge els .

Fiat habitatio eorum deserta ; et in tabernaculis eorum
non sit qui inhabitet .

Seit faite le habitacion de els deserte ; e en lur tabernac-
les ne seit "<l k] i habite .

Quoniam quem tu percussisti persecuti sunt ; et super
dolorem uulnerum meorum addiderunt .

Ker celui que tu feris parseuuirent e sur la dolor de mes
plaies aiusterent .

Appone iniquitatem super iniquitatem eorum ; et non
intrent in iustitiam tuam .

E pose felunie sur 1[a] felunie de els e ne [..]tre[..] en
[1]a tue iustice .

[t:3va] Deleantur de libro uiuentium ; et cum iustis non
scribantur .

Ego sum pauper et dolens . salus tua deus suscepit me .
Io sui poures e dolent la tue saluz deus recout mei .

Laudabo nomen dei cum cantico ; et magnificabo eum in
laude .

Io loerai le num de deu o chant e magnifierai lui en loenge .

Et placebit deo super uitulum nouellum ; cornua produ-
centem ef ungulas .

E plaisirat a deu sur ueel nuuel ; cornes fors menant e
ungles .

Videant pauperes et letentur ; querite deum . et uiuet
anima uesira .

Veient li poure e esleecent querez deu e uiura uostre ame .

Quoniam exaudiuit pauperes dominus ; et uinctos suos
non despexit .

Ker oi les poures li sire e ses liez ne despist .
Laudent illum celi et terra ; mare et omnia reptilia in eis .
Loentlui ciel e terre mer e tutes choses rampantes en els .

Quoniam deus saluam faciet syon ; et edificabuntur
ciuitates iude .

Ker deus salue fera syon e serunt edifiedes les citez de iude .

Et inhabitabunt ibi ; et hereditate adquirent eam .

E enhabiterunt iloc ; e par herite aquerrunt le .

Et semen seruorum eius possidebit eam ; et qui diligunt
nomen eius habitabunt in ea .

[E] la semence de sers purserra le ; e ki aiment le sun
num habite” “"*Irynt en le .

[text division]

[£3v] DEvs in adiutorium meum intende ; domine ad
adiuuandum me festina .

Deus en la meie adiutorie entent ; sire a aiuuer mei haste tei .

Confundantur et reuereantur ; qui querunt animam meam .
Seient confundu e redutent ; ki querent la meie ame .

Auertantur retrorsum et erubescant ; qui uolunt michi mala .

Seient desturne tost e uergundissent ; ki uolent a mei mals .
Auertantur statim et erubescentes ; qui dicunt michi
euge euge .

Seient destorne tost e uergundissent ; ki dient a mei
eimunore eimunore .

Exultent et letentur in te omnes qui querunt te ; et
dicant semper magnificetur dominus qui diligunt

[> displacedlgalytare tuum .

Esioent e esleecent en tei tuit ki querent tei ; e dient tutes
ures seit magnefie li sire ki aiment sun salu[..]r .

Ego uero egenus [et pJauper sum ; deus adiuua [me .]
Io acertes [......... ] poures sui ; de[us .......... ]

Adiutor [....ccccvvenne.. Jrmeusestu; [coniinnnn... ]
Lim[iens ....cccccceeeevevevennnen. ]

Ps 68:28

Ps 68:29

Ps 68:30

Ps 68:31

Ps 68:32

Ps 68:33

Ps 68:34

Ps 68:35

Ps 68:36a

Ps 68:36b

Ps 68:37

Ps 69:2

Ps 69:3

Ps 69:4a
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Ps 69:5

Ps 69:6a
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