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REVIEWS 

gan, loss of intervocalic h, ), and JJJ), contraction in negated verbs, compen­
satory lengthening , analogical lengthening, Kaluza's Law, tertiary stress, 
miscellaneous variables, late developments, together with a section on indi­
cators of dialect origins (especially syncope in verb inflections), and various 
appendixes and indexes. The evidence for localization looks more secure 
than that for dating, and is mainly a sensible codification of the work of 
others. Even though Fulk defines his terms with extreme care, the results of 
the dating tests still suffer from some of the weaknesses of earlier analyses: 
the numbers of examples involved are sometimes very smaU, and differ from 
those given by Amos. The statistics are sometimes stretched to cover a pre­
ordained dating that they really do not match: in the section on parasicing, 
for example, non-parasited forms are 'early', and parasited ones 'late', and 
the results are said to show that Exod11s is marginally later than Beow11!f but 
earlier than Andreas (seep. 348), though the figures clearly show that Beo111J1!f 
is markedly different from the rest of the tested corpus, with many more 
non-parasited forms than parasited, and Exod11s and Andreas both have manr 
more parasited forms than non-parasited (see p. 83). The 'only exceptions' 
here are said to be the single non-parasited instances in Bn111anbJ1rh and Maldo11, 
in neither of which are there unambiguous verses with parasiting, but thcr 
are the most important ones in the table, being the only non-parasited forms 
in historically datable poems. 

As the author says, though, the argument is a cumulative one, and, whilst 
some of the tests seem to be of marginal use at best, others consistentlr 
suggest that Beo11JJ11jand Ce11esis A are early. The most important contribution 
that Fulk makes to this subject if his re-examination of Kaluza's Law, which 
operates in Beo1v11!f (as Bliss confirmed), but not elsewhere in the corpus. This 
rule states that, in positions of secondary stress, resolution is compulsory 
where the second of two short syllables is historically a short vocalic one, but 
forbidden when this syllabic is etymologically long or consonantal. The quan­
titative distinction between these two types was lost in primitive Old Eng­
lish, and all phonological distinction was lost in the eighth century. Fulk casts 
very grave doubt on Bliss's explanation that the poet would have been able 
to recover this lost phonological distinction after this time through morpho­
logical distinctions which remained to the end of the period. If Fulk is right, 
then Beow111f could not have been composed later than the eighth century 
and even at that time it would be an unusual matter for the poet to be so Ye1:y 
careful about. Those who favour a late date must address this question more 
rigorously. This is an important book, and a mine of fascinating inform:icion 
on the language and metre of very many Old English poems. 

Oxford MARK GRlFFlTH 

The R11thwell Cross: Papers from the Colloq11i11111 sponsored 0• the 111dr."\· of Christian 
Art, Pri11celo11 University, 8 December 1989, ed. Brend:i.n C:issidy, lndcx of 
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Christian Art, Occasional Papers 1 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton 
University Press, 1992). xiv+ 205 pp.; 66 plates. ISBN 0-691-03 211-4, 
£30.00 (hard covers); ISBN o-691-00038-7, £1 5 .oo (p/b). 

The Ruthwcll Cross is the most important sculptural monument to survive 
from early Northumbria. Nevertheless, good photographs of the monument, 
and an up-to-date bibliography, are hard to come by. This reasonably priced 
and beautifully produced book supplies this lack, and particular congratula­
tions arc due to Katherine Kiefer and Christopher Moss for the pleasing 
design and excellent copy-editing of the volume. The fuU, up-to-date and 
accurate bibliography will be a reference guide for all future work on the 
monument. It docs not, however, amount to a fully satisfying scholarly syn­
thesis. 

The bulk of the book is made up of occasional papers, some valuable, 
others less convincing. The editor gives a useful survey of 'The later life of 
the Rothwell Cross: from the seventeenth century to the present'. Also 
interesting is Douglas MaLean's discussion of 'The date of the Ruthwell 
Cross'. Like the majority of modern scholars he dates the cross to the 
second guartcr of the eighth century. Following, for example, the work of 
Rosemary Cramp, he sketches a possible political scenario for the erection of 
the cross, in the eighth-century Anglo-Saxon thrust westwards along Solway 
Firth. 

The other papers arc updated and expanded versions of already-published 
articles. With the help of Catherine Karkov, Robert T. Farrell provides his 
second survey of the damage done to the cross, a useful and cautionary 
study. David Howlett draws together and expands his earlier papers on the 
inscriptions and design of the cross. Howlett reconstructs the damaged por­
tions of the vernacular poem on the cross, carefully calculating how many 
runes might have existed in the space available. Bur when Howlett goes on 
to argue that the reconstructed text is designed symmetrically, his argument 
becomes circular: his symmetrical reconstruction depends entirely on his 
own £illing of symmetrical spaces. 

1 n the most ambitious paper in the volume, Paul Meyvacrt develops his already­
published theory that in the Agnus Dei panel the Lamb is held not by John the 
Baptist, but by :m Apocalyptic figure. This part of his argument is interesting, and 
perhaps correct. Unfortunately, Meyvaert piles on top of this hypothesis another, that 
the upper stone should be reversed. His theory depends on the idea of Howlett 
(1974; repeated here, pp. n-4), that the Visitation panel on the upper stone actually 
represents l\fartha and Mary embracing. But there is no good reason ro think that the 
panel is not a Visit:uion: even if its runic inscription did include the word 'i\fartha', 
the simplest explanation for this is that in the Roman liturgy c. 1\D 700 the Visitation 
lection was read at l\l:iss on the Nativity of the Virgin (8 September), while the 
l\fartha and l\[ary story was read on the closely associated Dorrnition of the Virgin 
(1 5 August). Association of the two lections on a panel would therefore make that 
panel more l\larian, not less. This Visit:nion panel continues the Lucan story begun 
by the 1\ nnunciation panel at the foot of the same side of the cross as at present 
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convincingly reconstructed. Meyvaert's theory is rejected explicitly by Farrell (pp. 45, 

47) and implicitly by Howlett himself. 
Meyvaert seems not to have read some relevant studies listed in the bibliography. 

His discussio of the archer panel (pp. 140-5) makes no reference to Barbara Raw 
(1967; listed p. 191), who first suggested this line of interpretation. He proposes, as 
though it were new, an interpretation of the Paul and Antony panel on the Nigg stone 
which corresponds closely to the interpretation published by the present reviewer 
(1988; listed p. 188). His references to the work of other scholars can be unfafrly 
scathing: he scolds Fran~oise Henry for giving a 'very misleading' (p. 1 33 ) drawing 
of a Vezelay capital representing Paul and Antony Breaking Bread, before going on 
to argue that the Vezclay capital which he illustrates (pl. 65) is too realistic t0 be a 
Eucharistic symbol. But there are two Paul and Antony capitals at Vezelay: Henry 
provides an accurate drawing of the earlier, from the north aisle; the capital Meyvaen 
illustrates comes from the Christological fa~ade on the east side of the Narthex. Of 
the rwo a stronger argument could be made that the narthex capital occurs in a 
Eucharistic context. It is reasonable to expect that in a book published by the Princeton 
Index, and edited by its Director, such lapses might have been corrected. 

Mcyvaert tries to imagine the place of the cross in a monastic church at Ruthwell: 
this is useful even if speculative (and dependent on his unconvincing rearrangement 
of the cross). He uses the Carolingian St. Gall Plan but makes no reference to che 
Reculver cross, which provides a relevant parallel for an early Anglo-Saxon cross 
erected within, and near the choir of, a surviving church. Because Meyvaert is con­
vinced that the Ruthwell poem is a later addition (a hypothesis for which he provides 
no decisive argument) he has nothing to say on the contribution the poem makes to 
the cross's meaning (he docs not sec that this question is still relevant even if the 
poem were added later). 

Cork EAMONN 6 CARRAGAIN 

Old English Homilies from MS Bodley J4J, ed. Susan Irvine, Early English Text 
Society, os 302 (Oxford: Oxford University Press for the EETS, 199 3). 
lxxviii + 242 pp. ISBN 0-19-722304-4. £20.00. 

This lavish edition of seven homilies from twelfth-century MS Bodley H5 
supplants that of Belfour. As JElfric's authorship of the first four homilies 
has already been established, the main focus of the general introduction is :i 

detailed analysis of the seven sections of the manuscript. Serious attempts 
are made to answer the problems associated with the transmission, copying 
and collecting of Old English texts in the twelfth century. The lnnguage of 
the manuscript is also thoroughly studied within the constraints of this edi­
tion (p. lv-lxxviii). 

Each homily receives a substantial amount of attention in the form of :tn 
introduction, notes and abundant source information, the latter conveniently 
placed beneath the main text. Some of Belfour's emendations have be ·n 
retained (p. lxxviii n. 1), and when they h:we not, Dr Irvine pro,·ides ample 
justification for her choices. In the second homily, however, the erroneous 
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but repeated use of the dative plural, which Dr Irvine attributes to scriba.l 
errors, could resu lt rather from the increasing twelfth-century indifference to 
the grammatical role of inflections (pp. 46-7 nn. 13, 190, 198). 

Irvine is most successful both in her integration of the first four homilies 
within the /Elfrician corpus, and in the p resentation of that corpus as the 
context for the last three. For example, the introduction to the third homily, 
The l-leali11g of the Blind Man, presents a detailed study o f ./Elfric's handling of 
his main source, followed by an important discussion on baptism. For the 
homily named St Vincent's Dery, Irvine offers a convincing argumen t for the 
cult of St Vincent and its English centres, notably suggesting Abingdon as 
the abbey that commissioned this work. 

The last three homilies, The Te111ptatio11 of Christ, The Tra11sftg11ratio11 of Christ 
and The Transience of Earth!J Delights, are all anonymous. These are each de­
rived from Latin sources, wh ich arc rigorously discussed in re lation to the 
Old English material. Some interpretative issues obviously deserve more 
attention (see the notes for bee (p. 45.208), and for 111is111ak_y (p. 65.123) and 
spak)' (p. 7 3.3 50)). 

These quibbles asides, however, this edition merits unreserved praise. My 
check of The Scn1rmt's Fai/11rc lo Forgive revealed no transcription errors. This 
is a splendid work, which stands ns a hallmark of the EETS editorial tradition. 

Oxford DENIS RENEVEY 

David Oumville, l.it11rgy and the Ecdesinslicnl HistO']' of Lale A11glo-Saxo11 E11g­
ln11rl: Four S111rlie.r, Studies in 1\nglo-Saxon History 5 (\Voodbridge: The 
13oydcll Press; Rochester, NY: Boydell & Brewer, 1992). ix + 19 3 pp. 
ISON 0-85115-3,;1-,;. £29.50. 

This book is, :is the title indic:ttes, a collection of four sepnrnte studies. The 
first two arc on kalenclars - the kalendar of the Junius Psalter, and the 
reconstruction of the kalendar of Glastonbury; the last two studies are more 
ge neral considerntions of liturgical books. Historians of the early l\fiddle 
Ages ha,·e in recent ye:trs become incrensingly interested in liturgy: this book 
is a further demonstration that lnrger questions of ecclesiastical history can 
be usefully addressed with the ~lid of this superficial ly intractable material. 

One area of common ground in all four studies is the impression that they 
produce of the centr:ility of C:rnterbury in late Anglo-Snxon ecclesiastical 
culture. The first study m:ikes the Junius Psalter a Canterbury book, on the 
basis of its kalcnd:tr, which derives, as Dr Dumville demonstrates, from a 
text (the 'Tlnmpson' metrical k:tlcnd:u) which survi,·es in two Christ Church, 
C:rnterbury manuscripts. The second nddrcsses the origins of the Leofric 
l\lis s:t l, which includes a kalendnr written c. 970 which has been ascribed to 
Glastonbury. Dumville demolishes the arguments that have been brought 
forward, :ind ends by offering the nlternnti,·e suggestion thnt the kalcndar of 


