1.  Introduction
Kitson cites some commonly believed falsehoods on the nature and value of charters which will be addressed in the following chapters.  The commonly held belief that extant copies of charters preserve the contemporary language, reflecting localised dialect variations, the idea that after 900 their language becomes standardised, and that the original composers of the bounds would not be local but solely by central scribes (Kitson 1995: 48).  The purpose of this study is to examine Kitson’s assertions based on the charters of Winchester and Chertsey.  To do this a selection of charters was chosen by geographic area.  The lands of Chertsey and Winchester meet midway at Farnham, in north-east Hampshire.  By choosing bounds referring to this area it is possible to find common features in the language which reflect the language use.  The differences in usage between Chertsey and Winchester can also be seen by comparing the charters from each institution, and these can be shown to be representative of both phonological and orthographic differences.  These charters also highlight some features of scribal practice and show the processed undergone in the composition and copying of charters.
2.  The Relationship between Spoken and Written Language

The basic principle behind the argument that charter language can reflect localised dialect variation is wholly dependent on the level to which the written language was influenced by the spoken.  The influence, if any, of spoken language can come both from the scribes and from the language they are recording.
Regardless of the origins of the scribes involved in the process, it should still be noted that charters do not strictly represent natural spoken language; rather they are what Fleishmann (2000: 34 in Laing 2004: 50) terms ‘text languages’, languages whose variations can be argued to reflect linguistic variation, either diachronic or synchronic, but which do not necessarily bear any strict relation to the spoken language.  Indeed, “Writing is not language, but merely a way of recording language by means of visible marks” (Bloomfield 1933: 21 in Bauer 1986: 199).   It is important not to assume that any written variation is the result of phonological variation in the spoken language.  However, to what extent does this hold true with Anglo-Saxon charters and the processes of the copying scribes when recording the language?  Did they treat the written language as representative of spoken phonemic variation?

Scragg sees no relationship between spoken and written language, believing that the spelling conventions were dependent on tradition rather than contemporary usage (1974: 24).  In contrast, McIntosh (1956) shows good evidence of a correspondence between region and the spelling habits of written Middle English.  His research allowed him to assign highly accurate geographic origins for some manuscripts based on the habits of the scribes which connect certain features to local areas.  However, from this it is still not clear to what extent these variations are dependent on spoken language.  McIntosh was in support of a correlation between phonemic units and the written language (1956 cited in Bauer 1986: 202).  Bauer, however, believes that many scribes treated the language and writing as directly linked and that a single graph represented a single sound (1986: 204).  On this basis, a change in spelling must reflect a change in pronunciation and therefore a scribe’s writing conventions would reflect the language he was recording.  This would have a big impact on the variations found in the corpus of charters under discussion here.  In many cases the forms of words appear to correlate with known sound changes, but in others the spellings seem either to be the result of individual scribes’ choices or efforts at standardising spellings.  This issue will be further discussed where relevant in the presentation of the data.

In addition, Vachek recognised correlations between the morphophonemic and morphological levels of the spoken and written languages (1973 in Bauer 1986: 200).  Bauer believed that “the general policy of medieval scriptoria unquestionably consisted in the establishment of local spelling conventions on the basis of the spoken local dialects.  Concretely, so-called ‘spelling habits’ were formed” (Bauer 1986: 207). “no other Old English dialect exhibits a comparable regularity, and even late West Saxon must have been spoken in such a large area that we should not expect to find complete uniformity in the use of language“ (Gneuss 1972: 70). 

Another factor impinging on the accurate portrayal of regional dialectal variation is that the scribes who produced the bounds would probably have been of a different social class to the land-owners who dictated the bounds, who again, were of a different class to the land-workers and the majority of the local population.  The scribes were literate and would have been trained in Latin as well as English.  Their view of language would have been very different from that of the speakers whose language they were recording.

3.  The Existence of a Standard Written Language
It is traditionally perceived that there was a standard written language representing the West-Saxon dialect.  Sweet reformed English philology by treating early, rather than late, West-Saxon as the standard (Sweet 1871 in Gneuss 1972: 65).  This change marked Alfred as the initiator of a standard Old English literary language which was continued into late Old English (Gneuss 1972: 65).  Wrenn has since shown that these texts not only do not share phonological similarities with each other but are also not consistent within their own usage (in Gneuss 1972: 65).

While there may not be a standard written language representing the entire West-Saxon dialect, it is well established that the texts produced at Winchester from the tenth century onwards conform to a prescribed style which has been termed the Winchester standard.  Gneuss believes the leading scriptorium in spreading the standard for West Saxon must have been Æthewold’s school in the Old Minster at Winchester: it had such a strong influence over the West Saxon kingdom from its royal power and due to being a major centre of the Benedictine Reform that it seems inevitable that a linguistic reform would have been instigated here too (Gneuss 1972: 71).  This means that while the majority of extant charters were composed at a time before there was a uniform standard, their later copies may have been subject to its influence.  

The texts produced in this school show a strong preference for certain lexical items over their synonyms, setting them apart from the usage of other texts less strongly associated with tenth- and eleventh-century Winchester.  This style is particularly evident in the choice of vocabulary of writers such as Ælfric, Alfred and Æthelwold.  Although the standard is lexical, it still shows an awareness of language use and standardisation at Winchester which could also be evident in its spelling conventions.  It is this select vocabulary that characterises the Winchester standard.  The isolation of these texts in their choice of vocabulary sets their usage aside from that of other texts and marks the language as a planned standard rather than a trend in general usage (Gneuss 1972: 78).  

Several texts by Æthewold exhibit forms and spellings based on the phonology of tenth-century West-Saxon Old English, and Ælfric’s language shows standard forms presumably influenced by his time at Winchester (Gneuss 1972: 73-75).  This standard is seen more notably in Ælfric’s texts in which he consistently uses certain words in preference to others: for example ælfremed in preference to fremde, or (ge)gearcian over (ge)gearwian (Hofstetter 1988: 139).  It has also been noted that he made a conscious effort to regularise his morphology, “intentionally striving to establish or maintain a set of norms for writing” (Eble in Hofstetter 1988: 140).  These efforts at standardisation can also be found in other Winchester texts from the tenth- and eleventh-centuries which show a significant uniformity of vocabulary choices - more than can be attributed to coincidence - which must have been the result of a deliberate drive for standardisation (Hoftsetter 1988: 141).  This vocabulary is more readily found in literary texts than charters, making an ‘official’ Old English prose vocabulary (Rumble 2002: 33); the words all fall into semantic fields related to values and ideals, poetic language, or ecclesiastical words.  It is possible that this standard arose as a way of, for example, associating religious texts with the style of language used at the most prominent ecclesiastical centre (Gneuss 1972: 76).
“It has long been recognised that those charters which survive from the reigns of Athelstan, Edmund and Eadred show evidence of having been drafted by a single agency… use of a particular formulation can be traced to a specific period… In those cases where originals survive, the hand of a few scribes can be seen at work on charters for different beneficiaries” (Insley 1998: 180).  However, Ker notes that texts sharing the style of a scriptorium also present problems in identifying individual scribes and natural language variations, either regional or temporal (1957: lix).

Agreement over the existence of an official standard differs.  Gneuss finds no evidence in the texts for “a language form, obeying certain norms, which was continued and developed in the late Old English period” (Gneuss 1972: 68).  Further, he finds no persuasive evidence for any scriptoria that would have propagated Alfred’s standard in the way he had hoped (Gneuss 1972: 68).   Indeed, following Alfred’s death there seems to have been very little interest in Anglo-Saxon literature that would have furthered Alfred’s cause until the Benedictine Reform and a renewed interest in religion and education was born (Stone 2000).

Evidence of a scriptorium producing texts in a language showing signs of standardisation can also be seen in the various copies of Alfred’s Pastoral Care.  Numerous copies of this text were sent out at a time when a single scriptorium would not have had the resources to produce that level of work.  Sisam suggested cooperation between various scriptoriums in which the first texts were sent to be copied at another institution where they were copied and sent along to the next.  This system made efforts at standardisation impractical (Sisam in Gneuss 1972: 68).
The standardisations found at Winchester are dependent on there being variation within the traditionally perceived West-Saxon standard, indeed, dialects are not homogeneous any more than languages are (Kitson 1995: 44).  Treating West-Saxon texts as representative of a spoken dialect is a simplification of the situation.  The language surviving is merely a literary language based on the spoken dialect.  However the consistency with which sounds, inflexional endings, and to some extent vocabulary with West Saxon features, were spelled throughout England in the eleventh century is remarkable (Gneuss 1972: 70).  

4.  The Production of Charters

The process of producing charters is a subject of much debate as it encompasses many different issues.  Consideration of the motivations and reasons for both the original composition and the later copying of the texts, as well as the location, date, and identity of those involved is vital to being able to understand the linguistic features within the texts.

All of the charters under discussion here are of royal origin, generally being attributed to the particular king.  However, Chaplais often found a lack of satisfactory authentication, particularly in sealing, which suggests that a single secular or royal source was not responsible for the production of charters; rather, an ecclesiastical influence seems more evident in both influence and authentication (Insley 1998: 182).  He found support for this in the penalties contained within charters, which in his opinion conclusively excluded any royal involvement in the process beyond giving permission for the drawing-up of the grants, since such penalties were of an ecclesiastical nature: for example, S 235, Caedwalla’s grant of land for the foundation of a monastery at Farnham, contains the threat of excommunication as a punishment for contravention of the contents of the charter: “Quod si quis superba præsumpserit inruptione infringere aut minuere per tyrannidem hanc a me actum donationem sit separatus ab omni societate Christiana” (Online Sawyer).  Although this threat is ecclesiastical, it is not exclusively so.  Given the dominant role of the church in Anglo-Saxon life, and the close relationship between secular and religious authority, this warning could equally be of secular origin and does not necessarily implicate an ecclesiastical origin for the production of charters.  Chaplais’ argument is further weakened by the bias of the surviving charters being those which were of interest to the church, a bias likely to exclude any purely secular charters in preference to those that benefit the church.
Insley suggests a method of production which includes both secular and ecclesiastical motivations for the production of charters, that “production by, or on behalf of, the beneficiary could exist alongside production by scribes acting on behalf of the king” (1998: 183).  This would satisfy the requirement for both the Church and the king to be involved in the issues of land-ownership.  The presence of both authorities in the process would affect how centralised those involved with the process were; how close they were to the witan or to what extent they were taken from local scriptoria.

As well as knowing the identity of the establishment responsible for producing charters, it is also vital to know who produced them, and where.  Keynes, using the witness lists of charters from the year 956, found four groups representing four occasions when the king gathered his court around him, showing that the lists reflect the composition of the witan on specific occasions.  This necessitates the charters being produced at the times of the witan’s meeting, meaning that the producers of the charters had to follow the witan around the country (Keynes 1993 in Insley 1998: 181).  However, this situation does not necessarily mean that the scribes were from a central location and followed the court.  The physical producers of the charters could be local scribes, or various central scribes with different training, which would allow for non-standard and varying forms within charters from the same witness list groups.  This analysis is supported by Keynes’ further work which suggests that variety of formulation could reflect an expansion of the staff involved in the production of charters rather than a decentralization of the process (1993 In Insley 1998: 181). 

While the location of the original composition of the charters is important, the identity of those involved and the language they used is of more direct importance.  The background of the scribes and the process of charter compilation is vital to our understanding of the language of charter bounds.  If charters were drafted by central scribes following the witan around the country the results would be very different from those produced if the witan employed local scribes at each destination.  A pool of centralised scribes should be reflected in the evidence through the same features being found in charters from different locations. We should, however, also allow for the possibility that they would still have been influenced by local features.  As all of the charters under discussion in this study are royal rather than ecclesiastical charters this consideration is a valid one.  Insley also notes the difference between the drafting and writing of charters.  While it is likely that a single charter would be drafted and written by the same scribe, it could equally be written and drafted in two separate locations, by two or more different scribes.

The background of the scribes as well as their language and training would affect the way in which they transcribed the language of the bounds.  Similarly, the identity and role of the person dictating the bounds is important.  If the bounds were dictated by the landowner (or by a land worker, which is less probable as they would be less likely to know the exact bounds for the entire area of land), the dictation would be at a slow, unnatural rate, as necessitated by the practical constraints of the writing materials, such as a quill nib, which have restrictions on movement and versatility.  This would make it unlikely that the spoken language would be natural.  A similar phenomenon can be seen in modern studies in which speakers are required to read from a word-list as well as being recorded in casual speech: their language use in such circumstances is subject to the observer’s paradox.  At the speed the scribe was writing it would also be unlikely that he copied the pronunciation of the spoken language in preference to using his own familiar spelling system.  As such it is most likely that the drafts of these texts were written reflecting either the language or the written style of the scribe.  
While it is very influential, the identity of a scribe still does not immediately dictate the linguistic forms he will use.  If he was local to the region in which the text was composed the language would not automatically be in the natural dialect of that area.  He may have altered his written conventions to conform to those of the dominant scriptorium, but it cannot be assumed that this always happened (Gneuss 1972: 72).  The only way in which a written text is likely to be consistent with a spoken dialect is if the scribe was trained in a monastery where that dialect was the official language (Campbell 1959 in Gneuss 1972: 73).  However, modern readers can very rarely know the exact circumstances of a scribe.

As well as the geographic background of the scribes, the identity of the institution for which they produced the charters would also have implications for the language used in them.  “What was at issue was whether [these scribes] were ‘royal’ scribes, in permanent attendance at the court, and members of what Chaplais (1965: 41) called a ‘problematic chancery’, or whether they were ecclesiastical scribes, attached to one particular scriptorium, possibly Winchester, as suggested by Ker (p. lix) and Chaplais.” (Insley 1998: 180).  The language these scribes used would be a combination of the styles learnt during their training and features that influenced them at the time of writing.  As Laing says, a scribe’s written language would consist of “conservative features retained from his early years and … innovative features arising from changes observed by the scribe in his own spoken usage and/or in others’ spoken or written usages” (2004: 75).

5.  The Copying Process

In addition to the variables surrounding the original composition of charters, the transmission of the texts also affects the language found in the extant copies.  An added variable that affects the language is the background, motivations and identity of the copying scribe.  Copying scribes can approach the process in a variety of ways.  
Laing (2004), building on previous work by McIntosh (1956), makes a distinction between three categories of scribe based on their copying technique.  She labels them Literatim (scribes who copy their exemplar’s spelling system as faithfully as possible without imposing their own system onto it, producing a text whose language reflects that of the exemplar), Translator (scribes who, when copying a text, translate into their own spelling system producing a text which reflects their own linguistic style rather than that of the exemplar), and Mixer (scribes who vary between copying faithfully and translating, producing a final text which represents both their own language and that of the exemplar) (Laing 2004: 52).  The charters included in the following discussion show many signs of being copied by mixers.  The noticeable differences between Winchester and Chertsey texts imply that the copying scribes were translators (an issue that will be discussed in section 10) who, where possible, copied texts into their house styles.  However, there is enough variation between the texts of a single cartulary to argue for literatim copying, in some instances, texts which reflect local language use.  The presence of evidence to support both copying styles points to the majority of the extant texts being produced by mixers.

Copied texts are arrived at through a number of different routes, evidence of which can be found in many of the charters under discussion here.  The simplest of these is that a single scribe copied directly from a single exemplar which was the original copy of the text.  Kitson believes it to be most probable that the boundary descriptions were first written down at or near the areas described and conveyed to the chancery scribes in written memoranda, meaning even the original bounds had gone through the copying process before the exemplar was produced (Kitson 1995: 48).  Even if this is not the case, we still cannot know the circumstances of the exemplar’s production, and how many scribes contributed to the exemplar.  As such, untangling the language represented in charters is by no means straightforward.

6.  The Manuscripts

While the focus of this study is the language of these charters, the contents and context of the texts is necessary for a full understanding of the factors that contributed to their extant form.  A problematic issue of establishing a context for the production of these manuscripts is that the majority of the information surviving about the history of the monasteries and the surrounding land is held in the manuscripts themselves.  

A single cartulary from each monastery reduces the possible variables that can affect the language of the charters.  It limits the copying scribes to the few who worked on the particular manuscripts, and to a certain extent puts restrictions on the copying date and location.

General Cartularies, like those of Winchester and Chertsey, are the most common type of cartulary.  They typically contain transcripts or calendars of the entire muniments of the individual or house in which they were compiled.  They are usually in book form, although rolls are not uncommon.  The physical form of cartularies is often very fluid – when they were compiled, sections were often left blank for later additions, and in some cases they were left unbound to allow for more material to be added (Davis 1958: xi).  As a result of this, it often seems as though there is no discernable order to the contents of such manuscripts.  Separate cartularies could become mixed, and unrelated material could be added over time.  However, general practice seemed to be that documents would be grouped according to the geographical area to which they referred, their subject matter, or to their grantors.  Of these, the topographical arrangement seems to be most common (Davis 1958: xii)

6.1  The Winchester Cartulary
The Winchester cartulary (BL Add 15350), otherwise known as the Codex Wintoniensis, is one of the oldest surviving English cartularies.  Only three, all from Worcester, are from an earlier date.  The original texts in the Codex seem to have been written before the Norman Conquest – the earliest document dating to 685 x 687, and the latest to 1053 (Hart 1966: 7), the Codex itself dating to the twelfth century.  The content is written in the hands of sixteen different scribes (Rumble 2002: 6), some of which are of a considerably later date, at least to the fourteenth century (see section 8.1).  This large time distance between the composition of a text and the production of its copy is sometimes reflected in the style of copying, as errors often arise which indicate a lack of comprehension by the copyist.  These features will be discussed in section 10.3.

This manuscript, as Weale describes it, was bound with doe-skin covered boards stained pink and decorated with stamps whose use can be seen on the covers of other volumes.  It measures 491 x 281 mm making it the largest of the Winchester manuscripts from the twelfth century (1922: 3), however, these bindings have since been removed.

The Codex has a total of 218 entries, making it the most extensive surviving source of pre-Conquest land charters; it comprises over 10% of the total corpus.  Various slurs have been made against its authenticity.  William Stubbs in 1871 declared it as being “of the lowest possible character”, while Maitland said it was “full of lies”, and Stenton labelled it the “fraudulent codex” (Hart 1966: 8).  In reality, four out of five entries in the Codex comply with modern tests of authenticity, and of the remainder, most are essentially genuine texts which have been ‘touched up’, or have undergone minor alterations at some stage (Hart 1966: 7).  Many of these alterations are discussed in this study.  The majority of the charters are copied accurately enough to show that the scribes had good knowledge of Old English.  Finberg went on to show that most of the allegedly forged charters had been compiled as a group in the period immediately following the Benedictine Reform (in Hart 1966: 8), and therefore do not have any bearing on the authenticity of the Codex as a whole.

6.2  The Chertsey Cartulary
The Chertsey Cartulary is a thirteenth-century manuscript and is part of the Cotton collection.  Unlike a lot of that collection it escaped the fire with only a little damage to the edges.  This damage has not encroached on the text of any of the charters included in this discussion, although the fire damage has caused the corners of each page to shrink.  This cartulary contains, among other things, royal charters from Saxon times through to the reign of John (SRS vol 1: iii).  Much of it has been written in a regular book hand by the same scribe, the text of each page split into two narrow columns.  The production of the cartulary can be dated with quite a high degree of accuracy.  As Henry III’s reign is not mentioned, it is likely to have been written before 1273, and the latest dated documents are from 1256 and 1259.  The inclusion of Abbot Alan’s (1223 – 61) obituary does not necessitate a date after this as it is likely it was written long before his death (SRS vol 2: xv).  Among the charters is one from Frithuwold (S 1165), which, if authentic could be one of the earliest charters, and one of the first pieces of primary evidence containing a description of precise local topography (Blair 1989a: 97).  However, as with the Codex, the Chertsey Cartulary’s authenticity has been questioned.  As Blair says, “[the Chertsey] manuscript deservedly has a poor reputation; many of the charters are crude forgeries, and the narrative passages seem to have been concocted by the scribe” (1989b: 234).  It is discrepancies such as this that have given rise to the dating issues that I will be discussing in the following section.
The linguistic data of the charters included here does not support claims of forgery as Blair has suggested.  While these charters may have been altered during the compilation and copying process, it is unlikely they are complete forgeries (see sections 10.3 and 10.4).  
7.  Historical Context
7.1  Chertsey
The accepted date for the foundation of Chertsey is c.666, as taken from the cartulary (stated in Blair, and frequently stated elsewhere); however, none of the authors using this date give any reference for this date, nor any reason for it beyond it being the date given by the supposedly unreliable scribe.  From the other sources available, there are several possible, alternative dates.  Blair attributes the date c.666 to Eorcenwald’s foundation of the monasteries at Chertsey and Barking, and, although Eorcenwald was only Bishop of the East Saxons from 675-693 (PASE), this is not completely unfeasible.  
The charters that refer to the foundation of Chertsey attribute it to Eorcenwald under the rules of Ecgberht, the king of Kent (664-673) and Frithuwold, sub-regulus of Surrey (S 1165) (pre 680).  Although the dates of Ecgberht and Eorcenwald according to PASE do not overlap, this could mean that the monastery was first built, or the hides were granted for its foundation, at the end of Ecgberht’s rule, and building was completed during Eorcenwald’s time.  If the date of foundation is indeed 666, this raises further issues as Eorcenwald was not Bishop until 675 (PASE), ten years too late for him to have been involved.  This does not correlate with three other, different sources connecting him to the foundation (S 1181, S 1246, letter to Eorcenwald from Agatho (PASE)).

Due to its location between the Kentish and West Saxon regions, Chertsey and the surrounding land changed hands several times, before ultimately ending under West Saxon rule.  Blair believes Chertsey was founded by Eorcenwald under the Kentish rule of Ecgberht (Blair 1989a: 103) c.666, meaning that the land west of Fullingadic (the eastern-most border of Chertsey’s land) had been Kentish for less  than ten years prior to the grant of land shown in S 1165 that enlarged Surrey to cover what was previously Kentish land.  Following this change, the land became permanently West Saxon.  It is this recent interchange that explains the involvement of both Frithuwold and Ecgberht in the various accounts of Chertsey’s foundation, and of the apparent confusion surrounding it.  Any uncertainty surrounding the date of Chertsey’s foundation would easily affect who was credited with it.
There are several surviving grants and confirmations of land belonging to Chertsey, including confirmations from Offa (S 127), Ethelwulf (S 285) and Athelstan (S 420).  The Domesday Book also shows it as owning extensive lands (DB Sr 8,18).  As well as a continuous record of land ownership, the existence of seventh-century foundation charters (or later copies of these) implies that a community resided there continuously until the Reformation.
After the foundation of Chertsey, few other events are recorded beyond a chronicling of the succession of abbots.  The other major event to be given extensive coverage takes place in the ninth century during the Danish Wars.  This is mentioned both in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle and in a text of which a version remains in the Chertsey Cartulary, which dates it to 884.  Doubt is cast on this account both by the notorious unreliability of the manuscript, and because some of the scribe’s facts do not correlate, as will be discussed later.

The following is an extract from Blair’s translation of the text relating these events.
[The Danes] ordered the monks serving God there to come out of the monastery, with savage threats of imminent death if they declined to leave more quickly.  When the monks refused to come out or obey their commands all ninety of them were put to the sword, and their bodies were hidden in one place beside the old monastery. Then the church and all the monastic building[s] were burnt, and their goods, lands, farmsteads and all other possessions were utterly laid waste. (1989b: 235)
The bodies were later moved after a monk was warned by divine revelation that they should be “honourably gathered from where they lay into a wooden feretory”. 
According to the cartulary scribe, the monastery was rebuilt “many years later” in the time of St Æthelwold, bishop of Winchester (963 – 84), almost 100 years later.  A year after leaving the abbey at Abingdon, he ordered thirteen monks to leave and rebuild Chertsey.  This would have had a major impact on the influence of Chertsey in the region – going from a monastery of 90 monks to being unused for several generations until being resurrected as a much smaller establishment.  From the ninth to the mid eleventh century there is a continuous record of abbots at Chertsey implying that the “new church” (Blair 1989b: 235) was a success.  However by the thirteenth century, around the time that the cartulary was compiled, it was forced to improve decreased revenues with a series of appropriations (SRS: ii).
The scribe’s confusion over these events is in the dating of the rebuilding of Chertsey.  As previously stated, he attributed it to Æthelwold, yet he also says that these events occurred in the time of Æthelred, king of the West Saxons (865 – 71), thirteen years before the date given for the sacking of the monastery.  Despite this confusion, Blair rightly says that this does not necessarily mean the events did not happen, nor that the scribe was not using genuine sources when compiling his account (Blair 1989b: 235).  This discrepancy of dates does not affect perceptions of the scribe’s reliability and should not therefore be used as evidence for the cartulary’s fraudulency.  Indeed, Edwards believes that as the benefactors of this charter were laymen there was no motive for forgery of this document and credits this as the earliest authentic charter in the cartulary (1998: 132).
7.2  Farnham
The general assumption is that a monastery was built at Farnham, the central point between Winchester and Chertsey, to act as an outpost on the edge of Winchester’s holdings to counteract the pagan presence in the surrounding area.  This belief is based upon the contents of a charter (S 235) from Cædwalla (King of the West Saxons, 685-688) in 688 granting 60 hides of land for the foundation of a monastery.  This charter also names two local settlements, Besingahearh and Cusanweoh (now lost), the names of which both of which contain pagan place-name elements (hearg, a temple or idol according to Bosworth Toller, and wih/weoh, an idol).  The presence of these and other place-names containing elements indicating pagan worship nearby has lead to an assumption that a monastery was built, and its inhabitants helped in the conversion of the local population (see, for example, Gelling 1978: 159).  However, there is no evidence, either archaeological or in the surviving texts, of an institution having been built.  David Graham has found evidence of a chalk wall under the foundations of the modern parish church belonging to a late-Saxon/ early Norman church (2003: 14-15), so it is not inconceivable that this later church was built on the site of a pre-existing building.  It has been hypothesised that the monastery intended in the charter was built as a wooden structure or even an open-air site (Manning 1970: 16).  However, this theory does not account for the fact that there is no further mention of the site beyond its supposed foundation.  All later charters refer to the land surrounding Farnham, and track its ownership as a chunk of 60 hides changing hands for the next 300 years without mention of any ecclesiastical establishment there.
Manning believes that whatever institution was built following Cædwalla’s foundation charter must have been small as the grant of land was too small to support a larger establishment (1970: 16).  However, other foundation charters show grants of land ranging from 8 hides at Bexhill for the foundation of a minster (S 108) to 300 hides for the establishment of a minster at Gloucester (S 70).  Of the various grants, an area of 60 hides is of an average size, and would certainly hold a larger establishment than would 8 hides.
The charter evidence relating to the land at Farnham shows repeated transactions in which Winchester give 60 hides of land away on the condition that should the land be re-sold, Winchester would be given first choice to purchase it (S 1263).  Other charters stipulate the reversion of Farnham to Winchester after the current owner died (S 1274, S 818, S 823).  A noticeable feature of these charters is the area of land stipulated.  It is always 60 hides (although S 822 refers to 30 hides, it is possibly referring to land at Fareham).  It is likely this land corresponds to the area outlined in the Old English bounds in S 382 as the land boundaries probably remained unchanged.

7.3  Winchester
The history of the Old Minster is, by virtue of Winchester’s standing in the ecclesiastical history of England, much less problematic than those of Chertsey and Farnham.  Records are much more extensive, as is the scholarship on the matter.  For this reason, the summary of the history of Winchester will be much less exploratory than those of Chertsey and Farnham, and will focus on major events in its history and their impact on the local area.

The diocese of Winchester was founded in 635 to cope with the expansion of Dorchester when it was felt it could no longer be effectively ruled by one bishop.  In the 670s, Bishop Haeddi transferred his throne to Winchester, effectively consolidating both political and ecclesiastical control of the West Saxon kingdom in one place (Encyclopaedia Britannica Online).  The importance of Winchester then continued to grow as Wessex gained power, and Winchester gained increased honour following the canonization of its seventeenth bishop, St Swithun.  A search for texts mentioning the Old Minster at Winchester on a database such as PASE are largely centred on St Swithun, a lot of them discussing pilgrimages to see him, reflecting its importance to both ends of the social scale.  The Old Minster was further enlarged under Æthelwold (963 – 84), who replaced (although contemporary sources imply a more violent ejection of the clerks (Blair 1970)) the secular canons with Benedictine monks and built a large monastery (Catholic Encyclopaedia) in keeping with several land-grants from King Edgar, which led to the building of other new monasteries.  This move also prompted an increase in art and literature and greatly expanded the role of education typical of the Benedictine Reform (Stone 2000).  Æthelwold also moved St Swithun’s body inside the Old Minster in 971, apparently even taking up the spade himself.  His aim was to turn the Old Minster into a shrine-church centred on St Swithun’s relics (Encyclopaedia Britannica Online).  The site to where the body was moved is still marked today in the retroquire of the cathedral.  By 1000 it was one of England’s largest churches.  On St Swithun’s day, 1093, Bishop Walkelin, the first Norman bishop of Winchester, under King Edward the Elder, ordered the demolition of the Old Minster to be replaced by the New Minster, a Norman style cathedral built overlapping the site of the Old Minster, which is the building standing today.  This was a political move, enforcing the king’s power as the most prominent figure in the area (Rumble 2002: 30).
8.  The Charters
General consensus is that by the mid tenth-century the monks had been replaced by clerks.  In both Winchester and Chertsey, this change took place in 964 with the ejection of monks from both the Old and New Minsters.  The time period in which many of the charters in this corpus were originally composed in this time of turmoil and the lack of consistency in spelling could be attributed to it.  However, this is not the only potential cause.  The transmission process of these texts is not known.  The extant copies may not be copies of the original, and they are very rarely the original text.  As such, subtle linguistic features can be warped during the copying process resulting in texts which, while intended as authentic copies, are altered and often considered forgeries.  Several of the charters included in this corpus have be deemed of spurious authenticity, but, as can be seen from the analysis in section 10, there are rarely any linguistic features to support this.
The following is a brief introduction to the contents and appearance of the charters included in this analysis, as well as a summary of previous scholarship on them.  The data is largely taken from the electronic Sawyer as it contains a thorough and comparatively recent compilation of the scholarship surrounding each text.  These tables contain basic information copied from the online Sawyer edition of the charters.  Further description of the texts will follow.

8.1  The Winchester charters
Sawyer No   Description




         Date
     Bounds?     Location


	S 1485
	Will of Ælfheah, including bequests of land.
	968 x 971
	No bounds
	95v – 96r

	S 820
	King Edgar to Old Minster, Winchester; grant of 45 hides (cassati) at Crondall, Hants
	973 x 974
	bounds
	116r

	S 874
	King Æthelred to Æthelweard, his minister; grant of 15 hides at Wootton St Lawrence, Hants., with nine messuages in Winchester, a meadow at Basingstoke and a mill at Hines clifæ
	990
	bounds
	109r-110r

	S 1558
	Boundary between Crondall and Elvetham, Hants
	-
	bounds
	117r

	S 1559
	Bounds of Crondall and Itchell, Hants
	-
	bounds
	7v

	S 1443
	Record of the acquisition by King Edward from the community at Winchester, in exchange for St Andrew's church, of land at Winchester for the foundation of a monastery; also of the acquisition by the king of land by St Gregory's church.
	900
	bounds
	8r

	S 382
	King Edward to Winchester Cathedral; confirmation of 60 hides (manentes) at Farnham, Surrey, and 10 at Bentley, Hants
	909 - 933

	bounds
	58r-59r


8.2  The Chertsey Charters
Sawyer No   Description




         Date
     Bounds?     Location


	S 1093
	Writ of King Edward declaring that he has granted to Chertsey Abbey, Chertsey, Egham, Thorpe and Chobham, Surrey, with judicial and financial rights
	1053 x 1066
	No bounds
	50v

	S 1094
	Writ of King Edward declaring that he has granted to Chertsey Abbey, Chertsey, Egham, Thorpe and Chobham, with the hundred of Godley, Surrey, with judicial and financial rights
	1053 x 1066
	No bounds
	50rv

	S 1095
	Writ of King Edward declaring that he has granted to Chertsey Abbey and to Abbot Wulfwold the hundred of Godley, Surrey, and that the abbot is to have judicial and financial rights over all his men and over his lands
	1058 x 1066
	No bounds
	50r

	S 1096
	Writ of King Edward declaring that he has granted to Wulfwold, abbot of Chertsey, sake and soke over his lands in London and over his own men
	1058 x 1066
	No bounds
	50v-51r

	S 1477
	Notification by King Edward that he has restored to Chertsey Abbey 10 hides at White Waltham, Berks., with the church there, woodland at Halewik and Lidlegewik and 20 acres of meadow at Cookham, Berks
	1052 x 1066
	No bounds
	51rv

	S 1165
	Frithuwold, subregulus of Surrey, to Eorcenwold and to St Peter's minster, Chertsey; grant of 200 (or 300) hides at Chertsey and 5 at Thorpe, with 10 hides by the port of London. Bounds cover Chertsey, Thorpe, Egham and Chobham.
	672 x 674
	bounds
	20v-23r

	S 353
	Alfred, king of the English, to Chertsey Abbey; grant of 5 hides at Thorpe, with Getinges, and Woodham, Surrey
	871 x 899
	bounds
	35v-37r


9.  Content and Authenticity
9.1  The Winchester Charters
S 1485

This charter, the will of Ælfheah, is written across two folios, the second of which is in a much smaller hand, although the complete text seems to be by the same scribe.  This is possibly the same hand as the scribe of S 874.
The summary of previous comments on this charter by Sawyer shows that its authenticity has not been questioned.  

As it is a will, S 1485 has no bounds and as such it does not contain any topographical descriptions which can be compared with those charters with bounds.  Being the only Winchester charter in this corpus without bounds it is not discussed as fully as the other texts in this cartulary.  However, sections 10.5.1 and 10.5.9 show some of the features it shares with these charters, and this comparison highlights the universal trends that are not affected by the spoken language, as boundary clauses can be.

S 820

This charter is written in a small hand with annotations within the text.  There is variation in the form of <æ> between a large <a> bowl, and the loop of the <e>.  The Old English text of S 820 gives the bounds of Crondall which are discussed in the Place Names of Surrey and which can be identified on the modern landscape (PNSur 1934: 172).  Finberg believes it to be authentic (1964 no. 122).  This charter is discussed in sections 10.5.1, 10.5.2, 10.5.5 and 10.5.6, comparing both its lexical choices and orthographic variations.

S 874

The original text of this charter, a grant of land to Winchester from Æthelred, is probably indicative of a process of sub-division of the larger urban fiefs in the late Anglo-Saxon period (Rumble 2002: 205).  As previously mentioned, the extant copy of this charter in the Winchester cartulary appears to have been copied by the same scribe as that of S 1485.  As with many of the charters in this cartulary, the Old English rubric is in red ink while the main body of the text is in black.  The discussions of this charter have found it to be authentic (Finberg 1964 no. 138).  This charter is further discussed in sections 10.5.1, 10.5.5 and 10.5.7.
S 1558

This short charter consists only of a set of bounds between Crondall and Elvetham, and does not include any rubric or introductory clauses.  As will be described in section 10.2, this charter is on a page of informally written charters in the same fourteenth-century hand which appears to be a late insertion to the cartulary.  Finberg (1964: no. 180) does not doubt its authenticity.  This charter is further discussed in sections 10.2, 10.5.1, 10.5.3, 10.5.6, 10.5.7. 
S 1559

The electronic Sawyer does not have an edition of this charter, and it has only been printed once in Austin and Hill (1972) which is not readily available.  This charter, like S 1558, appears to be a late insertion and is in the same hand and faded ink as those charters on that folio.  Like those other texts it is informally presented without any introduction or diplomatic.  In some places the text is illegible as the black ink from the charter on the recto, which appears to be of an earlier date, has sunk through obscuring sections of the verso text.  Despite this, a partial transcription is sufficient for a comparison of the orthographic and lexical variations in sections 10.2, 10.5.2, 10.5.6, and 10.5.7.
S 1443

The diplomatic section of this charter is that of “a general declaration before witnesses of the exact details of the acquisitions”, making the transaction public record and giving the details of the original site on which the New Minster was built (Rumble 2002: 50).  The extant copy of this charter is written in a smaller hand than a lot of the charters in the cartulary, and Birch (Hyde Register p. 155 in Harmer 1914: 27-8) believes that it was a late addition to the manuscript.  Some words have been underlined in red ink, such as lictune and ymbganges (which appears as <simbganges>).  The charter is undated but shares a witness-list with another charter dated to c. 900 (Finberg 1964, no. 33).  Other than this, the charter has been found to be authentic. For further discussion of this charter, see sections 10.5.1 and 10.5.8.
S 382

This charter has proved to be controversial in many respects.  As highlighted in the table, there is some debate over the date of its composition.  Manning suggests 964 without presenting her reasons.  This date is too late both for the names in the witness-list and for Friðestan, who is mentioned in the text.  Based on this information, the date suggested by PASE is 899 x 921.  A more precise date, as suggested by Finberg (1964, no. 45) is 909.  Finberg also believes this charter to be largely fabricated but with authentic elements.  This belief is supported by Gelling (1979 no, 324).  The land accounted for in this charter includes ten hides at Bentley, near Farnham, but there is some doubt as to whether these are included within the bounds given (PNSur 1934: 165).  The orthographic variations seen in this charter are discussed in sections 10.5.1 and 10.5.3.

9.2  The Chertsey Charters
S 1093, 1094, 1095, 1096

These charters are more fully discussed in section 10.1.  However, a brief introduction to the main points of interest and previous scholarship on them is included here.  These charters are a collection of writs from Edward detailing grants of land.  They form a section of continuous text in the Chertsey cartulary having seemingly been grouped by geographic relation.  They are, in large part, identical, with the main differences arising only from the areas of land to which they refer.  The start of each charter is indicated with the first line in red ink.  They are written in the same hand as much of the rest of the cartulary.

There are multiple copies of S 1094, 5, and 6 and the Sawyer edition of these charters are regularised versions of the variations within each copy.

Harmer believes that of these four charters, only S 1096 can be “confidently accepted as a reasonably accurate, but modernised, copy of an authentic writ” (Harmer 1952: 201).  Further, he believes that S 1094 is not a separate writ, but an adjusted version of another text (1952: 201).  Gelling too believes that charters S 1093-5 are of doubtful authenticity (ECTV, nos. 345, 346, 348).  This selection of charters also share many similarities with S 1477, another writ from Edward composed at the same date.  The similarity of this charter to the other four is discussed in section 10.1.

S 1165

This charter is unusual in that the Old English section is comprised of three individual sets of bounds, originally composed separately and collated at some point in the charter’s transmission process.  There is substantial linguistic evidence to support this belief which is presented in section 10.4.  These individual sets of bounds are separated by introductory rubrics in red ink.

It is generally accepted that this charter is authentic although Stenton disagrees, believing it to be a greatly modified version of an earlier text (1955: 29).

S 353

Previous scholarship on this charter agrees that its authenticity is doubtful (Online Sawyer).  Gelling believes the bounds of this charter to be a Middle English version of an Old English text (Gelling 1979: no. 322), but the reasons for this are probably largely due to the errors made by the copying scribe whose spelling and orthographic choices are irregular throughout the text.  As will be fully described in section 10.3, the bounds are divided by a page break and there is a noticeable difference in the size of the scribe’s hand, although it does still appear to be the work of the same scribe.  These errors, while changing the appearance of the text, do not imply it is copied from a fraudulent exemplar.  However, there may be external factors related to the content of the charter that implicate it where the language does not.

10.  Data Analysis

The comparisons and conclusions drawn from the contents of these charters can be compared in different forms.  A full analysis of every feature in these texts would be impossible in a study this size.  Instead, the following data analysis includes a discussion of a selection of phonological variation, lexical choices and clause structure, to highlight some of the differences in language use between the two cartularies.  While some of the charters share similarities in structure and content, there are also variations in orthography, some of which can be attributed to phonological variation, some to attempts at standardisation, and some to scribal error.  The following sections outline the comparisons draw and explain the implications each on what charter language can say about spoken language and the process of recording it.
As discussed above, it is often thought that variations when attributed to language usage are the result of the bounds being dictated to a scribe by a local.  However, the physical process of producing such a text does not lend itself to such influences.  The dictation would have to be slow enough for a scribe to transcribe, and at such a pace, if the scribe is experienced in writing such things, variable spellings influenced by pronunciation are unlikely to affect a scribe’s writing patterns.  Rather, it is more likely that these variations reflect the scribe’s preferences, either due to their own speech patterns, or from their training.  This would provide good cause for the differences in clause styles which are very formulaic within individual charters, for example ‘From X to Y . From Y to Z…’, ‘First go to X then on to Y’, or ‘walk 7 rods to X, then 15 rods to Y’.

10.1  Chertsey Charters without Bounds
The group of charters without bounds from the Chertsey cartulary are found on consecutive folios and the similarities between the diplomatic are unmistakeable.  There is repetition of both formulae and individual words, and the most noticeable difference between each text is the land to which they refer.  Of these, S 1095 and S 1094 share the most features.  These two share many similarities with S 1093 and S 1094 while S 1477 contains the same structures but has extra text not found in the other charters.  It is unlikely that these charters were composed as altered copies of each other; rather, the differences between each text suggest there was a framework which was used and altered in the composition of each charter.  If this were the case, then S 1094 and S 1095 would be the most faithful copies of the framework, while the other charters have extracts from it.  This can be seen below in a comparison of the introductory sentences of each charter.  The elements shared by all five charters are underlined:

S 1093
[E]duuard king gret Stigand archeb and Harold eorl and alle mine þegenas on Suþþereie frondliche
S 1094
[E]duuard king ofer engleþeode gret stigand arche bissop and Harold eorl and mine syrrefen and alle mine þeines on sudþereie freondliche
S 1095
eduuard king gret stigand archebissupe and Harold eorl and mine sirrefen and alle mine þeines freondlice
S 1096
[E]duuard kyng gret willeme Bissope and suetman mine porterefe and alle þe Burhyere on Londone freondliche
S 1477
Ich Eduuard king ofer Engle þeode cuþe Stigand archebissop, and Harold eorl, and alle mine þeines þat ich mid þusen ….

S 1094 and S 1477 also share the clause ‘ofer engleþeode’.  The appearance of this clause in the same position in two charters suggets that it was included in the framework.  

The evidence of these texts suggests that Edward was using these formulas to produce texts in a certain style, perhaps making them official texts.  Similar structures can be found in S 1507, the will of King Alfred dated 873 x 888, two centuries before those of Edward, “Ic Ælfred cingc mid Godes gife 7 mid geþeahtunge Æþeredes ercebisceopes 7 ealra Westseaxena witena gewitnesse”.  Although these are very basic clauses, it suggests that Edward was creating a style for his legal texts reminiscent of Alfred and Winchester.

10.2  Diplomatic

The introductory clauses of the bounds of two Winchester charters (S 1558 and S 1559) contain non-standard forms.  Structures such as these, as found in S 1165, will be discussed more completely in section 10.4 and are similar in form to the diplomatic in S 353, “[Ð]is is þe landimere to Certeseye and to þorpe”.  S 382 and S 820 have similar clauses in Latin, “His limitibus hoc rus circumdatur” and “His metis rus hoc gyrator”, respectively.  As these sentences are diplomatic it would be expected that they would be more standardised than boundary clauses which would be more subject to spoken variations.  While the structure of these sentences is very similar, the lexical choices are often far from standard.

S 1558

Ses beon se boundes bitƿene krundæle and Elvethæm

S 1559

Þas b[.]eth þe[…..] þe boundes of crondale and Ichulle

This section of S 1559 is largely unclear.  This charter has been written in a brown ink which has since faded, and in places where the black ink from the verso of the folio has sunk through it is not clear whether the scribe of S 1559 has left a gap in the text to allow for the black, or written over it.  It is possible that the scribe attempted to write over the black ink and then re-wrote the obscured text where the vellum was clearer as there does appear to be some brown ink over the black.

This section of diplomatic from S 1558 is particularly unusual, and contains non-standard forms very similar to those in other charters on the same folio in the manuscript.  The vellum of this folio is more yellowed than the surrounding sheets and the hand appears to be the same as that of S 1559; a fourteenth-century Anglicana hand with the distinctive <w> formed of two vertical lines followed by a yogh-shape.  The other charters on this folio have similar sentences reading “Ses boes se land in [..]kes” and “Hoc est assauer boundes”.  The repeated appearance of “ses” and the use of unusual forms of the verb suggest that this later scribe did not fully understand the language of the text he was copying.  This is further supported by the appearance of these charters; they are not decorated or evenly spaced and give every indication that the scribe was making copies of incomplete or isolated charters so that Winchester had an official record of them.  
10.3  S 353

An issue that must be considered when discussing the variations in the bounds from the Chertsey cartulary is the irregularity of S 353.  This is particularly pertinent as in this corpus there are only two Chertsey charters containing boundary clauses and as such any variation in this charter has a big impact on the total usage of Chertsey’s language.  A contributing factor to the irregularity of this charter is that it appears to have been written, if not by two scribes, then in two parts.  There is a page-break halfway through the bounds, and while there are no noticeable change in the hand that suggests a new scribe, there are stylistic features that change after this point.  Before the page break, <w> is used consistently, with <uu> used inconsistently in a word-medial position.  After the page break every instance of <w> becomes <y>, apart from the continued use of word-medial <uu>.  This implies that the <w>/<y> variation is a product of the copying scribe, while <uu> existed in the exemplar as it is used on both pages, showing that the scribe was aware of the changes the language had undergone.  As such, he seems to fit into the category of mixer as defined by Laing (2004: 52).

There is no change in the consistency of his spelling after the page break, again, implying that the identity of the scribe did not change.  There are many irregularities in spelling that appear to be by the copying scribe rather than the result of faithful copying from an irregular exemplar.  It is particularly clear that these errors were made by the copying scribe in cases where letters have been added superscript, such as in “Wai’e’muþe” (where <e> is superscript).  However, this corrected spelling is still different to the other appearance of this word as Wayemuþe.  There is no other alternation in this charter between <i> and <y>, and because of the similarity in function of these two graphs it is possible this variation is the result of unintentional translation by the copying scribe into a spelling system with which he is more familiar, making him, according to Laing’s categories, a mixer. 

The other apparent errors in this charter are of a similar sort; confusion between graphs representing similar phonemes.  These too imply that the copying scribe was a mixer, switching between copying his exemplar faithfully, and translating into his own linguistic patterns.  In cases such as Wudeham/Wodeham, it could be argued that the differences in spelling reflect a phonological change.  Mills (2003) gives the first recorded instance of this as Wodeham 200 years prior to the composition of S 353 which suggests that this was also the form contained in the exemplar, and <u> reflects the later pronunciation, fronting the vowel towards the modern form.  In both appearances of this place-name, the <a> is superscript.  This could be the result of copying from an abbreviated exemplar, which was then corrected by the scribe or by a later reader.  The correction is in a smaller hand but it is not possible to tell whether this is the work of the main scribe.

The scribe also seems to switch between similar phonemes in his use of bi in the place of be.  As there is only one instance of be compared to the repeated uses of bi, it is unlikely this is a case of translation, and is probably simple error, possibly using the form from the exemplar rather than translating to a more current form.  bi shows the shift towards the Middle English pronunciation where Old English /e/ is raised to /i/ in Middle English.
A discrepancy that can more confidently be assigned to pure error is wealegate/waelegate.  The two forms are in adjoining clauses so it is unlikely the scribe would have switched from literatim copying to translation, and <ae> is not an expected form.  Another error clearly arising from the copying process is the difference between boggesley and boggeslye.  In this instance, there is a line-break in bogges/lye.  It would be likely that a line divide would give rise to error more easily, and as such it can be assumed that boggesley was the intended spelling, and was the form in the exemplar.

Another variation that suggests the copying scribe was a mixer, and that he did translate to some extent although not always intentionally is witghe/wiþeghe.  It can be assumed that wiþeghe, being more traditional, is the form found in the exemplar, but the appearance of witghe is surprising.  The extant copy of this text uses <þ> throughout with two exceptions; vergthe (of uncertain meaning, possibly a corruption of wiþig, ‘willow’), and a superscript forthe.  The use of <th> in the superscript correction can be explained as a later addition unrelated to the text of the exemplar as it was not necessarily being copied from the exemplar.  Similarly, if vergthe is indeed a corruption of wiþig, the use of <th> could again be the result of error or confusion by the copying scribe.  From the trends of usage in the rest of the charter it would be expected that <þ> is the norm.  As such it seems that the scribe’s personal preference is for <th> and he made an incomplete translation to his own form.

While it is often possible to discern which form was that intended in the exemplar, this is not always the case, and variations such as the ones described above can often prove problematic when tracking intended changes to word-forms by the copying scribes.  

10.4  S 1165 

There is much debate over the authenticity of S 1165, the conclusions ranging between it being entirely forged, to the bounds being of a later composition, to the bounds being modified copies of earlier compositions (For a summary of these, see the Online Sawyer).

The linguistic evidence shows that it is unlikely that all of the bounds were composed at the same time by the same person.  The section of the charter containing the bounds is divided into three sections describing different areas of land centred around Chertsey.  Both the style in which these sections are written and the spelling choices made vary in a way that would not have resulted from a copyist or a forger.  Forgers are typically interested in the content of their work rather than the style in which it is presented.  Considerations would be made for presenting the text in a style reminiscent of existing charters, and it would be expected for the text to contain elements seen elsewhere.  It is unlikely that forgers were careful to vary their phraseology on a consistent scheme according to the alleged date of the charter they were fabricating (Whitelock 1955: 339).  Composing three sets of bounds in considerably different styles using different spelling systems, clause structures and word choices that are consistent throughout each section would be unusual. However, authentic scribal practice is likely to result in variation that is regular within an individual scribe’s work.  A faithful copyist would then replicate these features reliably, perhaps with a few errors.  This seems to be the situation in S 1165; regular variations within each section with occasional anomalies that can be attributed to error.  
On collecting data to compare Chertsey’s usage of forms to that of Winchester, S 1165 often exhibits mixed usage of forms.  Within this one charter, several different spellings of individual words, or variation between orthographic forms such as <uu>/<w>/<y> (this charter does not have any instances of <ƿ> due to the late hand of its copying) can occur.  These variations can be seen to follow a pattern that is repeated regardless of the feature under discussion: each of the three sections within the bounds has its own preferences which it uses to varying degrees of consistency.

The first section, describing the land between Chertsey and Thorpe, shows a consistent use of <uu> (and <u> in sua) rather than <w> in the word-medial position as will be described in section [X].  This usage is also seen in the third section, describing Chobham.  In contrast, the second section, describing the land surrounding Egham, shows a mixed usage of <u>, <uu>, and <w> in the medial position.  Considering the regular use of <uu> and <u> in the first and third sections it would be unusual for a scribe to switch to a different system without reason.  Similarly, sections 1 and 3 show no bias either towards <w> or <y> in an onset position and have a similar number of each, whereas section 2 shows an 84% usage of <w> compared to a 16% use of <y>.
The first and third sections also show a higher frequency of uses of andlang in <a-> than the second section which prefers <e->.  Section 1 has 13 instances of andlang, of which 11 are in <a-> and 2 in <e->; section 2 has 4, all of which are in <e->; and section 3 has 4 total, all of which are in <a->.  This not only shows a difference in the degree of usage of andlang, but a difference of usage between forms in <a->, and forms in <e->.  Features such as this are not likely to be considered by a forger.

Each section of this charter shows different treatment of ærest.  Sections 1 and 2 have erest, and section 3 arest.  Section 1 seems to show a second fronting of /æ/ to /e/ while section 3 has undergone a retraction to /a/.  This variation could simply be similar to the acknowledged and repeated confusion in the Winchester cartulary of <æ> and <e> by the copying scribe (Kitson 1995: 49), but both of these spellings appear more than once in Chertsey charters as S 353 also has a single occurrence of arest.

These spellings can be compared to the usage seen in the Winchester cartulary.  Half of the total instances of ærest are from Winchester, and each occurrence retains the standard West-Saxon <æ>.  This regularity is at odds with the widespread variation between <æ> and <e> in this cartulary, but the results from a sample this small cannot be taken as indication of the usage across the manuscript.  There is a single anomalous spelling in S 1485 in æræst which appears to be more certain evidence of the scribe’s alternation between <e> and <æ>.

Within the brief sections of diplomatic introducing these sets of bounds, variation appears in land-gemære, ‘common boundary-point of three or more estates’ (Kitson 1995: 55).  Section 1 has a single occurrence of both londgimere and landegemere.  Section 2 has three instances of landimere, and section 3 has two instances.

As with the variation in the second element of andlang, the <o> in section 3 can be attributed to the <a>/<o> variation before a nasal.  As such, land- and lond- can be said to represent the same spoken form, if this variation is due to the influence of spoken language.  The remaining variation in the forms of this word is then found in the second element.

The appearance of the middle syllable in both forms in section 1 is indication of retention of the standard West Saxon form.  The use of <i> in this element in section 1 reflects the shift towards the Middle English spelling from <ge> to <i>.  The appearance of <e> in the second element of all of the forms of land-gemære shows a relaxation of the front vowel /i/, possibly under the influence of the mid-vowel /e/ and the /r/ in the following syllable, or due to reduced stress on the second element (Colman 1989: 255-6).

For the purposes of this discussion, syntactical clauses will be distinguished from the boundary clauses that form the bounds.  As mentioned above, the style of the boundary clauses is different in each section.  The first section is composed as a list characterised with of and andlang at the beginning of each clause.  The second section is comprised of much longer, more elaborate clauses approaching the complexity of sentences comprising of multiple syntactic clauses.  The third section has a very distinctive clause style with the start of each simple clause repeating the last element named in the preceding clause, eg. “þat is arrest on Eccan triuue . Of Eccan triuue andlange street to þe Hore þorne . Of þe hore þorne to wihsan leage”.  As can be seen even in this short extract, of is used at the start of nearly every clause.  The same can be seen in section 3, in which of is used as the onset to a large majority of the clauses.  The onset of each clause in Section 2 is typically fram or of.  This section also has a notably high frequency of bi (8 instances), while the first and third do not have a single occurrence of bi.  Again, the style and presentation of the bounds is not something that would be considered by a forger.

The introductory lines to each section of the bounds seem to be following a formula of diplomatic, but even within these sections there appears to be variation.

Section 1: [Ð]ys is þe landegemere to Cerotesege and to þorpe
Section 2: [Þ]is bet þe landimere æt Egeham
Section 3: [Þ]is bet þe londimere in to Chabbeham
In a direct comparison such as this, the differences in both phrasing and spelling choices are obvious.  The sentence is clearly a diplomatic necessity and the introductions to the bounds would not have been dictated in the same way as the bounds themselves.  As such, this line would be expected to be identical when duplicated within a single charter if the complete text had been composed by the same person.  These variations suggest different composers, both from each other and from the boundary clauses: because of the function of these lines it is unlikely they are influenced by the language of a local dictating to a scribe.  It is more possible that the authors of each section had a different dialect/training.  This could also explain the differences within the bounds themselves.  Variation within the diplomatic implies that there is a recognised standard for the original scribes to meet, but individual variation depends on the particular scribe.

Similar pieces of diplomatic appear in two other charters within this corpus.  S 1558 (Winchester), “Ses beon se boundes…”, S 382 (Winchester) “His limitibus hoc rus circumdatur”.  Although S 1165 is from Chertsey, this does demonstrate an awareness of the diplomatic and a style that is strived for.

The most notable feature of these lines is the use of bet in sections 2 and 3.  This only appears in three other charters; it is used in an identical line of diplomatic in two charters from the Glastonbury archive, S 481 and S 747, as “Þis bet the land mere…” and “Þis bet þe landmere…”.  Both of these charters are from a much later date than S 1165 (942 and 967 compared to 672x674) but the similarity is striking.  That bet occurs four times in S 1165 indicates its presence is unlikely to be due to error.  It could be a scribal misrepresentation of beð, which, while atypical in a charter, would be less unusual than bet, perhaps trying to mimic a more traditional or official style of writing.

Both sections 1 and 2 of S 1165 make mention of Welshgate, in section 1 it appears twice as Wealagate and in section 2, twice as Whelegate.  These two spellings could conceivably represent local pronunciations of the place-name.  The first element of this place-name, wealh, appears in the gen. pl., forming weala.  The <whele-> form could be appearing as a reanalysis of wealh to wheel, or could be reflecting the simplification of the <ea> diphthong to <e> in Middle English.  The presence of two spellings of this place-name within such close proximity of each other, when all other spellings are regular, implies that these spellings existed in the exemplar and were faithfully replicated by the copyist.

The evidence outlined above suggests that the exemplar for the Old English section of this charter was originally composed from three different texts, each influenced both by the speech of the people living in the various areas, and by the scribes who first recorded the bounds.  The copyist then replicated the exemplar faithfully, although there are a few features that can be attributed to scribal error.  The quantity and manner of the differences between each section does not give any reason to suspect that the bounds were forged at a later date (Plummer 1896, ii. 217, Scharer 1982, pp. 133-6).  Some of the forms reflect late Old English language use, but they could reflect changes that were happening to the spoken language before the standard written language changed to accommodate them.
Section 1 seems to preserve more Old English forms than the other two sections, suggesting a shorter transmission period: the extant copy possibly being copied directly from the original.  The language of section 2 preserves some forms, but others appear to be later, such as the use fram where the other sections use of as clause onsets. The differing levels of preserved and innovative forms in each section greatly decreases the chance that these bounds were drawn up at a similar date.
10.5  Orthographic variations
10.5.1  7/and
The use of either 7 or and in the Old English sections of these texts is not consistent.  Though the Latin sections of the texts included uses of 7, they have not been included in this comparison as their usage is very different to that of the Old English sections.  In certain cases, the Latin section uses exclusively 7, while the Old English has only instances of and.

A notable example of this is S 353 which shows complete use of 7 for the Latin portion of the text, and and in the Old English bounds.  This charter has been deemed spurious as mentioned above, and this evidence would seem to introduce some doubt into its authenticity.  Whitelock (1979: 92) suggests that the Old English bounds are a Middle English version of an Old English text.  This does not automatically mean they are forged; it is likely the exemplar for the bounds of this charter came from a different source from that of the Latin text.  Although it is to be expected that it would have undergone several modifications in the copying process, the fact that the two halves of the charter vary so drastically from each other yet are so uniform in their individual usage confirms that the bounds came from a different source to the Latin text, one that preferred <and> over <7>, and the fact that these elements appear with such regularity implies that both sections were copied faithfully by the scribe, and that choice of either form was not a consideration when copying a text.

Comparing the total usages of the two forms shows that within individual charters there is an almost universal preference towards either <7> or <and> depending on the charter.  There are five charters in which there is any variation between forms (S 820, S 874 , S 1485, S 1095, and S 1165), and in three of these cases there is a marked preference for and.  S 1095 appears to be an anomaly with only a 55% preference for 7.  Not only does it have a high proportion of 7, but it does not show a strong preference for a particular form.  This charter has copies in multiple manuscripts, and if the version of the charter extant in the Chertsey cartulary was the result of several copies, this unusual bias could be the result of several changes throughout the transmission.  S 820 shows a 70% preference for and (but only when used in andlang, all other instances are 7, indicating that 7 is the preferred form but is only used as a conjunction not a lexical item), S 1485 a 96% preference and S 1165 a 97% preference.  These variations would imply that the copyist in each instance save S 1095 and S 820 was aiming to produce a text that used and completely, but, perhaps either for spacing reasons, error, or laziness, occasionally used 7.  Certainly, in a section of the diplomatic for S 1165, 7 was used in a shorter line in the rubric wrapping around the space allowed for the large first letter of the charter, which could indicate that spacing was a consideration. 

Of the charters in this select corpus that show a complete preference for one particular form, there is no noticeable bias towards either.  Nine of the charters prefer and, and two prefer 7.  There is also no notable distinction between Winchester’s preference for a particular form and that of Chertsey.  The two charters that prefer 7 unanimously (S 1443 and S 382) are both Winchester charters.  A higher proportion of Winchester charters show variation between forms but this could be attributed to the manner in which the cartulary was compiled; Chertsey is in a uniform style and was clearly written at one time, whereas Winchester appears to be the result of several unrelated contributing scribes with no uniform style.

10.5.2  Orthographic representations of <ƿ>
A noticeable orthographic variation that appears across the charters is the variation between the different graphs used to represent the <ƿ> in standard Old English.  As well as the standard <ƿ> and <w> produced as a result of the later copyings, there is also a number of uses of <u> and <uu>, and <ẏ>.  The form of <ẏ> is indistinguishable in form from <ẏ> in the function of the standard Old English <y>.  As such it will be represented in the following discussion without the diacritic, as <y>.
The variation between these forms is largely due to the preferences of the copying scribes, but in some charters it is possible to see the orthographic choices made in the exemplar and how they have been treated in the copying process.  The following discussion will highlight both the preferences of individual charters, and those differences in usage that are indicative of either the Chertsey or Winchester house styles.  

The <uu> (and sometimes <u> in swa) digraph only occurs in charters from the Chertsey cartulary and almost exclusively appears word-medially (there are two exceptions; uuealas in section 1 of S1165 and uuote in S 1094).  These are largely charters without bounds (S 1093, S 1094, S 1095, S 1096, and S 1477) but also include both of the Chertsey charters containing boundary clauses (S 1165 and S 353).  There is no correlation between the supposed authenticity of these charters and their use of <uu> or <ƿ>.  They do not appear to be similar in date of composition, and as a group are not close to each other in the manuscript, although S 1477 and S 1093, the two charters without bounds, appear on consecutive folios.  These two charters also have instances of <y> in the place of <w>, which is always word-initial.  Of the charters without bounds that use <u/uu>, none of them use it exclusively.  S 1477, S 1094 and S 1095 all use <w>, <u/uu>, and <y> both word medially and word initially, S1093 uses <y> in word initial position, and S 1096 uses <w> in word initial position.  It is not clear whether the <u/uu> graph appears faithfully copied from the exemplar or whether it has been introduced by the copyist.  Regardless, it is unlikely to be the result of error as it is used without exception in a word-medial position implying it is the result of a conscious and deliberate decision.  

The usage seen here is not that of the early Northumbrian poems, in which <uu> and <u> could be used word-initially (as in uueothae, uard, uyrmas) (Campbell : 26 – AND HOGG).  In every instance that it appears in this corpus, <uu> is used in a medial position in the word whereas the alternative graphs are used both in the medial and the onset position, as in, for example, treouue compared to weie (both from S 1165) or wertuualen (also S 1165).  The instances of onset-<uu> that do appear could be scribal error, which is possible considering the regularity of its usage in a word-medial position.  The Sawyer editions of these charters have another occurrence of word-initial <uu> which appears in S 1165 as uuerde.  This is the result of mideuuerde being split in the Sawyer version of the text, while the manuscript shows it as mideuuerde.
A large proportion of instances of <uu> across all of the charters appear in proper nouns (22%) or in the various spellings of treow (18%).  The high occurrence of personal names in <uu> can probably be attributed to the commonness of name-elements that include a second element with onset /w/.  A further discussion on treow is included below.

Use of <uu> is not consistent within single charters, even between instances of the same word, as seen with tuuene and twene, both from S 353.  A large proportion of this variation is seen in S 1165 which as a whole is by no means a consistently spelled charter (see sections 10.4 and 10.5.4).  The usage of <uu> and other forms is also not consistent between charters, for example, in S 353 Haleuuik appears twice, but in S 1477 it appears as Halewik.  The only regular aspect of the usage of <uu> appears to be that it is used in a medial position so consistently.  This shows that the scribes recognised a distinction between the two graphs, to the extent that <uu> cannot be used as an onset even though <ƿ> can be used freely.

The <uu> digraph is traditionally viewed as a feature of early Old English manuscripts.  This offers several possible reasons for its appearance in these late Old English charters.  It has a relatively low usage compared to that of <w> and <ƿ> and so can by no means be called a typical feature of a house style.  The rarity of its appearance (and complete absence from these Winchester charters) in these later copies could be as the result of the Winchester scriptorium standardizing usage towards <ƿ>, a stylistic decision that does not seem to have been mimicked by Chertsey.  The appearance of <uu> in the Chertsey charters could be the preservation of the early usage of the grapheme continued through the copying process.  As <uu> comes back into usage at the expense of <ƿ> in Middle English, it is possible that a large portion of the instances cited as being early usages of <uu> are actually early Middle English scribes inserting them into copies of early charters.  This would mean that their appearance is either the result of a specific house decision, or is due to the personal preferences of a few, possibly French scribes for whom <uu> is more familiar.

The consistency of the appearance of <uu> in a word-medial position initially implies that this preference reflects the pronunciation, and that a correlation was drawn between the two graphemes to reflect newly recognised phonemes distinguishing between a syllable onset and an inter-vocalic glide.  This is unlikely in light of the occurrence of <uu> as a syllable onset in cases such as mideuuard (S 1165) or Eduuard (S 1093).  The other option is that this alternation is a purely graphical consideration.  The use of <uu> is not regular, even within individual texts, which could indicate either the emergence of a new style, or a partial elimination of an outdated one.

Another related variable is the use of <u> rather than <w> in swa and alswa which appear in S 1165, S 353 and S 1477 (all from Chertsey).  The presence of the single graph introduces the possibility that the use of <uu> represents a diphthong + <u> in such cases as treouue, although this is unlikely as it would only apply in a few, specific cases.  It is also possible that it is representing a loss of stress in swa reflecting the shift towards a more contemporary diphthong, progressing towards Modern English so.  If this were the case it would have implications for the date of the introduction of the use of the <uu> grapheme as the product of the copying process as being indicative of a pronunciation change.  Another possible motivation for the use of the <u> graph is that it is used for purely aesthetic purposes given the appearance and functional use of swa.

The use of <y> as an alternative to the <w> or <ƿ> graphs appears as a result of the later copying of these charters.  With the exception of two word-initial instances in S 1559, <y> is used only in Chertsey charters.  It is used predominantly but not exclusively in a word-initial position as a variant of <w>.  In S 353, a charter which is split across two folios, it is noticeable that <y> is only used on the second folio but there is no noticeable change in hand or ink that would indicate a different scribe or any considerable time difference between the writing of each folio.  That the usage of <w> and <y> is split, but the use of <u/uu> continues across the whole charter indicates that that the <w>/<y> variation is dependent on the copying scribe while <u/uu> existed in the exemplar.

As with Chertsey, the Winchester charters have similarities in usage.  With the exception of the two instances in S 1559 already mentioned, the Winchester charters use <w> and <ƿ> exclusively.  Wyn is not used by any of the Chertsey charters.  Within the Winchester charters there is no distinction of usage between using <ƿ> in a word-initial or –medial position, and those charters that use it either use it exclusively or with very little variation.

S 1095 contains a copying error that indicates intentions of Chertsey’s copying scribe.  The version of this charter extant in the Chertsey cartulary has the line “binne yorte 7 buten”, with yorte being a misspelling of porte, taken by Harmer (1952: 42) to be ‘town’.  This error shows that in the exemplar, <p> was used, and the copying scribe mistook it for <ƿ> and copied it as <y>.  This error could be indication of a conscious effort being made by the Chertsey scribe to replace <ƿ> with other graphs, either <w> or <y>, or that he mis-read <y> as <ƿ> in these charters.  This would explain the lack of any instances of <ƿ> in the Chertsey charters.

10.5.3  Andlang

The corpus of instances of andlang is restricted to those charters containing bounds; three of these charters are from the Winchester cartulary and two from Chertsey.  There are twelve spellings of andlang that appear in the data set; enlonge, endlonge, endlange, endelange, endelonge, eandlonge, andlange, andlang, ændlang, ændlæng, and lang, and 7lang.  These variations show a clear distinction between Winchester and Chertsey usage.

The forms found in the charters from Winchester are andlang, and lang, ændlang, ændlæng, and 7lang.  The two spellings in <ænd-> are from S 1558 which has three instances of andlang, each with a different spelling.  This lack of regularity and its unconformity with the rest of Winchester’s usage indicates that these variations can be attributed to error.  Chertsey has more variation than Winchester, but is still standardised to a degree.  Those instances in <end-> are found only in Chertsey charters, and comprise half of the total instances of all occurrences of andlang from Chertsey.  The consistency of usage of end- indicates a linguistic rather than orthographic reason for this variation.  The majority of the occurrences in <end-> are from S 353 which only has one instance in <and->, and is a charter whose spellings are particularly irregular.  The appearance of <end-> could be due to the influence of ON endlang. (only 37% of the uses in <end-> are from S 1165).  This pattern is not necessarily a uniform choice throughout the Chertsey cartulary and could be the preference of the individual scribe.  

Every occurrence of andlang in the Chertsey cartularies has a word-final <-e> perhaps representing a schwa that is either not used in Winchester, or is not recognised in the house style.  Again, this regularity across both Chertsey charters implies that it is the result of purposeful usage rather than being the result of error.  There is a single occurrence of andlang that does not fit with this division of usage; andlanges from S 1558 (Winchester) shows the final <–e> that is typically Chertsey.  The presence of <-s> is also unusual and more strongly suggests error, perhaps caused by mis-reading.  
Chertsey also shows variation in the second element of andlang.  There are ten uses in <o> consisting a third of the total uses from Chertsey.  This could be as a result of confusion with endlong, but it is most likely a standard variant of <a> before a nasal (Campbell 1959: 15 AND HOGG).  It is noticeable that none of the Winchester spellings of andlang show this variation between <a> and <o>.
Spellings of andlang in <7> as 7lang, appear in two charters, S 820 and S 382, both from Winchester.  This is consistent with the use of <7> for <and> as a discrete word.  Its restriction to Winchester charters could be because Chertsey consistently uses <end->. 

The fact that Chertsey displays much more variation than Winchester seems to provide evidence for the appearance of a standard at Winchester, or at least demonstrates an awareness of regularised forms.  This standard was either applied much less rigorously at Chertsey, or was not enforced at all.

10.5.4  Treow 

There are six spellings of treow that appear in three charters; S 1165 and S 353 from the Chertsey cartulary and S 820 from Winchester.  The various spellings arise from alternations in the vowel and the <uu>/<ƿ>/<w> variation discussed above.  By far the most common combination is treouue, using the accepted standard diphthong <eo> but substituting the <uu> digraph  for <ƿ>.  This spelling is found in both S 1165 and S 252, while the traditional treoƿ is found only in S 820, perhaps another indication of a stricter standardization in Winchester, or more traditional conventions.  Other vowel combinations that occur are <ei>, <e> and <i>.  There appears to be no discernable pattern of usage that could link choices of vowels to the usage of <uu>, <w> and <ƿ>.  Any vowel can seem to be used indiscriminately with any graph.  As all but two of the occurrences of treow appear in Chertsey charters it is impossible to say whether there is any difference between the two cartularies, and the data set is too small (being comprised of examples from only three charters) to reasonably attribute this variation to a diachronic change in pronunciation or written standardisation.
Colman cites variation of <io>, <eo>, <i> and <e> as correlating with late Old English phonology, representing the change towards late Old English monophthongization (Colman 1989: 260).  This could explain all of the variations of treow except for treiuue.

Those instances of treow in <i> only occur in S 1165, and are all found in the second and third sections of the Old English bounds.  Section 1 uses <eo> with the exception of a single instance in <e> and sections 2 and 3 exclusively use <i>.  The isolated instance of <e> in section 1 is probably the result of scribal error as a phonological motivation behind this single instance is unlikely.  Other than this, section 1 shows a preference for the retained diphthong.  Discounting the anomalous spelling then, S 1165 contains only spellings of treow in <eo> and <i>.  The usages in <i> show a simplification of this diphthong consistent with the known simplification of the vowel in Middle English.  This could indicate a later composition for the exemplar of sections 1 and 2.  
S 353 shows three instances of treouue and one of treiuue.  This single spelling in <ei>, which does not appear in the other charters could be attributed to scribal error, particularly considering its appearance in this charter of spurious authenticity (Gelling 1979: no. 322) and the charter’s frequent misspellings (see section 10.3).

Discounting the <uu>/<w>/<ƿ> variation as being particular to individual charters, and discounting those spellings attributed to scribal error, the only variation in treow is between <eo> and <i> in S 1165 which can be attributed to the attested monopthongisation of the vowel in Middle English, and probably appears in this charter as a result of the later composition of those sections in which it appears.  

10.5.5  Stream

There are four charters containing stream; S1165, S 353, S 820, and S 874.  The instances of stream in the Winchester charters retain the traditional <ea> spelling of the first vowel, showing another example of the copying scribes at Winchester either trying to retain the spellings of their exemplars or preserving the perceived standard spellings.  In contrast, every occurrence from the Chertsey cartulary has simplified the vowel to <e>, perhaps reflecting the shift towards the Middle English pronunciation.  If this were the case it would support the idea that the copying scribes wrote treating each letter as representative of individual sounds (Bauer 1986: 204).

10.5.6  Burne and Broc
There is no noticeable preference of usage of burne and broc between each cartulary.  82% of the instances of broc are in Chertsey charters and are split between only two, S 1165 and S 353.  The majority of the occurrences are in S 1165 and are split evenly between the first two sections, with no instances in section 3.  Although there are more total usages of broc in Chertsey charters than Winchester, the usage is not more widespread: Broc is found in two Winchester charters, S 1559 and S 820.  

The spellings of broc are less regular in Winchester than in Chertsey, which, with one exception in section 1 of S 1165 shows the spelling brok.  The Winchester charters have the spellings brok, broc and brouk.  The two spellings in <-k> are found in S 1559 which is a much later addition to the cartulary in a fourteenth century hand and as such the non-standard vowel could be a reflection of Middle English open syllable vowel lengthening, or, given the variable spellings in this charter could be scribal error.  The prevalence of the <k> compared to the standard West-Saxon <c> in both cartularies shows the shift the word has undergone between Old and Modern English and could have occurred either as an attempt to distinguish it from broc, ‘badger’, or to identify a distinction between a palatal /c/ and a uvular /k/.

The spread of usage of burne is similarly even between Winchester and Chertsey.  The total instances are evenly split between two Chertsey charters and three Winchester.  As with broc, the spellings are fairly regular with all but one of the instances being spelled as the standard west-Saxon burne.  The anomalous spelling appears in the Winchester charter S 1558 as bourne which seems to reflect the spelling shift towards the modern bourne.  This charter appears to be in a similar, if not the same hand as S 1559.  This later spelling, along with the later spelling of broc in S 1559 suggest that the scribe who copied S 1559 was either a translator, or more likely a mixer, who varied between copying his exemplars faithfully and imposing his own more familiar spellings on the text.  This seems particularly likely in light of the increased usage of bourne in the fourteenth century, meaning the copying scribe would have been more familiar with the word and therefore more likely to use his preferred spelling. [what does Gelling have to say about burn and broc in P-Names in the Landscape? Does she think they are geographically or dialectally distributed?]

10.5.7  Herepað.

All of the occurrences of herepað, ‘military road, road large enough to march soldiers upon’ (Bosworth Toller) are found in Winchester charters, but this is due to the location of the feature falling within Winchester’s land.  There are two variables in the spellings of herepað whose usage correlates.  Occurrences of herepað in S 1559 and S 1558 are in <-th> showing the obsolescence of <þ> and <ð> compared to the instances in S 874 which are all in <-ð>.  This usage is to be expected as S 1558 and S 1559 are in a considerably later hand.  Each of these graphs appears regularly with different vowel graphs; where herepað is in <-ð> it also appears in <æ>, and <th> is used with <e>.  Bosworth Toller gives the standard spelling of herepað in <e>, so the appearance of <æ> could be an example of the frequent confusion between <e> and <æ> by the Winchester scribes.  This would imply that each instance of herepað in the exemplars was in <e> and that the scribe copying S 1558 and S 1559 copied the vowels faithfully while converting <ð> to <th>.  This is not unlikely as the conversion to <th> would have been universal and would have been considered an orthographic change rather than a spelling change that affects the pronunciation of a word. 

10.5.8  Stan

The vowel variations between the various occurrences of stan are unusual.  There is variation between <a> and <o>, which has a uniform division of usage between Chertsey and Winchester.  Every instance of stan from Chertsey is in <o>, while Winchester uses <a> with one exception of <æ> in S 1443.  This regularity could either show a linguistic difference or be evidence of standardised spellings by one or both scriptoriums.  Given the uniformity of Chertsey’s usage here, standardisation seems unlikely as other orthographic features have not been regularised with the same success, and the Winchester cartulary, which shows more success at standardisation overall, shows more variation in this sample.  As such, a regular variation such as this implies phonological motivations, possible prompted by the shift towards the Middle English pronunciation.

10.5.9  Mynster
There are four occurrences of mynster in this corpus, two from Winchester and two from Chertsey.  Those instances in Winchester preserve the traditional spelling, although the example in S 1485 has <æ> in the second element, which is perhaps another example of the scribe’s alternation between <e> and <æ> (Kitson 1995: 49).  The two instances from Chertsey charters (S 1096 and S 1477) are both in munstre.  Due to its appearance in separate charters it is possible that the variation between <u> and <y> here is reflecting a phonological change.  This could be that <y> was no longer used to represent a rounded vowel and <u> had to be introduced in Chertsey to compensate for this change while Winchester preserved the traditional forms.

11.  Conclusion
Although it is generally perceived that there was a standard written language representing the West-Saxon dialect, this study has shown that the language recorded was far from standard.  Due to the nature of charters, and the processes they undergo to produce the extant texts, there are a great many factors that can affect the final language recorded.  Often, the variations within these texts illuminate parts of this process, indicating the state of the exemplar, the manner in which the copying scribes approached their work, and attitudes towards standardisation of the written language.
Evidence that orthographic variations are affected by phonological change can, in some cases, be seen to be happening.  More frequently however, variations in these charters are clearly the result of scribal preferences or varying attempts at standardisation from the two scriptoriums independent of the spoken language.  A lot of the scribal changes and modifications to the texts are the result of the time-gap in the transmission period from exemplar to copy.  Later scribes did not always understand what they were copying and attempted to translate it into structures more closely resembling their own language.  This was not always intentional, and the accuracy of their copying has implications for their identity.

While larger studies can show detailed isoglosses of lexical variation, a localised study such as this can show the practices of individual scriptoriums.  This study has presented evidence of the process of charter compilation, highlighting instances where the transmission process did not involve direct copying of a single exemplar to a single text.  Some of these charters are composed from multiple exemplars, a notion rarely, if ever, discussed.  It has also shown the different attitudes towards copying texts that the two scriptoriums had.  Winchester’s texts show a greater culture of standardisation, a process which necessitated the preservation of more traditional forms.  Chertsey’s copying scribes were more subject to influence by changes in the spoken language with less concern for regularity, and the texts show much more variation in forms than Winchester.
The language of charters has the potential to show much more about Old and Middle English attitudes towards the written language, in recording, preserving and copying it.  An analysis of the complete corpus of Winchester and Chertsey’s charters could illustrate this more fully, and would further understanding of the relationship between spoken and written Old English, and the attitudes of later scribes towards the language.
Word count: 15, 849
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