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Abstract

Although the tradition of English historical lingtics sanctioned the written
representations of late Middle English as disosdesbnfused and hardly methodical,
more recent studies have demonstrated that suatoygmoements are an artefact of
evaluating the efficiency of medieval orthographieserms of contemporary standards
of systematicity (cf. Laing & Lass 2003; 2009). Hoxer, even attempts at overcoming
this methodological anachronism by referring disetd medievalartes grammaticae
for a terminology contemporaneous with text langsagf Middle English manuscripts
(cf. Laing 1999, Laing & Lass 2003; 2009, Stenr&o$/lakinen 2011) typically fall
short of embracing Middle English orthographiegoto, by leaving out some crucial
elements, like Latin-based symbols of abbreviattonvord-final strokes, which are
usually dismissed as palaeographic data. The pres@er, focusing on a descriptive-
comparative account of abbreviations and speciaradters in manuscripts of
Chaucer’'s “Man of Law’s Tale”, argues that incluglisuch non-alphabetic elements
into orthographic studies of manuscript texts iglispensable for generating
comprehensive scribal profiles. It will be demoattd that abbreviations and certain
word-final characters do not so much substitute fBs alternate with alphabetic

sequences.



1 THE PROBLEM OFMIDDLE ENGLISH SPELLINGS

The coming of the ‘digital age’ in manuscript amctual studies a couple of decades
ago led to revisiting the problem of orthographiesdriptions of medieval English
sources. The constantly expanding corpus of eleictreditions of Middle English texts
and digitized images of manuscripts has demonstratadequacies of traditional
methodologies and revealed the need for attendinghtse elements of scribal
languages which were typically suppressed in eutiof Middle English texts and,
consequently, excluded from descriptions of Mid&leglish orthography. It seems,
however, that despite developments in methods ectthiques of enterprises involved
in ‘digitizing the manuscript experience’, none safch projects has gone very much
beyond producing corpora of spelling forms for atar manuscripts. Even those
initiatives that did try to generate comprehensorthographic descriptions of their
sources and dealt with the problem of non-alphabsinstituents of scribal languages
(cf. Robinson & Solopova 1993, Stenroos 2007) remequivocal about both the
methodology and rationale of incorporating such melets into orthographic
descriptions of manuscript texts.

It will be argued in this paper that, methodologma@blems notwithstanding, no
orthographic analysis of a Middle English manudcgan be deemed exhaustive
without considering linguistic import of the norphhbetic component, i.e. the system
of abbreviations and special symbols, intrinsiscddbal repertoires. The present study,
based on a comparative analysis of scribal abliremmand word-final characters in a
group of manuscripts of Chaucer’'s “Man of Law’s &alaims at demonstrating that a

thorough assessment of the interplay between foam$ functions of such non-



alphabetic constituents is a prerequisite for gainey a comprehensive scribal profile
of a manuscript text (cf. Mcintosh 1975). This,turn, is not only necessary for the
identification of scribal hands in specific manugticopies, but also has implications
for reconstructing the history of textual transnaasof particular works, inferring about

the scribes’ and/ or author’s dialectal featuresseacoded in the written medium, and

contributing to the knowledge about Middle Englsgelling systems in general.

1.1 The question of terminology

As argued by Mcintosh (1956, 1961, 1963), tools iskxl for descriptions of

contemporary orthographic systems are ill-suited fandling inherently multivalent

spelling systems of medieval English scribes. Thaplgemic-phonemic approach,
which relates spelling forms (i.e. individual grapmes or combinations thereof) to
unique referents in the sound system (i.e. phonensesot compatible with such

complex types of interaction between orthograpl@presentations and their phonic
referents as are characteristic of Middle Englignoscript texts. It is even less suitable
for considering elements which are not includediriguistic analysis proper, i.e. letter
shapes and abbreviation symbols (i.e. ‘graphetaments), and both the ‘graphemic’
and ‘graphetic’ types of orthographic analysis isgjisuch degree of interpretative

definiteness as cannot be postulated for medievgligh spelling systems.



1.2The doctrine of théttera

Middle English scribes were obviously not consteadimy a codified system of spelling
conventions, nor were they aware of anything like graphemic theory. What they in
all probabilitydid know, however, was Donatuérs Maior (ca. 5th c. AD), in which
the principles of the doctrine of tiigera were laid downLaing & Lass 2007: 9). The
doctrine introduced the concept of ‘lettetittéra) — a tri-partite entity, comprising
nomen figura and potestas The three terms characterise fiitera in terms of its
propertiesnomenis its namefigura — its shape, angdotestas- ‘power’, i.e. the sound
value of the letter (Kohrt 1985: 19). The post-sieal littera seems best suited for
descriptions of medieval English spellings, whidti dot obey the contemporary rigid
distinction between the written and the spokenl&wé representation. Notably, since
the littera makes commitment neither to the ‘emic’ nor to tleic’ side of the
interpretative divide, it allows for accommodatitite non-alphabetic component in
descriptions of manuscript orthography. Hence,emsdtof referring to the ‘letters’ or
‘graphemes’ the present study will discuss the tions of litterae (represented in
inverted commas). Likewise, rather than describisbapes of the letters’ or

‘graphetes’, the terrfiigura (pl. figurae) will be used (represented in angle brackets).

2 ABBREVIATIONS IN MEDIEVAL SPELLING SYSTEMS

Manuscript production in the medieval period wagédy determined by the need for

economy — both in terms of time necessary for cetim the copy and with respect to

the covered space on the expensive vellum. ThiginEagent was met by means of a



complex, yet readily interpretable system of abiatéwns, originating in the Roman
times and further developed in medieval Latin (P€77: 22). Such abbreviations were
also frequently resorted to by scribes writing Estgl who were ‘adopting both [the]
rules and the signs which were readily transfefgBletti 1977: 22). Importantly, such
transfer of abbreviation symbols from Latin wascassful only to the extent that rules

governing the original Latin system were familiarand easily applied by the Middle
English reader (Petti 1977: 22). Thus, symbols, &®. $> (meaning ‘per’, ‘par’,
‘por’), <p> (‘pro’), <*> ('us’, ‘0s’), <> (‘cum’, ‘con’, ‘com’) or <y> ‘(is’, ‘es’)
(Martin 1892: v—vii) were readily understood angblagd in pre-determined contexts.

However, for a number of other originally Latin aéWations Middle English
scribes adopted a less than consistent approackeliricee to modify the form and/or
function of a given symbol. Brown notes that

there are signs that some abbreviations subsegussthme obscure, requiring

expansion or correction, that scribes were occaflipmnclear where certain

forms were concerned and that some abbreviations aleays otiose (i.e. never

intended for expansion) (Brown [1993] 2007: 5).
One of the reasons for this discrepancy betweein Latiginals and their Middle
English renditions is the fact that whilst the fiastable orthography of Latin allowed a
straightforward interpretation of abbreviations Rds 2005: 10), the degree of
admissible orthographic variability in Middle Erghi prevented a definitive and all-
applicable interpretation of such symbols.

This observation runs counter to the practice odeno editions of Middle
English works, with their long-standing traditiom silently expanding abbreviations

and assigning them specific alphabetical and (bglication) phonic values. Notably,



no justification for this kind of definiteness cée read from manuscript evidence.
Benskin (1977) notes that abbreviations are icoaqagc rather than alphabetical,
which means that they cannot be (re)interpretedaopar with other orthographic
elements of a manuscript. Hence, expansion, whegeidds upon imposing definite
alphabetic (and implied phonic) values upon suemehts, is a misguided procedure.
That is, one cannot claim to know ‘what the scrigéally meant’ by applying a specific
abbreviation symbol, ‘for he may have been abbtegahe form of andearather than
an alphabetical sequence’ (Benskin 1977: 506).

Obviously, the range of possible interpretationspafticular abbreviations in
Middle English manuscripts is limited, but it isfidétely less unequivocal than it was in
Latin or than what modern editors lead the reat®rselieve. This failure of printed
editions to ‘transcend what the manuscripts actuaffer us’ (Edwards 2000: 78) is
being gradually remedied by an increasing numbegl@étronic editions, which offer
the user an unprecedented possibility of juxtagp#iie image of the actual manuscript
with a transcription which is possibly inclusiverendering both thitterae andfigurae
found in the original manuscript. Problems of iptetation, however, remain, as
conflicting editorial practices of various entegas$ clearly demonstrate (cf. The Middle
English Grammar Project & linguistic atlas of early Middle EnglishFor example,
compilers of the Middle English Grammar Project i (MEG-C), even though on
the whole conscious of the inadequacy of ‘alphaisetig’ abbreviation symbols,
nevertheless do expand abbreviations into what tiadly‘conventional form’. Their
somewhat confusing argumentation is that ‘exparssieme simply ways of indicating

abbreviation marks and do not in general involvg assumptions about what these



marks “mean” (Stenroos & Makinen 2011: 8). This tlee usual problem facing

researchers aiming at faithful representation efgtaphetic layer of the manuscript.

3 CORPUS FOR THE PRESENT STUDY

The following discussion concentrates on scribacpces in rendering abbreviations
and special symbols in a group of manuscripts afffBey Chaucer’'s “Man of Law’s
Tale” (hencefortiMLT), part of theCanterbury Talegollection. TheCanterbury Tales
are a rather special case of a polytextual workh wighty-plus copies of the text still
extant and a highly complex transmission histohgytare an invaluable source of
information for historical linguists. The presertudy is based on 10 manuscripts
belonging to the so-called ‘constant group-d’ o& fMLT corpus: Petworth (Pw),
Phillips 8137 (Ph3), Royal 18 C.II (Ry2), Laud 7@92), Lichfield 2 (Lc), Morgan
249 (Mg) and Egerton 2863 (En2), Sloane 1685 (®&)amere (DI) and Harley 1758
(Ha2)' (Manly & Rickert 1940, 2: 53-63).

The designate of a constant group entails textagbumity of its members,
which means that manuscripts included in this groawgre copied from a common
exemplar and maintain their genetic affiliationah fragments of the poem. On the
basis of paleographical and extra-textual evidethee manuscripts in question were
dated to a period between c¢.1430 and c¢.1475 and ltmguage was recognised as
displaying dialectal features of the Midlands, Kamid Essex (cf. Manly & Rickert

1940, 2).

! Two more d-manuscripts, Glasgow Hunterian U.1.l) &d Cambridge have not been considered in
the present study: MS Mm was exemplar for the grepart of MS Gl and for the whole of tihLT
(Manly & Rickert 1940, 1: 185).



All the examples of scribal spellings have beenmastéd from rich diplomatic
transcriptions of facsimiles of the “Man of Law’'sal€” manuscripts, performed by
members of the Man of Law’s Tale Project Team & 8chool of English, Adam
Mickiewicz University in Poznafor the purposes of an envisaged electronic ediio

the tale in question.

4 Abbreviations irMLT MSS

The following discussion will focus mainly on thodgurae whose abbreviating
function is not questionable. Therefore, macrores,horizontal lines placed above the
letter to indicate an omitted ‘m’ or ‘n’ (Clemens@raham 2007: 90), will not be taken
into consideration, since often what in form looksactly like a macron are just
‘additional strokes which in Latin text would indi®e an abbreviation, but which may or
may not do so in English’(Parkes 1979: xxix). On this note, Denholm-Yourmings
out that ‘in the later Middle Ages the use of abiaBons is so widespread and often so
careless that their extension is a matter of gigftulty’, which has been the cause of
what he terms ‘much inconsistency and vacillatiorthe transcription of manuscripts
for editions of English texts’ (Denholm-Young [193064: 69).

The present study focuses on two types of ablrens (cf. Brown 2007: 5):
contractions (including superscript letters) aneécsgl symbols (brevigraphs). These
symbols will be considered from the perspectivettadir forms and functions and

juxtaposed with their unabbreviated equivalentswhat follows it will be argued that,

2 Problems with the function of strokes in Middledfish begin already at the definition level. Stevgo
and Méakinen ask: ‘at which point does a long emdkst become a flourish? Are cross bars over h's or
double I's to be considered “flourishes” even iéyhoccur completely regularly, or are they parthef
regular letter shapdigura)?’ (Stenroos & Makinen 2011: 9).
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contrary to what traditional editing has persidiemhaintained, abbreviations do not
‘stand for’ a specific string ditterae (although this is what the Latin system of notation
originally conveyed), butalternate with alphabetic strings. As such, both specific
combinations oflitterae and abbreviation symbols are equally valid elemerfitthe
analysis of scribal spelling systems and are a mghu criterion in evaluating scribal

prodigality, manifested in the multivalence of agnaphic symbols.

4. 1Superscript letters

There are four types of superscript letters inNh& MSS: ‘', ‘e’, ‘u’, ‘a’ and ‘r’. This
typology of supralinear alphabetic symbols requsese qualification. Firstly, all the
litterae except ‘a’ and ‘r’ often occur withttera ‘p’ as variant forms of pronourfs, pe
andpu respectively. In this context, obviously, there ¢& no question of abbreviating
function of the superscript characters, and thietihce betweepi andp', pe and p®,
bu andp is merely formal (i.e. linear vs. supralinear otaion of the seconlittera).
Secondly, superscriplitterae denoting abbreviation should be distinguished from
litterae inserted above the line as a result of scribaleaion. Stenroos and Mé&kinen
(2011: 15) point out that, although the form oftssaperiofitterae is often identical to
those that indicate abbreviation, their functione dotally dissimilar and not
infrequently the superscripttera as mark of scribal correction is inserted by aedéht
hand than the one who wrote the text. Such caseslieen omitted from the following

discussion.
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4. 1. 1Superscript ‘I’

Supralinear ‘i’ typically implies omission of a peling ‘r' in a sequence ‘ri’. Thus'st

is a variant of CRIST, whereg@hly is a form of PRIVY. This does not, however, mean
that c'st ‘means’ crist or thatp'uy ‘means’ priuy, just the same agde is not pride,
although both are forms of the lexeme PRIDE. Seglwirthis caveat is at variance
with what was stated in first sentence of this geaph with reference to the function of
superscript ‘i'. However, the fact that this abbation appears in the context of ‘r’ plus
‘I’ is not the same as ‘this abbreviationeans"r” plus “i”’. Evidence against such
interpretation of superscript ‘i’ can be found Iretanalysed corpus.

The first observation to be made is that thisredhation is not all-applicable;
that is, the very presence of a ‘ri'-context does prompt the scribe to substitute these
two litterae with a supralinear ‘i'. It appears that it is tlexical rather than orthographic
context that triggers abbreviation, and in the mjof the MLT MSS the same lexeme
types appear in abbreviated form. Thus, most fretyieabbreviated words are
CHRIST — and its grammatical forms (MSS Pw, Lc, Ry2), aRRIVY- (MSS En2,
Lc, Mg, Ry2, Ld2, DI, and SI1). There are also #ngccurrences of abbreviated
PRIDE (Pw, Lc), PRINCE (Pw, Lc, DI), TRIUMPH (Pwng), EMPRISE (Ph3, Ry2),
as well as MS-specific: CIRCUMSTANCE, CRIED, SACRIES (all three in Ry2),
SPRING (En2) and PILGRIMAGE (Pw). It has alreadymendicated that imposing
definite alphabetic interpretations upon marks bbraviation is not always well-

motivated.

® This lexeme is also characterised by a high frequef occurrence: there are 49 tokens of this,type
including various grammatical, orthographic anddakforms.



12

For example, one might question the soundness wdtieg p'uely in MS Ld2
with priuely (even though both forms appear in the MS), if iattbkame MS also the
spellingpryuelyappears. Similarly, in MS DI there is one abbreadaformp'vy, but all
remaining PRIV-forms are invariably spelt with ‘reand take the formgrevily (3
tokens),previlye (2 tokens) angrevitee The same variance occurs in Sl1, which has
onep'ue form, alongside one spellingively, but otherwise that lexeme type appears as
pryvely (3 tokens) andpryvete Given that there is even variance in the spellifg
unabbreviated lexemes (emyyde~ pruydein Ph3;pryde~ pride, preuely~ priuyly in
En2;priuely ~ pryuelyin Ld2; andprively ~ pryvelyin SlI1), it is simply wrong to claim
that superscript ‘i'-forms are formally the samefal forms, spelled witHitterae ‘ri".

If that were the case, it is quite difficult to éxim variable spellings of full forms.
Moreover, a form likeypoosin MS Pw would have to be expanded as the nons&nsic
pirpoos* where all other MSS without exception readpos.

There is also a single occurrence ¢f-form of THY in MS Pw, but in this case
the superscriptittera does not really abbreviate anything. This is rathecase of

conventional spelling of function words, often need to by Middle English scribes.

4. 1. 2Superscript ‘a’

This type of abbreviation appears in all analy$848S except En2 and Ha2. Two
distinct functions of thdittera ought to be distinguished: supralinear ‘a’, ‘ofteduced
to a serrated line’, reminiscent of a sprebtlera ‘u’, and, the other one -

a brevigraph rather than a superscript letter -oatndentical in form but abbreviating

* Incidentally, the abbreviation superscript ‘r’, isi normally applies in the context ‘u’ plus ig part of
the repertoire of the scribe of Pw (hence forntg, areafe, labd’, myrd).
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the sequence ‘ra’ (Petti 1977: 23). The distributd these twdigurae, however, does
not coincide with their function. ThEILT MSS employ this abbreviation with varying
frequency. The one lexeme that in all 8 MSS is elwbted at least once per its 11
occurrences is GRACEyice). Other contexts for abbreviating the ‘ra’ sequemce
g?unted (Pw, Lc, Ry2, Ld2, Sl1)remembBunce (Ry2, Ld2); p’y, p°yed (Ld2, SI1);
Soctes (Pw); stungeandt®ytourye(both in Lc). As for the superscript ‘a’ contragin
the ‘au’ sequence, the following forms have bedrsttd:au’ntage (Pw, Lc, Mg);
elfngelies(Pw, Lc, Mg, Ld2);perfnce (Pw, Lc, SlI1);qu'ntite (Lc, Mg); countefince
(Lc); gouerrinceg ordyrfnce/ordirince seriinte (all in Pw); rememBunce (Ry2) and
Afut (SI1).

Similarly to superscript ‘i’, also for supralinea’ the motivation appears to be
lexical rather than orthographic: it is not thegamece of the sequencelitferae ‘ra’ or
‘au’ that triggers abbreviation, but the occurrerafespecific lexeme which often
appears in the contracted form in more than one Niably, it is not only the twofold
function of superscript ‘a’ that hinders a definitéerpretation, as there are also (highly
incidental, yet attested) instances of this symduding as ‘zero abbreviation’; thus,
forms marcHuntz (2 occurrences in Lcnercliuntez(Ld2) andgufrter (Ph3) cannot be
classified as abbreviations, as both the ‘u’ thatediately follows superior ‘a’ in the
first two examples, and the ‘r immediately aftempsrscript ‘a’ in the second lexeme,
are preserved in those forms. In corresponding esfditions they would have been

contracted.
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4. 1. 3Superscript ‘U’

Unlike for superscript ‘i’ and ‘a’, evidence for gerscript ‘u’ in theMLT MSS is very
sparse. In the entire corpus there are only twaminiguous cases of a superscript
‘u’, abbreviating the ‘ru’ sequence, and both ins&s occur on the same lexeme type:
Imp“dentin MS Ry2 andp"dentin MS Lc (there is also ongrudentform in that MS).

In MSS Pw, Lc, Ry2 and Ld2, in turn, superior ‘8’more adequately termed ‘pseudo-
abbreviation’, as it occasionally appears as a eotional spelling form of YOU and
THOU: ya', 70" andp” respectively. In these contexts, supralinear ‘Usigerfluously
superscript’ (Denholm-Young 1964: 67). Yet agatrisinot possible to assign definite
alphabetical values to supralinear formslittera ‘u’, as not only does it appear as
a substitution for ‘ru’, but it also occurs in cert where no ‘r’ exists. Therefore, if one
were to keep to the praxis of equating abbrevideecemes with their spelt-out
counterparts, to the list ditterae substituting for superscript ‘u’ would have to be
added ‘ou’ (inp"as a variant of THOWNd ‘u’ (inyo" andza").

The former has not been attested as a valid squitaatice, and as for the latter,
the only context in which the sequencelitierae ‘ou’ participates in abbreviation is
when it is immediately followed by ‘r’, as in, e.gonour, senatour In such cases,
however, the abbreviation symbol represents ‘r'd druncates the ‘ur’ sequence,
whereaslittera ‘0’ is left unabbreviated, hence, elgond, senatb (see below). The
latter scenario, in turn, i.e. superscript ‘u’ agaaiant of line-internal ‘u’, would present
a case for ‘zero abbreviation’, as, in fact,litiera in yo" andz0" was contracted. This
interpretation clearly violates the law of parsimpgenerating a gratuitous entity for

the purpose of salvaging a flawed principle.
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4. 1. 4Superscripte’

Similarly, to the above-discussed superscriptthi’s supralinear symbol is quite rare in
the MLT MSS and virtually limited to conventional spellingé THE, i.e.p%. Such
forms can be found in MSS Pw (10 occurrences), R¢g2, and DI (2 occurrences in
each of the MSS). There are only two examples ef uke of superscript ‘e’ in
an abbreviating function, i.e. the fomgfuein MS Ry2, which is equivalent tgreuein
other MSS, and®ancein that same MS, speiteanceelsewhere. These, however, are

isolated instances.

4. 1. 5Superscript ‘r’

Similarly to superscript ‘a’, superscript ‘r' appean the form of two distinctigurae

a diamond-shaped or a sigma-shaped ‘r'. Yet agthe, difference infigurae
representing the symbol is not correlated with afunctional differentiation
characterizing the two superior ‘r's’: in all casdé® symbol in question is applicable
where equivalent full forms are spelt with ‘our’ just ‘ur’. Accordingly, among the
most frequently abbreviated ‘our’-lexemes drend (MSS Pw — 3 tokens, also in Ph3,
Lc, Mg. In the latter 3 MSS, as well as in Ry2,rthis also the fornmonded whereas
in Lc and Ry2 there is alsteshonf; Senatb (Pw — 3 tokens; Lc — 4 tokens, Sl1; DI
hassinatd); spelling variants of COMMANDERcmando in Lc, comaundo in Sl1,
comaundein Ld2, comovnéere in DI); soidned (Pw, Lc, Mg); tormentd, traito" (Pw
and Lc),merd (Ry2) andmyrd (Pw); neighbd (Pw) andneighbds (Ha2); labd’; 30

(Pw) 0 (Pw — 2 tokens)Enpo" (Ry2). At the same time, full forms appear nexthteir
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abbreviated counterparts. Thus, in MS Pw there spedlingstraitour, Senatour(6
tokens), Senatoure(3 tokens), Senatours honour (2 tokens),honoure honoured
labour, our (9 tokens)pure (4 tokens); in MS DI senatur senatur, senetu, sinatur,
sinaturis

The other group of abbreviations indicated by ilyena- or the diamond-shaped
symbol refer to the ‘ur’ sequencelitferae, not preceded by ‘0’. Heneiente, creafe
(2 tokens);p'uyaunce(alongsidepurviauncg (Pw); luxie (Lc, Ha2);p'chace(Lc, Ry2,
DI, Ha2),p'ueance(Lc); p'veance(Mg); p'pos(Ry2); trayt’, t'ment t'ne(all in DI). For
both contexts the customary expansion of abbrewiatwould read ‘ur’. There are,
nevertheless, incidental spellings which make tmgerpretation somewhat less
unambiguous. Namely, the sole instance of supetsttiin MS Ph3 appears on the
lexemevnd. In that same MS UNDER also appears in an unabdiegl/form a/ndir,
whereas the remaining MSS invariably spgitler Adding to this nonce spelling forms
c'ance diu'se andf'm from MS Ry2, one might argue that it is also foisgible for
superior ‘r' to representitterae ‘re’ and ‘er’ (or at least, that such substitution

available for the scribe of MSS Ry2 and Ph3).

4. 2Brevigraphs

Brevigraphs, or special symbols, are a group ofabétions transferred directly from
the Latin system of notation. Unlike superscrifitdes, figurae used in the function of
brevigraphs are arbitrary in shape, and formally neminiscent of any of thktterae
they are supposed to represent. With respect taugkeof brevigraphs in MS& the

CanterburyTales Robinson and Solopova (1993: 31) state that ‘fijast cases it is
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clear that the brevigraph represents an abbremiattbough precisely what is

abbreviated varies both within and between manpistriSix types of special symbols

will be considered in the following discussionp>< (originally abbreviating the
sequences ditterae ‘per’, ‘par’, ‘por’), <p> (‘pro’), <% (‘us’, ‘0s’), <¢> (‘cum’, ‘con’,

‘com’), <y> ‘(is’, ‘ys’, ‘es’) and <*> (‘er, ‘re’) (Martin 1892: v-vii), along with

an examination of possible spellings in lexemesaiomg equivalent full forms.

4. 2. 1Abbreviation for ‘per’, ‘par’, ‘por’

The symbol representing a contracted sequenditerbe ‘per’, ‘par’ or ‘por’ derives
from Latin Notae Juris(Denholm-Young 1964. 67). Thegeristic signswere often
employed in legal documents (Petti 1977: 22) baytksoon found their way into
literary MSS. Of all the brevigraphs attested ie MLT MSS < > has the highest
incidence. Comparably to superscript letters, #ilsreviation is lexically triggered, i.e.

it is not so much the availability of the combiwats oflitterae ‘per’, ‘par’ (but not

por in the analysed corpus), as the incidence specific words that effects

abbreviating. Thus, for instance, all d-MSS ablatevthe word EMPEROR &Spour,

albeit not all of them do so indiscriminately. Pely, the only orthographic variant
attested for the relevant grapheme sequence innebreviated forms of this lexeme is

‘per’ (Emperouresn MS Ry2). A similar case is the lexeme PERFEQY]@hich is

abbreviated in all but ondLT MS (pfecciaz in Pw, Ph3, En2, Mg and Ldgfectiaz in

Lc; pfeccion in Ry2 and Sl1; pfeccioun in Ha2). The sole instance of

an unabbreviated form, occurring in MS DI, repesfeccioun Finally, all MSS also
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have at least one forprospite (in MSS Ph3, Lc, Ld2 with double abbreviatigispite),
which functions unabbreviated psosperite(e)DI, Ha2) orpsperyte(in SI1).
The second group of p=-words is constituted by lexemes DEPART- and

PARDE. In the abbreviated forms of these two wotpls is a substitution for ‘par’,

rather than ‘per’. As for the former lexeme, tharpnterpretation might be suggested
by forms depart (Ph3), departinge (Ph3), departynge (Pw, Lc, Mg, DI, SI1),
mysdeparte[{Pw), mysdeparteti{Ph3), mys departét (Mg) or mis departethlLc). A

similar example, although with only one attestatdra full form ispde, which appears
in the abbreviated form in all MSS save Pw, whereadsparde

Somewhat less unequivocal is the interpretatiorkgf in PARAVENTURE
(‘peradventure’). The abbreviated forpauenture (MSS Ph3, En2, Ry2 and SIi;
paventurein Dl) is counterbalanced kperauenturan Pw on the one hand, and, on the

other, bypar auenturein Lc andpar aventuren Mg. Similarly, when the lexemgfay

(also spelpfey) appears in full form, it can be eithgerfay (Pw) orparfeyparfay (Ph3,

Lc, Mg, Ha2).

A separate issue are spellirgpst (Ry2 — 3 tokens; also in DI and Ha2), whose

unabbreviated variants are invarialdgirit- (spelling variants includspiretesin Pw

andspiryt in Ph3). The use ofp= in a context which normally spells ‘pir’, implies

a possible extension of to the original set of @gtlaphic substitutions ‘per’, ‘par’, and

<p>, to include also ‘pir’. At the same time, therthof the original interpretations of

<p>— 'por’, is not possible for any of théLT MSS.
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4. 2. 2 Abbreviation for ‘pro’

Another example oNotae Juris the symbol > was employed in medieval MSS to

represent the sequence ‘pro’. In t&T MSS this abbreviation is limited to virtually

two lexemes: PROPHET and PROSPERITY, the formewtu€h occurs once and the

latter — twice in the corpus. The fogpheteappears in MSS Pw, En2, Lc, Mg, DI and

Sl1, whereas MS Ph3 hpsophete(in remaining MSS the relevant line is missing)eTh

second abbreviated forpsperyte appears twice in Sl1, whereas in MSS Ph3, Lc, and

Ld2 this lexeme is encoded with a double abbremmafpspite. Yet again, whenever
a full form has been attested (or, full in the sem®t abbreviating the beginning of the
word), it is invariably spelt with ‘pro’ grosperitein Ha2; prosperiteein DI, and

prospite in Pw, Ph3, Lc, Mgprospiteein DI). There are also two nonce occurrences of
the symbol > on items which in all remaining MSS are spelthwiiro’, i.e.ptecciaz

in Mg andagpchedein Ld2.

4. 2. 3Abbreviation for ‘is’, ‘ys’, ‘es’

In the Latin system of abbreviation the symbgb<was applied to denote inflectional
endings ‘is’, ‘ys’, ‘es’ (Petti 1977: 23), and withis function it was transferred to the
praxis of medieval English scribes. It is notewgrthat, while the alphabetical context
for <y> recurs quite often in thBILT MSS, the abbreviation itself is rarely used and
limited to but a few lexemes. In only four MSS dhe tscribes resort to this symbol of

contraction, and out of these four MSS only in tisathe usage of > more than
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incidental. Thus, MS Pw has the foenquering, but in no other MS does the lexeme
end in any of the three possible substitulitterae (there are spellingenqueryngn
MSS Ry2, Ld2, Ha2engueryngein Ph3, En2, Lc, SI1 anén querynggen DI).

A similar case is the forrthyng in Ld2, which does not have a full-form equivalent
spelt with ‘es’, ‘is’, or 'ys’; other MSS speping (Pw, En2, Lc);thyng (Mg, Ha2);
binge(SI1) orthynge(Ph3).

Also in Pw, as well as in Ry2, theretiglyngy (besidesydinggesin Pw and
tydyngesn Ry2). The two instantiations of this lexemeoiher MSS are represented as
follows: tydengs tidings (Ld2); tiding, tidinges(Lc); tithing, thyngis(HaZ2); tythynge
tythyngeqPh3);tydyngestythynge(SI1); thing, tithynggis(Dl); tidyng, tidynges From
this it can be seen that both the ‘is’ as wellres‘es’-endings are possible substitutions
for <y>.°

The lexemecristes(Pw, En2, Lc, Ld2) and its spelling variamiystes(Ph3), or
cristis (Ha2, DI) are abbreviated assty in Ry2. In the same way, bokyngy forms in
MS Ry2 are a variant spelling of KINGS, equivaléatkyng kingges(Pw); kyng
kynges(En2, Lc, Ld2);kynge kynges(Ph3); kyng kyngis(Ha2); kynge kyngis (Dl);
kynge kyngys (SI1); kyng(Mg). Yet again, the symboly= can be said to substitute for
‘es’, ‘is’, as well as ‘ys’, without clear preferem for any of the three sequences of
litterae. Furthermore Senatouy from Ry2 is elsewhere spelt asnatours(Pw, Ld2,
Ha2, Sl1);Senatés (Lc); senatoure§En2, Ph3)sinaturis (DI). Finally, DI hasschipy,
where other MSS haw&hippegPw, Lc, Mg, Ry2, Ld2)schippegEn2);shyppyqSI1),

or schippis(Ha2).

®> And/or zero and ‘e’, if one were to adhere rigithythe principle of functional equivalence of lexes
appearing in the same contexts. This, however, dvbel a naive procedure, given the fact that scribes
would often at will change not only the grammatimaim but also the lexical forms from their exempla
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Overall, the scribes of thdLT MSS are not in any way innovative in their use
of the <y>-abbreviation. Used relatively infrequently, théymbol maintained its
original functions, representing the endings ‘és’, and ‘ys’, which practice can be
inferred from juxtaposing contracted forms withithi@ll counterparts. Accordingly,
the three sequences ldferae and the symbol x> can be said to form a four-element

set of substitutions: {‘es’, ‘is’, ‘ys’, ¥} for representing the same morphological

context.

4. 2. 4Abbreviation for ‘us’, ‘os’

Originally, the symbol & was employed in Latin for abbreviating two secue=nof
litterae: ‘us’ and ‘os’. The latter function was lost iretmedieval period and ‘[a] mark
resembling a number 9, entered above the line atetid of a word, signified the
suspension ofis (Clemens & Graham 2007: 90). This abbreviatiomsed extremely
rarely in the MSS of th#ILT (there are 9 occurrences altogether, 3 of whichraMS
SI1 and 2 in Pw and Ry2 each). It should be notet the context particularly
conducive for applying this type of contraction denstituted by Latinate personal
names: PYRRHUS, IULIUS and MAURICIUS.

The first lexeme appears in its abbreviated forrthire MSSPirr® (Pw), Pyrr®
(Ha2) andPurr® (SI1), where other MSS spallrrrus (En2, Lc, Ld2) angurrus (Ph3,
DI). Maurici®, in turn, appears in SI1 and Ph3, and there igatm luli®in SI1, where

other MSS haveMauricius and lulius respectively. In MS Pw there are also two

occurrences of’ for THUS, which lexeme appears eitherthss or pusin all the

contexts in all other MSS. There are, nonethelégssge further examples proving that
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the MLT scribes were not always altogether conservatitherapplication of that mark
of contraction.

Even though the forms to be discussed below arel@tal, they nevertheless
point to the scribes’ readiness to expand the sé@gorae which originally comprised
‘os’ (no longer available for Middle English), ‘usand <>, to include more
orthographic elements. One relevant example ardamesgodd, which appear in Ry2
in contexts where other MSS haged(d)es(Pw, Ph3, En2, Lc, Ld2, Sl1yoddis(Ha2
and DI) orgodys(Ph3). Moreover, in MS Ry2 there is one fonmenr!, which in other
MSS readsnenneqEn2, Lc, SI1, Mg Ph3)ménes(Ph3) ormennys(Pw, DI). Finally,
Ph3 hasspirit® where other MSS havspirites (En2, Lc, Mg, SI1),spiritez (Ld2),
spiretes (Pw) or spiritis (Ha2, DI). The three incidental spellings demaatstrhow
abbreviation & encroaches upon the functions gf><in its capacity to substitute for
‘es’, and ‘is’, 'ys’, apart from the original ‘usThus, once more MS evidence proves
that taking the implied alphabetic value of abba@ens at face value might lead to

misrepresentation of the orthographic reality ofiedieval text.

4. 2. 5Abbreviation for ‘con’

The symbol ‘resembling an arabic number nine’ (Ham& Graham 2007: 89), derives
from the system of Tironian symbols, ‘a shortharydteam used by Tiro, Cicero’s
secretary’ (Petti 1977: 22). It appeared in integdir, initial position, and signified the
prefix ‘cum’, ‘com’, ‘cog’ or ‘con’ (Martin 1892: V), but in the spelling praxis of
Middle English scribes it would have been appligdlydo the sequenc&on’. This

practice finds confirmation (however scanty) in MET corpus, where ¢ is used only



23

in Pw, on three occasiongdicion (2 occurrences) angfoizded (alongsideconfound,

where all remaining MSS have ‘con’-forms.

4. 2. 6Abbreviation for ‘er’, ‘re’

The ‘upper-case hook sign’ was typically used fdabraviating ‘er’ and/or ‘re’,
although thefigura representing it might be indistinguishable fromoeé strokes over
litterae ‘u’ and ‘r (Robinson & Solopova 1993: 31). Despitieis formal likeness,
however, the abbreviating function of some of thpesscript hooks is unquestionable.
Without doubt, the ‘er’/'re’ abbreviation is the stocommon brevigraph in theLT
MSS. It is employed both for function words (eog?, p?, op’) and lexical items (e.g.
let??, dought, gerfal, suaun). Generally, the praxis of tHdLT scribes with respect to
this particular abbreviation mark is so variablattht is hardly possible to provide
a structured description thereof.

Although some universal tendencies can be obsdhked e.g. the proclivity for
abbreviating lexemes THERE, OTHER, OUR, EVER, NEVE#&hd, less often,
DOUGHTER, GOVERNANCE, PRESENCE), both the frequenayth which
superscript hook is applied and the types of lexetmat are abbreviated with this
symbol vary from one MS to another. Also, when g@pdsed with their spelt-out
counterparts abbreviated forms are indicative pbssibility of the scribes’ expanding
the scope of reference for the superscript hookevRet for this argument are the
spelling variants of lexemes: AFTER, DOUGHTER, EVERERY, NEVER,

MERCHANT-, WONDER, YONDER.



24

Beginning with AFTER, although the full form is bgr the most dominant
spelling in the entire corpus, this lexeme can dlsoabbreviated aaft® (Ph3, SI1).
Notably, apart from the dominarfter spellings, there are occasional forraftir
(5 tokens in Ha2 and 2 tokens in SlI1) aityr (SI1). DOUGHTER- is abbreviated in
MSS Ph3 (3 tokens), Lc (3 tokens) and SI1 (4 tokesdought (once aslowt? in SI1).
Insofar as in Ph3 and Lc full-form counterpartstioé truncated lexemes are always
doughter(10 tokens), MS SI1 has 2 occurrenceslofightytr one ofdowtyr and 6 of
doutir. There is also one spellirpwghtturin DI and onedoughtirin Ld2.

The next lexeme, MERCHANT(S), appears oncenazhantesin SI1 and once
asmfchaundesn Pw. Interestingly enough, the predominant spgltyf the full form of
this word is not ‘mer-’, but ‘mar-"marchantes(Ph3), marchante (En2, Sl1, Ry2 —
5 tokens),marchang (En2, Lc, Mg),marchaunte§Pw — 3 tokens, Sll)narchaung
(Ph3 — 5 tokens, Lc, Mgmarchaunz (SI1), marchaundis(En2), marchauntis(DI —

2 tokens, Ha2 — 4 tokensiparchauntys(Dl), Marchaitis (DI — 3 tokens, Ha2 —
2 tokens),Marchait; (SI1). Only in Pw are there two spellinggerchaunt, whereas
Ld2 has 3 occurrences mferchauntg and one ofmerciunte;.

Similarly variable spellings have been attested fao more lexemes:
WONDER and YONDER. Admittedly, both abbreviationgpaar in only one MS,
namely DI ond, yond), but the spellings of the two items in other M3&
a warning against expanding the superscript hodiseniminately as ‘er’ or ‘re’. To

exemplify, apart fronwonder(Pw, En2, Lc, Mg, Ld2, DI) angonder(Ry2, Ld2; SI1 —

yonder Pw, Lc and En2 sonde, there are alswondir (Ph3) andyondir (Ha2; zondir

in Ph3)spellings in theMLT MSS. Moreover, in some MSS more than one spelbng i
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possible: SI1 hawonder wondreandwondir, Ha2 hasvonder(1 token) andvondir (3
tokens); Ry2 has one spellimgpnderand onevondir.

A similar type of alternation, albeit limited to MiSa2, exists for yet another
pair of words, namely EVER/EVERY and NEVER. Thesm tlexical types are the
most frequent choice for abbreviation with the sapept hook, although not all tokens
of these types are abbreviated (MS Lc truncatesnathnces of EVER/EVERY and
NEVER indiscriminately intoel? and nelf respectively). In all those cases when
a contracted form of either of the two lexemesratiges with a full form in one MS,
that full form always readsuer/eueryandneuer An important exception to this pattern
is MS Ha2, which has two possibitteral substitutions for the symbofx, i.e. ‘er’ and
‘yr’. Thus, apart from abbreviated forms lil@fy-, nelf, there are als@uery (10
tokens) anctuerich-(5 tokens), as well aseuere(2 tokens).

Remarkably, the lexeme EVER is not abbreviated aP Fnd there are two
possible spellings of iteuere (3 tokens) oreuyr (9 tokens). On the basis of this
distribution it might be argued that for these jattr lexemes MS Ha2 applie$><in
its original function (i.e. abbreviating ‘er’, ‘rg’since the word EVER, whose full form
is spelt both with ‘er and ‘yr’ is never abbrewdt On the other hand, though, an
alternative spelling fonelf and neuereis neuyr (5 tokens), which is clearly the same
lexeme as the other two, so the claim that sugptseook actually might be said to
substitute also for ‘yr’ finds support in MS eviden

The above-summarised distribution of alphabetieratitions for the superscript
hook points to two general conclusions. First, @altyh for a considerable part of the
analysed material tHiteral equivalent of & could indeed be identified as ‘er’ or ‘re’,

the scribes of th&LT just as often substitute for that abbreviation marth other



26

sequences ofiitterae: ‘i, ‘yr’, or ‘ar’. Secondly, these unorthodox lghabetic
substitutions are position-bound. That is, altholeghappears in both word-medial and
word-final contexts, this is not possible for arfytlte other three sequenceslitterae
alternating with &. Accordingly, ‘ar’ can only appear word-medially the lexeme
MERCHANT, but this spelling is never available famy other &-abbreviated item,
both in word-internal and word-final position. Byet same token, ‘yr’ and ‘ir’ are not

mutually substitutive with the superscript hookword-internal position but they occur

exclusively at word ends.

4. 3Figurae of potential linguistic value

Apart from marks of abbreviation, in thE€ILT MSS there are also certain non-
alphabetical elements, which can be hypothesiseshtode linguistic meaning. These
are characters occurring at word ends, which aerpretatively the most problematic
graphic elements in all MSS (cf. Robinson & Solopd®93: 33). Typically, linguistic
analyses of scribal output, but even studies foguspecifically on MS orthography,
write off strokes appearing, e.g. at word-findaterae ‘f', ‘'s’, ‘k’, ‘g’, or ‘t’, as
flourishes, devoid of any function save decorati@milar practice concerns strokes on
‘h’, ‘lI" and ‘d’, even though the contexts for the three characters are often suggestive
of their potential linguistic function.

The problem with interpreting strokes on word-fitierae in Middle English
MSS, as opposed to similar strokes in a Latin textrelated to the properties of

medieval English spellings on the one hand antieqotaxis of Middle English scribes

® Interestingly enough, the latter thrégurae are actually differentiated in transcriptions oé thliddle
English Grammar Project (cf. Stenroos & Méakinen20(3).
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on the other. Parkes (1979: xxix) remarks that Shgépelling of the ends of words,
particularly when inflection was involved, was lgr fless stable than it was true of
Latin. Consequently, ‘it is easier to tell in Lativhether or not a word is complete’.
Furthermore, the scribes in 15th century Englandldvoften use strokes ‘as a feature
of calligraphic decoration’, which might look ‘vemuch like marks of abbreviation’

(Parkes 1979: xxix). In concurrence with Parkegiuanent that ‘it is not safe either to
ignore [such strokes], or to treat them as markabbieviation’ (Parkes 1979: xxx), the
following discussion will focus on three recurrdigiurae, whose distribution, however

inconsistent, is indicative of a potential lingidunction: <>, <> and <’>.

4. 3. 1<h>

Discussing the function dfgura <h> in MSS of theCanterbury TalesRobinson and

Solopova (1993: 34) state that ‘[ijn the majority manuscripts this character is
employed in one or both of [the following] contexés a final letter of a word or in
a combination with <t>’. At the same time, theyimido the inconsistency of scribal
praxis with respect of thisigura, which ‘freely alternates with the ordinary <h>’.
Indeed, it is often the case that the so-calledrdaa<h>’ substitutes for plain <h>,
particularly in the contexts ‘th’ and ‘gh’.

It also happens, though (however infrequently),t thard-final figura <h>
alternates with the spelling ‘-he’. For instancke tform englisg in MSS Pw, Lc
(englysg in Ld2) appears asnglisshein MSS En2, Ry2 anénglyssein Sl1. Also,
wasg and wesg in Pw are always ‘-sshe’ in other MS#asshe wysshein En2;

wasshewisshein Ry2; wasshewosshen Lc and Mg;wasshewesshen Ld2 and Sl1;
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andwasschewesschen DI. The same correlation does not seem to hdiénfigura
<h> precededittera ‘g’ or ‘t’; rather, in these two contexts it appsao be just a
scribe’s way of finishing the word and ah><form often alternates with an ‘h’-spelling
(see above). Nonetheless, a few instancef®»fspellings in rhymes point to a possible

linguistic significance of thifigura:

(1) (a) <L 538>For but if C[sup]i[/sup]ste openfpeaaclekith
<L 539>Wip owten gilt pou shalt be slaynsagipe (Pw)
(b) <L 1056>Weping for tendernesse in hHaith
<L 1057>She heriep God an C . thousaifu (Pw)
(c) <L 429>That she forgate hir mynd be thaut h
<L 430>The constable of hir hath grete pyte
<L 431>And eke his wyf that they wep#ar routhe .
<L 432>She was so diligent with oatslouthe (Ld2)
(d) <L 834>How may this wikked ®manhanthestrength
<L 835>Hir to defende agayne this renegat

<L 836>0 golias vn mensurablé amghe(Ld2)

The fact that &> can appear in rhyme with words ending in ‘-e’ \ebsupport the
tentative hypothesis that thigura might be employed as a mark of abbreviation for
word-final ‘e’. At the same time, however, evidentmg such interpretation is too
inconclusive and scribal practice too inconsistentallow for anything more than

speculation.
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4. 3. 2<{t>

This figura, frequently recurring in word-final position in thBILT MSS, often
alternates with single ‘I' (Robinson & Solopova B934, Stenroos & Makinen 2011:
9). Petti (1977: 23) interprets crossed doublead abbreviation forlle, but evidence
found in theMLT MSS is less than conclusive. Nonetheless, yet agiancontext of

rhymes might throw some light on the potential lirsgic function of €>:

(2) (a)<L 622>So longe is goon wip cHitil patstille
<L 623>She halt her chambere abiditsjeswit (Pw)

(b) <L 11>And seist yow hast to litet and he halie.

<L 12>Pfey seist yow som tyme he rekehalt. (Ld2)

(c) <L 1016>Who camhe pytous loy tellealle
<L 1017>Bytwyx hem thre syn thei bémus ymette
<L 1018>But of my tale make an endghiat . (Ld2)
(d) <L 1021>In loy and blesse at mete | lete lthuet

<L 1022>A pousand folde wele more pan | talie (SI1)

As follows from the above-cited MS linestt=< can appear in rhyming context with ‘-
lle’, which might suggest thdigura <t> ought to be treated as abbreviation mark,
encoding word-final ‘e’. On the other hand, though> can also occur in rhyme with
1", e.g. MSS Ld2 and En2 haveat# ~ hanyba] Ph3al ~ schdt. Also in mid-line
position, 4t>-form from one MS often appears as ‘I'-form in #mer, e.greve? from

MSS Ld2 and Dlreué? in Pw, Ha2), igeuelin Ph3, En2, Lc andevelin Mg. Only in
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SI1 does the spellingeuelle appear. Mg's and DI'$ytef/ is litel in all MSS (Ry2 has
litil, Ph3 —lytel) except SI1, which readgtelle. Similarly, blisfu# from Ld2, SI1, Lc
and DI plesfu? in Ha2), isblisful in Pw, En2, and Mg, anblysfulin Ph3. At the same
time, fa# in Ha2 and SI1 in all other MSS falle. Likewise, where SI1 reads#, all
remaining MSS spehelle Alternations like the latter two, however, artateely rare,
particularly in the non-rhyming position. Even hetends of lines, howeves, more
usual scenario is for one MS to have two or thrge-words rhyme with one another,

or, alternatively to have two or three ‘-lle’-worgtsrhyming position.

(3) (a) <L 190>[orncp]l[/orncp] trowe at Troye wh&ir’ brak pewatt
<L 191>0Or ylyon pat brent Thebes pat Cite
<L 192>Nor Rome for pe harme porglanybat (Pw, Ha2)

(b) <L 312>And pus in merpe and loie | letedwel

<L 313>e froyte of pis matere patétt (Pw)

(c) <L 622>So longe ys goné @hilde titt patstitt

<L 623>Scho halt hir Chambre abydynge at Cristil$ (SI1)

Consulting the readings of other MSS in the coripusften of little help, too. Thus, the
rhymewa# ~ hanybdf from MSS Pw and Ha2na# ~ kanybad? in DI), in En2 and Ld2
appears awaff ~ hanybal in Ph3 —walle ~ hanybal whereas in Lc and Mg it iwal ~
hanybal The exampl@/ ~ schaf from DI (and Ha2) is# ~ shalin En2;alle ~ sha#

in Ld2; al ~shalin Ph3, Lc and Ry2alle ~ shallin Pw. The spelling in SI1, however —
alle ~ shalle— might suggest thattks can indeed substitute for ‘lle’. Stronger evidenc

to this effect is provided by the equivalent forofsfulfi## ~ spitf from Ha2. This pair
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appears in three spelling variants, but always’fihal: fulfille ~ spillein En2, Lc, Pw,
Mg; fulfylle ~ spille in Ld2 and Sl1fulfulle ~ spyllein Ph3 andulfelle ~ spille in DI.
On a similar notesti# ~ wi# from SI1 arestille ~ wille in Ha2, Lc, Mg, DI and Ry2;
stille ~ wi# in Pw andstylle ~ wylle in Ph3. Finally,dwe? ~ te/ from Pw isdwelle ~

tellein all MSS except Didwe{~ telle) (in Ry2 the relevant line is missing).

4. 3. 3<d>

In their analysis of the MSS of “The Wife of Bathae”, Robinson and Solopova note
‘[a] special case of use of a downward stroke atéinal letter of a word’, commonly
occurring after ‘d’ (Robinson & Solopova 1993: 3@&)though <> is not listed in
Martin’s (1892) record of Latin abbreviations usednglish MSS, it can be found in
Petti’'s (1977: 23) list of brevigraphs, as symhumol‘tle’. Robinson and Solopova (1993:
36) also suggest this interpretation of figgira in question, noting that it often rhymes

with ‘-de’. So it does in some MSS of tMLT:

(4) (a) <L 454>But it were wip pilk yen of hiaynde
<L 455>With whit& men seen after pat pei bdrgnd’ (Pw)
(b) <L 1052>And fyndep her frende hool aswlnd’
<L 1053>Now is she scaped att hi&i;re auenture
<L 1054>And whan she her fadere hdpunde (Pw)
(c) <L 478>0f whiche | speke / there he Custaiocele
<L 479>But kept it strongly / many wynter space

<L 480>Vnder Alla kyng of aNorthumbirlan d’
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<L 481>That was ful wys / and worthy band’ (Mg)

A more frequent scenario, however, is for wordsimmdn figura <d’> to rhyme with
one another, in which case it is not possible tterdeine what (if any)potestatic

interpretation of théigurain question might be ventured:

(5) (a) <L 781>The Constable gan about his bek’
<L 782>And pleynly al pe manere hg told’ (Pw)
(b) <L 701>[orncp]B[/orncp]ut in pe same ship ashivdond’
<L 702>Hir and higonge sone and al hir gere

<L 703>He sholde putte and croude frolqued’ (Lc)

On the other hand, one might hypothesise abdit &s a substitution for ‘de’ on the
basis of comparison with the spelling of thesertigme’ words with their counterparts
in MSS in whichfigura <d’> has not been attested. Thus, the first rhypole ~ told’
appears asolde ~ tolde all the other MSS. Likewiseshuld’ ~ nold” in other MSS is
shulde~ noldeor s(c)holde~ nolde word’ ~ bord’ from Lc isworde~ borde(except for
MSS Lc, Mg and Ry2, which readord ~ bord); fond’ ~ lond’ from that same MS is
fonde~ londeelsewhere (except En2, which Hasd ~ lond). Finally, hond’ ~ fond’ in
Mg appears akonde~ fonde(except Ry2’shond~ fond).

A similar relationship holds, albeit likewise neixceptionlessly, for &
occurring in mid-line position. Thus, e.child’in MS Pw appears ashilde/chyldein
MSS Ph3, Ld2, Ha2, Sltiusbo@’ from that same MS is(o)usbonden MSS En2, Lc,

DI, SI1, Ha2;world’ in Lc isworldein Ld2, Ha2 and SlI1, where&myngikl’ from Lc
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and Mg Hermengil’ in Pw) is spelErmyngilde/Ermengildén Ph3, Ld2, DI, Ha2 and

SI1.

5 CONCLUSION

The above-presented analysis concerned the noaksfib elements of scribal spelling
systems, i.e. marks of abbreviation dingurae with potential linguistic value. The
principle adopted in the study was that abbrewetiand special symbols are features in
a sense equal (but not always equivalent) to tbeinographic counterparts. This
assumption allowed to analyse both types of symaslentering into interactions with
alphabetic symbols (as equal variants of stringkttefae, rather than as substitutions
for these strings), which, in turn, revealed a namtf innovations introduced by the
scribes of theMLT onto a system of contractions and suspensions,tedidpm the
Latin system of abbreviation.

As has been demonstrated, once abbreviation megkapproached without the
presumption that they ‘stand for’ something alphigiady definite, it is possible to see
how the broader context of their use (and juxtapwsiwith equivalent full forms)
determines their function, quite irrespective & figura these symbols adopt. Thus, it
has been shown how the scope of reference of afigiatin abbreviation symbols is
liable to expansion (and sometimes overlap) inpitaeis of theMLT scribes. Results of
this part of analysis are a warning against putiingequals mark between alphabetical
and ideographic realities; a practice which ha®ysd a well-acclaimed position in

traditional editing.
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Also, the analysis of the distribution and possitoinctions of the thregurae
<h>, <it> and «0’>, although on the whole rather inconclusive, yeirguably provides
some arguments questioning the tadékintéressemerdf researchers in those sub-
alphabetic characters. As Parkes put it, ‘it is sefe either to ignore them, or to treat
them as marks of abbreviation’ (Parkes 1979: xx®)e least that can be done,
therefore, is to acknowledge their presence, aaddmess the issue of their possible
linguistic function, should more conclusive evidertze provided by a more extensive

study of similar non-alphabetic marks.
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