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Multilingual glossing and
translanguaging in John of Garland’s
Dictionarius: The case of Bruges,
Public Library, MS 536

Christine Wallis, Annina Seiler and Heather Pagan

We would like to thank Sara Pons-Sanz, Louise Sylvester and the anonymous reviewers for
thoughtful comments on an earlier draft of this paper, Ad Putter for help with all things Dutch,
and Evelien Hauwaerts and the Openbare Bibliotheek Brugge for kindly sending us images of
Bruges MS 536 before they were available online.

1. Introduction

John of Garland’s Dictionarius is a thirteenth-century didactic text which aims to teach
“everyday” Latin vocabulary to students. The author was an Englishman who studied at
Oxford before becoming a Latin teacher in Paris and, for a brief stint, at the newly
founded university of Toulouse. The text purports to teach words which students
should use in their spoken language, and not just “store away in their bookcase”.! Using
a communicative approach to foreign language teaching, the lessons are framed around
a walk through Paris and list the objects students would encounter at different market
stalls and in and around the city. To explain the words included in his text, John
provided a commentary, which contains grammatical and etymological information as
well as translations into Old French and, occasionally, Middle English. Moreover, many
surviving manuscripts of the text contain interlinear glosses in multiple languages.?

Glosses in medieval manuscripts often appear to have been added as an afterthought;
yet, they can also be part of the apparatus provided with a text. One such case of a
manuscript which seems to have planned for the presence of glosses from the outset is
Bruges, Public Library, MS 536, a manuscript dating from the late-thirteenth or early-
fourteenth century. This manuscript dispenses with the commentary typically found in
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manuscripts of the Dictionarius but it adds some 800 interlinear glosses. The layout of
the manuscript, as we argue, was specifically designed to include multiple layers of
glossing. In addition to an edition of the glosses in Bruges 536, the present paper
presents a linguistic analysis focusing on the distribution of glosses in different
languages and by different hands in order to evaluate how the text was created and
used by teachers, readers and language learners. We propose that John’s approach - as
well as that of the glossators - resembles “translanguaging”: by deliberately selecting
lexical items that traverse linguistic boundaries, he encourages students to draw on all
their linguistic resources simultaneously.

2. Bruges, Public Library, MS 536

Bruges, Public Library, MS 536 dates from the late-thirteenth or early-fourteenth
century; it belonged, at an early stage of its history, to the Cistercian abbey of Ter Doest
in Flanders (Derolez [2004]).3 In addition to John of Garland’s Dictionarius it contains the
Summa super priscianem by Peter Helias (ff. 1r-79r),* De nominibus utensilium by
Alexander Neckham (ff. 80r-89v), and De utensilibus a domum regendam pertinentibus by
Adam of Balsham (ff. 89v-94v). These texts are didactic ones, and the latter two often
accompany the Dictionarius in other manuscripts. All three authors were grammarians
teaching in Paris during the twelfth and thirteen century, and Neckham and Balsham
were (like Garland) English. The Dictionarius occupies ff. 95r-101r, and is written in a
single column, with generous space for interlinear glossing. The margins are certainly
wide enough to take a commentary like the one which appears in the manuscript’s
Neckham text on ff. 80r-89v, or those in other Dictionarius manuscripts with a similar
layout (for example, Cambridge, Gonville and Caius MS 136 /076; or Worcester
Cathedral Library, MS Q.50; cf. Pagan, Seiler & Wallis [2023]), but if such a commentary
was ever intended it was never added.’ Although there is no commentary, there are a
number of interlinear glosses in Latin, French and English, and the widely-spaced lines
appear to have been created with such glossing activity in mind. It is possible, then,
that the text was designed from the outset to carry only an interlinear gloss, without a
commentary. The version of the Dictionarius found in Bruges 536 has not yet been
edited; while some glosses appear among the “notes explicatives” in Scheler’s
[1865: 288-321, 370-79] edition, he is highly selective, and not all glosses appear there.
Hunt [1991] does not include the manuscript in his study. Therefore, as a basis for the
analysis in this paper, we present an edition of the glosses contained on ff. 95r-101r of
Bruges 536 in the Appendix.

Although it is not clear whether Bruges 536 was produced at Ter Doest itself or
somewhere else in Flanders, there is evidence for the acquisition and use of books by
monks at Ter Doest, as well as at its parent institution, the abbey of Ten Duinen. In
addition to books produced by its own scriptorium, Ter Doest’s library contains a
number of volumes which originally belonged to its monks, who commissioned books
from Bruges and further afield. However, the scriptorium also made use of commercial
workshops and other professionals in Bruges for the acquisition of books requiring
skills beyond their own abilities (Vandamme [2003: 39]). Southern [1990: 267] notes that
from the later thirteenth century there was an increased emphasis on learning among
the Cistercians, and that colleges were established at Paris and in other universities to
facilitate this. One such monk at Ter Doest who benefitted from this new desire for
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learning was Jan van Hé (d.1311), whose mother had given him her house in Bruges in
1286 so that he could buy the books he needed (Pattin [2002: 426]).” Van Hé became
Bachelor of Theology at the Sorbonne in Paris in 1302, and taught theology there from
1303-1306. After his death he left the use of his books to Jan Sindewint, a monk of Ten
Duinen who spent time at the Collége des Bernardins in Paris (Pattin [2002: 687]). Thus,
there were clear links between Ter Doest, Ten Duinen and Paris, where monks could be
sent for a theological education, and scholars like van Hé may explain the presence of
Bruges 536 at Ter Doest.

The abbey also had strong regional and international links. Some of these links were
through trade: Ter Doest was heavily involved in wool production, and also handled
trade with Holland and England through its harbour (Geirnaert [2003: 45]; Acker
[2021]). Other links, such as those with Scandinavia (and France) were ecclesiastical or
scholarly (Myking [2018]). Ter Doest also had cultural ties with St Donatian in Bruges
(Acker [2021]), itself a thriving multicultural, mercantile city which had expanded as a
book production centre from the late thirteenth century. Demets [2023] documents the
multilingual diversity of Bruges, whose stationers deliberately employed both Dutch-
speaking and francophone copyists in their workshops, and whose output was created
for an international - and especially English - market.

3. The glosses in Bruges 536

The Dictionarius in Bruges 536 contains approximately 800 interlinear glosses (see the
Appendix). Following Wieland’s [1983: 7] definition, we have counted as glosses “any
one or more words, letters, and symbols, written in the margin or between the lines of
a text, i.e., anything on a page which is not text proper, but which is intended to
comment on the text”. The glosses represent a collective effort added by several
different scribes. Some hands contribute numerous glosses, such as the one responsible
for all the additions to the sections on cake and pie sellers, bakers and pastry cooks
(chapters 32-34) on ff. 96v-97r. Contributions from other glossators are more limited;
the writer who added the gloss sulde[r]Jbon a<nglice> (66)® above the lemma homoplata on
£.95r does not appear to have added any other glosses on that folio.

Concerning languages, about 60% of glosses are in French, some 25% in Latin, and
approximately 6% are English (see Figure 1). Yet, language identification is not always
straightforward. We have identified words as French if they have a Romance etymology
and / or are attested in continental French; English words, on the other hand, are those
with a Germanic etymology and / or which are attested in 0ld English. Occasionally,
glosses include morphosyntactic elements, which point to the wider linguistic system
to which words belong; notably, there are frequent instances of French determiners (le,
la; pl. le) or prepositions like de or od ‘of’.° There is also one instance of the English
indefinite article a (514) and a preposition for (164). Nevertheless, some glosses defy
straightforward classification, for instance, uimpel ‘veil’ (340) is ultimately a Germanic
word (reconstructed as Proto-Germanic *wempilaz; cf.Olc vimpill, OE wimple, OHG
wimpal, etc. cf. Orel [2003: s.v.]), but it was an early borrowing into 0ld French and is
well attested in various varieties of French (guimple, wimple). As such, the word can be
interpreted as English as well as French, in particular since the French glosses show
retention of initial /w/ (as discussed in Section 3.2. below). The inverse case is
presented by chirses ‘cherries’ (258); this word is ultimately Vulgar Latin ceresia (< Greek
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kerasion), which was borrowed into West Germanic (cf. German Kirsche). In this
instance, a convincing case can be made for reading it as an English word: the
phonology of chirse clearly corresponds to the Old English form cirse and not the French
one; moreover, the Latin headword cera is glossed by another form, namely, the French
ceriz. As a further point, Latin and French words cannot always be distinguished,
especially when it comes to plural forms of nouns; for example, naris (73) can be
interpreted as the plural of both Latin naris and French narie. Glosses whose etymology
cannot be unambiguously resolved constitute some sort of “international” vocabulary,
which circulated in French, Latin and English. The overlap of linguistic systems in the
glossators’ minds is further attested by the occasional presence of phrases which
combine words from different languages, e.g., Latin or French and English, for instance,
de wod ‘of woad’ (493) (and see further examples in Section 3.3.). A number of glosses
have been classified as “unclear”. This label groups together items that are illegible, as
well as a number of unidentified abbreviations.

Figure 1. Number of glosses in the Dictionarius in Bruges 536 according to language

11 6

m French mEnglish mLatin Mixed Unclear

Glosses appear throughout the text of the Dictionarius in Bruges 536, with the exception
of the last eight chapters, covering the second half of £.100v and the whole of f.101r.
However, although they appear throughout the text, the glosses are not evenly
distributed in terms of their number or source language. As shown in Figure 2,
chapter 49 on the siege of Toulouse contains the most glosses (69), although as it is one
of the longest chapters this is perhaps not surprising. Yet, what stands out in this
chapter is the comparatively low number of Latin glosses (roughly one in six) and only
a single English gloss (449). Other chapters attracting large numbers of glosses include
some of those dealing with the human body, and especially the head and the brain
(chapters 2, 4, 5 and 6 with 28, 26, 32 and 27 glosses, respectively). Other areas popular
with glossators include chapter 65, on tools associated with women’s work (29 glosses);
chapter 47, on ploughwrights (27 glosses); and chapter 71, on the names of birds (20
glosses).

In addition to the raw numbers of glosses, it is instructive to examine the density of

glossing in each chapter (i.e., the ratio of glosses to word count). By this measure, the
most densely-glossed section is chapter 65, on tools for women’s work (29 glosses out of
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44 words, or 66%), while sections on shieldmakers (chapter 12), Master John’s wardrobe
(chapter 59), ploughwrights (chapter 47) and cobblers (chapter 57) also score highly
(over 50%). Each of these chapters contains many technical terms for tools or
components, perhaps accounting for their densely-glossed nature. By contrast, the
sections scoring very low (with fewer than 1 in 10 words glossed) fall into two groups.
Firstly, some of the low-scoring sections list items such as the instruments used by
clerics (56) and priests’ books (60), with only one gloss each in chapters of 31 and
29 words, respectively. It is notable that the headwords in chapter 60 include many
terms for ecclesiastical books which were fairly transparent borrowings from Latin into
French or English, for example ymnarium (‘hymnal’),? troparium (‘troper’),™ and
psalterium (‘psalter’),'? and it is possible that such terms were sufficiently recognizable
(or well-known to readers using such books on a daily basis) not to require glossing.

Secondly, chapters towards the end of the Dictionarius tend to be much less densely
glossed. As the final eight chapters contain no glosses at all, and as a variety of hands
are responsible for the glosses in Bruges 536, it is possible that the evidence reflects the
reading habits of the text’s users: readers apparently overwhelmingly focused their
attentions (and glossing activity) on the beginning of the Dictionarius, with fewer of
these readers perhaps persevering to the end of the text. The fact that a small number
of hands seem to have contributed longer runs of glosses towards the end of the
Dictionarius perhaps lends weight to this conjecture. English glosses are most common
in the sections on the human body and weaving implements.

In the following sections, we discuss the three linguistic groups of glosses, starting with
Latin glosses, which display the widest range of functions, and then moving on to the
vernacular glosses in French and English and their linguistic properties.

Figure 2. Distribution of glosses in Bruges 536 across the different chapters of the Dictionarius

0. Ay

1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 39 41 43 45 47 49 51 53 55 57 59 61 63 65 67 69 71 73 75 77 79 81 83
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3.1. Latin glosses

Most Latin glosses in the Dictionarius in Bruges 536 consist of single words or short
phrases, though a handful of entries, which we have counted among the Latin glosses,
consist of single letters. While vernacular glosses largely translate nouns, Latin glosses
target all major word classes. As such, it is helpful to distinguish Latin glosses according
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to their functions. Existing classifications of glosses include the following types of
glosses:!

A. Glosses on prosody

B. Lexical glosses

C. Glosses on morphology
D. Glosses on syntax

E. Explanatory glosses

F. Textual glosses

Except for glosses on prosody, all categories are represented in the copy of the
Dictionarius in Bruges 536. The proportions of the different types are visualized in
Figure 3.

Figure 3. Functions of Latin glosses in the Dictionarius in Bruges 536
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m C/D: Grammatical and/or syntactic glosses
= E: Encyclopedic and etymological glosses
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Lexical glosses, the most straightforward category, make up about a third of all Latin
glosses. They take the form of Latin synonyms or short definitions, as in the following
examples:!s

(1) lactucas ‘lettuce’: leones ‘dandelions’ (261)
(2) fontinella ‘fontanelle’: concauitas colli ‘hollow of the neck’ (69)

In the first case, the gloss leones is presumably used as a plant name, referring to
dandelions or a similar species of plant (DMLBS [s.v. leo, sense 8]). As such, it functions
as a near-synonym of ‘lettuce’, which appears among items sold by greengrocers
(chapter 31). Synonyms usually match their headword in terms of inflection, i.e.,
nominative plurals are glossed by nominative plurals, infinitives by infinitives, etc.
Most synonyms are regular Classical Latin vocabulary; occasionally, there are words of
medieval coinage, for example, cambiteres ‘money-changer’ (314), which glosses the
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Greek-derived trapezete ‘money-changer, banker’ (Lewis & Short [1879: s.v. trapezita]).
This last example is part of a double gloss: the same hand also added a French form le
moneurs. Definitions, as in the second example, are fairly simple and usually consist of a
noun with a genitive apposition. Some definitions only reference the category to which
a word belongs, for example, the plant hellebore is merely explained as herba (362). A
more elaborate definition is provided in the following gloss:

(3) dentalia: illo in g<uo> uom<er> imp<ri>mit<ur> (386)

This definition ultimately harks back to Isidore’s Etymologies (XX.xiv.2), where he
explains that dentale est aratri pars prima, in quo vomer inducitur quasi dens (‘The share-
beam is the foremost part of a plough, in which the ploughshare is drawn along, as if it
were a tooth’; ed. Lindsay [1911]; trans. Barney et al. [2006]). Many lexical glosses are
prefixed by the abbreviation .i. for id est, for example 102, 207, 307. We have also
counted examples like the following as lexical glosses:

(4) crus [...] sive femur: idem <est> (29)

The gloss indicates that in this passage femur ‘thigh’ is used as a synonym to crus ‘leg’.

A closely related group is explanatory glosses, which constitute just below 20% of the
Latin glosses. Most explanations are short and convey either etymological and / or
encyclopedic information, as in (5) and (6):

(5) per uenas mis[er]aicas: medias. a mesos q<uod> <est> mediu<m> (101)
(6) pilosella: i. h<er>ba bona ad fluxu<m> vent<ri>s (709)"”

In (5), the mesentery veins (ch. 6) are explained by reference to Greek pésog; in (6), we
learn that the plant pilosella, or mouse-ear hawkweed, is beneficial for digestion. As the
examples show, the distinction between purely lexical glosses and explanatory ones is
not always clear-cut. Some etymological explanations appear to be lifted from the
commentary that accompanies the Dictionarius in most other manuscripts (e.g. 190 on
pilea de bombace ‘silk hats’). Such glosses demonstrate that the text in Bruges 536
derives from a more typical version of the Dictionarius which included a commentary.'®

A group of glosses, which look like lexical glosses at first glance, but which can be
distinguished clearly, are grammatical and syntactic glosses. Almost half of all Latin
glosses elucidate the grammatical or syntactic structure of the main text. The following
example illustrates how they work:®

(7) Pelliparii ditantur per sua pelicia, et per penulas, furraturas factas partim
de pellibus agninis, partim catinis [pellib<us>], partim vulpinis [pellib<us>],
partim leporinis [pellib<us>]. (232-234)»

In the passage, the adjectives catinis, vulpinis and leporinis are each glossed by the noun
pellibus, which is written above each adjective. The noun ‘pelts’ in the ablative plural
refers to de pellibus agninis and highlights the elliptical syntactic construction of the
subsequent phrases: the glosses spell out how the ellipses need to be filled. There are
many similar syntactic glosses in the Dictionarius in Bruges 536; they include nouns
glossing adjectives, pronouns or finite verbs - in the last case specifying the subject.
One interesting case involves the verb denotaui ‘I have noted down’ (132), which is
glossed by ego magister de garlandia; in this case, the gloss explains that the subject of
this verb in the first person singular is the author of the text, John of Garland.
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Occasionally, syntactic glosses include the expression dico or hoc dico ‘I mean this’ (247,
428) to highlight that they specify suppletive material.

Particularly frequent are glosses that specify the antecedent of relative pronouns, as in
example (8):

(8) Artifices illi subtiles sunt qui fundunt campanas de here sonoro, per quas
[campanas] in ecclesiis hore diei denunciantur. (211)2

The gloss, added above quas, makes clear that the relative pronoun refers to campanas
in the preceding clause. Altogether, there are more than 30 instances in which
relativizers are glossed in this way. On the other hand, morphological glosses using hic,
hec, hoc to indicate gender (a type of gloss found in other manuscripts of the
Dictionarius) occur only infrequently, for instance, in 67, 190, perhaps 197, and 542. On
the other hand, there are two instances, in which prepositions are used to explain the
case of Latin words: the genitive in the phrase motu batillorum ‘by the movement of the
bellclappers’ is glossed with the prepositional phrase de batillis ‘of the bellclappers’
(212), whereas the ablative of ductione ‘with the guidance’ (627) is indicated by the
preposition cum ‘with’. In both instances, the prepositions make explicit how the
grammatical relationship expressed by case in Latin should be understood.

Further Latin glosses are concerned with the structure of the text: the abbreviation .s.
(presumably for scilicet ‘namely’) is placed at the beginning of lists of items, and
occasionally sed ‘but’ is added at the beginning of a new clause. Finally, a small number
of Latin interlinear notations provide corrections of the main text of the Dictionarius; as
such, they represent textual glosses.

3.2. French glosses

Bruges was a mercantile crossroads during the early thirteenth century, which may
have supported the production of this, and other, trilingual manuscripts. Prevenier &
de Hemptine [2003] outline the importance of vernacular writing in Flanders from an
early period. From the mid-twelfth century, Old French is attested as a language of
literature in the area around the French speaking court of Flanders. French is attested
in charters slightly later, the earliest appearing in 1194 in Hainault; it was soon used as
well by noble families outside of urban centres. As a centre of commerce, Flanders was
the meeting place of many languages, and French and Dutch annotations can be found
from the mid-twelfth century in documents surrounding the importation of goods.??

The Dictionarius in Bruges 536 contains more than 500 interlinear glosses in French,
added by several scribes. The glosses include nouns, a few verbs, adjectives as well as
determiners, prepositions and conjunctions (usually as part of a phrase). The function
of French glosses is exclusively lexical. Surprisingly, despite the likely production of
the manuscript near Bruges, the dialectal features of the French glosses exhibit few of
the characteristic linguistic features of Picard and Walloon. The inclusion of Middle
English glosses suggests that the manuscript was intended for an Anglo-Norman
audience, and some linguistic features suggest scribes who were familiar with Anglo-
Norman orthography.

The realization of /k/ shows a level of variability, which is characteristic of both Anglo-

Norman and Picard.? In initial position, we find ch-, suggesting a pronunciation of /tf/:
e.g., cheuil de pe ‘ankle’ (18) (AND [s.v. cheville]); and choste de fel ‘gall bladder, spleen’
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(111) (AND [s.v. ceste']). However other glosses have initial /k/: e.g., carpenters
‘carpenter’ (364) (AND [s.v. charpenter']); caretteres ‘carter’ (382) (AND [s.v. charetter']);
and cape ‘cap, cover’ (407) (AND [s.v. chape']). Final /k/ is also expressed as -ch: porche
‘pig’ (230) (AND [s.v. porc]); hauberches ‘hauberk, coat of mail’ (464) (AND [s.v. hauberc]). /
k/ is represented by the digraph <qu> in both initial and internal position: e.g., quir
‘leather’ (151 and 182) (AND [s.v. cuir]); and esquieres ‘squire’ (147) (AND [s.v. esquier]).
There is a single use of ke for Latin que at 276 (Short [2013: §27]). Some less common
orthographical choices include arx ‘bow’ (194) (AND [s.v. arc']), where -x may represent
/t§/; and frogs ‘frock’ (574) (AND [s.v. froc]), where the use of -g may reflect a confusion
between /k/ and /g/. Elsewhere -g for /d3 / is used where /t{/ is expected (e.g., nages
‘buttocks’ (46), AND [s.v. nages]), a phenomenon also attested in Picard (Gossen
[1970: §99]) and Anglo-Norman (Short [2013: §26.2]).

The orthography suggests a greater retention of initial w- in Germanic loanwords, a
trait found in Picard (Pope [1952: §1320.iii], Gossen [1970: §51]) as well as Anglo-
Norman (Pope [1952: §1193], Short [2013: §28]): wardecores ‘breech-girdle’ (68) (AND [s.v.
gardecors]);** de waferes ‘waffle’ (250) (AND [s.v. gafre]);?® warence ‘madder’ (495) (AND [s.v.
garance]).? Initial v- is also found in Old Norse borrowings: vindas ‘windlass’ (481) (AND
[s.v. gindas]); perhaps also in uimpel ‘wimple, veil’ (340) (AND [s.v. guimple]).”” The letter
w- (or <uu>) is also found internally in forms such as allutarii: cordeuuaneres ‘cordwain’
(219) (AND [s.v. cordewan]).?® Inorganic initial h is found in number of words including
hachetunes ‘acton, padded jerkin’ (462) (AND [s.v. aketon]); handules ‘sausage’ (308) (AND
[s.v. andouille]); hessel ‘axle’ 377 (AND [s.v. essel]); hostur ‘hawk’ (654) (AND [s.v. ostur?]);
hungles ‘nail’ (15) (AND s.v. [ungle]) (see Short [2013: §60]).

The diphthong -ei- shows some reduction: e.g., furnes ‘furnace’ (533) (AND [s.v. forneise]);
berfre ‘fortified outer wall’ (437) (AND [s.v. berfrai]); and laumpres ‘lamprey’ (673) (AND
[s.v. lampreie]). This is a feature of early Anglo-Norman (Short [2013: §12.2). As Short
notes [2013: §13.4], forms with post-tonic i are characteristic of Anglo-Norman and
feature in multiple glosses: e.g., fermellies ‘brooch’ (201) (AND [s.v. fermeil]); fuellie ‘fuel’
(540) (AND [s.v. fuail]); scomalie ‘stool, bench’ (544) (AND [s.v. scamel]); scapelori ‘scapular,
sleeveless cloak’ (565) (AND [s.v. scapelaire]); and tendlies ‘tongs, pliers’ (510) (AND [s.v.
tenail?]). The use of the <aun> graphy for the nasal vowel is characteristic of Anglo-
Norman from the late twelfth century (Short [2013: §1.6]). Examples include laundie
‘clitoris’ (50) (AND [s.v. landie]); iaumbeles ‘hock’ (224) (AND [s.v. jambel]); also launces
‘spear, lance’ (468) (AND [s.v. lance]). Flunz (264) appears to be an error for flaunz
‘flan’ (AND [s.v. flaun]). The nasal vowel graphy <oun> is also primarily attested in
Anglo-Norman from the later thirteenth century (Short [2013: §6.7]) and finds limited
use here: e.g., caudroun ‘cooking-pot’ (520) (AND [s.v. chauderun]); note, however,
mussons ‘sparrow’ (647) (AND [s.v. musson]).

Plurality is marked through the use of -s or -z, which is common to all Northern
dialects. The use of Latinate -is for plurals (e.g., entrallis ‘entrails’ (300) (AND [s.v.
entraille]); and cremallis ‘pot-hanger’ (539) (DMF [s.v. crémail])) is well attested in Anglo-
Norman as is the use of terminal <sz> (e.g., sufresz ‘sulphur’ (267) (AND [s.v. sulfre]))
from the thirteenth century (Short [2013: §25.2]).% Plurals of words ending in -el show
palatalization: e.g., estiueus ‘long boot’ (135) (AND [s.v. estival']); and chapeus ‘cap, hat’
(188) (AND [s.v. chapel']). However, final -1 is retained in ortilz ‘toe’ (14) (AND [s.v. ortil'])
(Short [2013: §21.1]). The plural determiner form is le ‘the’ (AND [s.v. le']): e.g., le ueynes
(108) (Short [2013: §57]).
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Initial z- is used for words of Arabic etymology: e.g., zucre ‘sugar’ (351) (AND [s.v. sucre'];
and zedouar ‘setwell, zedoary’ (345) (AND [s.v. cedewale]). It also appears in final position
in pigaz ‘point of a shoe’ (133) (AND [s.v. pigace]), where <ce> would be expected.®
Numerous glosses reflect the use of aphetic forms, having lost the intial es-, a
phenomenon associated with Anglo-Norman (Short [2013: §30.1]). Examples include:
chines ‘spine’ (47) (AND [s.v. eschine]); splendentes ‘shining, gleaming’ (176) (AND [s.v.
esplendeier]); clices ‘wooden sword’ (225) (AND [s.v. esclice); and sturnel ‘starling’ (659)
(attested as esturneus at 651) (AND [s.v. esturnel]). The unstable prefix is also attested as
as- (e.g., asseles ‘armpit’ (65) (AND [s.v. essele']) and e- (e.g., emeisuraunt ‘to measure’
(334) (AND [s.v amesurer]). Metathesis is evident in several glosses (Short [2013: §22.4]).
Metathesis of /r/ + V is visible in purnele ‘sloe’ (83) (AND [s.v. prunele]); and furmage
‘cheese’ (293) (AND [s.v. formage]; later forms show metathesis). Metathesis involving /
1/ and /n/ can be seen in alnas ‘short knife’ (452) (AND [s.v. anlaz]).

Double <00> and <uu> are attested for long vowels: e.g., surcooz ‘surcoat’ (240) (AND [s.v.
surcote]); and cuus ‘cook’ (519) (AND [s.v. cu']). This is a feature of Anglo-Norman from
the mid-thirteenth century (Short [2013: §3.5]). Double <uu> is normally used as a
graphy for -uv- or -vu-; this may also be the case in uusz ‘egg’ (294) (AND [s.v. oef]), with
the second -u- representing a vocalized /f/. The same graphy is used to indicate /
w/ internally (e.g., cordeuuaneres ‘cordwain’ (219) (AND [s.v. cordewan])) but is only used
word initially in English (see below). Triphthongs are unattested except in aeue ‘water’
(525) (AND [s.v. ewe']). Some forms are attested only in Anglo-Norman and suggest an
English influence on spelling, such as the use of pudin ‘sausage’ (310) (AND [s.v. bodins]).
Other lexical items are otherwise unattested outside of this text: e.g., gendrable (38),*
furbisures (171), and furbise (173).32 Others reflect the earliest use of the term: e.g.,
ymaginable (94) ,»* uentilabre (97).%* The scribes use both -ure alongside -ier(e as
derivational agent suffixes: e.g., furbisures (171) [unattested elsewhere], enginures
‘craftsman’ (209) (AND [s.v. engineor]), pestures ‘baker’ (269) (also pasturus (287)) (AND
[s.v. pestur]); peltere ‘pelterer’ (231) (AND [s.v. peletier]); and caretteres ‘carter’ (382) (AND
[s.v. charetter?]).

The language of the glosses suggests that they were created by one or more scribes
familiar with Anglo-Norman spelling conventions; an individual, like John of Garland,
who was educated in England and learned French would fit this context.

As French derives largely from Latin, a number of the Latin-French gloss pairs show an
etymological relationship, as in the case of malleos: mallus ‘hammer’ (457), where the
French form derives from the Latin. These types of pairs are the exception, however, as
the glossators seem to favour French glosses that are not etymologically related to the
Latin headword, using words of Germanic origin at a high frequency, as in examples (9)
and (10):

(9) galeros: haumes ‘helmets’ (459) < Gmc *helm (FEW [16, 192b])
(10) ocreas: hoses ‘leggings’ (465) < Gmc hosa (FEW [16, 228a])

The use of French glosses of Germanic origin may have appealed to an English
readership of the manuscript and may have been a deliberate strategy by the
glossators.

Similarly, the French glosses used in the manuscript show a high level of early
borrowing into Middle English. We have analysed the dates of earliest attestations
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provided by the MED and the OED, and over 200 of the French glosses - i.e., roughly
40% - are attested in Middle English prior to 1350. This suggests that the glossators
deliberately chose a lexis that was shared between the two languages, blurring the
boundaries and making use of the uniquely multilingual English and French
environment. The following examples include French glosses which could be
interpreted as Middle English:

(11) sinamino: canelez ‘cinnamon’ (347) - attested in OF from c1150 and ME
from ca. 1275 (cinnamon from ca. 1405)

(12) cades: barils ‘barrel’ (369) - attested in OF from c1150 and ME from ca.
1300

(13) celitonia: celidoniez ‘celandine (plant)’ (693) - attested in OF and ME from
ca. 1125

These interlingual glosses are found throughout the text, but are more present in some
semantic fields (food and weaponry, for example) than in others (anatomy, weaving),
where French borrowings into English are less frequent. Nevertheless, this is not the
sole motivating factor for glossing, as other French terms were not borrowed into
English but do not receive an English gloss.

3.3. Middle English glosses

With just 58 items, the English interlinear glosses in the Dictionarius in Bruges 536
represent a comparatively small group. However, as we have discussed above, many of
the words occurring in French glosses were already borrowed into Middle English by
the late thirteenth century and, as such, they may be considered English as well as
French. On the other hand, 38 of the Middle English glosses occur as double glosses
with words that are also glossed in French (see Section 4.); in such cases, a contrast
between the two languages is established. Middle English glosses are exclusively lexical
glosses and all of them are nouns or noun phrases. They include body parts (e.g., marie
‘marrow’ (22) (MED [s.v. marwe, n.1]); sulderbon ‘shoulderbone’ (66) (MED [s.v. shulder-
bon, n.]); milte ‘spleen’ (113) (MED [s.v. milte])); weaving implements (e.g., spindeles for
linen (164) (MED [s.v. spindel, n.]); rocche ‘distaff’ (606) (MED [s.v. rok(ke, n.2]); rel ‘reel’
(608) (MED [s.v. rel(e, n.]); and yarnui[n]del ‘yarnwindle’ (609) (MED [s.v. yarn, n.])); a few
animal and plant names (e.g., lenge ‘ling (fish)’ (674) (MED [s.v. leng(e, n.2]); areng
‘herring’ (680) (MED [s.v. hering, n.]); chirses ‘cherries’ (258) (MED [s.v. cheri, n.]); and
surdocche ‘sorrel’ (698) (MED [s.v. sour-dokke, n.])); and other assorted items.

Concerning the dialectal origin of the Middle English glosses, the following
phonological features can be noted: OE /a/ is represented by <o> in -bon (24, 27, 66)
(MED [s.v. bon, n.1]); sopez ‘soaps’ (160) (MED [s.v. sope, n.2]); borspere ‘a spear used in
hunting boar’ (449) (MED [s.v. bor, n., sense 5)); rediling ston (618);%* and wod ‘woad’ (493)
(MED [s.v. wod(e, n.1]). This indicates that the forms are not from a Northern dialect,
where <a> would be used (Jordan [1974: §44]). OE