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Abstract

z 7 A z

& SEIFYAYSR GKS glea Ay 6KAOK (K 0 K N

puj

CKAA addz
K&oMOK HSNB 2NIK23INILKAOFfE& NBLNBaSyiSR Ay (K
manuscripts, epigraphy and cdiegends it wasanalysed first by Angl8axon region before
turning to consider wider, patingloSaxon trends.

KNoMOk gl a NBLNBaAaSYGSR |fy2ad dzyAdSNEIT @&
variation in the representation of this vowel was found to be systematic; it was suggested that
the varidion was symptomatic of the ecclesiastical background of scribes, with the ligature
«a» being disfavoured by scribes who had been trained in regions which had been reached
first by Continental (rather than Irish) Christian missionaries. Despite the variepgraphs,
an explanation for orthographic consistency was sought in the phonology of contemporary
[FGAYS 6KAOK O2yidlAySR || @2¢St | O2dzadAortte @
numismatic evidence returned significant variation betwgeh B y R, sBngeyf which was
understood to reflect limitations relating to the medium of writing.

¢tKS @26St SEKAOAGAY3I GKS Y2ai 02y alii Odzzdza 2
B2Sy YR B2Ay 6SNB 020K F2dzyR y¥i2610%5 @2SR2K ONB:
Anglo{  E2y 9y 3afl yRI B2Ay 6 & tHerkfofdcanSidereditbeab 2 NIi K dzY 0 |
dzy AljdzSt & b2NIKdzYoNARIFY NBLINBaSyillFdAz2yd ¢tKS @I N
was associatedon the one handwith competing traditiors (Continental and Irish) in the
teaching of Latin literacy, and the lack of a model in Latin orthography for the representation

2F kDMk 2y GKS 20KSN®
TKS 2NIK23INF LKA O wiktlisdhtrad® Ydistrikingly ufiformddtiM 0 k
diatopically and digwronically.With very few exceptions, tavowelg & NBLINBEASYy i SR 08

AY Yl ydza ONR {inzpigraghi anf coiepigeaphly. This uniformityin the use of



B e y wds attributed to the availability of Greek language educatiothe 7th centuryat

| NOKOAAK2L) ¢KS2R2NBEQa aOKz22ft Ay [/ yidiSNDdz2NE @

Through the analysis of early Old English orthography, this study was also able to
differentiate between related but separate Old English protothemes with important

implicationsfor our understanding of the Old English onomasticon.
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Notes on terminology and presentation

A note on the termAngloSaxon

The term AngloSaxonhas been the subject of varied controversids.commoncriticism
appealsto its focus on the Angles and the Saxons to the exclusion of the Jutes and other
Germanic peoples who emigrated to England in the 5th cemoryn spite of this limitation,

the term has remained a convenient and wesitablished shorthand for all Germia culture

in early mediaeval England. A more serious problem has been the use of the term in rhetoric
intended to propagate an ethnic superiority of the Anflaxons (mediaeval and modern),
which has led many scholars to abandon the term altogether apt for alternative
terminology, such agarly Englishsee e.g. Ellard 2019: 20 RambararOlm 2021: 389).
While an association of thAngloSaxois with ethnic superiority (medieval or modern) is
unacceptable, in this study | have retained the useAofjb-Saxonbecause its primary
meaning, which refers to Germanic culture as it evolved in the context of mediaeval England,
is difficult to replace without resorting to awkward circumlocutions. Moreover, in a study
which discusses Old Engligiayly Englists too ambiguous since it is easily confounded with

WiKS S| Migdag@ ¢ 3t A & K

A note on the termsomanand Roman

In this studyromanis never capitalised when it refers to writing in the roman alphatéten
capitalised,Romanis used in its typicadense of referring to something relating to Rome or
the Roman EmpireTherefore,roman orthographyindicates an orthography based on the
roman alphabet (cftunic orthography, and similarly, roman epigraphyefers toinscriptions

written in the roman alphbet, not inscriptions produced by the Romans or during the Roman



13

occupation (cf.runic epigraphy. Lowercaseroman literacymeans literacy in the roman

alphabet (cfrunic literacy.

A note on the presentation of Old English words

CKS fSHGSNR Bty ®Bswwd I NS dzaSR Ay Fff htR 9y13
NEFSNNBR (2 Ay GKS GSEl® Cc2ft2Ay3d O02y@SyliAzys
being opted for instead), but is used inexical material and runeamesp B ay Kk a y20 0 ¢
adoptedatallo B gy 0 SAy 3 2 Linghmarksardprovigedhfesdal Ratepialbut

not onomastic material (including rureames) The nomenclature of nonroyal coinages

largely follows the example of Naismith 2017.

I aAy3ES FAGSNRAA] PBFy &aA3yrta | NBO2y&lNHOGSR

i3
[\
N
Q)¢
s
(s}
zZ
S
QD

al1a BrFy &aA3dylrt +ty AYyO2NNBOUO 2NJ dzyl

Unless otherwise indicated, all dates am®
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1. Introduction

When theconversiorof AngleSaxon England began in 597, @leristiarmissionaries brought
with them more than just a religiariThey transmited & K2t S 2 SAGSNY 9 dzNR LISI| y
LJ- O 1 whigtSizluded not only Christianity, but alearning in a variety of subjects well

as literacy in Latinlt was in thiscontext that the AnglaSaxons first acquired the roman
alphabet More precisely the roman alphabet was acquired by the small section of Anglo
Saxomlswho were in receipt of a Qistian education ana@vho came tobe heavily involved in
the studying, reading, copying, composition and propagation of texts in the Latin landage
such an environment, it did not take long fibrese AngloSaxons to begin using the roman
alphabetto write their own native language, Old Englidihismarked the beginning of an
unbroken tradition,soon 1500 years old, of recording the English language in the roman
alphabet. The adoption of the roman alphalzit not, however, mark the first time that Old
Englishhad beenput into writing. The Angl&axons possessed an indigenous alphabet, the
runic alphabetprought to Englandby thewaves ofGermanic immigrante/ho began settling

the islandfollowing the end of Roman rule in Britaiim the 5th century.The runic alphabet
was not displaceth the wake othe adoption of the roman alphabeQuite thecontrary. the
historicalrunicalphabet of the AnglkSaxongontinuedto be in use untjlroughly, the time of

the Norman Conquest in th&lth century,enjoying a golden ageetween the 8th and 10th
centuries.This means that for at least four centurieom the 7th centurywhenthe roman
alphabet first started to be used for Old Englisimtil the 10th century after which the
number of kown runic inscriptions decreases dramaticalthe ancestor of PreserDay

English (PDE) was written in two alphabets.

The study obrthographyought to be of special interest to any student of Old English.
The surviving texts are ownly direct points of access tdhe languageand sothe study of

Old Englislat everylinguistic levehinges onwritten evidence. An understanding of ha@id
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English orthography and (more generallyyitten Old Englishwork is of the utmost
importance when interacting witthe languageand a misunderstanding of the functions and
aims of writing can lead to mistakes on other levels of anal@gighe other handthe study
of orthography should ndbe reduced tanerelya lens through which we interpr@ld English
to other ends. It is a worthy linguistic pursuit in its own rigfte inherent worth of the study
of historical English orthography was recognised in ltrgguistic Atlas of Lat&edieval
EnglisiLALMEMcIntosh, Samuels & Benskin868), whose editorswhile acknowledging that
the evidence of orthography for reconstructing (especially) historical phonology is
indispensable, were keenly aware that such evidence is always indirdatgraphy is direct
evidenceonly of orthography whichin itself merits independenltinguisticenquiry (ibid.: 5).
Some such enquirhad already started to emergim the earlyto-mid-20th century (see
Section 3.3)One of theeditors of LALMEANgus Mclintosh, hademonstratedinterest inthe
study of historical English orthographsnuch before the publication oEALME(see e.g.
McIntosh1956, 19631974 andt fortunatelyt the neglect of orthographic studyhich he
oftenlamented éee e.g. McIntds1956: 37, McIntosh 1963: 3) is no longer as relevant today
as it wasaround the middle of the last century¥he worlsof Fran Colmaisee e.g. 1992, 2004,
2014) Anne King1986, 1991)and Thomas Too(1983) thoughnot alwaysspecifically on
orthography havetouched on a number of relevant issu&ainicOld Englislerthography has
received attention from the likes of R. |. P4dgee e.g. 1961, 1968, 1999Bavid Parsonsee
e.g. 1999hnd, most recently, Gaby Waxenberdeee e.g2006) Thework of Annina Seiler
on the orthography ofearly Old English consonantgspecially her 2014 monogragre
Scripting of the Germanic Languagbhasmarked a significant developmeit the study of

romanOld English orthographynlike much of the lat20th-century scholarship which has

AYTF2NNYSR 2dzNJ dzy RSNE G yRAY I 2 Fas el & thatyfPhilip & K 2 NI K

Shaw,is not intended to serve phonological endastead of asking kat the orthography of

Old Englisktan(i St f dza F62dzi hfR 9y3IfA&AK LIK2y2f23&3

{ SA
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how certain phonemes were recorded in Old English writing, where these dsttend
combinations ame from and what theyreveal about the history of the language and its

writers. Theseaims are orthographic and sociolinguistiout not phonological.

In spite of the steady increase of interest in the study of Old English orthography, the
number of scholarengaged in this areeemains small, and the approadb orthographic
investigationadopted by Seiler and Shasware Moreover,both scholardave restricted their
scopeto the orthography of consonants. In some ways this is understandable. Seiler 2014 is a
comparativestudg ¥ G KNBS SIFNIe& DSNXYIFIyAO 2NIK23INFLKASES
Ad Y2NB aidloftSx GKS RAFFSNByd ftFy3adza3Sa OFy 06°¢
also Section 4.1). It is also the case that variation in consonant orthography, pargigiver
the occurrence of the characteristically Old English rdegved lettersp Ljy | i Rore3 ay =
conspicuous than any variation typically associated with vowel orthogragdeySections
2.3.2, 3.3, 3.4.1, 4.3)n an attempt to begiraddressinghis neglected aspect of Old English
orthography,and thuscontribute to a more comprehensivgraspof the Old Englisfanguage
at all linguistic levelghe presentstudy examines theorthographic representations(that is,
the letters and combinations of lette used for the representationof three Old English
monophthongalfront vowel phonemeE Yy I YSt & kn oV 0keZe vewbdlave | YR Kk &6
beenselected for the same reason th&eiler2014 focuses othe Old English consonants /w/,
/* [ and /x/. These cormsnants were not part of Latin phonology at the time when the roman
alphabet was adopted for the writing of Old Engligiich meant that when it came to
representing these consonants in vernaculaman writing, AngloSaxonscribescould not
simply copy the way in which the same thregatin phonemes were orthographically
represented invritten Latin, as they were able to do with the orthographic representation of
the many other phonemes which occurred in both Old English and (contempdratiy)
CSNX¥YAYy3 &ddzOK 02y a2yl geled antiipaiss antl foynd vaRakioh F A Odzf G A S

when it came to the orthographic representation of these consonants in roman Old English.
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The three target vowels of this study were never part of Latin phangland so | anticipate

that they, too, LINS & Sy (. SR & A Yok \iriteSdf QIR EnglighA Odzf G A Sa Q

This study examines hown 6 M 0 k £ K \Betetorthbgyaphicall@répreserted in
the first two centuries of roman literacy in AngBaxon Englandvith the aim of uncoveing
any patternsin the use of orthographic representatignahat such patterns tell us about
AngloSaxorliteracy inthe early mediaeval perigcand howroman Old Englishrthograpty

wasestablished
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2. The study of writen language

2.1 Terminology

The study of wrien languagesuffers from a lack of standard terminology, and so all such
studies usually begin with a definition of terms. Where possible, | have adhered to definitions
which have now become conventional in the literature in order to make this study as readable
as pasible to an audience with a background in graphemics. In some instances, however, |
have decided to simplify my use of terms for the benefit of my mediaevalist audidhise
involves ignoring certain specialised meanings which some termsdeaetoped,and which

are irrelevant to this study. Most key terms (in bold) will be introduced ins#dtion; others

are introducedfurther on in thechapterand in Section 5.1

A graphemeis the technical term for aontrastiveunit of writing (see Rogers 2005:
10, Crystal 2008: 220)n the roman alphabet, for instance, the graphefgis distinctfrom
not only a grapheme such &sy, but also thesimilarlyshapedfy. As seen here, graphemes
(and sequences of graphemes) are enclosed in angle bradketsen reerred to in text.The
term graphemefinds conceptual parallels iphoneme in that, just like a phoneme is an

GNF OQGA2YyS>S F 3INFYLKSYS arAa y2d 'y AYRADARAZ f

Q)¢
c

(o}

(@]

fraa 2N Ge8LIS 27F & tkedidible SedlisaBoNsiota plhoheme, whickdig nY T 0 ®
RS T A y S R-cohtrastivé yaiayits occurriny & YL SYSy G NB RAA&GNROG dzii A 2
allophones The visual realisations of a grapheme are analogically referred @l@graphs

(Rogers 2005: 1Gsee alsaMicintosh, Samuels & Benski®86:5¢6). There is no standard

notation for allographs. Double angle brack@t$ fand even << >X)ave sometimes bee

used, but theseanlook awkward on the page. In an attempt to preserve the form of double

angle brackets while choosing something mstieeamlined | have adopted guillemets» to

refer to allographs. With these conventions in place, it is possibitaie, for examplethat
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«a», @ n a », &a», @, «@» are all allographs of theamegraphemefay, in that anyone

literate in the roman alphabet would recognise these allographs as a realisatfbh of

The termscript (or writing systen) refers here to a systematic setgfaphemesised
to write a language. Although some scripts are closely assdorath a particular language
the Greek and Armenian alphabets, for instance, are only used for Greek and Armenian
respectively any script can, in theory, be used to write any language.( dzy 6 A & 20). n m C
¢KS 62NI RQa aONX LI & 0GKS/A NI ST NENBKIZLYSSRA @ G OvyNGRixAyaTi AlC
For instancein phonographici ONA LJi &> 3INF LIKSYSa NBFSNI G2 GKS alL
Y2Nh=Z aettlofSao 27F [ forbveryieldznn hétaxonbmies8fSoNis, H nnp Y |
see e.g. DeFranci®89: 5&64, Daniels 1996:¢@0, Sproaf201q 2020 27¢31). Analphabet
is a specific type of phonographicript where graphemes refer, largely, to the phonemes of
a language, both vowels and consonargseg e.g. Rogers 200889 but see Pulgram 1%7
7). The two scripts relevant to this study, the roman alphabet and the ABgkon runic
alphabet (also known as ttfaporc), are alphabets, and therefore also phonographic scripts

A grapheméelonging to an alphabet is more specifically callézitar (see Rogers 2005: 14),

and a letter belonging to a runic alphabet has an even more specialised teame.a

The question of whether uppercase and lowercase variants of the same letter are
separate graphemes or allographs of the same grapheme is an ogersomehaveargued
that since they are often found in complementary distribution (uppercase letters are usually
situated at the beginning of a word), they should be considered allographs of the same
grapheme (see e.g. Rogers 2005: 11, who, however, idagrhatic; see also Haas 1970; 23
Sgall 1987: &). In contrast Geoffrey Sampson argues that since the uppergiasesrcase
RAAGAYOGA2Y A& aihehyhatT daddoyidiimes gifferdndizite) betvi@eh LIG £
lexical classest should not be trated as allographic (2015: 16; see also Henderson 1985).

Stillothersmaintaind K1 4 £ f 23N} LIKAO &aSia Oy 6S RSTAYSR «a
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(Liuzza 19& 28), which would mean thdtighly distincupper-and lowercase forms of certain
letters, such as<G» and «g», are allographs of the graphefigsand {yrespectively, while

«S» and «s» ar@resumablyallographs of the same graphem&hen dealing with mediaeval
texts, distinguishing between uppend lowercase letters is not relevafitre issue is brought

up, however, because this study, lse upperand lowercase letters to distinguish between
references to manuscript texts on the one hand, and (roman) epigraphic and numismatic texts
on the other. Lowercase graphemic notation is uwdhe former, and uppercase graphemic
notation for the latter.This is donenainlyfor the sake of convenience, so that the reader can
visuallydifferentiate between textproducedon parchment versus text inscribed on a hard

surface.For examplethe upper text in Figurel would be graphemically transcribed as

fhierusalenyand the lower text afHIERUSALN

W e S Y 0. o

{

4 Edon hiw  gosn

Figurel: B K A S NHzaHe Ligli¢farne/Gyspels (above) and
B1 L9 w,; { !the baakypangl ¢gf the Franks caskatlow).

1 The sole exception to this rulef@y, which (to the mdern reader) is the lowercase counterpart of
[Fy. Since all numismatic texts of the period of this study [ii§enever¥y(but see Section 7.3.2.1),
and the two forms differ starkly in shape, numismatic notation here inclf@gswo other
graphemic conventions adopted in this study atsonoted here. Firstly, abbreviated letters are
included in italics (e.ghedilberctumy, where the manuscript refers to the finghythrough an
abbreviatory mark on the precedirfdyy). Secondly, supers@i additionsare incorporated by
including them between a backslashnd a slash / (e.g& 2 \t3 MJt ywhRére a superscrigiyyhas
been inserted above the word in the space above and betwigand the second®'y).
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It is also noted that, in this studggriptis never used in the sense in which it is often
found in manuscript studies to refer to a particular style of calligraphy, such as uncial or insular
minuscule. Here | reserve the terand for such purposes. Palaeographers sometimes use
handto refer synecdochally to a scribe (stating, for instance, that a particular manuscript was
copied by several differerftandg. This sense diand has not been adoted in this study.
When speaking of individual (manuscript) writers, | refest¢abes In this context, it is also
appropriate to delineate a mediaeval distinction between two main types of harajuscule
and minusculeThe letters omajusculehands,also termedbilinear hands, are generally of
the same height; a majuscule hand can be written, initsenti®ty SG 6 SSy (g2 fAySaQ
bilinean). By contrast, the letters ofminuscule hands, also termedquadrilinear or
guattrolinear hands, are typicall distinguished from majuscule letters by their frequent
ascendersanddescenderz A @S aGNR1Sa GKIFIG SEGSYRI NBaLISOi
f AySaQ oS inajuScBly hamdk drednitten (but see Roberts 2005: 13). A minuscule
hand is therefore WA G (0 Sy W of SKysSSHESyUadiKasa$8SBrown 1990: 8, Brown
1993: 346; see Figure d)he use of upperand lowercase graphemic notation outlined in the

previous paragraph ipartly intended to mirror the (very loose) trend of epigraphic text

(including coidegends) being predominantly written in majuscule hands, and manuscript

Figure 2: A majuscule text between two superimposed lines (above) and
a minuscule text between four superimposed lines (below).
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texts in minuscule handsalthough plenty of exceptions exist, such as (parts of) the
manuscript text in Figer 1 above In manuscripivriting, majuscule hands were typically the

more prestigious ones, reserved for manuscripts of the highest vageel(owel972:xv).

Two further terms are useful in discussing lettetigiraphandligature. Adigraphis a
sequence of two letters used to refer to one phoneme (RBegers 2005292) In English texts,
the digraph [Bhy refers to the single phoneme#/ A digraphhas aprotograph and a
deuterograph that is, the first and the second letters of the digraph, respectively (see Seiler
2008: 150). Aigature also combines two letters, which then refer to one phoneme, but in a
ligature the two letters are written togetr, so that they effectively form a new letter out of
recognisable constituent parts (see e.g. Rogers 2005: 12). In the Danish and Norwegian
alphabets, for instancehe ligaturefeeyis adistinct letter orm, separate from its identifiable

constituent leters fayand (&y.

The termsorthography and spelling have been understood in different ways by
different scholars. In this studwrthographyis used to refer to thepairings between the
phonemes of a spoken language and the graphemes of the alphabet(s) used to \(g#e it
e.g. Vachek 1982: 38Sebba 2007: 10Bpellingis here considered more specified in its
YSFEYAYy3 FyR OFy 0S5 WR&$okafafigRage accondlifg3o thie aokiisiorA y 3 2 F
O2y@SyitAaz2ya 2F GKIFIG fFy3dzr 3SETKBaSoaly2NMaT 2 N

O2y @SyitArzya¢ OFy 06S dzy RSNEL Sgiingid therefardlanK 2 3 NI LIK A

2Florian Coulmas defines orthographya ¢ 6 KS &G y R NRAT SR-sp@difiNh Sie 27F | 3
GNRGAY3I aeadSYé owvHnnoY o pX214).9Ke usefofdthd wanddzii {1 2681+ 3 wl &
standardiseds problematic. We ought to be able to speak of the phonegrapheme pairings

between spoken andritten language even in cases where no standardisation has taken (saee

{S06F HnndY ocT d2G Satekrfyd 2 K.Sdzyad YsS w/eWNd / 2dzZ Y a adl GSa
phonemegrapheme[sic] correspondences and reveal their underlying regularities is the main task in
FyrfeaAay3a FELKFEOSGAO 2NIK23INF LIKASae oOHnnoY ¢go0d 2Ad
orthographyl R2 LJG SR Ay (KA A& addzReéd LG 3 ad dNBSHNEYSSARY i KNKIT datSH
in phonemegrapheme correspondences. Indeed, without them, the spelling of words cannot take

place, even when spelling itself has not been standardised. But this is far from asserting that

Gdzy RSNI @ Ay 3 NI 3 deil ILBKASGYASS 52 NANS alliB2yyRSW0Sa O2ya G AGdzi S |
the typical sense of the word. (Elsewhere he defisiemdardisation & G i KS LINRBOSaa 2F O2ya
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application of orthography for the rendering of woro writing (seeibid.: 10¢11). Scripting

is understood as the process through which these phornggregppheme pairings are assigned;

in other words, orthography is the product of scripting (Smdler 2014: B5). Orthography

is necessarily languagpecifo® LG A& y2yaSyaialolrt G2 aLlsrl 27
I £ LIKt veSantonly speak of the orthography of the roman alphahetapplied toa

language, because the letters of the roman alphabet are mapped onto different phonemes in
different languagse: while 3y refers to /s/ inPDE orthographyand in most other roman

orthographies, it refers to #in Hungariarorthography

A key concept in the study of alphabetic writing is thatoathographic depth A
shallow orthographyis anorthography with a high number of oAe-one correspondences
between grapheme and phonema letter will typically refer to one phoneme only, and each
phoneme is referred to by one grapheme only. A language is said to fdmepgor opaque
orthography when it has a high number of ore-many, manyto-one, or manyto-many
correspondences between grapheme and phoneme. In-toAmany correspondences, a
graphemehasmultiple phonemicreferents In PDE [kycan refer to /k/ (and ircat), /s/ (as in
cider) or /=|/ (as incello). In manyto-one correspondences, multiple graphemes refer to the
same phonemePDE/k/ can be referred to byky (as inkite), fy (as incold), Ehy (as is
characten or Ruy (as inguinoa). Both oneto-many and maryo-one correspondences
coexist in orthographies with martg-many correspondences, asthat of PDEOrthographic
depth is a spectrum, but importantly, no orthographyriaximallyshallow even the common
textbook examples of very allow orthographies, such as those of Finnish and Italian, have
some measure of depthto them (see Haas 1970:¢8; see also Rogers 2005. &hallow

orthographesare consideredto be particularly beneficial to writersjncea high number of

intervening in the development of a language in order to determine a norm and secure compliance

gAGK Al oe& YSlIya 2F | W@AaA0fS KIYRQE OAOAR®PY HHTOC

especially for early orthographies.)
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one-to-one correspondences between phoneme and graphemears that the spellingsof

words are typically predictable from their phonemic form. Readers are at a slight

disadvantage, because homophones may not be distinguished in spelling, and the meanings

of such words can only be determined with context. Deep orthographies often do not have

this problem, as readers can benefitN2 Y & 3 N&b didiirstieds, Bich as different
aLSttAy3aa F2N g2NRa g Al hichligdbire @nhnyoSmanyt INE y dzy OA |
correspondencesthe disadvantage of deep orthographies to writers is that more spellings

must be individually memorised since they are pbbnemicallypredictable(DeFrancis 1989:

206; see also Cahill 2014: d1B).

2.2 The study of written language in the 20th century

The views othe Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, collected posthumouSlgurse in

General Linguisticéoriginally publishd in 1916, set much of the tone for the study of

linguistics in the 20th century and beyond. One of the principles ingrained into a new

genemtion of linguists was that their field of study concernedexclusivelywith spoken

languaged(t] he subject matter of linguistics comprises all manifestations of huseech

(Saussur§1959 2011: 6 emphasis mine). This view is closely related tola®S NJ 2 ¥ { I dza & dzNF
tenets, according to which languadarigueA y (G KS CNBYy OK O-defired dRj&cF A Y SR | &
in the heterogenous mass speechif I O &a¢ O AO0A RDY{ ImMiz&ZdlaRNEIKES 3 A 4 YAy
collectionof signs that is, associations betweesignifieds(mental concepts) andignifiers

(soundimages see esp. ibid.: 657). While no one member of a speech community has an

exhaustive knowledge of all the signs of their language, it is nevertheless possible ricaattai
comprehensiveprofile of all the signs through the study of the speech of multiple members

2F GKS O2YYdzyAdey afly3dza IS ra yza O02YLX SGS Ay
O2ft t SOU Al1dAQne&ot thetefeotsioRtidls emphasis dretprimacy of spoken language

was the rise of synchronic and descriptive linguistics in the 20th century, which contrasted
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with the heavily diachronic (and texeliant) focus of the previous century (see Sampson
1980: 13). Definingpokenlanguage as theole object of linguistic focus legitimised the
serious linguistic study @il languages, not just those traditionally considered prestigious due

to their established written form or longstanding literary history.

It is easy to appreciate the positivefeB Ol G KIF G { | dza&ddzNEQa RSTAYA
linguistics has had on the study of language, especially in its inclusion of undocumented
languages and the broadening of horizons beyond the linguistic paradigms of Western
languagesHowever, sudents of witing are left in an awkward position. Saussudel not
merely exclude written language from his definition of the scope of linguistic sthdywas
overtly critical of the perceived shortcomings of writing, and his views are fundamentally
pejorative. Hespke2 ¥ g NARGAY 3 Fa ay2d | 3IdzA &S odzi I RA&3
G 2 0 a ®dzNHap9392611:®0) andirged linguists to approach their work without the
LINBO2yOSLIiAz2ya GKIG aGKS (GeNryye 2F &R iGAy3IE Y
form, the onlytrue object of linguistic study (ibid.: 31; see adoulmas 201:3¢4). The effects
2F GKAEA dldeNlIyye 2F gNRGAYIE SaussOdleaR 01y 20 2yt &
31¢2), but a historical indifference towardstonation (see Sampson 2015: 3lt)is true that
writing, unlike speech, is not an innate human ability or a technology that all speech
communities make use ofrhis fact alone shows thairiting cannotbe an integral part of
languageThis is uncontrousial and has been affirmed time and again by scholars of wyiting
who stress that writing is not languagbut an artefact, atechnologyusedto represent
language(see e.gOng 2002: 862, Coulmas 2003: 1Rogers 2005: 2ZSampson 2015: 30
However, gien that written language not only represents speechvasalso admitted by
Saussuresee €.9[1959] 2011:23), butit R2 Sa& &2 (i KNP dg@stematianappidy 2 NJ £ Sa a
NEfl GA2ya 0SGsSSy az2dzyREZ YSIYyAy3 yR GNILKAO ¢
seems reasonable to approatie study of writingfirst and foremosbn linguistic termgsee

alsoDaniels 1996: 3Sampson 2015: @ / 2 Y AARSNAY 3 K2g LISNIBIF aix @S {1
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the field has been his attitude on written language surviving even tiie/ K2 Yail el y
NE@2tdziAzyé Ay (GKS aS0O02yR KIfF 2F GKS wnik O

4

{FdzaadaNBly fAy3dzaiaidiOoa ¢ INB neeaddstinio Exddd@ineyind 6 { | Y LJa
question his reasons for dismissing written language and maka&rgument for its rightful

inclusion as part of the study of language.

2.2.1Approaches tohe function of written language

Saussure viewed writingnlyas a representation of speech. If this were true, it ought to follow

that a OG0 B6KS STFAOASHOAI VS I OXBNAYideSi o06S 2dzZRISR 06
completeness in transcribing the elements of spoken language; in an alphabetic system, this

means thatdineara S1j dzZSy 0SS 2F 3INI LKA O aArdaya YdaAad YIF4iOK |
(Liuzza 198 27).In other words, if the only function of written language is to reflect spoken

language, themnly shallow orthographies come close to doing it witle conundrum faced

by Saussure and adhererd6K A & @A Sg Aa (GKFG aAy a2 Wye Ayadl
tomsNBLINBaSyid &aLISSOKé 01 FNNRE mMdphbpY ddI SYLKLEF aA:
represent speech, any deviation from a maximally shallow orthograpttyich is a reality for

all orthographies, not just deep onegposes a problem; it seents indicate that writing

cannot be trusted toever fulfil its designated purposas efficiently as possibl® { | dza & dzNB Q a
mistrust of the written formwastherefore fundamentally rooted in the fact that writing does

not accurately reflect speecAnd sncespeechwas{ I dza & dzNJB Qgointanio thé stuBlyy’ i NEB

of language, the warped evidence of writihgd to be ignored. However, lingussin the

second half of the 20th century began questioning whether the expectations placed on the

function of written langiage were wholly justified. If writing does nonly serve as a

representation of speecbut has other functions toowe can nolonger expect writingo



27

represent speech accuratelyt; would also mean tha{ I dza & dZNB Qa | OWaNBE A 2 Y

fundamentallyillegitimate.

In order to begin untangling the question of the functiomaitten languagewe must
first addresghe critical issueof the nature of graphemes as sigfsggnis not here used in the
Saussureasense outlined above, which refers tsignifieigsignifiedpairing but in its more
generic sense Graphemes can be understood to be signs of the first order or signs of the
second order. In the latter case, graphemes are signs of phonemes which, aiméimed,
directly (and uniquely) refer toneaning That is, only phonemes can combine to refer to
meaning; graphemes can only combine to refer to phonem®8aussure and other
structuralists, such as Leonard Bloomfialdbscribed tahis view, which has l&n termed the
referential approachio graphemes (see Haas 1970: 9). Since this approach maintains that
graphemes cannot directly refer to meaningfollows that written language can only ever
represent spoken language. There are numerous challengesstapbroach. One has already
been mentioned: if writing can only represent speech, how do we theoretically account for
divergences frommaximal orthographic shallowness which results in speech being
representedinconsistently or unfaithfully™ other wods, why does writing fail to perform
its function properly’Another challenge is that it is not always necessary to assign phonemes
to graphemes in order to make sense of a tewf. Haaswrote 4 K & & A G Aa LR
understanding a written message, tnie the phonetic realisation ofttor, indeed, as in
the case of dead languages, to be simply ignorant of the corresponding sounds and yet
dzy RSNAR Gl YR ¢ KI { ;dedalsd Ghhlias S0g3 21%). /A dukherehallengs is
that there are featues in writing with no counterpart in speech, such as the capitalisation of
words and the marking of word boundaries through punctuation, including blank space

(Rogers 2005: 15).

02

aaaA
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The alternative approach, termed trautonomistic approactho graphemes, argues

that graphemes are signs of the first order. What this entails is that, in addition to referring to

¢
(s}
[t

phonemes, graphemes, when combined, canrefegctlyii 2 YSFyAy 3 A 0GK ay2
2F &Lk | Sy Vatheklaxa: 9; Sde #6Mcintosh 1961: 108Coulmas2003 16)3

This approach seems to better account for the behaviour of written language and offers a
solutionto all the problems of the referential approach outlined abolfewriting can refer

directly to meaningwe caneasily account for features such eapitalisation differentiang

between word classes, as in German, or between common and proper nouns, as in English.
There is no difference between thghonemicreferents of fhully and Hully, but the choice
betweenfhyandfymarks a semantic difference with no analogue in spebtdreover, the
autonomistic approach helps explain our tolerancenofi-homographic homophoneghe

plight of many nomative learners oPDEBoth the spellingneetyand fimeaty, forexample,
NEBFSNI 62 kKYAMGkd ¢KS YSI yAy 3in Sdechbdecduiirging 2 F G KS a
isolation (consider also the homophoneght and knight, wherea little bit of context does

not alwayshelp, e.g.a dark/nait/). In writing the meanirgs of the two wordsare easily

distinguished, but cruciallyt not because of their phonemic referents.is their graphemic

form which assigns semantic conteintlependentlyof phonemic referentsthe meaning of

KYAMGk ,BulbottizficréaBar andl witer know thatfneetymeansWii 2 Sy 02 dzy 4§ SN |

fneatymeans? ¥ f SaKQ®

If graphemes do noéxclusivelyefer to phonemeswe need not think of deviance
from maximal orthographic shallowness a defect or an obfuscatiott. must be stressed

however,that even though it is possible for writing to refer directlyrt@aningwithout the

3 This phenomenon by which graphemes can refiegctlyto both phonemes andneaningis referred

to asdouble articulation(see McIntosh 1961: 108, Liuzza @928).Autonomists generally argue that
graphemes have double articulation while phonemes have single articulatitte the former can

refer to phonemesand meaning the latter can only refer to meaning. However, phonemes do have a
kind of second articulation too, since often, when hearing a phoneme, literate people will
automatically associate it with a grapheme (Liuzza6129).
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intermediary of speech, it does not changestfact that writing isdependent on spoken

language Writing can only operateébecause graphemes are systematicallyrelated with

phonemegqsee e.gSgall 19871¢2, Robertson 208 20) Neverthelessas has been discussed,

alphabetic orthographies alwayall short to different extentsfrom beingmaximally shallow.

The fundamental reason is thatthographic depthbrings some benefit as was already seen

F02@S 6AGK (GKS RAAUAYAIAEKNF-AKRFE2[YIPONE | TROPB X
i.e. grammatical, lexical and socfaktors 6 KA OK YIF 1S AG &l ROFyGl 3S2dza
to deviate from a phonetically faithdzf  NJB LINB a Sy {iile.fran2 bging2riximallydS S OK ¢
shallow(Haas 1970:@4). The advantage may come abduS A G KSNJ 6& Ay ONBI aAy3
of the orthography for signalling lexical and grammatical values, or by extending its social and

cultural usél ¢ 0 4).0TheRformer case encompasses features such as muginphemic

spelling, where the semantic relationship between words is highlightethéspelling ofa

morpheme even where its pronunciation diffedepending on its lexical contexas with

(hationyin nationandnationality (see e.g. Rogers 200575,Rutkowska 201:228. The latter

case taps onto one of the main advantages of writing over speech as a system of
communication. Barring very recent technological innovatipasticularly speech recording

and instant messaging), speech is immediate and ephemeral, while writing is permanent and

can travel through time and spa¢see e.g. Rogers 2005d1) L ¥ 2 NI K2 ANJ LK & ¢ SNB
and reflect all the changes in spokendaage, the orthography of a text could be obsolete

within a decade, and perhaps unreadable within some centuries. There is thus a social
incentive for orthography to remain stable even when spoken language is continually

changing, and in consequence, orgraphies often become deeper with time.
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2.3 Script adoption

alye 2F GKS g2 NI R milipla @igdagdithe romanBlphabkbeingth® o &
prime exampleThe use of a single script by more than one languadought about when

a speech community starts using an existing scriptwrite their languageThis is calledcript

adoption. Script adoption can occur when a language has neegigting script of its own, but

it can also take place where a language already uses some other scdasemwhere a pre

existing script is discardehd replaced by an adoptestript, we may speak stript change

a subcategory of script adoptiom order for a script to be adopted, two speech communities

must first come into contact. Thsanhappenthrough various meansuch as geographical
proximity, political dominance or the spread of religion (see Dale 1980), but on their own,
these conditions are not sufficient to effect script adoption. A script is adopted because it is
advantageous for the memiog of a speech community at a particular time. In cases where
there is no preexisting script, it is a question of considering the advantages of literacy over
nonliteracy. Any adoptedd ONRX LJG &Syt NBS& wl fFy3dz2 3S5Qae
precordition for language use in higher social functions, and enables the users of the language
G2 3JFAYy fAGSNI O8 GKNRdzAK (GKS OKI yy;SdealfoFf (KS
Ong 2002. Thereasonsbehind script change are mommplex More often than not, the

adoption of a script (and the discarding of an old one) signals acceptance (or rejection) of
especially political or religious ideologiese¢ e.g. Tigger 2004: 667, Sebba 2009: 42A

speech community may want to rid itself of a strhich is ideologicallincompatiblewith

its selfimage orits aspirations for the futureand opt for one which is more in line with its

Y 2

ideals. Quich a motivation reveals theNR2t S 2F aONARLIia & aLI2JGSNFdA

communicating aspects of idettinot only to the people who use the script, balsoto
surrounding speech communities and, in a digital age réisé of the world(Sebba 2009: 39;

see also Baker 1997: 95, Spolsky 2004329Sampson 2015: 4).
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2.3.1 Biscriptality

As outlined above, inases of script change, the pegisting script is discarded in favour of

the newlyadopted script. In some instances of script adoption, howexg@reexisting script

continues to exist side by side with the new one. A stable situation where two (@) rscnipts

are used to record the same language at the same time is dailbediptality (see e.g. Dale

1980: %6, DeFrancis 1984: 59,dzy 6 A b: 534n see also Coulmas 2003: 238uch a

situation arises when there arenultiple competing influences ro the choice of script

operating on the same language communityt YR y2y S OFy R2YAYyFGS | ff
2F GKS ftFy3dad 3S Ay ljdzSadAz2yé¢ o651 tS mpynY MHOO®
broadly into two typesuseoriented and useroriented® In the former case, the script is

selected based on the function of the text, while in the latter, sesgection is dependent on

the (geographical, religious, ethnic, social) circumstances of the writer (or reader). A European
example & useoriented biscriptalitycomes from late mediaeval to early modern Poljica, a

region in presentlay Croatia, where the Glagolitic alphabet was used for liturgical texts, and

the Cyrillic alphabet for everything else fzy' 6 A 8). Userorienited bisciptality covers a

range of historical and modern arrangements, one of the most-kalvn examplesbeing
contemporary Serb&roatian, which is written in the Cyrillic alphabet by the Serbs and in the

roman alphabet by the Croatiajthie choice of script begthusboth geographical and ethnic

(. dzy 6 A b: 60y A fima type of biscriptality which does not comfortably fit either of these

categories isnedialbiscriptality, which involves cases where the choice of script depends on

4 Some further notes on terminology are necessaifirstly, some literaturprefersthe termdigraphia

overbiscriptality6 2y G KS KAalG2NB 2F GKS GSN)YAY Sy, NRBdzy R 6
when definingpiscriptality, the termstableis ofconsiderablemportance.In every case afciipt change

there will bea short overlapping period where two scripts are used concurrently. This is not considered

to be a true example of biscriptality because it is not stable Bake 1980: §6,. dzy 6 A B: 53).1 mc

Thirdly and finally, in the study of epigraphy and numismatiiscriptalis often used to refer to
inscribedobjectsor inscriptions which make use of two different scriptsgardless of the language(s)

they represent This sense dfiscriptalhas not been adopted in this study.

5What follows draws closely on Béirh 6 brs4cé2¢although the typology offered therein is overly

specific for the purposes of this study and is presented here in simplified form.
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the material of writingAnearly mediaeval example from the British Isles is the distribution of
the roman alphabet and ogafalso known asgham) for the writing of Old Irish, with ogam
being reservedat least for a timefor lapidary inscription ( dzy 6 A &; serafs® $ection

3.2).

2.3.2 Orthography in script adoption

Since orthography is languagpecific and not an inherent feature of any script, it is necessary

to consider the question of the establishing of orthograplty other words scripting

separately from script admion. Where scripters are literate in the donor language (i.e. the

language from which the new scriigtadopted), as is usually the case, the orthography of the

donor language is typically implementead closely as possibier the adopting language (see

So3I b . dey 22 Scripting isistraightforward when the two languages share phonemes

If both have the phoneme /m/, which ile orthography othe donor language is referred to

by fAny, the simplest solution for the scripting of /m/ in the adoptilagguage is to also use

[y. Such a mechanismdsonomical becausgcripters do not have to master two completely

different orthographies by maintaining overlap between the orthography of the donor

language andhat of the adopting language, both scripteand learners who are already
fAGSNI OGS Ay (GKS R2y2N) fly3dza 3S Ol yearrtedi N} y& F SNJ
fly3ada 3S 2 GKS yS¢g aeaidSYé¢ ol Ayd2y wHamnY wmnpo
adopting and donor languages do not match. Imsocases, the donor language will have

phonemes which the adopting language does not have, and so the adopting language will have

no use for those particular phonemggrapheme pairings. The scripters must decide what to

R2 ¢A0K Wi dzLIJS NWHettz? tozdigardtiein coknfletes or assigrem new
phonemicreferents Another problem is when the adopting language has phonemes which

the donor language does not have. In these cases, there will beodelphoneme;grapheme
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pairingin the donor languagéor the scriptergo copy, and the adopting language will have

to find other ways of scriptinghese phonemest y I LINRPOS&aa 2F WIiAYy]1SNRAY
Stenroos & Smith[201§ 2020 1250 { 2f dziA2ya Ay Of dzZRS | LILINE LINR |
grapheme modifying an existing grapheme (for example by means of diacuticihventing

a new graphemelt is also possible tadopta graphemerom another scriptthe runes ¥y

andAywere adopted from the runic alphabet to refer to the phonemesand /w/ in roman

Old Englisliseee.g.Seiler 2008: 148, Fairfax2014: 197 see also Sectidd3).

Scholarship aimed at modern scripters stresses that an orthography must be
fAYy3dZAadAOLffe a2dzyR® ¢KA& Oly 0S5 VYrford&rdzZNER o0&
to get the best and fastest results in ttieaching of readingt YR G NBFf SOl wAy 38
fAYIdZAEAGAO aidNUzOG dzNB 2 F  (Pkeép1947)139% 208D ltkadaNd 4 L2 1 Sy
been argued that sincé Y2 G A @ G SR NBI RSNE Oly LINRolote f St N
Gl 2F 2NIK23IAINI LIKeéX Fy 2NIK23INFLKE akKz2dzZ R 685
problems as possible fowriters¢ 6 { Y A R $iIN&mpbmsimine). Ondhe other hand,he
scholarshipis also at pains to emphasise that no matter how linguistically sound an
orthography is, if it is not accepted by the community it is designed for, it is inade ok
[1947]11975: 211 Cahill 2014: 16)Justlike scripts orthographiestoo are identitymarkers

K GKS OK2A0S 2F AONARLII FyR OK2AO0Sa NBIFNRA\

[atN

.2
GRSOAAA2Y waB | 02dzi K2¢g (2 @Aradzfte NBLNBaSyd i
are therefore cultual and social issues as much as a linguistic ones (Unseth 2008: 1; see also

Sebba 2009: 3910). Unless a speech community is satisfied that an orthography is an
appropriate reflection of its identity, it will be rejected. The present study is not concerned

with professional scripters in the modern sense, and it is important to highlight that the

methods andaimsof mediaevalscripters who might notevenhave been conscious of their

rolet may have differed drastically from those of modern scripteilseewise, the expectations
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of wouldbe literate peoplemay also have been different. After &l ¢ wY82ad LIS2LX S R
GKAY1 G2 ljdzSadaz2y aeadtSvya GKIFG KF@S aeSy KIFyRS
following chapter explores the script adoption ieh took place in early Angidaxon England
for Old English anthkes a closer look at theocial context®ut of which the scripters, as well

as the rest of the literate population, sprang.
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3. Historicallinguistic context

3.1 Theearly history of Angksaxon England

The Germanic tribes who began their migratiorBieglandn the first half of the 5th century
embarked on their journefrom various points of departure. Infamedpassag®f hisHistoria

ecclesiastica gentiénglorum(HB, Bede tells us that the AngiBaxons

came from three very powerful Germanic tribes, the Saxons, Angles, and Jutes. The
people of Kent and the inhabitants of the Isle of Wight are of Jutish origin and also
those opposite the Isle of Wight, that part the kingdom of Wessex which is still

today called the nation of the Jutes. From the Saxon country, that is, the district now
known as Old Saxony, came the East Saxons, the South Saxons, and the West Saxons.
Besides this, from the country of the Angldsattis, the land between the kingdoms

of the Jutes and the Saxons, which is cafladulus came the East Angles, the Middle
Angles, the Mercians, and all the Northumbrian race (that is those people who dwell
north of the river Humber) as well as the oth&nglian tribes1:XV, from Colgrave &

Mynors 196951).

Bede wrote in the early 8th centurgboutthree centuries after the events he describes. His

narrative ishardlyl  O2 y G SYLI2 NI NBE | OO02dzy iz yR Al Aa &dzalLX
account, in tribal terms, for the origins of kingdoms important at his own time rather than

from any genuine knowledge of tribal events taking place two or three hundred yeargrio

KA&d GAYS 2F GNAGAYIMyresHWE 148585, (73 Midedp10¥4: 5@ T aSS I €
Ly aLAGS 2F . SRSQa LISNE2YylIf |3SyRIF IyR GKS 2y
tribes and his composition dfE, BarbaraYorkewrites thatBeded R2 Sa aSSyYy (2 KI @S
broadly correct in identifying the main North Sea provinces from which the bulk of the
DSNXYIYAO &aSGit SNA Ay . NRGIAY OFYS YR GKSANI YI
Archaeology has confirmed the diverse culturatkgrounds of the Germanic immigrants (see

e.g. Myres 1970), and in addition to the peoples named by Bedee above passagd is

likely that other groups, such as Frisians and Franks, were also part of the Germanic migrations

to England (see e.Gamplell 1982: 30¢1, Hawkes 1982: %2, Brugmann 2011: 38 indeed,

Bede himself also acknowledtjthis (HE5:1X) However, although the immigrants came from
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ethnically and culturally diverdgackgroundsin England they were thrown inmelting pot
Qultural hybrids were formed and 0wy 8 S¢ A RSy (A (A S a,these NBtiti€sSNS I+ G SR A
being described collectively agdngloSaxonto distinguish them fromScandinavian and

Continental Germanic identitigslills 2011: 10; see also H;&994: 49).

The AngleSaxons remained in close contact with their neighbours across the sea on
the Continentand in Scandinavjebut they alsomade new acquaintanceis Britain. The
immigrants encountered an indigenous British populativat hadinhabited the islandbefore
andthroughout its Roman occupatiga periodwhichlasted nearly four centuries from the
mid-1st century to the very beginning of the 5th centufe relationship between the Anglo
Saxons and the British has undergone a great de@wsion in the passixtyyears or so. An
outdated view called the Germanist viewvheld that the Germanic peoples eliminateohd
replacedthe native British population as they advanced across the igfand comprehensive
account of this view, see Highat®92: 4,8). However,the cumulativeevidencedrawn from
a range okourcesincluding placenames, burial practicemnd settlementpatterns hasbeen
taken to suggesthat there was no widespread exterminatioand that people of Germanic
and British stock enjoyed relatively peaceful coexisence in regions of AngkSaxon
occupation allowing for continuity in such things as farm{sgeChadwick 1963&orke 1990:
6¢8, Higham 19928¢10, Filppula, Klemola & Paulasto 200818, 13%;2). The indigenous
populationwould have beerdt I NJ Rdzl t £ & | d3aAYAfFTGSR (G2 GKSANI yS&
fAYIdzZAaGAOFEt& yR Odzf GdzNI f € &8¢ 6 Qhefandoizf = Y SY
of the West Saxon king Ine differentidt®etween AngleSaxons and Britongnplyingthat
some explicit ethnic differencdsgeredat least ino the 7th century (seerorke 1990: 138
Filppula, Klemola & Paulasto 20a%). Indeed, thisrevisedview of AngleSaxon settlement
cannot tell us the whole story amib doubt glosses ovehe extensiveuseof violence and

forced acculturatiorin the advance of the AngiBaxongfor a dispassionate and ttp-date
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summary of the earlyelationship between the Angi8axons and the British, sé&mismith

2021: 10%11; see also Higham 19921¢15, Dumville2018 75).

Over the course of the 5th century and into the 6th centukpgloSaxon England

by which is meant the part of the islandBfitain which vasunder AngleSaxon contral was

GFNI IYSYGSR Ayi2 YI yawhihin tiesth tedninBlefdloped i dzy A & £ 3

kingdoms(Yorke 1990: 13)Since there was no substantial market economy, early Anglo

{FE2y O2YYdzy A (A Sl SORENB vy 220 SYKINI T Ay IR2Y 4

O2yOSLJidzZ f AAaSR a adzyAida 2F I20SNYYSydas:s

2y 6KAOK gSNB AYLRAaSR FTAaOFft FyR YAt AGENE

kingdoms were often cdested and seldom fixe(seee.g.Hart 1977: 484). Some kingdoms
quickly rose toprominence and the concept of the heptarchy has dominated much of the
scholarship o early mediaeval Englandiheheptarchyrefers to seven kingdoms which gained
political (and, to some extent, ecclesiasticaedominancein AngleSaxon EnglandKent,
EssexSusseX\Wessex, East Anglia, Mercia and Northum(sée Kirby 2000:¢5; seeMap 1).
More recent scholarshiphoweverhas highlighted théimitations of ths conceptThe idea of

a heptarchygives the false impression of cleaut geographical and ethnic divides, and
completelyovershadowsa number ofsmallercontemporarykingdoms (see Kirby 2000; &

7; see also Hart 1977@,00n 1992: 41&0, Dumville 2018101¢2). It also does not take into
account the complex and dynamic relationships betweaerkingdoms, especiallyoncerning
overlordship. During the 8th century, for example, Mercia exercised overlordshipshof
the kingdoms of Southumbria (the regisouth of theHumber, seeSection 9.1)ln spite ofits
flaws, the heptarchy represents a division of Ar§kxon England which has become
ubiquitous and unavoidable, and as such does have its practical medtsndeed, will be

seen in the structure of this study (s&hapters).

g KA (

Ay SKA

20t A
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Map 1: The kingdoms of the heptarchy.

3.2 Languages and scripts in Ar§kxon England

It is against this backdrop that we can consider the linguistic landscape of@agbm England
and examine the languages and scripts which wesed by the Angl&axons and the people
around them. The focus of this study is Old English, the language of the 2agie and the
ancestor of PDEOId Englishwasan IndeEuropean languag@nd as suclit wasrelated to
most other languages spoken irth mediaeval andmodern Europe (andbeyond). It

belonged to the Germanic subfamily of IneBuropean languages, theeryfirst speakers of



39

whichhave been associated with the Jastortizf ( dzNB a6 KA OK SEGSYRSR TNRY
G2 OSYGNIt DSNYI ybutéseeobidA frSofe camplicatidvhs with this

associatiol. It is possiblethat there werevariousd DS NXY I yA O &LISSOK O2YYdzy A G
wide region of northern Europat the time that theproto-language thais labeled Proto-
Germanic(PGmc) emergetl YR G KS dzaS 2F 6KAOK gl a O2yOSydNY
$SaGSNYy SyR 2 7Tsed disRobinsoh 10820¥a\ietsen AJOR 4P, Fortson

2004: 300Prokosch [19392009: 2%7). Two of themain features which distinguigbermanic

languagesrom other IndeEuropean languages are fisgllable stress and the effects of
DNAYYQa [F63X | a2 dzy REur@pEan yacd aspirateds $topweré L y R 2
unaspirated, voicedtepswere unvoiced, and voiceless stops becavoicelesdricatives(see

Bammesberger 199230¢1; Fortson 2004: 3042; see alsoFulk 208: 4¢5, 10Z5). The

Germanic branch is further divided into East Germanic, North Germanic and West Germanic.

East Germanic, of which the most prominent representatasGothic, is now extinct. North

Germanic developed into Old Norse, spoken in Scandinavia contemporaneatrsild

English in the 7th and 8th centuries and into the later mediaeval age, and presently comprises

the Germanic languages spoken in Scandinavia, Iceland and the Faeroe Islands. Old English
belonged to the West Germanic branch, together with languagash as Old High German,

the ancestor of German, and Frankish, spoken in the kingdom o€i&racross the Channel

from England. The West Germanic languages can be further divided into three groups:
Ingvaeonic (North Sea Germanic), Istvaeonic (WBsene Germanic), and Irmionic (Elbe
Germanic)(see e.g. Robinsoh992: 1€18). Together with Old Frisian and Old Saxon, Old

English belongd to the Ingvaeonic groupcharacterised among other things by the

Ingvaeonic nasal spirant lawhis had the effect dengtheringa short vowebefore a nasal

consonant followed by a fricative, the nasal consonant being lost in the process (see Hogg
[1992]2011: 8§3.14see also Section 3.§.2he Ingvaeonic nasal spirant law accounts for the

differences between the PDE ar@ermanwords for five (< PGmc*fimf). AsPDE isa
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descendant of an Ingvaeonic language, faEhas a londnow diphthongisedyowel andno
nasal consonanGerman does natescend from an Ingvaeonic languaged so Germafinf

haspreservel both the short vowel and the nasabnsonantof the PGmc.

It is unlikely that the Germanic tribes who emigrated to England spoke a common,
uniform language Rather, it is assumed thathey spoke a number of closetglated
Ingvaeonic dialects, which in England converged into a distinct and coherent language, albeit
one admitting a degree of linguistic variability (Nielsen 1998808see also Hines 19881,

Hines 1995: 38 Whether i is this variability which gave rise to Old English dialeassbeen

a bone of contentin. Frank Stenton wared I 31 Ay ad dal aadzywAy3ae GKFG G
RAAGAY3AdziaK 2yS htR 9y3ftAaK RAFTESOG FNRBY Fy2(K
9), andindeed,it seems intuitive to ascribe the dialectalisation of Old English to fipléitical

and economidalivisionswhich arosein England (see e.g. Robinson 1992: 1B@wever, it is

not unreasonable to acknowledge that pneigration difference did play a role in dialectal

development at leastto some extent Jeremy Smith (2007: §203) has argued that some

shared Old English sound changes had varying reflexes across England due to inherited pre

migration dialectal differencesee also Samuell971: §7). Old English has traditionally been

divided into four main dialest Kentish, West Saxon, Mercian and Northumbrisee e.g.

Sweet 1876,Toon 1992: 416)Due to certain phonological similarities, the last two are

collectively known as AngliaBimilarly, due to some unicgefeaturesof West Saxorthe other

three dialects are collectively known as n@viest Saxon. It is important to note that these

dialects are largely defined on the basis of surviving, provesabie textual evidencésee

Campbdl 1959: §256, Hogg 2006: 3% see also Smith 1996: 419). Because of the

relatively small amount of such texts, as well as their limited textual gandethe restricted

socal background of their authotswve can only have, at bestyvaryincomplete view of any

Old English dialec{see e.g. Toon 1992: 44%, Hogg 2006: 395 Moreover, we are

completely in the dark regarding the dialects of many smaller areas from which little or no
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written evidence survivegsndthere can beno doubt thatthe dialectal landscape of England

was far more complex than the typical fourfold division allows for ag 1991: 7€, Toon

1992: 42@1, Ringe & Taylor 2014: 8). further problem with these four dialect areas is that

they very explicitly reflecAndo-Saxorpolitical divisionsAs will be discussed belowriting
happenedpredominantlyin an ecclesiastical context, not a political one (see H&§82]

2011: 81.6). It cannot be presumed that political boundaries coincided with dialectat ones

or, inded, that the major dialect groups listed above represent homogenous dialects (see

Toon 1983: 25, Hogg 1988: 189)ill, the termdialectA & dza S¥dzf ai2 RSaAONAROGS |
linguistic characteristics that differs from one or more other synchroniadtesof shared
fAY3IdAEAGAO OKINFY¥OGSNRAGAOATL SOSYy FrLAfAYy3I LINBOA

(Colman 1988: 112; see also King 1991: 69).

In addition to bringing a Germanic language to Britain, the immigrants also brought a
Germanic alphlet. The Anglesaxorfuporcderived from the Eldefupark, the oldest attested
form of the runic alphabet, and parent also to the Younfydrark used in Scandinavidhe
origins of the Eldefupark are obscure The shapes of runes betray the clear influence of
ancient Mediterranean alphabetsthe similarities in form anghhonemicreferent between
runicPAAE&yand romanR | T Bare among the most conspicuausithough identifying the
precisemodelalphabet hagprovedchallengingfor recent attemptsand summaries of earlier
scholarshipseee.g.Mees 2000Salomon 202D This has also madedifficult to assign place
and adate for the inception of runes. Another part of the difficulty involves the use of our
earliest runic evidence, which is far from straightforward. In the broadest of tetmasiztder
fuparkis generallypelieved to have beea Germanic creatioffom around theturn of the 1st
millenniumAD (see e.g. Elliott 19591, Williams 1997: 17681, Looijenga 2003: ¢P, 10G;

1), butit remains to be seen how the recent discovery of what is believed to be the oldest
datable runestone in the world, potentially from as early as the 1st century, will change our

understanding of the early history of res(Gulliksen 2028 Alsomysterious aréwo features
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which set the runic alphabet apart from other contempordgyropeanalphabets (with the
notableand curiousexception of ogamseeMusset 1965: 172, McManus 198&tter-order

on the one handandletter-namesthat are cognates with lexemem the other(see Williams
1997: 18%4; see also Section 5.).Just like the worélphabetcomes fronthe names of the
first two letters of the Greek alphabet, the namfipark/fuporc comes from the
(transliteration of) the first six runes of the rumew. With both names beginninfyp-, it is
evident that the runic lettetorder wasmarkedly different from that of the roman and Greek
alphabets. With regard to lettenames, it is true that nman and Greek letters have names:
a, beg ceg alpha beta, gamma, etc. However, these names only refer to letters, whereas the

names of (for instancethe AngloSaxon runesfeoh, ur, porn were not only runenames

.....

KWl dzNaddpkira @i K.2indd/idaal runes couldherefore refer to lexemes as well as
phonemes(for more or AngleSaxon runenames, see espPage 1999a: @J9). Tablel
presents the AngkSaxonfuporcas it appears on the 10tbentury Thames scramasax, the
only extantand completeepigraphicfuporc (some of the runes orthe scramasaxare
allographs of the runes given inffa1).? Thefunction of thefuporcas an epigraphic alphabet

and its role in Angk&axon societwill be explored further in SectiaB.3¢5.

On the eve of Germanic settlement, the indigenous population of Britain dpotish
and Latin, two Indd€european languages belonging to the Celtic and Romance subfamilies

respectively. Moreover, a significant proportion of Britigbhristians (both Latirand British

6 The names of the runes are not known from any contemporary solmgesavebeen reconstructed
from Old Nase rune poems and an 18ttentury transcription by George Hickes ofAamglo-Saxon

rune poem which was later lost in the Cottonian fisee Page 1999a: §8). There are also numerous
indirect witnesses to Old English rune names in the Old English cermlsaghe inscription orthe

right panel of the Franks casket (see Seclior8.4.J.

" The termBritish when referring to a language, is used here as an umbrella term for closely related
dialects which, at this point, had begun differentiating inte tincestor language of Welsh and
Cumbric in the west, and Cornish and Breton in the sautst GeeJackson 1954: &B).
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Phonological Phonological
Rune Name referent g Rune Name referent g
Xy feoh Il Ey eolhx Iks/
Bry ur K dzo M 0 K By sigel Isl
Ry porn 11 Ay tir i)
Ry 0s K20M0K @By beorc b/
Ay rad Irl By eh KSOMOK
By cen Ik/ By Ing w3 6
By gifu 19 Ry deeg /d/
Ry wynn Iw/ Ay lagu n
Ry haeg| Ix/ Ey man Im/
By nyd In/ Ky dpel K DH MU K
€% is KAOMOK fy ac /4 610 K
Ay ger lil gy aesc Knovok
By eoh ? Bry yr KeoMoK
@y peoip Ip/ By ear Knédxo

Tablel: Thefuporcas it appears on the 10tbentury Thames scramasax. The phonological referentprargth-
century. The names have been adopted (sometimegtad) from Page 1999a: 65 c @ C2 NJ (i KSAY RBTFSNBy (i 6 &
see Page 1968.

speaking)who had converted during thoman occupation, were literate in the roman
alphabet, and short inscriptions containing both British and Latin names are known from
England (see esp. Jacks®53: 14951, 152y T 4SS It 42 hQbSA{XR). HanndY Mt
This bilingual situation lthcome about as a result of the Roman occupation of Britain (see
Nielsen 1998: 642). While British was the language of the common people, Latin was spoken
by members of the upper and more educated clasgesticularly in the saalled Lowland
Zone(see ackson 198: 61¢2; see als&ing 1991: 15¢b, 17%;81). In relation to its indigenous
inhabitants, Britain is conventionally divided into tbewland Zone and theHighlandZone.
Broadly speaking, thiormer encompasses the south and east of the island, whilelatter
encompasses the west and the north (see e.g. Higham 1997) 3%incethe Lowland Zone

was moreurbanised it is likely that British Latin was more common there, whilekfghland
Zonewasalmost exclusively Britisapeaking (see e.gaing & Laing 1990: 86, Higham 1992:
196¢7, Schrijver 2014: 32 Thingsmay have changed considerably with the arrival of the
Germanic immigrants, who first landed in the Lowland Zone. It has been suggeatdtidah

upper-class, Latirspeaking Britonsf the Lowland Zone retreated to the Highland Zone when
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their independence and status came under threat upon the foreign intrusion (Jacksdn 195
62).According to this theorythe AngleSaxonsvould not have comeénto much contactvith
British Latin (at least until extending their territory into the Highland Zome)l were
predominantly exposed to Britislspokenby the remaining, loweclass population (which
was eventually linguistically assimilated to speaking Old English in areas ofSamgio
occupation; ibid.: 66)Peter Schrijver has arguddr an alternative approactin which British
Latinwasthe commonlanguage oéll classes in the Lowland Zomeeaning that Anglksaxons
would have come into early contact wikbwer-classspeakers of British Latimho did not flee

the incoming Germanic tribe2002,2014:33 and passim Even if this had been the case,
AngloSaxon individuals and communities would have been expdseBritish through

interactions with theiBritishneighboursn the Highland Zone

The otherCeltic languagesf Britain would have been heard by AngRaxons to
different extents.They would seldom have come into contact wRittish,the language
spoken bythe Picts innorthern and northeastern ScotlandThe NorthumbrianE G KS t A 0G4 Q
close$ AnglaSaxon neighbourgppea to have ventured into Pictland more often than the
Picts ventured southin the first half of the 7th centuryking Eanfrith spent time in exile in
Pictland and had a son with a Pictish princess, and Bede speak$oahambrian embassy
to a Pictish kigin the early 8th centurgHES:XXIY ¢ KSNB al € SGGSNJ 6 NP dAK G
FANBOG GNIXyatriSR Ayid2 tAOGA&AKEST AYLX@AYy3I az2YS$s
19). Exposure to Old Irish was much more comnieee esp. Dumvilld981: 11@16).
Speakers of OId Irish were frequent visit@isd permanent residentacross Anglksaxon
England, from ecclesiastics who arrived at Lindisfarne in Northumbria to students who
GKFraGdSYySR G2 /IyiSNbdaNE (2 ate&RB2RENBSNYRKSEl RER
(Law 1997: 3psee Section$.3.3,10.2.2, 10.3.2 AngloSaxonstudents also travelled to
Ireland to study (see esp. Hughes 1978t the Irish kingdom of D&l Riata, which extended

to both sides of the North Channel and comprisedtheastern Ireland and western
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Scotland, was a popular destination among many members dBémericianroyalfamily who

were forced into exilgseealso Section10.2.2. During this time away from Northumbria,
many learrdto speak the local language (seg. King 1991: 193)n terms ofwriting, Old

Irish made use of two alphabets, one predominantly found in manuscripts and the other in
epigraphy(see Section 2.3.1)The former was the roman alphabet, whitte Irish had
adopted from Britain,together wih Christianity, in the 5th centuryThe epigraphic script,
ogam,was a preconversion script which continued to be used well into the pmmtversion
period in Irelandsee e.g. Harvey 199McManus 1991128&:46). It was an alphabetwhere
letter-forms consisted of notcheslong a central lingsee Harvey 2001: 38ndit is found to

a limited extentalsoin Britain, butonly in areas of Irish settlement (see eJgcksorl953:

151¢7, Thomas 1973)

Throughoutthe AngleSaxon period, tradand missionary workn particularbrought
in overseas visitors who spoke a variety of Germanic languages. Frankish, which is believed to
have afforded some mutual intelligibility with Old English, was heard especially irf{d¢ent
Chaplais 1969: 527n6, Bk 1984: 7but see King 1991: 185%0 close were the relations
between Kent and Fraa that there was a community of Frankish speakers who had settled
in Kent, andt is possible that Christian missionaries frR&mmebrought Frankish interpreters
not to communicate with the Angl&axons, but with the local speakers of Frankish (King 1991:
195; see also Kelly 1990: 58yecious little is known of runic Frankish, but runes were much
used by other Germanic peoples with whom the ArgBlxons had dealingstigtan runes
were nearly identical with AngiBaxon runes the runes used in England and Frisia are
collectivelyreferred to as the Angl&risian runes, suclwasthe extent oftheir overlap(see
e.g.Looijenga 1996 Somerunic inscriptions believed to hag been Frisian in origimade
their way into England, such dee seniwulufu coins (see Insley Blackburrl991 172:4) and
perhapsalso Southampton bond (see Section 7.3.1ppeakers of Old Norse usadother

variation of the runic alphabethe Youngeifupark There are inscriptions in Ang&axon



46

England which are clearly Old Norse and writtethia alphabet but these belong to the later
AngloSaxon age beyonithe year800. Still, speakers of OlNorse may have had a stronger
presence in East Anglia than elsewhere, if the heavy Scandinavian colouring seen in the local

runic corpus is anything to go by (see Section 8.3.1).

Finally, the coming of Christiiiy from the end of the 6th centurpnwardsbrought
Latin to AngleSaxon Englandis outlined above, the Germanic immigrants may have been
met by Latinspeaking Britons, but the Latiransmitted by Christian missionariesame to
occupy a unique and instrumental role in An@laxon societySince Chstianity centres on
the written word, a significant part of the missionary agenda, in addition to the conversion of
the heathen Anglésaxons, was to disseminate Latin literacy. Writing was a crucial skill for the
operations of the Church as it allowed tepying and propagation of religious texts (see
Wormald 1977: 99), and so, the (admittedly limited number of) Ai®fgon students who
were educated by the Church acquired Latin, including the roman alphabet and Latin
orthography. Latin became the languagf the Church and of learning, reflecting the role it
had in other contemporary Christian(ised) societies in Western Europe (see Brown 1995: 114).
The first generation of students may well have reached an exceptionally high level of
proficiency, considéng that their Continental teachers were native Latin speakers and almost
certainly taught by immersion (sebid.: 116). Successive generations would have received
instruction increasingly from (nenative) AngleSaxon teachersalthough Latin books
broug i’ FNRBY (GKS /2yiAySyld O2yiAydzZSR (G2 dawaSNIBSe
KFER 0SSy GldAK(i K2g 09). TheNdshHrdnéDal RiatdwhidRstayfdd NI H a1 MO Y
their evangelism of the Angl§axons in the north of Englamdthe first half of the 7th century
(see Section 10.2.2), were likewise nuative teachers of LatinLatingOld English glossaries
where Latin lemmata were given Old Engligtsgesp SG NI & Gl oA f Ay 3dzt O2yi
in which Latin was beingledin | & | aSO02yR fly3dz3S¢s yR Ffd

generally poorer than fluency in written Latin (McKitterick 2012: 42; seekalsgp1991: 194
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Even so, the quality of Latin teachiwgspresumablyhigh(especially in the soudhgiven that
missiof F NA Sa aGAyaraidSR 2y (GKS dzaS 27F [ dahd/ AY
did not revert to the vernaculafLaw 1983: 44for the pronunciation of Latin among Anglo

Saxon clergy, see e.g. Brittain 1934: 17, Fowler 1932:027 Allen 19781032).

We also find very limited use of the Greek alphabet, although the instances are so
infrequent and the texts so incidental that they cannot be taken as signalling communities
that were highlyliterate in Greek ee Bodden 1988; see also Higgitt 19988. Thealpha
andomegaf mxon two name stones from Hartlepool (séégure3) and thechirho symbol
[y prevalent in manuscriptsthough Greek letters, argerhaps better understood as
Christian lettersymbols (both referring to Chrisgince thecontexts in which they appear are
limited and formulaic There is no doubthowever that as one of the thredinguae sacra®f
the Church (together with Latin and Hebrew), a Christian education brought with it some
familiarity with Greek this can also benferred from AngleSaxon glossaries (see Pheifer

1987: 41 pacelLindsay 1918: 10)although it was never mastered to a level matching that of

Figure 3Two name stones from Hartlepool, Northumbria.

(et

(p))
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Latin. The driving force behind Greek language edanatias Archbishop Theodore, who

taught it at his school in Canterbury in the second half of the 7th century (see Section 6.3.3)

and after whose death the level of Greek learning fedle e.g. Zaffagno 1976: 327, Brooks

1984: 99 Orchard 2003: 208; see al8odden 1988)Nevertheless, the use of letters which

were not part of the standard roman alphabet, suchBagz. R2Sa &adz33Sad | aFl YA
0KS O2yOSLIi 2F GFINASGeé Ay (GKS dasS 2F | £ LKI 0Si:
f SENYAY3 YR fAGSNI O8 RAR y2i | HebewbhtieS oA GK 2

other hand, was hardly learneat all (Brown 1995: 114).

3.3 The adoption of the roman alphabet

After the turn of the 7th century, the AngiBaxons began using the roman alphabet for the
recording oftheir own languageA handful of legible (though often unintelligible) runic
inscripions asidethis marked the beginning of Old English written recorgkichgiveus our
first proper glimpseinto how the AngleSaxonsput their mother tongue into writing (In
philological terms, the adoption of the roman alphabet is also the pointratiwthe stage of
the English language that we c@lld Englisican properly be said to beginanything from
before the appearance of attestedvritten forms of the languagedeals only with
reconstructed proteOld English) As discussed in the previous deat the AngleSaxonsad
first learned to use the roman alphabet for the writing of Latinitially tis involved
ecclesiastical texts, but was not long beforghe use of written Latin was extended to
purposes ofidministraion> | & NMHzf SNE Ay LI NI AOdzZ I NJ agSNE y2i
2F3 GKS 20 0Aatiditerady KiyigS1B9 168 for th@ Variety of texts produced,

see ibid). Old English started making its way into these otherwise Latin texts through

8 Non-native speakers may have put Angaxon words into roman writing before this, but the events
discussed in this paragraph represent the first time that Old English was written in the roman
alphabetby itsnative speakergsee e.gKelly 1990: 58).
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vernacular names of people and places, and a large portion of our surviving Old English
evidence from the earliest period is onomastic. Longer texts soon followed. Although the

original copy has not survived, the lawcode of the Kentish king Athelberht, frotarthef

the 7th century, was written in Old English (s=g. Stenton 1971: 6@erolez 1990: 399).

There are three other Southumbrian lawcodes from the 7th century, written in Old English

(including the aforementioned lawcode of Ine) and extant onlyagey Icopies, and although

there is no direct evidengat is unlikely that these lawcodes were the only vernacular texts

written at this early stage abmanliteracyin AngleSaxon Englan@ee Kelly 1990: §8). So

while it could be supposed thatthe 2dNRA Yy 3 2F ht R 9y3IftAaK ylYSa Ay
prompt little anxiety over the lack of precise representations of some Old English sounds in

GKS NRYFY It LKI 0 $iietaffitudé sah Rardiy beYe$oket! forlloageStdxts,

especially onesf a legal naturdShaw 2013: 119 here is therefore reason to presume that

already in the early 7th century, from the beginning of roman Old English writing, thought and

OFNB ¢l & Llzi Ayd2 GKS AONARLIGAY3I 2 Buobstwdys 9y If A &K

2F NBLINBaSyGAy3d(bbf R 9y3aftAaK az2dz/Rat

However, Old English was not without a script at the time of the adoption of the

roman alphabet and it is well worth askingvhy the fuporc was not used tomeet the
vernaculartextual demands of an merging Christian societyndeed,Bruce Dickinsasv the

fuporck & a @k aidfe &dzLISNRA2NJ Fa |y AyaildNHzySyid F2N NB¢
see also King 1986: @g). The Old English phoneme Mdy instance, was referred to gy,

Contemporary (Mediaeval)Latin did not havew/ (see Seiler 2014: 99Which meant that

when it came to scripting /w/ in the roman alphabehere was no obvious phoneme

grapheme pairingn Latin orthographyor Old English to copyAngloSaxon scribes maduse

offuyo I f 42 dza SR aditheldyy@Ndylie®re addpéing thecrine anadjusting

its shapeto fit the profile of roman letters, creating a new romkatter Ry (seeibid.: 98¢107)

If wewere to suppos¢hat, given the choiceg langiage communitylways opsfor the script
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which offers the shallower orthography, we would be baffled by Amglo{ | E Zagbption

of the roman alphabet given the availabild§the fuporc However, much like orthographies

diverge from being maximally shallow for extralinguistic reasons (see S@cBd ascript

GKAOK 2FFSNB | akKlff2gSN 2 Niakaraforlext3irguistich G Ky 2
reasonspe overlooked in favauof a script imposing a deeper orthograpéuyd/or requiring

Wi Ay 1 AdiRdged Qhiere were good reasons for the Arglxons to adopt the roman

alphabet. They had beentaught Latin literacy All the teaching they received from the
missionaries mustdwve madepracticallyexclusive use of the roman alphabet, and so, in the

minds of the Angleésaxons, itvasthe roman alphabet which wanost closelyassociatedvith

this new culture of writing®

Above all there are issues of medium to consid&he angur profile of runes, made
up of straight lines at sharp angless well aghe conspicuousbsenceof curves (especially
among preconversion inscriptions)are typical features of epigraphic scrigt designed for
writing on hard surfaces such as stone, metal and b@ee Coulmas 1999: 444)Thelackof
horizontal lines could indicate thatineswere specially designed for carving on wood, since
horizontal lines would get lost in the grain of the wosdd e.gElliott 1959: 15 Rogers 2005:
255, Sampson 2015: 12#ut seeWilliams 1996: 213Williams 1997: 18/ Thefuporcwas
unideal for the manuscript culture introduced by the Chyroacause the very same feature
which made epigraphic writing convenienangular profiet made writing on parchment

laborious especially because of frequent péfts. The roman alphabet was also in origin an

9 According to apopularmisconception, runes were replaced by the roman alphabet ummversion
because of their alleged pagan associations (seeBéognfield 1935: 26Crysta[2012 2013 13).

There is no evidence to support this view. Not only was ttmécralphabet by no means discarded
following the arrival of Christianity, but runes are found in explicitly Christian contexts, such as the
religious poem carved onto the Ruthwell cross; the Franks casket, which, in addition to portraying

scenesfromGermaA O Ye (KX | faz2z RSLIAOGA a0SySa FNBY [/ KNRAGAL

coffin of such a venerated saint would hardly have been adorned with runic inscriptions, had they
been thought of as pagafsee Page 1964 27)

101t is regrettable that this angularity is not representdd some of the runes of the Runic Unicode
block, which isised in this studyUnicode Consortium 20}4
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epigraphic scriptbut with changes in technologyt, had developed a formwhich was more
suitable for manuscriptésee e.gSampson 2015: 121furved lines meant that there were
fewer penlifts, which made writing quicker and more efficiemstead of developing the
fuporcin a similar more manuscripfriendly direction, it was much more conveniefdr the
AngloSaxongo simply adopt the roman alphabetSomething of the changes which would
have been necessary can be seen, for instancéleifiymentioned above. lthe formation

of roman [y on the basis of runi@ly, the angular pocket of the rune was replaced &y
rounded loop, which in epigraphic writing would have been tiommsuming to carve, but

which, when writing with a penyasmuch quicker than drawing two straight lines at an angle.)

Since the literacy taught by Christian missinaswas Latin literacy, it served as the
obvious model for the orthography that Old English came to adopt with the roman alphabet
(see e.g. Seiler 2014: 217Mhe phonologies of Old English and Latin largely overlapped, and
so, for the most part, the adoptioof Latin phonemegrapheme paings was straightforward
and preserving a uniformity between Old English and Latin orthography also had the benefit
of retaining mutualintelligibility between the two orthographies a reading knowledge of
Latin transferredrito a reading knowledge of Old EngliStmme of the leading philologists of
the first half of the 20th century or so considersgecificallyHiberncLatin orthographythat
is, the orthography of Latin as spoken by the Irishhave been the model for Oldnglish
orthography &8 S S h Qb ScA)fThe certaintycpithissheory was shaken by the publication
2F !t Aadl GINEnglish\CLamBan 198 wherd | YL St GAYLIX AOAGE & N
notion that the Latin alphabet that underlay the (dglish alphabet was the one taught (and
LINR Yy 2dzy OSRO h@d Sk K% anth &skedied that ®Id English orthography was
6l AR 2y GGKS [FGAY ©adadsdys +La LINBASNDSR Ay
Effectively, this meant that Old Blish orthography was modelled d&@ontinentalLatin, not

HibernaLatin This has been the view accepted by the majority of subsequent schitars

moreon the Latin grammatical traditiosge Sectior3.6.1). The area in which we find a great
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deal more cotroversy is the model that the Anglol E2y a4 dzaSR Ay (KS
LINE 6 f liSspite ©f dheir great similaritghe phonologies of Old English and Latin were not
identical, and Latin orthography could not serve as a model for the scriptitng bfndful of
phonemes which appeared in Old English but not Lakime scripting of thelabiovelar

approximant /w/, found in Old English but not (Mediaeval) Lakiasalready been brought

up.

While Campbell rejected the theory of a Hiberbatin model forOld English
orthography, he did advocate for another type of Irish influence. He raised the possibility that
to solve theWcripting problem® 2 ¥ h f ARgloBakahtsdrigtdtssturned to Old Irish for

modelso / I YLIO St mMdp dY p 43). TheSdBa irt itcedf ®as hoQriv@A €

argument for OId Irish influence on Old English orthography had already been developed by

Marjorie Daunt (1939,1952 &S S | f & 2). AnQditiagh her particnlahdory pvas
staunchlyrejected on lingustic and palaeographigrounds(seeSamuels 1952, Kuhn & Quirk

1953 seealsoWrenn 1943: 32h Qb SA f €6, KA &HYRPR y 20 Lidzi |y

HAnoy

SYR

viewQ> YR (KS LI2aaAoAf Al JeatArds offOld EnglisiNdrtiographyy F £ dzSy O

remained alivgsee e.g. Kuhn & Quirk 1953: 148, Kuhn 1970: 30s&3alsdelly 1990: 38
9, King 1991: 25667, Shaw 2013: 118Theview no doubt appears espelly attractive given
that there was much interaction between the Irish and the Argéxons in the early
mediaeval periogandsincelrishtbrought hands came to dominate Angaxommanuscript
writing (see e.g. Scragg 19741+8gg[1992]2011 §2.1,Upwad & Davidson 2011: £89; see
alsoSection 10.3.2)1 manyhavereasonedhat AngleSaxon scripterg/ould havecopiedthe

Irishin matters orthographictoo. Recentadherentsof thS ~ Wh t RA Ind\@eaLisDliver

(1994Mmppy 0V 5F FAR 2 KAGS 6Hnnn Al ef hemrmaintain/ttiat t | G NR O

Old English was scripted under Old Irish influence, although Oliver and White lie&etlas

gla R2yS Ay 9y3IflyRI gKATL Srelan® p Belll2009 21;NH dzS &

White 2017: €10). Moreover, White considers it probable that it was the Irish, not the Anglo

0K
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Saxons, who first scripted Old English (2017: @R)the other handAnnina Seilerthe only
scholar (to my knowledge) to have published anographlength study on the scripting of
Old English (Seiler 2014)as put very littlestock in any Irish background for Old English
orthography looking instead to the Continelfbut see Seiler 2014: 1448he sees the distinct
influence of Latin orthogphy as applied to Frankish onomastic material as a source of
AYEALIANY GA2Yy 6 QF)dinddeq it & worth bearimgiidviind mhaas close as
connections were between the Irish and the An§laxonsii KS L NAaK a@gNRGS
0ST2NB (KS, ngt DI Irish(Bufinti &IADLErké 1953: 14&)ndt most importantly of

allt the Irishmissionariesame to the Anglésaxons to teach Latin not Qhish (andleast of

all OldEnglish literacy but seeBlomfield 1935: 6Q1, Dumville 1981: 111

The merits and demerits of views outlined above are not assessed here in depth. What
is interesting, however, is that both White and Seiler, though differing in many ways in their
respective approaches to Old Englsrthography, have noticed phasegsthe development
of Old English orthograplandadvocatefor patterns ofchange ovethe first few centuries of

roman Old English literacySeilerdividesthe early history of Old English orthograpmto

three stagesZ014: 2046)® ¢ KS FANERG adFr3S Aa aOKIF NI OGSN

GKS [lFTGAY IELKFEoSGE YR A& alGiSadSR Ay
Northumbrian Bede manuscripts. Some of its features are still recognisable in later
NorthumbA | Yy &2 dzZNOS & ¢ stageissife With engtp-haby corfedpandences,

with single roman letters mggngonto more than one OIld English phoneme (see ibid.). The
aS02yR ailr3S GakKlINBa AaAAYAfTFNRGASAE @gAGK
introduction may have been triggered by contacts with Merovingian Gaul. This system favours
digraph spellings such @suy, ghy, hy, while the single graphs are now only used for their
traditional sound value. It is used in Mercian sourttesughout the 8 O S v (i ateNSFotind

also in Kenfibid.). Finally, in the third stage, the digraphs of the second stageA @S & | &

new series of specialised single graphs: the runic charagten By, the newlycreated letter

LINK y

S
(s}
T

a

N

2Y

Q¢

I 2y A

a2 I
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eth @\, and so fath, making the orthography slightly shallower with the introduction of new

one-to-one correspondences between phoneme and graphéiinid.).In contrast, Whitesees

puf

two main stages. The first, very shortstagé y 2 NI K2 INJ LIKAO GRWB R SyRé X
modelled on Continental precedentnd comprised the orthography ofing, i KSf 0 SNK G Q&
lawcodeL G OlF'y LINRPOolFo6feé& ©0S ARSYUGAFTASR 4AGK { SAf SNID:
that this early orthography was found in Northumbriehe second stagbegan whenlrish

ecclesiastics in both Northumbria and Mercia introduced a new Old English orthography

inspired by Old Irish orthographin the second half of the 7th centuryrhe Northumbrian

and Mercian styles were not identical, and White argues firah the turn of the 8th century

onwards we witness the Mercian stylgaining groundn AnglaSaxon England (ibid.: 413).

2 KAGSQ4 b2NIKdzYoNARlyYy aidetsS Oryxr L o0StAS@Ss oS

FYR 2KAGSQa aSNDOAlYy atetsS gA0K {SAftSNDa (KANR

3.4 AngloSaxon literacy

Much hasalreadybeen made ofiteracy without offering a precise definition of theerm.

When exploring the literature on and around the topic of literaggn in a purely Angi§axon

context, it quickly becomes obviouthat it is not at all selevident what kinds of skills it

encompasses. TIMS&a i St t 20aSNIPSa (idadispedtiis of anditeyin & 2 6 & O dzN
which the capacity to read and write might have ranged from the use of writing inscriptions

2y 202S00a o00KIG waz2 FyR &2 YIRS YSQ0os G2 F OO
[ FGAYyE ¢o)PatickWormalddisinguishel between pragmatic and cultured literacy,

020K 2F 6KAOK O20SNJ | NIy ®2fendfbm the chdaditgty o6 KAf S
NEO23ayAl Sz AT y2i ardys 2yS$Qa 24y YISk (KS
f 1 0GSN cedandzeadingNteeypise in the vernacular to composing Latin in the

ot I

QX
QX

AOF t (NI RA (Blodn/199511 6 Byvawn 3011 IJ. Fod tiePurposes 2



55

ofthisstudyt Sa G St f Qa &dz3a3Sa Gtardliferagydi A g2y RS HA SeRsERA Ty 6 KB
wX8 UKS lFoAfAGe (G2 NBIFIR YR 6NAR(GSE éeemsnnY oTOZX
the most useful one (see also Derolez 1990:,3%9es 1997: 7@B1). It allows us tcengage

with texts from not only highly learned contexts, whisfiten comprise manuscripts tens or

even hundreds of folios long, but also shorter, often engraved tesame ofwhich have no

seeming connectiomvith the sophisticated Latinity of the scriptoriun®n a similar note, it

also strips the term of any inherentlluejudgementwith respect to the language in which

one wasliterate. A person literate in Old English and a person literate in lvedire, for all

intents and purposes, just as literatalthoughthe contexts in which they prastd their

respective lieraciesmight havediffered.

There aretwo caveats to thebroad definition of literacy adopted here.Firstly,the
ability to write must be distinguished from mere copying of text without comprehension,
although, in practice, it is not always easy to makeh distinctions, especially with short
texts. Secondlyand relatedly, a textdisplaying literacymust refer to natural languagén a
phonographicmanner. The letters mustbe doubly articulate, withmeaningful words in
natural languageeferred to both directly by the combinations of letters aindirectly bythe
combinations of phonemes that they refer {see Sectio2.2.1).By this | do not suggest that
texts which do not refer to natural language are not meaningfubnly suggesthiat such
textst let us call them nonliterate textsdo not, in themselvesiepresentliteracyas defined
in this study For example, the runic inscription on the Chessell Down pail (see Section 6.3.1),
which is transliterated by David Parsonsflw ekkkaagor [bws ekkkaap(1999: 51), can
hardly represent natural language if the text is interpreted phonographically, dovebs not
exemplifyliteracyas understood hereThis is not to say that the text did not sera@urpose
or that it was notmeaningful to he community from which it sprang (see Page 1999a: 158).
Similarly, snply producing lettes from memoryin nonsensical sequenceles not make

someone literate it is the sign oflliteracy (although such displays of knowledge may have
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been meaningful in ther waysand may sometimes havperformed the same functions as
literate writing). In light of the caveats outlined here, howevdrisicrucial to recognise that
we as modern readersith ourvery limited knowledge okarly Old Englistare not always
best placed taliscriminate betweerditerate and nonliterate or illiterate textd.etters which
refer to unlikelyphonemicsequences are easy enough to identify, but in saéphonemically

tenable sequences, we cannot alwagh if we ae looking atrealwordsor gibberish.

BEvenin light of the preceding discussionid far from straightforward to begin gauging
the nature of AngleSaxon literacy. This is because there are multiple interrelated variables at
play. The three main questiorse: Who was literate? In what language? In what scrijpt?
response to the first question, the starting poimas oftenbeenthat, even broadly defined,
literacy was only attained by a limited section of sogiagmely those in ecclesiastical circles
Because of the elevated role that literacy had in the Chutieh,early period of Angi&axon
literacy was largely confinetb ecclesiastical establishmentmssessinghe facilities and
equipment formanuscriptwriting (seeKing 1991: 16&4). Yet there is ample evidence for lay
literacy, which operated outside the Churdthe rest of thissectionexamines the literacy that
developedn these two social contextecclesiastical and lagind explores the answers to the

second and third questionsithin thesecontexts

3.4.1 Ecclesiastical literacy

The aim of the emerging Church, as far as the teaching of reading and writing was concerned,
was to equip those entering the religious life with the necessary skiisgittise and perform

their religon. The duties to be carried out includéie reading, close study and copying of
Scripture and other Christian texts, and paitakin the activities of the Church, such as the
delivery of liturgy. A high level @ftinliteracyin the roman alphabetvastherefore required

of ecclesiastics, and given that the ability to read and write on the one hand, and the operation
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of the Christian religion on the other, were so closely tiedijcation was put in place by the
Church tofulfil these requirements (see.@ Chaplais 1969: 53Derolez 1990: 3, Orchard
2003: 207. InevitablyLatinliteracy becameverwhelminghythe preserve of the ecclesiastical
class (see e.@rown 1995 114). Indeed, to the Angl®axons themselvediferacy meant
literacy specifically in Latin (see eilgid.: 110¢12). Itis reasonable to assume thatost
ecclesiastics (what must be rememberedyere themselves representative of a minority of
AngloSaxon sciety as a whole) were literate in Latin. Naturally, the nature and depth of the
skills of individuals will have varied. It is possible, for example, that sonsbdiesl atreading
Latin was nots comfortablewriting it, and that some would have had aone sophisticated
Latin vocabulary, or a moggrofound commard of grammar than others(see ibid.: 112see
alsoh Q. MIQYYS S ¥ T SKing1981in167)As 1a generalisation, however, it can be said

that Latin literacy in the roman alphabet was the rideecclesiastical contexts.

As discussed iBection 3.30Id English was put into writing by Angdaxon scribes
(pace White 2000, 2017jvho had acquired Latin literacy as part of their training and who
applied predominantlyLatin orthography in the sipting of their own language. Given the
resultingoverlap in Latin and Old English orthography, it can be presumed that, for a native
speaker of Old English, to be literate in Latin meant basic literacy in Old English too. ARy Anglo
Saxon with the ability to read and write Latin would have been ablet teast read (and
comprehend) Old English written in the roman alphabet, even if he had never had the
inspiration or inclination to put his own tongue into writi(@he reverse is not true. Someone
with the ability to read roman Old English would undoudiyehave had the skills to sound out
Latin text, but since they would not have understood the meaning, it cannot be considered
literacy) It is tempting to wonder whether there were anfngloSaxons inthis early
mediaeval peod who became literate excligely in Old Englishwvritten in the roman
alphabet. Ater all, while the first generation of writers and readers of Old English must have

been literate in Latin in order to script their language following Latin conventions, it is
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theoretically possible thathere were individuals in successive generations who were literate

in roman Old English, but not Latin. This is a highly unlikely scenario for the first two centuries
of AngleSaxon Christianity, however, not least given how central a role Latin played i
ecclesiastical life. Moreover, the scripting of Old English was a dynamic prAsdas.as we
know, the first generation of scriptersdid not leave any guidebools or treatises on
orthography, nor were all their choices by any means definitive ortlographic
representation of the phonemes which Old English shared withi atich as/Imnr st/
remained stablehroughout the first tvo centuries of roman Old English writiand beyond)

no doubtdue to a strongarallel Latin literacy which kept thales of Latin orthography fresh

in the minds of the Anglk&axons.

Not only has the concept diteracyin an AnglaSaxon context often implicitly meant
[FGAY tAGSNIOe o6Fa Aa SOARSY(GIZ T2 NihJegtianil yOS=>
3.4 above), but it has frequently also been limited to literacy specifically in the roman
alphabet. But although most writing and reading was done in Latin and thus the roman
alphabet, there is reason to believe that some degree of runic literacy wasneomnon in
ecclesiastical circleFhe adoption of the runefZy and fAy and their adaptation into roman
by and Ay shows not only some familiarity with runes and runic orthographput an
expectation of comprehension from readenglore tellingly, there are portable artefacts
belonging to the world of the Church and learning which bear runic inscriptions, such as the
Mortain casket and the Baconsthorpe cffpr the latter, see Section 8.3.1.1n both these
cases it could be argdehat a runeliterate metalworker was commissioned to inscribe a text
in runes for their aesthetic value, but especially in the case of the Mortain casket, it is curious
that a memorial text should be writteron a liturgicalkrtefact (see Cahen & Olser930: 30,
Blouet 1955)in an alphabet incomprehensible to most. An appeal to comprehensibility can
be made also in the case of the runic nastenes at theNorthumbrianecclesiastical centres

of Hartlepool, Lindisfarne and Wearmou(see Sectionl0.5.2. If, as seems likely, the

A
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inscriptions hd a memorial function, it would be counterintuitive to use an alphabet that
would hinder rather than helfgsee Peerd923;4: 258, Fell 1994: 125Page 1999a: 14(1,

Okasha 200545, 0Okasha 2004; but see Scot1956: 197.

34.2 Lay literacy

The extent and nature of lay literacy is trickier to gauge. Lay literacy is here defined as literacy
among the rest of the population, a literacy which developed in a-ewniesiastial
environment and was distinct from thecademic and Lattheavy milieu in which
ecclesiastical literacy was foster&dany literacy which existed would necessarily have been
Old English not LatinAs discussedabove, AngleéSaxon literacy has sometimes been
understood as referring thatinliteracy, but the acquisition of Latin was restricted to those
involved with the Church and in receipt of a Christian education, and incompetence in Latin
has often been taken, even by modern scholars, as synonymous with illiteracy. But it is clear
that it wasnot just ecclesiastics fluent in Latin who wrote in early mediaeval Engldrete

was plenty ofwriting outside the context of the Church. Peenversion Angle€Saxon society

has been characterised a$unctionally illiterat&€ because there is no evidenagf any
extension in the use of rursdo similar ends that, for instance, the roman alphabet was to be
usedlater, such as private correspondence and administratitiilligms 199: 187; see also
Derolez 1990: 40@Page 199& 11). While this mayavebeenthe case, sincéteracyis here
defined more broadly as the ability to read and write, legitimateto speak of literacy even

in pre-conversion England. It is necessarily categorised as lay literacy because it predates the

arrival of Christianity andhe division of society into ecclesiastics and laypeople; and lay

1 The literacy of myaltyis something of a grey are&ome members of royal families are known to
have been educated by the Church without necessarily entering the religious life (see e.g. Gneuss
1990: 4, King 1991: 169ut many literate royals became involved with the Church (Wormald 1977:
111).Layliteracyasconceivedherewill not consider the literacy abyalty.
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writing in this period was also necessarily both epigraphic, because manusdtipgy was a
skill introduced by Church, and runic, because it predated the adoption of the roman alphabet

followingconversion.

However widespread runic lay literacy wasnust have been reasonably strong and
well-establishedamong the individuals and/or communities who did possesshe survival
of the traditional order of the runeow and the knowledge alune-names well into the post
conversion periody LJ2 A y (G & 0 28 y1i SENI NiBR NJEytA O G NlsdeA 1A 2y ¢
also esp. Section 10.3.4.TThe central question is whether runic literacy was limited to a
select few individuals, or whethenitasmore dispersed within societyrhe existence of runic
inscriptions is nohecessarilyproof of any substantial audiencdt could be that there was a
restricted class of specialists wheere commissioned to inscribe runes on objects by
individuals whothough unable to read them, still deemed runes prestigious and desirable
perhaps due to an amuletic, particularly apotropaic function. Coidegends which
occasionally featured runes in the peasinversion pepd, functioned as signals of
authenticity, and are not indicative of literacy, runic or otherwise, amqagtakers of the
monetary economyand so the widespread reach of coins does not mean that there was a
widespread audience forunic (or, for that matter, roman) legenddetcalf 1998: 435,
Naignith 2012: 78¢9, Naismith 2020: 491 A further reason for scepticism regarding a
widespreadrunic literacy among the AngiBaxon population is that there is little indication
of runes used for casual communication, in the way that many of the Bryggetipiiens
from Norway do (albeit in the later mediaeval perjade Liesdl 1964. There are n@xtant
AnglaSaxon runesticks similar tahose found in Norway which would suggest that laypeople
wrote in runes to convey and transmit short messa@es a response to the theory put
forward in Page 1999a: 1§2, see Bragg 1999, Niles 20@ut there arealsosome problems
with presuming a v limited runic lay literacyAs already discussed above in relation to runic

inscriptions in ecclesiastical environments, the use of runes on monuments, especially for
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memorial purposes, is difficult to explain if we assume that very few people couddhea.

Inscriptions such as that on tiigewcastle crossvhichappears to havbeenerected ina norn

ecclesiastical environmentlemand a runditerate audience in order to fulfil their purpose;

GKSe& AYLX @& | &adzi il od 192)MBd prdsiiglythd biggest prabem ot | IS M
with seeing runic literacy as the preserve akatrictedclass of professionals is that it fails to

account for the runic competence among ecclesiagissussed abovelhe abundance of

runic inscriptions found in Clstian contextsvould be easily explained iifinic literacy was

common among ecclesiastics. And if runic literacy was commthre i€hurch it mustfollow

that it was commoramong the rest of the population togjncethe individualsentering the

religiouslife were all once laypeopldt does not seem fafetched to suggest that a basic

ability to read and write runes was, if not widespread, at least not uncommon, perhaps a

casual skill leamd Ay (G KS LI F @3INRPdzy R Y dzOK (seeras@ectbizf S& G 2

10.3.4.1)

Roman literacy among the lay population is another matter entirely. Instruction in
Latint which would have included learning the roman alphabetas generally not accessible
to laypeople(without turning them into ecclesiastics, that isand so the starting assumption
is that there was little roman Old English literacy outside ecclesiastical ciBtiegs was
touched on earliemoman Old English was soon adopted for legal teds)lersstartedtaking
advantag of roman literacysee e.gKing 1991: 168 Roman letters are found in abundance
in the coinrlegendsof converted kingslt is reasonable to assume that diarvers, whavere
responsible for designing celagendswould have been most alert to changiesfashions of
literacy (Naismith 2012b: 7@8). Professionally speaking, they had an incentive to learn the
new alphabet so that they could produddies with the sorts of inscriptions that the
commissioner®f the coinsdesired(see also Metcalf 1998: 43%low in practicethe die-
carvesscame to learn the roman alphabet is a matter of conjectiusy oman literacy is very

unlikely to have been widespreatlhere is precious little nenumismatic evidencef roman
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letters having been used in l@yscriptions the inscribed London fossilay be a rare example
(Brown et al. 2001: 208; see also Section 7.3.KdthrynLowe has appealed to chirographs,
Fa ¢Sttt Fa GSNYIl OdzZ I NJ 62dzyRa Ay 20KSNBAAS
Y Sy (I (19881 68) specifically among laypeople who were affected by these contracts
(ibid.: 170). However, in addition to such features not proving literacy (ibid.: 178), the
surviving examples are later than the period of this study, and her arguments carsilgtlza
applied to lay literacy in the 7th and 8th centuri@be (roman)names of laypeople on the

charters of this periogvere usuallyrecorded by a single scripsuggesting that the witnesses

were not able to write (sealsoThompson 1963: 118

3.5 0Id English biscriptaliiy the 7th and 8th centuries

Since the roman and the runic alphabets coexisted in the first two centuries after the adoption
of the roman alphabet, we can hardly speak of script change in Aapon England, but
rather an instawe of script adoption with ensuing biscriptality. However, sketching the nature
of this biscriptality, following the categories outlined in Sect®8.1, is notstraightforward
because itsdifficult to know how representative the surviving texts ardedtual production

at large. Still, from what survives and from what primary sources telvasknow that Old
English was written in both the roman and runic alphabBteman Old English was definitely
usedin manuscripts: Bhough the original copies duot survive, we know that the vernacular
lawcodes of Southumbria were written in roman letters (see SectionRBu8)es, on the other
hand, are not found in our extant manuscripfyand Ry are consideredo be romanised
letters, not rune$ and given teir status as epigraphic letters (see Section 3.3), | am confident
that, even though our knowledge of early vernacular manuscripts is incomplete, runes were

never used for long stretches of text in manuscripts (see Page 1999acf18tnchy 2013:

[ FGA



63

33)12 They were usedor long stretches of Old English text in epigraphy, howesersuch
monuments as the Ruthwell and Bewcastle crosses (see Sections 10.3.4.1 and [D.5.2).
contrast, he roman alphabet isot found in epigraphyfor similar lengths of texbefore the

9th century A preliminary analysitherefore points to Old English biscriptality having been
medial, with the roman alphabet used in manuscript conteattsl thefuporcin epigraphic

contexts

Old English names appearing in isolatiobath epigraphy and co#gpigraphy pose
something of a problem, howevewithout a proper textual context, it is not possible to tell
whether we are to interpresuchnames as being part of an Old Englisla batin text. In the
cases of some coilegendsthe use of Latin abbreviations suggests ttiat namesare to be
understoodasbelonging tca Latin text Are we topresume thatall other roman coidegends
even those without Latin abbreviations, are also to be read as L&im¥ersely, are we to
presumethat all Old English names written in runes are to be understood as belonging to Old
English texts¥# this is the case if the choice of script determines the languagthen names
appearing in isolation are not evideno€biscriptality(which, it is renmded, involves the use
of two or more scripts for thesamelanguage)But what of coirlegends that mix runic and
roman letters?ls their context to be interpreted as Old English or Latin? If it is Old English,
then OId English biscriptality canrtwive leen completely mediabecause roman letters are
frequentlyfound in Old Englistoin-epigraphy. Then again, if the context of such demends
is Latin, wemay be looking at smadicaleLatin biscriptality in Anglesaxon Englandrhe
upshot is that ve simply do not know ifisolated Old English names containing roman letters
constitute evidence ofre-800 roman Old Englisin epigraphy and cotepigraphy.The

evidence of isolated names is consideraldat | believe that determiningvhether the

2Runes are found in riddling and ludic contexts in works appearing ina@tth 10thcentury

manuscripts such @8olomon and Saturil / 8y SédzA FQa LRSGNE YR GKS 9ESGSN
Symons 2016), and | do not exclude the possibility that this kind of use may have begun already in the

8th centuryt but even in these contexts, run@gere embedded into roman Old English text.
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context ofsome names is Old English or Latin is a matterethodology more than linguistics
or archaeology and falls outside the scope of this study. At pregsentan only appeal to
evidence of which the language dgrtain andreiterate the medial nature of Oldnglish
biscriptalityin the 7th and 8th centuries. It is worth highlighting thaédial biscriptalitywas
not carried over into the later AngleSaxon period at least not everywhere since long
stretches ofroman Old Englisheganto be producedin epigraphy $ee e.g. Dewsburyin

Okasha 1971: 6®).

3.6 Orthography in Angk®&axon England
3.6.1 The Latigrammaticakradition and the AngleSaxon response

There is no Angksaxon treatise on Old English orthography or anything comparable to the
Firea Grammatical Treatise/hich exists for Old Norsbut we have other, more indirect, ways
of gauging what the AngiBaxons kew about orthography and how they approached written
languageA great deal of their linguistic knowledge can be extrapolated ftatin grammars
which circulated in England at the time, the most important of which wer2 y | siAdzd Q
minorandArs maiof- Y Rt NDRean@ink, yrondmine, et verkior lists of the grammars
known to the AngleSaxons, sekaw1982,King 1991: 14¢7). These worksandthe majority

of the others had been composed by Continentgh some cases North Africaajithors of
the late antiqgue and early mediaeval periadéhey were in Latin, about Latin, and meast
aidsin the learning of Latifor people vwho spoke (some form of) Latin as their native language
(see Law 1983: §B).12 Theywere therefore not always appropriate for the needs of non

native learners, as the Ang®axonsvere (see e.g. Gneuss 1990; Byt it must be borne in

13 Some roughly contemporeouslrish works(in Latin)were alsan circulation(see esp. King 1991:

176¢7; see also Dumville 1981: N1& addition, nany of the same Continental grammars which were
brought to England were known also in Ireland, and so the Irish grammatical tradition was very similar
to the one reachig the AngleSaxons directly from the Continerstele Bergin 193805¢6, O Cuiv

1965: 158 Ahlgvist 198: 14¢15; seealso Hofman 2013).
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mind that the learnig of Latin grammar was not for the Angdaxons an end in itself, bat

means by whiclo better engage with Christian texts (Law 1997: 140, 184; sed.alstinara

2013: 309. Still, the AngleSaxons evidence G O2y Ay dz2dza Fl AO0ORK Kt A2y 67
(Lendinara 2013310), perhaps precisely because their education forced them to apply

themselves to the close study of a foreign language in order to aatbss subjects of

interest This curiosity, combined with the availability and extensive copying of Latin
grammarsin England, meant that the grammars were bound to infdinguistic thought

(Gneuss 1990: 4, King 1991: 175, Liuzza 1996: 35).

The doctrine of thelittera was widespread in late antique and early mediaeval
linguistic theory, and one of the most importaobnceptswhen it comes to understanding
historicalWesternEuropean approaches to orthograptfhelitteraK I & 0SSy aSSy 02 (K
f SGGSNI 2F GKS FfLKFE0oSGE 6YAYyT mMdbdbdMY HMMUO YR |
2 dzNJ Wt SO G SND2 dzyRQ 2 diNy R 3daIB YV K2 @O0 aiAz2y S@Sy (2 W
In this latter sensehielitterag & & o 8 KS YuaxadicdlatE  Hzy A Wl RH A OdzA | (S
and was divided into three elements: ti@men its name, thedigura, its graphic shape, and
potestas its soundreferent(ibid.). This final category hasmetimes been definedith terms
adoptedfrom modern phonobgy(see e.g. Robins 1997: 69), but tersueh aphonemicand
phoneticareanachronistic, which is why others have preferred more gettieanslations such
assound valuglLaw 1997: 262and spoken manifestatioiSmith 2005: 20)-or the sake of
convenience, phonemic notation is used here for pogestasof alittera, but this should not
be interpreted as alefinitive comment on the nature of th@otestas As an examplef the
doctrine, we may consider the firstittera of the alphabetic sequence as used in Latin: it had
the nomena, the figura fAy or By, and thepotestas/46 M The tiree elements of théttera
were conceptually tied to each other; any one element inherently eddtke other two.For
the purposes of this study, this is especially significant in the relationship betwedigtina

and thepotestas writing and speeclvereina I Of 2 4 S dxBdzH £ ARNA wiBERt YU | 6 A £ A |
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the littera, in that agivenwritten figurawould always evoke aertain spokenpotestas and

vice versa(Liuzza 1996: 35)With such adoctrine, we might expecta shallow Latin

orthograpty, where every sound change effectectlaange in spellingifter all, if (say) the

figura fayin the spelling of a word was no longer sounded out with plaéestas/do M 0 k £ 0 dzi

kK S0V 0 wEwodldlibeBdkig at a differedittera entirely, and would have to change the

figurato (By? However theoretically sound such reasoning may have been, it was not always
followed (ibid.: 3¢6). In practiced S@A RSy OS T2 NJ [hdorthoGapsyyoR Sy OS 2 F
tradition, etymology, and usage may be found on almost every page of classical andahedie

INI YYI NBYE 00yAUOIA RR & defleg &f IeXichl éxkeptiBins to phonemic expectations

rather than a simple conjunction diguraandpotestag 6 A0 A R®PY nnT asSS |t az
While the doctrine of thelittera was implicitly promoting oné¢o-one correspondences
betweenfiguraandpotestas(see also Stenroos & Sm[201§ 202Q 137) the reality of Latin

orthographywas concurrenthfamiliarigng students with orthographic depth.

Given that Latin orthography was not shallow and predictabkvery turnthere was
a demand for orthographic treatises for Latarticularly among nomative learnersThe
orthography followed by the Angi§axons wasne codified in the 4th and 5th centuriesnd
becausd_atinpronunciation had changed sinceve may call the spoken Latin of the 7th and
8th centuries Mediaeval Latinin contrast to theClassicalLatin enshrined in the Latin
grammatical traditiom guides were needed to help AngBaxon writers navigate the depths
of Latin orthography (see e.g. Zaino 1976: 338&p 0 ® D&drRI®@@phiawritten towards
the turn of the 8th century, is such a guide, andsdivef a2 a4 (GKS Y2RSf FT2NJ I f
the same name, written about a century latesee Section 10.3.3)n spite of the promising
name, B 6 SASNE y SA G KS NIDe @tho§raphiadesl® Widh anf Qritiigrdpdia
principlesof Latin as suchlThese woks were meant to act as referensdor the spelling of
particularly troublesome words, although their scope exteddar beyond that they

functioned ashandbookdor a range of linguistic problen{Bionisotti 1982: 10¢2; seealso
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Jones 1975x%, Gneuss 199@7). Correctnest the spellingof words following Continental
models and traditions, was evidently important to An@axons, who dinot wish to come
across as uneducateBxploring the increasingly complicated relationship betwigumraand
potestas beyond simply listing words where this complicated relationship resulted in spelling
difficulties,was not a major concerheworks of Bede and Alcuin and other contemporary
AngloSaxon authorslao do not contain any information on or contrasts with Old English
orthography and little wonder, becauseeven AngleSaxon grammars and treatises on Latin
were fundamentally meant teerve asneans to theologicand liturgicaknds (see King 1991

2, Law 1997: 200).

The Latirgrammatical traditiordrew a fundamental distinction between consonait
litterae and vaalic litterae. The distinction between vows and consonants shows a
sensitivity to the phonographic principle behind the roman alphabet, and so it can be expected
0KF G & G9%®nswetathught to approach spelling (at first Latin then Old English) in a
LINA Y NRE & LIK2YSYA GeedlsodGheuss YIRO/CHL). Thepupweks of i atinp T
are invariably identifiedhrough thefigurae & e io uy.** Byyis often namedseparately as
Greekadditon ¢ KAa OlFy 06S aSSys>s memilo yROGL ¥ ORINBYy2F2{ 5
Etymologiag(see Copeland & Sluiter 2009:®8 23%;40). The same division is followed in
Latin grammars written by Angf®axonsand shows thathe distinction between vowels and
consonants was meaningful to theitmdeed, the alligrative tradition of AngleSaxon poetry,
where a consonant could only alliterate with itself, but all vowels alliterated with each other,
demonstrates that they already had acute awareness of the fundamental difference between
vowels and consonantsee Geuss 1990: 4)nDe artemetrica 2y S 2F . SRSQa RARI (

[B e i o yrepresentthe five vacaliclitterae of Latin, withyymentioned separately asfeature

1 For the sake ofontinuity, throughout this studyl have giverw» and «U»graphemic status over
«v» and «V»n both Latin and Old Englisinthography this approach was also adoptederg.Gordon
1973,Copeland & Sluiter 200#nd Seiler 2014
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of Greek words. Further on in the text Bede summarises that a total of eight vocalic letters are
used:faeiou _ .y of which the final three are the Greek letteeta, upsilonand omega
(seeCopeland & Sluiter 200261) It istelling that  y*° is pasitioned in the middle of the

group of three Greek lettersn accordancavith its position betweereta and omegain the

Greek alphabet, rather than between the group of roman letters and Greek letters, which

could have been taken to symbolise an ambivakatus between its use in Latin and Greek

writing. Instead, Bed&entifiesit as a fully Greek letter. Neither Tatwine nor Boniface, the

two AngloSaxon grammarians of the late 7th and early 8th centuries respect{sely

Sectiors 7.3.2.2.3 and.32), begin their grammars with an overview of tligerae of Latin,
FfdK2dzaK Fd I GSHEidyarglisted wigh the hofabie\aysgreeiof ¢ 2 NJ =

Byy.

What the Latin grammatical tradition taught the Angdaxons, especially through the
doctrine of thelittera, is that letters are closely tied to their souneferents. This is, in simple
terms, the principle behind phonographgcripts (see Section 2.1As pointed out at the
beginning of this section, the question of how the Ar§kxons put that knowledge into
practice when scripting Old English cannot be learned from any trehtig¢hey left behind
but must be gleaned from the product itsethe eatiest examples of written Old English.
Before delving into the orthography of Old English front vowels, however, it is worth
acknowledging some of the moreativeways in which the Angi8axons interacted with
their grammaticalearning Although it hadeen stressed on multiple occasions that the aims
of the study of Latin were religious, itéwident that roman letters and the concept of the
littera also managed to capture the Anglaxon imaginatioriTheér & LISY OKF y& T2 NJ | ONZ

wX86 | yR O NBplajs IeNditivifiktd the potential of the (roman or runic) alphabet

153 yis the lowercase counterpart @reek@ y, from which romarpyand fyyare derived. The letters
have here been given in lowercase following the convention put in place in Section 2.1, whereby
lowercase graphemic notation is used for all manuscript texts.
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as a phonographic script and the function of letters as sengfidrents (Lendinara 2013: 308).

A number of AnglaSaxonscholargtried their hand at Latin riddles, aenigmata including

Aldhelm, Bede, Tatwine, Hwaetberht, Bonifeamed Alcuin (see Orchard 2021: xiyv). The

mechanisms and solutions of these riddigften betray a playful interaction with the Latin

grammdical traditionwhich alsogavethe authors an opportunity to flaunt their learnedness

Bede wrote a series of riddlesxclusivelyon the vocaliclitterae (ibid.: 67%6), and he

solutions to riddles by Tatwine and Alcuntludethe wordslittera or litterae. Such works
showsomething ¥ G KSANJ [ dzi K2NBRQ Sy3alF 3ASYSyid gAGK y2i 2

linguistic theories underpinnintdpe language itself.

3.6.2Ruric orthography

Snce the AngleSaxons had a prexisting runic tradition of writing, there is reason to inquire
into the possible effect that runic orthography had on their overall perception and
understanding of orthography. It has been argued (by e.g. King 1991: 213) that knowledge of
runes made the Angi&axons more receptive to alphabetic writitigmay be thatanyrune-
literate AngleSaxons who entered the Church found, to their relief, that in circumstances
where many things were unfamiliar and foreign, at least the writing of this new language
followed the same principles as the writing of their own langyagjéeit in the different
alphabet However, consideringspecially thathe mechanisms afmanuscriptwriting were
altogether different fromthose of epigraphy,the extent to which anyunic literacywas
advantageouso an AngloSaxon student when it came te practicalities ofvriting a foreign
languageis questionableSitill, there is scope in briefly examining some salient features of
runic orthography insofar as it can be knowrsge Page 1999a: P3Roman and runic
orthographies for Old English were not identical, which shows that roman orthographic

practices were not automaticalgnd whollyprojected onto writing in thduporc(paceWhite
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2000 382. As has already been observede fuporcprovided a shalloweorthographyfor
Old English than the roman alphab@ee Section 3.3y and Ay have been discusseih
addition, there were eight vocalic run@éz A& Oht yy, whichprovided the Old English vowel

phonemes with more on¢o-one correspondences with vocalic lettetisan the roman

alphabetdid.

The existence of eight vocalic runes for the eight phonemic vowel qualities of Old
English is no coincidencsince theElderfupark as used by the Ingvaeonic peopless
amended to reflect certain Ingvaeonic sound chan@eswhat follows, see Looijended9%,
Parsons 1996Page 1999a: 435, Parsons 1999: 3Z). The Ingvaeonic nasal spirant law,
introduced inSection 2, effected changesvhich had a tricklelown effect onthe runic
alphabet. In thePGmamame of the runeiy, *ansuz the nasalconsonantwas droppegand
the precedingvowel was lengthenedThroughregular sound change and the loss of the
unstressed second syllable, the name of the rune in Old English bexs{see Hog§1992]
2011: §83.13)The runic alphabet operated aamnacrophonic principle, whereby the firsbund
2T I N¥zySQa v Iméhat the réne iefir@d tb@e afs§ Derolet990: 405
Derolez 1998109). This meant thatfy, if attached to the names, could no longer refer to
GKS t2¢ @26St F k!l 6Mwhen itg Kam©Owasahsiiz AKUndRnaikh SNNBE R (¢
O2dzf R 2yt & (PSBCHIE Nkt havg shprk*2ofix order to maintain the traditional
sequence of run@ames, a new runfzywas ceated and given the name and position in the
rune-row whichf yhad previously heldi ywas given a new namescand a new position in
the fuporctowards the end of the runeow. Its referent was a new phonentése/ which had
come about througla sound chnge known afirst fronting. The back vow&l 4 also needed
a rune after the monophthongisation oPGmc*/ai/ , for which fhy was introducedand
similarly appended to the end of the rumew. The effects of-mutation brought about yet

new vowelqualities(for all the sound changes mentioned in the previous three sentences,
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see Section 4.2.1)n the Eldefupark fyhad referred to/ o:/. Not only didthe new runefzy

take on this referent, butmutation also affected the PGmc namef&i, *opila, changing the

referent of 3. The first sound of *opila was frmted from */o Y to *[g, &vith the name

eventually becomingdbel YR NBFSNNAyYy3I (2 GikKSd BAGishFyLIK2y SY S
seeminglya combination ofYyand (& &as created forth&F Ay f y Sg LKaBey SYS ko
1999a: 45seealsoCampbell 1959: §6King 1986: 5@8, Smith 199682 Parsons 199385,

see alsdsection 4.3 While most of these examples demonstrate a loyalty to the acrophonic

principle more than a striving for narrowrtbography, the introduction of{fywas not the

result of a reshuffle of runes in response to sound change, and therefore evidences a clear
interest in the ideal of ong¢o-one correspondencketween phoneme and graphemn(see

alsoStanley 1988: 314Moreover, the addition of new runes, and the repositioning of the

original runefy, all display a striking lack of concern for preserving an immaculate or

untampered runerow.

It seemsprobable that the change outlined above happened in Englammbst
migration (see Looijenga 199@arsond 996 Ringe & Taylor 2014: 19But seeOdensted
1983, Hines & Odenstedt 1987although 7y was undoubtedly an AngloSaxoncreation
(Parsons 1996: 153asons1999: 35. We know also of otherunic innovatiors which are
usuallylocalised to Englanéndwhich prove further that hose who were runditerate did
not consider themselves to be confined by the renogv that was handed down to therand
were not shy tomakenew additions to their alphabgsee also Section 8.3.1.For reasons
that are not clearin none of the descendas of the Eldefupark exceptfor the AngloSaxon
fuporcalonewasthere aseparate rungdyfor the diphthong f; 6 M (BeeParsons 1999: 35;
see alsdPage 1961Page 1999a: 44This providé a single rune for theepresentationof one
diphthongal phonemewhile the other diphthongs of Old English requidigraphg a small

departure from a maximally shallow orthography. A bigger departure can be seenrimine
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By calcand fygar, whichwere AngleSaxon creations anglere sometimesused torefer to
the velarplosiveallophones ofk/ and /Q respectively Thefuporcalready had runekr these
two phonemes, namel@y and A, but because of the palatalisation of velar consonants
before front vowels, the names of these two runpesnand gifu, were affected.Perhaps it
was the dissonance of using runes nameeieind []ifu for the velar allophones [k] an&®]
which sparked the invention ¢y and By, an example of allophonic orthography (see Page
1999a: 45, Hog[1.992]2011: 8§7.15, Ringe & Taylor 2014: 203214 see also King 1986: 60
2). A further runefy, sometimes calledouble caland found only on the Ruthwell crogsee
Section10.3.4.1, might refer specificallyto [K] when it occurredbefore a front vowel that
came about as the result ofmutation and which developed too late to trigger palatalisation
in the preceding velar consonant (s€ing 198654, 6Q Page 1999a: 45, 4148. Christopher
Ballis very sceptical of this interpretation, saying that it effectively meant tigtand Ky
referred to the allophones [k and [K] respectively it would be like orthographically
distinguishing between the two initial consonantskihg Kond1988: 115). Herefersto see
My as an allograph ofdy (ibid.: 11%16; see also Hog{992] 2011: §2.50) While it is
impossible for us to say wheth@yandBywould have been recognised, by an Ar§taxon,
as allographs of the same grapheme (see Section 2.1)jndimed to disagree with Bafor
two reasons. Firstly, basing the shape of one letter on another letter does not make the two
letters allographs of one graphem@yand fhywere not allographs even though the shape of
the latter wasbased on that of the formeiSecondlysharing gphonemicreferent does not
make two graphemes allographgy and By were not allographseven thoughthey both
referredto /* / in Old English do acept the possibility, however, thgbyand Bywere two
graphemes in free variatiorin either case whether these two runes refeed to a rare
allophonic distinction, or whether they were graphemes in free variatidrs clear thatunic

Old English ortbgraphy was not perfectly phonemic but had a measure of depth to it.



73

4. Towards an analysis of Old English front voveethography

4.1 The phonology of vowels

There is more than one wajf outliningthe difference between vowels and consonants. They
can be distinguished by their position within syllables: the nucleus is typically occupied by a
vowel, while consonants occupy the positions of onset and coda. Another way of
distinguishing between the taris to appeal to theifundamentalarticulatory difference.
Consonants require stricture at some point(s) in the vocal tract and are defined by their
manner of stricture (plosive, fricative, approximant, etc.) and their location of stricture (labial,
dental, palatal, etc.)ln contrast, wwelsas a grouare defined by theitackof stricture It has
historically been challenging fond a systematic way of identifying and referring to vowels in
scholarshipgiven thatthe differencesbetween thenarenotLJIK & & A OF f f & thogde a Gl yIA O
between consonants Abercrombie 1967: 55 The solution adopted in thénternational
Phonetic AlphabefiPA for discussigvowels meaningfullyand followed in all major modern
scholarshiphas been to divide the spectruof possible vowel sounds into eighteen Cardinal
Vowels,which are typically presented on a quadrilateral, as in Eigua stylised diagram of

the vowel space within a crosection of the oral cavity. Thego not represent the vowel
phonemes of anyanguage inparticular, but act as reference points when describing the
vowels of any languagsee Abercrombie 1967: 151, @at 2001: 133)The Cardinal Vowels

are distinguished from each othexccording to theshapeof the tongue within the oral
cavityt specifically, the relative position of the highest point of the tongue on both a vertical
and a horizontal axisas well as p-position The verticalaxis defines height, that is,the
position of the highest point of the tongubetween just below thepalate (high) and the
bottom of the mouth as low as the tongue will gdow). The horizontal axis defines

frontedness that is,the position of the highest point of the tongue betweéehind the
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Figure 4: The Cardinal Vowels on a vowel quadrilateral. In each pair, the vowel
on the left is unrounded and the@welon the right is rounded.

FRONT CENTRAL BAack
HIGH
T
HIGH-MID
Low-MID
Low A
PaLaTE
ALVEOLAR VOwEL
RiDGE
VELUM
LiPS _ HiGHEST PoinT
OF THE TONGUE
TEETH TONGUE

Figure5: The vertical and horizontal axes of the vowel quadrilateral (above)
and asimplified diagram of the oral cavity (below).
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alveolar ridge (front) and close to the velum (bas&e Figures). The third parameter, lip
position, defines the roundedness ofvawel, whether the lips are pursed (rounded) or not

(unrounded see Catford 2001: 1120, 12%8).

4.2 The target vowels of this study

This section introduces the vowetxaminedin this study and outlines their history from
PGmc to Old Englisnly vowels in positions of primary aneduced stress are considered
The termreduced streshas been here adopted to refer to a degree of stress that is weaker
than primary stress, but more prominent than the absence of strésgovers both the
secondary and tertiary stress of Old English prosédyin other Germanic languages, primary
stressfell typically on the first syllable of a worlixceptions to this includkverbal prefixes
and the prefixge-, which were unstressedand postponeé the primary stressto the first
syllable of thebase morphemdsee esp. Campbell 1959: §%42 Hogg1992]2011: §82.88,
2.91(2)).Reduced stresss here assigned to the main stresthe second component of
compound word (compounds of two free morphemeshcluding compound plaeeames as
well as todeuterothemegqseeAnderson 194: 89,Campbell 1959: 8888, Hogg1992]2011:
§2.87 for Old English compound words, see Kastovsky 1992;436209g &Fulk 2011:

§83.144:6; for deuterothemes, seSections.1.1). Reducedstressis also assigned &@tW I '4 Q ®

18 1n the material considered in this studset always introduces an Olnglish plac&@ame in

otherwise Latin text. Because it alerts the reader to a change in langulagestentatively assigad

it reducedstress(primary stress would be too strong, reserved, as it was, to the first syllable of the

ensuing placename).Asa rule, Old English grammatical words were unstressed (see e.g. Hogg [1992]
2011: §2.85(3))althoughthere are occasional instances in verse in which-postponed proclitics

can be shown to receive metrical stress, aéimireas975a,LjdzNK Y o y ya®l 1440a)j8 y A E LjdzNK
Y o y yn8, both of which can be scanned onfiyrie undisplaced proclitic receives stress (both are

Type B haffines withm alliteration). Such examples show that a speaker of Old English could

occasionally stress a nguostponedproditic. An additional point about stress should be made with

regard to deuterothemesAlistairCampbell (1959: §88) rdathe point that the halfstress on

deuterothemesis considerably reduced as compared to that on second compound elententse

nonetheless statd that metrical evidence reveals that second compound elemeérgtain a half
stressonwK Sy G KSe& |NB (GKSYaSt @dSa RA abldafided Th® X8 2NJ KI @¢
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ndHPM KnNoMvoK

K n owas a low front unrounded vowel’ Short /ze/ appeaed in Old English by two
processesfirst fronting (also known as Angkrisian brightening) andmutation. In the
former, the PGmc low vowel */a/ was fronted to /ae/ except when followed by a nasal
consonant */w/ or (in certain dialects) */I/ and another consonant{Hogg[1992] 2011:
§85.10¢3, Ringe & Taylor 2014: 1465Q;1). The latterwas a more extensive sound change
affecting back vowelas well agliphthongs and theshortfront vowe */ze/ . It isessentially a
case of vowel harmony: a (usually) stressed vowel was assimilated, in terms etlfress or
height, to thetrigger of the sound change, amstressed high vocalitypically */i/ or */j/,

but on occasion also */y/)As illustrated in Figuré, */ae/ which had arisen through first
fronting was raised to /e/, andback vowels were front(seee.g.Campbell 19598190, Lass

& Anderson 1975: 1X21,Hogg[1992]2011: 8§5.74Minkova 2014: 15Ringe & Taylor 2014:

QX
w»
(0p))
_<
Q¢

AYLIE AOIFLGAZ2Y 2F /1 YLIWOStftQa ylfeara (kSdBahyg NS
but not all, of the deuterothemes considered in this studytatke deuterothemes oflithematic

names are prosodically identical structurally similar second elements ocbmpound words.

However, the evidence furnished by the poetry suggests contrariwise. Compounds and dithematic

YIEYSa SOAYyOS RAFTFSNBY(lH o0SKIGA2dz2NE Ay NBIFNR G2 (GKS
(Krackow 1903; se&lso Pascual 2020). Adto Krackow observed, true compounds in verse
a2aiGSYFGAOrtte LI NIAOALNI GS haryNRIGEBRoWUKAIB T &y a i NHzO G dzNJ- f
scadain 712a,6 o:NB @S7R4b,syna y O RidZM33 etc). Dithematic names, orhe other hand,

are often found in noralliterating positions, even when the deuterotheme is disyllabic or inflected, as

in 737a and 813mOF| & F S f(witdaiteration onm), or 872aa o § . T @ith dlliEer&tion).

Failure of dithematic namest@®cY L @ A GK YNI O126Q& [¢ AYRAOIFIGSa GKI
deuterothemes is not as prominent as the secondary stress generally assigned to second elements of
compounds, and that it is therefore better referred totastiary stressa term first coined by A. J.

Bliss (195824¢6, 113;17). For a comprehensive account of tertiary stress as both a linguistic and a

metrical reality, se€hapter 7 irFulk 1992.

7In the IPA faynot feeyis the symbol used for the low front unrounded vow@kydoes not refer to

a Cardinal Vowel buttoagdl t t SR Ff2FdAy3 @26St> 6KAOK -NBLINBaSY
way between halbpen [ | YR 2 LISy &l 8 £ Holvevér,(bdcaubtRtheicommenYusem p m 0 @
of the ligaturef¥eyin reference to this vowel especially in later Old English orthographgs become
conventional in the literature to refer to this Old English vowel with pheneticsymboley. | will

adopt the same practice her@his also means thatthe symiflay A &4 FNBSR Tagdwilll RAFTF
here refer to the PGmc low vowel. The notatiprk 6 M 0 k K| & T &ndAindded, vas 6 SSy d
already used in Section 3.6.20 refer to alow vowel whichwasprobably fronted wherongbut

produced further back in the oral cavity when shaté¢ Hogd1992]2011 §83.23¢4; see also ibid.:

§3.2, Campbell 195%899, 129,Ringe & Taylor 2014: ¢23).

N

ax U

(0p))
Pl &b

z



77

Iy(:)/ */ulz)
/el o/ < */o:/
*/2/ /=] < *[a] (*/a/)
(< */a/) /=] < */a:/ (< */aif)

Figure 6:4mutation (the positions of the phonemes around the quadrilateral is deliberately not
in conformity with the quadrilateral in Figure 4 in order to make the arrows stand out).

222; the changes to diphthongs are not relevant here). Short /eetherefore the imutation

of [d], i KS a K2 NI I f f 2 L¥ezspthef@éFa nashl ¥ddsorpant,lseée below; it

should be noted that the /ae/ produced by theriutation of *[¢] was not subject to furtheri

mutation to /e/). ¢ KS KA & G 2 NBA 25F AfIXKYT ek RAKF FSNBY G d { Ay OS
FNRYGSR GKIYy AG&a &aK2NI Oiutdnsn BdNLd et oroit(dzNF I OA y 3
mutation affecting only theshort low front vowel). It seems that this vowel quality was

preserved in West Saxon,WwhB Ay ff 20KSNJ RAIf S &6awevert DYO F kI
i-Ydzi b GA2Yy RAR 2LISNIGS 2y | y2(iKSN bkywdlyS G2 ON
developed in the ancestor of Old English through the smoothing (monophthongisation) of the
PGmcdiphthong */ai/. The new phoneme ¥ M(< */ai/) was imutatedA Y12 knvk o6SEOS
before a nasal consonant, see Section 4.ZBgh f R 9y 3 A Avisa refteX of PGink A O K

*laM isoftenreferredto asO:> ¢ KA € S (i Kv8sa refipX afthe BriUtatdiKof PGmc

*/ail is referred to a),. We canthus statethat all Old English dialects ¢, but only West

Saxon hd O..

¥ Richard Hogg (1988: 18B,[1992]2011: §5.1n1) suggestahat early Kentistalsohack n Mk §f F K| MK
but this has been contested (segy.Ringe & Taylor 201449,179).
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a2NB a2 GKIy GKS 20KSNJ @g2¢Sta 2F (GKAA aiddzR

sound changes

f In all Old English diale@is kno6vM0Ok dzyRSNBSyd oNBIFI1AYy3a OR
occurring before a velar consonant or the liquids /r/ or /I/ followed by a consonant
(see Hogd1992]2011: 885.1621; see also ibid.: 8888¢9 for the special case of
combinative breaking In Anglian, e resulting diphthong underwent smoothing
OY2Yy2LKGK2yIAAlIGA2y0 ol O1 G2 ibkmgbBYKk Ay Y2
1 Inall Old EnglisHialects, /ze/in open syllables sometimes underwestestoration
when followed by an unstressed back vowethe following syllableredacting the
vowel to /d/. O; was also susceptible @restoration, yielding ¢ M(seeHogg[1992]
2011: 885.386, 5.3%40). This sound change frequently resulted inda¥ 90 Mrabt
vowel variation withinnominal,verbaland adjectival paradigmsften giving rise to
analogical levelling sée esp. ibid.: 85.37) Short /ae/ could also, in a similar
environment, undergo back mutation (diphthongisation), but such instaacesrer
(see Campbell 1959: §82(/ Hogd1992]2011: §85.103, 5.106).
1 Inall Old English dialects, thenutation of PGmc */abefore a nasakonsonantwas
either *[ae] or* w dz@hichever the precise quality, it swiftly merged widi (Hogg
[1992]2011: §5.78(1))
T 1y 28ai {lE2YZ knoéovMok dzyRSNBSyd LI fFGFE RAL
initial palatal consonant (see Campbell 1959: §185, H@@P]2011: §85.562, 5.56,

Ringe & Taylor 2014: 215).

Because this study aims to examine the orthogiaepteferents of vowek which can
reasonably be expected to have had the same quality across Adsgwon England
irrespective of dialect areat DYO F k| 0M0k | LILISénWdnyhént, any | o NB

environment ofa-restoration or an environment of palatal diphthongisation will not be
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considered in this study?Gmc */a/is also excluded ienvironments where first fronting

failed. O, will likewise not be consideredestricted, as itvas, to West Saxo&hort PGmc */a/

will not be considered when it appesat in front of a nasal consonant in armiutating

environment butthe i-mutation oflongPGmc¥M k  60f FKIFAkO gAff 06S O2yaai
appeaedin front of a nasal consonarngjnce the smoothing of */ai/ took place too late for a

succeeding nasal consonant to affect its quality (see Hb8@2] 2011: 85.79(1))In more

positive terms,all NE ¥t SES&E 2y t DYO F k| 6V nutatich vNBedza K T A NE&

considered exceptin the environments listed aboVé.

n®H dPH K DA K

K DMagahighY AR FTNBY (i NRdzyRSR @2 ¢ SetidOldEKdlish fy@icdlly @2 6 S ¢
asthereflex oftheY dzi I G A 2y 2 Fbutitia¥aBo thexréfléixiof the-inutation of

PGmc*aM k0 S T 2 dedSonantOyhlthé previous sectioit was maintained thathe long

allophone off k I M k & | BlherFapNRafiig $Rrdnt a nasadnsonantthis fronting had

been blocked, and so the presa allophone of */aliwas produced at the back of the oral
cavity.RichardHogg presumed that prenasaladt k  KIF R 0SSy NI AR | YR NERd
the time Fmutation took effect. The-inutated reflex of *f, namelyf @dz2¥1 8 = @2 dzf R |j dzA C

havemerged wiK k DX-X &ii i K B2 W1992R014: 8278(R); see also Campbell 1959:

¥ The phonemic status of short /ze/ in Old English has been questioned, most extensively in Colman

1983, where it was argued that [ee] antl B regaffophones of the same short low vowel phoneme.

Similar sentimentsire echoed in King 1991 (see e.g. pp. 128, 131), although there [aea@cke]

Ottt SR aYF22NJ Fff2LK2yS4d4¢ O0A0AR®PY mMonvI 2gAy3 SaLISC
hawve been sensitive to their contrasting fradness due to the phonemic difference between their

f2y3 O02dzy (i SNALI KNIGA KMRRY WdRM KD LYy Y2NB NBOSyid GAvYSa:z
been affirmed (see e.g. Ho§tP92]2011: 885.10n1, 5.37, Rieg Taylor 2014: 19B; see also

Samuels 1972: 35), and | will continue to refer to /se/ using phonemic notatiortitdately,

however,whether the short low front vowel was strictly speaking a phoneme or an allophone in Old

English will not affedhe methodology othis study

20 Note that this does not includthe i-mutation of*/dv ( */ai/) before a nasal consonant, which

gl a (Hopd[1992]2011:85.79(1).
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8197, Ringe & Taylor 2014: 228he short counterpart /@vasrare. The PGmc vowel system
did not have short **/o/, and since the instances of short */o/ in the ancestor af Biglish
arose from the lowering of PGmc */u/ before nonhigh front vowels, it follows that almost all
instances of Old English short /otcurredin environments thatwere necessarilynot i-
mutating (see Hog992]2011: 88.5, 3.105.77).The few occasions where we do find short
/ol werealmost allreflexes of the-mutation of */o/ in loanwords or in instances of analogical
levelling (seeCampbell 1959: §196, HofP92]2011: 85.77Ringe & Taylor 2014: 226).

Suchinstances are not coigeredinthisstudg 'y R Ay O2yaSlisgitydds s 2yf e f

ndPHDPO KEeoMUK

Keowaslk KAIK FTNRY(d NRBdzyRSR @26 St dedpriijaly agt K2 NIi K &
reflexes of the-mutation of PGmc *ut Y R F k dz¥ Kk . Sbide hdviSconde dtise /&

which arosefrom the combinative breaking of */iln nonWest Saxon to also have been

normally subject to-mutation (Hogg[1992]2011: §885.31, 5.75), but thisas been contested

(Ringe & Taylor 2014: 183nd the imutation of */u/ from combinative breaking will not be
considerechere b SAGKSNJ gAtf aLI2NIRAO Ol aSa 6KSNB ke&ovo
other than tmutation, such as the contraction of */ui/ (ibid.: 226) the rounding of */i/in

labial environmentgsee Pheifer 197.4xxiy)

4.30Id English front vowel orthography @id English grammars

Table2 presentsthe orthographicrepresentationsof the target vowels of this study as given
in a selection ofEnglish and Germagrammars of Old Englishf the 19th, 20th and 21st

centuries Some grammars distinguish between early and tafgesentations in such cases,
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Vowel Sievers | Wardale | wright Quirk & Campbell | Brunner [1992]
1886 1922 (1923 Wrenn 1955 | 1959 1965

1934 2011

Bnyz Bnyz Bny 3

, A A > > A

«<n6|BrSy|pny |BFSyipnyz Blogh |BIL>Ipr Sy

BI Ay BFAy Bty

- [B2Sy < B2Sy] A A A B2SYy

K DD B2Ay B dzy Bdzy 3 B2Sy B2SyzZB2Sy B2Ay

. . . . . . N Bey3

Keo|BeyZzZ|pey BeyZz|Bey Beyz |[BéeyZ B dzA \

Table2: Orthographic representations of the target vowels in a selection of English and German grammars of Old
English.

the early ones are included. Primers and textbooks have been avoided since the orthography

is usually presented in a standardised form, and/or following the phonology of (early or late)

West Saxon (although grammars are not always immune to these foemeg,.g. Mitchell &

Robinsor2012Y Jo0® LG Aa Ffaz2 y2G04SR GKIGZ S@Sy GK2dz
tableNS O2 NRa G(GKS 2NIK23INI LKAO NBLINBaSydalridirzy 27 «
be any difference in the orthography of thenlg and the short vowet-As the table illustrates,

grammars diffey sometimes dramatically,in their inventories of orthographic
representationsonly from Campbell 1959 onwards do we appear to have reached a standstill

in the inventory providedfey & 8 BIM OPk&Fy2 MIRK @ 0MOKk | NB F2dzyR Ay S
none of the other representationss universal. Some differences are probably due to

simplicity. Wardale 1922 is much less comprehensive iavers 1886, and so some of the

finer details of orthgraphy may have been deliberately left dathough Quirk & Wrenn

1955, which is of a similar length to Wardale 1922, does not shy away from some elaboration)

Other differencesmay be explained graphemicallpespite ny Z ar@l B 8heing all

ARSYUGAFTASR o0& WAOKIFNR 1233 lalpbaalyr KRBRINB&ES:

21 The grammar of Karl Lui¢k914;64] 1964) izonspicuously absent. This is because orthographic

representations are not explicitly listed. In his discussionmmtation (esp. 8818@), it is implied

thatpey o6l a BKBKYFIANNLIKAO NBLINBASY(llI A2y 2F Kk@O0MOUKI gA
BdzAiy X PBdz2yZ BoAy YR Bgey | a Wil iSNR b@ANIThedzYo NA |y N
timeline is not explained 2 &R 2akeyboth given for /6 M Theorthographic representation of

KNovMoOk A& y2i SELXAOAGEE RA&AOdZAASRO®



82

F £ 23N LJKEO2] 20F1L: §2.42n1) Rerhaps the ligaturel dap Wardale 1922vas
likewisemeant to includevhat was considered to hits allograph «oepeven though we are

not explicitly told solt is noteworthy that none of the grammars inclugleines.

These grammars generally makittle attempt to account for the origins of th
orthographic representations It is often observed thatfiy predated [bey for the
representaton2 ¥ k DH MO Kk X 0 dzi { K Shegndiscribiyigettie lattedt® Ky St | 6 2 NJ
AYyiaSttAaSyld dzasS 2F | &8 Yo 2 CampbkIhogoK§4XKskeRilsdo SO2 YS  d;
Hogg[1992]2011: §2.18. (heyislikewisesaid tohavecome from Latin orthographyCampbell
1959 840), butits history(or that ofoey) in Latinis nevertouched uponin these contextgcf.
Upward & Davidson 2011: 23¥yis asserted tchave followedd [ F G Ay LINF OGA OS¢ 0\
Wrenn 1955:815), but elsewhee its us& I & ¢ S feey, hadbee &s$odiated Fith
insular hand¢Campbell 1959: §4®runner 1965: §4see also Section 10.3.2.B2 (i &yarfd
f'ymayhave been assumed stem fromWlj dzA O Q &% IBEthisAsyhaveeRphcitly
stated(but see Campbell 1959: 840)he history behin® éagd3 difas/receiveanuch more
attention.fuiyK & 0SSy | aONAOGSR (2 dl RAIFONARGAO G4SOKYyA
That is,fuy stands as it were for lipttitude, and fy for frontedness (two simultaneous
FSIGdz2NBa oNRGUGSY Ay seSdjsdzZ8og@ddd2] 2011082 .08cdntram ppn Y ¢ p
Campbell 1959: §842The runefyyis also thought to have come about in the same way

through theO2 Y 6 A v | Yiyk 3/ A, p@BsSiblypnder the influence of roman Old English
orthography(seeKing 1986: 5@8, Looijenga 1996: 112althoughAlistair Campbelimplied

that it could have beemoman orthography which copied the runit9%9: 867%. Karl Brunner

(1965:84) and Roger Las(1994: 65)1 K 2 dzZa K iy G&KH & I3 az2f dziAzy G2 +y
problem adopted from the Continelt LJS NK I LJA Ndpadthe an/al ofGréek B & y
speakingTheodore and Hadriatsee Section 6.3.30F ® h Qb St 6 KA BpY Fwdo St ¢

theory of runicoriging 2 dzf R Y S| y { K| dSafprizkegtionBurtider sliggestlons3 £ 2
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have involved OId Iristoots T 2 Ny Bl oyR oA SS Sd3I P YAY I mMdgpmY HymwmI
brief, it is clear thaunanimityregardingthe originsof Old English front vowel orthography is

raret probablyin itselfan indication that the answer to the question is far from simple.

4.4 The target vowels in other languages

When examining the scripting of the three target vowels of this study, it isresrtito
examine whether the orthography of the target vowels in other languages which the -Anglo
Saxons came into contact with could have had an influence. If so, it is most likely to have come
from the direction of the language of the Church and educaticatjn, or the languages
spoken by the missionaries who first taught the ArR§lxons Latin literacy, namely Latin or

Old Irish. This section briefly examines whether the target vowels are found in these
languages, and how they were orthographically repreged. It also outlines how, if at alhe

letters, ligatures and digrapHhistedin Table2 were used in their orthographies.

4.4.1 The target vowels in Latin

FFKNOMOK A& y2i GK2dAKG G2 KIS Sagshdst®@SSy | [ |
did developas the result of the monophthongisation of Latin /#itough the intermediary
stage /ael Up until the loss of phonemic length (see below), Latin fia@l monophthongal
vowels, B0 M0 SO6M0O A0M0O 26M0 dRBEINXE HKROKIOHSNNER NS F S
respectively (see e.@eFrancis 1989: 18Plerman200Q 31) The nonlow vowel phonemes
however,are thought to have hidden a consideralllegree of lengtidependent allophonic
variation Asillustratedin Figure7,f 2 y 3 K A Weredadre @@iphegaMhan their short

counterparts the laxer and lowefi u e o/ (produced approximately asq ¢#). This meant
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Figure 7: Theowels of predth-century Latin (from Adams 2013: 38).

GKFGEZ F2NJ AyaidlyoS: AK2NI kAk glka Of 2aSNI Ay K¢
Grandgent [19072009 71). Around the 2nd centuBg the second element of théiphthong
/ail was lowered, as evidenced by words spelled wiey where we would have expected
[Riy. Later, in the 1st centuryD, the use oflaeyand [kyinterchangeably suggests that in the
Latin spoken outside and around Romié not necessarily yein Roma the diphthong had
monophthongised (Sturtevant 1940: 24, Adams 201%572What started as a rural sound
change was eventually adopted also into urlspeech in Rome, and finally into educated
speech around the turn of the 5th century (Bonioli 1962: 33, Grandgent [18008 88; see
also Sturtevant 1940: 129, Adams 2013: 4®). The resulting longhonophthongwas lower
GKFYy G§KS «k SMkyhm& andwikely to have/bedn arblid the same height as
short /e/, i.e. a lowmid front vowelaround[@1. 8 hisseems to have been soon shortenied

[@ (Allen 1978: 48, 60;1, Adams2013: 78 seealsoBonnet 189097, Vaananen 198 31,
38). Moreover, & length lost its phonemic status in Lasittessed voweldetweenthe 4th
and6th centuries the nonlow front vowel phonemes of Latin were reorganised /i e ¢, all

unmarked for length(Herman 2000: 2831, Grandgen{1907]2009: 5¢6; see also Adams
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2013: 4451). Thenew phonemé @ was the convergence dtie new [(} (< /ae/) withthe pre-
existingshort/e/.! & | FT2a&d8Af FTNRY GKS AYGSNXYSRAIFINER adl 3¢
for the representationof /@ (< /ae/), although its use was inconsistent and often alternated

gAUK (GKS BSy GKIG KIRZ%Zfglea 0SSy dzzaSR FT2N) aK2

Latin did not haveé* k & caMdhever developed the phoneme through sound change
(see e.g. Allen 1978: 52An allophonic [y] has been suggested forthe®b f f SR WA Y i SNY SR
@26StQ 2F [ I[100v)200% SeNbuy/thtsavew Kias not garnered much support
(Sturtevant 1940: 20¢1, Allen 1978: 579).k & dadidl oceur in Greek, howeveandwith the
influx of Greek loanwords into Latin during tfiest and second centuriesg a solution had to
be devised for the representation of this vowel, since educated Romans preservedatliy
of the Greek vowel in their pronunciation of loanwords (Sturtevant 1940; Alk2n 1978: 52).
TheGreekletter By 2 NJ NJ G KSNJ A { alyEaskddpidd fdKthiuseSatpazd S+ £ Sy i
the 1st centuryBc(see Kent 1932: 4&turtevant 1940: 12Bonioli 1962: 27Allen 1978: 52,

Sampson 2015: 11.7jEven though it was incorporated into the orthography of Lflidvas

221t seems reasonable to assume that the Continental missionaries and other Continental visitors to

AnglaSaxon England of the 6th, 7th and &#nturies (and indeed for some centuries thereafter)

would have had@ in their Latin phonologysee Bonioli 196234, Grandgen{t1907]2009: 91). It is

also worth noting that the Latin pronunciation of ecclesiastics is not believed to have differed from

that of the rest of the population (see Mohrmann 1957¢8). The pronunciatiorof HibernoLatin

on the other haml, has received very little attentioand is much harder to gauge (bsge Picard

1982, whichoriefly discusses the vowels pertinent to this studifye similarity between the Irish and

British Latin traditions has often been highlighted, especially divernvolvement of the British in

the conversion of the Irish in the 5th century (see e.g. Jackson 19585 18Brberg 1968: 4Bieler

1975: 29n1Genee 2005: 41). In consequence, we might expect to glean something of Hltsmo

pronunciation from thaof British Latin. Unfortunately, it is unclear wheth€b [ 0 &) wapsd of

British Latin (see e.g. Jackson 1948&;B&sratwick 1982: 62, Schrijver 2014: 40; for a criticism of

Jackson 1948, see Gratwick 1982, esp. pp7iEven if it had beemyhether such a sound was

NBiGFAYSR o6& GKS LNRakK Ay (G(KS Syadziy3d OSyidd2NASaE Aa
(1934: 17), whereby Latin in the mediaeval period was pronounced in conformity with the phonology

of the surrounding vernaculait is possiblethatfp M 0 8 YSNHSR A GK [FGAYy kSkZI &ai)
have aphoneme * M0k 2NJ FFKNOMOK 6a4SS {SOGA2Y nonduT odzi a
2 Roland Kentlaimed K I 1 ¢ viabl@ténjrepresented by Latiiz | YR @A OS @SNHEI ¢ 0O0mdo
but thisis somewhat misleading because it ignores the restricted environment in which this

happened. It was specificallye Greeksequenced v ¢ KA OK gl a 2FiSy NBYRSNBR I a

loanwords, and vice versa (Battisti 1949: 127, Vaananen 1988; 8ee alsd\llen 1978: 17)lt is also

notedthatDNB S| Kk & 6 1 0 w ragelyrarefaired YoDipA2YSS/a ASflrtejantilg49: o

133n79 Battisti 1949: 12).
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GYS@SNI NBIAF NRSRY I & tbét FefSnNiRaEaikeNG |@anvfoldSiurtevant
1940: 12h49; see also ibid.: 12Bonioli1962: 2%8; see alsdection 3.6.1 While Greek
retainedk € GaMnoskthroughout the first millenniumab (Allen 1987: 69), the Latin use of
W@ oOM0B Ay DNIB Sécedingveryeary givihg wag mainNIn&tiRe Latirk A 0 M 0 K
Thisseems to have lmecommoncurrencyby the 6th century Bonnet 1890: 140Bonioli
1962: 2%30). Finally**k D& M, dok thadn2afikk,** k dz6 Wals kalpart of Latin phonology
at any time. The only mention of the occurrence of such a vowalityis as an intermediate
stage in the monophthongisation of theelatively rare)Latin diphthong /oe/ tok S, Which
merged wth /e/ when phonemic length was lost in LatfAllen 1978: 62Grandgen{1907]
2009:90). The monophthongisationf /oe/ began already ias early athe 1st centuryscbut

is notacknowledgedn grammarsauntil towards the 7th centuryHowever, onfusionbetween
B2Sy | YR B Syn the Hth éehtiry @eéndeS R890: 1Q4vhich shows that
monophthongisation was well underway before it was addressed by grammaliaaslso
noteworthy that,in hisDe orthographiaBede distinguishes betweéhe correct orthography
of two words BeR dz&d y  deR/dRawy B2 etymologically oughtboth to have had B 2,S vy

suggesting that the twevordsto him were homophonesBonioli 1962: 367). In sum, i is

N

likely that although the orthographid B LINS A SY 6 VY RABEFSyp &R dA R KI S 06S
the 6th to 8th centuriesas part of etymological spellinggheir association with the sounds
©WEOM0UB YR oDAHVMOB | Y2 ywduldSaR 0edt] hak beedt ad§uired SNBE 2 F

philological knowledg, ratha thanareflectionof their actual phonological referents

4.4.2 The target vowels in Old Irish
Anne King has appealed to the similarities between the Old English and OId Irish vowel
aeaidsSya FyR 0StAS@PSa GKI G tedtdbe h Nkedikely sodddeK 2 3 NI LIK

2F @P26St YR RALKGK2Yy 3 alLISttAy3da F2NI t NS hitR
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Irish hal none of the target vowels of this stud§Theletters and digraphfey, faey, Piy, ey

and fuiy, on the other handwere usedin Old Irish orthography. Of thesfey (rarely faey)

referredli 2« iBidh: 258,K25402Thurneysen 146: 18 see also Daunt 1939: 11Brunner

1965: 84 Bieler 1975: 30nVhite 2000: 373 Otherwise[ley, [biy, peyand fuiyall refered

to diphthongs, not monophthonggalthough OId Irish /ui/, referred to byliy = O2 dzf R
a2YSUGAYSEa RS@St2L) Ayd2 htR 9y3ftAakK kRHkxZ aSSs
Piyandpoeywereinterchangeablefpeywasd LIN2 6 | 6 f & Y 2 RBuinéySeR182 Yy [ | G A Yy €

42; but see White 2000: 3¢3).

2The allophone® &uld arise in very specific phonological environments (K&84.: 253, see also
ibid.: 254n3). The orthographic variants given by King for this allophorn@égfeeyand feiy.
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5. Methodology

This study examines the orthography of Old English front vowedsMa@\ and /yo Mindthe

7th and 8th centuries, thdirst two centuries of roman literacy in AnglBaxon England.
Specifically, it examines tleethographic representationgsed to refer to these target vowels

and whether theserepresentationsdisplay any diachronic, diatopienedial or scriptal
patterns The motivation behind the choice of these three front vowels was already discussed

in Chapter 1.

The 7th and 8th centuries have been selectedrastimeframe for three reasons.
Firstly, this study iprimarily interested in how the introduction of romaliteracy, which
began at the turn of th&@th century, affected Old Englistowelorthography(both roman and
runic. ¢ KS  WOdzt G dzNJ £ LI O1 I 3 S CbroughthodzRIGrBmailigeradyy G K S
but, for the first time in Angl&axon England, arfoal system of education. Although we
ultimately know very little of how Angi8axon schooling worked in practice, it is the effects
that the introduction of gormal systenof education hadn Old English orthography thate
of interest.Pre-7th centurymaterial all of which isrunic, istherefore excluded(Besides, it is
unclear whether the reflexes ofnmutation had fully phonemicised in the 6th century. This is
problematic insofar as the vowel qualities whose orthography is here examined were mostly
the reflexes of -mutation. Moreover,the interpretations of most pré&'th-century runic
inscriptions are hotly contested. As will be elaborated belfawthe purposes of this study
the words in which target vowels appear must be identifiablehg secondeason for the
timeframe of this study is that it gives some scope for the diachronic examination of
orthography, and it allows us to track any changes in the earliest development of orthographic
practices after the introduction of roman literacy. The -oft date of 800 is arbitrany it
coincides with no major historical incidanaind waschosenprimarily for purposes of dating.

Precise dating is a luxury that is hardly ever afforded to early mediaeval material, and often

T A
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the best we can do igssignan uncammittedly broad (and sometimes vaguggeriod within a
century, such asarly 7thcentury third quarter of the 8th centuryetc. A cutoff date at the
turn of acentury is in response to this problem of fudating it presumesonly the ability to
date material toa century. Theyear 800 is also the cuiff date used in Seiler 2014. Thirdly
and finally the 7th and 8th centurieprovide ar adequatelynarrowscoge for this studySince
not only manuscriptbut also epigraphic and numismatitaterial are considered the first
two centuriesof roman literacyhaveproduceal a corpus of material which is sufficiently large
for a comprehensive study dhe orthography & three Old Englistvowelswithout it being
overwhelming.The 9th century and beyondaw a proliferation of the use of Old English,
particularly in manuscripts, and so a more extensive timeframe would have necessitated
further restrictive criteria fothe inclusion of materialWhat such a study would have gained

in chronological coverage it would have lost in comprehensiveness.

The scopeof this studyis purelyorthographic. It is concerned with theay(s) that
native speakers of Old Englistthographically representd the target vowelsas introduced
in Section 4.2Crucially, the vowels are, with sorimited exceptions\hich arediscussed in
the relevant chapters), presumed to have remained stable across the timeframe of this study
throughout AngleSaxon Englandiny variation, whether it be diachronic, diatopic or medial,
in the representation of the target vowels is primarily assumed to have been orthographic
that is, without implications on phonologyalthough phonological explanationor
orthographic variationare notexcluded and sometimes necessafsee Seiler 2014: 2% ut
in mediaeval termsye are looking for whaAngus Mclintosheferredtoast @+ NA | G A2y 06Si 6 S
figuraeeven when the alternativéiguraehave the samgotestag @ X 6 exdfGades (i K
2F &ALSttAYy3 Ftyvyzald OSNIFAYf & Kisof\&Seatyies inLIK2y A O A
Mcintosh 194). In order to ensure that we are indeed studyirtbe orthographic
representation ofvowel qualities which careasonablybe expected to have remained stable

diachronically and diatopically throughout the tifn@me of this study, the first step has been



90

to discard certain phonological environments where vowel qualiteaded diatopically (see
Section 4.2.1)As outlined inSection 4.2, this study is also limited to vowels in positions of
primary andreduced stress, where the vowels would not have been reduced in quality.
Because it is impossible verify the phonemes of a language no longer spoklka,second

step in ensung the phonological stability of the target vowels has beendbexamire Old
English phonemes as such, letymologically expecteghonemeqsee Seiler 2014: 85)Vhat

this means is thathaveonly recorded the orthographic r@resentationsof vowels thad | can
reasonably expect, given the reconstructed phonological structure of the PGmc etymon of a
given word and the regular application of first frontingi-mutation (consideringlsotheir
regularfailureto apply) to have beertarget vowes. It follows that, in order to be considered

in this study, target vowels must appear in words that are bhdémtifiable andetymologically
transparent Loanwords to Old English (but not PGmc) have been excluded due to the

possibility of their unpredictable phonajical behaviour.

It is hoped that the concept of etymologically expected phonemes will go some way
towards combatting the risk of circular reasonjageverpresentdangerwhen studyingthe
orthography of a historical language (see Seiler 2014:T8®.central problem is identifying
deep orthographyHow can wedistinguish between cases whevariation in orthography
signals variationn pronunciationand cases where it does natee Mdntosh, Samuels &
Benskin 1986: 5see alsoStrom 1939: xxviinlSaussurg1959] 2011: 297 It is no good
assuming that Old English orthography was maximally shallow. Not only would this be highly
improbableamong phonographic orthographies (see Sectidr),but Seiler 2014 has already
shown that this was not the case for consonant orthogragthere is no reason tpresume
that vowel orthography would have been any different in this regd8g. studyingthe
orthography ofetymologically expecteghonemesyrather than of the Old English phonemes
we believeto encountergivenour preconceived notions of Old English orthograpbyi KA & ¢ 2 NR

must have thearget vowelly/ because it contains the letteB W8I Wi KA & 62NR OF yy 2 i
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target vowel /y/ because itloes not contain the lettep &), we canadopt a less prejudiced
approachto Old English orthography witfewer expectationsas towhat we oughtto find.
Naturally,orthography cannot be ignored when reconstructittigg PGmc proteforms from

which we derive etymologically expected Old English woMi& cannot conduct an
orthographic study that does not, in some way, require that the mapping of some letters to
phonemic referents has already taken placEortunately,the comparative evidence of
cognate languageis an integral componerit the reconstruction of both PGmc words and
pre-Old English sound change, which means that the process does not rely wholly on Old
Englsh orthographic evidence. This takes a considerable amount of pressure off orthggraph
shedding some ofwhat ® [ ® 2 NBy Yy alNbB@adgdidier seisBivertess ortithe
part of the philologist to every kind of vagary of orthography 6 m d) seea¥o tbhetconcept

2T GKS GLIKATf 2f 23 WO&ard in adpOsitidn do&Kow Whith Vowels B@xpeco n

in a wordregardlesf its graphemic form in Old English.

The material is presented by region in which it was produced, with the aim of bringing
to the fore any diatopic variation in orthography (see also Mclntosh, Samuels & Benskin 1986:
6). Although the regiaal divisionadopted in Chapters 6 to Xkbincides with the kingdoms of
the heptarchy (see Section 3.1)js is merely out of expedienc&his study is less interested
in the orthography of the literate population of specific political units (or, for that matter,
ethnic or dialectal units)and more intereted in dividing the literate population of Anglo
Saxon Englanihto geographicalinits based on patterns in the acquisition of literaashich
in turn overlapped with the introduction and spread of ChristianBgcause of the deep
rooted concept of the hptarchy, however, much of the literature on the history of Anglo
Saxon conversion and literacy deals in the geopolitical categories of the heptarchy. If we wish

to track diatopic trends in orthograptigllowing the patterns of Christianisatipadopting tle
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categories of the heptarchy #ill the simplest way of doing s8.t follows that dl evidence
must be provenanceable to one of the regions of this study. Copies of earlierttaxésbeen
provenanced to the region in which the copy was made; the gmance of the exemplar, if
known, is irrelevant. The (geographical, ethnic, dialettabkground of the writerif known,
is also insignificant, as long as he can be presumed to have been@amglo (see Toon 1992:
414¢15; see also Section 5.3.3This sudy is interested in how th&ngloSaxonsvrote their
own language; in order to minimise the risk of dealing with -native writers, material

produced outside Englariths beeroverlooked.

Only materialdated to the 7th and 8th centuries h&#®enconsideed. The study of
Old English philology has witnessed the (even dramatic) redating of several texts and inscribed
artefacts, and this study aims to follow the most-tgpdate consensus for the dating of the
material included. PosB0O copies of texts origally written before 80thave beerexcluded.
[ A1S6A&aSYT YIFGSNRLFE RI G SRs béepexcluded untssakgoo@ NJ i K
argument can be made for an 8ttentury date. In order to track any diachronic variation, the
data has beerdivided into three 50year periods: 65700, 70@750 and 75800 (there is
no data from the period 60{650). Much of the evidence can be easily assigned to one of
these periods, but where the dating of a piece of evidence spans across two or all three of
these 50year perods, all things being equal, the latest peribds been favoured. For
SEI YLX SZ | ye-DRY yisdd@iia tBefperisdr6G0K n n T -7tk brledily®Bth-
OSYUudNEQ AYgrpKS LIERAFRSOBYR (GKANR 2E0UKS yiK C
It seemgreferableto err on the side ofateness beauseeven if the evidence were w@ctually

date to the earlier end of a given chronological range, there is a better chance that any

25The regions are here modelled on the heptarchy as it existed at the fulred’th century when
missionary activity to the AngiBaxons began. Accordingly, Lond®considered witlEssex, and the
Hwicce, Magonsaete and Wreocensaetith Mercia. Lindseyas probably a Middle Anglian territory
at this time, but since Middle Angl@me under Mercian dominance in the 7th century, Lindseyis
here consideredvith Mercia (see Eagles 1989: 211).



93

orthographic representatiofound in that piece of evidenceasstill used(or at least known)

at the later end of the range, than for tleenverseto be true, i.e. that representationfound

in evidence actually dating titne later end of a range asknownalreadyearlier thanthe time

of its first attestation Both provenancing and dating on orthographic or other linguistic
grounds has been avoided except where all other aesriiave been exhausted (see Section
9.5.2) and in one case (the Epinal glossary, see Section 9.5.1), it has been necessary to assign
a provenance to an otherwise unprovenanceable piece of evidence based on where its
exemplar isbelieved to have been proded The final type of variation that this study

considers is medialthat is, orthographic variation correlated to the medium of writing.

There are twobroad categories of mediamanuscrips and epigraply. The former
categorycomprisesall texts written on parchment using inka this study, these texts are
made up of charters, a letter, a glossary and four copiedBfCharters are referred to by
their Sawyer (S) number. Epigraptymprises all texts inscribedr carved,onto any hard
surface, typically stone, metal bone. Coins constitute a subcategory of epigrgaimd will
be discussed separately from other types of epigragilycoins included in this studyere
drawn from theCorpus of Early Medieval Co{&MG andSylloge of @ins of the British Isles
(SCBl combined into a single online database of British coifinds
(emc.fitzmuseum.cam.ac.ukhccordingly, coins are referred to by th&MCSCBhumber.
Without specificationgpigraphyhere refers only to nomumismatic epigaphy. Numismatic

epigraphy is specified asinepigraphy

Individual pieces of orthographic dat&eferred to astokeng were only collected
when they satiséd the following criteria Firstly,atoken mustitself be identifiable. Secondly,
althoughparts of an identifiableoken mightbe unclear or missingt must be possible to

make fine distinctions between similar letteispecifically betweef tapdp Sas well afiy

andfy. If a token appears iaword that is partly damaged gpartly lost, this is not treated
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as problematic if thevord canneverthelesde identified, and the token itself satisfies all the
criteria listed hereThirdly, the letters on both sides aftoken must be visible and broadly
identifiable. This is to make sure that riigraphsare accidentally overlookedn cases where

a token is located at the beginning af word it must be clear that nothing could have
appeared before it. Similarly, in cases where a token is situatedumid but is followed by a
substantial break in the text (including a libesak), it must be obvious that nothing
intervenead betweenthe token and the rest of thevord (seeFigure8). For the most part
tokens have beenollectedfrom primary sources. For manuscripts, this means digital editions
(in most cases freely available, in other caaeailableupon requestn exchangdor asmall

fee), corroborated by firshand study where necessary and possilblee St Petersburg Bede

/

{

Figure8Y hyf & GKNBS f SiiS peldgidphpery vigitfe inittie SbovaNeR indgé, & ¥irte

context affirms that the visible portion is indeed part of the prototheraed the space before the name@sures

GKFG y2dKAy3a 02dzZ R Kt @iScohsid#iradl in thddata. X agd dit@cyy bengath ghpwsS Ry

i KS f Sa SINGNIBH IR af§hé Saxfie pBototBernk, oyt Because of the tear in the manuscript between

BSy | YR B RbeEertainhatGllejfer didinot appear between the thedters, and so this cannot be

considered in the data. The first letter of the coin on the above right is partially cropped in its uppanteforner,

but because the letter is clearly identiffalS I & B9y X Al A& O2YyaARSNBR® /2y @PSNRESE &:
the lower right image cannot be considered, because the lowehdeftl corner of the letter is uncleanaking it

difficultto tellwhetheri KS f SGGSNJ A& B9y 2N BBy ®
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is the onlyexception and could only be consulted in microfilm and facsimile (Arngart 1952).
Epigraphicevidence has been studied from highality photographs and 3D digitisations,
corroborated by firsthand study where possibl€oinepigraphy has relied solely ohd high
quality photographs in th&EMCZSCBtatabase. Transcriptions of epigraphic and numismatic
inscriptions have also been useful; they are generally much narstworthy than
transcriptionsof manuscript materiapresented inedited volumegwhich wee never used

for data-collection) The interpretations of many inscriptions are contestetich means that
skilled transcribers work dispassionately to record wihaly see, rather than what they think
they see, and take great pairte record even the minutest of details in lettforms.
Inscriptionsare alsousually relatively short, which means that transcribers can concentrate

their efforts on a faithful rendering of a limited piece of text.

The study of orthography is concerned with graphenfdkgraphic variation is not
recorded. However, distinguishing between graphemes and allographs presiirfelsali &
process ofgraphemiclanalysis has already been carriedout 6 a OLYy i 2 8 KX n{ | YdzSf &
1986: 7) The distinction between graphemes and allographs is far from straightforiwvaine
context ofearly mediaevalriting, wherethe normative influence of dictionaries amdass
printing was not a factor WereB | Sy~ PBny YR P taiegraphetnd oSEIl YLI S=
allographs of the same graphem#&®e cannot ask an Angl®axonlt is clear that they are
related in form, but formal features are insufficient to distinguish between graphemes and
allographs in presentday Danish and Norwegian orthography B2y YR PBDX% | NB
graphemes although they are formally relatéskee alsoTrager 1974: 411 Phonological
referents are similarly of limited usas already mentioneds @Sy (K2 dzaKdtheSy | YR B I
same phonological referent in Old English orthography, thiege not allographsof a single
grapheme A graphemic analysis of Old English has not been done and is beyond the scope of
this studyt although it is hoped that the results will aid such adstin the futura and so the

approach adopted here for the distinction between graphemes and allographs is necessarily
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arbitrary. | havedistinguisted between graphemes and allographsreyainingthe maximum

distinctions betweerorthographic representatiomobserved in the grammars referred to in

Section 4.3. This means thatl Sy = B hayeallbgeRgraptédygraphemic status, while

Y2 LIy pdB K LISBKBINKSNI 2y AlGa ZagdFrRMAD WSkaved i 2 T [
not.ny A& RANERIYA yEA-dBA\yA KaSyEomiidaénis offinfSare aminim, while

GK2aS 27 ,déndhpugRige prgtdand deuterographs may toucBometimes, the

B ythedightureBny Ada |y W2LISy BlyQ | yRt WwhdeLy 22dz0k AFIA2
BnlyyR Bty IINBE RAAGAYIdAEAKSR Ay GKIFG (&S K221 2

Figure9).

The combination of the many restrictions on tirclusionof data means that the
present study is very selective. This may give the impression of a stady imited in scope,
but it is hoped that focusing on data that we can be reasonably confident with will yield results
which can then be used as a basis for investigatinge complicatedtases. Incorporating too
much evidence of uncertain validity waljeopardise the integrityf the entire study and
result in findings with little value because of being founded on too many assumptions and

unknowns. It is also recognised that theethodology of this study cannot secure stable
]
q L

——
v .

. ¢

Figure 9: ThetoptwoimhS & L2 NI N} & PBFSyT G4KS YARRES (62 AYl
LI2NINFe BnyT YR (GKS o02d0G2Y (62 AYI3ISa LIR2NIN

-
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vowels beyondall doubt. Certain later sound changesay have started operating on the
target vowels of this studgefore the end of the 8tltentury,sometimes with naeflectionin

the orthography It is impossible to be completely certain, evafter our best precautions,

that the target vowels discussed here were of the qualities we expect them to have had, but

the alternative would benot to study Old English (or any other historical) orthography at all.

5.1 Evidencesensitiveissues

5.1.1 Onomastic evidence

tKS fA2yQa aKINB 2F (KS SOARSyOS Osatyigoph RSNBR
personal nanes (and, to a much lesser extent, pla@mes) which appeagither embedded

into otherwise Latin texor in witnesslists of chartersDue tothe preponderance of this type

of evidence it is important tounderstand firstly, how Old Englisipersonalnames worled,
andsecondly, how the linguistieehaviourof names differs from that of lexeme®Id English

personal names are divided largely into two typedithematic (compounded) and
monothematic (uncompounded). Dithematic namesuch aLCynethryth were made up of

two nameelements (or themes), the first ongyne) being referred to as th@rototheme,

the second {pryp) asthe deuterotheme. The elementsvere usually in a cognate relationship

with Old Englismouns and adjectiv& cyne wascognatewith cynnW i NA 6 SX -BrypYA f & QX
withprypWF 2 NDS T LI2 gef Gdimam A0 IRE) i @titndlogically expected vowels

of nameelementsare determined based on the etymologically expected etsvof their

cognate lexemesvionothematic names consigd of only one element, sometimes with an
appended suffixThesenames are notoriouslypaque when it comes to identifyinghe

cognate lexeme of the elemefgeee.g. f f (1 KS vy UniStélligibléidiRednRo10 & &

see also Strom 1939: xxxviii), whishwhy monothematic nameare not considered in this

A
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study, and onlyOld English dithematic namesth transparent cognate lexemes are included

Latinisations oDIld Englistmnames areexcluded as are Frankish translatians

Nameelements diffeed from their cognate lexemem crucial wayshowever When
a lexeme extenddits use and beamea nameelement, it lo$ its normal denotation or sense
relation: as a nameelement, it no longermeart anything,but (in combination with a second

name-element)only had areference viz.the individual whose nameasin question Colman

2014 21c2, 3x3, 11819). Moreover,d i KS | R2LIi A2y 2F | O02YY2y 62 NR

alters the function of that word; its new function as (part of) a nhame may be reflected in
syntactic, morphological and phonological behaviour different from that of its (initially)
coexisting commomw 2 NR  FilddN2BaThe pdssibility ofiffering pronological behaviour
between nameelement and cognate lexeme isdfiefimportance.Such a difference is seen
for instance,in the contrast of PDEild with the originally Old English but stdbmewhat
common nameMildred. Unlike its cognate lexemmild, the prototheme mild- was not
affected byhomorganic cluster lengthening and the Great Vowel Shitch accounts for the
present phonological differencleetween lexeme angbrototheme (see Minkova 2014: 166,
168). Since the target vowels in narsdements are identified here on the basis of the cognate
lexeme, and sincthe phonological developmerdf anameelementcoulddiffer fromthat of

its cognate lexemethe orthographic evidence afiames should be approachedith due
caution We maybe etymologically justified iaxpecinga target vowel in the cognate lexeme
of an elementbut because namelementswerenot necessarily subject to the sound changes
sweeping through the lexicoror were not subject to them in e same waythere is no
guarantee that the target vowelecessarilappeaed in the nameelement.In addition, the
spellings of namegust as tlseof lexemesgcould become fixed and be resistant to change
even in the face of sound change (see e.g. ManlBE72: xx)In spite of the potentially

unpredictable phonologicabehaviour of namespnomastic evidence is not lighttlismissed
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in a study of early Old English orthograpagd so the study must proceed with thesaveats

in mind

5.1.2 Numismatic evidence

Although this studyefersto the evidence otoinsthroughout, it is not coins as such which
constitute the primary numismatic evidence, but cdiies. Coins were madeybplacing a
metal disc, called #lan, betweena lower die and an upper die. The upper die was then struck
with a hammerso that the pattern on both dies would be cast oni@ two sides of thdlan.

The lower diecast the obverse of the coin which typic#ly contained the name of the
sovereign, andhe upper diecast thedesignof the reverse which sometimes contained the
name of the moneyer responsible for minting the c¢éee e.g. Gannon 2003: 18)t is the

coinrdies, then, not the coins themselvaghich were inscribedthe coins merely contain an

impression of the original engravigg KA OK KIF R G2 0S5 Oddiesdatyat Wy S3A G A

it would display correctly on the coirblowever, sinceery few mediaeval coidies survive,

their evidence isaccessedrom the imprints they left orcoins Thename carved ontoone

coindieis consideredo be a singlétem, regardless of theumberof coins struck from the

same die (see also Shaw 2013: 13hat is to say, if it is possible to shivat five coins with

the reverse legen® 9 u 9 [ bhuy 6 SNB & i NHE)We wollhf coirkfie & YS
G 21 Sy HortAeTorth@Payphic representation for /éeMirbthe protothemeagpel-, but only

one. In suchinstances oflie-duplicates(two (or more) coins struck from the same {lighe

coin with the clearest imagen the EMCSCBIdatabaseis selected to represent the

orthography of thecoin-die.

26 Moneyers were separate people from eiarvers (see e.g. Metcalf 1998 16, Gannon 2003: 15;
see also Section 3.4.2).
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5.1.3 Copied evidence

Some of the manuscript texts considered in this study are known to have been copigs.
means that we cannot always know whether their orthography represents that of the copyist
or that of the author of the exemplaiThis is a particularly pertinent quisn when an
exemplar and a copy were produced in different locatiateesthe orthography ofa copyC
represent the orthographyf 8th-century Mercia, whereCwas copied, or 7titentury Kent
where its exemplalE was composed?he concept of theorthographic repertoire helps
untangk such issueslThe term is here used to refer to the orthographic representations that
a scribe is known to have producghd which, therefore, hevas familiar with. LALMEraws

a distinction between active and passive repams, with an active repertoire indicating the
orthographic representations a scribe wouldveused in spontaneous writing, and a passive
repertoire indicating the orthographic representations he would nateused spontaneously

but wouldnot havehesitated to reproduce from an exemplar (Mclntosh, Samuels & Benskin
1986: 14) Anorthographic repertoire as understood in this study, constitutes batALME &
active and passive repertoires, although the distinctiamsisfuland will beappealedo in this
study. The editors oL ALMBbutlinedthree approaches that a scribe might take when tasked
with copying a text written by a scribe with a different orthographic repertoire from his own
(the scope of the original arguent has here been narrowed down to address orthography
specifically). A scribe may have copied the orthography of his exemplar, thus enlarging his
own repertoireif the exemplar contained representations that were new to hira may have
changed the orthogaphy of his exemplar to fit his own repertoire; or he may have mixed
these two approaches (ibid.: 13; see also Wrenn 19434P3Given tle definition of
orthographic repertoireadopted here and b return to the hypothetical scenario presented
above, it follows that whicheverof LALMBR A& ( KNB S | LILINEfICO&kSvAen ( K S
copyingE in Cwe encounter the orthographic repertoire of a Mercian scribe of the 8th

century.This is obviously true if the scribe ©@€onformed the orthography dEto fit his own

Qx
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scribal repertoire, but it remains true even if he reproduced all orthographic featur&s of

even those which had nagtreviouslybeen part of his repertoire. The fact that they were

reproduced means that they became partthe repertoire of at least o scribeworking in

Mercia The termrelict can be adapted frolmALMEOo signify an orthographic representation

GKIFIG RAR y20 2NAIAYylItfte o0Stz2y3a G2 I aONAROSQa 2
exemplar and reproduced in his ownmg thereby incorporating it into his own repertoire

(cf.McIntosh, Samuels & Benskin 1988¢14, 19).

5.2 The structure of this study

The following five chapters present and discuss the orthography of the target vowels by
region. Sections X.summaise the early mediaeval history of the regioWhere they are
known, the regnal dates dbcalrulers(drawn predominantly from Yorke 199&e provided

at their first mention Sections X.jive an account of thearrival and establishmentf
Christianity, the vectorforoman literacy Sections X.3 analyse localitimg and literacy more
closely and Sections Xg@rovidea short note on the regnal dialect.Sections X.5 introduce

the material consulted from the region, followed by Sections X.6, where the data are
presented.The first of the tables in Sections Xl6ts all the orthographic representations of
each target voweby timeperiod and medium (MS = manuscript, Epi = epigraphic, Num =
numismatic). The number following the representation indicates the amount of times it
appears in the data gathered from tihegion(i.e. the amount of individual tokens)he tables

that follow are more limited in scope and present the target vowels separately, stating the
source(s) othe tokens foreachorthographicrepresentation.The representations of long and

a K2 NI | ¢ RO Yad sepavatedand the former target vowel is furtheseparated into
reflexes /e/"A Y RAOIF GSa knk o0& TPANKRAOKFNS fiitkaypd. Ok Y R & K 1}

. SOl dzd™RA &k nivKkS 2yt & (el 2F f2y3 knoiptmi©2y ai RSNEF
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sometimes omitted in discussion. Thehographic representations of akrget vowels in all
tables are alseeparatedoy stress position (PS = primary strd®S reducedstress) Finally,
Sections X.7 offerdiscussion of the regional datAdiscussion of theombinedAngloSaxon

data isprovidedin Chapter 11.
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6. Kent

Lonpon RECULVER
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Map 2: Kent

6.1 The early history of Kent

Kent had beena geographically and politically defined arkeng before its AngleSaxon
occupation Many of the cities which the Germanic invaders settled had ieendedby the
Romans, and the new occupanieho started arriving in the first half of the 5th centuéyji 2 2 1
2P0SNJ YSY(l wX8 Ay FdzZ f 62NJ AYiEd.:6LBoBks 982 yé o1 | 41
57). Even he nameKent from British Cantium predates AngkSaxon settlement and was
adopted by the newcomerssignalling earlynteraction between the setlers and the native
British population(seeJackson 1953: 608rooks 1988: 57).The AngleSaxois of Kent were

also in frequent contact with theimaritime neighboursPositioned in the soutleasern
corner ofBritain, Kent had access not only lmrth Sea trading routes (Hines 1992: 316), but
as the Anglésaxon kingdom geographically closest to the Continent, Kent was involved in
much trade with the Frardon the opposite side of the Chann&he marriage of the Kentish

king Athelberht (ied 616) to the Frankish princess Bertha in the second half of the 6th
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century is best seenot as theforgingof new relations, bugais a strengthening gire-existing

relations principally mercantile that were already in placat the time of theunion (see

Hawkes1969: 191 see also Brooks 198964). Theseconnections are confirmetby the

archaeological recordHawkes 1986: §2Brooks 198& 64), which specifically points to
FrankisldWA Yy Ff dzSy OSQ NI GKSNJ KIy aSaiatSYSywié o6, 2NJ S
Welch 1991: 265)With these overseas links in pladéent, and Canterbury in particular

Ol AAKFEY MppPTY yous ljdzAiOolfte o0SOFYS aiGKS YvYzaild O;
GKS 9y3fAakK ({Ay3aR2Ya¢ o1l | g1 $2Yomadpa0:¥3MelonT aSS | €
1991: 2623), and consequently developed an identity which was very distinct from the other

AnglaSaxorregions whose dealings with the Continewere more limited in the early years

after AngloSaxon settlement{igham 1997: 8, butsee Hines 2007: 70).

The original occupation of Kemtaslimited to east Kent, buin the 6th centunythe
occupation extended westwardéHawkes 1982: 76Yorke 1990:27, 34). Although Kent
remained asingle,unified kingdom, it retained joint kingshipetween east and west Kent,
reflectingnot onlythe gradualAngloSaxon takeovesf the region but alsats ancient division
into an eastern and western half(see Yorke 1983). The ruler of east Ketite sulregion
closer to the Continent and the ormntairing Canterbury was the dominant of the two
kings (Yorke 1990: 32Jhe region did not expand much beyond western Kent, although Bede
tells us that the Isle of Wight and the opposite mainland, presiayt southern Hampshire,
were reached by the AngiSaxon®f Kent(see Hines 20066; but seeArnold 198297). Bede
identifies the Germanic people of Kent as Jutish,, atttiough his account is oversimplified,
archaeologyaffirms Jutish connections among the early immigragigawkes 1969: 190,
Myres 1977: 115, 11&]lines 2007: 65pace DeCamp 1958: 237%imilar elements in the
archaeological record of the Isle of Wight and southern Hampshire support an ethnic
connection with Kentespecially thé 2 S NB KSf YAy a3t & YSyYyGAaKé o0dzNRIf

the Isle of Wight (Yorke 1990: 27; see dliwkes & Page 1967: 15, Hawkes 1982 nbke
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1989: 889, Arnold 1990: 169WVelch 1991: 267; howevesee also Similliams 1983: 25 for
a counterpoint on ethnic affiliationBoth the Isle of Wight and southern Hampshivere lost

in the second half of the 7th centurfirst to Mercia, then to Sussex and eventutdiyVessex
in the 6809qHawkes & Page 1967: TBorke 1990: 131see also drke 1989 seealsoSections

7.1.23).

The aforementioned Zthelberht, kingedstKent until his deatlin 616,was the third
2T . Brév@&amas, or Southumbrian overlords (see Kirby 2000: 17, Wormald 2006:2108)
His influence extended overlarge geographical arebut the impactof his authority is best
demonstrated through his success in spreading Christianity among his ASgkon
neighbours. He was in a position to effect the conversion of Raedwald of East Anglia, his
successor to theretwaldaship(see Section 8.2andhe was also able to set up a bishopric in
the East Saxon city of Londoseé Section7.2.1). None of, (i K S f 6sSchd<sbrépithe
bretwaldaship attained the same position of influence and control, and there were no more
Kentish bretwaldas after him (Yorke 1990: 29His son Eadbald (61%40), pagan upon
accession but a later convert to Christianity, was unable to restor&dnelonbishopric after
I LI 3Ly dzZAINRAAYy3AY gKAOK SELIRaSa GKS aaSNRr2dza
aS0OdzNBtf & dzyRSNJ 6KS R2YAYlF(A2Yy Withaieakére GAaK 20
position on the Anglé&saxon political stage xploitation gradually became a thredgiven its
prosperity and numerous wedistablished trade links, Kergrew very attractive to its
expansionist neighbours, particularly Mercia, an inland kingdom keen on securing coastal
regions with ports andverseasaccesgseeSection 9.). /Athelbald of Mercia exercised some
YSEAdINBE 2F 20SNI 2NRAKALI Ay YSyd FNRBY THp G2 T1p
which eventually took control of Kent in the early 760s and established a dependency with

local Kentish rulerébid.: 112 see also Section 9.IThe rest of the 8th centurgan only be

2" The dates of his life, rule, marriage and conversion have been the subject of much debate; see e.g.
Brooks 1988: 657, Kirby 2000: 247.
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described asa tugof-war between Kentish rulers and Mercian aggresshtre battle of Otford
in 776appeargo have ended ifkKentish victory, and Kent may have enjoyed a briefgokof
independence from Mercian overrule until 784, when Mercia conquered Kentemdved
Kentish kingship altogethéYorke 1990: 31). When Offa died in 796, Kent again slipped briefly
out of Mercian control and was ruled by tKentishusurperEadbert Praen (796798) before
Mercianrule was agan reinstated for the final few years of the century and beyo(ske

Brooks 1984: 121).

6.2 Christianity in Kent
6.2.1 Before the Augustinian mission

In Kent, perhaps more strongly than elsewhere in Englandrethe evidencefor the

continuation of British Christianity up to aintto the period ofGermanic invasion, particularly

in the survival of the RomanBritish cult of St Sixtus. It is therefore possible tBaitish

Christians and pagan Germanic peoplesxisted in 6thcentury Kent, although thérmer

do notseemto have engaged in any widespread conversiotheflatter (Brooks 1984: 17

20). There was another early and foreign Christian presence in the person of Bertha,

, UKSt 0SNKIQa CNIylAaK 6AFSI K2 LINFOGAASR w2Yl
Channel accompanied by her chaplain Liudhard upon her marwatiee Kentish kingThis

union, and theChristianLJSNE 2 Yy St Al ONRBdZAKG G2 YSydasx avYdzad
GKS 2LISYyAy3 dzLJ 2F YSyid G2 [/ KNRAGAFIY AyTtdsSyoOSs
part of the reason that Liudhard was seatKentwas because thEranks wanted to establish

Frankish Christianity ithe regionand thusgain an ecclesiastical, as well as political and

economic, footholdn Britain(ibid.: 27)StillLA G A& dzyt A1 Sfte& GKIFaG . SNOKF |
resulted inany effective Christigsation Even Athelberht was not converted until after the

arrival of the Augustinian missigsee below)although this had more to do with the fact that,
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had ZAthelberhtbeen converted through the efforts of his wife and her chaplaiopuldtoo
easiyK @S 0SSy LISNOSAGBSR | a ,tlaKithége haiKekiQgiwasi dzo 2 S O A
keen to avoid (seMayr-Harting 1972: 63Yorke 1990:29). A4 a2y 9l Rolft RQa 02y«

the other hand, is likely to have owed much more to Frankish pressure (BI68Ks 64).

6.2.2 The Augustinian mission and subsequent Christian activity

It is no surprise that, with its cloggontinentalties, Kent was the first Angi§axon kingdom

to receive a Christian missiéhThis missiorarrived in Kent in 597King Athelbdit was

sympathetic to theactivities of themissionarief y 2 R2dzo d FG €S ad Ay LI N
religion, and provided them with a base in Canterbury. He himself was also baptised shortly

after 1 KS YA & aA 2 yTheNikitilZsgppott hiddJev@ialtconversion of the kinga

bretwalda no less meant that the new religion was successfudbtablished andooted in

Canterbury (Brooks 1984: 7jjthoughy 2 i A GK2dzi &a2YS aSidol O0laod , i
successor Eadbald was a pagan when he succeedbd Kentish throne; hisommitment to

native AngloSaxon religious practicey G KS FIFO0S 2F KAa 26y FlF iKSNI
glimpse of thecontinued presenceof paganism(or lack of interestin Christianity in

, UKSt 0 SNK (i Hartiny19F21i64, B@dk1984: 64)was2 Yy & 9 Rol f RQa azy
successor @cenberht (64@664)whoA & al AR (2 KI @ SSamskhygacthalyk S F A NE (
to suppress the older, ne@hristianré A 3A 2y Ay KAA& (1AY3IR2YE o0l AySa
2000: 25)By the time Christianity had a secure status in Kent, it was also clear that Canterbury

was to remain the centre o€hristian activityPopeD NS 32 NB Qa tadbeénioy | f LI |y

eventually assign this role taondon, but the presence that the mission ddished there had

28 The mission has been variously texdthe Augustinianmission (in recognition of the missionary
Augustine, who speaeaded the operation), th®omanmission (in recognition of the city from which
the mission was dispatched), and tBeegorianmission (in recognition of Pope Gregory the Great,
who was responsible for organising the mission and oversaw the early sthtfes@hristianisation of
AngloSaxon Englandfror consistency, in this study | will only refer to #hegustinianmission.
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to be withdrawn when the East Saxons led a pagan uprising, and the project was not resumed
(see Yorke 1990: 48ee also Section 7.2.This sealed théate of Canterburyasthe soleheir
of the Augustinian missigmnd throughoutthe 71 K OSy G dzN® | YR dzLJ G2 GKS o

2 3SNI 2 NRA& KA LIS ¢&pokicd an Sryl df felatie pplificgd Stability during which

N

(0 K OKdzZNOK 2F /I yiSNbdaNE O2dzZ R 0S S@héal of A aKSF
relatively small size of Kethus stoodin striking contrasto the ecclesiastical importance of

its main city.

ly aLIAGS 2F 1 dAdzZAGAYSQA YAdnisivayio Kentaddh y 3 Y2 @S|
potentially including more Franks thétalians, see Higham 1997: 88hdin spite of the very
close connections between Kent and Francia, Kentish Christianity was not Frankish, but
avowedly Roman in charactésee ibid.: 96). This could be seen especially in the liturgy
adopted in Kent (see Brooks 1984:¢82; but see also ibi.: 93. All the archbishops of
Canterburyup to Honorius (62@653) were Italiarms according toN. J.1 A 3 KI YI dwiB8 KA a f
like such active discrimination against Frankish members of the mission that it may well have

0SSy DNBI2NEQA LIBtheéxchudle Aradkb Hoyh Hiocés&nSanlQvitinShe hew

'daty

9y Af A4AK OKdINDKE 42 +a y20 (2 O02YLINRBYAAS Ada y
AngloSaxon to be appointed bishop was the Kentish Ithamar, who recéneadest Kentish

seeof Rochester ir644 (Chaplais 1969: 532), and shortly afterwards, in 655, the West Saxon
Deusdedit porn Frithona) was the first native Anglésaxon to becomearchbishop of

Canterbury (see Brooks 1984.@8J. The Roman character of the Kentish chwels not only

preserval but waspropagated much beyond Canterbury and the borders of Kent. While
Canterburyexercisedecclesiastical authority onlgver Kent and East Anglia (ibid.: 66), the

other AngleSaxon kingdomsoon came tofollow the lead of Canterbury in matters both

liturgical and theologicalThe Synod of Whitby in 664 brought Northumbréad other

strongholdsof Irish Christianitytheologically close to the Roman Christianity of Canterbury

(seeSection 10.2.8 and the Synod dflofeshan 747 secured the status obRian liturgy in
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the Christiaity emanating from CanterburgBrooks 1984 93). Moreover the city itself
attracted visitors fronfarandwide6 S A G T2 NJ | 4G Sy RI ¥é@Below)or ¢ KS2 R2 N.
as a stopover on travels to and from Ranibe aspects ofChristianpracticewhich these
visitors experiencedand perhaps adopted would haviurther extended the remit of
Canterbury across much of England, &mther (see Hawkes 2006: 106; salso Brooks 1984

66).

6.3 Writing in Kent
6.3.1The arliest AngleSaxon writing

When literacy in the roman alphabet was first introduced to the people of Kent through the

Augustinian mission, this literacy did not, as René Derolez gmbiatdzii > G & LINA Yy 3 dzLJ
AONR LI f S&a RS&SNI ¢ -Saxonsdad ¥ngagedindvdirbotiKibthefrdi© | £ | y 3£
and the roman alphabet, before their Christianisation, as evidenced by a number of surviving

inscribed artefactswith manydatingto the 6th century. The earlKentish inscribe@bjects

comprise the Dover brooch and the Sarre and-&dton pommelsinscriptions on sword

partsbeinga particularly Kentish feature (see e.g. Hawkes & Page 1967: 19, Hines 2806: 19

3). The Faversham pommkeas what resemblesra y (see Figure10) and the Holborough

spearheadhas what resemble a £yinscribed ontait, but, especially in the latter casé,is
difficult to ascertain whether it is indeed rune or merely a decorative symbol (see Page
199%: 92 see also Section 9.3.IThemuchmore westerlyKentishoccupied areabave also
returned runic artefacts with longer inscriptions, the earliest being the Chessell Down pail and
the Chessell Down scabbard mount from the Isle of Wight. There is reason to suspect that the
Watchfield mount, discovered in an Angbaxon burial 88 in presentdayOxfordshire (Anglo

SaxonWessex), was also originally Kentish and travelled out of Kent, either with its owner or
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Figure 10: The Faversham pommel.

through trade (Scull 1992bledoma 201% The Boarlebrooch, which was found in Kent and
which, like the Dover brooch, is inscribed on the reverse, may be from the 7th century, but
fits the profile of the 6thcentury material given its unintelligibility (see below). Finally, the
Sandwich stone, the only rerstone in the south of England, hpsoved impossible to date

(seeParsons 1994b). Ifis preconversion, it is the oldest rurgtone in England.

In an article on Kentish runes which revived an older discussion on the origin of runic
writing in Kent, Jon Hines (2006) argues that, since the -pomversion inscriptions are
plagued with problems of illegibility and/or unintelligibilitymore so than the early
inscriptions found elsewhere in England, including the Isle of Widlis possible that the
Kentis runic traditionwas notintroduced bythe (predominantly) Jutish immigrantand thus
does not represent an unbroken traditiarf writing from the times of thesarlest settlers.Of
the inscriptions which are over one rune in length, no sense has beede ofdhoseon the
Dover brooctor the Chessell Down pa8uggestions have been made for the inscriptions on
the AshGilton pommel the Chessell Down scabbard mount, the Boalegoch and the

Watchfield mount, but none of these interpretationssgained universal acceptancgeg e.g.
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Odenstedt 19810denstedt in Scull 1992b: 248 Parsons 199 age 1999a: passim, Parsons
1999: passim Based on thalefinition given in Sectio.4, the early Kentish inscriptions
hardlypoint to runicliteracyas suchMoreover,many early inscriptions (including the Boarley
brooch inscription, whatever date one assigndtjodo not occupy a prominent positioon
the artefactand arenot easilyvisible, which suggests amcidentaluse of runegseeFigure

7

1:1 Ay Sa adl i

a GKFG adKS SENIe YSydAak NHz iAo

N
w»

z

OKIF NI OGSNAT SR o6& SELISNAYSyiGlEdA2YyST wX8 NI GKSNI
GAOGKAY | FTANXE @ 0 l¢208) RinallyNfIKénhfish turicyivéing iadbeen@Y ™M i
continuation ofan earlier Jutishtradition, we would expect to find similaritiea the forms

and uses of runes in Jutland and Kent. This is not the case (ibid3)192

Instead Hines suggests that the AngBaxons of Kent adopted the ugkrunes from
Germanic peoples on the Continent over the course of the 6th cerfA@96 192;3; contra
Hawkes & Page 1967). There would certainly have been ample opportunity for such an

SEOKI y3S 27T &dodefcdndestiond with i ContingmhdightEours, Francia in

Figure 11: The Dover brooch. There is a runic inscription on the reverse (right) above the accession
number, and another, shorter inscription below it, but it is barely visible in an image.
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particular (Hines 2006: 191). The Dover brooch and its inscriptionigstance fit neatly into

a Continentatradition of runic use, where inscriptions on dismoches arecommon (ibid.:
193).The Bateman brooch has been put forward as a possibldditeen Continental and
Kentish runic practice. The brooch has a runic inscription on the reverse; it contains no runes
which would make it unequivocally Anggaxon, and so it is impossible to tell whether the
inscription is Continental or Angt®axon.tk find-spot is unclear, but if the brooch was found

in Kent, as is suspected, and especially if the runes are Continental, it could be an example of
the sort of import which triggereth Kenta similar practiceof inscribing runes on broochges

as seen irthe Dover brooch and the Boarley broohid.: 202; sealso Looijenga 2003: 5

6). (On the other handgiven the Kentish penchant for inscriptions on swords, the threshold
would have been low for extending the practice to other metaltiefactswithout the need

for an explicit Continental model of brooch inscriptipaeeHawkes & Page 1967: 2FEinally

if the Sandwich stoneispe@ Yy 3SNE A2y S aiGKS ySI NBaigaldelt NI £ f St &

not with runesg are again to be found across the Ch&ninHines2006: 193

In sum, the high degree of illegibility among Kentish-gwaversion runes, as well as
the irrefutable Continental parallels of the inscriptions, have called into question whether
runic literacy was an indigenous skill Kent(seealso Derolez1990: 400¥?° If runes were
adopted from the Continent, their early use in Kent might represent a gradual acquisition of
literacy, with the earliest inscriptions being the products of illiterate metalworkers keen to
emulate Continental models, andnly the slightly late inscriptions demonstrating real
literacy. There issome evidencéo suggest thaat least on the eve of the Christianisation of

Kent, Kentish metalworketsad acquired some degree of literacy and were ablprmuce

2%] am hesitant to accept the unintelligibility of po®nversion inscriptions as a criterion for a ron
indigenous runic traditiongiven how common it is across Anggaxon England.
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Figure 12: The Liudhard medalet.

spontaneousunic inscriptions. The Liudhanthedalet, containing the name of the Frankish

bishop Liudhard, is another example of Kentish writing which gesgahough only just, the

arrival of the Augustinian mission (séégure 12. Although the legend on thenedalet

represents a&rankish not an Old English name, it is generally accepted that the medalet is an
Anglo{  E2y NI SFI O03 stopiRbelleved & hateibeed siriick ik Algjlo NI A S
{1 E2y O2y(iSE(¢ oI Ay Sa 524).TheYextisimThe dnfab alphdbet,2 D NJX S N.
making it also the earliest (known, surviving) roman text produced by an Aayon.

However, he dieO | NJJ &dxdiliarity with the roman alphabet is apparent from some of the
letter-forms, which seem awkward even by early mediaeval standaintsiguingly, some of

the letters seem to imply a much greater familiarity with the runic alphabet (Griersb8¢19

4: 41¢2). This is seen particularly in the angular letterms at the start of the inscription: the
FANBROG f SG3GSN 20 reseriSey moiekain d0ihing dis¥, &rd the second

letter, presumablyFEy, is missing one adfs horizontalstrokes andooks more likef ywith its

twigs perpendicular to the maistave This does not prove that Kentish metalworkers were

fully runeliterate, of course, but it does suggest that, when faced with the task of writing, at

least one Kentish epigraph&as automatically drawn to runkke letter-forms. We can also



114

consider the popularity of runic writing as indicated by the sheer volume of Kentish pre
conversion inscriptions, which is relatively high compared to the rest of England, as well as
the devdopment of a particularly Kentish tradition of sweikcriptions. Also, the perfectly

legible inscription on the Chessell Down scabbard mount include&rnpkFrisiankyas well

as anfd/whichis very likely tarefer to [gd, if not yet a fully phonengised /@ (seePage
1999a: 229 Parsons 1999: 480; seealso Section 3.5). If théectensiartradition of runic
writing was inherited directly from Kent, along with many other aspects of the culture of the
Isle of Wight, then it does suggest that, is ihcorporation of Angl&risian runes, runic

practice in Kent was more than (at best) a séiterate imitation of Continental runic practice.

6.3.2 The introduction afomanliteracy

Whatever theexactstatus andnature of runiditeracy in preconversion Kent, it is clear that

runest RAR y20 aSNBS Ia | YSRAdzy 2F Of SI NJ NBEO2NR
(Hines 2007: 70). Likewise, although Bertha and Liudhard were both undoubtedly literate,

their presence in Kentloes not appear to havinspired literacy in Athelberht or more

generally among the people of Canterbury and Kent to any significant degree, any more than

their presence seems to have encouraged conversion (ChdéB 52¢9, Hawkes 1982:

67). It was the arrival of the Auguisian mission which marked the beginning afmore
practical and widespread A § SN} Oeé ® { Ay OS GKS f A0GSNF O& AyidNRROU
dispatchedirom Rome, it follows thait was essentialljRomanin character. This manifested

itself in bothwhat was written (see e.g. Hawkes 1982: 75), as wdtiaasit was written. The

SFNIe YSyirakK OKIFNISNAR a4K2g FRKSNByOS G2 aiNIR
and close examination of their contents and stylistic features, which emuldianifaractice

from the turn of the 7th century, has helped palaeographers date the introduction of charters

to the time of Augustine (Chaplais 1969; s¢soWormald 2006: 14@8). No original charters
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survive from before the archiepiscopate of Theodoret boe explanation for this is that
charters in the first half of the 7th century may have been written on papyrus, a highly
perishable material (Thompson 2006:%%)The hand used for writingalso betraysRoman
roots. The handof the earliest surviving KénA 8 K OKI NI SNE | f 20 KKKSNBQa O
London,British Library, Cotton MS Augustus)lli? uncial, whicloriginatedfrom Rome(see
Lowe 1960: 6Bischoffl990: 7@1). It wasa majuscule handharacterised bguch features as
twin-archedfinys, andfays formed of a slanting line and a b@Bischoff 1990: 689; seeFigure

13). Its use continued into the 8th centuryhe Vespasian Psalter (London, British Library,
Cotton MS Vespasian A 1), written in Canterbury in the first fiifeo8th century, was written

in uncial, and also features text in rustic capitals, another typically Roman hanBddezs
1987: 25, Brown 1993: 195Hines 2007: 6)( These handsre likewise found in the
contemporary Stockholm Codex Aureus (Stockhdiational Library of Sweden, A 135),

whichis believed to be partly modelled ahe St Augustine Gospdl€ambridge, Corpus

Figure 13: The first seven lines of 8K S Bl y | yR BYy OKI NI OQGSNRAGAO 27F dzy
for examplejn antuariorunyon the second line.

30The shortage of early Kentish written material has been noted elsewhere. Since Kent was

Christianised before any other Anglor E2y 1Ay 3aR2YZI Al KI & dathafisSH NI A SNI Wk
the periodfrom which written sources firstsurviveli Ky Fye 2 K&BEH.WhileiN2 21 a4 ™Moy
the case thatlhe earliest Anglesaxon written document is Kentish, there are much fewercéhtury

written documents from Kent than what we would expect, givea ¢arlyintroduction of literacy.

ThereisnRA NBOG SOARSYOS F2NJ 2yfeé (g2 LIASOSE 2F GSEG TNE
lawcode aswell & a2y S [ dAy tSGGSNI aSyd Ay cmn o6& [FdzNByda
'y R | oGhaplaisl ¥69: 835). It is neverthelessasonableto except that at leasthartersand

letters were being written at this timéibid.; see als@hompson 2006: 3). As mentioned, the material

of writing may have been a contributing factor to their loss, butfihes of756 and 1067, Eadberht

t Nhy Q& dzLINR & A y Mertidh feélikgSn 726Sand thea/ikinglragiféhg 9th century are

among the events in the history of Canterbury which may well have led to the destruction of much

written material(Brooks 984: 30, 121).
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Christi College, MS 286), a Latin godpadk written on the Continent and possibly brought

to England already by the Augustinian missiBrogvn 199%: 195.

Not all early Kentish writing followed the Roman model in everything, however. Kent
was hot closed off from the rest of England, and, as the 7th century progrebsettgion
was subject to cultural influence from the north and nowtlest as muchas from the
Continent The Vespasian Psalter and the Codex Aureusameidered to be amonthe
earliest representatives of the smalled Tiberius group, a collection of Southumbrian (mostly
9th-century) manuscripts which merddrishinspiredpalaeograpicaland artistic elements
from central and northerrEnglandwith those fromthe Continentas practsed atCanterbury
(see e.gBrown 199b, Brown2001). Moreover, dl the Kentishcharters consideredh this
study, apart from S8 mentioned aboveere written in somevariation ofinsularminuscule
which must have reached Kent from another Ar§kxon regioriBrown 1993: 196seealso
Sectiors 7.3.2.2.3 and.0.3.21). S19, produced at Lyminge, has a particularlytiNonbrian
flair to it, which is unsurprising given that the monastery in Lyminge housed Northumbrian
exiles and may have been founded Kythelbug, the Kentish widow of King Edwin of
Northumbria(Chaplais 1969: 589, Brown 1993: 1968/Vormald 2006: 1542, Brooks & Kelly
2013: 29@1; but see Brooks & Kelly 2013:¢38).1t has also been argued, most prominently
in Toon 1983, that during théme of Mercian supremacyn Kent, Kentish scribes adopted
Mercian spellingorms, and so some aspects of Kenti@rnacularwriting reflect Mercian,
instead ofKentish, pronunciationWhile many aspects ot K2 Y I & wbrk &rgjasty
criticised in Lowe 2001 and Colman 20@4is not controversial to claim that in a city as
dynamic and cosmopolitan as Canterbury many dialectexisied, and that regional
differences were not only reflected in palaeography, aiso in spellingsee e.gSisam 1956:

124, Toon 1983: 1289, Hines 200: 85,Ringe & Taylo2014 184n6,Hines 2019: 287).
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Finally, in spite of the inherently Roman character of the emergent Kentish church
and the apparently activdiscriminationof Frankish traits, Frankish models influed@nd
informed Kentish practicsin literacy A ¥ y 20 f Al dzZNBeéod , 6 KSft 0 SNKGQa f 1
in the 12thcentury Textus Roffensi®Rochester, Cathedral Library, A. 3. Wasthe earliest
of the AngloSaxon lawcodeand the earliest known text which was written ind@nglishin
its entirety. Although according to Bede the lawcode was written in imitation of Roman
modelsHE2:IM) = &G Ay LINF OGAOS GKS {Ay3a aSSyvya (2 KI @S
w2 Yy TYDIKIE@: 419. Similarly, for its early coinage, Kfaiowed the lead of
FranciaOne of the earliest Kentish coingearing the norOld English namEusebiusshows
CNIYyl1A&aK AyFfdsSyOS Ay aqawo82iK (KS RSaxday 2F (K
see also Naismith 2017: bIFrankish modelsontinued to inspire Kentish coinages beyond
GKSaS AyAldArf adlr3sas FyR GKS £S8S3SyRa 2y hT¥¥FI Q
and abbreviatory technigues as contemporary Frankish coins (Naismitla:28A4). Features
of Frankish orthographpave also been identified in Kentish writing; as already observed,
YIye FTNRBY ! dAaAdaAaGAYySQa O2YLIl ye 6SNB CNIylAakKz |
9yttt yR 6KSNBE CNlylAakK Aa fA(1Ste (2 KI @S 0SSy
seen alredy in S8, where the name of the Kentish king Hlothhere is renddrethariusy,
preservinga Latinate spelling of a Continental Germanagmate of the @ English
deuterotheme-here(see Hines 2007: 88; see also Shaw 2008: @30, van der Schee 2015:
229¢30). Finally,although Ireland was not involved in the evangelisation of Kent, Canterbury

did draw Irish students; and there have even been argumentsdorelrish traits in Kentish

scribal practice (Oliver 1998).
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6.3.3 The schook of Canterbury

Education was a part of the programme of conversion, bwii$ notundertaken in the same

way or to the same effediy the different waves ofissionaries. The notion tifie School of

Canterbury is primarily associated with the school established by Archbishop Theodore and

Abbot Hadrian, but this ought noto give the impression that no education was taking place

AY YSyid LINA2NJ G2 GKSANI I NN&Wditteh,dnthé &rihacay t & 61 &
shortly after the arrival of Augustine and his companions, but charters were introduced

already at the earliest juncture (see abova)dtheira 0 ANI K ' yR S@2f dziizy wX8
bound up with the introductionand progéed 2 F f AGSNJ O é¢ o6/ KIFLJX I Aa wmdc
1982: 75)We know that g Sigeberhof EastAngli$ a G 6t AAKSR | aA0K22f dagAl
FTNRY YSyié¢ o h;N Kdctii8.pwhicromust imdicate a high level of literacy

in Kent alrady in the first half of the 7th century, before the archiepiscopate of Theadore
a2NB2@FSNE AigustiBeyandihis lcdileagues came from a highly literate church

culturee Higham 1997: 107 books were presumably brougto Kent already with the fits

wave of missionaries, although we do not know for certain what these books were (Brooks

1984: 9, 93, 95, MayHarting 1972: 63Backhouse 1991 but see Backhouse 1981
However,althoughsome form of training in literacy must undoubtedly havedalplacein

Canterbury, the primary aim of the first mission was not education for the sake of education.

For instance, the extent to which Augustine and his colleagues tduaginias a languagéas

been questioned, even though they were undoubtedly fully fluent in Latin (see Brooks 1984

94).To quotePierreChaplais:

Until 601 Augustine and his colleagues had been so occupied with their preaching and
pastoral duties that, even if we suppose thlaey already had books at their disposal,
they would have had little time to use them for teaching purposdse harvest was

so abundant and the workers so few that human reinforcements were required just
as urgently as books. As soon as the second Ramission, headed by Mellitus,
Justus and Paulinus, had arrived in Kent, in the last quarter of 601, both these needs
had been temporarily satisfied. It would be wrong to assume, however, that the
Roman missionaries had either the qualifications or theinatbn to embark on a



119

grandiose scheme for the education of the masses. They had torgagland to
spread the word of God, not to teach letters. If they decided to add teaching to their
other numerous and onerous tasks, it was out of necessity ratherlblyachoice. Their

aim was to educate a small group of potential missionaries, not to transform the
rugged English laity into a polished, lettered society, a goal which in any case was
beyond the resources at their disposal (1969: 531)

I dz3 dza G A Yy S QCanteruySIRI2 ds it Waswastherefore limited in its aims and its
curriculum, as well as in terms thfe amount ofpeople which it drew.

tKS2R2NBQa a0Kz22f ¢l a OSNE RAFFSNBY(G Ay VY
Theodore was made archbighan 668,the urgency of the initial stages of the mission was
over. Christianity hadbeen successfully rooted in Kent, and there was more time for
extracurricular pursuits. A second reason was Theodomself Although Augustine was
OSNI I Ay freA & ATUASING NIISGe a02dzZA R y2d 0SS O2YLI NBR gAGF
archbishop of Canterbury, who was versed in the profane as well as in the divine literature
YR K2 1ySg 020K DNBST ;seeaRoilfid: 5eA)ylkbeidghadd LI | A & M
F NOKOA&aK2LIE KS KIFR (¢ 2 redohskuftthedioeeSad drdadiZatio® hy S 4|
2F GKS OKdzZNOK Ay GKS @I NA 2 dandedly ahfl dotiwkthodt A y I R 2 Y &
opposition, managed to accomplish at tBmod of Hertford in 672 (Brds 1984: 71; see also
Mayr-Harting 1972: 13€R). This had lontasting effects on English ecclesiastical culture, but

KAia 20KSNJ 202SO0AQSs a2 SyO2dzN»y3IS FyR Sadlof
Englisho 2 Ny Of SNA Oa¢ ¢ erNd<Lah évengpatem contributian >Thegsehéol LJ

offered a wide range of subjecfsee ibid.: 945), and gave students the opportunity to learn

not only Latin, but also Greelkis possible that Theodore further contributed tdirsguistially

rich academic milieuby RSt A ceBcblrag[igdi& S dza S 2 F @NAS)E&Y 9y It A al

an environmentwasconducive for the emergence gfossariegibid.: 96) and the secalled

(p))
c

Leiden familyof Angl¢  E2y It 25848854 Oly o iNJ OSR ol O1 G2 «
gSyi 2y AY [/ FYGiSNDBdZNE dzy RSNJ ¢ KS2R2BWB 41 y R | | RN

Lapidgel986:58¢9; see alsdsection 9.5.1)Although shorilived (seeBrooks 1984: 97xhe
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school left a permanent mark on AngBaxon literacy and intellectual cultuigtudents were

drawn from far and wide, anihcluded Oftfor(later bishop ofthe Hwicce), John of Beverley

(later bishop of Hexhan), Ceolfrih (later abbot of WearmouthgJdarrowd ¥ . SRS Qa YSy G A
informant Albinus, and Aldhelmstudents even came from as far as Irelasel e.gibid.: 94,

ht AGSNI MmphpyY wmManod ¢KS a0K22f NBAYyTRENDOSR /|y
multilingualcentre by bringing together people of various ethnicities, many of whom, having

completed their education, were again dispersed, thus extending the alliampact of

7

tKS2R2NB Qs a0K22f ¢Sttt o06S82yR GKS 02NRSNBR 2F Y

6.3.4Postconversion runic literacy

Runes continué to be usedin Kent after the introduction of Christianity and roman literacy.

Theyfeature in 7th and 8thcenturycoin-epigraphyin the minages of the moneyers Witmen,

Pada /Epa/Epand Athilireed whichhas beertaken agndicativeof I  &a a G N2y 3 NHzy A O LINE
in Kent at the turn of the 8th centunB(ackburn 1991: 16%&eealso Hawkes & Page 1967:

24)3 Not onlydo they prove thatruneswere used, but there is evidenc® show that a

knowledge of the phonem@rapheme pairings of thuporc wasretained In the coins of

/Epa/Epa, the spelling of the name chatsigdiachronicallyfrom [ &yhto [ &\hwhich
dadza3asSada GKIFIG GKS O2Aya 6SNB 2FFAOALFE LINRPRAzO
2T (GKS yI Y $91: £52 Hutlsé A@hilabld/8 Fenwick 1995: 8, Naisradh3: 143

see Figurd4). It isdifficult to imagine what else this chaagould signify, especially since the

switch dd not gain the diecarver any space on the limited surfameea of the die. There are

no more runic coinages after those of /Epa/Epa and AEthitirdddrk Blackburn obsernie & |

31 The coins ofEpa/Epdave been found in both Kent and East Anglia, but it is believed that both the

coins and the spelling chanffem [ yto fyare Kentistin origin Blackburn 1991: 14%3; see also

Naismith 2017: 9¥ An earlier theory which associated P@ioinswith By R Q& a2y t SIF RI KI &
all but discarded (Page 1999a: 122).
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CA zldzN:S, Moy ¢ é{z (V)Qvi\'tyy-épejlmg-'onthe;moin 9L & b2GS GKS B
2y U0KS f{ syspelling gnRhe doit 8n tifle right.

NBGNBFG Ay GKS dzaS 2F NUzySa Ay Y Sapériopdod MpdmMY M
uninscribed coinages in the 8th dery, the next inscribed coinage wssued by théMercian
king Offaduring his overlordship of Kent. His céégends ar@xclusively romar This is likely
to be a result of an imperial preference for roman writing (see Blackburn 1991: 167), which,
apat from following the model of Charlemagne (see Section 9.1), would have brought a
measure of uniformity to the coinages of Offa miniadrarious Southumbrian locations (see

Section 8.3.1).

This phasing out of runic use during the 8th centurgls® suppaed by the almost
complete lack of (homumismatic) epigraphyThere are no secure attestations of Kentish
runic inscriptions from the first two centuries afteonversion, although the Boarley lych
is very possibly an exceptipand a 7thor 8th-century dating for the Sandwich stone cannot
beruledoutb 6 dzi 2y f & o6& @ANIdzS 2 T Whafeveodstd oficdassighsl Y RS R |
to these inscriptions, it is clear that there is a significant difference in the number of runic
inscriptionsbetween the two centuries beforeconversionon the one handand the two

centuries afteron the other Even after 800all the wayto the end of the Anglésaxon age,

32There is one exceptiom, single coin by the moneyer Beaghedft(@SCB2009.0344), whiclthe

EMCSCBtatabase assigns to the Canterbury mirite Teverse die (withhe rune) is identicald

many2 ¥ . S A.én8oh daR@rid better studied ira Saxon contexsee Section 7.3.1fbyalso

FLIISEFNE Ay Y2yS@SNBQ yIYSa 2y h¥FIQa O2Aya FTNRY /Ly
whether the diecarvers considered it runic or roman. Given that it is the only runic letter appearing in

otherwise roman contexts, it ggerhapsmostsimply interpreted as a roman (though ruderived)

letter.
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the corpus of Kentish runes is paltry. It consistonly two securely datablartefacts the
Dover stone and the Orpington sundidhe Dover stone, which has been dated to between
the 7th and the 12th centurigsalthough more recently to the latter endf ¢he range, see
Tweddle Biddle & Kjalby®iddle1995: ¥4)t bears theinscriptionfa A E i ¥ albaitupside
down, onacrossbheam. The use dBy, a uniquely Anglésaxon runeis considerech marker

of advanced runic literacy, given that the rune is oghaphically opaquand that its referent
diphthongk n é/‘tauld be, and was, also referred to by the more transpaf@nlyor § 1
(seePage 1961: 7(Rage 196M: 73) No signs obrthographicsophistication can be detected

in the Orpington sundiaiscription Beside longer stretches of Old English and Latin texts in
the roman alphabet, the sundial, dated to between the 10th and 12th centuries, has three
runes which are legible and recognisahbut which do not spell a word and the function of

which is unclear (see Bowen & Page 1967).

From this brief discussiongan tentatively be concludetthat, while the introduction
of Christianity did not put an immediate end to runic use, pastverson runic literacy was
limited to diecarvers before eventually dying quirobably at some point in the 8th century
Diecarverscan be seen as the professional heirs of the Kentisétalworkersof the 6th
century, who had acquired some level of runic tiey (see Section 6.3.1The Liudhard
medalet, not a coin in the monetary senset very coidike in appearance and method of
production (Williams 2006: 165), would certainly provide a link between a-literate, pre
conversion and preurrency Kentand a runéliterate, postconversion Kentit could also hint
at a lack of familiarity with the roman alphabgtee Section 6.3;kee also Holder 199808
1,92 2y GKS 3FNbft SR N Y.Rwiic lted sgyfnhas havg beenlpasse@ a
on within the community of metalworkers, some of whom became involved in-coin
production at the start of Kentish minting, and it was in their midst that runic literacy was kept

alive for a time even after the introduction of Christianity and roman liter&gha chain of

O2AYy



123

events would explain why runedisappeared, seemingiy the 8th century If the Mercian
occupation forced the onlydemonstrablyrune-literate portion of society hamely, die
carverg to switch to roman writing, istands to reasorthat runic usestopped when they
stopped carving rune¥.It is also telling thathe runic lettess py and iy do not appear in
Kentish manuscripts of the 7th and 8th centuriésThis offers further credence tthe
argument that runic literacy in Kent was a restricted dkifid also that diearvers were

unlikely to abandon their profession and join the ranks of the Chascécribe.

Runes are encountered again, briefly, centuries lateinen they are founadn stone.
Thiscompletebreak from the Kentislesustomof inscribing on metatakes it very probable
that the inscriptions on the Dover stone atite Orpington sundialvere not part of a single,
unbroken tradition of Kentish runic writingrather, theyare best interpreted asepresenting
a shortlived, and by all accounts unsuccessful, reintroduction of runes to &ftarta loss of
runic literacyfollowing the Mercian takeover of KenDne of the runes on the Orpington
sundial,« », is a rare allograph d&y, found also on the 10titentury Thames scramasax and
perhaps on the 6tltentury Sarre pommel. R. |. Page has suggested that the allograph is
distinctly Kentish Bowen & Page 1967290),although much of the argument relies on it
appearing on the&sarrepommel, which is far from certain (see e.g. Parsons 1999: 60). Even if

the allograph were originally Kentish, however, it need not imply a continuous runic tradition

33| use the worddemonstrablyto highlight that, while nomumismatic metalworkers may have
retained runic literacy too, there is no evidence that they did. Apart from the Boarley brooch, there
are no runic (or, for that matter, roman) nemumismatic inscriptions from the 7th and 8th centuries,
which might indicate a loss in demafiikcause of Christianisationfdy these previously favoured
features on swords and othertefacts

3 Annina{ S AsfreSuitdshow thaffoyis not found at allwhile fyoccurs seven times in the final
guarter of the 8th century2014: 1023, 129. However these attestations are from S153 and S155,
which in this study areonsidered 9tkcentury(see Section 6.5.1n S19, a 7tkcenturyKentish

charter, we do find the placeamefieghelmestury, but the initialfiyappears to be a later

correction (Bruckner & Marichal 196332); and in S21, which is a copy of S19, the name appears as
[bleghelmestun. It is probable that the name in S19 was changed ffpleghelmestugto
fieghelmsturyby a later hand to reflect a change in platgme (see Cox 1980: 46, Sawyer 1998:
152 Seiler 2014: 1023). Indeed, as Seiler showsyin an early Kentish charter would be very much
out of place (2014: 102).
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restricted to Kent, spanning nearly the entire An§laxon ageOn the other handtiis equally
possiblg and, | think, more likely that the Thames scramasax is a bettkre regardinghe
geographical focus of the allograph in p@sthversion timesThe same allograpis found in
another London inscription as well as further nolgee Sectios7.3.1and 9.5.2, which
suggests that it was known in London drain there taken further afieldor, indeed, brought
to London from somewhere other than Keritthe Sarre pommeloesnot contain« »). The
rune-carver responsible fothe Orpington sundil inscription could have beerexposed to
Londontrends in runic orthographyor to trendsthat by his timenad becomeommon across
England The runes certainly do not evidence a profound ruliteracy, given that the
inscription is notmeaningful. The Dover stone inscriptioon the other handwhich bears an
intelligible name, does point to a rurierate engraver and/or commissione8nceit is the
only Kentish postonversion inscription to do so, it is entirely possible that thee-master
behind itwasfrom outsideKent.It could bearguedthat a hame on a crosseamimplies a
rune-literate audiencefor memorial reasonsbut such arguments are easier to make in
regions like Northumbria where we firadconcentrationof inscribed stneswith an apparent

memorial function(see Sectios 3.4.%2, 10.3.4.1.%

6.4 Kentish

Kentishwasboth non-West Saxonand norAnglian, and sdid not exhibit the peculiarities of
West Saon or Anglian dialectsA sound change unigue to KentistasKentish raisingwhere

lee(§/ was raised to /e/, /a(4/ was unrounded to /ed/)and /y@/ was unrounded and

lowered to /e@/. Thisresulted in Kentish having just two contrastimpnophthongalfront

35The runeffiyon the Doverstoneis rarebut found alsoon Thornhill stone 111 frorsouthern
Northumbria(see Parsons 1994a: X®¥, Rarsons 1999: 12%6). The inscribersf these two stonesre
unlikely to have been contemporariglsut could conceivably both have hailed from a similar area
with a runic tradition incorporatingy.
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vowel qualities /e(@/ and /i(@/. In the 9th century, these mergers resulted in a great deal of
variation in the orthographicepresentationof the nonhigh front vowelasinverse spellings
becamecommon(seeHogg[1992]2011: 85.188Ringe &Taylor 2014: 336 The 9th-century

date of these spelling variations has led to the-8@ntury dating of the sound change itself
although this has not gone unchallengedistair Campbell wonded whether, in material
FNRY GKS K OSyiddz2NE 2ysgl NRax ¢S INB asSSAy3a ai
FNRY waSNOAlIY® (GNIRAGAZ2YEéES a2 GKIG 6S FNB y2i
Kentish orthography catching up with sound changes that had alfeaglyened (195%290.
Similarly DonRinge suggesthat Kentish raisingtarted already in the late 8th centurgyen
thoughits effects on orthographgre first seen in written material frorthe followingcentury

(Ringe &Taylor 20%: 336; see also Carbpll 1959:88288:90). Orthography is conservative

and lags behind phonological change, and so it can be taken as read that Kentish raising
started before itwas first reflected in orthography.However, no target vowels are here
discarded on account of thgossible interference of Kentish raising. This is pagbalise this

sound change affected all instances of each of the target vowels of this stodiyye would

be left with no Kentish data to examin@nother reason is that it is possible that Kentish
raising began to be reflected in orthography oahcethe sound change started affecting the
speech of the educated stratum of society. While it is perfectly possible that the uneducated
classegwhich would have included digarvers)exhibited Kentish raing already in the 8th
century, the target vowels of this studyay still have been unaffected in the mouths of the
(educated)peopleresponsible forecording relevant wordi manuscriptsThe majority of

the Kentish data isdmittedly numismatic, and @-carvers would have belonged to the
uneducated stratum because they were not in receipt of an ecclesiastical edudaiidhere

is enough Kentish manuscriptaterial to warrant the studyand comparisorof all target
vowelsfound on allmedia The mssible effect of Kentish raising on any of the resudtse

addressed in the discussion.
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6.5 Kentish material
6.5.1 Manuscrip

Themanuscript material consists entirely of charters granting land to Kentish ecclesiastical
establishments(see Table3). They are all written inLatin, but they contain [@ English

personal names both in the main text and the witndists, as well aswo lexemes®®

The provenancing of the charters poses few problems. All except one were issued by
Kentish kings to beneficiaridgcated in Kent and can therefore be assumed to be Kentish
texts. Only S128 is a charter issued by Offa. While the kingdom of the issuing king was, in some
early scholarship, taken as indicative of the place where the charter was composed, Kenneth
Sisam hs pointed out, with special reference to the charters issued under Mercian hegemony,
GKIFIG aOiB8KSNB Aad y2 SOARSYOS GKFG aSNDALY 1AY:
LJdzZN1L32 4S¢éT ¢S 2yte KIFI@S SGARSYyOS *hahkiothy SYSNHA
century. Instead, royal charters up to the early 9th century seem to have been written by their

beneficiaries (1956: 115). Whether every beneficiary institution had its own scriptorium, or

Charter| Shelfmark e
charter manuscript
S8 London, British Library, Cotton MS Augustus Il 4 679 s. vif
S19 London, British Library, Stowe Ch 1 697/712 s. vif
S21 London, British Library, Cotton MS Augustus Il § 700/715 s. viit
S23 London, British Library, Cotton MS Augustus Il 9§ 732 s.viiit
S24 London, British Library, Cotton MS Augustus Il 1 741 S. Viif
S31 London, British Library, Stowe Ch 3 748%x762 S. Viif
S35 London, British Library, Cotton Ch VIII 34 778 S. Viif
Canterbury, Canterbury Cathedral Archives, ..
S128 Chartae Arﬁtiquae M 33/0 788 s. viif

Table3: The Kentish manuscript material.

36| have left out some charters which are included among Kenldgh in Seiler 2014,amely S123,
S153, S158nd S1428b. BotKathrynLowe(2001) and the Brit A & K [ Digifisid MBuSCEpts
catalogue (bl.uk/manuscriptsjonsider S153 to be a Sttentury charterDigitised Manuscriptalso
assigns a date between the late 8th century and the early 9th century to S123 andAahbtaSeiler
considers S1428tw be a late 8thcentury copy of an early 8tbentury letter, but if the letter is
original, as is more commonly presumed, theis more appropriately placedmong theSaxon
material(see Section 7.5.1)
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whether some were written at centres like Canterbury, is not possible to ascertain. In any
case, the beneficiary of S12#asin Kent, which allows for a Kentish provenance for the

charter.

All  the manuscripts considered here are contemporangous near
contemporaneouswith the date of the charter itself, with the exception of S21, which is a
copy of S19. Since S21 was copied before 800, it is included in this study. S8 has been subject
to the most scrutiny of glsinca if the manuscript is indeed conteporaneous with the 679
date of the charter it is the oldest surviving document written by an Anaxon, and
contains the oldest specimens of romatd@nglish Numerous features point to $fing an
original. The use of uncial is consistent with what weuld expect from the earliest
documents written in Kent (se®ection 6.3.2 it is riddled with mistakeis Latin grammar and
spelling, which is not surprisinfythe charter was written in the location of thgeneficiary,
namely Reculver, removed from the high literamfyCanterbury and, most tellingly of all,
some time would appear to have lapsed between the writing of the main text and the addition
of the witnesslist (Brooks & Kelly 2013: 36, 2@). Thisin particular is a strong indication
that S8 is the original working copy of the charter, @nd therefore dated to the second half
of the 7th century. The only other charter dated to before 700 is S19; the month and indiction
given in the charter coulthdicatea date either in697 or 712 (both of which fall within the
NEIylFf RFEiSad 2F 2AKGNBRI (GKS Adadziyda ({Ay3aos
2F 2AKUNBRQa adaNDAGAY3I RALX2YF&A oSftz2ym (2

prompted a spate of chartet INE RdzOG A2y é OAOGAR®DPY HyyOL®

S21, the copy of S19 with some amendments, pesved difficult b date. The
problems in dating were recently reviewed by Nicholas Brooks and Susan Kelly, who were
unable to specify the date of theanuscript beyond situating it in the 8th centui$rooks &

Kelly 2013: 294)They note formulaic parallels between S21 and charters from the second half

0 dz

iKS
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of the 8th century, which is as clossthey get to narrowing down on the date of copying
(ibid.: 296) but the line of reasoninthat they adopthad been criticisedlreadyhalf a century
earlier (Bruckner & Marichal 1963: 3&ince Brook& Kelly2013does not give a definite
date, and other scholars of repute have leaned towaadsearlier 8thcenturydate (see e.g.
ibid., Wormald 2006: 151, Brown in Brooks & Kelly 2013: 296)gve included S21 with
evidence from thdirst half the 8th centuryThisl f 42 O2y F2N¥a 6A 0K GKS
Seiler 2014S23was compiledby three scribes ands consideredcontemporary the third
scribe, however, may haveorked post800, and soonly the stints of the first twaare
consideredseeBrooks & Kelly 201328;9). S24 is the oldest Kentish original charter to give
its date as an incarnation year (whiish741), but it appears to be inconsistent with the date
suggested by the indiction date as well as with other dates indicated in theitbkt 834¢6).
Here | follow Seiler 2014 in treating S24 as a latec@ttitury copy. S31 is from a date between
748 and 762; it is difficult to obtain a date more specific than thist the 760s were a
politically turbulent time, which often reswdt in a high number of charters. It would
therefore conform to a general trend in Ang&axon chartewriting if S31 weralso from this
period (bid.: 356;8). The manuscpt of S35 has been accepted as contempotaryhe 778
date of the charter(see e.g. Bruckner & Marichal 1963: 57, Bruckner & Marichal 1967: xviii
see also Sawyer 1998: )0Zhis datingor the manuscripis not universalAlistair Campbell
(1973: xivyemarked i KI & KS G@g2dz R y20i @wX8 Llutfddhatl KA &
reasons, he does not sa¥he bounds of S35 atmquestionablya later addition, however,
and will not be considered here (sélid.: xiv, xxiii). Finally, S128 fisought to be an

Gdzy R2dz0 i SR 2NAIAYI ¢ o6.NB21a g YSffteé& HnmoY

6.5.2 Epigrapp

No Kentish epigraphic material is considered.

Yy

MM
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6.5.3 Numismatis

The numismatic material is drawn from the issues of Kentish and Meralars, Kentish

moneyers and onearchbishop of Canterbury, all of whom minted in Kent, mostly Canterbury.

These issues consist tfe runiccoinageof the moneyer thilireed NOKo6o A a K2 L) , 6 KSf KS1|
joint coinage withthe Mercian kingOffa, h ¥ T doife@eby the moneyes Athelnothand

Daegmuncthe coinage2 T h FFI Q& | diBeSyinagedf FillertNEagnkby the

moneyer Athelmogdand a small number of coins by the moneyesb®rht for the Mercian

rulers Gdxwulf andCuthred.

In lieu of an explicit menthn of the mint-place on any of these coins, their
provenancing must depend on other factors which indirectly point to a Kentish mint. The coins
of /thilireed have been provenanced to Kent based on-lbodtions, which are heavily
concentratal in east Kentand therefore indicate a local place of minting (Metcalf 2001: 45,
47). The coins oftthelheardthe archbishop of Canterburycan be presumed to have been
minted in Canterburyhere the archbishop residednd similarly, a Canterbury (or, at the
very least, Kentish) provenancanbe expectedrom the coins of Eadberht Preen, the short
livedruler2 ¥ YSyd 0&4SS blIA&AYAUGK HAMTY ModOP® |, KSE y2I
believed to have been based @anterbury due to a diink with the coins of Archbishop
Jeenberht which like the coins of Archbishop Athelheakdere presumably minted in
Canterbuyo 4SS aSGOFtF wnndY onT &SS If&a2 blrA&aYAGK |
attribution is givend G+ SNE LINRPol ot Séod ff 2F /@8ySGKNRGK
moneyer, Eoba, who also minted for Ecgberht Il of Keinta 764¢785)and was therefore
most likely based in Canterburg@iick 2010: 2Naismith 2016: 97).&8berht, who minted for
Gdanwulf, is again highly likely to have been based in Canterbury, given that he minted also
for Cuthred(798;807), subking of Kerduring Mercian overlordshipyho isassumedo have

resided in Canterbury (see Blunt, Lyon & Stewart 1963: 7).
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The dating of coiages is made easy in many cases by the regnal dates of the issuing
rulers. All coins of Offa, Cynethryth and Eadberht Praen are securely dated to the second half
of the 8th century. Less obvious are the coins of Zthilireed, whphave been a nomoyal
moneyer issuing coins in his own name (8&etcalf 199%4: 120), and so his coinage cannot
necessariljbe identified with the reign of any ruler. Based on considerations of weight and
metallurgy, as well as the factthatthe€@2 A ya | NB y20 LINBaSyid Ay alye

S L2

puls

A G SR coing'have LILINR EA Y|

QX

OX8 K2FNRa¢é¢sz gKAOK &SNB
typically been dated to around 715 (Naismith 2017: 97; see also Metcalf 2001: 47). The coins

2F /dzysdA F LI2AaS GKS o60A33Sad0 LINRBoOofSyYya Ay RIEGAY3
and regained control of Canterbury in 798 after the deposiof Eadberht Preen. Since his

accession is so close to the end of the century, it can be very difficult to decide which side of

800 his coins belong tehis reign lasted until 821However, coins of the moneyer Saeberht

which have a bondike feature orthe reverse are believed to be very early. This feature has

Ffa2 0SSy |aa20A1GSR gAlK GKS O2Ayl3Sa 2F h¥
precursors at the Canterbury mint, which makes a strong case for continuity in the use of the
designwhencoind S3Aly (G2 06S YAYGSR FT2N 6KS ySg 2 FSNI 2NJ
particular coins with the boné A 1S FSI G dzZNB KIF @S 06SSy 02y aiRSNEBF
coins, produced directly after the recovery of the Canterbury mint in 798 (Blunt, Lyon &

Stewt NIi mMmtpcoY TT &SS CAITdzNE mMpOP hy AAYAL I NI INP

brother Cuthred are also included.

Figure 15The bondike feature onthe3 3SNE S 2F {no SNKiQa O2Ayao
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6.6 Kentistdata

The tables below present the orthographapresentationdound in Kenish manuscript and
numismatic evidence of the 7th and 8th centurid$he manuscript material for 6§@00
consists of S8 and S19, the manuscript material fo;780 consists of S21 ai®P3, and the
manuscript material for 75€B00 consists of S24, S31, S35 and S128. The numismatic material

for 700;750 consists only of the coins of Athilireed; the rest of the numismaditerial is

assigned ta’50¢800.
Vowel | Stress o200 700750 750800
MS Epi| Num | MS Epi| Num MS Epi | Num
: faey <6 B 999
ps |Be | ey | yx22 ]

Kno x4 x9 feyx1 ARy x17
% ) - B - - - = - -
gy g R _ 1 - - - - | BOEyx2
% ] - ” - - - - - -

Keo PS |- S - - |- Byx2 | - PYyx24

B |- S i - |- Byx1l |- By x21

Table4: Kentish orthographic representations by tiperiod and medium.

Vowel | Stress | Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
B I S8y1, S19x%3, B 9OF*19, BOx1,
S21x3, S23.1x4, EP55
; PS S23.2x2, S24x4, | . :
feel S31x1, S128x1 RyAEx22
B A$$5x1 B! O&AEX17
RS - - -
im PS N - -
leel RS - - -

Table5: Orthographic representatiorfk N 6 M Ok AY YSyid o
(£ = [Ethilireed; ' | dzy 6 dzt T 0% Cythmed By 63 tieifEPY= Eadberht Praen by Athelma@f® =
Offa by Athelnoth; ©= Offa by Deegmund; O&4 = Offa with Archbishop Athelheard.

Vowel | Stress Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
. | PS - - B h 9 ¢k2
K D& RS . - :

Table6: Orthographic representatiorsfk DAk Ay YSy i @
( & /d7y6dzt F )od {noSNKG®
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Vowel| Stress | Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
PS B &5¢28x2 - B ,Cyx24
Iyl
RS - - -
K eV PS _ - _
RS B &¢28x1 - B ,Cyx4

¢FofS TY hNIK23INILKAO NBLINBaSyidlidAaAzya 2F keéddok AYy YSyido
(Cy = Cynethryth.

6.7 Kentish dscussion

The early Kentish data is concentratiedthe second half of the 8th century, although Kent
alone hasproducedmanuscript data from the 7th centuryKent therefore has the widest
span of relevant manuscript data of any of the regions considaretis study This is not
surprising, since Kent walise first of the AngleSaxon kingdoms to undergo Christianisation
and the introduction of roman literacgnd manuscript culturelt should be remembered,
however, that even the earliest piece of evidence, S8, was composed over half a century after
the adgotion of the roman alphabetor the writing of both Latirand Old Englishand so the

data collected and presented here does not represent the earliestan orthography in

AnglaSaxon England

The mostonspicuousliachronic change is among the numismatic data, where runes

are found in the first half of the 8th century, but not in the second. Zhmstances off yare

all from the legends of the coins of Athilirsed, which are runic throughout. It is not therefore
the case that runesvere mixed with roman letters, or thaf ywasused to avoid a roman
spelling of /ee/.As much as we are often led to believe that postversion Kent, and
Canterbury in particular, was very Roman in its litgulture, the appearancef runes up to

the beginning of the 8th century is a sober reminder that Kent did have a measure of runic
literacy in place before the arrival of the first Christian mission, arichtever the original
source of the Kentish runic tradition, it is cleaatiy the time ofl dz3 dza ardivyl, SHe a

practice was sufficiently established in Kent for it to withstand the introduction of a new script.
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What it could not withstand waMercian hegemony. Runes are absémm the data from

the second half of the 8thentury, which ties in neatly with the theory presented in Section
6.3.4, whereby runes were disfavoured during Mercian overlordship veeick seemingly
displaced altogether by the roman alphabitappears, then, that runic usage in Kent was not
incompatible with Christianity, but it was incompatible with the agenda of Mercian overlords
wishing to create a coinage worthy of contemporary Continental examirideed, Mercia

rule seems to have eficted the change of Kent from a (diastratically) biscriptal society into a

monoscriptal one which onlgmployedthe roman alphabe#’

Intriguingly, when the roman alphabet ga@nto be used by diearversin the second
half of the 8th centurythere were two representationst 2 NJ kAgTaMeb ghdws, vhile
BAEyonly refered to /ee/™, @Eywasused forboth /ze/™ andk n Mhe latter found onlyin the
prototheme sO- of the name of @ 6dz2t ¥ | yR / dzii K&tBrRQBhe Y2y Se& SN
representationcould be explained a¥ Sy (i A & K imgrp\ii KY &NHI k = LISNX I LJA |
instance of Kentish raising so, this spelling cannot be accepted as evidence for the vowel
KNMIRB SHSNE | NOKOAAK2Z2L) 2dzf FNBRQa O2a&bhtIsS Ay (K:
who always spelled the prototheme of his name w3, Whether the moneyer of dnwulf
and Cuthred on the one hand, artde moneyer ofWulfred on the otherwere the same
person, isunknown althoughthe Prosopography of AngiBaxon Englan@PASEdatabase
(pase.ac.ukreats them as two different peopléf they werethe same personmonographic
[Eycould be explained as a spasavingtechnique asone lettertook less space on theoin
diethan two. Howeverthe reverse legends oBeed S NK (i (e se€rdmigyirl5in Section

6.5.3)are notcompactand could easily have accommodated another letfBywasalso the

371n Section 6.3.4 it was mentioned that in between the coins of Athilireed and the first Kentish coins

of Offa, there was a period of uninscribed coitgould be argued that runes were abandoned

among laypeopleperhaps due to Christian pressure, alreddy G KA a AYUGSNAY LISNA2R 06S7¥
occupation of Kent and its mint@n the other hand,he lack of legends could also be attributed to

changes in fashion, natdiscrimination against runeft is certainly strange to imagine thanh a bid

to avoid runes,Kentish diecarversdeliberatelyproduced uninscribed dies for the best part of a

generationanddid not learn the roman alphabet until it became mandatory under Offa.
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majority representationof /ae/™, although the variation between the use @E/and FEywas

very systematicWhile PAEywasused for the protothemeepetA Yy | NOKo A aK2L) , GKSE
name,Eywasused for the same prototheme in the nhames of the moneyers Athelnoth and

AEthelmod Again, it could be that a sound changmost likelyKentish raising had affected

the names of the moneyrs, but not that of the archbishgpeflecting the class difference in

the early distribution of the sound change in Kent alluded to in SectiarA@etnatively, the

die-carversmay haveopted for the spacesavingrepresentation®y T2 NJ Y2y S&@SNARQ VY I Y
(applicable also to Seeberht), beltosenonger, digraphicPABrrepresentatiors forthe names

of higherranking individuals such as archbishpipsorder fortheir names to physically take

up as much space as possible on the obverse of thefapincreasel visibility.

It may be significant that thprotoli KSYS 2 F | NOK 06 manfe B hivaysi KSt KS T N
(when completely visiblAEDIY, with [Dyrepresenting the medial consonant, whereas the
protothemes of the names of Athelmod and Athelnoth are always (when completely visible)
[EPEY with [Py representing the medial consonant. Unless thithographic difference is
symptomatic of aphonemic difference, [y may have been seen as a more prestigious
representationbecause it was part of Latin orthographyhile by was a native addition
Nevertheless, we mustxercise caution when analysimghat is ultimately a small pool of
evidence. We finAB/ [Brvariationin the joint coinage of Offa and Archbishdgenberht,
, 0KSt KSIF NRQa LINBRSOSaaz2N®» ¢KS O2Aya FINB y2i O¢2
in jeen appears in an environment of palatal diphthongisation; however, Kentish being-a
West Saxondialect, we do not expect to find a diphthong in the prototheme, but rather the
Y2y 2 LK{GK2nydEI kM kypAy S Of S NI OA & riothéSaMaASCBIZI Sa 2 F
database six haveAEyfor the vowel injeen, while three havdEy. It may be that thisagain
demonstrates Kentish raising in action. Alternatively, the coins could evidence variation

between PAEy and [Ey for spacesaving or purely stylistic reass. Seeing that both the

monographic and digraphiepresentatiodd | NS F2dzy R AY |y I NOKOAAK2L
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status of the person named need not have an effect on the typespfesentationused
YSAGKSNI Ay | NOKoOoAAaK2L) Wnyio ShinKtidpia theOdiksyoh Yy 2 NE

Archbishop Zthelheard

In a parallel fashionhe manuscript evidence exhibis Sy  Foy/de/, aghSugh
(eyis by far more common thafiey. faeyis only found for primarystressed /eef, whilefeyis
found once forreducedstressed /e in S35 copied somédwenty years before the turn of
the 9th century By this dateKentish raisingould conceivably have started infiltrating the

speech of educated scribgsut the phonological context of the valvmay also be significant

7 A

BSy Ay {op eR®DdNI By FTHESNB (KS a48ldSy0sS paoy

target vowel refered to a consonant cluster which had probably started palatalising in the

8th century(see Ringe & Taylor 2014: 20@ne2 ¥ (G KS AyadlyoSa "2F B9y

Y

'.F

FY2y3 GKS ydzYAaYlIGdAdO RFEGEF Aada RNIgY FTNRBY | aiYhi

g KSNB pditp a ddBsananwhich must have undergone palatalisation (see ibidg 203

4). The rest of the manuscriptada isstrikingly uniform, especially consideringathother
representationswere available tosome of the charter scribesTable 8 presents the
orthographic repertoire of each scrilvéth regard torepresentatiors typicallyjused¥ 2 NJ Kk 1 6 M 0 K
it showswhich representations are found in the text, regardless of language or phonetic

referent® As can be seeft;ywas known to the scribe of S8, afildywas known to the scribes

S8 |S19 |[S21 S23 S24 | S31 | S35 S128
S23.1 | S23.2
ey X X X X X X X X X
Bny X X
Bty X

Table 8: The orthographic repertoires of Kentish chesteibes.

38 A representation may appear in an Old English word in the text but not be fouhe idata as
presented inTables 4 and 5. Fexample, if the prototheme of the Old English nafet 6 Ml $8A

was in a cognate relationshipefuW3IA FGQ 06aSS {GNIY mMpodpY mMTOI (GKSYy AG:

PGmc */e/, andherefore not a targevvowel (see Ringe & Taylor 2014: 28Bhe representatioft’yis
nevertheless recorded iMable8 as one familiar to the stx@. Wheremore than one scribe worked on
the same manuscript, the stints of the scribes are distinguished, as with S23.
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of S21 and S3Yet neither representation appears for a target vowel in any of the charters,
respectively?® It seems, then, that the scribes of early charters aligned themselves very closely

with faey for the representation of/n o6/} «eflective of their overwhelming atlective
LINSFSNBYOS F2NIBFSy Ay (GKS [FTUGAY 6KAQ@gE GKSe& 4SS
spelling. Tie fact thatfaeywas available to the scribe of S8&engthens the possibility that

BSy RAR 3ISydzZAySt e &Aa@greobersinéefywddnever isgdd SBT knk G2
By is unlikely to be a mistake foff'y) Thereis also no variety in the orthographic
representation of the nonlow vowels, not only among the manuscript data, but across media
(discounting minusculgmajuscule ditinctions)C2 NJ k DX k= A0 A& (GNHSZ (KAA
FGGNROdzOF 6fS (2 G4KS avylft ydzYoSNI 2F G21Syax o2
however, has a much larger number of tokens, found both in manuscripts and on coins, but

exhibits nographemic variation whatsoever (although allographic variation betweéérand

«P>» is rife.

Although we do not find perfect uniformiin the orthographic representations of the
three target vowels, what we do find is uniformity in trepresentationof each target vowel
within the texts of individuaKentishwriters: the diecarver of Athilireed always represented
Ink stNTGKSBAONRGS 2F {wmd | f ¢IndsofoNdiThisByapdak(i SR k nk
somewhat to thestrong presence of Latin educatiand roman literacy in Canterbury
perhaps reinforcing notions not only of correctness but of consistefbg exceptionless
representation2 ¥ K @&souhdfareign to Latis also unsurprising given the presence and

knowledge of Greek in Canterbury.

%91n S21 ad S31f&=yis never found in an Old English word; it only occurs once per charter in a Latin
word at the end of a line, and so its use may be explained merely as a shorthdheyfir save
space. In S8, on the other harflyoccurs in both Latin and Okhglish words.
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7. TheSaxonregions

DORCHESTER- ST ALBANS
ON-THAMES ESSEX

\. LONDONE.

MIDDLESEX
* WINCHESTER

MALMESBURY

GLASTONBURY
THE

WEALD

€
WEsS®
SHERBORNE
EXETER @ Hamwic

e

SUSSEX

; SELSEY

ISLE OF
WIGHT

Map 3 The Saxon regions

Thischapter covers the history of, and the material from, gredominantlySaxoroccupied
regionsof Essex, Sussex and Wesdgegividually, these regionBaveyielded a very small
overall amount of early writing. They are grouped togethere because heir Germanic
settlers shard a common ethnic background reflectedt onlyin the suffix-sexin the names

of the kingdoms'° but also inthe archaeological finds of the early period from all three
regions whichhave been characterised as indistinguishable from each other (see Yorke 1990:
131; pace DeCamp 1958: 237)n combining the Saxon regions into one chapteis not
implied thatthey F2 N¥ SR | &aAy3ft ST O2KSNByld WYNBsIAZzYy 27F
inevitable that there was interaction after the introduction of literacy, with movement of both
people and textbetween Essex, Sussex and Wesbek this need not have been any neo
significant than the interaction that the Saxon regions had with the rest of ABgkon
EnglandRelations between the Saxon regions were not always peaceful, eittamdthe

year620, the three joint rulers of Essex were killed by West Saxony @009: 47)It isalso

40 Essex was the region inhabited by the East Saxons, Sussex by the South Saxons and Wessex by the
West SaxonsThe compass points refer to the positions of the regimnelationto each other in
England rather than on the Continent.
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crucial to emphasise that a sharexhnic background is notjn itself expected tohave
affected the development of literacy or orthography in any wahnicity does nothave any
bearing on how literacy is leaedrz Yy 2 NJ RPFSA3a LR2EH SWLIND2 6 | NR &
orthographic development. Still, as an ethnic group the SagbEmglandlid share acultural
andlinguisticbackground, whicimaybe relevant when investigating the early development
of Ad Englishliteracyin Essex, Sussex and Wes3érwe Saxoregionsthusformeda culturally
coherentmacroregion This chapterdemonstrateshe range of orthographic practices which
developed amonghe EnglishSaxoms, who, for various political reasongounded kingdoms
which remained independent of each other during the period of this stattiioughthis study
considersno West Saxomaterial Wessex is here discussed due to the part the regioyepla

in the development of literacy in its neighbouring regions.

7.1The arly history of the Saxoregions

Our knowledge of the early history of tienglishSaxons is woefully incomplete due to very
few surviving written sources, but it seems that Saxamigration to Englangioes back to
the early 5th century. Based on similaritiestween thearchaeological finds ithe Saxon
areasin Englandandthe Saxon areas ahe Continent, the homeland of thEnglishSaxons
can betraced backo the coastal regions of presedty northhwestern Germany (Yorke995:
44).The Frankgnjoyedclose and historically feneaching connectiomwith the Continental
Saxons and in consequencethe Saxonregions of Englandexperienced heavy Frankish

immigration (Hawkes 1982: €Q), although an increasingly powerful Kent was able to keep
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the Englisi{ | E 2frgm maintaining any direct contact with the Continént 6 | 198p:S &

82). Thefollowing three sections outline the early history of each individugioe:**

7.1.1The arly history of Essex

The firstSth-centurySaxon settlers founded a kingdom which comprised the areas of not only
presentday Essex, but also London and the southern part of Hertfordétiliee regionwas
surrounded by other Angi&axon kingdoms on all sides, and so there were no opportunities
for further expansion into British territory; nor ditie kingdom ofEssex conquer land at the
expense ofts AnglaSaxon neighbours, althougim the second halbf the 7th centurythe

East Saxondid exercise a degree of control over Kexibfkel985 29). Duringthis period
Essex also began to feel thieréat of Mercian expansionisnand at least London and the
greater Middlesex area fell under Mercian overlsinigb.We should notmake too much of tis
period ofMercian presence in London, however, since the East Saxon king Saalaig4c
693/4), whose rule coincided with Mercian overlordship, wasidingin Londonwhen he
died. He waduried in London, evenigng rise to docalcult. By the end of the 7th century,
then, the city cannot have been completely incorporated into Mercia (ibid.: 33; seerald®
1990: 57. The time for this came during the reign of the 8#mtury Mercian king ZAthelbald,
who took over the greater Middlesex area, includibhgndon, as is mostpparentin the use

of local mints for the production of Mercian coins (Yorke 1990Nalsmith 20.9:67; see also
Section 9.1 The resbof thekingdom of Essex continued its existence to the end of the century

and beyond Yorke 1985: 385, Yorke 1990: 50).

41 The first two sections of this chapter contain terms sucBasons oEnglandand EnglishSaxongo

distinguish the Saxon settlers in England from Continental Saxons. Hen¢c8axtrshould be

understood agelatingto English Saxons, unless otherwise specified.

42 ondon was part of the smaller East Saxon subregion of Middi@sexMiddle Saxons were

probably at one point separate from the East Saxonsghehs@ GG KSANI Ay O2aslJ2 N> G A2y
Saxon kingdom must have taken place before the conversion period, as London was considered to be

an East SaxorivitasF NB Y (G KS (GAYS 2 Feldi28; sdefalNdYorkeddo8: €A, LI 6, 2 NJ

}\ ‘
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7.1.2The arly history of Sussex

The South Saxons occupied the area between the Weald todkeamd the Jutish area of

southern Hampshire to the west. 5ttentury Saxon settlement appears to have béerited

todl NBAGNAOGSR I NBI 0SGsSSy (KB23NOWDEE hdzaS |y
early 6th centurythe settlementd K I R & LddldBd eRtirellehgth of the South Downs in
{dzaaSE¢ 025t OK ™My dabouytte Sobth Sa&d@EheitkingdaimteBmsi & |y 2 6 Y
to have beerboth powerful and prosperous from its founding untilthe early 6th century:

SFNIé I NOKIFISaNRAKANBOIOR ¥V al O &-Rastiag 198:B)Rand Yy R a4 S| ¢
. SR S Q aretvilalila\Z i@, who ruled at the turn of the 6th centurywas South Saxon.

Indeed, after such a promising start, the subsequent cultural isolation of Sussex is nothing

short of perplexing (ibid.)Particularly surprising, given the coastal locatigthe rarity of

foreign imports in the6th-century archaeological recor@see Welch 1991: 2@3)t this is

perhaps somewhat attributable to theincreasinglyclose links between Kent and the

Continent to the exclusion of Saxon regiofsee Section 7.1The South Saxons, like the East

Saxons, were not ideally positioned for expansion, but thingk toturn in the second half of

the 7th century, when the Mercian king/ulfhere granted the Isle of Wight and southern

Hampshire historically Jutish territories to the South Saxoking Athelwealhdjrca 660

685, and so the kingdonof the South Saxonsnce again became a player of some

consequence on the Angl®axon political stage (Maytarting 1981: 5see also Section 7.3.2

Shortly afterwards, however, Caedwalla of Wessex conquered Sussex and killed Athelwealh,

which brought Sussex briefly within the ¥eSaxon sphere of influence. In the 8th century

the South Saxons were subjected to Mercian overlordship, which ultimately marked the end

of the kingdom of Sussex prop&iofin 1966: 245, Welch 1989: 83see also Section 9.1
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7.1.3The arly history of Wessex

It is possible thathe Saxon settlement in the upper Thames valley, the heartland of what
became the kingdom of Wessex, wagially occupied by a conglomeration of small polities
which merged into a more or less coherent West Saxogddm (seeYorke 1990: 13Xirby

2000: 445) “Unlike Essex and Sussesessex bordered British peoples and was able to grow

its territory at their expenseThe southwestern expansion ofWessex began in the 7th
century, andalthough the details of the conquest of northern Hampshire, southern Wiltshire,
Dorset and eastern Devon are not clear, it seems that the West Saxons had a presence in all
these areas by the 680sExeter at least wagart of Wessedy 680 (Yorke 1990: 13%e also

Finberg 1953: 109Todd 1987: 267Yorke 199567). AngloSaxon neighbours also bore the

brunt of the advances dhe West Saxon&ven before becoming kinGaedwalla (685/6688)

had amassed an armgnd conquered Sussexio doubt in response to Wihlere of Mercia
granting the Jutish areas to the South Saxamith the effect of cuttingWessex off from

coastal tradindinks (see Welch 1991: 268; see also Section 7TL.2) YR a W@ B8 A G KAY I O
years Ceedwalla had taken control of all the other pmogs south of the Thames and
established himself as ruler of the South Saxons, Surrey, and the Jutish provinces in Hampshire
FYR (KS L Yorke 1999: 137EsSebii 64 t A1 S6A &S dzy RSNJ / nRgl f €
(see ibid.: 8¢9, Yorkel995 59),and hebriefly exercised controhlsoin Kent through his

brother Mul (Yorke 199@0, 137).Theshort but eventful rule oCaedwalldaid the basis for

the reignof his successor Ine (68826) The latterwas proactive imodernisng Wessexhe
produceda lawcode and introduced a coinage, addring his reigrHamwic became one of

the biggestand mostimportant trading centres in 8teentury England(Hinton 1982 Kirby

2000: 1@). The South Saxons, whom Caedwalla had subjugated, remained under West Saxon

43The West Saxons were known as Gewissaintil the 680s (the decade of the reign of Caedwalla
and the move of the West Saxon see to Winchester; see Section 7.2.3), when thé/esminSaxos
begins to appear (see Yorke 1990: 132, 138; seekatby 1965: 12Yorke 199559). For the sake of
consistency, in this study | ugéest Saxonexclusively.
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O2y(NRf RddzZNAY3I LySQa NBAIyYyS YR lfdiK2dAK LyS
British, only Kent was losty¢rke 1990: 138d® [ Saa A a&a Yy 2-éegturyl 62dzi Ly
successors D. P.Kirby called West Saxon history of the second half of the 8tly dedzNE® & I

@A NI dzI £ 0 f 1 eXdept thad Websexph¥d torconbdend with an eespanding Mercia,

and first lost Sussex arlden Wiltshire and adjoining areas in the west (see Yorke 199@; 140

1; but see also Finberg 1953: X10). Mercia even gained indict control over WessexXtiar

the death of the West Saxon king Cynewulf @A36), but, unlike some less powerful

kingdomswhich wereengulfed by MerciaWessexwas never stripped oits independence

(seeYorke 1995141).

7.2 Christianity in the Saxaagions

There was no one single mission to the Saxon peoples East, South and West Saxons were

all converted to Christianity separatelfhere is evidencef a British Christian presende

some of the Saxon regions, particularly St Albans in Essex, which may have been the site of
continued Christian worship from the time of the Roman occupation of Br{aampbell

1982h: 51).The area which became the core region of Wegsay also have Bn home toa
Christianminority (Yorke 199514950, 153. Furthermore, aghe West Saxons advanced
westwards, theiterritory would have come to include BritigPhristiangCampbell 182b: 51;

but see Todd 1987: 230In spite othese circumstancesvhich may have exposed the Saxons

to Christianity, the Britiskcclesiastical establishments were not involved in the conversion of

their Saxon neighbours (Todd 1987: 244).
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7.2.1 Christianity in Essex

Since the Kentish king Zthelberht, the first of the Ar8xon convert kings, exercised some

measure of overlordship in neighbouring Essex, it followed that Essexhedsst of the

Saxonregionsto receivea Christian mission. Zthelberkffected the conversion ohis

nephew,the East Saxon kirgeberht (diedcirca616),in 604, less than a decade after his own
O2y@SNEAZ2YS>S YR GKS YSyidAaAak (Ay3a glninsterf 82 NBalLl
in London (Yorke 1990: 47; see a¥awrke 185: 31). The missionariellitus, who had been

sentfrom the Continent by the same Pope Gregory who had sent Augustine, was appointed

as bishop (see Brooks 1984: IThe first Christian mission in Essex was shioed, however

S0 SNK G Qa i K NBS suéceeged their ather to the East Saxorotie, were all

pagan, and led an uprising in Essex which caused the missionaries ito 6ib@ or 617see

Mayr-Harting 1972: 64Whitelock 1975: 4see also BrueMitford 1975: 705, Yorke 1990:

48).1t may be thathe influence of the East Anglian kiRgedwald and the Mercian king Penda,

the latter paganand theformer perhapsonly superficially Christiarenabled the survival of

paganism in Essex for nearly four decades after the upr{sig Section8.2 and 9.21). It

was not untilcirca653 that the East Saxon throne was occupied by a converted king, when

{ A 3 S0 S NX dcceptédIChiiStianizantlile visitin y 3 h a g A dzQa O2setlli Ay b2 N
e.g.BruceMitford 1975: 704 Yorke 185: 31). Oswiu dispatched a company of missionaries

to Essex followind A 3 S 6 oNEr§idd dincluding the Irigihained Cedd, who became

bishop of the East Saxoasd brought about a shift in East Saxon Christigiyitrke 1990: 48;

on Cedd being Iristrained, seeChadwick 1963 337,Chaplais 1969: 532n contrastto his

predecessor Mellitus, whoractised Roman Christianitgnd K R 6 SSy Gl ya g SNI o f
l dZAdza G Ay S 27F [/ | yWortBumbridzNdg® adBered BlisRChuistiadityand his

ecclesiastical agiancewasto Lindisfarnen Northumbria(Mayr-Harting 1972: 100see also

Section 1022/ SRRQ& b2NIKdzYoNAIFY FLILINRBIF OK OFy 68 a5«

ecclesiasticabrganisationask SS&i I 6t AAKSR y2 &SS Iy2y3ald GKS 9l
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OAAK2L) 2F | LI I OS odzi aAYLXé& o0AaK2L) 2F G4KS 91
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OSY(iNBadaéd / SRR (Kdza SyYdzZ F SR GKS Y2RSt 2F [ AYR

monasticceiB>X F2NJ | 0AaK2L) 6K2 g1 a | Y2y1 I NFGKSNI

(Mayr-Harting 1972: 100; but see We%tScarfe 1984: 297).

{A3SO6SNKIiQa adz00S&aaz2NBR G2 GKS GKNRBRYS 6SNB
underwent another relapse intpaganism in 664Cedd, who had been provided with only one
priest for his labours, was hardly in a positioncembat this onslaught against East Saxon
Christianity and the East Saxons once again became bishof\ésg-Harting 1981: 12).
Sigeberht himsélwvasY dzZNRSNBE RS> | £  S3 SoBNRI RE Ol 27319 MIS2 ¥ | KA &
which exposes the stark dissonance between Christian and pagan values which must still have
been conspicuous in the second half of the 7th century (Yorke 1990/ 48)R Bv@riual
successor Wine was not wholly orthodoas he offered money in exchange for his
appointment as bishop by Wulfhere of Mercia, who was exercising a measure of overlordship
in Essex in the period following the pagan relapse (seeVéhitelock 1975: b It was only
RdzZNA Y3 (GKS S LSsukcozdrdiicentaldstartirfgih §75afder yet another short
period where Essex was without bishapat East Saxon Christianity was truly revivaadd
London rose to be a significafdrce in AngleSaxon ecclesiashl affairs (Bailey 1989: 14.3
14).' FTGSNJ 2 dzf FKSNBEQa RSFGKX YSyid NB3IFAYSR az2yvys$s
London in particularEorcenwaldis believed to have been associated with the Kentish royal
house {bid.: 113; see als@hitelock 1975: j andthe ecclesiastical centre at Barking which
he founded for his sister Athellyinas been interpreted as a Kentish foothold in East Saxon
territory (Kirby 2000: 83).dfcenwaldwasactive in his dutiesand is credited with drawing
London and Essex back from the sphere of Lindisfarne into the sphere of Canterbury, thus
ensuring that the Christianity practised in Esa@sonce agairRoman ¢ee Whitebck 1975:

9).

y

M\
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7.2.2 Christianity in Sussex

SusseXincluding the Isle of Wightvasconverted only in the second half of the 7th century,

and so was the last of the AngBaxorregionsto be evangelised (see Blair 2005:3amianus,

bishop of Rochester ithe mid-7th century, was South Saxon, but it is very unlikely that he

convertedto Christianityin Sussex or that he received his education there (see ayting

1981: 13)The conversion oKing Athelwealmarked the beginning of Christi@xposure He

was baptised under the sponsorship of the Merdiamg Wulfhere, and received in marriage

Eaba, a Christian princess from the Hwitggon conversion, éalso received the Isle of Wight

and the southern Hampshire landseg e.g. Kirby 1978: @Mayr-Harting 1981: 45, Bassett

1992: 18). However, it does not appearthat y & 2F GKS ({Ay3IQa &adzwaSOia
in pursuing baptismThis couldhave been due to antiMercian feeling within his circle and

among the South Saxons more gengradinda perception ofChristianity as the imposed

religion of a foreign overlordii A& Ff &2 RAFFAOdA G (2 laasSaa K2
conversion was, since it came with so many bendfitentually tiwas the arrival othe exiled

Northumbrian eclesiasticWilfrid around the year 680 which triggeredmore widespread

conversion (MayHarting 1981: 5see also Simd/illiams 1990: 5 Wilfrid may have been

seen asa morepolitically neutral herald of the new religion than Athelwealh, and one the

Sazi K {FtE2ya (K2dzaAK{G aO02dZ R oNAYy3dI GKSY Of2asSNJ i
0SIAAYYAYI (ivayr-AaBiBgflo81: 5),lwithidi féeling that in adoptir@hristianity

they were subjecting themselves to the Mercians (ibid.H&nry MayfHartinghasalso notel

GKFG a2AfFNARQA | NNAGEE wX8 O2AYyOARSR gAGK |
LISOdzt AL NI & FNBS FTNRBY SEGSNYIf LINBradweNSé s 3IA0S
considerablymore handsoff overlord thanWulfhere had beer{ibid.). Athelwealh granted

Wilfrid land in the Selsey area, where he established a monastligugh not a bishopric,

which wadoundedafter 705 (Welch 1989: 79; see also Kirby 200M).
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7.2.3 Christianity in Wessex

The conversion of the West Saxons was not undertaken from CanterbanyatherAnglo
Saxonbase, but directly from RomePope Honorius | sent Birinus, possibly a Frank, as
missionary to the area of Wessex in the 68Bmo0ks 1984: 65; see also Yolle®5:171), and
upon the conversiorand baptismof King Cynegil$611¢642), Birinus was made bishop of the
West Saxons with his see at DorchestafrThames, where his activities had been centred
(Kirby 1965: 2¢13, Kirby 200: 38). Around 650,/ & y Ss3dnfaddGuccessord@wealh
(642673), who had converted to Christianity while inexil&iny 3 ! yy I Q& O2 dzNIi
appointed AgilbertF & . A NA& Y dzi{s@aiKirky @0@ 9AGidedlike Birinus, was
foreigm he wasFrankishand had studied in Irelandsee Kirby 1965: 13; see also Hammer
2011¢12). It is commonly thoughthat Gizwealh dismissed Agilbert because the Frankish
bishop did not learn @ English(or did not learn it wellsee e.g. Brooks 198%), but it is
L2aaAot S GKI G hadhdreddoittie reR&tidh dfIhexMdSt Saxon see

to Winchester without him being consulted (Yorke 1990: 136; seeYaiske 199558, Kirby
2000: 48)Indeed, due to an increasingly threatening Mardn the third quarter of the 7th
century the West Saxons moved their see southwaodd/inchester further away from the
WessexMercia border, where Dorchest@m-Thames was located (Welch 1991: 268; see also
Mayr-Harting 1972: 117Yorke1990: 13@8). As part of his initiative of aligning the West
Saxon church more closely with that of Canterbury (see Finberg 1953: Giijyealh
oversaw the appointment of Winean adherent of Roman Christianity (and ldaehop of the

East Saxonssee Section 7.2)1as the first bishop of Winchestein a similar veinz A y S Q &
successor Leutherethough Frankish was consecrated byArchbishop Theodore,
demonstrating the supremacy of Canterbury over West Saxon religious affaiis(1995:
172). Winchester remained the only see of Wessex until 705, when the sees of Sherborne and

Selsey were created, the former for the more western regionanexpanding Wesex and

%
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the latter for the South Saxongho at this datewere under West Saxon rulésee Section

7.1.2)

Although converted kings took steps to maintain a classociation wittthe Roman
Christianity of Canterbury, Wesse®s a regionwas not devoid of competingeligious
influencesltis true thatd @l 8 Yy dzYo SNJ 2 F 1 Setn Englarid svdr@lgshméh Sa Ay 3
2 NJ CNYoykduanénco' MHN U X o0dzi S@OSy Y2NB aAAIYAFAOFYGf
GSNBE / KNAaGAlIYya f2y3 6STF2NB GKS O2ynN@BadB A2y 27
already mentioned in Section 7.2, these Britishig€lians were not involved in theonversion
of the West Saxons in any substantial way, but it is important to acknowledge their
coexistence alongside their Christianised Arggxon neighbourdlt is likely that British
ecclesiastical structures survived the AngleSaxon age in the area which came to be
occupied by Wessex. British origins have been argued at least for the ecclesiastical centres at
Exeter, Sherborne and Glastonbury, but there may be many more (Todd 1987: 248, Yorke
1990: 139, Yorke 1998:77). We know of two British bishops, believed to have come from
southwest Britain, who were presentatK I RQa O 2 yb&HeoNlichfidlRiry66dkea
Section 9.2)we also know that British ecclesiastics met with Augustine, and while some of
them are likely to have been from Wales, othen® thought to have beesouth-western
Britons {Yorke 1995158, see alsdbid.: 177).Moreover, in addition to competing traditions
of Christianity, paganism was not easily abandoned by the West Saxdng §hKs@nde
individuals responded quickly to the new religion, Christianity was only gradually absorbed
into Wessex as a whole in the course of the secondiwbA NRa 2F GKS &aS@Syidik O
176). Something of this is segnthe succession &est Saxo kings asCdznwealh, Centwine
and Caedwalla, the three major kings of the second half of the 7th century before the reign of
Ine, were all pagans whehey ascendedhe throne. Only fom Ine onwardsvere the West
Saxon kings Christiatne not only patronised many churches (Kirby 2000: 10&)f his

lawcode points to a Christian society (Yorke 1990: Y88ke 1995: 173
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7.3Writing in the Saxomegions
7.3.1 Early Saxon runic literacy

The complete lack obth- or 6th-century Saxon inscrifans is a strongndicabr that the
Saxons were illiterate upon arrival, with no tradition of runic writing brought from the
Continent. Although some early runic epigraphy has been recovered from Szcaupied
areas none of it is securely SaxétAndyei = G KS { I E2y YI ONBNBAEA2Y
I 2yS¢ 6bSR 2 Wdspiteamekoffevidence fdr andigenousrunic tradition, runic
writing did take place in Sax@agionsin the 7th and 8th centurieslhe earliest of thesare

the benutigo coins,a group of four coins with a runic legefiel & & Y {dk Yazants thereof),
which have been assignedvdest Saxon provenandmsed on fingspots {forke 1995: 298
Naismith 2017: 52but see Blackburn 1991: 244 he coins are dated to the 620s athlis
predate the first Christian mission to Wessex. This creates a conundfruas the lack of
evidence to the contrary suggesthe Saxons were completely illiterate before the arrival of
Christianity and if theWest Saxon provenance of thenutigo coinsis correct how is it that

we find runes on Saxon coibgforethe arrival of Birinus, the first Christian missionalyi®
unlikely that the coins are the earliest surviving evidence of an indigenous runic tradition in
Wessex, because they are thrly West Saxon runic inscriptions from the entire Arg§kxon
periodt there is no continuity into the later 7th century or beyordelieve a more fruitful

line of reasoning ithe association ofoin-epigraphy with lay literacy (see Section 3.312)e
literacy that thebenutigo runes represent is likely to have been entirely independent of any

Christian involvement in Wessekheypoint to a very shordlived runic tradition,one which

4 The Watchfield mount, thougtecovered fronthe historicalWessex region, is more likely to be
Kentish. The inscribeattefactsfrom the Isle of Wight belong to areas whichme under South Saxon
(and eventually West Saxon) rule, but they all predate a Saxon presence, and are associated with the
Jutish settlement of these areas from Kent (see Section 6:Bhg)date of the Selsey fragments is not
certain(see e.g. Parsons 99: 71). If they are 6thor early-7th-century, a Jutish context would be

highly likely; but whatever the date, the fragments (perhaps of a ring) are very small and may have
travelled from elsewhere.

gl

~
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would fit well with a scenario where the moneyer @nore probably) thedie-carver was a
rune-literate nonSaxon, or a Saxon who had learned runes from aS@tonAs, for example,
the Kentishowner of the Watchfield mount shows, Wessex was not cufrofh the rest of
Britain before the arrival of Birire) and such exchange of knowledgéh rune-literate Angle

Saxongould certainly have taken place.

Slightly laterrunic inscriptiondhave beerfound inthe East Saxon city @bndon(for
images of the inscribed artefacts discussed in this paragraph,igaseR.6) Although they
postdate not only the introduction of Christianity to Essex but also the Christian recovery of
London after the pagan relapses of the 7th centurnylieu of any cuessuch as inscribed
cros®s that would point to a religious assi@tion, they are all considered lay textsee
Holder1998: 93. Two are relatively short andrere carved on bone. The National Portrait
Gallery bone inscriptiordated to the 8thcentury (see Lear2004 143, consistsof two Ad

Englishnames probablywritten by two different people, perhaps two men taking turns to

Figurel6: The three pre800 runic inscriptions from Londathe National portrait gallery bonedp),
the Royal Opera House bomaiddle) and the Thames mounb¢ttom). The magesare not to scale.
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write their own names (Page 1999b: 9, Page 2004: 104; see also Holder 19981e9Bpyal
Opera House bone inscriptiogimilarly8th-century (see Page 1997: 12; see also Blackmore
2003: 313), is famore complicatedIt has a legible sequence of runesparated by vertical

lineg read from right to leftwhich, read plaily, does not spell any Old English (or Latin) word.
The bone could be a practice piece, but it has also been suggested that the inscription

represents a personal name, if we imagine the doubled (an allograph of3y, see Section

6.3.4) atthestartofk S AYaONARLIiA2Yy (G2 0SS I aLISOALf YSOKL

to their runenamedzLj$t N} 6 KSNJ G KIy (G2 GKS LK2ySYS kDOHMOK P

a mechanism, but it would yield a vaguely intelligible inscription, possibly spellanmea like

s thelward (see Page 1997: 13, Holder 1998: 85). It would also imply some sophistication on
part of the inscriberThe third and final London inscription is very different in type, though no
less enigmatic. The Thames mount is an impressive worketdllurgy. It was probably a
sword fitting, complete with an elaborate head of a fanged animal at the end of a prominent
runic inscription. Unlike the National Portrait Gallery and Royal Opera House inscriptions, the
runes are clearly part of the decoira¢ design of the mount. However, although the runes are
perfectly legible, they do not spell any recognisable words. The runes could have been purely

ornamental, a display of runic literacy (Parsons 1999: 119), or perhaps amuletic, especially

sincethe @ ONRA LIGA2Y aO2yidlAya a48jdSyosa 2F GKS NRYI

suggests that the order of the runes was meaningffildider 1998: 84; see al$tage 1964a:

28¢9, Parsons 1999: 1145).

At first Hush, the presence of these runes might inepis to envision a localised runic
lay literacy which emerged in London around the beginning of thecgtitury, probablyas a

result of contact with runditerate people coming to Londoifhe National Portrait Gallery

and Royal Opera House bani@ particularcouldLl2 Ay 4G (2 &l RS3INBS 27

02 Yy ¥ A RS Y (HolderA 1998:B), &ridl £if it depresents the names of two writers, the

bFridAz2ylFf t2NINFAG DFffSNE 02yS YIe& RAALX L@

a0z
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2T £ A ibi§.193). Bléwever there armultiple factorswhich suggest thatunic literacyin
Londonremained highly constrained andlas perhaps only rarelypicked up by the native
East Saxondeing mostlylimited to nonSaxons visiting or settling in Londdirstly, it is
sobering to bear in mind that there are only three @0 runic inscriptions, and that only
one of them is an inscription where the runae an integral part of the artefacind clearly
meant for displayOnly hhe Thames mount is evidencetbé sort of confidence in runic ability
which renders grominentinscriptionwhich, at least in theory, calls for a read&he use of
bind runes in the inscription might also be considered a sigmeixperienced runemaster.
Eventhen, since the meaning of the inscription is unclear, it is possible that the nvaes
meant to createmerely an illusion of literacy® Secondly,if runic literacyhad become
establishedamong the lay population, we could reasonably expect to find runesaims
minted in Londonas we do in East Angliaegé Section 8.3)1We only have one London
moneyer, Beagheard, whmade use of runen names (but se¢he reference tolbba in
Metcalf 1998: 437)Beaghear®® LJG SR T 2 My NI KiK SNMHzK I Bfor the lastR Y 'y B Dy
letter of the prototheme of his nameséeStewart 1986: 3gBlackburn 1991: 16Zee Figure
17). Such aestricted use ofone rune could easily have been adopted from elsewhanel

neednot represent a native East Saxon tradition of runic literacy

Thirdly and most importantlypost-800 inscriptions from London are very few in
number, and so it is unlikely that the three 8tentury inscriptions represent the hesitant but
promising beginnigs of a burgeoning local runic tradition. The #ntury Thames

scramasax contains tifaporct the only complete Angl&axon epigraphiuporc and an

41t has been suggested that the Thames mocmild bea Kentish artefactfage 1998 29). Ifso, it
would bring the number of pré800 inscriptiongrom London down to just two very short casual
inscriptions unlikely to have been imported due to their low statk&ntish connectionisave also
beendrawnfor the Royal Opera House inscription, where thve dzLj Sdrethe socalled Kentish
allograpts of the rune.However evenif the allographwere Kentish (which is not certainj},does not
necessariljollow that the bone was inscribed in Kewt best, he allograpls may only indicate that
the inscriber was Kentish diad beertaught in the Kentish traditiofsee Section 6.3.4)
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Figurel7:. S| 3 KSI NR Q& nikgeS s vth rorSad IBtErR

Old English name, while the th@ or 11th-century London ring might contain the beginning of
the fuporcand an Old English name (see Holder 1998584n using the rare runyto refer

to the diphthong in the nam®&eagnoth the Thames scramasaeflects a fairly highlevel of
runiccompetence(see Section 6.3.40ltimately, however, neither on the Thames scramasax
nor on the London ring are the runes employed for communicative purposes, and so it is very
difficult to infer a widespread runic literacy from these iriptions. The runic artefacts
recovered fromHamwic, the South Saxon (later West Saxon) trading, g no more
promising Both artefacts aregportable and could well have been importe&outhampton
bonel (also known as the Hamwic borig)oroadlydated o the post650 period(Page 1999a:
29¢30). Whichever side of 800 it is frgnit cannot represent a strong runic presence in the
areg since the only other local inscription, the Stbntury Southampton bondl, is
unintelligible and pointsiot to runic literacy but illiteracysee Section 3.4Moreover, the
short inscriptionfA h Yot Southampton bonémay be Old Frisian not Old Eisl (see esp.
Page 1999a: 30, 16Bpoijenga 2003: 69, 324h sum, then, some Londoners (and, perhaps,
some people of Hamwic) were unquestionably familiar with runes, even literate, but it would
be an exaggeration of the evidence to claim that runicdity in 8thcentury London was
widespread, or that it came to characterise the East Saxbmsy be that all that the London

inscriptiors showt perhaps all thatany Saxonrunic inscription showt is that the Angle
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Saxons were mobijeand that the movementf literate people was not confined tamman

literate ecclesiasticslt would not be unreasonable to suppose that most Saxonic

inscriptions were written by no#saxonsMoreover, what runic literacy there was in London

(or Hamwicwas not the result o€hristian educatiobuthadS @S NE G KAy 3 (G2 R2 6AGK
status as a centre for commerce, drawing in people from all over England (and abroad) by land

and sealf any Saans were taught runeghe teaching most likelpperated on a ondo-one

basis ofay apprenticeship.

7.3.2 Early Saxon roman literacy
7.3.2.1 Epigraphgnd coinepigraphy

The state of runic literacy can be contrasted with the state of roman literaclgarSaxon
regions particularlyas seen in coiepigraphy.In the first half of the 7th century, gold coins
of Eadbald of Kent were minted in Londee Naismith 2017: 52)ntriguingly, on these
coins,the legendAUDUARIDYy does not record the name of thking in Old English, but
Frankish(see ibid.). The use of Frankisitan, no doubt, be attributed tadhe Frankish
associations of the Kentish courEadbald himself had a Frankish motteerd a Frankish
wifet and so, at a time when Kent exercised consideratfleience over London, it is not
surprising to find Frankish by extensi@got to speak of the Frankish connections of the Saxon
regions, see Section 71§ KSNBE A& | y2GKSNJ NBlFa2ys K2gSOSNE
attracted a great deal of scholarytention. There is a roughlgorizontalcrossbar across the
fLada f SadS N Be€ Figuid§. Sqnie faxeQrierpyetedvitistter asa capitaleth

[ry, referring to a dental fricative (see g@. Shaw 201)3 which would make it the earliest
monographicroman representation of the dental fricative in Angdaxon Englanddthers
have argued that the crossbar represents a sidewaffg and that the name should be

interpreted as a Latin genitivAudubaldi(Archibald 1997)agreeinggrammaticallywith the



154

genitiveregeswhich follows itin the legend.This is a moreatisfactory explanatioffor the

crossbay which means thathese coins cannot be taken as proof of especial orthographic
precociousnesi London. Indeed, another early gold coinage from London has been used to

argue the oppositeThe LONDVNI\CO0Ins, not attributable to any king but provenanced to
Londonbecause otheir legend, appear taisplay degeneration in the orthography the

inscription over time, which could point to a decreaseamanliteracy in London (Blackburn

1991: 168y although the find-spots for all the later Londoty  N] SR O2Aya al NB
a0FGGSNBRE FYR a2 avYle y2G 02YS FTNRYot[ 2YR2Yy¢§
necessarilyndicative of the level of literacy in London tbrather its environs Naismith2017:

53).

Figurel8: The obverse af coin ofEadbald. Figure 19Theobverseof a coin oBeorhtric.

Thecoins minted irthe second half of the 8th century providrore robustevidence
for roman literacy not onlyin London one of the main minting centres of thiidercian king
Offa and his successors, but elsewhere.tbegends are almost universally in the roman
alphabet. We also find clever manipulation of letters in coins of the West Saxon king Beorhtric
(786¢802), minted in Hamwic oWinchester (see Naismith 201149: the uncial My (an
abbreviation of LatifMerciorumW2 ¥ (i K S , en&atcidrkstic ytheOMercian coins on

GKAOK . S2NKGNROQa O2Aiya oSNB omedadyidgivéhRae o1 & NBI
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in lowercase despite appearing in epigraphyOdedza S (1 K S myi Kighificintlya S B
different in shapeand paired witHAyto create an alpha and omega symbol (NaismithZ01
103¢4; see Figure 19 > fraqhsframing the political overtones of the design into a religious
emblent 0 AL@ M TRedoVerall picturds one of confidentroman literacy among th&th-
centurydie-carvers of London and Wessendit also appears thaBaxon moneyers and/or
die-carvers overwhelmingly preferred the roman alphabet to thporc This preference can

be attributed to a combination of two factors: the lack of an autochthonous runic tradition
draw on and the scriptal preferences of the foreign overlords who were heavily invested in
Saxon minting and’ho commissioned legends in the roman alphalsteSections 6.3.4 and
8.3.1) With no epigraphic tradition of their own, the lay literacy of the Saxons thus came to
be defined by the preferences of neédaxon overlorddt seemsthat this lay literacy in the
roman alphabet was restricted only to dearvers There beingno evidence of a historical
Saxorcustom of inscribing objects, it is not surprising that such a practice was stievédop
outwith the context of coimproduction where inscriptions served a utilitarian purpo§Ehere

was roman literacy among ecclesiastics, of course, but the lackakorepigraphic tradition,
coupled witha strong pagan presend@specially in Londgrand the difficult beginnings of

the Christian mission (see Section 7.2.1), meant tbehngeiksing efforts would have
concentratal on the essentials of Christianity and Christian cultiWl@nuscriptwriting was
much more urgent than epigraph$f The London fosdilearsthe only surviving, pre800, non
numismatic romarinscription from any of theSaxon areas, and it is unique also in that it is
the only AngleSaxon inscribed echinoid. The inscription is not intelligible and the language is
dzy OSNI F Ay S odzi GKS fSGGSNBR INB t£S3AoftS FyR GKS
(Brown et. al2001: 208; see also Okasha 2804which point to some exposurentthe

activities of the scriptoriumGiven the singularity of thartefact an amuletic function has

46 Inscriptions from later centuries attest to the development of Saxon {mamismatic) epigraphy
especially in Wessex, as evidencedaltgfactssuch as the Alfregewel, but circumstances were
apparently not favourable in the 7th and 8th centuries.
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inevitably been suggested, although it is possible that the echimaginerely a practicpiece
(Holder 1998: 886, Okasha 20, or, judging from the smoothness of the base, a game
piece but whether or not it was inscribed anywhere near its fsubt, we do not knowcf.

Notton 2002, where it is argued that the foss#s notinscribed)

7.3.2.2 Manuscriptulture
7.3.2.2.1In Essex

Tied as it was to the arrivaf Christianitythe production ofmanuscripsin Essex had a rough

start due to the pagan reactiomduring the first three quarters of th&th centuryandthe
subsequeninstabilty of the East Saxothurch(see Section 7.2.1puch circumstances were

hardly conducive to the development of manuscriptilture, and, in consequencel.ondon
AONRLII2NARLF GR2 y20 aSSy G2 KIFI@S &ALISOALFIfA&ASR Ay
Y I (S oldef 1098: 88)Styli found in the monastery at Barkifig presentday Greater

London)do show, however, that the Church in Esseze to the challenge of providing

education in literacy (see Yorke 1990: 52, Holder 1998:\N8a@huscriptwriting did eventually
takeoff9 a4 SE Yl & KI @S KIR I t1F602RS 6,2NyS mohdbny |
Saxon kingsouldbe indirect proof that a regnal list once existed (see Yorke 1985Thg).

fA2yQa aAKFINB 27F (KS candetsBtipdmatidext§(idoidé& $ogOP> K25 S IS
Charters begn to emerge from the final quarterthe 7th century onwards, following the

appointmentof Eorcenwaldwho& LJX @ SR YIF 22NJ NRfS Ay (G(KS RS@S
of the English charter and influenced charter production in Mercia and Wessex as well as in

KAad 26y RA20SaS¢ O6Preaent] 1894, Wdrthald2006G: t4E5). Zh® §pel f & 2

of literacy fosered by Eorcenwald wasot only roman, butRomanin character, attribuable

471 amindebted to Alan Pipe, Senior Archaeozoologist at Museum of London Archaeology, for this
observation and suggestion.
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to his connections with Kentvhere Roman missionaries had first landeee Section 7.2.1)

This is seen in S1171, written in the final quarter of the 7th century and cae@y limited

number of AngloSaxonuncial chartersee Kuhn 1948: 585; see also Section 6.3.2The
AyOfdzaAzy 2F | LINRSY | faz2 aakKz2ewas |y S@OSy Y2N
seen in S8, the earliest surviving An§laxoncharter (Prescott 199 44;see also Wormald

2006: 142)But within a short span of time, as London grew imtacentre of Anglésaxon
ecclesiasticahctivity (see Brooks 1984: 124), nathvends were introducedS1428b, a letter

written at the turn of the 8th century, is in an insular hand (see Chaplais 1978: 5).

7.3.2.2.2In Sussex

Through Wilfrid and King EtieeS | f KQa 6AFS 9l o6t {dzAaSE 61 a SELJ
andMercian manuscript culture (seBruckner & Marichal967: xviiChaplais 1969: 538&elly

1998: 51,Brooks& Kelly 2013: 291)but the level ofromanliteracy in Sussex is difficult to

gaugedue to a dearth of evidencesouth Saxon literacy was still in its infancy inltite 7th

centuryandinto the 8th century, a symptom of the late evangelisationtog region and so

it is likely that not much was written over the period of this stutigemost important clue to

the state ofSouth Saxofiiteracy is S1184vhich gives a unique glimpse into the variety of

handsusedin Sussexpresumably at Selseiy the second half of the 8th centufgee Figure

20). Various scholars have commented on tiighly unusuahandof the maintext: Nicholas

O

Brooks and Susan Keflpeak2 ¥ &I OdzNA 2dza | YR NI (ARNMWIECIONHZRS &
resembles halfinO A | Broéks & Kelly2013: 291); elsewhereKelly refers to the hand as

GOf dzyraesAliyRBAEORES®WSNEAZ2Y 2F KI f AndremypP@dcdttt € O mdpdy
descritesitasa 'y F NOKF A O KI y R -unéahaddmintisizideSeaturegygOvell f > K1 €

as some continental elements to form a most unusual provigci@ NA LJib:£203) Wheb o m
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Figure 20: S1184 recto (above) and verso (below).
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KFyR adlryRa Ay aiGalFN] O2yiNlad G2 hF¥FlFrQa O2yTFA
YI ydza ONR LI a AW FHE2LYNIYOWAMdBEORIZE1SET 6 2 Y'Y wHannY md
so it may seem thatompared to the Mercians, the South Saxons had not quite mastered the

art of handwriting.

However, the samenanuscriptcontains yet other South Saxon hands. In addition to
the main text, there are two short contemporary endorsemeiatse of whichwas written in
Gl O2 Y LIS yand must predatehd® Flaididnation sinceh T ¥ Qa O2y FANX I
was positionedaround it(Kelly 1998: 49Moreover, S1184vaswritten on recycled vellum
from a psalterwhich can reasonably be expected to h&xeenwritten in the area around
Selseysee ibid.: 489; seealsoChaplaisl968: 3345). The portions of the Psalms visible on
theversot NB Ay Gl @SNE NI a LD it wdul seditaliielnfain Y A y dz& O dzt
GSEG 2F {mmyn aYlé& y20 LINRBOARS Iy SyGiAaANBte Tl A
F 4 O K Alelly 190 8%The other South Saxon texts the manuscript give a strong
indication firstly, that more manuscripivriting took place in Sussex than what survives
(although it may not have beemuchmore), and secondly, thathe awkward hand of the
main text was not the only one availabli# could be a unique, oneoff instance of an
innovative hand which did not (or apparentid not) succeedSuch an innovatiomighthave
developed due to a shortage of teachers and/or a laxer attitndeussetowards established
hands. It is unclear how wedleveloped an academic curriculum, or how advanced a tradition
of roman literacy, weught to expect from this region. It is also possible that the scribe of the
YEAY LENIAZ2Y 2F {mmyn gl & aGdzaAy3a Iy dzyFtF YAE AL N
0SSt ASOSR | LILINBLINA LGS F2NJ I NBvéhiwhich® sondpageY I ¢ 6 A 0 A

the charter, this must all remain speculative.
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7.3.2.2.3In Wessex

The golden age of West Saxon writing, with its epicentr@Vatchester was to begin only
after 800, with works such d&i y 3 | & BENGHSR Prétorah Carend the AngleéSaxon
Chronicle having been produced in the 9th and 10th centuries. Venynlitluscriptevidence
survives from beforghis. Deusdeditarchbishop of Canterbuny the mid7th centuryand the

first native AngleSaxon archbishop, was Westx8n, but very probably trained outside of
WessexThe missiorthere was stillvery youngin the second quarter of the 7th centuand

can hardly be expected to have htm resources foadvancededucation (Brooks 19847¢

8). Still BarbaraYorke maintais 0 KI & (G KS dadzNBABAY3I NBYIAYya
achievements of the early West Saxon Chérch 6 mip@p pe¥ also ibid.: 188)ndirect
evidence suggesthat in the second half of the 7th century West Saxon literacy went through
a period of rapiddevelopment.lt is likely that annalistic writing took placalthoughthe
AnglaSaxon Chronicle only survives in later copies, the compilation of its ammddably
started in the7th century(Stenton 126: 163¢6, Harrison 1976: 1321, Yorke 1995:52). y S Q &
lawcode isalsobelieved todateto the 7th century (Stenton 1971: 72)hegreatestindication

of the growth of literacy, howevers the emergence of West Saxon men of letters, who attest
to very high levels of learning. Danibishop of Winchestefor nearly all of the first half of

the 8th centuryand correspondent of Bede and othersceived his trainingn Wessexsee

e.g. Welch 1989: 7%,orke 1990: 130

The most prominent of the West Saxon scholaese Aldhelm and Bonifacésee
Brown 1993153).a dzOK 2 F | f R K S &ni éady liféis-utriea, BBvezdhBw that
he wasbornin circa639and over the course of his life served as balttvot of Malmesbury
and the firstbishop of Sherborne (Lapidge & Herren 197&)5He isthoughtto have been
educated inMalmesbury inWessexoy the historically elusive Irigcclesiastic Maldub (see

Yorke 1995: 162, 18Herren1998:30; but see Lapidge & Herrel®79 6¢7 andLapidge 2004



for a sceptical viewz y | f RKSf Y Qwith Magldul Oldel Rdz@ ga | aa20AF GA2Y
Malmesbury, and indeed M Rdzo Q& )3HEABG68¢FO0O&LISYlH GAYS |G ¢KS2
Canterbury and had ties with Northumbylanaand Irelandsee Lapidge 200Eapidge2010,

Yorke 201D The Irish connections are especially important because they coafirtnshness

Ay | f ReduSatioriad Backgrounevithout necessarilyattributing it to the problematic

Maeldub (Yorke 2010: 17@®).! f RKSt Y KIFa 06SSy RSAONABR a daoi!
2F GKS SIENIe& 2S5&ai0 { | EHBepecdink dandific @ritedof Lathpodtrym dbcpbn Y ™
and prose so advanced was his Latinity that he was the first-native speaker of Latin to
GO2YLIRaS [ I {&kyzo @8 N¥ §apidie 1DIDEIR &d corresponded with

his contacts in England, Ireland ahé Continent(Herren 1998: 53; see al¥@rke 1995162,

181).Saxon learningvas broughtup to a very high standartrough the works of Aldhelm,

whichalso paved the way fauch norSaxon contemporaries as Wilfrid and Be@ledd 1987:

249,Yorke 1995187).

It is from this scholarly environment that Boniface emerdgarnWinfridin circa675,
he grew up and was trained in Exetélien a recent West Saxon acquisiticas wel as at
Nursling outside HamwidLevison 1946: 70, Law 1997: 189The beginning of his career
O2AYOARSR ¢6A0GK (GKS NHA S 2F YAy3d LyS> sKz2asS OAa
in which monasticism and men of letters flourished amid actiwelvement in overseas
YAdaaAz2yée oY ASddethingioh theninfernational (butlook of Wessex can also be
gauged from the use of hands: some texts associated with Boniface were written in a
minuscule hand called insular minuscule, which had rootkdland and was growing in

popularity in contemporary Northumbria; but since the development of insular minuscule in

48While Christian British neighbours had little to do with the evangelisation of the Saxon regions (see

Section 7.2), this is not to sayahthey did not have any influence over both religious and literary

developments. Barbara Yorke mstii K i awA 686G YIFIe& 06S y2 O2AYyOARSYyOS (Kl
Saxon churchmen of the late seventh and eighth centuries, Aldhelm and Boniface, seewe to ha

received their initial education iwesternz SE 4 SE¢ 35 6KSNB . NAGAEAK Ay TfdzSyOS s
(1995: 181, emphasis minef. King 1991: 1§1
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Northumbria and Wessex appears to have been independent, it hints atéfttury
connections directly between Wessex and Ireland (Browr31991, 21814, 2245, Crick

1997: 685, 712, Dumville 19992007 104,107¢8; seealso Section 10.3.2.1Roniface is

primarily known for his correspondence with his countrymen while serving as a missionary on

the Continent (Yorke 1990: 130), buthedls& Yy SR [ FGAY 3INI YYIFINI YR ¥
example in composing Latin riddi¢see Yorke 1995: 18&aw 1997: 18890). . 2 Y A T OS Q&
grammarwas aimed at an advanced readership, which gives us a glimpse of the level of
literacy which was, if not always attained, nevertheless aimed at (see Law 19¢4) T8#s

era of great literary achievemesin the late 7thcentury and first half of the 8th century was

a high point in Anglk&axon scholarship before the dip later in the 8th centwhich lasted

until the late 9th century and was eventually addressedlygAlfred (ibid.: 201; see also

Irvine 203: 210;11).

7.4 Saxorld English

South and East Saxon textual evidence is made up of only a small amount of onomastic
material,insufficientto form a profile of either dialeciVestSaxonis the only one of the Saxon

dialects of which we have ampmprehensivé&knowledge.Althoughthere arenext to nopre-

800 attestations of VéstSaxon YAy 3 | ft TNBRQ& STT2 NI aleditda & dzLJLI2 NIi
boom in textual production ithe post800 period, which has made it possible to reconstruct

earlier stages of the diect. The main features of @stSaxor> Yy I YSt & (alspMnewns F K I M K

asOy) and palatal diphthongisation, are outlined in Section 4.2.1.
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7.5 Saxon material

7.5.1Manuscripts

The manuscript materiapresented in Table %onsists of two charters (S11, S1184) and
one letter (S1428h)ll written in Latin but containing Old English personal naifgé471 and

S1428b are East Saxon, while S1184 is South $axon.

Date of | Date of

Charter| Shelfmark . .| Provenance
charter | manuscript
S1171 London, Britist.ibrary, Cotton MS 685x693| s. Vit Essex
Augustus I 29
S1184 Chichester, West Sussex Record Office 280 s, vii? Sussex
Cap 1/17/2
S1428b London, British Library, Cotton MS 204x705| s. viit Essex

Augustus I 18
Table 9: The Saxon manuscripaterial.

S1171 grants land to the minster at Barking, and so can be assumed to be East Saxon
Furthermore, Bishop Brcenwald isin the witnesdlist, which supports an East Saxon
provenance (se@rescott 1994 44). Thedating of the charteA & 06 I dh8 Rresénge ofi
witnesses with West Saxon connectionE ¢ KA OK LJ2 A y th&d WedstSaxbn ki (0 S R dzNJ
I MRttt Q&8 ONRST 23S NYoke\BE KJeddls@ Work@1990:88 Ay GKS
The use of uncial strongly suggests that the manuscript is contemporary or- near
contemporary with the chartefsee Sections 6.3.2 and 6.5.4% does the fact that the charter

was composed in two stagesince aater copy would have been written in a siegétint

(Wormald 2006: 142; see also ibid.: 138though bothof the stints were writterin uncid,

493565 has sometimes been considetede an 8th-century EastSaxortext (see e.gGelling 1979:

95¢6). More recently, however, the manuscript has been thought to originate from between the late
8th century and early 9th century, and so it is excluded here (se&'erge 185: 6, Brooks & Kelly
2013: 109, 32]1see also Lowe 2001, wheitds grouped with 9thcentury copies of earlier charters).
Similarly the West Saxon chartef396 and S264 have been variously dated to both sides of 800,
which is why they too are excluded (for the dating of S96 Breekner & Marichal 1963: 5&dward
1988: 124 for the dating of S264, see Bruckner & Marichal 1963:SB)5(London, British Library,
Cotton MS Augustus ii 27ol. 11 is an East Saxon charteom the second half of the 8th centu(gee
e.g. Brucker & Marichal 1963: 2%®ut it contains no target vowels.
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roughly a century separates the writirgf the main text by a 7titentury scribefrom the

addition of the boundary clause and witnedist by ascribe fran the second half of th&8th

century(Chaplais 1968: 331} is possible that the second stintw@2 LJA SR FNRY &l &aSLJ
A0KSRdzA S 2NAIAYLEfe& I Gdl OKSeRuncinisediby e 8hK I NI S NE
centuryscribeA & ddzaf & | Yy K dazR2 U G S & Rndan &ffiRal greSekve S £

unity of hand across the documef(Chaplais 1968: 331; see also Wormald 2006:.1TA®

onlytarget vowel in S117is found in the witneséist, and sq althoudh in Table9 this charter

is marked as being from the second half of #tle century, the token from S1171 in Tabl®

is dated to thesecond half of thé&th century.

The exact location of the beneficiary 8f1184 the church of St Paul the Apostle, is
unknown Howeverthe grantis concernedvith a portion of lanchamedarnaleacly, which
has been identified as presedtay EarnleyPresuming that the lands granted the church of
St Paul the Apostleere notvery far from the church itself, this placeame locates the church
to Sussex (see esp. Kelly 1998: 52;ads@ Chaplai$968: 3384, Prescotil991b). The charter
datesto 780, that the manuscript is contemporary with the chartercisnfirmed bythe way
in which the sheet has been folded and theay the i1 62 Sy R2NESYSyGa I yR
confirmationhave beeradded with respect to the folds and each other (Chaplais 1968: 33
Kelly 1998: 48Y° Finally, the place of writing of S1428b can be reasonakpected to be
London, since it is a lettérom Waldhere bishopof Londonat the turn of the 8th centuryto
Berhtwald, archbishopof Canterbury. Its date is not explicitly given, liutan be pieced
together from the circumstances under which the lettgas written. The episcopal dates of
Waldhereplacethe time of writing tobetween 693 and 705x71@he letter refers to an

assembly organised by the Mercian kirdp€ed, who ruled from704to 709, andWaldhere

50h F Fdorflirtnationis recorded as having been written in Irthlingborough, which was located in
Mercia. The confirmatioris therefore consideredspart of Mercian evidence (Kelly 1998:;48e
Section 9.5.1 Neither of the twoSouth Saxoendorsementsontains target vowelsand soall
material from S1184 is from the main text of the charter
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seeksadvice regarding Heeddeishop of Winbester untili K S f deadihing 0&XYV#&h these
parametersin place the time of writing 0fS1482kcan be narrowediownto 704 or 705, and

the letteris therefore considered with dafaom the first half of the 8th centuryseeChaplais
1978: 4) Theletter has been thought to be a laf&th-century copy ¢ee Bruckner & Marichal
1963: 29(no. 185), but Pierre Chaplais has convincingly argued that it is contemporary, and

may even be a hologph (1978: €9).

7.5.2 Epigraph

No Saxon epigraphic material is considered.

7.5.3 Numismatis

The numismatic materiak drawnentirely from coins which Mercian overlords minted in
London. The majority of these afeom h T T doitage by the moneyer Athelwaldout a

number of Gd%/ ¢ dzfedFlxains are also included.

Athelwal® 3+ & avatida] I20/AR2yw YAyl A& YSNBE®82)at 258A06¢

and so classifyinghis coins asSaxon requires some justification. Athelvai@  @IBskly &
resemblethe coins of another moneyer by the name of Dud. With the provenanafirigud

we are on slightly firmer ground, since his coare similarto those of moneyers such as
Ealhmund and Eadhun, whose coins in turn are similar to the coins of Eadhiehap of
Londorr and abishop of Londoran be presumed to have minted in Lamd(ibid.: 81). The
evidence for a London attribution is indireahd somewhat convolutedbut in lieu of any
O2yUNF RAOUAY3T SOARSYOS: , iKSftgltRQa O2Aiya

Essex. As Offaa  @hey/rg Becessarily dated to treecond half of the 8th centurfter a



166

Figure2l:/ dzy & dzf F-kmé& coitiadgeNB S

shortlived hiatus in Mercian overlordship in Kent and London following the death of Offa,

[ dzy g dzf ¥ NBIAFAYSR O2yGNRt TFANRG 27F niifice[ 2y R2y
[2YyR2Yy 61 a NBIFAYSR FTANBGS aF2NJ GKS FTANBG &SI N
G2 [2YR2yé¢ OblFAAYAGK wnnyY uwmcT &SS Fftaz2 . fdzi
spanned from the end of the 8th century far into the first guea of the 9th century, and so

much of his coinage, in London as in Kent, was minted in the 9th century (see Section 6.5.3).

LG A& LlRaairof Sy K26S3SNIE-800 PondbrReBigsIhdsd Bave/adzy ¢ dzf T Q:
three-line obverse, where the full naenof the sovereign, including his regnal title, were

carved across three rows of textee Figure2l). The early date (and thus a London

provenance) can be inferred from the fact that the design follows directly from the dmee

coinagesof OffaandEAdS NK G t Ny > GKS LINBRSOS&aa2NBR 2F [/ dzy 6 «

possibly also the London mint (Naismith, pers. comm.; see also Stewart 1986: 33, Naismith

2008, Naismith 2017: 143).

7.6 Saxon data

The manuscript material for 7Q@50 consists of 1428lthe manuscript material for 750

800 consists of S1171 and S1184. All numismatic material belongs to the perg@)@50
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Vowel | Stress 650¢700 700¢750 750c800
MS | Epi | Num | MS Epi | Num | MS Epi Num
[Eyx30
PS - - - - - - x1 | - x2
PARyx2
RS - - - - - - - -
x1 [y =8
PS - - - foeyx1 | - - ey -
/21 K ROEy %6
RS - - - - - - - - -
PS - - - - - - x1 |- -
1yé M | By
RS - - - Byx1l |- - Byx1 |- -
Tablel0: Saxon ahographicrepresentationdy timeperiod and medium
Vowel | Stress | Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
B 9OfF'%30
B! OFx2
im PS C - -
leel RS - - -
i PS - - -
KnN™Kk RS . . .
Table :h NI K2 INJ LIKAO NBLINBaSyialdAaz2ya
(O®w= Offa by Athelwalyl.
Vowel | Stress | Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
PS PoeyS1171x1, ) [Ey Cd<8
K D S1428bx1 FOB/ Ci#<6
RS - - -
Table12: Orthographiaepresentatios of k D4 the Saxon regions
(&dz= @inwulf.)
Vowel | Stress Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
PS BryS1184x1 - -
Iyl RS - - -
PS - - -
KeM RS BryS1184x]1 i i
S1428bx1

Tablel3: Orthographiaepresentatiosofk &€ 0 v 0 K
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7.7 Saxon gscussion

The earlySaxordataspanall ofthe 8th century althoughonly a few tokens date to the first
half of the century.The representatiors and tokens arexclusivelyfrom either Essex or
Sussek there is no West Saxon datAs expected fronthe Saxonregions all orthogaphic

representatiors are exclusively roman.

The number of manuscript tokends very smajlbut the little data wehave give a
tentative impression ofboth diachronicand diatopicuniformity. None of the target vowels
exhibitsany variation in orthographic representatian.DX kA & 2 Y xRy, recBrded NNB R
once in the first half and once in the second h&lfthe 8th century, both times in Essex.
Similarlyk & 0 ‘brilykefekedl to byfyy, recordedonce in Essex in ghfirst half and twice in
Sussex in the second haffthe samecentury. In the case ok n o, theFexis onlya singletoken
on record, from Sussewhich happensl 2 6 STalet48ives a much fuller picture of the
orthographicrepresentatiors available to Saxon scrib&sJudging from the orthographic
NELISNI2ANSE 2F {ONAOGS {mmynomI Al
one target vowel in S1184. A close studythe text of the charter reveals that he employed

all three offaey, @y and [Beyin Old English nameslthoughfey is extremely rare. Scribe

S1184.1used itjustonce, which makes it something of an anomaly, and it is simiaily

S106 S1171 S1184 S1428b
S1171.1 S1171.2 | S1184.1 S1184.2
Bl Sy X X X X X
Bny X X o
Bty X X X X

Table #: The orthographic repertoires of Saxon chageribes.

51 The orthographic repertoire of the scribe of S106 is also provided, since he was writing in the Saxon
areas in the 8th centuryalthoughthere are no target vowels in his tex@cribe S1171.1 is the #th
century scribe of the charter, whilgeribe S1171.2 is the 8tkhentury scribe whose stint contains all

the manuscript data drawn from S1171 in Talll@sand 12. ScribeS1184.1 is the scrilresponsible

for the main text of the charter, whil&ribe S11842 wrote the Latin Psalms visible on the recto of
the manuscript (see Section 7.3.2.2 Reither of the contemporargndorsementsn S1184ontain
anyrelevant orthographic variantand thestints are therefore not represented in Tiald4.

¢ KSNB YIFe& 0SS 2yS Ayail ylésdf@dhn te parchmeyt mékesitH y 6 =
impossible to verify this.

o dzii

G2

YI & | LIS NI NI
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found once in the (admittedly short) stint of Scribe S118%t#& real competition seems to
KIS 06SSy o0SGs6SSy pBFSy FyR BtyZ |yR | a &dzOK:
O2yiSYLBRZNINE 9lad {lE2y OKINISNAEZ orkiger S | dzi K2 N

repertoires.Finally, it is striking that neither scribe of S1171, the only Saxon charter to have

been written in uncial, hé3 n y hisfiepertoire.

The deceptive uniformity of the Saxon manuscript data, as represented in T@liée
counterbalaned by the numismatic datdhoughexclusively East Saxon and frtme second
half of the 8th centurythey reved muchmore diversitythan manuscript datanot just in the
orthographic representation 2 ¥ K, rpdt Valdok in therepresentation2 ¥ . k/@Hi
represented byEy, Byand AR, allused in the same nam&thelwald with [(Eyas the majority
representation The preference for monographiyover digraphiAEyis potentiallyrelated
to considerations of space dhe coin (and coirie)t thisis also a plausible explanation for
the preference(although by a much narrower margiof By over PO ¥ 2 NJ Whatisk ®
unusualis the representation[®y, found nowhere else in Angldaxon coirepigraphy (or
epigraphy more broadlysee Figure 22 Its use is in conformity withhe orthographic

representations common in London among manuscript scribes, as sdablgl4: {'yis the

CA3JdzNBE HHY | By®YyR2y O2AY 6AGK B
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predominant representation in S1428b, the earliest of the East Saxon manuscript texts. At
best, the use ofByon two coindies of the same moneyer testifies to the influence of the
scriptorium on at least one East Saxon-cever. Appending a hook fé&ywhen carving a
small coindie required dexterity and fine motor skills, and it could be that the reason we do
not find any more numismatic tokens of this representation is that, for the purposes of coin
legends, carving the hook ywasmore trouble than it was worth. The diearver may have
thoughtthat if Eywas a good compromise for the digraphgy, then there was all the more
reason to revert tqEyinstead of carving very similadooking[®y. It is also noteworthy that
runes went largely unused by London -d&rvers. This fits well with what appears to have
been a very restricted runic literacy in London and supports the notion that Saxon
metalworkershad beernwholly illiteratebefore the arrval of Christianitandthat the literacy

they acquired after Christianisation was roman.

The modest amount of manuscript material does not present us with any anomalous
forms in the Saxon regions, which suggests that, even if the introduction of Chtystad
literacyhad had difficult or delayed beginnings, the orthography (if not necessarily the hands,
as seen in Sussex) adopted by scribes seems to have been reasonably oriffm®axon
die-carvers, concentrated in London, operated loosely withia @rthographic tradition of

East Saxon scrib&gthout beingreliant on it, and made use oépresentatiors (namelyEy

F2N) 020K knovMok FYR sDMk0O y20 F2dzyR Ay YI ydzaON
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8. East Anglia
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Map 4: East Anglia.

8.1 The early history of EaAnhglia

As a regiorwith a semicircular coastline facing both Scandinavia and the Contireast
Anglia in the 5th century was settled Bermanic peoples from various paérdf origin. The

first immigrants are believed to have been predominantly Saxand there is evidence of
Scandinavian settlement too, but the archaeological profile of East Anglize to be
dominated by the Angliang&Carver 1989: 128, Scull 1992a: &lines 2013: 3&). Due to a

lack of written records, we are almost completely ie thark regarding the details tfe early
history of the regionputwe canA Y FSNJ 0 KIF G aadrkadS FT2NXIFGA2Y
sixth and seventh centuries, through the gradual amalgamation of a number of smaller and

less hierarchical or sophistieat territories, as small tribes successively conquered and

2 00d
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F6a2NDPSR GKSANI ySAIKOo2dzNBRE 062 6c)BPrhedydastyf HamMoY ¢
the Wuffingaswhich became dominant in the 6th centysyas based in Suffo(ff orke 1990:

61; see alsibid.: 69)>* This region was ideal as a powsse, since it allowed easy access not

only to the North Sea world but also to the rest of England, given that Norfolk was bordered

by fenland to the west and therefore challenging to navig&arver 1989152, Williamson

2013: 47, 60; see also Scull 19923). Becauseof its strategic position, Ipswich in Suffolk

became an important centre of trade in the 7th centuo(ke 1990: 685, Scull 1992a: 22);

and, more generallygood farmlands é# ¢ SR 9l ad ! y3at Al G2 RSOSt2LJ

complexand marke2 NA Sy (i 6 SR a20ASGe GKIyYy. GKS gSaié¢ 02 Af

The Sutton Hoo shipurial provides further evidence that, though situated on the
eastern edge of England, East Anglia was by no means isolated. Thejivesals a glimpse
2T GGKS aLX SyR2dzNJ F'yR YFI3IyAFTFAOSYyOS 2F G4KS 91l a
contacts that theregion enjoyed (Hart 1977: 56; see also Britiford 1975: 688, Yorke
1990: 60)Dated to the620s or 630s, ihas been suspected to be the tomir (perhaps the
cenotaph) of Raedwald, king of East Anglia until his deattiréa627 (but see e.g. Stenton
1959: 52, BrucéMitford 1975:705,715) The gravegoods and type of burial attest to deep
rooted links with the material cultures of Scandinavia and the Contirzsmivell agprofound
GA RS2t 23A Ohcfossihy No&MNIg@nitvar 298%F 149; sedsaYorke 1990: 65cull
1992 21¢2, Hines 2013: 1P Theseverseasonnections arenanifestedelsewheretoo: the
name ofwn R ¢ | Psie@kdn Sigebdit wasFrankishand many female members of the East
Anglian royal house settled in religious establishments on the Continent (Yorke 1990: 65; see

alsoYorke 2006: 125TheEast Anglianalso had dealingwith other AngleSaxons. Raedwald

53 These neighbours would have included native Britons (se€Seudl 1992a12¢14; see alsdNVarner

1988: 11 ,Yorke 1990: 61).

54The modern division of East Anglia into Norfolk and Suffolk is an ancient one (Yorke 1990: 61), and

GKS I NBF I NRdzyR 9f& YIlIe& KI@S O2yadAidbiGrel G§KANR Wi
also Hoggett 2010: 32Jhejoint rule of thethree kings Hun, Beonna and Alberht in the 8th century

LISNKIF LJA YANNBNBR GKA& GUONRLI NGA@BS RAGAAAZYE 6, 2N S
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had been a protégé of thelberbit Kent éee e.g. Yorke 1990: h2ndKingAnna, who ruled
in the mid-7th century, is thought to have spent some time in exile with the Magonseete in
the west, establising connections between the two peoples (Wé&sScarfel984: 294 Yorke
1990:63; seealso Yorke 1990: §6The mother oKing Aldwul{663;713), the longreigning
monarch of the second half of the 7th century and the beginning of the 8th, was Northumbrian
(Higham 2005: 8&7)t the relationship with Northumbria was particularly strong, perbap
due to a common Merciagnemy (discussed below; s&®rke 1990: 66; see also Whitelock
1972: 23, HopeTaylor 197: 321).
i aSSya NBlFrazyloftS G2 adzdl2asS GKhi ao2i0K
kingdom and its adoption of Christianity topkace in extremely warlike, not at all peaceful,
02 ¥y R A @Wes2&Saatfe 1984: 293\t is difficult to imagindReedwal@® &  Aasbretwdida
after the death of hioverlord, King Athelberht of Kerds anything other than hangdon
G§KNRdAK GHEKIKSELBMORER 2 F ibid2Naralsk WibidmSon 20G3NB y 3 (i K ¢
61).Althoughthe bretwaldaship was never held by an East Anglian ruler again, the rést¢ of
7th century and the 8th century were not a time of peaes the kingdom was on the
defersive against aggressive Mercian kings, first Penda in th&thidentury and then Offa
in the late 8th century (see Section 9%1JTurbulent political conditions also meant that East
Anglianroyal successiowas rapid particularlyin the decades up tohe mid7th century
Penda was responsible for the deathstbfee successive king8Vhitelock 1972: 6Yorke
1990: 63) and even King AEthelher53/4¢655), whose accessionmay have been

accomplished witht SY R Q& K S LJdiedasafreSultdof disnalyshlyy with P&nda

551t may have been Mercian aggression which pressed EasinAsip develop increasingly close
connections withtheir North Sea neighbours (see Hines 2013: 81iccessful overseas trade may also
have made westward expansion less urgent and appealing (Yorke 1990: 71), which meant that the
East Anglians were moreviested in defending their existing territory than making new conqueists a
great expense. Some gains were nevertheless made. While the Middle Anglian territory of North
Gyrwe was a bone of contention between the Mercians and East Anglians, South Gyralesadmed
into East Anglia in the late 7th centulyringingPeterborough and Ely under the East Anglian sphere
of influence (ibid.: 108, Whitelock 1972: 7).



174

(Stenton 1959: 488).¢ KS RI GSa 2F h¥FlIQa O2yGNRft 2O3SNJ 9 &
have been shorived and limited to the 790s (Yorke 1990: 64), although it has also been

suggested thahis overlordship extended to as far back7&®s (Archibald & Fenwick 1995:

13). In either case, the native dynasty was not overthrémyithe MerciansEast Anglian rulers

were able to exercise some power, as evidenced thgir coinages such as those of

/Athelberht land Eadwald in the late 8th centurydrke 1990: 64\aismith 2014: 231).

8.2 Christianity in East Anglia

The first exposurg¢o Christianity in East Anglia came with the conversion of Raedwald, who

embraced the new religion from Athelberhtidnt(see Section 6.1However, thdegitimacy

of his conversion has been question@@eBruceMitford 1975: 700Hoggett 2010: 29)Not

only didRaedwald construct a panthepwhere the Christian God was worshipped alongside

pagan deitiegsee e.gWhitelock 1972: 3Yorke 1990: 62)but the Sutton Hoo shippurial,

which may have belonged to himvasby all accounts a pagan burial (Hoggett 2010: R9).

could be thaRaedwal® yf & | OOSLII SR / K NAfaligdiahcdir2( &Y iSigal éF o4 & 4 I G
28), a that he relapsed into paganisdue to pressures from his inner cirg&hitelock 1972:

3). On the other handilenryMayr-Hartingpoints outthat Reedwald did not reject Christianity

outright (1972: 65), andie might haved O2 Yy A A RSNBR KAYAStF F / KNRAGA
2010: 29)if lacking in learnednesBurthermore, ifs possiblél K i wn Rgl f RQa 6AFS |
who remained unconvertedwereNB & L2y aAof S FT2NJ 6KS {1Ay3aQa FdzyS
for its pagan character (Brudditford 1975: 703; see also ibid.: 705, Stenton 1959: 52).
WKFGSOSN) GKS adliida 2F wnRélfRQa O2yOSNEAZ2YS
Christianisation of East AnglHe brought no bishop back with him after his baptism in Kent
(Brooks 1984: 63anda A y OS ay2 aidSLla ¢gSNB GF1Sy (261 NRaA R

AYFNF &a0NHzOG dzNB§ RBRUZNRPA KK BILINBNEAWE | R2LIGAZ2Y 27
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trace on his kingdom(Hoggett 2010: 29 SA 1 KSNJ wn Ré | f RQ&orpwald/ | YR & d:
(died 627/8) y 2 NJ 9 2 N1Jg | f,RRREeht 622BGIA)AeN] Christians upon
accessiofrfalthough Eorpwald did accept Christianity later in)|iiemonstrating the hiol that

paganism still had on East Anglia towards the end of the 6®0gd€lock 1972: 3Yorke 1990:

62).

In spite of the historical connection between East Anglia and Kent, Canterbury ended

i A

uphavingi 2yt & | @SNE fAYAD

R NR{S2%XEKSEBfDUsK S BSPI§ 8
1984 65).The Christianisation proper of East Aiagtarted during thaeign of Sigebdt, who

became kingn the very early 630sThe Burgundian missionary Felix was sent to the East

Angles from Canterbury by tle@mmand of Pope HonoriusBefore rising to the throneging

Sigeberhthad exiled in Franciaand it was there that he hadccepted Christianitylt is no

surprise, then, thathe wanted a Continental bishop fdris own kingdonibid.). Although

Canterburywas notNB & L2 yaA 6t S T th&ldord&fion reitfdrcedhistaric e K =
0SG6SSy YSyid FyR 9lFad !'y3a3tAaAlT YR aF2NJ I LISNA?2
NEO23IyAl S GKS Fdzik2aNAGE 2F (KS | NDWhtdlogkk 2 LI 2 F  /
1972: 4). Felix was granted a see in Suffolk (see Whitelock 1972: 4, Yorke 199d&®)

new see in Norfolk was created following tBgnod of Hertford in the early 670s (Warner

1988: 11, Yorke 1990: 69).did not take long for nativénterest in Christianity to growas

CSt A E QA& to theRuffok Sapas Ml ashe first bishop of the Norfolk seevere both

AngloSaxons (Whitelock 1972:.8%till, religiousties with the Continentwvere not lost As

already mentionedfemale members of the East Anglian royal house often ventured to

Continental monasteries (Malylarting 1972: 151), anlly may have been the site thie first

AnglaSaxon double monastery, a typically Gaulish institutdayf-Harting 1972: 151Yorke

1990:70). Relationships were also forged wittoser neighboursKingAnna was responsible

for the conversion o& West Saxon kingind! Yy y bréitéer Athelwaldacted assponsorat

the baptism of an East Saxon k{ighitelock 1972: 9see also Wes Scarfel984: 297). The
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Northumbrian Ceolfrith, lateabbot of WearmouthcJarrow and Hild, founder of th&Vhitby

monastery, both spent time in East Anglgtenton 1959: 8, Mayr-Harting 1972: 148, 151
Yorke 1990: 66 A monastery aCnhobheresburgprobably locatedn Norfolk was founded by
the Irishman Fursan the first half of the 7th century (Yorke 1990: 65; see sl&st& Scarfe
1984: 294 Hoggett 2010: 32)Thisdrew more of his countrymen o the area, introducing

the Irishstrand of Christianityo a region otherwise loyal to Ronf@/hitelock 1972: 5)°

While there is no reason to suspect any laggale relapsé¢o paganismafter the
conversion ofSigebent (BruceMitford 1975: 705), it issignificant that he may have
colll 62N} GSR 6AGK aGaadzNBAGAYy3A LI 3Ly F2NOSa Ay (GKS
GKS GKNBIFG 2F (GKS 3INRgAyYy3I Ly Suksa and histisk SA NI 6 S a
colleaguended up fleeindeast Anglidor fearof a pagan invasion (Whitatk 1972: §6; see
also West& Scarfe 1984: 294), a readanger in the earlyto-mid-7th century. Both
contemporary and historical ties fare-ChristianScandinavia are bound to have contributed
to the strong and prolonged presence of paganism (Biddéord 1975: 703, Carver 1989:
155) The Sutton Hoo shipurial, whoever it belonged tshows clear evidence 6fa 2 £ A R NA G &
gAUK (KS beaunlhardly have anded immediately aftdre completion of the
buriatsite (Carver 1989158).Although EasAnglia seems to have been mostly Christianised
by the end of the 7th century, it may be futile to attempt to determine whether the first half
of the century was predominantly Christian or pagan, as it may be that, at least for a time, the
East Angliansw& a2t SN yi 27 (0 KRScafedd84: 2NFh&Ksudcdseof ¢ 62 Sa
Christianityin the second half of the centuhas been at least partly attributed the pressure

exerted bythe paganking Pendaof Mercig whose hostility inspired arassociatbn of

% Given the papal endorsement and his association with Canteru§/f A E Q& nustNaved G A | y A (&
beenRoman rather thatrish(see Meaney 2005: 79)leverthelessit has sometimes been argued

that Felix had had a connection with a Continental monastery fourgeithe Irish Columbanus (see

e.g.Campbell 1971: 2¥orke 1990: 65). While thisdgy OSNI | Ay S awS686@3Sy AF CStAE R
Columbammonastery, it does not follow that he observed Celtic practices to the extent of keeping the

/I STGAO0 91a0GSNE F2N) KAA 6l a IAGSY dzL) 6& az2yYS 2F [ 2¢
see also &ction 10.2.2.
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paganism with the enemy, and, conversedp association of Christianity with East Anglian

nationalism(ibid.: 294)

8.3 Writing in East Anglia
8.3.1 Epigraphycoinepigraphyand runes

The history of wringin AngleSaxon East Anglia exterasfa back aghe 5th century which

is stronglyindicative ofthe early Germanic settlerisavingbrought literacy with them The
Caistorby-Norwich astragalus was found in Norfolk and is among the oldest /AA#yon runic
inscriptions (see e.g. Odenstedt 198%).The runelike imprint @y found on urns from the
Spong Hill burial site may be a simple evocatiowlivine protection(especially in an area
where Scandinavian influence was strosge Page 1999a: 7Z4loggett2010: 91), andhe
pseuderuneson the Lackford pot and the Barrington bone are signs of early aspirations to
runic competence (see Myres 1B 66) implying the existence of genuine runeshich
inspiredilliterate would-be writers It is not clear whether the 5teentury Undley bracteate
was struck in England or whethemaisan import from thepresentday area of Denmark or
SchleswigHolstein (see e.@denstedt 1983: 1Hills 1991b: 14,715Q see also Nielsen 1991

If it is AngleSaxon (and thus perhaps East Anglisn accordance with its firgpot), the
elegance and neatness of the rundsmonstrated SELISNA Sy OS FyR (GNI RAGA:;
Odenstedt 1987: 86). If it was importeals seems more likeljt, is an example of the sort of
literacy that the East Angliamaight have been exposed tm the early mediaeval period
Overseas runic practice @most certainlybehind the5th- or 6th-century Spong Hill urps
which feature a stamped inscription written in mirror-runes. The inscription itself is
reminiscent ofa Scandinavian magical formulRage 1999a: 108, Parsons 19995 A0

Looijenga 2003: 1%, Waxenberger 2018)while the mirrorrunes, found nowhere else in
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Englandfind paralles amongrunic inscriptions fromthe area ofpresentday Denmark (see

Parsons 1999: 62,00ijenga 2003: 297).

East Anglian minting began afteonversion (Williams 2013: 136, see also ibid.: 131).
The inscribedoinages oPadaand Vanimundusfrom the third quarterof the 7th century,
areamong the early East Anglian issues (sedl@d). 135).Vanimundu& coinshave a roman
legend, possibly drawing on inscribed Continental ctiiasmade their way to East Anglia in
the early 7th century, although thegid notcirculate as currency (Brudditford 1975: 689.
The slightly earlier coinsf Padaare runic, foreshadoimgii KS ¢ ad NRy 3t & 9l ad ! y3f
of completely or partially ruic coinlegends (Hines 2011: 291; see dfsmdn Archibaldl985:
38, Blackburn 1991: 14®, Hines 199% The mid8th-century coirs of KingBeonna which
werethe firstin Angle{ F E2y 9y 3fl yR (2 TSI andiNgS o02A1KS &SN a1 7
name (Archibbl 2005: 129), often feature a mixture of runes and roman letters in the legends
(see e.g. Archibald 1985:;1€:e also Figure 23The moneyeWilred, who minted for Beonna
and lateralsoOffa, use runes for all his coins with the East Anglian king,dwitched to an
exclusive use of the roman alphabet for the few coins he is known to have minted for the
Mercian overlord (ibid.: 32 KS dz&S 2F NRBYlIYy fSGOGSNR FT2N) hFFI Q:
imperialrequirement (seévietcalf 1998: 435Naismith 2012b75;see also Section 6.3,4nd

other East Anglian moneyers of Offa frequently retained runic or partially runic spellings for

CA3dz2NB HoY hyS 2F .S2yylQa O2Aya o0& 9FSo ¢KS 20@SNA
MBEG ayPbK S NBPISNES ONAIKGO aK2ga GKS Y2ySesSNI 9FSQa ylI
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GKSANI 26y ylIYSa gKAES ftglea NBaAaSNBAy3d (GKS NRY
28). It is evident, then, that 8thentury moneyers were comfortable using bdkie runic and

the roman alphabets (see also Metcalf 1998: 435).

The richrunic record among coinpoints to a lay runic literacy which was at a
reasonably high level of competen(gee also Metcalf 1998: 43838. This is corroborated
by East Anglian (nemumismatic) epigraphy, includiragtefactslike the Harford Farm brooch
(also known as the Caistby-Norwich brooch) which contains an inscriptiopresumably
written by the craftsman responsible for the mending of the broachhe mid7th century
(see Hines 1998: 189; see also Page 109217). Runic literacy is also evidencedin
ecclesiastical circles. The Blythburgh writing tabl#tésvhalebone frame of what was a wax
GNAGAY3I GFofSGET FYR AG KIF&a NdizySa aOdzi GKNERdJzIK
(Neuman de Vegvar 2013: 87; see also Parsonsal204;210). The impressions are all runic,
andwhat coherentrunic sequencethere are seem to implyexts written in both @d English
and Latir although 6 A G K GG SEGE 6NAGGSYy 2@BpNdssibk®bei2L) 2F 2
certain of the meaning of any sequence (Parsons 49240; seealso Pagel991a). While
some have understoodthe writing tablet as bridgingthe gap between scriptoria and
epigraphic runes (see e.g. Page 18919) there is no evidencthat the church at Blythburgh
had a scriptorium (Parsons 1994211). Moreove, since the writing tablet is made of
whalebone and at wood (whichwas more customary), itvas more likelyd | {Statd K
202S00Gx y20 I aO0KNeafadde 2egvadiB:3)IOnad liare beelzSedl ¢ 6
in liturgy, as indicated by the decorative motifs on the verso (ibid.: 97alseeNebster 191).
Theartefactis thus betterseen as evidence for runic competence among ecclesiastics more

broadly, rather thanspecificallythoseinvolvedin manuscriptwriting.

This is not to say that therevere no links between runes and scriptoria. Brandon in

Suffolk appears to have been a manusctiph2 RdzOA y 3 O2YYdzyAdex af Al SNT i
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NREYFIYé o6t NBA2YAa CarnpTeshey & MurpiyT1988: 3 Mardoris 4 34a: 206,
Page 2006: 227, Page 2063 see also Section 8.3.Zhree runicobjectsfrom between
the 7th and 9th centuriedemonstrate runic literacyThe runes on the Brandon tweezers are
seriffed, caihgi 2 YA YR daw2Yly AYaONARLIIA2Z2Y LN OGAOSat¢ o
363). The second runiobject, the Brandon pin, bearsnaincomplete but no less intriguing
fuporc The final rune of the sequenca,sigil, has a atypicalform which has been associated
with the runes we sometimes find in manuscrigtee Looijenga 2003: 14lees alsoPage
2014: 26). Much has also been made of the inclusiotwad allographs ofjer, the epigraphic
«& and the manuscript<§1>> (Parsons 1991:,%Parsons 199t 205, Parsons 1999: 1&48),
whichagain suggests an overlap between epigraphic and manuscript culture in Brasagon (
alsoPage 1994: 18¢19). In addition, the partiafluporcconsists of the first two subdivisions,
or aettir, of the runic alphabet, which could indicate a levehd¥ancedunicliteracybeyond
mere familiarity with the graph®r even their correct ordefParsons 1991:@®; but see Page
2014: 263). Théastof the three runicobjects the Brandon antler handle, has an inscription

gKAOK UGNIyaftl dSa | .DavilPasdhgobsenies that ibthefailerlihghdley | £ €

X«

GKIR 0SSy A02@0SNBR gAlK2dzi | NOKFS2f23A0Ff O2

¥ S
Fa tA1Ste SOARSYyOS 2 Fa 200).GinShe averdldaicHaddlodical i S NI O & ¢
profile of Brandon, bwever, there seems little reason to separate trgler handlefrom the
other inscrbedobjectsfound onsite, and the inscriptionan be taken afurther proof of runic

usein areligious, manuscripproducingcommunity(ibid.; see also Page 2014: 232

There are no secure attestations of roman epigraphy from the timeframe of this study
(the 7th-century Postwick sedlie may not be Angk&axon at allsee Okasha 20@42445,
Kershaw & Naismith 2013: 294n18oman letters were used in cei@gends, however, and
roman coinepigraphyreveak an intriguing overlap betweenepigraphy and manuscript

writing. Above it was shown that runes and roman letters could be found on the same coin,
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Figure 24: Oneof AtlleS NK i LQa O2Aya o6& [dzx oftSTFGT 208SNAS | yR
the incipit page from the Gospel of Matthew in the Lindisfarne Gospels.

sometimes in the spelling of a single name -Eaevers were evidently comfortable using both
alphabets, but thisdoes not necessarily prove their familiarity with manuscript culture as
such. A coin of the moneyer Lul for King Zthelberht Il does, however, go some way towards
closing the gap between the scriptorium and the-@i¢ NISNDR& 62 NJ] aK2LJP ¢KS
curved ys (resembling retrograd@@ 0 Ay GKS 1Ay3IQa yR Y2ySeéeSNRa
b2 2yfeé R2 (KSe awO2y(iNraie sA0K (KS NizyAO 2N
Y2NB AYUNARIdzZAy3Ifes al O deNdssRticsBLcbEof sitnfar dpte, O Y 6 S
such as in the display script on the famous incipit page of Matthgiv 4 KS [ AYRA ATl Ny S
(Naismith 2014: 230)t is possible, then, that letteforms used in manuscripiriting were
familiar to the diecarver.Of course, Liu Q &cariRek cannot have been the only An@axon
die-carver with some exposure or connections to manuscript culture, since the first roman
literate die-carvers (as opposed to d@rvers who merely copied roman legends without
understanding their meaningpresumablyhad to learn roman literacy from individuals
working in manuscripproducing(or at least manuscrippwning) environments. However,
thecurvedfyd 2 F [ dz Q& O2Aya &adz33asSad | Y2NB LINRt2y3SH
die-carver keen on displaying his knowledge of leftems found in manuscripts. The exact
locations of East Anglian mints are not knawaithough Ipswich is a likelsandidate (see

Naismith 2013: 138, 146, Naismith 2017: &3But it has been suggested that Lul minted in
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a separate location from most other East Anglian moneyers (Naismith 2010: 79). This could

explain the uniqueness of ithallographic parallel betweecoinlegend and manuscripts.

8.3.1.1 The Baconsthorpe clip

The 8th-century Baconsthorpe clip is here treated separately because of its complexity as
evidence for the interaction of runic and roman literacy. The clip is presumed to be an
accessory used ithe reading of manuscripts, whidh itselfimplies that it is the product of

GF ftAGSNIGS O2YYdzyAde Ay 6KAOK Gg2 AONRLIAZ | &
(Hines 2011: 29%)two scripts because manuscripts were written in the roman alphabet
while the Baconsthorpe clipas a runic inscriptigrand two languages because manuscripts
were typically in Latin while the inscription is in Old Enghsinch of the scholarship around

the clipis concentrated on roman orthographic features detectedtia runic text The more
obvious of these is the use of a douth[@ @to represent aggeminate/y Ma practice common

in roman, but not runic, orthographiesRepresentinga geminate consonantusing one
consonantal rune is a wedlttested feature ofrunic orthography (see.g.Parsons 1999t12,

but see Page 19¢2and can bseenin the Harfod Farm brooch inscription. The wop A 8yO E t
is typically read as the preterite of the vagbbdZan Yhend, repaifeven though the preterite
hasa geminate cosonant (which, followinthe rulesof roman orthograply, might have been

~

renderedas** PA A & § Bdirimesberger 2003: 134)nlike the inscription on the brooch,
G KAOK SESYLIX ATASE WYdzy 02y GF YAY Ll GSERIn tazy A O 2 NI
Baconsthorpe clipnscription displays knowledge of and adherence to roman orthographic

convention, which is indicative of the inscriptidiaving been made in an environment of

roman literacy ¢ee Hines 2011: 289, Waxenberger 2012:)185
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It has also been claimed thahallegedrunic digraphY yieflects the conventions of
roman orthography, wher@uiyis used to refer to /y/ (Hine2011: D0; see also Waxenberger
2012: 185, Waxenberger2017: 63z a LISt 1 2F GKS Wl S3aSmQ RAINI LI
is legible in photographs, the rune that follows if it is a rune is either irregular or
incomplete, and itsdentificationasPis only tentative(see Figur@5).5” What can be seen is
a shortverticalincision justa fraction of the height of the precediflyy. The incision appears
at the end of a row of texwwhere space is limitedf the incision ishe lower part of thestave
of a rune, it isnost likelyB, although it could also be another narrow rurseich agly,  yor
@y. There is damagabovethe incision, which makes it impossiblerde out any of these
possibilities, buPis considered most likely by defatiecause no other alternative would
render a meaningfultext. Assuming that the incision does represed the immediate
context of the digraphwithout consideration for lindreaksjsas followsfE & Z¥dhayéhe

digraph is underlined). John Hines (2011, 202@parsed the text asfE &7 8 & ay&epe

Figure 25: The Baconsthorpe ¢tipawing by David Dobsom Hines 2011: 284YTheimage on the rightsa
closeupphotographof the corner containing the £ £ S 3 S RY yRck Biedppsifospcorner of the drawing of

the inscription).

571t has not been possible for me to examine the inscription in person.
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cuinne(=se pecynng W ¢ K 2 R Ehe fatincgnRei interpreted as the present subjunctive

of the preteritepresent verbcunnanW G 2 6 S; hdwéverSheie ar@no other attestations

of an imutated present subjunctive for this wofBut see Bammesberger 2012: 533; see also

Hines 2011: 289, Hines 2W278;9). What makes the acceptance of the readioiginne (=

cynng all the more curious is that, if there was no deuterograph #relincision vasjust a

scratch, the resulting veffiorm cunneg 2 dzf R 06S G0 KS NI sudrfark NJ & dzo 2 dz)
(Bammesberger 2@t 5332). To sum up, while the use of a double rune for a geminate

consonant reflectsistandard Romasscript spelling practice 6 | 20M:80, it remains

uncertaing KSG KSNJ 6§ KS al YS Ol y o6 SYyahditfssactioniwitls dzy O S NJi

GKS NRYlIY RAINI LK pdzAy o

8.3.12 Runicinnovation

The East Anglian runic record has often been discussed ¥attua orthe innovaionsof local
rune-masters(for images of the innovations discussed in this paragraph, see Figuréh26)
coins of the moneyer Wilred for King Beonna have a 4likee symbol whichpresumably
standsfor Latinrex W1 A(séé& &3pArchibald1985: 39). It is thenly known (to me) runic
innovation which takes advantage of the ability of runes to refer to lexeasesvell as
phonemeg(seeSection3.2), whichcould indicatethat such a function of runes was active in
East Anglian the 8th century.The rest of the East Anglian innovations focus on vowel
representation(see Hines 2020: 85The 8th or 9th-century Sedeford fragment has an

innovative rune with a vocalic referergerhapsly/ or a diphthong ¢ee Waxenberge?2017,

%8 There are other ways in which the text can be parsed. It is possible tqeésd & Y4 ay&e pec

uinne(=se pecynné W4 K2 SGSNJ Y| 8epacNinnes KB SEANB NI 8T 2060 Ay @2 dzQ
02 ESY6SNHSNI HAMHY mMypoOS FfGK2dAK §( OSH®pEsNE ay2 LI N
(ibid.: 191).



Figure 26: Innovative East Anglian runes on-{tefight) a coin of Beonna by Wilred,
the Sedgeford fragment, the Baconsthorpe clip and a coin by Eadnoth.

Hines 2019)The Baconsthorpe clip, discussed above, has a rune which may refer to an

unstressednid-central vowel in the region o, which would make it an unusual example of

I £ SGGSNI NBFSNNAY3I G2 | @268t sKAOK a2 O00dzNE

This theory has been met with scepticism, although it must be acknowledged Hikat t
orthographic conventions around unstressed vowels in runic writing are poorly understood
(Waxenberger 2012: 189). According to another theory, the rune referred to a vowel around
[ O0AO0AR®DPY MdMOIT LISNKFLE aly Avyidi®BidNMS2Reel NB
Section9.4). The same rune might aldme found in the coins of the moneyer Eadnoth. The

rune looks identical to the Baconsthorpe clip innovatiencept that it is bound to the

rightmost stave offyand is upsidelown. Ifthe runes aenotthe samefi KSy 9 Ry 2 (1 KQ&

represents yet anotheinnovation (see Hines 2011: 28%, Waxenberger 2012: 187).

The obvious questioraised by these innovations is whether anyone apart from the
rune-masters themselves were expected to recognise thEaxnoth may well have had an
unusual rune on his coins as a mark of authenticity and a way of visually setting his name apart

from that of other minterswith no expectation of intelligibilitysee Naismith 2020: 516Jhe

alYS FLIWX ASEa G2 2Af NBRQA O2 Awisprestirdably notddey y I

that any minter would have wished to deliberately obscure. It is simplest to assume that the
symbol was comprehensible tBast Angliansas it is to us, by vireuiof its position on the

20aSNWBS 2F O2Aya whér&dne viold ususlfiavdetpgcBddmseeyte Y S

2\

adl

3

NX

t

l.j
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wordrex ¢ KS yIYS 2y GKS {SR3ISTF2NR FNI DMESwwd A& Y2:
AAIAYATAOLI yOS 27T 2 gigppadiuaderstdodNandiit iskuyicledr WHo dwas LIS NA 2 R
that such inscriptions were aimed étee Hines 2019: 288; see also Hines 1998: 188 he
Baconsthorpe clip inscription is the oméhich is most likely to have beentended for an

audience If it has been correatlidentified as a paghkolder or pageurner (Hines 2011: 282

3), it would have been a communal object, with every user a potential refatethe

inscription The most favoured parsing of the first part of the inscriptisnalso an explicit

invitation for -~ NS {8 $ WY 6K 2 @bRl.: 289) e riddling quality of this invitation
specificallythe use of thedisconcertingnodalmay (Old Englisltunneor cynne discussed in

Section 8.3.1.1) could be a hint tht thisinscriptionwasunconventiona) and that it bokan

educated or sharpvitted reader to understand the texfully (seeHines 2011295) Runes

were so ubiquitous in East Anglia that thgresencealone may not have made the inscription
unconventionalBut regardless ofvhether these innovations were everyday additions to the

East Anglian runeow, or whether they wereesoteric curiosities, thegtrongly suggest cal

runic tradition that was alivdbecause itinspired creatiity and did not limit itself to the

common AngleSaxorfuporc

8.3.2 Manuscrig, roman literacyand education

East Anglian manuscript culture has been referred tehin the preceding section®ue to

the devastating effects of Viking raids on monasteries and other centres and repositories of
writing in the 9th century, no East Anglian manuscripts have sur(ired pre-Conquest
charters discussed in Lowe 2010 are too late for this stwahg so all evidence aimanuscript
culturein the region is indirecfor example, it is safe @mssumeatradition of charterwriting
considering that East Anglia was able to remain an intact entity through periods of Mercian

2P0SNI 2NRAKALIE | FSIFG 6KAOK AYLIX ASa aly SFFSOI
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NBaz2dNODSaé¢ 6 A2 EBdbstAnghiadripin NMas besndasyued f@eowulf with a

possible East Anglian provenance for the first manuscript oéplye poem(Newton1993).

Although it has only survived in later copi®¥ta Sancti Guthlaés an important East Anglian

work written in the firg half of the 7th centunby a monk named Felifnot to be confused

with the firstbishop of East AngtigeeWhitelock 1972: 15, Yorke 19980, 71, Hoggett 2010:

3).LG A& 200A2dza FTNRY KAA& 6 NAGANGIAREK |y RCSE RIEG «
GLINSadzyrof e gl a o2N KierRowedséyobwith a ceditbie Soky2 T | 6 S
FYR aAONARLIGI2NRARdzYé O1 AIAKFEY wnnpY ypT asSSsS faz
Surrounded by rich resources, it is difficult to imagine that Felix alone attdiiggdevels of

f AGSNI 02 YR AYRSSR:Z awAB8yYy KAa LINBFI OSz CStAE
could have written the work better, and, without our laying too much stress on this use of the

modesty convention, one can assume that he dooabt have said this if he were the only

f SEFNYSR YIyYy Ay 9Fad !'yaItAlé 02KAGSEt20]1 MPTHY ™

And there is every reason to believe he was not. East Anglia is known to have
supported education. KingigeberhrE g K2Y . SRS RSaONAO6Sa Ea aOSNE
(West & Scarfe 1984: 293), established a school with teachers who were dispatched from
Canterbury (Brooks 1984: 65, 94; see also DeCamp 1958: 239, Whitelock 1972: 4, West &
Scarfe 1984: 293). Styli excavated around East Anglia show that writing taldeds w
commonly used (Pestell 2004: @®%). There is also diversevidence for manuscript
ownership, which points to a general appetite for learning and literacy (Whitelock 1972: 10).
/| dZiKgAYySS Fy 96Fad ' y3ItAly o0AaK2LFEIDONR WERE wWE NS/
9). Some manuscripts were also taken from East Anglia to the Continent for safekeaping
LNAAK SOOfSaAladAao olFlaSR Ay 9Fald !'y3atAl GNIyal
AKALI 02 CNIYyOS¢ 02 Sradimajasciel hard NdFtke Bracplgnnplaquer don 0 &

inscription (see Figure 27) is associated with insular manuscript8(see 1991§ and the
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Figure 27: The Brandon plaque.

FNGAAGAO adet S 3IthensetmwarkerSvasiclodelBndliar wighghusirigth o

art as the figure looks as if it has been drawn witink6 at NI AyT A1 HaAamoY wmnnT 2
1991.: 8, Parsons 1994a: 207). Although the plaque is dated to the 9th centuag, firobably

made early in the century and thus perhaps givesimpge into the kinds of manuscripts

available in Brandon at the time (see Pestell 2004: 37). Firfdlg, Baconsthorpe clipvas an

accessory used in manuscAmading (see Section 8.3.1.2), it implies the existence of
manuscripts; moreover, the insctipn refers to both reading andriting, not only evoking a

culture ofliteracy, but als@rovidinga vocabulary for literacy (see esp. Hines 2020: 85; see

alsoHines 2011: 2934, Bammesberger 2012: 535).

8.4 East Anglian

East Anglianlike Mercian and Nthumbrian,was anAngliandialect, and as such, sharedth

themAy ! y3IfT ALY &aAY220KAy3 & ¢Stf Fa GKS FNRBYOGAY:
Ringe & Taylor 2014: 8, Trudgill 2021¢27see also Section 4.2.1aby Waxenberger

consides9 F & ! yIAt ALY (2 KIF@S 06SSy LI NI tdskanl dGaSNDOA

hardly mean anything more than that boteast Anglian and Mercian h&dglian features,
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unless it isntendedto reflect the hegemony that Mercia gained in EAsgliaduring the rule

of Offa(in which case the concept is political, not linguistic). Unfortunately, since the written
evidence from East Anglia is extremely limited, it is difficult to outline its distinctive features
but it is neverthelesextremely wlikely thatMercian and East Angliamere identical across
the board especially in Norfolk, which was separated from greater Mercia through the natural

barrier of the Fens.

8.5 East Angliamaterial
8.5.1 Manuscripts

No East Anglian manuscript mateiiglconsidered.

8.5.2 Epigraphy

The epigraphic data comprise only the Harford Farm brooetpvered fromNorfolk. The
brooch has a runic inscription, as well as some decorative patterns, carved on the @eerse
Figure28). While a small, portablartefactsuch as this may have been produced or inscribed
far from its place of deposit and eventual recoveignd indeed this type of brooch is most
closely associated with Keantan East Anglian provenance has not baemniouslydoubted

(see e.g. Hines 19416, Parsons 1999: 53). The brooch fits the general archaeological profile
of the area, which has returned a high number of runic inscriptions. Comparison with other
similar,metallurgically datedrooches has placed the Harford Farm broarcthe first half d

the 7th century (Hines 19®). The inscriptioris not part of the decorative design of the
artefact however,which means it is not necessarily contemporaneous with the manufacture

of the artefact (seébid.: 7). If the inscriptiomas been correctly @ NLINB G SR | & & [ dzRI NS
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e

Figure 28: The reverse of the Harford Farm brooch. The inscription is above the clasp.

GKS ONR20OKE¢ OAOAR®DT o0dzi aSS .1 YYSa6SNHSNI Hnnoo
to the middle of the seventh century on the basis of the probable date of manufacture of the
ONR2OK YR (KS LlzNAGe 27 (K DI8INBX dee als@RimdRs Ay (1 KS

1999: 53).

8.5.3 Numismatics

The numismatic materids drawn from the coinages ttie East Anglian king&thelberht |

and 11, as well agom OffaQ éoinageby the East Angliamoneyers thelred.

All East Anglian coins are ddtto the second half of the 8th centuagcording to the
regnal dates of the issuing ruler&thelberht | is believed to be the same person as Alberht,
one of three rulers who rose to joint power in the r8th century (seeSection 8.1 This is
becauseha O2Aya aK2g GAAYAfINRGE (2 (GKSEajtyz2gy O2A

Anglianco-rulers (Archibald & Fenwick 1995: 9; see also ibidg121Archibald 2005: 128,
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Naismith 2017: 136Beonna was definitely East Saxon, and the similarity betvie®oins

and the coins of Athelberht |, who shares a name with two Kentish rulers, can be securely

identified with the East Anglian king and therefore provenanced to East ARigéiattribution

of two coins to Athelberht Il is likewise slighthnvoluied. One of the two coins considered

in this study EMGSCB1016.0105, has #olf andtwinsCtesign on the reversayhich is also

found in a coin minted for Offesee Figur@9). Contemporaneity with Offa makes it likely that

the name of the sovereigopn EMGSCB1016.0105efers to Athelberht I, who reigned until

794, and not /thelberht TheEast Angliamoneyer Lul was responsible farK S Wg 2t F | y R
GoAyaQ O2AYy &htd &nd Oftaiwhich pravenshéeEMESCB1016.0105 to East

Anglia(see Naismith 2014: 23@pr Lul as an East Anglian moneyer, see Section 8Thg)

second othe two coins is different in design but was also minted by Lul. This, as well as some

otheNJ AAYAf I NARGASE 0SGsSSy (KS tS3aSyRa 2F (GKiAa O
it belonged to Athelberht L 6 bl A a YA G K H ssrheledds idetifiell By&Rory 2 y S & S NJ
bFrAAYAGK & | at NPolofS¢ 9 ad layeSeinhldnge toy2y S& SNJ
the coins of the moneyeWihtred, who alsominted for Offa and who has a stronger East

Anglian connection, since he minted for King Eadwald of East Anglia in the late 8th century

(see Naismith & Naylor 2012: 2423). No East Anglian coifiem this period name the place

of minting, and so the precise location of the East Anglian mint (or mints) is not known,

although Ipswich is a strong possibility (see Section 8.3.1).

CA 3dzNB



8.6 East Anglian data

192

The only epigraphic inscription is from the perigfslc 700, and all the numismatic evidence

belongs tathe period 75@800.

AY 9F

650700 700750 750800
Vowel | Stress % _ x . x .
MS | Epi Num | MS Epi| Num MS| Epi | Num
Byx2
PS - - - - - - - -
Kno Eyx2
RS - - - - - - - - -
. | PS - 3 - - - - - - x11
« DA Byx1 POE
RS - - - - - - - - -
Keo PS - - - - - - - - -
RS - - - - - - - - -
Tablel5: East Anglian dhographicrepresentatiors by timeperiod and medium
Vowel | Stress | Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
By AEF~%2
f PS B B =Y
leel B 9yF <2
RS - - -
im PS - - -
leel RS - - 5
i PS - - -
KnN™Kk RS - ) N
TableBY h NI K23INJ LIKAO NBLINBaSyidldA2ya 2F knoJvok
(FEFA= Ethdberhtl; £2A= thdberhtll.)
Vowel | Stress Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
<« D I:é - BYHFx1 B h @yi1

Table17: Orthographiaepresentatios of k DA East Anglia

(HF = Harford Fartorooch O = Offa bys thelred)

8.7 East Anglianidcussion

Given the destruction of all early manuscripthgtEast Anglian data is exclusively epigraphic

and numismaticThe one epigraphi@artefactis runic while both runes and roman letters are

found in coinlegendsThisaptly reflects the riclrecord of East Angliaminicepigraphy on the
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one hand,and EastAnglian dieO | NI S NE Q ohiihg Nod rubiéis aildirainanilefiers on

the other.

The total number of East Anglian tokens is very small, which makes any definite
statements about East Angliarthography riskyand only preliminary at bestA hesitant
observation based on the data presented above is,thlihoughboth recarded vowels, /eeff
¥ R , ka@wo orthographic neresentationsrespectively the representationgdiffer only
inscript There is no intracriptal variationin roman texts/ee/" isonlyreferred to by[Ey, and
in runic texts/eae/" is only referred to by@y, etc. On the face of itthese results make East
Anglian orthography seem highly reguldiowever, the dangers of making too much of scant
data quickly become apparent wheonsideringhat By, [y, Byand fOEyare all drawn from
discreteand restrictedcontexts. There is a highhance that behind these four representations
are only four different writersone per representatiorffOEyis only found irthe coinlegends
of one moneyerWe do not know whether iwould have been usellythe diecarvers obther
moneyers, ofin roman(norrnumismatic)epigraphy2 S R2 y 20 1y26 6KSUGKSNJI |
have been used in manuscrip@onverselyyis onlyfound on oneepigraptic object We do
not know whether dieQ NS NBR 62 dzf R Kk réhi® coidag8rivls ok wihetie2 NJ k DA k
other runecarvers wouldchave used it in epigraphgimilarly, the appearance @yand Ey
for /ae/™in coinlegends does noguarantee that they would have appearedeépigraphy
Moreover, Byis restricted to the coins of Athelberhby the moneyer Tilraedand (Ey to
those of Athelberht Iy the moneyer LuWould other moneyergor their diecarvershave

opted from the sameunic and romanepresentatiors of /ae/"?

The fact that 8 instances of/ae/™ appear in the protothera agbel- requires some
further comment.lt is striking thatboth @yand By conventionally refer to /e/, not /ae/. The
use offEyfor expected /ae/ on coins hgmeviouslyin this study been provisionally thought to

be a spacesaving technique, given thatigraphicAEy (which is in line with the majority
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manuscriptrepresentationt 2 NJ kn @llbregionsso far studiefiwould have takerup more
spaceon the die(see Sectins6.7 and7.7). Howeverthe use ofy, which isspatiallybroader

than the more expecteddy, casts doubt on this hypothesis, at least in the region of East
Anglia. The selection @y over fygives rise to the possibility thahe selectionof [Bywas

an accurate representation of the quality of the vowel of the protothe@emsitivity towards
vowel representation has been a noteworthy featurekE#st Anglian runic inscriptiorisee
Section 83.1.2) which is all the more reason not to dism[&y and Byfor expected/ &/ as
anomalies in the data. It is possible thatthe East Angliadialect, the stressed vowel of the
nameelementagpel- was raised from /ae/ closer to /efThis could be attbutable to Mercian
second fronting, whiclvould haveeasilyreachedEast Anglia (see Section 9 Mpt only may

the regionhave been partofned a SNOA | Yy  RWaxdnti&@eR012: N }hit, evien

if it was not,East Anglim andlpswich in particulawhere most diecarvers are likely to have
operated wasa vibranttrading centre, and could have attracted Mercians from early*8n
Confidence in East Anglian diel NWSNBR Q O2 YYA (Y Srgptesentafion il A (i K F dzt
orthography also prompts us to acdghe name of the moneyes thelred at face value. The
prototheme dzel- hassometimesbeen interpreted as a variamtf agpel-, asin the EMCSCBI
database where the moneyer is namegktthelred or in PASEwhere he is/thelred 48
However, the orthographicepresentationfor the stressed vowel of the prototheme, a
representationthat the moneyer himself was satisfied to appear on coins bearing his name,
iswithout exceptionBOEy, which typically refeed(i 2 & Bfnkkely, then, thaBOESEywas

an alernative spellingpf agpel-, or that fOB/ was an orthographicrepresentationof /aeé M 0
Given the consistency in trepelling2 ¥ G KS Y2y Se@SNRa ylyYSs Fa ¢Sftf

East Anglian epigraphers (numismatic and otherwiappear to have gone in ewel

59 The extension of Kentish raising to parts of East Anglia in the Old English period has been discussed
(see e.gFisiak2001, Lowe 2010), but, if our dating of Kentish raising is correct (see Section 6.4), the
sound change is too late to account for the raising of /ae/ to /e/ in East Anglian.
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representation, it is assumed here that the protothemasnot agpel-, butdzlgl-, the cognate
lexeme of which iselWPy | (i A @&8e Cblingh RIB8: 126). The reasoning is not circular
insofar asdzlgl is a known namelement, and the consistent spelling of the nainethe

primary evidences strongly in favour of such a reading.

z

LG A& RIFy3ISNRdza G2 OflAY GKIFIG GKS 9Fad !'y3t
WLRAYyGa (2Q assasaPerhadit isk&cbtho/sayittat the FastlAhgha® data
WKAYyGa FGQ FILAOGKTdA ©@26St NBLINBaSydalrdizy Ay 2N
our attempts to define the East Anglian dialdtican be said with some more certainty that
the chionological distribution of the East Angliagpresentatiors is in conformity with our
overall profile of East Anglian runic usamely: a strongunic tradition which, over the course
of the 8th century, slowly made way for, but was not extinguished lxy,roman alphabet.

The choice of alphabehay have become especially significantamarker of identity when
h¥FlFQa aSNOAI {Budif so2 @ BnNdrtant téd ackndwiédhé that the East
Anglians were not defined only by their use of run®¥hile we do not have surviving
manuscripts, the coihegends of East Anglian kings show tlarhan writing wasan intrinsic

part of East Angliafiteracy.
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9. Mercia

LinNDsEY
BREEDON-
THE WREOCENSETE
ON-THE-HILL
LICHFIELD /
# \\_‘
- GumLey
THE MAGONSETE e MipoLe
IRTHUINGBOROUGH ANGLIA
WORCESTER
HEREFORD \.
THE HWICCE
Map 5: Mercia.

9.1The early history of Mercia

Mercia rose to be one of the great powers of Ar§laxon England, but as with many of the

other kingdoms, we know relatively little about its origins due to a dearth of Mercian primary

sources (seeDumville 1988 1234, Yorke 1990: 10@2). Early Mercian history is

reconstructed from various neMercian sources, some of them peSbnquest, which are not

fglrea O2yaAradSyidsz IyR gKAOK LINBaSylid aSNDAIya
FNBIjdzSy Gt e SySYASanamekewénteSind the archaedlogigainecdrd t £ | OS
have also been used to piece together early Mercian history, although their witness is
inevitably incomplete (see Tyler 2007). What can be said with confidence, however, based
especially on the evidence of early funesdes, is that the Mercians were Anglians, who

arrived in (what becaméylercia via the eastern part dnglandstarting in the 5th century

reachingthe westemmaost partspossibly as late as the 6th century (s&enton1971: 4.¢2,
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Yorke 1990: 10%ee ale Hills 199&: 54, Parsons 1996: 150, Parsons 1999).10%precise

area oftheir original settlementis challenging to bring into focus not ordgcauseof our
patchyhistoricalknowledge, buialso dueto the considerable gains in territory made during

the reign ofthe 7th-century kingPenda(died 655)(see Davies 1977: 24)hat has proved

helpful is a document known as the Tribal Hidameginallycompiled in the 7th or 8th century,

but only survivingn later copieqsee Davies & Vierck 1974: 2Hgt 1977: 44. It is a tax list

which names the peoplewho had comeunder the Mercian sphere of influendgeeHart

1977: 46,DSt ft Ay3d wmMdhydY MdPMOI YR o0& ARSYUGATEAy3d i
tributaries, it allows us to situate the coregion of Mercian settlement around 6 KS Y2 RS NJ/
counties of Staffordshire, Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire together with south Derbyshire

FYR Y2NIKSNY 2| N ODOPBEIKA NBK2dzZ2K2 BPSymdKda | NBI
have already been an aggloma¢ion of earlier unrecorded peoples creatgmtimarily by

YAET AGF NB Y SI Ahdtlder poirted is hebdivisionmfiMercia by the Northumbrian

king Oswiu after his victory against thercians at the battle of th&/inwaedin 655.The river

Trent marked the dividing line between the two halves of the kingdom, and while it is unclear

whether the division was amd hoc creation by Oswiu or a reflection of an existing

3S23IN) LKAOIE RAAGAYOGAZ2YS adKS FI Olhroagh GKS RAQ

GKS KSFENI 2F GKS aSNDAlLY {AYy3IR2Y¢ OAOAR®DPY mMcmMO

Up to the mid7th century, our knowledge of Mercian history is dominated by the
actionsof King Penda. His date afccessioris unknown (see Yorke 1990: 13 see also
Brooks 198B: 164;6), but he isrecordedto have fallen athe battle of theWinwaed Like

many Angle{ | E2y (1 Ay3&asz tSyRIQ&a 2dzift221 6F& YAEAGE NI

daly

GKS ¢NAROFf | ARIF3ISE SKAOK YANNBNB GwiB86KS INBI
191).The regiorconsisting of the client kingdoms named in the docum&as too vast to be
ruled as one political unit, and it was doubtléssS y Robli€yf allowing native dynasties to

persevere (while exercising overlordship in aspects such as the collection @¢ taibd the
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control of land) which made prolonged Mercian control sustainableraadlted ina coherent

empire which could be passed down the line of succession (see Yorke 1990: 114, Tyler 2005:

6). Having Penda as overlord was no bad fdtewever, sincéne was a generous ruler (e.g.

Tyler 2005: 9), and, as a pagan king with seemingly no religious agenda, he was possibly more

G2t SN yi 2F RAOGSNEAGE GKIY &a2YS 2F KAA& [/ KNRAGA
to biblical and Roman ideasaboutettrh @ ¢ = | yR a2 RAGSNBRAGE 2F o0l O°
LIS OSTdzZt t @ O2SEA&G dzy RSAW divBryitR deninly didiekisbike 6 ¢ & £ SNJ H
the immigrants to other areas, the Mercians did not occupy a deserted landscape, but one
inhabitedbytt§ A Y RA3ISy2dza . NAGAAKEI FyR GKS @I NA2dza A
GFNB fA1Ste (2 KIFEZPS 0SSy LINBR2YAY!l ySatoR . NRAGA A
immigrants mixing with nativ8ritons(Yorke 1990: 107; see also Bassett 20005 20716.

aSNOAIFIQa ySAIKO2dz2NBE ¢ S NBaxdnftha ery ma@neMercia illA G A a K |
etymologically related t®ld Englismearc¥ 6 2 dzy’ R | NJark referg tlJRSpednian of

Mercia as sharing a border with the Britons to the wes. (the Welshsee Brooks 1988:

162 Yorke 1990: 102).

Althoughd 2 YS | aLISO0Ga 27T hisdliysRip Qith thélWelsReRdedd dzOK | &
with Penda (sed3rooks 1989b: 168yorke 1990: 104), the empire which he built not only
stayed intact, but grew under his successdesen a thregear period of Northumbrian
O2yGNRE F2tt26Ay3 t SYRIQ& RSTSI|TieN&thubriag G OF dza S
king Oswiu divided Mercia into a northern and southern regigsee aboveplnd allowed
t SYRI Q& J65%656 @hoRuask £ 42  h a gnlasetd actiad ysubkingn
southernMercia(seeEagles 1989: 21Bassett 2000: 116). Peada was soon murdered, and in
658 Oswiu was ousted from Mercia. That same year Wulft@58c675> | y2 G KSNJ 2F t SyF
az2zyasz gkba YIRS {Ay3 2F aSNOALF yR aasSsSyvya G2 KI
1AY3IR2YE &42dziK 2F GKS 1 dzYoSNES YR 32 aSNDALlY

had left off before the brief period of Northumbriamle (Yorke 1990: 105). A number of
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permanent conquests were made during the nearly®3& I NJ NBA Iy 2F 2 dzf FKSNBQ
successor Athelre@75704), whose victory against Northumbré the battle of the Trent

seaired the contested area of Lindsey fdercia (ibid; but see also MayHarting 1972: 11)

Following the reigns of three relatively shédisted kings at the beginning of tt&h century

(on whom see¥orke 1990111), therest of thecentury was dominated by the lengthy rules

of /thelbald (716757) and Offa (757796), during whiclii @Y 6 2aid 2F (GKS (1 Ay3IR2Y:
02 aSNDAI Ay GKS aS@SyiukK OSyldaNE ¢SNB F0a2NDbSR
much of Southumbriawas brought under Mercia control. Mercia gained a foothold in

Londonand Offa in particular was responsible for furtherhig dominiorinto Kentish, South

Saxon and East Anglian territofgeeibid.: 112;14). These advances grantdendlocked

Mercia access to mints, ports and international relations. Offa was espe@atiyté emulate

the policies and kingship of the Frankish king Charlemagne; and one of the more tangible
productsof these new resources and contacts was an extensive coinage Qfiidanodelled

after that of CharlemagnéseeHart 1977: 568, Brooks 1984117,Yorke 1990: 115\ aismith

2016: 87.

9.2 Christianity in Mercia
9.2.1 Early exposure to Christianity

Relatively little is known of the Mercia@@sonversion to Christianity, given thBede had no
correspondents in the core region of Merdlairby 1965¢6: 368. What further complicates

the question is that Merciaecamean empireruling overmany peoples and client kingdoms,

each with a unigue history. Some of these kingdoms, such as those of the Hwicce, Magonsaete

and Wreocenseete to the west, were 8til ¢ S Ky A OF f t &7th.cénury, arid khéir Ay G KS
indigenous inhabitants are likely to have been British Christidgker( 2007: 93see also

Bassett 1992Bassett 2000: 133Aproportion of AngloSaxonmmigrants to these areas may
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therefore havebeen converted by the British majoritgdee.g.Bassett 1992: 189 see also

Pretty 1989, but it is unclear how common such an occurrence wds role of the

indigenous, Christian British population in the conversion ofAhglaSaxons particularly

those in the west midlandshas attracted a great deal of scholarly scrutiny. The abrupt

change in Anglk&axonfunerary customs from furnishedto unfurnishedburials has been

taken by some as an indication@fanging Angk$axon traditions in response éxposure to

British Christianitp 2 KAt S A0 Aa | O vwhy With RravegBodsiiakd & & ®R 8 2
0S02YAy3a | [/ KNRaAGAlIY FINB y24d GKS alyYS GKAy3¢:
and wholesale enough for us to conclude that they must reflectthe AhdloE2 y 8 Q O2 YA Y 3 A
O2y il Ol @AGK 2 NHI yitA093: R skekaldd Yoike 2006 A)A00weves,. | & & S

this theory has not gone unchallenged. Burials without gidv@ 2 Ra O2dzZ R 2dzad | &
those of local [British] Christian elites who had temporarily adopted some elements of Anglian

Odzt (i dzNB ¢ 96)¢Idst tHemdbre difficult 1 assess the extent to which the Christianity

of the British subjects of the Mercian empire affected their ethnically Anglian compatfiats.

the other side of the empire, the arrival of Christianity in Middle Anglia is mbeltter

understood. Shortly after his father Penda made him subking of the Middle Angles in 653,

Peada accepted Christianity from Oswiu of Northumbria as a condition for ma@gwgQ a

daughter; and somissionaries from Lindisfarne were brought to wainong the Middle

Angles fronearly onA Yt SdigR(TyfR&2005: 78).5°

Although Penda was not opposed to Christianity, as can be seen in his tolerance of
I KNRAGALFY YA & asuiRingdlomXs&zankey196&: BHimsiVRlight 4990: 56),
the core region of Mercia remained largely unaffectéd already discussed above, Penda

does not appear to have had any religious agenda, and, perhaps in consequence, his network

801t is also acknowledged that the Continental missiorrgaylinus sojournebriefly in Lindsey in 627,
sent bythe Northumbrian kng Edwin atitime when Lindsey was stélNorthumbrian region (see e.g.
Stafford1985: 98, Eagles 1989: 210, SiWddliams 190: 58 see also Section 10.2.1).
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gla aSIGKYyAOIfte FyR ARS2f 23A0I fAhgloSadbndadkl £ A aiG X S
/| KNARalGAlya a ¢Sttt a /KNRaAaGAFyad LG Aa tA1Sfte
kings and their retinues, was a cosmopolitan centre, rattihic and multlingual, and

G2t SN yi 27T NBlkeri2ans Plitks clesk ébabidafion witthe \Welshking

Cadwallonmay haveexposed him to Christianity (Ozanne 1962: 33)iclwled to Penda not

perceiving the religion as a threadt/e alsodo notexactlyknow what the nature of paganism

in Mercia was and how widelywas practsed at this time(see Bailey 1980: 12). Placame

evidence has often been evoked to shed light on the isJhe. historical areas of the
Wreocenseeteand the Magonseete aredevoid of pagan placenames which gives the

impression that paganism, if it wasactsedA y G KS&S | NBI & -ivedashof t = agl a
fSIF@S y2 GNIOS 2y GKS y2YSyOftl (idz2NB 2F GKS I yF
the core area of Mercia, where pagan plamesh Y RA OF S &a2YS LI 3ly 62 NHEK)
is not easy to say how and when the places were associated with the gods, nor when the

pagan shrines may have ceased to be used. Some of these names may already have been

fossils in the seventh century, and otheray allude to pagan practices that continued for

O Sy (i dzNA-Williams HO90A 56;3see also Gelling 1992;42Moreover, the pagan place

names of Mercia must be juxtaposed with plat@mes with theBritish element eacles
GISYSNIFffe Ok NRAKRAKQ AOKRINDKI SIAGSa¢é 0¢ 8 SNI H AT
101). Given that both Christian and pagan names are found in much the same areas, this has

f SR a2YS (G2 62yRSNI AT LISNKILE aiGKS StAaiasa 2F S

genet t £ & | AadzYSRE 0O0¢C@ftSNIHAnnpY o0 @

9.2.2 Christianisation proper

Despitet SYRIF Q& G2t SN yOS 27F /BtRChristhutsjhthé Merclay R G KS L

SYLANB Ay (GKS FANRG KFEF 2F GKS Tniaked®Sy ( dzNB X )
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G2AFGFA 't AYGNRBRAzOGA2Y 2F / KNAAGAFYAdGE layd2 aSND;
131, Bassett 1992: 18)he region was evangelised over the three ydmtsveen 655 and 658

that Oswiu controlled Merciaafter having defeated Pendas discussed alve, Oswiu

O2tftlF 02N GSR ¢AGK tSIRIFI G2 ONBFGS al 22Ayid ai
b2 NIi Kdzy 6 NR& | y -Wvilidivts d886/ 865 and Difinfa,Yaa Irishman and one of the

missionaries who had been sent to Middle Anglia from Lindisfarne, bgcari KS a FANR G 0 A 2
2T (KS aARRfS !y3ftSa | yR a2IBl) li&E&SA xBANOKI R E A Y 5
I KNARaAGALFYAaLFrdGA2Y 2F aSNOALX | a ¢Stf Fa 5AdzYl
Christianity had a strongNorthumbriart and, especiallysince Diumaand hs immediate

successomvere both Irish, a distinctly Irisht flavour (see Bailey 1980¢8). Traces ofirish

tradition may be seen in the eventual selection of Lichfield as the episcopal seat in 669 at the
0SAAYYAYI 2F GKS SLMAaAO2LNI 4GS 2F / KIRD® ¢K2dAK 9y
Fd [ AYRA aHartingl9SZ 88)amd he Neld alsobeen®n 2 F | ARF yQa LJzLIA £ &
see alsHughesl971: 50, Gelling 19996; seealsoSection10.2.9. Ecclesiastics of the Irish

persuasion gravitated toward®ligiouscentres set on islands, either real or metaphorical

YR [ AOKFAStI RR &bwastMEsh s ba EIBNEBEOWAlI §KS ySINBai
Chadcould find 6. NP 21 & My poY MdABTseelaB&SSettidh@d2). { Aal Y M
Christianity thus took root in Mercia, and there is evidence of convertitenast in the upper

echelons ofsociety t S I Rl Q & Wuifthee ivés SCNidstian upon accession in 658, and it

seems that a Christian enclave of the Mercian court was instrumental in ensuring his rise to

power and the ousting of Oswiu (Malfarting 1972: 117; see also Tyler 2005: H&wever,

in spite ofa conspicuous transition from pagan to Christidngship the details concerning

the conversionof the Mercianpopulace more generallgre lessclear, andno single Mercian

missionas sucthas been identified

Irish or Irishktrained dshopssaw to the religious needs of the Merciams to the end

of the 660sandwe know of no communication between theamdthe Southumbrian centres
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of Roman Christianit{Stenton 1971: 12€1). The tide turned following the Synod of Whitby

in 664, after which no part of AngBaxon Englandas exempfrom the Romanising influence

of Canterbury (see e.g. Stafford 1985: 179, Gelling 19®2see also Section 10.2.8)deed,

before the end of the7th OSy (il dzZNE GG KS LNAAK O2yySOGAz2ya 27
SOt ALIASR 08 (K2 amss529) The2ie&s of the shift ®WasdslRoman

customscan be seen in church architectuf@ailey 1980: 1415, Stafford1985: 99)and, to

some extentjn the written tradition which emergedseeSection 9.3.3 Itcanalso be seen in

the authority with whichCanterburyreorganisel the Mercian diocesdn approximately 680,

the decisions madat the Synod of Hertford in 67@&ee Section 6.3.3yere actioned and

GGKS 3INBFG aSS 2F aSNDAI ¢l & aSLINIGSR Ayidz2 ay
Brooks 1984: 7&b). The see of Lichfield continued its existence, and new sees were created

at Worcester and Hereford, which oversaw tregionsof the Hwicce and the Magonsaete

respectively; the rest of Mercistayedunder thecontrol of Lichfield (Brooks 1984: 75, Hart

1977: 49). The ecclesiastical situation in Mercia remained relatively stable for over a century,

until in 787, after theCouncil of Gelsea, Lichfieldvas promoted into being the third Anglo

Saxon archiepiscopal sdeeside Canterbury and York. This elevation of status had not been

on the agenda of the ChurcRatherit was the brainchild of Offa, arguabtyotivated more

by a spirit ofretaliation than a genuine concern for the souls of the Mercians.aftigishop

2F /I YyGSNbdaNE |G GKS GAYSZI WnyoSNKiGZ KFR &dz00S
archiepiscopal see of Canterbury to Londoloser to the heart of Merci@rorke 206: 275,

6; see also Brooks 1984: 11®responsE h FFI a2dzaAKG G2 GONBIFGS a4 /
YyS6 YAREFYR LINRGAYOS 2F GKS 9y3afAakK OKdIzZNODK 6 A
1984:111). Not only were the circumstances of the establishmEthi®new archiepiscopate

contentious, but its new status was also dependent on the direct control and support of Offa.

la az22y +ta KS RASRXEZ aaSNOAlIY o0AaK2LA YIRS GKSA
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2F /I yGiSNDdNEE 0{ Aeldwis ofiiciafly démoteddack iato abighRprig in O K T A

803 (see Brooks 1984: 119, 123).

9.3 Writing in Mercia
9.3.1Mercian runic literacy

The 5thcentury Loveden Hill ugrirom the historical area of Lindsdgatures what isrguably
the most wellknown Arglo-Saxon runic inscription of the panversion era (see Figudg).
The inscription is unique among early runic texts in terms of its lenwgth a total offifteen
(mostly) clearly-carvedrunes divided into one string of seven and two strings of fManyt

but not allt of the runes are easily identifiablavhich hasencouragedattempts at
interpretation, althoughno consensusas been reachednd the variousuggestions have
differed drastically (see Page 1999a: 1yhat complicates matters is that the function of the

text is similarly elusive. THeveden Hilurn is a cremation urrand so a communicative

Figure 30: The Loveden Hill urn.
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function is unlikely, sincd T2 NJ 6 K G NBIF RSNAKA L) ¢2dzf Bid:2yS Ayao
217).The runes vary considerably in size and spacing, asiiigheber had not planned their
layout properly before getting to work. S NK I LJ& & K A fletesoddddhe rdnkesawer® 2 Y
Odzii¢ O6AOAR®Y mmnT aSS faz2 tF3S wnamMY cHcOLD |y
pseudorunes (Page 1999a: 92, Page 2001: 626), which gives the impression that the function
of the runes was fulfilled simply by theresence, not by any linguistic message the runes
may have conveyed (see also OW&81: 92). Their presence may have communicated high
status (see Hines 198173), or they could have had an amuletic functretevantto local
funerary practices perhapsthe runes were meant to protect the deceased (or, indeed, the
living; on Anglesaxon cremation burials, see Owen 1981¢%%). Still other urns from
Loveden Hill feature a decorative stamp resembfigwhich, if it is arune, may have been
used to evokalivine protection as per Scandinavian runic practice Bsge 1964a: 30Jyres
& Green 1973: 6@Page 1999a: 92; see also the Holborough spead in Section 6.3.1). As a
whole, then, the inscribed urnsthe Loveden Hillirn in particulat make it plain that runes
were known to pre-Christian Mercians. Other, nateramic inscriptions corroborate this.
Runes are found on the 6ttentury Welbeck Hill bracteate, although its associatiaits
Scandinavian runmagic see Hawke& Page 1967: 22, Page 19983, Looijenga 2003: 2p1
could make it a mere symbolic relic rather than a display of literacy. Th@B#ih-century
Willoughbyon-the-Wolds bowl has a single rune which has been interpreted as a possible
26y SNDA& ik 6¥d HinEsNIBf 450;1, Kinsleyk Pagel993 Page 1999a: 9land
the short, unsophisticated inscription on the 6thr 7th-century Cleatham hanging bow! could
fA1SsAEAS 0SS |y Hings3oemines TIODR44H, bBodiéngai2803: 290
1).

The arrival of Christianity effected a thorough change in Mercian runic writing. The

postconversion inscriptions stand in stark contrast to their-pogversion counterparts in

terms of legibility and intelligibility, which is hardly surprising, cdedng that an aspect of
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the literacy disseminated by the Church was a heightened awareness of the importance of
uniformity in writing. Christian literacy presumed an audience of hufaampposed to divine)

readers who must have been able to comprehertéxd in order to be edified and educated.

Neat, wellproportioned and relatively lengthy inscriptions are found amefactsof such

diverse materials as the Honingtégmetal) clip, the Derby bone plate the Overchurch stone

(see Figur@&1). Christianity had also brought stone epigraphy and an entire genre of memorial
inscriptions, and although rurgtones did not become as widespread in Mercia as they did in
YSAIKO2dzNA Y 3 b2 NI KdzYy 6 Ndt AngloSaxsrSrunéstar@igirkMeedy/ o0 2 dzy R I
(Page 1999a: 29Yhe Mercian postconversion inscriptions mentioned heege all overtly

Christian in content, reflecting the religious society out of which they sprang. In addition, the

seriffed runes on the Derby bone plate, as well as on othagriptions such as the Long

Buclby strapend and the Wardley metal plate, explicitly point to (direct or indirect)
O2yySOitAz2ya 6A0GK (GKS AONARLII2NAdzYd wod Lo tl 3IS
O2y Ot dzaA2yé Omdpdpl Y m™c o sebiflike nfdrkings Koulll e cHalibed A & (i NHzS
up to careless cutting, a consistent inclusion of serifs is a reasonably secure sign that the

inscriber, or one of his instructors, had been exposed to the practices of the scriptorium and

had some access tnanuscriptculture. Other signs of such exposure are the double runes on

Figure 31: The Overchurch stone.
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the Honington clipnscriptionrepresentnggeminate consonants, an orthographic convention

closely associated with roman orthography, and one which woule: leeen adopted from

the world of roman literacy (Hines 2015: 269; see Section 8.3.Eihally, it is worth
YSYGA2yAy3a (GKS LRSG /eySédZ ¥ aly SOO0fSairladao
aSNOAI ¢ OCA2YyIl DI YSaz2y958: 2Wwwm84, Eutk GODIhalSglly | € a2 { A
sophisticated use of runes in his acrostic poetry may hiatwider context ohdvancedunic

literacy in late8th-century Mercia where Cynewulf antbr his target audiencewere

educated

A regrettable aspect othe early history of Mercian epigraphy is that there is no
numismatic record. Because Mercian rulers minted their coins outside of M@e&e.g.
Naismith 2010: 8Qwe lack the robust witness that ceiegends typically provide for the state
of lay liteacy after the adoption of Christianity.he vast majority of the intelligible post
conversion inscriptions are explicitly Christian. We cannot be certain of the genre of the
numerous inscriptions that only survive as fragments, but perhaps they have doweto
us as fragments precisely because they were secular inscriptions from lay contexts, which
would have lost value with time as objects with writfiog its own sakdecame less of a status
symbol or pagan apotropaic texts became less relevant, wdenand rose for personal
objects that expressed or facilitated Christian devotioklercian une-stones could be
indicative of areading knowledge of runes among the gendial) population since they
often imply a wide audiencélthough this is not alays the casesee Sectiorl0.3.4.), but
they are mostly from after the period of this studynd cannot help our understanding of 8th
century lay literacy(Moreover,the Overchurch stone, the earliest complete Mercian rune
stone, is from an area of Nortimbrian involvementwhich might have affected the level of
localliteracy.) As it stands, theunic record is not varied enoudh give us a comprehensive

view of runiditeracy inboth lay and ecclesiastical circlepimst-conversion Mercigbut what
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canbe said with confidence is that runic literacy waagart of local culture both before and

after conversion.

9.3.2 Learning and manuscript culture

Since Mercian Christianity was, at the first, Irish in character, the early education of Mercians

must also have been at the hands of Irish or Hisined ecclesiasticsThe standardof

education cannot have been consistent in ecclesiastical establisisnamossthe vast

Mercian region, but it was sufficiently high at the monastery of Breedomthe-Hill to

produce a man clsgreat learning ag atwine (seMayr-Harting 1972: 192Bailey 1980: 18

19). A Mercian ecclesiastic born in the second half of #tre century andarchbishop of

Canterbury from 731 until his death in 734, his Latin gramrAas, Tatuini shows clear

parallels with the grammar of Donatus (Law 1997:¢)8.32) He also penned.atinriddles

following the example of Aldhelm (see Secti@Band10.3.3.¢ G gAYy SQa 62N)] Sy Ol L
the way in which roman literacy permeateparts of Mercia to the effect that a local

ecclesiastic was able to produce writing merging botntinentaland AngleSaxon features:
aelGdoAyS 2F . NBoSra@n/ridles and Ks LKtk &ramimyrFull of classical
NEFSNBYy OS> (GeLMATFTASAE GKAA NBadAZ GAy3a ofSyRé of{dl
210). There are indications thain the second half of the 8th centur{ffa deliberately

fostered an environment where literacy could flouri@Normald 182b: 112).! & gA G K hTFIl Qa
creation of the archbishopric of Lichfield (see Section 9.2.2), this was undoubtedly motivated

by selfaggandisement tied to the notion of literacy as a signal of power. But whatever his

agenda, its fruits can be seen not only in the manuscripts produced in the decades following
h¥FlFQa NBAIYyS o6dzi Fftaz Ay (GKS add@gpBe@BENDALIY O
English literacy in the 9th centur@tenton 1971: 27€1, Brown 2001: 28890, Colman 2004:

194c5).
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In spite ofMercianinterest in literacy and education in the 7th and 8th centuries,
Mercian manuscripts from this period are thin on the@und.This has been attributed to the
devastating effects of the Viking invasions, which meant that no archives have come down to
us from the great ecclesiastical centre of Lichfield (see H&iZ:1®D). The once archiepiscopal
seat doubtless did produgeanuscriptsat least chartersuntil the invasions (Kuhn 1948: 621
Wormald 182b: 110) but, as it standsmost ofthe surviving Mercian charters from before
800are fromthe archive inNorcester in the western client kingdom of the Hwicce, which was
geographically further from the invading armitsan the core Mercian regiofsee Hart 1977:
59; see also Brooks 1989b: )58hese charters offer precious insight into the history of roman
literacy in Mercia. S89 is one of tifiew AngloSaxon charters written in the uncial hand, a
diagnostic of the involvement of the Roman Church (see Section @@&&)gfrom 736, the
use ofuncial is late compared to the two othéingloSaxonuncial chartersS8 and S1171
both from the end of the 7th centur{see Sections 6.3.2 and 7.3.2.2.Thiscould either
indicatethat trends incharterwriting, which firstarrived inmetropolitan Kert and London
onlyreachedMVerciaafter alag (seeBruckner & Marichal 1967: xvigr that Mercia developed
its own Palaeographicy A O NP O &nél NelddnSduncial even when the more southern
regions began to move away from its ugalherence to old wgs can also be seen 856
Written sometwenty yearsafter S89ithasbeerRSa ONA 6 SR | & aly SEOSLIiAZY
R20dzySyi(é¢ 6KAOK FAyYyRa GSEddzaft LINIttSta FYzy3

first generationsof AngleSaxon chartet ONA 6 S&4¢ o0YStt & mdbhpyY EfAEOOD

9th-century manuscripts can also help us paint ayietof the manuscript tradition
of the 8th century out of which they sprang. The most prominenttttése are four
prayerbooks which have traditionally been assigned a Mercian, and probably a Worcester,
provenanceTheyare collectively known as the Tibesiprayerbooks, and comprise the Harley
Prayerbook (London, British Library, Harley MS 7653), the Royal Prayerbook (London, British

Library, Royal MS 289, the Book of Nunnaminster (London, British Library, Harley MS 2965),
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and the Book of Cerne (Camhyi University Library, MS LI.1.20Particularly in terms of

their content, these works testify to the strongorthumbrian andrish element which had

defined Mercian Christianity from the mitth century onwards and whichvas not
abandoneceven with ircreasing Romanisatiomhe Book of Cerne may represent an originally
Northumbrian assemblage of texts (Maylarting 1972: 183; see also Kuhn 1948: 623), and

GKS . 221 2F Dbdzyyl YAYaiSNI O2yGFrAya GLINI&SNBR 27
theBod 2F / SNYS3> a2 T7T7TS Nictchntehid@ohdy SotthumBri@iureSof OS 2 F
Irish sources, rather than just of elements which had earlier been absorbed into Northumbrian

culture¢ 0 . N2 4:y210nerhpghasis minesee also Kuhn 1948: 6R45till, the same

manuscripts also betray connection with Roman ChristianityFor example the Royal

t N} @SNbp221 AyOfdzRSE GLINI @SNAR YR KéyYya FTNRY (f
marriage of both ecclesiasticahditions (Brown 199& 208). It has text not only in Latin but

also in Greeka specialist subject in AnglBaxon Englandvhich can be traced back to

Archbishopt KS2 R2 NB Qa & OK(8@ Bailef 4980/ 17,yStaforB5dA9.Brown

2001: 289; sealso Section 6.3)3The Book of Cernkas been describeaispreciselythe type

of workonewould expect from Mercia during aradter the reign othe Continentallyminded

Offa2yS aO02yFtl iGOAYy3I6 b2NIKdAdzZYONARIYS YSYUGAaKz /[ 2
Ay 3 NB RBrofny2004:£2856; see also Wheeler 1977: 241f)such manuscripts could be

produced at Worcester after DF | Q& we &af &nly kn¥gh& what the output of Lichfield,

h¥FFQa | NOKASLIAAO2LI ST ¢2dx R KIS 0SSy tA1S A

61 The Harley Prayerbook and the Book of Nunnaminster may be from as early as the late 8th century.
The Book of Cerne may have been written at Lichfisidam 1956: 13@Grown 199%).
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9.4 Mercian

aSNOAI KFa 0SSy OFtt SR[OM ErgiShlialettateds, andSridded RS FA Yy S F
thei SNY KARSA || RSAINBS 2F fAy3IdzZAaldAO[MMRINAI GAZ2Y
2011: 81.8 see also Ringe &aylor 2014: 7)The Mercian empire was so vast that it is

impossible to envisage anything resembling a uniform Mercian diddemtighoutthe region

Insofar as it can be definetiowever,Mercianwas an Anglian diale¢tand as suclit was

susceptible to Anglian smoothing (see Section 4.RI&)cian(or a subdialect of Merciam@so

underwenta sound change known as second fragtiwvhereby the low front vowet/se/ was

raised to /e/and, to a lesser extent, tHew back vowet/d/ was fronted to /ae/ (Hog1992]
2011:885.87¢90). The principal evidence for this sound change is found in the®ttury

Vespasian Psalter gloss, altiyh itprobablybegan already in the 8th centurif not earlier

(seeDresher 1980: 4%3, Ringe & Taylor 2014: 220; see also Hogd992]2011: §85.92 In

either case,tiis possible that second fronting affected some oriradtances of the target

vowel /ae/ considered in this studyout instead of discardinghe vowelfrom consideration

altogether, | haveincluded all cases oéxpected/ee/ as outlined in Section 4.2.1nd address

the possible effects of second fronting in Section 9.7. /eet/@) as the reflex olsecond

fronting is not considered.

9.5 Mercian material
9.5.1 Manuscripts

The manuscript evidence consistsofchartersand a Mercian confirmation on a South Saxon
charter (see Tablel8), as well aghe Epinalglossary(Epinal, BibliotBque municipale 722),

fols 94107\). The chartersaand the confirmationwere all written in Latin with Old English
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Charter | Shelfmark LEiz @ Pateior ,
charter manuscript
S56 London, British Library, Add Ch 19789 759 S. Viif
S59 \{\é%rSCesterWorcester Cathedral Muniments B 270 S vii?
S89 London, British Library, CottdiSAugustud! 3 736 s. viit
S92 London, British Library, Cotton MS Othip fal. 7 749 S. Viif
S114 | London, British Library, Cottd#iSAugustud! 4 779 S. Viif
S139 London, British Library, Add Ch 19790 793%796 S. viif
S1184 | Chichester, West Sussex Record Office)/Ca2 | 780 S. Viif

Tablel8: TheMercianmanuscript material (charters only).

personal names, lexemes and one pkacene, while the Epinajlossary is in part a Lag®ld
English glossary. The charter material is therefore almost completely onomastic, while the

Epinal glossary evidence is entirely lexféal.

The dates of the charters are largely unproblematic. S56, S59, S114 and S138, as wel
Fd h¥FlI Qa O2yFTANXIOGA2Y Ay {mMmynX Fff I01y26fSR
charters to the second half of the 8th century. These charters have typically been considered
to be original, or very closely contemporaneous with the origmahuscripts® Some doubts
NEIINRAYI GKS YIydzZAONARLIGAQ 2NAIAYIEAGE 2N O2yi
seriously challenge an 8ttentury date. S56 has been speculated to be acethtury forgery
(see e.g. Brown 1986: 120), but the claimfigjuestionable validity (Keynes 1996: 160n174).
{pp Kra o06SSy OFttSR I LRaaroftsS aNBOYAASR 0O2LER:
NBAIYéS odzi AdGa O2ydSYLR2NFySAIGe-Wiigngd K9%0h FFI K| &
155n61; see also Bruckner &larichal 1967: 97, Wormald986: 157). The two remaining

OKI NISNES {yd FYR {dpHET 020K Oly26¢ SdaasS YAy3

621 have left out S1186a, which is linded in Seiler 2014 and assigned a date in the last quarter of the
8th century, but in Lowe 2001 is listed as a-8#mtury charter. The first Erfuglossary (Erfurt,
Wissenschaftliche Bibliothek, Amplonianud2, fols 1¢14v), whichis closely relatedo the Epinal
glossary, was copied in the 9th century by a foreign scribe on the Continent, which is why it is
excluded from this study. The Corpus gloss&anibridge, Corpus Christi College, MS 144) was once
thought to have been written in the 8th centyrbut is now more securely dated to the 9th (see e.g.
Bischoff& Parkesl988: 245, Seiler 2017: 154).

63 For statements to this effecgee Bruckner & Marichal 1963: 2, Sifvdliams 1990: 15664 (S56);
Bruckner & Marichal 19625, SimsWilliams1990: 15040 (S114); Bruckner & Marichal 1963: 5,
Wormald1986: 155 (S139). For a discussion on S118%&eeton 7.3.2.2.2
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span from716 to 757, which means that the charters could be dated to either half of the 8th
century. Thedate given in the main text of S89 places it firmly in the first half of the 8th
century, and the charter has been considered toobiginal especially given that the witness

list has been written in two stints; a copy would have been written in on&\gwrhald 1982a:

95¢7; see alsdBruckner & Marichal 19622, Harrison 1973: 65, Wormald 2006: 157). The
AK2NI 3INryld 2y GKS @OSNER2 2F (GKS YIydzaONALIG A
but still here considered to date to the first half of tBéh century®* S92 was written in 749,

but is part of a manuscript believed to have been copied and compiled in the second half of

the century (Keynes 1996: 1840)5° The Mercian provenance of all the charters is confirmed

through their Hwiccian benefagts, with two exceptions. S92 is recorded to have been

written in a locationidentified as presentay Gumley in Leicestershire (Keynes 1994: 49),
GKAES hTTFrQa O2y FTANXNIF GA2Y ABYR NIIM MyypEseitdafidNaH yi K S

Irthlingboroughin Northamptonshire (Kelly 1998: 49).

The Epinal glossaf¥p) is, for the most part, a Latghatin glossary, but between a quarter
and a third of the lemmita have an Old English gloss (Pheifer 1974: xxi). Although the glossary
has been in France for amknown length of time (see Seiler 2017: 158, see also Pheifer 1974:
xXiv), its Anglesaxon origin is confirmed through palaeography and codicology, which betray
distinctly insular and AngiSaxon characteristics (Pheifer 1974¢xxii). The more specific
provenance of the glossary fisparked much debatéhowever,largely attributable to the
complexities in theransmission andextual history of glossarieEpultimately stems from an
English family of glosses originally compite@anterbury in the second half of the 7th century

(see e.glLapidge 1986: 53, Seiler 2017: 153). These glossesre gathered together in

54 PASIplacesthe floruit of Cyneberh{Cyneberh8), to whom the grants on both sides of the

manuscript are addressed, between&/8nd 749, i.e. into the first half of the century. The data from
S89 are either by the main scribe of the recto (S89.1) or the scribe of the verso (S89.2). There are no
target vowels in the short stint of the secosdribeof the recto.

8 The manuscript &s seriously damaged in the Cottonian fire and only a small fraction of the charter
survives, but a 17ttentury transcript of the charteiSpelman 163256¢7) has allowed us to

recover the full text, which contains information crucial for dating and pmancing.

QX
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glossae collectgecollections of marginadr interlinear glosseswvhich listed lemmta in the

order in which they occurred in a specific text (see e.g. Seiler 2017: 157; see also Pulsiano
2001: 21314). Glossae collectamere subsequently organised intworder glossaries, where

the lemmaa were sorted into alphabetical ordebasedonly on their first letter. for example,

alium andaquiliumwould appear in the same group, but not necessarily in that ordater

stages saw increasingly sophisticated organisatitmab-order (order based on thdirst two

letters) andabcorder (first three letters)Epis mostly ara-order glossary (see Lapidge 2010:
131¢2), whichimpliesthat, by the timeEpwas copied, the original Canterbury glosses had
already gone through thglossae collectaphase Epwastherefore not necessarilgopiedin
Canterbury; it could have been based glossae collectasvhich had travelled outside of
Canterbury. We also knothat Epdoes not mark the transition frorglossae collectato an

a-order glossary, because there is anothesrder glossarythefirst Erfurt glossaryEr) which

is so similar tdEpthat they must both stem from the same (now lostprder archetype®®
Figure32 visualises the relationshipetweenEp Er andthe Corpus glossgr(Cp) according

to which it was not just thexemplarof Ep and E6 / K I R érkh@typ&;dypically referred

to asEpinatErfurtor EB which was ira-order, buttheSE S Y LI | NJ 2 T A&ltetype/ K Ré A O]

1) was ina-order too (Chadwick 1899: 189; see also Pheifer 19877)36

*A glossary in a-order (Archetype 1.)

*EE (=Epinal i’irfurh] a copy of theabove (Archetyper.) *.Archatyp% of Corpus
Epﬁ *English archeli;ype of Erfurt 1. Corpus
Erfurt 1.

Figure32: The relationship between Ep, Er and Cp (f@imadwick 1899: 189
TKS GNBS GNBLINBASYy(laSeaklsd YySPL¥dadNY dz%¥0 SNW2F OSRE 6

8 Certain differences betweeBpand Er rule out the possibility that one is a copy of the other (see
e.g. Pheifer 1974: kli, Pheifer 1988: 49, apidge 2010: 13().
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Ep has traditionally been considered to be a Mercian text on account of linguistic
features in the Old English glosses, such as Anglian smoothing (see Section 4.2.1), which are
undeniably Anglian, but which did notgi with Northumbrian features. These leave Mercian
as the most likely option in light of our current knowledge of Arfsgoxon dialects (Pheifer
1974: xc; see also Campbell 1959: §48gg [1992] 2011: §1.8). However, given the above
discussion, it is vemifficult to knowwhether Ep itself is a Mercian product, or whether it was
one of the archetypes that was Mercian. It does not help that the single scribe responsible for
the copyingof Ephas been characterised as very conservative (Seiler; 20t geeToon 1983:
77), and so he could easily have preserved Mercian features in his exemplar in spié of
writing in Mercia or being Mercian himself. The West Saxon monastery of Malmesbury has
beennominatedas apossibleplace of composition foEE(see e.g. Bradley 1919: 101, Pheifer
1974: lvii) Thishas won much favour due to an overlap between (omdme hand) the glosses
in Ep and Er and (on the other) the vocabulary in the works of Aldhelm, the great West Saxon
scholar who served abbot of Malmesbury from 675 to 705 (see Section 7.3.2;2t@)re is
also a small number of West Saxon featureshia ©ld English glosses of Ep (Pheifer 1974:
xc) ¢ KS RANBOGAZ2Y 2F O02NNRgAYy3I YdzaAad KI @S 32yS
02NNRPgSR KSI@GAte FTNRY (GKS 3Fft2aalNASaés odzli GKSE
J3f2aasSa G2 ! RKQ14Q dee ald Rieder 1087:K48, L apidgeo: 189,
141).HoweveE ! f RKSf YQa oNAGAYy3I& aOANDdAZ I SR gARSTt @
with Aldhelm does not guarantee a Malmesbury provenanc&Eomuch lesso Ep which
could have been copikanywhere regardless of where gxemplarwas composedPheifer
1987: 44) Furthermore, the Wst Saxon (as well as some Kentish) formsin Epare not

ySOSaal NAf & &-8akod or Kdntish d&ribevifiting the2 M@ RBirhriftsprachéx

6”The partof preserR I & Y2 NI KSNY 2 Af aKANS gKSNBE alfvYySao
O2y iNRf ¢l a O2y(iSaiSR 0Si6SSy aSNOAI FyR 2S5aas
(Yorke 1995: 53; see also ibid.: 61), which could explain the preséhoth Mercian and West Saxon
features.
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they could pst as well be orthographic fossils retained from West Saxon and Kentish source

material (Pheifer 1974: xcsee also Bischoff & Parkes 1988}). 16

In this study, | have attempted to group texts accordingvteere they were written,
disregarding any (apparent) dialectal or ethnic affiliations of the wrfsse Chapter 3.
Unfortunately, Ep has eluded all attempts of assigning it a provenance on teaty
codicological or palaeographical groundiénguistievidencepointsto Mercia Pheifer 1974:
Xogxci see als&Campbell 1959: §81Hogg [1992] 2011: 81.&inge & Taylor 2014) 8utwas
it Ep itself which was written in Mercia, or just one of itsmpdars? This is a question which
the current extent of our knowledge cannot answstill, it would be regrettable to leave out
as substantial and important a source of early Old English orthography as Ep, and for this
reason,Ep is nevertheless includedé assigned a Mercian provenance on account of the
common assumption that a Mercian scribe was involved in its copying or in the copying of one
of its exemplarsilt is acknowledged thathis approach is riddledith obviousuncertainties:
Howcan we be swerthat a scribe producing Merciaspellingswas Mercian®Even granting a
Mercian scribe, bw canwe be surethat he was writingin Mercia? And while the copyist of
Ep evidently preserved Mercian spellings, is there any reason to presume that heaismld
have preserved Mercianrthography if he himself was not Mercian or writing in Mercia?
These are real issues to which no answer can be offatetiis point (although some will be
touched on later) but in lieu of any other means of provenancing &ppealingto Mercian
spellingfeatures seems to be thmost straightforward (oteastproblematiq way of assigning
a region to thetext, if not necessarily the manuscript itsefhe dating oEpis muchmore
straightforward. Because the glossary consistently retains archaic orthographic forms of Old
Englishespecially in the representation of unstressed vowels and the bilabial fricatorens
which, were they not present iEp and B & 2 dzNJ Ldkuldthave Beenicdnipdlled to
AADPS SAGK Ly FAGSNR&A]l Fa GKS AYTSNNBRit T2NYVa&

is likely that it was copied not long after ggemplar(Pheifer 1974 IxxxixEEis thought to

Y%
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have been written in the late 7tkhentury (see Pheifer 1987: 18), and so the dates for the
copying ofEphave generally varied between the last quarter of the 7th century and the first
guarter of the 8th century (see Pheifer 1974: IxxXi#dst recent scholarship prefers the first

quarter of the 8th century, andEpis here dated according(gee ibid.; see also Seiler 2017)

9.5.2 Epigraphy

The epigraphic data comprise only the Honington,clip incomplete metal cligvith a
NEtFGA@GSte tSyaadKe NdzyA O iiha dipidaybave 2nttibned KS G ¢ 2
as tweezergsee Figure3). Apart from the inscription, the clip is very sim@ead devoid of
distinctive features so much so that dating or provenancing it on any grouniffer than
linguistic has not been possible (ddimes 2015: 26Hines 2020: 74 heclipis smallmaking
it easily portable but John Hines has argued thiatan be considered local to its firgpot in

presentday Lincolnshire. Apart from the phonological features of the inscription which point

to an Anglian origin, he writes that

Figure33: The Honington clifrom Hines 2015: 260
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a combination of affinities with Northumbrian and Mercian dialects is precisely what

we might expect of the otherwise totally lost early Old English dialect of Insizioe

itself, the kingdom known as Lindsey. In sum, there is no reason why this inscription,

wX8 O02dzZ R y20 KIFI@®S 06SSy YIRS 0Oftz2asS G2 oKS
presumably lost and found, notwithstanding the long life and heavy handling of the

object that its worn state implies (2015: 270).

The inscription contains the allogragh», which has sometimes been thought of as Kentish.

This association between allograph and region was deemed problematic in Section 6.3.4,
however, and so runologicabnsiderations do not negate a Mercian provenariee clip has

been dated to the second half of the 8th century in accordance with the representation of
unstressed vowelsil{id.: 269). There is no reason to doubt that the inscription is
contemporary with he manufacture of the clip, and the neat layout of the runes within

K2NRT 2yGFf 02NRSNE ¢KAOK O2yF2N)Y (2 (GKS akl LS

planned and thoughbut inscription.

9.5.3 Numismatics

No Mercian numismatic material is codsred

9.6 Mercian data

The manuscript materidbr 700;750 consists 0889 and the Epinal glossary; the rest of the
manuscriptmaterial belongs t0750¢800. The only epigraphic inscription is from the period

750¢800.
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650c700 700¢750 750¢800
Vowel | Stress
owe res MS | Epi | Num [ MS Epi| Num | MS Epi Num
[aeyx38
ey x2
. feey x5
, | PS - - - B\S kx@ | - - - -
Kno [faeyx2
Bayx1
Fyx1
RS |- |- [- |meys |- |- |peyx2|- |-
ey x10
. | PS - - - - - x1 x1 | -
< D oyt Roey =1 | By
RS - - - - - - - - -
Bry x45
PS - - - yx1 - - Byx5 | - -
Keo Ay x1
Bryx17
RS - - - - - Byx2 |- -
fuyx1
Tablel9: Mercianorthographicrepresentatios by timeperiod and medium
Vowel | Stress | Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
B I S8p.1x4,
S92x1, S139x%1,
Epx21
PS B nS§H9x3, S139x7 _ )
I B $599.2x1, Epx1
B tS$9.1x1
B\S kEpx1
I Spyk3
RS B I Bpy ] ]
B n§66x1, S114x]
im PS - - -
leel RS - - 5
B I Bpyi3
K™ K PS B I-AEp>f1 - -
B\S kEpx1
RS B I Bpy2 - -

Table20Y

hNOK23INF LIKAO NBLINBAS
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Vowel| Stress Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
S139x1Epx10
. | PS B)e’( 4 BYyHCx1 -
k DA feyEp<1
RS - - -

Table21: Orthographiaepresentatios of k DHi Mercia.
(HC = Honington clip.)

Vowel | Stress Manuscript Epigraphy Numismatic
ByS59x1S89.1x1
$89.2x151398,
o PS S1184x1Ep<38 ) }
y ByEpx1l
BYEpl
RS ByS89.2x1Ep<15 - -
PS BYEpS - -
. ByS59%x1S1184x%1
KeM Epcl
RS px - -
RiyEpx1

Table22: Orthographiaepresentatiosof k & danMercia.

9.7 Mercian dscussion

Although it is possible thatEp preserves many or even most of the orthographic
representatiors of its 7thcentury exemplarthe Merciandata is all 8thcentury.Most of the
evidence is concentrated to the second half of the century, but because of tpe tarmber
of words with target vowel$n Ep,there are significantly mordatafrom the first half of the
8th century. The only epigraphic text, the Honington cliyscription was written in runes

throughout.

Apart fromthere beingmore individualtokensfrom the first half of the 8th century,
there are also moreepresentatiors, with a noticeable bottleneck in their amouftom one
half-century to the nextTable19 shows thatall primarystressed target vowels had a larger
number of manuscriptepresenations in the periodup to 75Q only one of which survived

post750per vowel (BeyF 2 NJ knoMOk Ay (GKS aSO2yR KI{F 27

0 K¢
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b oy [ 7197

Figure34: Two Old English glosses in Epe difference in shape between ffiyin the higher gloss
faengipingay (845) and the lower glogaecpary(846) is striking; the formeesemblegiy morethan [by.

the introduction of a new representation.) The proliferation of representations in the first half
of the century is easily explained by the nature of the evidence. Ep represents the
orthographic practices of multiple scribes, not all of whom can be predummédiave been
Mercian, but whose orthography was preserved through the process of transmission, from
glosses taglossae collectago glossaries (see Seiler 2017: 160). Even if it could be proved
beyond doubt that Ep was copied in Mercia and/or by a Mexcihe glossary must not be
mistaken for a reflection of the orthographic representations which were in wide use in
Mercia in the first half of the 8th century. If the glossary really was a Mercian production,
then, at best, it demonstrates the orthograghiepertoire of one scribe and perhaps only
hispassivaepertoire. Some of the representations he reproduced may have been relicts that
never entered his active repertoire. Compelling evidence of just such a scenario is the use of
BLjy ® WdzR 3 A yk@ardsihape¥ of th& [Btter| the Ep scribe appears to have been
unfamiliar withpyand must have only copied it because it appeared in his exemplar (ibid.:
160¢1; see Figure 34). Incidentally, such a commitment to the orthography of his exemplar
might signal that the copyist of Ep, whatever his ethnicity, retained Mercianisms in the

orthography, and not just the spelling, of the exemplar.
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Because of theunique clallengesinvolved in the study ofEp aspects of its
orthographic variety are discussed separately from the rest of the Mercian data. Zable
below displays th@rthographicrepresentatiors found inEp only Each of the target vowels
has a clear majorityepresentation, but some of the anomalies merit further discussion. In

iKS NBIA2ya aGdRASR (GKdza TINE (K S$zya N2aa 3 R

- IPKA O

butinEpwealsoF A YR B Sy | y-&R( BB §a $R Nk &ddtiRcydstBE IS\RR K B deyl 0 &2 NJ

Richard Hogg suggested that tigin [Xistigiany(621) could be symptomatizf a West Saxon
soundchange where [i] was laxed t@sgnd [y] to [{, leading to a degree of interchangeability
between the use oflyand By ([1992] 2011 85.171) However, this sound change occurred

too late to be a likely explanatiorsde ibid.: §.175). An alternative suggestion sflwas a
misspelling for intendedliy (ibid.: 85.174). This approach fails to convince, howeVhere

are no instances dliiyforeXJSOG SR ht R 9y 3t AaK K&8AO6MORrinAy

any of the Mercian charters)n other words, to suggest that monograplfig (and perhaps

B dzy | Y gegusedsirds$ed representations) was a

Vowel Stress Ep
faey =34
B\S kxg
. . PS
Knovuk B Ixy
Peyx1
RS faey x5
foeyx10
- PS
K DA Kk &yxl
RS -
Bryx43
PS B &y
KeoMvoK ﬂyxl
Byx16
RS
fuyx1

Table 3: Orthographic representations in Eg

LJ o2
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misspelling fofuiyis to suggest that there is not a single case wiflaigwvas written correctly

The numerous superscript amendments attest to the fact that the scribe made many mistakes,

odzi y2 AyaldlyOS 27F BAy \dxMypixNyoplda YSREAEENI LO2NNENG
explanation forfistigiaryF 2 f f 26a GKS fAySa 2F Wod 5 t KSATFSNI
spelling@ 2\ MJt W7R; kot included in the data on account of its short /a/), whesefind

@ yfor expected /o/. HeseestK S dz&d S 2 Fas AtAYONARY | f 2 tragigad®A LI G A 2y
AEMIAY GKS F2ff 26Ay 38 Samething nfild® tnay haveb happéned ik A E 0 @
[istigiary. an originalByy-spelling was erroneously changedfigunder the influence of the

[Byin the second syllable. I8p, the same word is spell¢dystigarty, which strengthens the

possibility that in the shared archetype of Ep and CpK | R & ArchdtyPat this gloss had

a Pyyspelling ¢ontra Herren, Porter & Sauer 2021, where the archetypal spelling is

reconstructedd PBOAAGATAlI Yy O D

This does not account for the use [&f for expected /y/ infendlicy (729). Pheifer
presumes that it reflects Kentish raising (1974: Ixix), but the glossary and all its exemplars
were, in all probability, compiled too early to have been affected by this sound change (see
{SOGA2Y cdnovd ! LIaarofsS Of dzS Ay SiyK SO papSo UNID K¢ KFARZ
word has not been included in the study on account of its opaque etymology, but it is striking
GKFG 020K 9NJ YR /L) KIS peéLL)chetypdilaid EF 3 A G A
0/ KI R arihéxyp@)had a-spelling for this giss tontraHerren, Porter & Sauer 2021).
The factthat Er hagyppeywhere Ep haglppaeyis particularly telling. If EE had hadise
spelling, it is difficult to see how the nerative scribe of Er could have corrected ity

(unless there was an ietmediary, Anglésaxorproduced manuscript between EE and Er

where this correction was made). It is more likely that the spelling in EBwasid the scribe

%81t is very rare in Old English to find examples of short /a/ (see Section 4.2.2), butstheresason
to suppose that the shortness of the vowel promptidxé unusual orthographic representatiqof.
anotherEpgloss with expected short /@/, the loanwofibergey (1), which uses more typicapey
for the stressed vowel).
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of Ep changed it tfuy. This may simply have been an uncorrected copying error, but another
possibility is thatthe scribe ofEp amended the orthograptof his exemplar in cases where it

blatantly misrepresented his own pronunciation. The regions so far studied give us ample

i

NElIaz2y G2 o0StASPS GKIG GKS Béy SNNAFELIWUEY k & D dzfh R
it does not seem fafetched to suppose that, for some speakers of Old English, the vowel has

been retracted to /u/ by the analogy of the semantically related (and undoubtedly ubiquitous)

adverb and prefixp(p)WdzLIQ® LFOKKS AT HNIAGKESO2LRAAG 2F ; LI ¢
LINEP RdzOSR Fa kdzoMOk Yl & KIFI@S o6SSy | 1B NRZ €SIF
the copyist of Ep was in the habit of modifying the orthography of his exemplar to better

represent his phonologyas well as in the habit of correcting copying errors), it may be

NBI a2yl o6fS G2 AYyGSNLINBG GKS pBSy Ay PBOSyRftAOly

representations in the data, as reflective of snsdhle sound changes in the dialect of the

scribe.

Table 24 is an updated version of Tablkd with all Ep representatiors removed,
allowing us to restricthe second parof the analysis to the tokens which are unquestionably
Mercian. There is complete uniformity in the orthographépresentation2 ¥ k@ 6 M 0 K = 0 dzi
representatios T2 NJ knOoMOK YF{1S AdG LIWLINByd GKFEG y2aG €
inclusion ofEp Beyand f'ywere used in the first half of the 8th century baite not found in
GKS aS0O2yR KItFxZ gKAES Bny ol & y2Gd dzaSR F2NJ Gt
was adopted in the second halfable 25 revealaY 2 N O2 YLINBKSy an@S LI O dzp
was never used in S89, the only §180 charter 3 yfeatures in theorthographic repertoire
of many post750 charterscribesand cannot be saitb have been abandoned in the second

half of the 8th century despite the fact that it is not found for tergowels.Table 25 could

59 Following this logidhe reason the scribe would have reproduced the reffst instead of changing
it to a more familiar representation, could have been tRagwas still recognisable to him as referring
to /' /, or did notcontradicta reference to 7/, which is the phonera that his dialect also had for the
words in question.
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7 700g7 7
Vowel | Stress 650 00_ 00750 - 50800 :
MS | Epi| Num | MS Epi Num [ MS Epi Num
faey x4
feey x5
Ps |- |- |- |eyxt |- - - -
Kno mwxz
Ryx1
|- - [- |- - - [y |- -
<« D3 PS - - - - - - Peyx1l | Byx1| -
RS - - - - - - - - -
PS - - - - - - -
Keo Ryx2 Y5
RS - - - Bryx1 - - Bryx2 - -

Table24: Orthographic representations in Mercian charters.

S56 | S59 | S89 S92 | S114 | S139 | S1184| Ep
S89.1 | S89.2
Bl Syl|x X X X X X
Bny X X X X X X
Bty X X X X X X

Table 5: The orthographic repertoires of Mercian scribBsestint of the second scribe of the rea S89does
not contain any relevardrthographic representations

FLILISENI G2 O2Yy TANY (KIS0 ch@tarscribgsladd theryf vadbgted G 2 LINB
only by post750 scribes, but there might be another explanation. S8®esonly charter

written in uncial §ee alsdection 7.7where an uncial charter was the only one not to feature

B n).WAl post750 charters, with the exception of S38e only post750 charter whose scribe

RAR y20G KI @S B were wkitién ifKmirusciNeShhagishdihantl 6fEDZ appears

to be Phase Il insular hybrid minuscuéhichretained many majuscule letteforms, such as

Y 2@yEee Brown 1990: 5Doyle1992:17¢18)d ! LINBf AYA Y| NBE KeLRGKSaara
a characteristically minuscule representation, entering the data as soon as minuscule hands

were adopted forwritingt YR O2SEAAGAYy3 6AGK RAINILIKAO Bl Syod
do not havesecurelyprovenancedMercian minuscule texts from the first half of the 8th
OSyilddz2NEx A0 Ada AYLRAa&AAOE S G ZnovbandusedFinBeitia G KA & R i

before 750.
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Finally, ashort comment on second fronting in the early Mercian evickenAlthough
¢tK2Yla ¢22y OFYS G2 (G(KS O2yOfdzarazy (KIFG aiKS
(1983: 149), he nevertheless found some signstferraisingof */ae/ to /e/ in Ep and S&9
but none of the other Mercian charters considered héseeibid.: 142,53). Because of the
nature of the evidence, it is not inherently suspicious that second fromstimogldhave been
reflected in pre750 material but not pos?50 material. The pr&50wordsare mostly lexical,
while the post750wordsare mostlyonomastic.lt would not be unusual for second fronting
to haveaffected the lexicon first, befordif ever) reaching the onomasticorAnd indeed, lhe
FAYRAY3Ia 2F (KAA& aildzRe | NBrydfauwidadcpedediiagf/ O2 y T2 NY
in two instances, once in Ep and once in S89 (see T2M)ldt is worth drawing attention to
the fact thatnoneof the examples that Toon providéor the raising of */ae/ to e/ in Ep are
included in this study, because they are all loanwords peculiarity that Toonalso
acknowledgs. Among the data considered herfézy appears only irfhuety (604), not listed
by Toon as evidence for second frontifigre reason for its omissidsy Toon is uncleaBut
while Epcould have at least one legitimate example of second froriting Germanic word,
the one instance dkyfor expected /ae/ in the stint of S89.2 is unlikely to be an early example
of second fronting, because it appears in the name of an individual tttail Spekkd with
both faeyand'y. Even if some years had lapsed between the stints of S89.1 and S89.2, it is
absurd to suppose that the pronunciation of the name of a contemporary individual had
changed in the interim. Rather, one of three possibilitdikely: S89.1 was using conservative
spelling for a name whose protothen{ia this caseepel) had already undergone raisifiggm
*/eel to /el in its stressed vowefand not necessarily because of second fronting); S89.2

adopted an idiosyncratic spellifigr the protothemeaegpel-; or S89.2 made a mistake.

Considered together, the Mercian data present us with orthographicality which
begins to show intelligible patterns once the multistragsidence oEpis separated from the

tokens drawn from chartes. The orthography of Ep makes the difficulties of dealing with
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glossographic material painfully evident, but, especially through comparison with other,
related glossaries, it is occasionally possible to interact with the orthography of the scribe
himself and not jst that of his exemplds). However,only the charterevidencegives us a
genuine glimpse into the orthographicadition of early Mercia potentially highlightingan

intrinsic link between hand and orthography.
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10. Northumbria

LINDISFARNE

BERNICIA

BEWCASTLE

HexHAM

RuTHWELL
JARROW

WEARMOUTH

HaRTLEPOOL

WHiTBY

HACKNESS

ISLE OF
Man

ANGLESEY

LINDSEY

Map 6: Northumbria

10.1The early history of Northumbria

The AngleSaxon settlement of Northumbria began in the 5th century when seahorne
predominantlyAnglianjncomersoccupied land inhabited by native British peoglegresent

day northeastern Bgland(seee.g.Stenton 1971: 1 Dumville198%: 218 ,Higham 1993: 62
71). Theregionwhich was eventually to bgovernedas a singl&lorthumkbrian kingdom began

as a base for two adjacent but separate kingdoms, Bernicia and, iMiich reflected regions
that were politically defined already prior to the arrival of the An@axongseee.g. Higham
1993: 8@1). Bernicia, located in the Tyne valley region, was the larger and mateerly
kingdom of the two, and is believed to have originally been an offshoot of Dsses-aull
1977: 2 Higham 1986257,260, Yorke 1990: 74 Deira was centred immediately nontti the
Humber, in the presentiay East Riding of Yorksh{see Yorke 1990: 74Jontradictoryl 2th-

century sources identifydih the rivers Tees and Tyne as the border between Bernicia and
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Deira(Hunter Blair 1949%0), but, in all probabilitythere wasno welldefined border, and any
boundarythat there wasfluctuated over timewithin the areabetween the rivers (Foster
1956) History comes into focus during the reign of #asgpansionisBernician king Zthelfrith
(592:616) (Yorke 1990: 7,Avho occupiedeirg setting into motion the frequent shifts in the
balance of power between the two neighbouring and competing kingddwen Athelfrith
gta (AfftSR o0& wnRgltR 2F 9l ad !'y3atal 4 GKS ol
brother-in-law Edwin (616633) took control of the entire territory that Athelfrith had
amassed during his reigsee Higham 1986: 260). Edwin continued ithe same vein as his
predecessarHe extendedhisterritory to Lindsey in the soutkast(although this was later
lost to Mercia, see Section 9,8s well agonqueringthe islands of Man and Anglestythe
west. It was possibly these very conquests whigrovoked the hostilityof Gadwallon of

Gwynedd whose attack, in league with Penda of Mercia, led to the death of Edwin at the

battle of Hatfield Chase in 633 (Higham 1986: 261; see also Yorke 1990: 84; Kirby 2000: 63

' TGSNI 9RO AY Qa PBeBd disikiegratedSabidih brifly linto kwg separate
kingdoms and were ruled bye Bernician Eanfrith and the Deiran Osric respectively. The
separation lasted only a year, howevé&bth kingswere slan by Gdwallon in 634 and the

vacant thrones ofthe two { Ay 3R2Y&a 6SNB AYYSRAFGSte& &aSAl SR
91 Y TNRGKQa GB@EsA2KISrdbMR2000: #3QAsvakpushed the northern frontier

of his territoryup to theriver Forth, annexing the British kingdom of Gododdin in the process

(Yorke 1990: 84; see also Jamk1959), and during & ¢ | feigh@udd that of his brother and
4dz00S&aa2N) hagAidzZ ab2NBKdEzZro NORYit OFRINRE DRy a2 H:
Anglo{  E2y AYYAINI A 2y182 yo , REN ISt RQfiich @B} iiliiéyyd h & 6 A dz ¢
assumed control of the whole regiahat his brother Oswald had ruled over, but in 644 Deira

broke off and was ruled by a Deiran kir@@swine (644651) Oswiu, determined to regain

Deira, arranged the murder of Oswine and placed his nephéhelwald Circa651¢655) as

subkingat the beginning of the second half of the 7th cent(ibyd.: 78). Some historiansiich
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asN. J.Higham(1986: 262)haveinterpretedthis event as marking the@erge of Bernicia and

Deira into a single, unified Northumbrian kingdom, while othease beenmore hesitant.

{AYyOS siKStglftR FLIISINER (2 KIF@S LlJzNBdZSR aSLJ

(1990: 7&9) considesh & ¢ A dzQ& I dzil K 2 NJA (rétooknyibigoSsitaNdamethin K1 @S
ruler of both kingdomslf we follow this line of reasoning, thraergingof Bernicia and Deira

took place some three decades latar 679, when Zlfwine, the last Deiran subking, dadl

NJ

(0]

KingEcgfrith(6705685), who had inheii SR KA & Fl 6KSNJ hagAadzQa GKNRYyS:

good (ibid.: 79).

90ITNRGKQE &adzOOS & a2 NIC7D5y) Rigned\idr (applosidately R T NK G K

twenty years, a length of time that was matched in the 8th century onlprsyother ruler.
The8th century was a politically turbulent time and saw fifteen different kingksnost all of
whom held the throne for less than ten yeamnd the majority of whom were exiled or
murdered Stenton 1971: 94, Yorke 1990: 838, Higham 1993: 14, Kirby 2000118¢33).

Most claimants to the throne were members of the Bernician dynasty (Yorke 1990: 89),
although some kings, such as Athelwald Moll {788), may have been Deiran (Kirby 2000:
126).It is important to note that, although the formé@ndependentkingdomsof Bernicia and

Deira were now united, their respective dynasties survived, and indeed, much like the division

w»

of Kent into eastern and western halves (see Section 6.H,2 NJ  RYAYA &GN} GA QD
division into Bernicia and Deira seems to hav&kfeA Yy SR aA3IYyAFAOlIyGé¢ S
unification (Yorke 1990: 79; see also Hunter Blair 1949:51@).since almost all 8tbentury

kings were of Bernician stock, the high turnover of rulersvrest littleto do with any lingering

animosity between thee historically competing kingdom$he difficulty that most 8th

century kings faced itheir attempts tocling onto power has been attributed to their relative

poverty compared to their 7tttentury predecessorsThis was partly due to a change in
Northumbrian military fortunesWhen Ecgfrith was defeated by the PictdNaichtansmereén

68 GUKS Db2NIKdZYONRFY TAy3Ia f 24 colleetyributef | Yy Ra

Ay
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from their Celticand Anglp | E2 Yy Y S Naké 89209 .With detreasedevenue, the
land-grants that late7th-century rulershad made tothe Churchalsocreated a substantial
hole in the pockets of 8tlsentury sovereignsand rewarding loyalty became increasingly

difficult (ibid.; see also Higham 1986: 291).

102 Christianity in Northumbria
102.1 The mission oPaulinus

Northumbria and Kent share in having been expose@haistianity before thie conversion

proper, andin both cases this exposure came ab@sta result o] Ay 3Qa YIF NNA LI IS |
Christiannoblevoman (see Section 6.2.1King Edwin of Northumbria married twicklis

second wife, Athelbgr was a Christian princess from Kent, and, upon her marriage to Edwin

Gaz2yYS (AWS coHSriFé2 NBY A Blde droughwithrh¥r the Raman missionary

Paulinus, who becambishop of York in 625Converting the king was a lomgawn-out

process even though Edwin had probably already been exposed to Christianity much earlier,

during his exile in the courts of Km@adfan ofGwynedd and Raedwald of East Anglia (see

Kirby 1977: 33Higham 1986: 28(Higham 1997: 149In spite of the considerable measures

taken by Paulinus and others @NJA y' 3 | 6 2 dzii 9 RhasAdid Qat hagpanyu@tis N& A 2 v

wn Rg I f R QA cirdd 627. (N&KHenry MayrHarting points out there was a risk that

Reedwald, who had previously offered Edwin refuge, may have become hostile if his once

protégé accepted the Christianity brought to Northumbria by Kentish herdfter all,

Raedwald had assumdmietwaldashipin Southumbrid F 4 SNJ aa Kl {Ay3 2FF GKS 2
GKS /KNRAGAFYyAGe 27T wab pérfa@feaiud ofkné drmaidn ofYaSy ¢ I y R
KentisigNorthumbrian alliance (1972:66 see alsabid.: 67,Yorke 1990: 60see also Section

8.1). Bede idull of praise fotthe periodof Christian rule whichegan a9 Rg A y Qa (sel LJG A &Y

HE2:X1\¢XV), butthe period was to remain brief. Wheladwin died in 633oth Berniciaand
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Deirapassed on to pagan rulef¥orke 1990: 78Paulinudled, andhismission, such as it was,

came to noughtlt is interesting to note that Eanfritivho took control of Bernicia following

9 R4 A Y Q &ad RcBdptédiCHristianity earlier in his life, lusts an apostatey the time he

assumed Bernician kingshifphis expees @ 1 KS A GNBy3IGK 2F LI ALYAAY A
02aYSGAO Yyl Gdz2NBE 2F GKS 2FFAOAILT / KNhaughA I yAGe A
Paulinus had a much more active role in evangelism than Bishop Liudhard had had in Kent, in

both kingdomsit was asubsequentdedicated andmore organised mission which was to

effect lasting change.

102.2 The Irismission

Oswald, who became king of both Bernicia and Deir&34 after the brief relapse into
paganism following the death of Edwimas a Christian upon accessibte had converted to
Christianity during his exile in the Iriklngdom of D&l Riata, and, givhis connections with
the Irish monastery of lona, it was treethatd KS t 221 SR X8 F2NJ YAaarzyl
/I yGSNDdzZNE ¢ o The Mdival ofMip drishybishoy Aidan and his compahy
Lindisfarne, and the establishment of a monastery there in, 83&rk thereal beginning of
Northumbrian conversion(see e.g.Mayr-Harting 1972: 949). In contrast to the Roman
Christianity adhered to by Paulinuie Christianityplanted in Northumbria by théonan
missionaries walishin characterln all ecclesiastical matterkindisfarndooked to lona not
Cantebury and observed customs suakthe Irish reckoningf Easterand Irish tonsurdsee
ibid.: 103;4; see also Yorke 2006: 160ish Christianitywasalsodefined byan ascetismin
the lives of ecclesiasticsharacterisey retreats to contemplative solitude and exposure to
the harsh Northumbriarelements(seee.g.Hunter Blair 190: 141¢2, Mayr-Harting 1972: 9%
The community at Lindisfarne soon became involved in the foundingdafighter

establishmentsaround Northumbria The double monastery at Hartlepoolvas founded in
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circa640, and dulyshows the teltale signs of alrishestablishmenttt &f 8 A1 S [ AYRA & F I NJ
also the majority of the monastic centres [@al Riata] the monastery at Hartlepool was

aAGdzr GSRIYRQIF 2 @WAGA 2y £ g &eB Slso [Sc@d&2.HPhysicat n nTY M
attributes, particularly of layout, also betray the Irishnessh&fdoublemonastery at Whitby,

foundedin 657 (Peers & Radford 1943: 8B, Mayr-Harting 1972: 150).

10.2.3 TheSynod of Whitby andiftermath

The IrishfoundedNorthumbrianChurch did not get to develop in isolation for lorgthough

i K S NBno attierdipt tdrevive the church of Paulinus at York 6 Y A ND gNonthorrbriaY T p 0
was not cut off from the rest of Angiaxon Englandndwassoon expose@dgainto Roman
Christianity.Thepressure to address the differences between Reman andrish Christian
traditions reached a tipping poimturing the reign of Oswiu. The king had martieel Kentish
princessEanflaedvho, like her mother Athelbig; was a Christian of the Roman traditidrhe
most pronounced consequence of the king and queen adhering to different strands of
Christianity was thaEanfleedand her retinue celebrated Easter on a different date from the
king ard his court.The situation became intolerabédultimatelyled tothe Synod of Whitby

in 664.The purpose of the synod was addresghe difference between the Irish and Roman
customs for the dating of Easter and decide which tradition Northumbria would align itself
with. The cases for botbustomswere presented before Oswiu, who finally decided in favour
of the Roman reckoning of E&s (see MayfHarting 1972: 1088). The consequencex this
decision on Northumbrian Christianity and broader cultuerecataclysmiand marked the
start of a new era in Northumbrian ecclesiastical histarfle Northumbrian Churchegan
following the lead of Canterbury, rather than lona, not ordy the dating of Easter, but on
other historical points of differencéncludingthe shape of theéonsureandvariousaspectof

liturgy (see Yorke 1990: &Q; see alsétenton 1971: 11€20, Yorke 2006: 11718).
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This embracing of Roman custom was not univer@alman, the Irish bishop of
Lindisfarne at the time of theynod, leftNorthumbriawith a number oboth Irishand Anglo
Saxonecclesiasticgseee.g. MayrHarting 1972: 110, Highan®23: 135. The patronage of
Northumbrian churches was transferred frotheir Irish and Irishrained foundersto
GAYRAISY2dza OKdzZNOKYSYy SR o0& G(GK2a$sS gA0GK 9dz2NR LIS
284), which drew Northumbriaot only ecclesiasticallyut alsoculturally much closer to the
Southumbriarkingdomsandthe Continent (ibid.: see also Yorke 1990: &hong the most
important Northumbrian ecclesiastias this newagewere Benedict Biscop and Wilfrid, both
frequenttravellersto Canterbury inrSouthumbria and the ContinerBenedict Biscop visited
Rome and other Continental Christian centres on numerous occasions in the second half of
the 7th century bringing back expéise ind I NJ y3S 2 F O NbloWidgatatallyA y Of dzRA y |
FfASY (G2 GKS 1a0SGA0AaAY 27T asdd ashiO ar2yWNBAX ADIAATYA
YR LINBOFofte& oNKRO| |y RThéd Mol skilk ghdigchniyjliedaMdes 0 A 6 A R
applied in the construction ofthe stone-built twin monasteries of Wearmouth and Jarrow
which Biscop founded ithe early670sandearly680srespectiely and which clearly emulate
the architecture Biscop came to admire on his traske e.gMayr-Harting 192: 1534,
Wormald 1982¢see also Hawkes 200&xistingecclesiastical centresuch as those at Ripon,
where Wilfrid had been based before the events of 68d4¢d Hexhamwere transformed
according to Roman mode(see MayfHarting1972:156¢8, Higham 1986: 29&lair 2005:

95). Yorkalsobecame an archbishoprit long lasth y Top X Fdzf FAf{ f Ay3 t 2LIS |

plan for the ecclesiastical organisation of EnglaBmboks 1984: 83 Hawkes 2006: 105).
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10.3 Writing in Northumbria
10.3.1 Theearliest AngleSaxon writing

In contrast tothe Anglian regionsf Southumbriawhere multiple runic inscriptionattest to

a preconversiorliteracy, Northumbria has producednly one preconversion text. Thisithe
shortrunicinscription on the West Heslerton brooch, dated to the first half of the 6th century
(Hines 199D: 446).Given thatit is an outlierit could be thathe brooch was a Southumbrian
import (cf. the Watchfield mount in Section 6.3.but John Hineshas characteried the
ONR2OK Fa dadeLAOrt 27F {KSibid)Sryeladdofanfoti@pre Ay KA O
conversion inscriptions makes it very tempting to suppose that, even if the brwastocal

to its find-spot, there was no indigenous runicditacy as such in Northumbria, atitht the
runeswereinscribed either by a Northumbrian who acquired runic literacy from Southumbiria,
or by a runeliterate Southumbrian working in Northumbridlowever, if we compare the
development of postonversion rurg literacy of Northumbria and Wessexheve the
benutigo coins emergd as similar outliers in an otherwise seemingly illiterate society, there
is asignificantdifference. In Section 7.3.1 it was argued that the reason a West Saxon runic
literacy failed todevelop inthe postconversionperiod was the lack of an indigenous runic
tradition. As will be seen below, Northumbria did not suffer the same fate.cbhisimeart
although it does not, by any means, pravthat Northumbria, like the other Angliargions

did have an indigenous epigraphi@dition of carving runes. The lack of survival could be
attributed to the bulk of thewriting having been donen perishable materials such as wood,
which finds some credence in the case of Northumbsiecause it is the only Ang®axon
region fromwherd y &8 NHzyAO AYaONRLIIA2Yy & 2y 622R &dz2NDADS:
York spoonFor the time being, howeverhis must all remain speculativsince he only
positiveevidence that the West Heslerton brooch provides is that runes were knownst lea

at one time in one placéut see Section 10.3.4.1)
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Figure 35: Tapering hands in a ttantury Northumbrian fragment of the gospels (left) and the Cathach of St
Columba, an Irisbr Irishproducedmanuscript from théate 6th or early 7thcentury (rght; see Dumville 1929
2007 19¢30).

10.3.2The arrival of roman literacy

The culture of roman literacy in Northumbria owed its existence and development to both the
LNARAK YR (GKS w2Yly g1 @Sa 2livedmiksih raoubtlledA & & 2 KA
to some exposure to roman litera¢yjt was the Irish missionaries who were the first to
become involved in the education of the Northumbrians (see Hunter Blair 1954913&8n

early fragment of the gospels from the mifth century (see Lowe ¥2: 9 (no. 147),
Backhouse 1991b) evidences a culture of manusevifiing that had developed in
Northumbria prior to the Synod of Whitby. It betrays its Irish background in features such as
its hand (see Section 1031) andtapering hand sizé&iminuerdo) after a large initial Brown

1993: D4¢5; see Figure 35). The Synod of Whitbyught to an endhe monopoly othe Irish

over Northumbrian teachingt was followed by the departure of many Irish ecclesiastius

an influx ofa more Continental liteary culture,both directly from Rome and as filtered
through Southumbrian practice and traditioifthis wasfelt nowhere morekeenlythan at
WearmouthgJarrow. The Codex Amiatinus, which was compilethabwaround the turn of

the 8th century andsthe oldest survivingompletecopy of the Latin Bible, fanusly imitates

Italian manuscripts so closely that for much of its history it was mistakemmi®(Lowe 1958:

0 Gareth Williams (2007) has speculated that a series of Northumbrian gold coins with a garbled
legendd (i KS W @hiight bebas®ddr an intelligible roman precedent from the reign of Edwin
or shortly thereafter (see also Naismith 2017: 54)erhaps signalling a very short window of roman
literacy among Northumbrian diearvers
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184, Wormald 1982a: 9kee also Lowe 19600413). And it was not only the institutions

directly associated with Benedict Biscop and Wilfrid which experieaceaveof Continental

trends: people, ideas and materials, particularly books, moved betweelesiastical centres

throughout the region sothat no corner of Northumbriawas completely exempt frorthe

effects ofthe Romanisation of the Chur¢Mayr-Harting 1972: 1645, 167 but see Neuman

de Vegvar 1987: 277This includedrish-founded establishments. The canon tables of the

Lindisfarne Ggsels(BL, Cotton MS Ner® IV), for example, are presented between similar

decorative columns and under similar vaulted arches as those in the Codex Amiatinus
(Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Amiatirtaul seeDumville 19992007 76¢80;

seeFigure 3. Lay circles were alsaffected as the north and the south of the island were
broughtculturallycloser together My Ay 3 Y2y S@8SNBRQ yI YS&a 2y b2NIK
to haveoriginallybeen a Southumbriafeaturex | Yy R G KS dzaS 2 Fregit Y2y 2 3INI
the centre ofthe2 6 S NE S¢ YI & KI @S 6SSy FR2LIISR FTNRY YSy

1986: 298 see also Naismith 2017: 114
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Figure36: The canon tables in the Codex Amiatinus (left) and the Lindisfarne Gospels (right).
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10.3.2.1 Northumbriamands

The guintessential majuscule hands of t@mtemporaryRoman literary tradition, uncial and
rustic capitals, travelled tdblorthumbriathrough the books imported by Benedict Biscop and
others, and were sooadopted by local scribesee Lowe 1968¢9). Thearrival of these
hands did not, however, extinguish the use of insular-batfial (also known as insular
majuscule), another majuscule hanahich the Irish had brought to Northumbria in the 7th
century andwhich had been used in Ireland following thengersion of the Irish in the 5th
century (see e.g. Bischoff 1990:¢@3 Dumville 19982007 7¢16, Roberts 200514, forthe
distinctive features of insular halincial, see g. Stokes 2020: 213ksular haKuncialis
attested inthe mid-7th-century gospel fragment mentionedbove (see the left image in
Figure 35)but its use continued beyond the events of 664s the predominant hand of the
Lindisfarne Gospels and the 7tbr 8th century Durham GospgBurham, Durham Cathedra
Library MS All.17), possiblyalso a product of Lindisfarn€@Backhousel991c; for the
Northumbrian development of insular halhcial, see.g. Brown 1990: 5@rown 1993208¢

9). In addition to insular halfincial, the Irishhad also brought aminuscule handinsular
minuscule the use ofwhichsimilarlylong outlastecthe ecclesiastical dominanaa the Irish
Churchin Northumlria. The Echternach GospgRaris, Bibliothéqueationale, MS. lat. 9389)
provenanced td_indisfarne towards the clesof the 7th century or the beginning of the 8th
werewritten in insular minusculéBischoff 1990: 91, Backhouse 1994, Brown 1993211).
More specificallylyy Wdzf Ay . NR gy Qa (& L2 Haspes représéntskK I y R
Northumbrian (Type A) Phase | insular minuscutet is, the earliestype of Northumbrian

insular minusculésee Brown 1993:12¢16)."*

" Insularminuscule also enjoyed an early existence in Southumbria, especially in connection with

27

Boniface (see Sectioh3.22.3% Ly . NRgy Qa (elLkRfz23&z G(KA& 28ad {lE2Y

(Type B) Phase | insular minuscule.
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As the 8th century wore orthe handbegan to be used more widelgrobably as a
result of the graving demand for copies of Bedan works both in England and on the Continent
(Parkes 1982; sesdso Dumville 2000¢3). Insular minuscule was a considerably faster hand
to write than any of the majuscule hands used in Northumbria at the turn of the 8th century
and would thus have been particularly suited for rapid copying (see Parkes 1982As1i¥).
grew in popularitythe handunderwent someslight but noticeablehangesn its aspectThe
Moore Bedecopiedat anunidentified Northumbrianscriptorium (see Sectioh0.5.1), was
written in an insular minuscule with letters that are wider, and ascenders and descenders that
are shorter, tharwhat we findin Phase | insular minusculBréwn 1993216¢17). The hand
was also adopted at thbeavilyRomanised centre of Wearmouthiarrow andat least one
early (butlost) copyof HE( ; see Figurdlin Section 10.7.1is thought to have been written
in insular minuscule (Parkes 1982: 7; see Alsmart 195225, Brown 2009126). Eventually,
the handdeveloped into what is termeéhase Il insular minusculthe earliestsurviving
Yegularisedexampes of which are three manuscripts produced at Wearmaué#rrow in the
second half of the 8th centurywo copies oHE(L and B, se8ection 10.5.1) and a copy of
. S R Gofndentary m the book of Proverbs (Oxford, Bodleian Librais. BodI819; see
Dumville 19992007 73¢4; see also Parkes 1982: 1Phe hand used in these manuscripts has
ascenders and descenders that are longer than in the Moore Beddt btill differsfrom
t KIFaS L Ay adz HighdnessioptainedbyaheSuserof/a thierip&n &ind the restful
quality imparted by a preference for letter forms which are simple and aesthetically

O2YLI GAGE S o Biovin 19820Kse@Riglr&/NE 6

The use of insular minuscule at Wearmogdhrrow is a powerful example of a facet
of Irish literary culture gaining a foothold in a historically Roman@&tdre. David Dumville
(19992007 67) has attributed this principally to the background of many of the scribes

working at WearmouthJarrow.The scriptorium of the twin monastery grewimportance
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Figure37: The development of insular minuscule: Phase | insular minuscule
(in the Echternach Gospetsp), transitional insular minusculén(the Moore Bede; middle) and
Phase Il insular minuscule London, British Library, Cotton MS Tiberius Abtiom).

during the abbacy d€eolfrith (688/%,716);bythe end ofhisabbacy, Weanouth¢Jarrow had

over 600 members, and

[o]ver that period there were probably many recruits who, like Ceolfrith, hadiposv

experience in other houses. We must suppose, them both palaeographical and

historical evidence; that from the first this monastery contained men who could

GNRGS LyadzZ I NI AONALII® | 26S@OSN) IANBFE GKS K2«
style bookproduction, it would be perverse of us to deduce that the relatively rapid

and flexible script which we know as Insular minuscule was not practised there. To

date, however, no Insulascript book written before the migighth century has been
convincinglyattributed to MonkwearmouthaWl NNB ¢ @ . dzi G KS | yOAl f &
Insular habits demonstrate beyond cavil that their first training was in Insular script

(ibid.: 73 see also ibid.: &R).

In sum, then,although the Synod of Whitby resulted in a dg#onh to adhere to Roman
Christianity, and even led to many lIrish ecclesiastics leaving Northumbrigjghemission
left amarkon Northumbrianliterary culturethat was too stronty entrenchedn the habits of

scribesfor it to be completely displaceddy Roman trends. While the effects of the



241

Romanisation of Northumbria are evident in the output of scriptoria across the region, it is
important to recognise thafeaturesflowed both ways, and the legacy of an Irishrhtgy

tradition is perhaps most obvious in the inventory of Northumbrian hands.

10.3.3 Northumbrian learning

Considering the profound political disarray of the Northumbrian kingdom over the 8th
century, it is no small miracle that Northumbrisgarning flourishedluring this time In part

this was made possible tthe generous landjrants of 7thcentury Northumbrian rulers,
which allowed ecclesiastical centresdperatelargely unaffected by the tumultuous events
in the political spherelt wasdue partly also to thgoint Irish and Roman ecclesiastical and
academic hdtage. The highly-developedlrish culture of learning which met the incoming
Roman Churclafter the Synod of Whitbynspired the latter to work hard to match the

intellectual achevements of the Iristiounded Church:

[iIn Northumbria and Northumbria alone, the Roman church had to wage an
intellectual struggle not with illiterate and unorganized pagan priests, but with
another Christian church. The Irish church was as dedicateseaRdman, had a far
greater number of learned and competent men at its immediate disposal, and was at
the height of its missionary energy. To have any hope of ultimate success against it,
Rome had to pursue a lorigrm policy of educating very many Northimmans to at

least the level of the Irish monks, and as far as possible with their aid. The resulting
intellectual ferment, with its emphasis upon the dissemination of what was then the
sum of human knowledge, in unison with the thirst of a new and advéwoao#ure of

a people developing out of barbarism, produced the Northumbrian renaissance
(Mercer 1964 274).

Several Northumbrian ecclesiastical centtesldboast great contributions to Northumbrian,

and even AngksSaxon, learningVhitby traired five Arglo-Saxon bishops (Hunter Blai@70:

148) and it isalsowhereVitaGregork 2y S 2F a0 KS 2t RSald adzNWAGAy3
08 Yy 9y3AtAAKYLY AYy Ly 9y3f ACedmoxtBeyrthéemtByNE ¢ = & &
cowherdturned-monk and the first named Angidaxon poet, waalsobasedat Whitby. Some

of the manuscripfproduction at WearmouthJarrow has already been discussed. The great
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AngloSaxon scholaBede was born in the 670s, around the tirtteat the monastery at

Wearmouth was founded, and it was there that he began his educatidhe age of seven

The fluencywith which he came to writd.atin tells us something about thagh level of

educationat WearmoutlgJarrowalready in the 7th centyr (see Kendall 2010: 1QD). At the

twin monastey Bede had access the respectable collection of books which Benedict Biscop

had amassed during h@ontinental travelsas well ago Irish books (see Hunter Blair 1954:

139, Love 2011: 6102; fordetait 2y . SRSQa f AONIREBEBd aré&8y [ 23S Hn
been both referred to and referenced in this study, andésorthographiavas also briefly

discussed (seBection 3$.1), butthesedo not represent the full extent of his outphis many

worksd 02 @SNJ INI YYIE NI YR NKSG2NARAOX OKNRyz2f238 I yF

(Mayr-Harting 1972: 210).

Another Northumbrian scholar deserving especial mention is Alcuin, who was born in
crcatTopX GKS @SFNJ 2F . SRSQA& R 8 bdaeKpiomotedl inbbna o6 & SR
F NOKOA&GK2LINARO Ay GKS @SIENI 2F ! fOdzAyQa oANIKO®
9036SNKG YR ,t08SNK(i=Z ¢SNB NBaLRyaArofS TFT2NJ 4o
Ayaluaddziazy 27F S| NJKandall 20207110k is is cRod! Bidt Al WI NNE ¢
SYGSNBR a 2yS 2andwhenoBShedtiwasiconsedraz® Ss/aichbishop in
circa767, it fell on Alcuin to take control of the school (Stenton 1971:.1B® library at the
school in York was wedtocked with books that ZAlberht had brought from abroad (Garrison
2011: 651; for details on the library at York, see Garrison 2011) ugithwith the passing of

time, both the library and the academic curricullsecamea joint effort on which Alberht

and Alcuin collaborated (see ibid.: @8 see also Higham 1993: 159, Orchard 2003: 212). The

QX
O
a
N)

curriculum was comprehensive, rivalling thattoK S2 R2 NS YR | I RNAF y Q&
(see Garrison 2011: 637; see also Section 6.3.3), and attracted not onlySsxgio students,
but also students from Ireland and the Continent (Hughes 1971: 55, Garrison 2011: 634).

£ OdzA y Qa OF oolbHMiu2dzfi KSY 1/ @§fid yByd Ay TyHZI gKSNBE K
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t £ 0S {OK22f 2F [/ KINXSYIF3aySé¢ S6YSYRIFIEt wHnamny
various didactic and theological tracts, as well as his very Denorthographisemulating

. S R S (kof thie 8aNiE name, were written (Garrison 2011: 634; see also Wormald 1982b:

106; see also Section@31).! f 1 K2dzZ3K GKS AYYSRAIFIGS 0SYSTAOALI NR:
have been students on the Continent (see Garrison 2011: 634), his role as a sctenima

during his time in York should not be downplayed, and the position of prominence to which

KS NR&S Ay [/ KIENISYLF3IySQa O2dzNI A& | LRSSNFdA 5

in Northumbria.

10.3.4 Noaroman alphabets
10.3.4.1 Runic literacy

Northumbria experienced what can only be described as a runic boom from the 7th century
onwards, with ovefforty rune-inscribed artefacts provenanced to the region. The timing of
this upsurge coincides with the arrival of Christianity, and the vast majofrinscriptions are
either explicitly Christian owere recovered from sites of Christian activitfhe exact
relationship between the conversion of Northumbria on the one hand and the increase in the
use of runes on the other is uncledfrthe West Helerton brooch (see Section 10.3.1) does
not represent indigenous Northumbrian runic literaay if it represents a dying tradition
which had all but disappeared by the 7th centuityis likelythat Roman Christians from
Southumbria were responsible for(?re)ntroducing runes to a rundgnorant region.
Alternatively Southumbrian Christians maupon arrival have discovereda Northumbrian

runic literacythat was dive and well In a such a casthe West Heslerton broochhay have
been an exceptioim a tradition that carved runeenly on perishable materialsa possibility
alreadyalluded to in Sectiod0.3.1 All that the Southumbrian Churctvould have donevas

provide a new ecclesiasticatontextin which runes were witen, and new,non-perishable
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materiak of writing.”? As previous discussions have showstpne-epigraphy was not an
indigenous practice brought by Germanic immigrants, but one which arrived with Christianity.
Inscriptions on metal could also havedoene nmore common due to southergnot necessarily
ecclesiastic)nfluence,as connections between Northumbria and Southumlgiaw closer

after 664,

If there had beensuch a thing as an indigenqugre-conversionrunic literacyin
Northumbrig it would presumaby have lived onin lay circles after conversion The
numismatic recordwhich is usually a helpful starting point when gauging lay literacy, could
be expected to show signs of a lay use of rumhes,it turns out that runes are exceedingly
rare on Northumidian coins, and there are no exclusively runic degends Christine Fell
spoke2 ¥ GUKS FANYXY | RKSNBYyOS (42 |y dzyO2¢van YAYIl G§SR
the runic fpyis absent(1994: 132 see also ibid.: 133The only coinage where we might see
somerunic influence at play is that of King Zlfwald | 788). Some letters in his cain
legends bear a striking resemblance to rund® horizontalstrokesof [Fy, which are typically
perpendicular to thestem, slart downwards so that the letter is more resemblant of the rune
@ ythan the romar{Fy(see Figur&8). It has been suggested that this letter is, in fact, the rune
aescand referedto the vowel/ae/ in the prototheme eelf- (seeFell 1994: 132Metcalf1998:
436), but this cannot be thecase because it would leave no obvioaghographic
representationfor the /f/ of the prototheme and no obviougphoneticreference forthe By
in the same legend. For thegeasons«t » must be a roman allograph @@y. However, the

fact that the short horizontal strokes @yare perpendicular to the stem of the letter suggests

2The practice of inscribing stone could conceivably have been adopted from Celtic (Irish or British)
Christians, but néapidaryinscriptiors in any scriphave beerspecifically dated to before the Synod
of Whitby.
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Figure38 hy S 2F YAy3 ,fF4+fRy@Qa O2Aya gAGK | LRa&a

that the obliquestrokesof «i » were aconscious choice, slanted not out of consideration for

the curved shape of the rim of the coidie) but rather for some other, perhaps aesthetic,

reason. It may be that the shape of the allograph was fimseired. Dudo the obliquestroke

forming an acte angle,the letter referring to /I/ in the same prototheme is also more

resemblant of a runiythan a romarfly, but given that the orientation of roman letters on

coindies varied, we cannot tell whether the letter is roman or runic. Even if it wwangne,

with so little to go onjt is possible thatil KS &€ dzZNB 2 F NHzySaé¢ SYlylGAy3
world inspired diecarvers to incorporate similar lettdforms into their own work (Abramson

2018: 49), withouhecessitatingn indigenous runic tdition independent of the Churcfihe

coinlegends of one shottived 8th-century king featur@a blend of capital and uncial or half

uncial letter formé¢ = f Ay 1 Ay3 GKSY Of2aSte G2 GKS aONXRLI
(Naismith 2017: 1161t is woth noting, however, thaif pre-conversionliteracy had been

practised mainly or wholly operishable materials, metalworkers would not have been the

sole (or perhaps evethe primary) Northumbrian keepers of an indigenous runic literacy.

An investigatiorinto the useof serifsdoes not take us much furthegeifs generally
signal a connection, however indirect, between the ¢ NIISNIDa G2N)] aK2LJ | )
scriptorium, and their presence therefomapliessome contact with Christianity (see Section

9.3.2).If the entire post-conversiorrunic corpus consistednly of seriffed runes, there would
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be a strong case foarguing thatthe Church bought runic literacy to a rundlliterate
Northumbria.We dofind seriffed runesn lay contexts, such gpossibly), f F6I f R LQ&a O2AYy
(see Figur@8), as wel asthe 8th-century Wheatly Hill ring and the Cramond ring, which could

be as early as 7thentury (see Page 1999a: 36; but see Okasha 2003TB&)Cramond ring

is particularly interesting, since the inscription, though neat, is unintelligavidcould have

been the poduct of a runeilliterate metalworkercopyingrunes at random|f so, hisuseof

seriffed runes is intriguing. Runes of an indigenous;qameversion tradition would not have

been seriffed and so it might be that seriffed runes, emblematic of eccles@snvolvement,

were the only types of runes he had access to. However, we do also find unseriffed lay
inscriptions,such as thepotentially very early oneon the Mote of Mark bongseeParsons

1999: 71)as well as twarery simplenscriptions from Whitby which, though recovered from

an ecclesiastical site, do not show any explicit Christian associations (see Page 1999a: 35, 94)
More pressingly, while the presence of serifs indicates some association with a Church
context, the absece of serifs does not equal the absence of such an assogiaiiwethe

runes of the most welknown Christianinscriptionsfrom Northumbrig namelythe Franks

casket and the Ruthwell cross, are unserifiéis impossible to say, then, whether unstsif

lay inscriptions evidence a lay runic literacy independent of the Church.

A different angle is to investigate whether there were inscriptions which required or
anticipated a runditerate audience outside ecclesiastical circles Section 3.4.1)The
Ruthwellcrossvk & G S@ARSy Gt e | Lzt A O Y andaiveStase oj [/ I N
GLINRF2dzy Rt @ NBt SO yid 2 ,iinagnothave bBedepreaching/ I NNJ 3+ A
crosswhich would mean thathe runic inscriptiorwasnot meant to be readParts oft were
certainly too high to be read by someone standing imfraf it (Okasha 19952, O Carragain
2005 seealso Okasha 2006: k6t has also beeargued that the runes on the Ruthwell and
Bewcastle crossedunctioned as graphic representation of Germanic domination in

historically British areas, and their ability to be understoodeass, rather than as symbols,
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was secondary (Loveluck 2007: 186e alsdNood 2003: 124, 12®). The secular Bewcastle
crosg more appropriately termed an obeliskmay be more promising. The monumeist

very worn, but the inscription is just legible enough to make out a memorial function (see
Page 1960: 3§, Page 1999a: 145, Orton 2003: 78, 80, O Carragain 2006:it8)equest to

pray for the souls of the deesed is not just a formulaic phrase but does really plead for the
intercession ofeaders (see O Carragain 2006: 23), thenube of thefuporcmust not have
been considered a hindrance. Since we do not know of any substantial ecclesiastical
community atBewcastle, we may at least tentatively presume that some laypeople may have
been able to read the inscription (see Cramp 1G8® 11, Page 1999a: 228). After all, while
Ruthwell was newhlgonquered territory at the time the two monuments were erectednd

the subjected Britons cannot be expected to have beendlitastetr Bewcastle wagsot (see

O Carragéin 2003: 178).

The most compelling argument in favour of a strong tradition of indigenous runic
literacy is the exceptionally high literacy displayed by Namibrian ecclesiasti¢svhichcould
suggest thamany Northumbrians were runkterate before joining the ranks of the Chutch
There does not seem to have been a strict association ofupercwith Old English, but
rather, it was seen as an alphabet chfgmof recording a variety of languagebe Franks
casket and the Ruthwell cross both have short stretches of Latin written in runes, as does the
9th-century Whitby comi(seee.g Page 1999a: 64, Okasha 1990: 135° Furthermore,a
highly learned technique has been used to obfusthterunic text on theright panel of the
Franks caskeBall 1974, which strongly suggests théteracy in the standarduporc was
generallyat too advanceda levelfor runes in themselves tbave ben seen as cryptic or

arcanefor the intended readershifsee Symons 2016: 3&ome rare runes are aléound. St

The carver of the Franks casket is likely to have emking from a Latin exemplar in the roman
alphabetandy G NI yaf I 6§ SR | yR (i NPayeilooRai786 bk dls® Rell 1984: 1I8E ¢ Sy i ¢
Okasha 2006: §5This would mean that the carver was sufficiently rliterate to work without a

runic exemplar.
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/ dzii Ko SNI Qa Byastparhof theieyulricdZRE & transliterationof Latin (XP$

itself an abbreviationof Greekv ~ "' ¥ K NJPagé X962: 901l has been pointed out (see

e.g. Page 1962: 901, Patf#89: 264) thathe use of runes for the purposes of transliteration

could indicate a community which lacked the literacy for spontaneous runic composition, but

there is simp} too little runic text on the coffin to warrant suem assumptionA more serious

charge against the literacy of the epigraphers responsible{far / dzil K 6 SsNieQ & O2 FFA
certain runes were cut along the grain of the wood, which could be a signxqférience in
rune-carving(Page 1989260, seealso Section3.3). However,since we have so few Anglo

Saxon inscriptions on wood, it is difficult to draw any dédinbnclusions

5 AR tINA2Yya O6mMdpddpy KFA& LISNAMzZ Sax@St & | NH d:
monasteries, whereby th&uporcwas standardised with respect to the allographic variation
rife in pre-conversion inscriptions. He suggettatd § KS RA a4 SYA ¢ btandagdy 2 F (K S
could be closely parallel to the dissemination of rorga® NA LJ0 1998 62SHyIviich ke 6
presumablymears no more than that the reformedfuporcspread via ecclesiastical networks
(see ibid.: 93)There are, essentially, two ways in whitte reformed fuporc might have
reached NorthumbriaBther it was brought from Southumbria, or the runic reform occurred
in Northumbria. There isomereason to favour the former scenario think that the reform
occurred in Northumbria would necessitastrong connections betweeMorthumbriaand
Southumbriabefore the Synod of Whithybecause the firssecureinstance of the reformed
fuporcin Southumbria dateto circa660, that is, befoe the Synod of Whitby{see ibid.: 97).
The location where the reform took place is of secondary importance, however. What is of
much greaterrelevances that the Northumbrian runic record provides a subtle hint that-pre
reform runic forms were familiar tat least some Northumbrian3he cryptic runes on the
right panel of the Franks caskseeFigure 39wereallographghat were cast aside as a result

of the runic reform. It would be curious if the rusmeaster used rundorms which he knew
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|1. :
YU “”

Figure 3: The right panel of the Franks casket.

were unfamiliar to his audience, making it impossible for the encrypted text to be restfived.
The inscription is a strong indication thae-reform allographs were known in Northumbria,
and it seems too incredul@ito presume that Southumbrian educators made thiorcthe
subject of such a comprehensive curriculum as to include the whole gamut oftlagjcaphs,

especially since thiziporcalways remained a secondary alphabet in Northumbtia.

There is a possilitiy, then,that many Northumbrian ecclesiastics had grown up rune
literate. Indeed, here is something to be said for the pattern seen in other Anglzcupied

regions. Runic writing did not flourish in paginversion Kenbr inthe Saxon regionseither

"1n order to make sense of the inscription, the reader must go through two steps of decryption. First,
he mug be able to identify the referent of each cryptic rune. If this were the only step required to
resolve the encryption, then it may well have been the case that the crypticity lay in the unfamiliarity
of the allographs. But there is a second step: the eradust realise that each cryptic rune represents
the final letter of the name of the intended rune. Fexample, «» wasan allograph offy, which in

turn was the last rune needed to write the rumame off;, namely,ist the allograph » therefore

stooR TA2 NJ B

St is possible, of course, thatnic literacy arrived in a runignorant Northumbria inwo waves the

first bringing gpre-reform fuporc, and a subsequent wave bringing the refornfafiorc If this had

been thecasewe might expecto see more praeform allographs (such as those on the right panel

of the Franks casket) among Northumbrian ecclesiastical inscriptions torgptic contexts.
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of which hadan indigenous epigraphic tradition. In contrast, East Anglia and Mercia, which
were both argued to have had an indigenous tradit{feae Section8.3.1 and 9.3.}1 saw an
uptick in runic use after their Christianisation. The success of fiteiacy in postonversion
Northumbria matches even exceeds that in the other Anglian regions, whidould mean
that anindigenous, preconversion runic literacwasshared by all Anglian pples.After the
Synod of Whitby,He use of runedbecame more widespread and prevalentNorthumbria
with the adoption of new technoldgs, especially stone-epigraphy Moreover, if pre-
conversion writing was done mostly on perishable materialse could speculatea
communicative functioffior runes in Northumbria, perhasmilar to the Bryggen inscriptions
uncovered in Bergen in Norwarereform runes would have beesbandonedn favour of
the reformedfuporcbrought from Southumbria, at least texts produced within the remit of
the Church (which includes most surviving Northumbrian inscriptianalthough who is to
saythat the uniquely Northumbrian runes wert relicts from prereform times? For all we
know, the @yon the Ruthwell crosandthe (Byon the Ruthwell and Bewcastle crosgese
Parsons 1999: 84see also Section 3.§.Zould have been Northumbrian preform
allographs still known and usedmong Northumbrian runearvers(cf. Ball 1988: 118.6); or
else thetwo runesrepresent runic aeativity of the kind seen in East Anglahighly rune

proficient region

10.3.42 The Hackness stone

Northumbria is home to the Hackness stone, unigamong the AngloSaxon runic
monuments.The stonewhichhas suffered much damage and was, in all itaility, originally
a crosshas inscriptions in four different scripts (presumably all alphgb&iso substantial
Latin inscriptions in the roman alphabet can be identified on the northern and southern faces

of the stone.The westernface contains two inscriptions in two related but distinct runic



251

alphabets.Oneof theserunic alphabetds presumably the Angl8axonfuporg although no
diagnostic runes can be identifiehd its language cannot be ascertained, and so no sense
has been madef the inscription (see Kilpatri@013:6¢7). Theother appears to be itnahal
runes, a cryptic alphabet based on the runic alphabet (ibidfor the mechanism ofiahal
runes, see Page 1999a: 83he inscription has not been interpretedrinally, thee is an
inscription on the southern face below the roman inscription. It is in a script vidighique

to the Hackness stone, but certain structural features which it shares with ogam have led
scholars to term ipseudeogam(seeHaigh 1858: 19 lliott 1959: 84 Kilpatrick 20137¢9).

The laguage of the inscription is unknowand no convincing interpretation has yet been
offered. The Hackness stone has been dated to the 8th or 9th century, and so may be outside
thestricti SYLI2 NI f a02L)S 2F (KA&a &d0dzReX o0dzi YySOSNIKSH
LINS & dzYl 6f & f i8 th&ldégoR evanGfNaRiyLIdr &écorative not communicative
purposegPage 1999a: 86As exceptional sthe stone is, it is nowhere more hbme than in
Northumbria, whose 8tktentury runic corpusestifies to an affinity fornon-romanalphabets

as well aso a degree ofrreverence in their usags the right panel of the Franks caskbhbws
Theinscriptions may turn out to be gibberish, Engnick to impress the illiterate or the barely
literate, but this would not be in keeping with the profile of contemporary Northumbrian
inscriptionsand would surely defeat the purpose of a memorial monumérieHackness
stonemay be further proof thatin Northumbria, simple and straightforwardnic writingwas
insufficient to conceathe meaning of a textand it might be that some communities
developed uniqueorthographies and/or alphabet® keep certain information private (see

Karkov 2003).
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104 Northumbrian

Northumbrianwas an Mglian dialect andherefore sharad in certain sound changesith

Mercian and East AngligiseeSection 4.2.1 What set Northumbrian apart from the other

Anglian dialectsvas that the digraphsfeay and [eoy, typically distinguishing between the

diphthongsk N /¥ ¥ R K SO M 0 2 wereNiFed indSdhangedbfdt I@ast in southern

Northumbrian Richard Hog@nterpreted this as indicating a shared lemid second element

for both diphthongs([1992] 2011: 8544(1). The opposite appears to have happened in

northern Northumbrianthe target of the two diphthongs in question wa&/ /(ibid.: 85.44(2).

Northern Northumbrian also exhi@t LJF € F G f RALIK(GK2y IAdAGGAZ2Y 2F K
85.51; see alsAnderson 1941: 137While some scholarsnaintainthat the dialectal division

between northern and southern Northumbrian & Ay SEA &GSy OS (sed NBI R& A
e.g. Anderson 1941t38), others have beenmore scepticalsee Dahl 1938: 121, Strom

1939: 14¢8, Van Els 1972: 241 either case,none ofthese soundchanges affeed the

target vowels of this study.

105 Northumbrianmaterial
105.1 Manuscripts

The manuscriptevidenceO2 ydA aia SEOf dzaA@dSte 2 MHE an2dzNJ S NI
ecclesiastical history of the Ang&axons compiled into five booKhe manuscripts consulted

hereare listed in Tabl@26 andwill be referred to according to their version lette€opies of

HEare conventionally divided into #texts and etexts, whid are categories indicating textual
traditionsbased on the M and C (London, British Library, Cdd&Tiberius Gl) versions of

HE respectively.Gtexts, represented here only by Kjffered from m-texts mainly in the

omission of material (for a list diifferences see Plummef1896]1946: xcigxcy). M, L and K
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Version ther Dateof
Shelfmark ersio Type Othe ateo .
of HE hames manuscript
. . , . m- Moore ..
Cambridge, University Library, MS Kk. 5. M toxt Bede s. viit
K [ thochschulbibliothek® M.
asselGesamthochschulbibliothek® Ms K ctext | Kassel Bedq s. viif
theol. 2
3 — - —— -
ondon, British Library, Cotton MS Tiberi B m N/A S viit
AXIV text
St
Petersburg
St Petersburg, National Library of Russia L m- Bede < viit
Lat. Q. v. 1. 18 text | (formerly '
Leningrad
Bede)

Table &: TheNorthumbrian manuscript material.

are all in good condition although K only containBooks 4 and 5 adhe complete work

while B wasextensivelydamaged in the 18titentury Cottonian fireAll fourmanuscripts are

in Latin, and the evidence therefore caostsialmost exclusively ofl@Englishpersonal names
and placenamesBeside theHEproper, M and L also include the Old English version of a poem
editorially titled / n RY 2 y Q & (CH, &hofi supplements the otherwise onomastic
Northumbrian data by providing a small amount of lexical evidence. Finally, M contains
additional annalisticmaterial after the explicitof HEnot found in the other copies, namely,
the Moore Annals and the Moore Memoranda, the latter of which contain a Northumbrian

kinglist (see Storjn.d.]).

The Northumbrian provenancef these manuscriptsall written mainly or almost
completely in insular minuscule’® can be ascertained through variouxtual and
palaeographical cuesWith regards to M, he Northumbrian kinglist and a Moore

Memorandum referring to the founding of the Wearmouth monastery evidence a knowledge

"6 The hand hasometimesbeen termedAnglo-Saxon minusculgsee e.gVan Els 1972: xxjixx
Lapidge2008: Ixxxwixci), but | follow Michelle Browin situating the end of Phase Il insular
minuscule, and the beginning of Angbaxon minuscule, into the 9th century (Brown 1990: 48, 58).






