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Lampeter, MS. 2.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Image source: course assignment, Moodle] 

[image: A page of a book

Description automatically generated]
This project will transcribe and provide commentary on a partial leaf of Lampeter MS. 2, held in the Special Collections at University of Wales Trinity St David, and situate it in its historical context. Hill Museum and Manuscript Library’s online lessons in transcribing medieval Latin manuscripts was essential in being able to distinguish both letter forms and common abbreviations. Cappelli Online, combined with the Logeion Dictionary of Medieval Latin from British Sources, further enabled the expansion of more obscure abbreviations. Additionally, cross-referencing other entries in MS. 2 (during in-person observation) allowed for checking certain abbreviations, especially those concerning the letter p. 
Description
Lampeter MS. 2 is an incomplete copy of Peter of Capua the Elder’s (d. 1214) Distinctiones theologicae, an unusual work for its time in that it orders its topics – here interpretations of common Biblical and Theological terms - alphabetically rather than by the orthodox hierarchy of subjects common to the Middle Ages (alphabetically, at least, by first letter; the words thereafter follow more logical or hierarchical order). The topics are also numbered. MS. 2. only contains this partial text, comprising 129 parchment folios covering topics from Defectus to Surditas (Weakness to Deafness), in modern-era leather-bound covers and binding. A complete version – the only one in Britain – exists at Hereford Cathedral Archive.[footnoteRef:2] Ker considers a fragment residing in the Bodleian Library - MS. Lat. th. c. 10. - as part of Lampeter MS. 2. Indeed, there are several factors in its favour. First, that it is a single leaf in an anthology of other material; that it effectively fills a gap in Lampeter MS. 2, and that it has the same dimensions as that manuscript.[footnoteRef:3] It is entirely conceivable that books might be broken down – on purpose or by accident - and distributed in smaller batches of quires or even single leaves for all sorts of reasons, collectability among them.  [2:  Ker, N. R., Medieval Manuscripts in British Libraries (Oxford, 1983), <https://archive.org/details/medievalmanuscri0003kern/page/2/mode/2up>, [Accessed 07/01/25]. p. 3.]  [3:  Ker, Medieval Manuscripts in British Libraries, p. 3.] 

MS. 2. measures 300 x 285 mm,[footnoteRef:4] unusual dimensions parchment, which usually corresponds to the size of the animal skin, or easy divisions of it for smaller books. It has almost certainly has been resized during rebinding in order to fit, and the edges show signs of trimming.[footnoteRef:5] The text itself measures approximately 255 x 160 mm (with marginal references expanding the width to 245mm approx.). [footnoteRef:6] [4:  Approximately: physical observation shows some pages are trimmed more than others]  [5:  Webster, H., ‘Monk’s Blood or Red Wine?,’ in Morgan-Guy, J. (ed.), Treasures, The Special Collections of the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (Cardiff: University Of Wales Press, 2022), pp. 36-39., p. 38.]  [6:  Own measurements, but Ker agrees.] 

The leaf of focus here is folio 46. verso, and the entry for Festinatio (Haste).[footnoteRef:7] In-person observation finds it to be a single fragment separated from its quire, bound – presumably erroneously – in the midst of the g section (there is no obvious reason for this placement, save perhaps functional but unobservant repairs). Based on word number it should properly be – at least in this codex – folio 32. The leaf shows signs of repair – a semi-circular hole in the outer edge of the parchment has been filled in with newer material. There is also quite noticeable black smudging in the margin and in some places in the text. The edges of this and most other leaves exhibit signs of heavy use, dirt and staining from hands exactly where one would expect the pages to be turned and handled. Further evidence of page trimming is revealed in the partial survival of pricked holes for line drawing on this and many other leaves. Here the holes start in the top outer corner of the leaf, and are cut off further down the page. The lines are clearly drawn, - rather than incised as in earlier works - with lead, having a distinct pencil-like appearance; in later centuries these lines would be drawn with ink.[footnoteRef:8] [7:  It was difficult to locate a medieval definition of this on Logeion; but this is the modern use, and the context of the text in partial and imperfect translation, with references to ueloctias (speed) would seem to conform this.]  [8:  <parker.stanford.edu/parker/feature/previous-exhibition-the-making-of-medieval-manuscripts> [accessed 20/1/25]] 

There are no illuminations, but each entry begins with a decorated initial. These initials alternate between red and green/blue ink, with the alternate being used for finer decoration (so, in the case of Festinatio, the opening initial F is in green/blue ink with finer red decoration coming off from it). 
There are frequent abbreviated marginalia outside the formal marginal cross-references, and are in at least a less formal script, if not a different hand.
MS. 2. is informally knowns as the ‘Monk’s Blood Manuscript’ due to red staining on ff. 127-129, which a cutting inside the front cover attributes to the seventh century slaughter of the Monks of Bangor-Is-Coed by Ethelfrid of Northumbria, an impossible scenario given the date of both the book’s creation and the writing of the text itself. Webster suggests wine as the more obvious explanation.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  Webster, ‘Monk’s Blood or Red Wine?,’ p. 36.] 

Ker ascribes the text itself to Peter of Capua the Younger (d. 1242),[footnoteRef:10] Cardinal-Deacon of St George’s in Rome.[footnoteRef:11] This is likely an error; Webster attributes it to Peter of Capua the Elder,[footnoteRef:12] as does the Bodleian.[footnoteRef:13] This allows for an earlier date of transmission and copying in England, where this and the forementioned other copies were made. This in turn sits more comfortably with aspects of the script that are arguably more transitional than fully Gothic (this will be commented on further). Rouse and Rouse, however, suggest not only a post-1219 date (after the Elder’s death) but also note there might be a larger question mark over the identity of the Peter who authored this work.[footnoteRef:14]  [10:  Ker’s is one of several sources noting this death-date; other, perhaps more up to date sources give a death date for Peter the Younger of 1236. This is of no consequence here, but a worthy reminder of how scholarship develops over time.]  [11:  Ker, Medieval Manuscripts in British Libraries, p.  2.]  [12:  Webster, ‘Monk’s Blood or Red Wine?,’ p. 36.]  [13:  ‘Peter of Capua, d. 1214,’ record linked to ‘MS. Lat. th. c. 10,’ Medieval Manuscripts In Oxford Libraries,  <https://medieval.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/catalog/person_89112078>, [Accessed 04/01/24].]  [14:  Rouse, R.H. and Rouse, M.A.,  ‘Biblical Distinctions in the Thirteenth Century,’ Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age, Vol. 41. (Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 1974), pp. 27-37., p. 32.] 

Transcript[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  Abbreviations are expanded in round brackets as per Hmml School, as are omitted hyphens. Any erasures in the text are shown in square brackets. Letters in superscript are presented in sloping brackets. The use of the punctus has been transcribed as a full-stop. Rubrication and marginal references are depicted in the red ink they are written in; and red highlighting denotes the red decoration given to some letters, which in the body of the text at least appear to correspond to the next interpretation of the term. In some cases, best approximations have been used, where abbreviations have not been possible to locate using Cappelli (or where an abbreviation appears required, but is not clearly marked, such as with popts in line 6 – the shape of the t might indicate abbreviation, but this does not appear to the be case with ut in line 1). ] 

	
	Festinatio uel
uelocitas. U.
mo. i(m) bo. i. (et)
different(ia)
i(?). i(m). Ma-
lo

	Cxxxviii.
S. Int(us). v. C. xxu.
.I. Lut(us) ix. C. xxix.









Concordantie g(en)d(um)
u(er)bum debet e(ss)e
morosum.
	1. Festinatio ut uelocitas 
2. V(er)bi. bom op(er)is . peccati . et
3. Uite p(re)sentis. De festinatione uer (-)
4. Bi. P(er). Uelocit(as) currit sermo eius. De
5. Festinatione boni op(er)is. Exo. Comedetis fe (-)
6. stinant(em). Iosu. festinauit popt(i)s et transu(bstansi)t.
7. et pet(rus) dictu(m) est in act(um?). Surge uelocit(as). Apo(stoli)c. Que
8. op\or/ti fieri cito. De festinatione peccati. Sap(ientia/um). Pe-
9. des [u] eor(um) currunt in morte(m). et festinant. Ut ef-
10. fundant sanguinem. P(er). Ueloces pedel eorum 
11. ad effun. sanguine(m). De festinatione uite p(re) –
12. sentis. P(er). Defecerunt inuanitate dies eorum.
13. et an. e. cum festinatione. Festinatio u(er)bi (.)[footnoteRef:16] de- [16:  A punctus elevatus is used here; also in lines 14, 23, 25.] 

14. bet e(ss)e morosa. Ut p(etr?)us ueniat u(er)bu ad luna(m) (.)
15. q\ua/m lingua(m). Sap(ientia/um). Sepiaures tuas spinis. et no-
16. li audire linguam neq\ua/m. et ori facito ho(um)
17. tia. et seras aurib(ritum) tuis. aurum tuum et ar- 
18. gentum confla. et u(er)bis tuis facto stateram.
19. P(er). Pone d(omi)ne custodiam ori meo. et os. c(?). la. mei(us).
20. ut n(on) declinet os meu(m) in u(er)bu(m) malic(ordis/ium). Epta ca.
21. Sit o(n)is ho(mo) uelox ad audiendu(m). tard(us) ad lo. et 
22. Tardus ad iram. Sap(ientia/um). Cor stultoru(m) inore eor(um).
23. et os sapientium (.) in corde ipsoru(m). Epta ca. Si-
24. quis existimat \re/ religiosum e(ss)e. n(on) refrenans lin-
25. guam (.) hui(us) uana est religio.  …



Commentary
The script is Gothic Textura, (Northern, for the most part) though still relatively early and exhibiting some features of earlier scripts. Characteristic Gothic features include a mis-en-page of two, quite densely packed columns; letters drawn with vertical lines and angular connectors. This contrasts with the more rounded, spacious and single-columned aspect of earlier scripts.[footnoteRef:17] It is a minuscule hand with short ascenders and descenders (relative to the minim-height, which is what gives it a compressed look).[footnoteRef:18] Examples of letterform in the Gothic style include the way r is drawn like a number 2 when it follows o (as in Concordantie – drawn Conco2dantie) and the hasta of the letter e sloping up to the right.[footnoteRef:19]  [17:  <https://hmmlschool.org/latin-caroline/> ]  [18:  <https://hmmlschool.org/latin-gothic/>]  [19:  Ibid.] 

It could be argued that the script is properly Protogothic. This is certainly possible given the text’s dating, although this argument depends not only on how long transmission from the continent to England took, but also simply when this copy was made. While scribes in the first half of the 13th century might have individually been trained in a more transitional hand of the 12th, they may have also been copying from a version of the text that was in a Gothic hand in the first place.  
Nonetheless, some features of earlier scripts can be seen. While the re-emergence of the uncial d, its ascender curving over to the left – a hallmark of Gothic – is frequently seen (e.g. de in line 13), an earlier form, with a straight vertical ascender, can also be found, most notably twice in the word audiendu(m) in line 21. The letter o is still quite rounded, not yet taking on its later hexagonal letterform. The rounded s is barely present, expect at the end of popts in line 6 and in uncial form at the start of several sentences. Finally, the letters are arguably not as laterally compressed as they would come to be.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Ibid.] 

There may also be several features of Southern Textualis, including the ‘biting’ of rounded letters, for example the b and the o in the word bom in line 2. This might also explain the rounded o more generally, since this also a feature of Southern. [cite] It must be noted that Peter the Elder was educated at Bologna University, which propagated this form; if later scribes were copying his own hand or that of his peers then it is certainly possible some southern forms transferred. This requires further study to draw an informed conclusion, however.
A feature that very firmly places the script in the Gothic period, however, is the use of diagonal lines sloping up to the right at the end of several lines (though they are missing in lines 3 and 5); these are essentially hyphens, which are absent in earlier scripts.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Ibid.] 

The text is heavily abbreviated. The suspension of m denoted by a tilde is frequent and the single, abbreviated p is used throughout, both with a horizontal line through the descender (per) and a vertical, wavy line above the letter (pre). Other, more specific abbreviations, such as ee with a tilde (esse) and aurib3  (auribritum) required cross-referencing with both Cappelli and Logeion. There are two different symbols for et: the ampersand-type (transcribed unabbreviated), and what looks like a number 7 (transcribed (et) ). The symbol that looks like a division sign on line 7 is an abbreviation for est.
The red rubricated text marking the end of the previous entry and beginning of this one, instead of taking up the lines above the decorated initial, instead strays into the main column, down the right hand side of the black text, such that it could be mistaken for the ends of those lines (1-6). This is not unusual throughout the rest of the codex, but there are examples of the more common presentation of rubrication clearly separating entries. 
The lack of illumination and evidence of extensive use show that this was not a prestige display book, but the decorated initials do suggest some importance; the subject after all is not a mundane matter, but Biblical terms, so the copying of the manuscript could still have been a devotional exercise. Nonetheless, the manuscript very much appears to be an aid to work or study. Even the decorated initials, alternating in colour, might serve to assist in locating different terms within a section.
Context 
The purpose of Distinctiones was to aid preachers in writing sermons, allowing for lessons on key terms and exploring their multiple uses in the Bible and their various meanings.[footnoteRef:22] The lack of illumination, extensive and informal marginalia, and signs of extensive handling all suggest it was indeed used for this purpose.  [22:  Webster, ‘Monk’s Blood or Red Wine?,’ p. 36.] 

Distinctiones can arguably be seen as a distinct literary form and methodology, both in its alphabetical organisation (indeed, it is the fore-runner of dictionaries, indexes and all systematic approaches to terms - especially alphabetical ones, though not every example of the genre is alphabetical) and what Rouse and Rouse call a departure from ‘patristic authority,’ (though it did draw from patristic commentaries). It analysed symbolic meanings of each term based on common ideas not attributable to any single sources as well as traditions and personal interpretations.[footnoteRef:23] The genre is also among the earliest examples of extensive cross-referencing, with its marginal lists pointing to other entries that might complement or contrast with the term being studied.[footnoteRef:24]  [23:  Rouse and Rouse, ‘Biblical Distinctions in the Thirteenth Century,’  pp. 29-30.]  [24:  Ibid. p. 32.] 

The genre seems to be restricted to the 12th and 13th centuries, with very little new work in the 14th onwards, though earlier works continued to be copied.[footnoteRef:25] This is, according to Rouse and Rouse, because of their very nature as aids to sermons. Later preachers would add notes and other material, such as copies of patristic texts, in the same books. In doing so, the internally coherent, alphabetised and interpretive approach to the material gradually became diluted into more general compilations. [25:  Ibid. pp. 35-36.] 

Concluding note
The lack of secondary sources related to this manuscript parallels the comparatively scarce scholarship on Biblical distinctions more broadly. Rouse and Rousse noted there is no list of all the works of this genre (this might have changed since).[footnoteRef:26] Further consideration is also warranted of the implications of potential answers to the identity of the Peter who authored this text. Finally, concerning this assignment, greater (though still basic) knowledge of medieval Latin would doubtless result in a more accurate transcription and understanding of the text. [26:  Rouse and Rouse, ‘Biblical Distinctions in the Thirteenth Century, p. 31.] 
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