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PREFACE


BETWEEN the first moves to edit the Chronicle for the Anglo-Norman Text Society and this book lies a long series of events. The late Iain Macdonald started work in the mid thirties and in 1937 read a paper to the Oxford University Mediaeval Society on his results regarding manuscripts, scribes, author, and versification. Further advances were prohibited by his war service and after the war he became heavily engaged in teaching and administration at The Queen’s College, Oxford. He prepared a very full glossary on fiches, collected a large number of forms for a study of the morphology of the text, and made notes for the annotation of its opening sections. The progress report of 1937 was revised and formed the basis of an article in the Studies in Medieval French presented to Alfred Ewert in 1961. He died before his edition was completed.


In 1973 Dr Ian Short and I undertook to put Macdonald’s work into publishable form. Together we compared Macdonald’s handwritten transcription with photographs of the manuscripts, revised it and typed it out, and in the course of this work were brought up against the problems of presenting a text whose versification had fuelled controversy for well-nigh a century.


At the end of the academic year in 1974 I retired from my Chair in London University and was able to devote myself more or less full time to Jordan Fantosme. Almost immediately a possible explanation of his prosody dawned on me and I took the opportunity of a valedictory lecture to Westfield College, London, to make a progress report on my first steps in editing the Chronicle in this new way. By this time Dr Short was busy with his normal academic work and further occupied with editorial work for the Anglo-Norman Text Society. Though in writing and in conversation I have profited by discussing my work with him, collaboration in the sense of his bearing responsibility for errors committed ended after September 1974.


By the Spring of 1975 I completed a first draft of an edition based on the assumption that the mixed prosody of Fantosme comprised laisses in decasyllabic and alexandrine lines and in two original metres which I called Jordanian stanzas and double stanzas. My friend Professor T. B. W. Reid submitted this to a searching examination and convinced me that I had not found the right answer.


I made a fresh start in the winter of 1975–6 and discovered that there was a simpler and more satisfactory way of scanning many laisses that I had previously forced into the Jordanian stanza mould. Further work on the distribution of the metres in the poem and the analysis of what I then called the ‘set pieces’ followed, and in the autumn of 1977 I felt confident enough to summarise my results for an article in the Mélanges Jonin.


In the course of a final revision I came to realize that the ‘set pieces’, in which the initial hemistichs of several consecutive laisses or stanzas were arranged in patterns, were not ingenious novelties on Fantosme’s part but were developed from the numerical and symmetrical composition that had long been indulged in by Medieval Latin and Old High German poets and with which the complexities of the troubadours had obvious affinities. The late Brian Foster’s edition of the Anglo-Norman Alexander caused me to rethink the construction of Fantosme’s alexandrine laisses in the light of pp. 24–7 of the Introduction to vol. ii of M. K. Pope’s edition of The Romance of Horn. The scansion of Fantosme’s initial hemistichs now became startlingly regular; his lyric caesuras arose from the treatment of the feminine -e of a sixth syllable as syllabic and of a seventh syllable as supernumerary with a resulting epic caesura; his prosody was not wayward and personal, but in this respect was characteristic of the work of Thomas in Horn, of Thomas of Kent in the Anglo-Norman Alexander (Le Roman de toute chevalerie), of Guischart de Beauliu in his Sermon, and was used by Matthew Paris in La Vie de Seint Auban; he thus belongs to a respectable little group of Anglo-Norman poets.


I am far from thinking that I have solved every problem connected with Fantosme’s prosody. I do think that I have done enough to indicate the lines on which others may achieve success where I may have failed. It is no longer possible to think of Fantosme in terms of irregularity and incomprehensibility and to believe, as Ph. A. Becker did, that his intentions had been destroyed by copyists and that his work must be rewritten with notions of continental regularity in mind. Any editor must examine and try to understand what is in the MSS and not replace what is there by what manifestly is not. Though the poem may, in its opposition in prosodic terms of initial and final hemistichs, be isolated or even unique, it seems to me to provide a platform from which a survey of Anglo-Norman versification may usefully be attempted. Why is it that in this as in other insular verse where the syllable-count is ‘irregular’ by continental French standards (though in my view this does not apply to the meticulously accurate count of the double stanzas and of the initial hemistichs of the Jordanian stanzas of the Chronicle), there is nevertheless the feeling that this is good poetry and not failed French verse? I am strongly of the opinion that the ‘rule of six’ governing the count of the hemistichs of the alexandrine, which operates as a beacon when we approach a French text, may be a wrecker’s lantern on the shores of our island. My edition, concerned as it is with dissection and analysis, does not go far enough. Synthesis has still to come; I give an indication of my ideas with implications in the final paragraphs of the section on ‘versification’, pp. xxix–xxxiii below.


In its final stages the book took a form which made it unsuitable for the Anglo-Norman Text Society’s series. I am very grateful to the Delegates for according it the honour of publication by the Oxford University Press, and to their staff for their careful attention to its needs during its passage from typescript to print. The British Academy made a generous grant towards the costs of publication and for this I offer my sincerest thanks.


I have incurred many obligations in the course of the five years I have been occupied with Jordan Fantosme’s Chronicle. Though eventually I went back to the manuscripts and started from scratch, I was very thankful to have Iain Macdonald’s papers and fiches by my side and I am most grateful to Mrs Macdonald for handing them over to me. Professors Dominica Legge and T. B. W. Reid have responded willingly and helpfully to my appeals for aid, of which they, being on the spot, have received many. Dr Ian Short has allowed himself to be always on call. My lack of detailed historical knowledge has made me bold in my approaches to Professors Christopher Brooke, R. Allen Brown, Rosalind Hill, and Lionel Stones, and to Dr Richard Mortimer. I am particularly indebted to Professor Geoffrey Barrow who has supplied the answer to several awkward questions. When I was encroaching on the fringes of Latin verse, it was a pleasure to let myself be directed by Professor D. M. Jones and Dr J. B. Hall. On some particular problems of scansion I received advice from Professors D. McMillan and J. H. Marshall. Dr Christopher Storey alerted me to some East Anglian echoes of the battle of Fornham; Mrs M. P. Statham, the Assistant Archivist of Suffolk County Council, wrote me an interesting letter about Petronella’s ring. My English translation of the Chronicle has benefited considerably from an assiduous and detailed revision by Professor Glanville Price and Dr D. Hoggan. The Deans and Chapters of Durham and Lincoln Cathedrals were generous in making photographs of their manuscripts available, and their Cathedral Librarians were kindness itself during my visits. Mr A. J. Piper could not have been more helpful in supplying my deficiencies in palaeography when I examined the Durham manuscript; Mr M. B. Parkes answered my questions about the scribal characteristics of both manuscripts.


My thanks go out to them all. Had I been more exacting in my demands on these experts, the book would have much the better for it. As it is, I fear it does not come up to their high standards in their various fields, and I alone am responsible for defects in the amalgam.


Finally and most of all I acknowledge all I owe to my wife, who has had to bear with Fantosme for breakfast, lunch, and dinner, and for a good bit of many nights. On occasions when things were not going well I have been impossible to live with-she has achieved the impossible.


R. C. Johnston


Freeland, Oxford


August 1978





INTRODUCTION




Author and Work



THE name Fantosme, twice accompanied by Jordan, occurs five times in the Chronicle. There is general agreement that this is the name of the author of the work, an opinion expressed by the scribe of the Lincoln manuscript, who wrote auctor libri above fantosme at line 1146. We do not know what authority he had for this, or whether he was merely giving his personal view, which, about a century after a possible date for the author’s death, might not amount to much. However, the same hand performed the same service for the name Gaimar in the same manuscript in the Estoire des Engleis of which Geffrei Gaimar is the accepted author.1


The name Jordanus Fantasma, the Latin equivalent of Jordan Fantosme, is found in three sets of circumstances, which have been competently set out by Macdonald (1961: 248–58) and Legge (1971: 76–7), and I content myself with a brief mention.


1. A favourite pupil of the philosopher Gilbert de la Porrée is named Jordanus Fantasma and figures in a miniature in the twelfthcentury Saint Amand copy of his master’s commentary on Boethius.


2. One of the clerks of the bishop of Winchester was called Jordanus Fantasma and is mentioned several times between about 1150 and 1180.


3. An early thirteenth-century manuscript contains a Latin poem on the reasons for the incarnation and death of Christ. It is entitled Rithmus Jordanis Fantasmatis. (See Appendix A.)


The temptation to assume that Fantosme and Fantasma are one and the same person is almost irresistible, and Sir Francis Palgrave united them into one Fantasma with an unsupported and unwarrantable assumption of Italian origin.2


There is no contemporary statement linking the two, no assertion by Fantosme that he was a pupil of Gilbert, or clericus domini Wintoniensis, or had a house in Minster Street, Winchester, or had written a Latin poem, and no ascription of the Chronicle to Jordanus Fantasma; there is therefore no final proof, but a number of circumstances speak in favour of the suggestion. The dates fit. A clerk of Winchester would be well placed to obtain and write up the facts which the Chronicle records. Fantosme shows a remarkable knowledge of the Scottish side of the story: Winchester and Durham were both Benedictine communities, and the bishop of Durham was benevolently neutral to the Scots (Chronicle lines 532–6); Henry of Blois had established links with Durham. Henry’s successor, Richard of Ilchester, went on Richard de Lucy’s behalf to acquaint Henry II with the desperate state of his loyal barons, and who better to tell the story than the bishop on his return to Winchester? Legge (1971: 77) suggests that Fantosme may have undertaken the Chronicle at his suggestion.


Many scholars have suspected that there is some connection between Fantosme and Poitou, though it is probably a bit too forthright to assert that this connection ‘is well known’ (Pope 1964: 27). Attention has been drawn to provençalisms in language in the Chronicle: paire 23, fraire 29, praz 1797, and I feel the influence of lyric verse in the Provençal manner (which, to be sure, need not necessarily have been acquired on the spot) in Fantosme’s technique. The possible link with Poitou is that Jordanus Fantasma could have studied there under Gilbert de la Porrée after he became bishop of Poitou in 1142, and the reference in the Saint Amand manuscript to his having been a pupil sub pictaviensi episcopo seems to favour this against the possibility of his having been with Gilbert at Chartres or Paris, where he had previously taught. Legge (1971: 79–80) notes that ‘Fantosme’s views on free will are in the Porretanian tradition’ and this provides a useful link between the scholar and the poet. After Gilbert’s death in 1154 there would have been no patronage to follow on the favour gained as a pupil and a move to Winchester, or at least departure from Poitou, would have had nothing against it.


The point of interest about the ascription of the Latin poem on the Incarnation to Jordanus Fantasma, whether in fact he wrote it or not, is that from it we know that one of his near contemporaries thought that he did and that he was sufficiently esteemed by his confratres to be capable of doing so.


Although Francisque Michel did not feel called upon to make any comment when presenting the poet to a modern public for the first time, Fantosme or Fantasma is surely an odd as well as a rare name. Once presented and used, the name by acquiring familiarity could seem less curious. However Macdonald’s search for a second Fantosme, let alone a second Jordan Fantosme, yielded nothing, and Ph. A. Becker, quoted by Macdonald (1961: 251, footnote 3), wrote: ‘zwei Träger dieses auffälligen Doppelnamens wird es damals schwerlich gegeben haben’; a general statement which is not affected by the fact that Becker did not know of the attribution of the Rithmus. Something of interest may come from a consideration of the second name. It looks to me suspiciously like a nickname, of a similar kind to the ‘Turbo’ given to William, bishop of Norwich from 1146 to 1174, the ‘Baille-Hache’ given to Thomas Becket by Rogier de Pont l’Évêque, and the ‘Blanches-Mains’ borne by William, archbishop of Sens from 1168 and of Reims from 1176. Nicknames are indeed rather specially in favour in England and Normandy at this period, and it is not unknown for nicknames to become proper names, either forenames like Algernon or family names like Firebrace. Fantosme or Fantasma, with the meaning ‘illusion’, something having an outward appearance not corresponding to an inner reality, would be a good nickname for someone whose qualities were the opposite of those suggested by his name. From the time of the First Crusade Jordan was a not uncommon name. It means ‘descender’ and presumably the 3,000-foot descent of the river to the Dead Sea made it nameworthy. As a personal name it would suggest the quality of lowness or humility. If a Jordan were haughty, any humbleness suggested by his name would be an illusion.1 Alternatively, with the meaning ‘apparition, spectre’, Fantasma could refer to his pale and wraith-like appearance, or, as an antonym, to his corpulence and ruddy countenance. The likelihood of this happening to two different people whose names and work have come down to the present day is small. The name itself is a solid addition to the other indications suggesting that Jordan Fantosme and Jordanus Fantasma are not two but one.


The Chronicle has had three editors1 and three translators into English.2 Michel and Howlett entitled their texts ‘Chronique de la guerre entre les Anglois et les Écossois en 1173 et 1174 par Jordan Fantosme’; Becker chose Jordan Fantosme, La Guerre d’Écosse: 1173–1174.’ The titles are perhaps not ideal. The original adversaries of Henry II are the Young King Henry, Louis VII of France, and Philip of Flanders; a considerable section deals not with the Scots but with an army of Flemings led by the earl of Leicester in East Anglia. Nor does the word Chronique, which never appears in the text, seem the most apt to describe a work which is not just a factual recital of events, but which reads as if it has been conceived as a literary work of art and was certainly the vehicle of a great poetic experiment. Perhaps if one were starting afresh one could take the word estoire from the first line and use the epithet viel rei, frequently employed by Fantosme to situate Henry II against his son the juefne rei, to construct the title Estoire del viel rei Henri. But it is too late for that. It would not cause too much confusion if we contented ourselves with a short title, La Chronique de Jordan Fantosme, and used Jordan Fantosme’s Chronicle for English editions and translations.


There is not much to choose between the texts of Michel and Howlett. Both are faithful renderings of the text of the Durham manuscript, including lines which are certainly there because of scribal errors of the kind exemplified at the beginning of 3, plus lines which figure only in the Lincoln manuscript, thus obtaining 2071 lines. Both have been printed and proof-read with extreme care. The aim and object of both editions is to make accessible as completely as possible the subject-matter and sense of what is regarded as a primary source for the events described. Two sentences from Michel’s Introduction, taken from the two pages in which he characterizes the work, illustrate his attitude (p. xxxix): ‘Now to speak of the merits of Fantosme’s poem, besides the poetical talent which it shows, it possesses all that is required to constitute an authority and to be quoted by those who study the twelfth century. Fantosme was contemporary and an eye witness of the facts which he relates.’ The reference to ‘poetical talent’ conveys just a general impression; nowhere does Michel refer to versification or arrangement, nor does he suspect that ‘poetry’ might be a concern of Fantosme’s which overrode factual accuracy. Howlett’s attitude to the ‘story’ is similar, but he had probably indulged in a bit of syllable-counting and came up with the opinion that Fantosme was a bad poet. Becker was not content to reproduce the ‘better manuscript’ or to examine and explain it. Starting from the conviction that scribes had ruined the text, he re-wrote it. The result fully deserves the scornful dismissal it gets from Macdonald (1961: 242 footnote).


The three English translations are basically one. Stevenson says, p. xviii, that Michel’s edition of the text ‘is accompanied by a translation, which, by the kind permission of the Surtees Society, has been adopted as the basis of this edition. In several instances, however, the Editor has ventured to depart from the rendering of M. Michel.’ Some of these departures incorporate suggestions made by Michel in his notes and are improvements. Howlett’s translation goes in for alternatives in vocabulary, sometimes just for the sake of being different, and changes in word-order. A few of the independent translations are errors which Michel and Stevenson did not commit. Any one of these translations would give a good idea of the ‘story’, but a close study of the left-hand pages (not available, alas, in Stevenson) is required to convey an appreciation of its ‘spirit’.


In view of my having supplied brief chapter-headings to the sections into which the Chronicle plainly divides itself, it seems unnecessary to summarize the subject-matter. The headings are to be found below, pp. xxxiii ff. in the Distribution of Verse-forms.


Fantosme’s text is probably better known to medieval historians than to students of Old French literature, unless they happen to be specialists in Anglo-Norman undeterred by his undeserved reputation for metrical uncouthness.


As history his work is read in conjunction with the Gesta Regis Henrici Secundi by ‘Benedict of Peterborough’, Diceto, Giraldus Cambrensis, Hoveden, Matthew Paris, Newburgh, and Torigni, and A. O. Anderson’s Early Sources of Scottish History, and Scottish Annals from English Chroniclers. For the events of 1173–4 Jordan Fantosme is a primary source for the Scottish invasions of the north of England; for the rest of the rebellion, the fighting in Normandy and Brittany and in the Midlands of England, he is sketchy; for the earl of Leicester’s campaigns in East Anglia, he is misleading. The Scottish incursions are a corner, albeit an important one, in the schemes of Henry II’s enemies; happenings outside the north of England are a corner, though a sizeable one and always interestingly treated, in Fantosme’s le viel Henri-versus-le juefne Henri drama.


As literature the Chronicle seems to me to be absolutely firstclass. As experimental prosody it is unique in Anglo-Norman; what is attempted gives its study an excitement that cannot be equalled by anything in Gallo-Romance north of the Loire. Because it is the work of a medieval ‘historian’ whose purposes include moral instruction (Celui tieng a sage qui par autre se chastie 4) and an attempt to view the deeds of human beings as subject to the laws of God (Henry II must expect disasters until he has made his peace in the matter of Thomas Becket; filial rebellion, however humanly explicable, needs pardon before its consequences can be fully worked out; the Scots must be humbled and scourged because of their sacrilege) its words cannot always be taken at their face value. Neither can its conception as a work of literature, owing much to the chanson de geste, be neglected when one assesses the value and purpose of the many striking vignettes liberally scattered through the work. Hitherto there has been a certain amount of misunderstanding due to too much concentration on the right-hand pages of Howlett, a practice that reduces the Chronicle to a recital of events enlivened by a host of picturesque details and memorable phrases (Petronella in council and in the ditch; ‘St. Thomas, guard me my realm!’) and pithy summaries (the art of war in six lines, 443–8, or in one: Primes guaster la terre e puis ses enemis 450).


Fantosme is never one to let description or action push the characters into second place. There are many examples to choose from. I pass by the effectively planned contrast between Robert de Vaux, the pruz e sené, refusing to negotiate the surrender of Carlisle and the swift collapse of Appleby, whose fate rested on Gospatric, the viel Engleis fluri, and the derring-do episode of the amazing knight of Brough, to dwell for a moment on three of the great scenes of the Chronicle. For tension building up to a crescendo there is the brisk exchange of question and answer between Bishop and King culminating in the news that the loss of Appleby led several waverers to join the King’s enemies (158–70). For excitement, suspense, and release there is the famous scene of the arrival of the messenger, Brïen, with the news of the capture of William at Alnwick. He has travelled almost the length of England without food or sleep. The King has gone to bed, but Brïen is not to be put off by the chamberlain who forbids him entry. Their whispered conversation arouses the King, who, overjoyed by the news, has to wake up his knights to share it with them. The barons immediately recognize its crucial importance and ring the knell of the rebellion with the cry: ‘Ore est la guerre finie e en pes vostre regné’ (207–11). Narration and interpretation are nicely mixed in the account of the disaster that overtook William at Alnwick. This is pre-eminently the place for epic treatment and the Chronicle displays the chanson de geste overlapping laisses technique:




Li reis chiét a la terre e le cheval ferant.


Li reis e sun cheval a terre sunt andui. 1786–7





He offers two interpretations of the event, the human one: but for an unlucky accident of war William would have come through safely (1781–3); the divine one: William was doomed by the sacrilege of the Scots, and it was this, symbolized by his horse, that pinned him to the ground (190–1).


It is worth noting how little Fantosme depends for his effects on accounts of actual fighting. An earlier critic found the decasyllabic lines particularly suitable for the epic-style attack on Carlisle. In fact there is fighting only in the first two of twelve laisses. The earl of Leicester’s campaign reaches its climax in the battle of Fornham. The two sides are at grips with one another only in laisse 103. The council before the battle and the results of it are much more fully dealt with.


Numbers in the Chronicle, as is normal with medieval chroniclers in Latin or vernaculars, are not always to be taken seriously. A moment’s thought on the problems of transporting, lodging, and feeding soldiers and their mounts, makes one realize that 60,000 horse soldiers could not have come out of Dol (159–60) or ever have got into it, and there is little point in emending the text to L’s 30,000, which is likewise impossible, except to draw attention to the likelihood that the eye of the scribe of D has, as so often, been caught by something near at hand. Numbers are used as a literary device and mean ‘This is an army whose size would astonish you’ or ‘This is an important event’. The casualty figures at 1894–5, whether they refer to losses suffered by the company led by William at Alnwick or to those inflicted by the Scots on the inhabitants of Warkworth, cannot be believed. Fantosme does not report the death of a single baron in the skirmish before Alnwick; the Scottish barons named as doughty fighters number only half a dozen; apart from damage to some Flemings and a couple of horses, little harm seems to have been done. If Warkworth is being referred to, the number of one thousand conflicts with the already over-large estimate of 300 men and three priests given, 1702–3, when the outrage was described. Historians of war from Ramsay and Delbrück onwards come to similar conclusions when they examine estimates of the forces alleged to have been involved and compare them with the sites of engagements only to discover that several thousands of men would have had to be deployed on a front of a few hundred yards.


While Fantosme’s preoccupations and presentation are essentially literary, it is surprising how coherent and basically accurate his story, his estoire, is. The mistake of Henry II in having a successor who was not a very admirable character crowned, magnified by not providing him with estates and revenues sufficient to maintain his new position and dignities, was the proximate cause of the barons’ revolt. There were enemies in plenty, the chief of them Louis VII, to make capital out of this situation. After the collapse of the revolt, Henry II, by giving the Young King an income, acknowledged the rightness of his earlier protest. The fealty sworn by William the Lion at his coronation bore its fruit in the invading and harrying of the north of England. Little went right for Henry until he had done penance for his share in the murder of Thomas Becket. Fantosme was justified in seeing something out of the ordinary in the flight of the Scottish army from Cumbria at the rumour of the approach of the English, and it was remarkable that the 1174 invasion was settled by a fortuitous encounter of less than a couple of hundred fighting men. Legge (1971: 75) goes, I think, a little too far in seeing the whole of the Chronicle as ‘a paean of praise for the restoration of peace in 1174’. Henry II, the ‘mieldre curuné qui unkes fust en vie’, in the forefront of the story at its beginning and end and in the high point of the interview which sets out the stark reality of a pretty desperate situation, is the ever-present background figure throughout, to whom Fantosme in reflections and apostrophes is continually appealing. The planning of the Chronicle is excellent; the carrying-out of the plan reveals a master’s hand.


This section on the author began with the few facts that, without much inference from his text, might refer to Fantosme. Can anything be glimpsed of him through his pages? Some previous attempts to do this incline one to caution. Because there is mention of a canon inline 711 who brings news to William and his army, because there is a spy in lines 1731 and 1759 who has knowledge of both parties at Alnwick, Becker argued that Jordan Fantosme played both these roles. Because line 455 refers to Scottish envoys as ‘noz messages’, Michel on p. xxxvii calls him a Scotto-Norman, but this is negatived on p. xl by the words ‘Anglo-Norman (so we think he was)’.


Was he an eye-witness of several of the events narrated? His statements to this effect are categorical in lines 1142, 1769, and 1804; yet they have been called ‘clichés’ and alleged to mean only that ‘his informants had taken part’ (Legge 1971: 75 and 362). If this is so, Fantosme, who knows how to write and must be aware of the meaning of words he uses, seems to have chosen a very devious way of stating it. There is nothing inherently improbable in Fantosme’s having seen parts of Northumberland laid waste, or of his having been a member of the very informal party that chanced upon William near Alnwick. I think he must be believed, as also when he excuses himself for uncertainty about some of the happenings in East Anglia on the grounds of absence from the païs. (Does this mean ‘the country’ or ‘the region’?)


In addition to collecting information from the north-east, especially from Durham, seeing that he appears to have been attached in some way to the Benedictines in Winchester, he tells us that he knew, sufficiently well to want to avoid embarrassing him, the leader of the party of knights sent by William from Wark to Bamburgh. This is an assurance of one first-hand source of information from the Scottish side.


He is plainly favourable to Henry II. The matter and the manner of the words addressed to the king in several places (1, 97, and 98) suggest that he was at least on the fringes of the royal circle, and perhaps a cadet of an important family.


I find the praise of Norfolk, 902-6. particularly puzzling; not the adjectives honuré applied to people and viandier applied to land, for they have also been used of Northumberland in 773, but the reference to the gaillardes dames and their generosity in giving, which are the terms used by troubadours for praise in courtly poems. East Anglia in the seventies of the twelfth century was not a region in which poetry flourished. But they might be provoked by some special association with the area. It is not easy to think of Fantosme as an East Anglian, in view of his lack of knowledge of events in the region (he does not get the two campaigns there right), but might there be some desire to please an eminent person like de Warenne, the earl of Surrey, who had large estates there? Would his countess have been flattered to be described as a ‘gaillarde dame’?


The Chronicle is certainly written in Anglo-Norman and that fairly certainly implies that the author was himself an Anglo-Norman. The general lay-out and the relation of parts to the whole in the Chronicle betoken a considerable fondness for arithmetic, so perhaps the author had enjoyed more than a little the mathematical element in the quadrivium. Did this lead him to take an interest in the art of symmetrical and numerical composition practised in medieval Latin?1 For some outstanding applications of this technique see 115–23, 140–51, 158–70, and for detailed analyses the Notes.


Now come the crucial questions. Why did Jordan Fantosme write his estoire and what did he expect hearers or readers to make of it?


Obviously he possessed a great deal of knowledge of the events he recorded, from both the pro- and the anti-Henry points of view. It was usual in his day to record contemporary and recent events in Latin chronicles, and, in Anglo-Norman, Gaimar in his Estoire des Engleis had brought his story up to the reign of the recently deceased Henry I, and he refers to a life of that king by one David commissioned by Adeliza of Louvain for her private reading (En sa chambre sovent le lit) and therefore not necessarily in Latin (Legge 1971: 28). The life of Thomas Becket was written up in Latin and French within a very few months of his death. An account of the stirring events of two momentous years in the immediate past was therefore a desirable subject to satisfy Fantosme’s personal literary urges and of which to make a record for some of those who had remained loyal to their king. That it was commissioned by one particular person is possible but, in the absence of any dedication or reference to a patron, unlikely. A further motive was the desire present in all medieval historians to draw lessons from the past and, very plainly in Fantosme’s case, to show the hand of God in human affairs. In the event, the story as told by Fantosme has proved of abiding interest. The matter lives without any help from the manner of its telling and indeed, for many modern scholars, in spite of the drawbacks of its technique. Modern historians bear with the not very attractive English versions that do not pretend to be more than pointers to the meanings of Anglo-Norman words for the sake of its facts and its descriptions of the contemporary scene. It would seem then that Jordan Fantosme could rightly have counted on arousing a lively interest in his hearers or readers by the sheer merit of his subject-matter and by the current taste for works purveying and profitably discussing recent happenings.


Had this been all, he need have done no more than write in octosyllabic or decasyllabic or alexandrine lines or in a simple combination of two or more of these in the manner of the existing mixed-prosody texts, or he could have innovated by writing in prose. The conclusion is inescapable that he had other and more intellectually and technically demanding literary aims in view. Symmetrical composition is not achieved in a fit of absence of mind. But did he expect readers and hearers to recognize and appreciate what he was doing? To judge by the results to date of earnest and detailed examinations of his metrics in the course of the century that has followed Suchier’s study in 1876, careful reading of his text does not necessarily lead to comprehension of its technique—some sort of a key is required. Fantosme could have supplied this to his immediate circle himself. Anyone acquainted with symmetrical composition in Latin or other languages and anyone with a knowledge of the courtly lyric would have had a head start. Even the essential difficulty occasioned by the fact that Fantosme’s technique deals in hemistichs and not in whole lines is less of a mystery to those accustomed to the internal rhymes of Medieval Latin verse and to the five syllables plus syllabic -e opposed to the six syllables with elided or supernumerary -e of the alexandrine of the Romance of Horn. The scribes of the Durham and Lincoln manuscripts did not make the mistake of supposing that Fantosme’s prosody did no more than imitate continental decasyllabics and alexandrines-that error was reserved for the twentieth century. I think that there is more than a fair chance that some contemporary readers knew what they were reading. But, unless the vocative seignurs, so frequent in the poem, is nothing but an attempt to cash in on the popularity of the chanson de geste, Fantosme envisaged hearers who would not have a text to study. Did he expect them to derive no pleasure or excitement from his metres? I confess that I do not see how recital could make anybody aware of the complicated relationships of the hundred and nine lines devoted to the negotiations at Carlisle and the surrender of Appleby in 140–51. Something could have been done with the interweaving of quatrains and sestets in 115–23 and the rise and fall of paired quatrains in the interview between the bishop of Winchester and Henry II in 158–70. I see no great difficulty with the tripartite Jordanian laisses, whether they occur in a cluster, 82–9, or in isolation, and even the patterns of masculine and feminine before the caesura could be brought out by a reciter and be not much less noticeable than internal rhymes.


We suffer, however, from a woefully insufficient knowledge of how readers aloud or reciters performed their task. The closer the relationship between reading aloud and singing, the more obvious would patterns become. I can do no more than suggest that perhaps the method of oral presentation achieved far more than our twentieth-century experience enables us to realize. It may be helpful to be reminded that (i) Legge (1971: 35) leaves open the whole question of whether Gaimar’s Estoire was intended to be recited or sung, (ii) Gaimar tells us that Adeliza of Louvain ‘fist fere un livere grant, le primer vers noter par chant’ (6485–6), and (iii) Fantosme envisaging communication between author and public writes of ‘le chastel dunt jo chant’ (1849).


I conclude that in a learned milieu the intellectual curiosity aroused by the twelfth-century renaissance would be more than capable of appreciating the subtleties of Jordan Fantosme’s prosody, and that an audience could be given more than an inkling of the care he had devoted to the composition of his poem.



Date



If Fantosme was writing a first draft as the events happened, he would have started in 1173; if he began to put recollections and the results of his enquiries together when the dangerous revolt was over, his first draft would date from 1174. To complete his poem of just over two thousand lines need not have taken him a very long time. Guernes de Pont-Sainte-Maxence wrote two versions of his Vie de saint Thomas Becket in four years; the second of them, over six thousand lines in length, was started in 1172 and finished in 1174, and therefore took him between one and two years, as Walberg (1936: v) makes clear. Nothing in the text of the Chronicle shows a knowledge of anything after the end of 1174, the negotiations that lead up to the Treaty of Falaise. If the argument e silentio is worth anything, it could be deployed to show that Fantosme does not know of the provisions of the treaty giving an English king overlordship of the lands of Scotland for the first time. Macdonald (1961: 243) tries to establish a later limit of 1181, but I cannot see that lines 924–5 and 939–40 on which he relies refer to anything but actions of Henry the Younger during the years 1173–4 and to fears about the future that were relevant at that time. I agree entirely with Professor Legge’s opinion (1971: 75): ‘The date of composition is most likely 1175 or even the end of 1174’.



Versification



This section is not a history of the attempts to understand Jordan Fantosme’s prosody, which were referred to by Macdonald (1961: 256–8) and by me (1974 and 1979) before we advanced our own views; here I simply explain how the text scans in this edition.


Like Macaulay (1899) and Macdonald I start with hemistichs and not with whole lines, but I believe that the basis of any analysis must be syllabic (though there may well be room for some further consideration thereafter), whereas they think that Fantosme had only one principle, namely to put two stressed syllables in each hemistich.1


Throughout the Chronicle (except for the twenty-one lines of stanzas 214 to 216 where there are eight, seven and six syllables arranged in patterns), the final hemistichs are all constructed on the same basic principle, masculine hemistichs having six syllables and feminine six plus a supernumerary -e; but, unlike French verse where this count is strict and regular, Anglo-Norman poets, and Fantosme among them, not infrequently write shorter hemistichs and occasionally longer ones.


On the face of it, every final hemistich in 3, 4, 5, and 6 could be read, as in French, with six syllables, but we cannot be sure that Fantosme and still less a contemporary Anglo-Norman reader would have made all vowels in hiatus, e.g. the italicized es and is, in eage 50, ne 51, regiuns 60, destructiuns 62, que 69, and recreuz 76, syllabic. Given the benefit of the doubt, however, the syllable-count is one hundred per cent correct. Not so in 2, where the last line is all right if veistes has three syllables and fereit 24 two (as it may well have had seeing that the spelling without e is usually used if the Anglo-Norman pronunciation is intended, see 1816 and 1911), but the first line definitely has only five. In 7 the fives are certain in 79, 82, and 91, and in 81 a reader could have used the monosyllabic pronunciation of eust, which first appeared early in the twelfth century. Five-syllable final hemistichs are far too numerous, even though I consider Fantosme to be more ‘regular’ than the average insular poet, to justify correction on metrical grounds alone. A further consideration is that where a seven-syllable initial hemistich is combined with five final syllables, this may constitute an allowable Anglo-Norman alexandrine of which I find many examples (e.g. 7, 98, 109, 212, 310, 353, 382, 388, 389, 407, 449, 463) throughout the Chronicle.1


Seven-syllable final hemistichs occur, but more rarely, e.g. in lines 17, 185, and 367, and in a 5/7 combination 604 and 1440.


The conclusion on the syllable-count of final hemistichs is that, though Jordan Fantosme displays a large majority of sixsyllable hemistichs even if they are pronounced in Anglo-Norman fashion, the number of counts only approximating to six even with continental French attention to all sounds is still too large for his versification to be called anything but Anglo-Norman.


I turn now to the initial hemistichs and to lines which are composed of an initial hemistich plus six or approximately six syllables after the caesura.


There is no dispute about the existence of a section of 120 lines, laisses 70 to 81, lines 645–764, of decasyllabics. Taking 71 as an example and granting the syllabism as in French of all the words, this is an impeccably scanned set of 4/6 epic lines with the normal treatment of the syllable containing a feminine e at the caesura as supernumerary. But this standard is not maintained throughout. In over a dozen of the lines minor liberties (lyric caesura, syllabic -e of polysyllable in hiatus, hypo- and hypermetric hemistichs) appear to be taken, and occasionally I have emended against both manuscripts. Similar features are to be found in the decasyllabics of other insular poets, and these laisses would not raise many Anglo-Norman eyebrows.


The line most readily recognized by all students of Fantosme is the alexandrine. Their view is well summed by up Legge (1971: 77): ‘The poem is written . . . for the most part in what passed in England for alexandrines.’ Remembering what has been said above about the final hemistich throughout and the observations about decasyllabic lines, I may be allowed to pass over details and simply state that there are nearly seventy laisses which I have no hesitation in calling Anglo-Norman alexandrines. A large group of them occur between 183 and 210, and any of them may be turned to for illustration.


Thus far Fantosme has shown us monorhymed laisses of decasyllabic or alexandrine lines that would not make him unique amongst insular poets of the eighth decade of the twelfth century. Why then has his versification caused so much controversy, and why is he considered the ‘irregular’ versifier par excellence amongst French and Anglo-Norman mediaeval poets?


Before describing the rest of the prosody of the Chronicle, where presumably the answers ought to be found, I turn aside to examine the laisses already discussed from the point of view of the number of initial hemistichs that are masculine, i.e. ending in a tonic syllable, compared with those that are feminine, i.e. having a feminine -e in the syllable after the tonic; this final syllable may be supernumerary or it may figure in the syllable-count. Taking all the decasyllabics, 70 to 81, and all the laisses 175 to 211, one finds 18 feminine hemistichs out of 120 decasyllabics and 84 out of 395 alexandrines, 15% and 21·27% respectively, and added together 102 out of 515, which is 19·8%. Performing the same operation for laisses 82 to 109 and 124 to 136 produces the figures 209 out of 331, 63·14%, and 76 out of 115, 66·09%, and putting the two sets of figures together 285 out of 446, 63·9%. Contrast this with 15% and 21·27% and it is plain that in respect of the occurrence of feminine initial hemistichs at least this last batch of laisses is very different from Anglo-Norman alexandrines and from decasyllabics.1 But is it a distinction without a difference? Can one maintain that both 175 to 211 and 82 to 109 + 124 to 136 are to be accommodated under the Anglo-Norman alexandrine label, while merely noting that the latter group have three times as many feminine initial hemistichs as the former? A closer examination of a few laisses may provide an answer.


Let us take the three consecutive laisses 97 to 99. Using the abbreviations f = feminine initial hemistich and m = masculine initial hemistich, I note that in 97 there are 25 fs, 18 with 6 syllables (+ supernumerary e, and so for all fs) and 7 with 5, and 5 ms, 4 with 7 syllables and 1 with eight; in 98 there are 8 f6, 2 f5, and 3 m7 and 1 m8; and in 99 there are 36 f6, 4 f5, and 11 m7, 8 m8, and 1 m6. These figures strongly suggest that the ms and fs are not just the result of the random operation of the Anglo-Norman liberty to compose hemistichs of approximately six syllables, for the distribution of 5 and 6 on the one hand and 7 and 8 on the other is tied to the f/m opposition, save for the one case of m6 at line 969. (Let us resist the temptation to emend dist li cuens, which is backed up by dit li quons in the other manuscript, to dist le cunte as in 984 and so turn the hemistich into f6.) Instead of Anglo-Norman liberty degenerating into Anglo-Norman licence, we have here Fantosme converting liberty into rigorous Jordanian metrical technique. In the Chronicle there are a hundred and two laisses of the kind we have just seen. I suggest that they be called ‘Jordanian laisses’ and defined as ‘monorhymed laisses with final hemistichs of approximately six syllables and initial hemistichs which are masculine if they are long (i.e. having 7 or 8 or very occasionally 6 syllables) and feminine if they are short (i.e. having 6 and less commonly 5 syllables, plus a supernumerary feminine e)’. One or two other laisses are worth a glance. In 96 all eight lines have ms and all are long; in 3 of the twelve lines eleven have fs which are short (ten 6 and one 5) and the remaining line has m7.


Nor is this all. In the series 82 to 89 the ms and fs are aligned with breaks in the sense to produce tripartite laisses with the opposition of one against two on the model of the opposition in the lyric of cauda against frons and pes, as follows: 82 m // mm / ff; 83 fmfm // ffff / ffff; 84 mmm / fff // fmf; 85 mf[m]f // f // mfmf; 86 fm // mff / mff; 87 [image: Illustration] // f // [image: Illustration] 88 mmf // ffmf // ffm; and 89 mf // mm // mf. Both manuscripts get this complicated bit of copying correct except for the [m] in 85, where I have had to emend pais ne triewe (an order also found in 810) to triewe ne pais (an order found in 768).


The three double stanzas mentioned above, p. xxiv, cannot be confused with any kind of alexandrine. I call these three, 214, 215, and 216, stanzas, because the syllable-counts of their hemistichs are arranged in lyric-type patterns, and double, because both initial and final hemistichs show patterning. Details will be found in the Notes.


The four kinds of prosody so far mentioned account for about 185 of the 217 laisses and stanzas comprising the Chronicle. All figures are subject to the proviso that a few laisses can be scanned in more than one way. The breakdown gives: 102 Jordanian laisses, 68 Anglo-Norman alexandrines, 12 decasyllabics, and 3 double stanzas.


In these metres there are different situations in which the final feminine e of the initial hemistich occurs. In the alexandrine the possibilities, as Pope (1964: 24–7) observed, seem very much the same in the Chronicle as in Horn. She recognized the following treatments, which, applied to Fantosme and extended to the Jordanian laisse, would be:


if the e is in the seventh syllable, it might be


 (i) elided before a vowel,1 e.g. 1786, 1799, 1805/33, 44, 68;


(ii) disregarded as supernumerary before a consonant, e.g. 1823, 1833/61, 71, 80;


if the e is the sixth syllable, it might be


(iii) syllabic before a vowel, e.g. 1793, 1817/75, 111, 251;


(iv) syllabic before a consonant, e.g. 1812, 1831/72, 248, 316.


It might be simpler to say that a sixth e is always syllabic and a seventh e is always disregarded. Where the e is syllabic, the caesura is lyric. There are in Fantosme’s prosody a large number of such caesuras; this feature and the fondness for tripartite division speak strongly in favour of his having been influenced by lyric poetry of the Provençal type. At this date, c.1175, such influence would be stronger in its homeland than in England, and a direct connection can not be ruled out. A sojourn in Poitou would have brought him very close, for Poitevin had been a langue d’oc dialect before coming within the orbit of the langue d’oïl, and it is likely that troubadour poetry, not least that of William, count of Poitou, would be well known there.


Returning to the Jordanian laisses with these considerations in mind, one sees that there is something to be said for making the e in sixth position syllabic there as in the alexandrines; on the other hand the Jordanian laisse differs from the alexandrine precisely in having masculine initial hemistichs of seven or eight syllables and the counterpart to this would be to have feminine hemistichs of five or six syllables.


A fifth metre, which I call the Jordanian stanza, seems to me to be employed in the remaining thirty-two laisses. One of its characteristics is the way in which the value of the e at the caesura is determined; another is that the number of syllables in the initial hemistich varies—six, seven, and eight occur most frequently—irrespective of whether this is masculine or feminine. These hemistichs of varying length are positioned in patterns which imitate or recall the disposition of rhymed lines in lyric poetry. Final feminine e is syllabic, and the caesura therefore lyric, before a consonant; it is elided before a vowel. Some of these laisses can be scanned in two ways (e.g. 2, for which see Notes); in others the argument turns on significance and design. The case of 211 illustrates this. Lines 2010–19 all have initial hemistichs of six syllables, with one line, 2018 needing discussion (again see Notes). How does one scan 2007–9 and 2020–2? If the stanza is alexandrine, the first three and the last two will be ‘faulty’, having seven syllables, and 2020 will have six syllables plus a supernumarary -e. If Fantosme intended a Jordanian stanza here, these opening and closing lines will scan 7m 7m 7m and 71 7m 7m +1 and then what is otherwise a rather halting laisse becomes a good tripartite stanza with correctly scanned frons and pes using reversal and a cauda which rightly differs in syllable-count from both frons and pes. Set out in full it reads: [image: Illustration]. This stanza marks the end of the fighting and of the revolt. After this comes the conclusion of the whole poem, tying up ends: Brïen is rewarded, the king returns to Normandy taking David of Scotland with him and leaving Glanville to follow on with William the Lion. I choose the Jordanian stanza for 211 because I think this part of the narrative deserves to end with a bang and not with a whimper.
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