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THE HISTORIA BRITONUM OF GEOFFREY OF MONMOUTH. 

IN the year 1770, now more than three-quarters of a 
century ago, J. R. Sinner, the librarian of the Public 
Library at Berne, in Switzerland, published the second 
volume of his Catalogue of the Manuscripts contained in that 
library, among which a copy of Geoffrey of Monmouth's 
History is thus noticed, vol. ii. p. 241. 

" No. 568. Gaufridi Monemutensis Historia Regum Anglorum, a 
pi'ima vel fabulosa gentis origine, usque ad annum Christi 616. 

" Editus fuit inter Seriptores rerum Britaunicarum, Heidelberg®, 
1587, folio. Codex noster tamen aliquatenus ab editis diversus est. 
In his opus dedicatur Roberto Comiti Claudiocestrce (Glocester), in 
codiee nostro dedicatur Regi Stephano. Librorum divisio nulla in nostro 
apparet." 

One would have supposed that so remarkable a fact as is 
here pointed out, namely, the dedication of Geoffrey's cele-
brated work to King Stephen,—whereas in all the other 
extant copies, it is addressed to Robert, Earl of Gloucester, 
natural son of Henry I.,— would have attracted immediate 
attention to the manuscript. The fame of the work itself, 
as the fountain-head of legendary British history and poetry, 
and the source o f— 

" what resounds 
In fable or romance of Uther's son, 
Begirt with British and Armoric knights,"— 

as well as its being the original to which we are indebted 
for the writings of Wace, Layamon, Robert of Gloucester 
(the rhyming historian), Robert of Brunne, and many more, 
•—not to mention its influence on the historical literature of 
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England up to the seventeenth century,—would combine, 
not without reason, to claim for it an unusual degree of 
interest. Yet among the numerous writers who since 
Sinner's time have discussed the authenticity of Geoffrey's 
History, or illustrated its contents, I do not find above one 
or two who have vouchsafed even to notice the manuscript 
at Berne. Roquefort in his " Β tat de la Poesie Fran^oise," 
p. 143, published in 1815, briefly refers to it, and Sharon 
Turner repeats from him the reference in his " History of 
England during the Middle Ages," vol. iv. pp. 218, 281, 
edit. 1830, but without a word of comment ; so that up to 
the present time neither in England nor on the Continent 
does the subject seem to have occasioned any inquiry. The 
latest editor of Geoffrey, Dr. Giles,1 and the author of the 
" Biographia Britannica Literaria," both omit all mention 
of i t ! 2 

This dedication, however, of Geoffrey's work to Stephen,— 
even if regarded as a mere literary curiosity,·—had always 
appeared to myself to deserve more special notice; and having 
recently had an opportunity of visiting Berne, I eagerly 
took advantage of it, to call at the Public Library and 
examine the manuscript in question,3 the result of which 
examination I now communicate. The volume is very 
imperfectly described by Sinner, and it may therefore receive 
a fuller notice here. 

It is a small quarto, on vellum, containing various Latin 
treatises (most of' which, although now bound together, were 
originally distinct), written in hands of the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries. Of its former history we only know 
from the autograph signatures yet remaining in it, that it 
belonged in the sixteenth century to Barnabe Brisson, 
President a Mortier of the Parliament at Paris ; then, in 
1564, to Pierre Daniel of Orleans; from whom it passed 
to Jacques Bongars, the diplomatist and historian, who died 
in 1612, and bequeathed his library to Rene Gravisset, 
whose son Jacques, about the year 1638, gave the manu-

1 Dr. Giles reprinted Thompson's Prologue, that a second " redaction" of 
translation of Geoffrey in 1842, and the Geoffrey's work was published, 
original Latin text in 1844. 3 I have to express my thanks to M. 

2 Since I wrote the above, I have seen Chs. Ls. de Steiger, the Principal Libra-
the edition of Geoffrey by San Marte [A. rian, for his conrteey in subsequently 
Sehulz], Halle, 1854. 8vo. In his pre- consulting the manuscript for me, in 
face the editor merely gives a reference consequence of a doubt as to a portion 
to Sinner, but infers from the Berne of the contents. 
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script, with the rest of Bongars' books, to the Public Library 
of Berne. The contents of this volume are as follows :— 

1. A collection of Papal and other Letters, many of which are addressed 
to Roger, Archbishop of York, who died in 1181. 

2. An imperfect tract of Petrus Alphonsus. 
3. A Poem in the form of a dialogue, the personages in which are, 

Baucis, Glicerium, Traso, Davus, and Birria ; apparently borrowed 
from Terence (4f pages). 

4. The History of Geoffrey of Monmouth. 
0. Short Annals of the Anglo-Saxon period, from A.D. 409 to A.D. 616. 
6. The Life of St. Edward, by Ailred, Abbot of Rievaux, who died 

in 1166. 
7 The Epistles of Arnulph, Bishop of Lizieux [from 1141 to 1177] , 

together with his Sermons at the Council of Tours, A.D. 1163, and 
Poems. 

The work of Geoffrey is the fourth tract in the manuscript, 
and is written in a hand of the twelfth century ; but what 
is remarkable, the Prologue or Dedication, together with the 
first chapter (ending with the words " latius explicabitur ") 
and also the closing page of the last book, are in a second, 
and apparently somewhat later hand. There is no rubric or 
heading prefixed, but the Dedication commences, as in the 
usual copies, with the words, " Cum mecum multa et de 
multis sepius animo revolvens ; " and continues to agree 
with the received text as far as the words, "ipsos commorari 
oporteret." It is from this paragraph that the variations 
commence, which render this copy so remarkable. The 
name of Robert, Earl of Gloucester, has been taken out, and 
the name of King Stephen substituted in its place ; and a few 
other sentences are altered, in conformity with this change of 
name, but done in so inartificial a manner, and with so little 
disguise, that it is surprising how any writer could have 
ventured on such a step, and not rather have cancelled the 
whole of the original Dedication. The terms of praise in 
which the Earl of Gloucester had been addressed, in regard 
to his proficiency in the liberal arts, were well merited, and 
are amply borne out by the contemporary testimony of 
William of Malmesbury, but could hardly be applicable to 
Stephen, except by licence of the grossest flattery. To show, 
however, more completely the variations made in this 
Dedication, I copy below the passages in parallel columns ; 
the text on the left hand being taken from a fine MS. 
written in the latter half of the twelfth century, which 
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formerly belonged to the monastery of Margan, founded by 
Robert himself in 1147; and that on the right hand from 
the Berne MS. The variations in the latter are marked in 
Italics. 

Old Royal MS. 13 Β. II. 
Opusculo igitur meo, Roberte, 

dux Claudiocestrie, faveas, ut sic te 
ductore, te monitore corrigatur, 
quod non ex Galfridi Monemutensis 
fonticulo censeatur exortum, sed 
sale Minerve tue conditum, illius 
dicatur editio, quem Henricus, illus-
tris rex Anglorum, generavit ; quem 
philosophia liberalibus artibus erudi-
vit ; quem innata probitas in militia 
militibus prefecit; unde Britannia 
tibi nunc temporibus nostris, ac si 
alterum Henricum adepta, interno 
gratulatur affectu. 

Berne MS. No. 568. 
Opusculo igitur meo, Stephane, 

rex Anglie, faveas, ut sic te doc-
tore, te monitore corrigatur, quod 
non ex Gaufridi Monemutensis fonti-
culo censeatur exortum,4 sed5 sale 
Minerve tue conditum, illius dicatur 
editio, cujus Henricus, illustris rex 
Anglorum, avunculus extitit; quem 
pbilosophia liberalibus artibus eru-
divit ; quem6 innata probitas in 
milicia militibus prefecit ; unde Brit-
annia insula tibi nunc temporibus 
nostris, acsi alterum Henricuta 
adepta, interno gratulatur affectu. 

It appears, however, that the author of the Berne Prologue 
by no means intended (as asserted by Sinner) to limit the 
dedication of his work to Stephen alone, but proposed to 
associate jointly with him his powerful antagonist Robert. 
It could scarcely, indeed, have been otherwise, without a 
gross act of ingratitude and injustice on the part of Geoffre}7; 
for we learn from his contemporary Gaimar that, although 
the materials of his work were obtained from another quarter 
(namely, from Walter of Wallingford, Archdeacon of 
Oxford), yet that the translation was made by the desire 
and encouragement of the Earl of Gloucester. 

Robert, li Quens de Gloucestre, 
Fist translate!· icele geste, 
Solum les liveres as Waleis, 
K ' il avoient des Bretons reis.7 

This information is entirely corroborated by Geoffrey 

4 extortum. MS. 
5 set. MS. 
6 quam. MS.' 
' It would appear from Gaimar's state-

ment (who wrote before the year 1151) 
that the very copy made for the Earl by 
Geoffrey was borrowed for his use by 
the Lady Constance, wife of Ralph Fitz-

Gilbert, who sent for it to Helmsley 
Castle, in Yorkshire, the seat of Walter 
Espec, to whom the MS. had been lent 
by the Earl of Gloucester. In the esti-
mation of all these persons Geoffrey 
could not have been regarded as a mere 
" inventor of fables." 
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himself. In the usual copies of his work, the Dedication 
ends with the words above quoted, but in the Berne 
manuscript, the writer proceeds immediately afterwards to 
address his patron Robert in the following terms :— 

" Tu quoque, Roberte, consul Claudiocestrie, altera regni nostri columna, 
operam adibeas tuam, ut utriusque moderatione communicata, editio in 
medium producta et pulcrius elucescat. Te etenim ex illo celeberrimo 
rege Henrico progenitum, mater philosophia in gremio suo excepit, scien-
tiarumque suarum subtilitate edocuit, ac deinde, ut in militaribus clareres 
exercitiis, ad castra regum direxit,3 ubi commilitones tuos audacter super-
gressus, et terror hostium insistere et protectio tuorum esse paternis 
auspiciis addidicisti. Fidelis itaque protectio tuorum existens, me tuum 
vatem, codicemque ad oblectamentum tuum editum sub tutela tua recipias, 
ut sub tegmine tam patule arboris recubans, calamum muse mee coram 
invidis atque improbis tute modulamine resonare queam." 

This supplementary Dedication would seem to bear the 
strongest internal evidence of its having proceeded from 
Geoffrey's pen, and it is highly curious in more than one 
point of view. At first, one would conclude that this was 
the very copy altered by the author himself, in conformity 
with the views he had newly adopted in regard to the patrons 
of his work ; but this supposition is forbidden, first by the 
numerous literal inaccuracies in the text of this manuscript, 
and next by the fact that it contains the Prophecies of 
Merlin,9 preceded by the epistle to Alexander, Bishop of 
Lincoln, and the prefatory notice, the latter of which could 
not have been added to the work until after the death of 
the Bishop, the 20th July, 1147 j1 and, therefore, in all 
probability, subsequent also to the death of the Earl of 
Gloucester, which took place on the 31st of October following. 

Two questions of much interest hence arise : first, at 
what period was the History of Geoffrey of Monmouth pub-
lished ; and secondly, under what circumstances and when 

8 derexit. MS. 
' It is agreed on all sides that the 

Prophecies formed originally no part of 
Geoffrey's work, but were translated 
while it was in progress, and, at a later 
period, added to it. Pits, p. 217, says, 
that the first draft of Geoffrey's History 
(•prima et simplex versio) was comprised 
in four books only, a copy of which was 
said to be (in 1619) in the library of 
Corpus College, Cambridge. No such MS. 
is there at present, for the only early copy 

of the work (No. 292, art. 1) although 
not divided into books, yet agrees with 
the Heidelberg edition of 1587, and con-
tains the Prophecies. See Nasmyth's 
Catalogue of the MSS. in C. C. C. C. 4to, 
1777. 

1 Le Neve's Fasti, by Hardy, vol. ii. 
p. 8. Henry of Huntingdon says he fell 
ill at Auxerre, in August, 1147, and did 
not die till the year following. Scriptt. 
post BecLam, f. 226. Hoveden copies this 
passage. 
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was this joint Dedication to King Stephen and Earl Robert 
likely to have been composed. 

The former of these questions has already been the 
frequent subject of discussion, and its literary importance 
may warrant its being once more thoroughly examined. 
Mr. Wright, the talented author of the " Biographia 
Britannica Literaria," 8°. 1856, has assumed with too much 
confidence (from the terms in which the Bishop of Lincoln 
is mentioned2), that "the date of the publication of 
Geoffrey's History can be fixed to the autumn of the year 
1147 ; " and this opinion has been incautiously followed by 
Mr. Buckle, in his " History of Civilization in England," 
p. 295. It is certain, however, that the passage relied on 
for this date proves only that the second edition of Geoffrey's 
work (with the addition of the Prophecies) appeared after 
the death of Bishop Alexander, in July, 1147. Nor was 
it unusual at that period for successive editions of historical 
works to be made, as we know from the instances of William 
of Malmesbury and Henry of Huntingdon. That the work 
of Geoffrey, in its original form, must have been completed 
and given to the world before the year 1139, can be proved 
to demonstration ; for in the early part of that year a copy 
of the work was seen and abridged by Henry of Huntingdon 
at the Abbey of Bee, in Normandy, when he was on his way 
to Rome with Theobald, the newly consecrated Archbishop 
of Canterbury.3 Of this fact there can be no doubt, for 
Henry of Huntingdon's own words are, in his Epistle to 
Warin the Briton,—when speaking of the events said to have 
happened in Britain previous to the time of Julius Caesar,— 
"Hoc tamen anno, qui est ab incarnatione Domini 1139, 
cum Romam profiscerer cum Theobaldo, Cantuariensi Archie-
piscopo, apud Beccum, ubi idem Archiepiscopus Abbas 
fuerat, scripta rerum prcedictarum stupens inveni." This 
manuscript was shown to him by Robert cle Thorigni, then 
a monk at Bee, but subsequently Abbot of Mont St. Michel, 
and well known for his Additions to the Chronology of 
Sigebert of Gemblours. That this work was Geoffrey's 

2 " Non erat alter in clero sive in 
populo cui tot milites vel nobiles famula-
rentur," etc. Prcef. in lib. vii. ed. Giles, 
p. 118. 

3 He was elected 13 December, 1138, 
and consecrated at London by the legate 

Alberic, the 8th January, 1139. (Le 
Neve's Fasti, ed. Hardy.) On the 13th 
of the same month he set out for Rome, 
to obtain his pall. Joh. Hagustald, ap. 
Twysden, Hist. Angl. Scriptt. Decern, col. 
265. 
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History, is not only certain from the abridgment made by 
Huntingdon, and sent to his friend Warin, but also from the 
words of the former at the close of his Epistle, where he 
writes, " Quorum si prolixitatem desideres, librum grandem 
Gaufridi Arturi,4 quem apud Beccum ccenobium invent, dili-
genterrequiras, ubi prsedicta satis prolixe ac lucuLnter tractata 
reperies." A copy of this Epistle of Huntingdon to Warin 
was given to Robert de Thorigni, who annexed it to the 
Prologue to his Additions to Sigebert; and in this form it 
is found in several contemporary manuscripts.5 " Quam 
Epistolam," writes Robert, "cum Romam idem Henricus 
pergeret, me ei prcebente copiam exemplar is totius Histories 
Britonum, apud Beccum excripsit." 

No novelty is claimed for the evidence thus adduced, for it 
was plainly stated by Dr. William Lloyd, Bishop of St. 
Asaph, in his Letter to Mr. Thomas Price6 (written previous 
to 1692) ; and, in recent times, the argument is also fairly 
put forth by Sharon Turner, in his History of England, 
vol. iv. p. 269. We can, therefore, have no difficulty in 
concluding, that Geoffrey's work was completed, at latest, in 
the year 1138, but how much earlier he may have composed 
it, rests mainly upon the assumed date of another writer, 
Alfred of Beverley, who abridged Geoffrey's History, and 
inserted it in his own. The Annals of this author, as printed 
by Hearne, in 1716, extend to October, 29 Henry I. [1128], 
and hence the editor too hastily concluded, first, that 
Alfred must have died in 1128 or 1129 ; and next, that 
Geoffrey was later, in point of time, than Alfred. The 
latter of these propositions may be dismissed at once as 
untrue, for it is now universally admitted to be so. Assuming, 

4 William of Newburgh tells us, that 
Geoffrey of Monmouth was surnamed 
Arthur, " agnomen habens Arturi, pro eo 
quod fabulas de Arturo ex priseis Brito-
num figmentis sumptas et ex proprio auotas 
. . . honesto historise nomine palliavit." 
Prol. p. 4, ed. Hamilton, 1856. But this 
seems to be a mistake, since in the foun-
dation charter of Robert de Oilli to 
Oseney Abbey, granted in 1129 (before 
Geoffrey's work was written, as I shall 
subsequently prove), I find him men-
tioned as a witness, under the appellation 
of Gaufridus Artur, in company with his 
friend Walter, the Archdeacon of Oxford. 
Dugd. Monasl. vol. vi. p. 251, compared 
with MS. Cott. Vitoll. E. xv. f. 5. 

5 It is printed by D'Achery, with 
Robert de Thorigni's work, at the end of 
the " Opera Guiberti, Abbatis de Novi-
gento," Paris, 1651, p. 736; and manu-
script copies of the twelfth century may 
be found in the Old Royal MS. 13 C. xi. 
f. 192, and Harleian 651, f. 148; as also 
in a copy of Henry of Huntingdon's ten 
books, MS. Arundel 48, fol. 129. Sharon 
Turner contents himself, vol. iv. p. 269, 
with a reference to MS. Harl. 1018, art. 
2, which contains only a recent copy, 
made in 1690. 

6 Printed in Owen's "British Re-
mains," 8°. Lond. 1777, p. 83, and in 
Gutch's "Collectanea Curiosa," 1781. 
vol. i. p. 253. 
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therefore, that Alfred of Beverley borrowed from Geoffrey 
of Monmouth, it becomes of moment to ascertain the real 
date of the former's compilation. Bale says that Alfred 
brought down his Annals to 1136, and died "post aliquot 
annos," some years afterwards. Pits, following Bale, says, 
" sepulturas traditus est circa annum 1136." It is, therefore, 
a grave error on the part of Turner and many modern 
writers, to cite Bale and Pits as stating Alfred to have died 
in the year 1136.7 That some copies of Alfred's work were 
in existence, which came down later than Hearne's text, is 
certain, not only from the testimony of Bale, but from a 
transcript preserved in the Iiarleian MS. 1018, art. i., which 
ends with the death of Henry I. in 1135. A similar copy 
also is expressly referred to by Bishop Lloyd,8 and extracts 
from a later manuscript than the one used by Hearne, were 
made by Lambarde in 1568, and are to be found in MS. 
Cott. Vespas. A. v. f. 18. 

But besides these chronological data, an. argument may be 
advanced from a remarkable passage in the Prologue to 
Alfred's work, which would seem to indicate clearly the 
period of its composition. It is as follows, " In diebus 
silentii nostri, quanclo non poteramus reddere Deo quaa Dei 
erant, et tamen cogebamur reddere Ciesari quae Caesaris 
erant, quia propter prcesentem excommunicatorum multitu-
dinem, secundum Londoniensis Concilii decretum, a divinis 
cessabamus, et regiis exactionibus afflicti, vitam tiediosam 
agebamus, grassante oppressione qua, expulsis ad Regis 
edictum de sedibus suis ecclesise nostrse columnis, diu gravi-
terque vexatus sum." Sharon Turner, who has minutely 
criticised the monk of Beverley's Annals, comes to the con-
clusion (chiefly founded on the above passage) that Geoffrey's 
History "was probably published before the year 1128" 9 

(vol. iv. p. 250), although in another place (ib. p. 270) he 
qualifies this opinion, by saying " it was composed or translated 

' Vossius, " D e Hist. Lat." 1677, p. 
393, gives the date of his death as 1126, 
which (as he merely copies from Bale and 
Pits) can be only regarded as a typogra-
phical error not worth notice. Schulz 
(Pref. to Geoffrey, p. xii.) fixes his death 
in 1138, and erroneously calls him Trea-
surer of St. John's Church at Cambridge, 
instead of Beverley / 

8 Letter to Price, p. 88. 

9 Misled by the authority of Turner, 
the same date has been adopted by Mr. 
Hallam, in his "Introduction to the 
Literature of Europe," vol. i. p. 127, ed. 
1843, and by Price in his edition of War-
ton's "History of English Poetry." 
Warton had himself spoken with more 
accuracy of Geoffrey's work, as "pro -
bably finished after the year 1138." Diss, 
i . p. viii. 
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in the latter portion of the reign of Henry I." He grounds 
the date 1128 on the following reasoning;—"Alured of 
Beverley ends his history in the 29th year of Henry I., and 
in his proemium says, he carries it down to the 28th year ; 
and that he wrote it in the days of his silence, when by a 
decree of the Council of London he ceased from his sacer-
dotal functions invitus, and among many excommunicated. 
This exactly suits the 29th year of Henry I. or 1129, when 
the Council held at London suspended all married arch-
deacons and priests." 1 Now, it must be remarked, in the 
first place, that the proceedings at the Council of 1129, 
by no means bear out or agree with the language used by 
the Beverley annalist; and, in the next place, that Turner 
has erred greatly in quoting the date 28 (in some copies 
27) Henry I., as part of Alfred's proem, whereas, in fact, it 
only occurs in the rubric or heading, and is contradicted by 
the text of the work. Indeed, Hearne has pointed out that 
this date was not to be ascribed to the author, but to an 
error of the copyist. It is hardly worthwhile, however, to 
dwell on this, since the assumed date of 1128 or 1129 has 
been already proved to rest only on the imperfect edition of 
Hearne. 

The passage, relied on by Mr.. Turner in Alfred's Annals 
for this date, has been very differently interpreted by other 
writers. Bishop Lloyd, in the "Letter" already quoted, 
takes quite another, and, no doubt, a more correct view of 
it. According to him, Alfred refers to the decree of excom-
munication passed at the Council held at London in 1143, 
against the oppressors and violators of the Church, as also 
to the interdict laid in 1148 by Henry Murdac, Archbishop 
of York, on the party adverse to him throughout his province, 
and to the visit made by King Stephen to Beverley in 1149, 
and the fines imposed by him on the people for receiving-
Archbishop Henry.2 Nearly the same period is advocated 

1 The Council referred to by Turner, 
" de sacerdotum focariis prohibendis," 
is mentioned in Roger Wendover, vol. ii. 
p. 210, ed. Coxe, and in the Saxon 
Chronicle, ad ann. 1129, p. 369, ed. 
Ingram. (In Wilkins' Concilia, vol. i. p. 
411.) 

2 Letter, pp. 96—98. The Council 
alluded to, is noticed by Henry of Hun-
tingdon, Hoveden, and Roger Wendover, 
all of whom agree that it took place " in 

VOL. XT. 

media quadragesima," but the latter 
places it in 1142, vol. ii. p. 232. The 
particulars of Archbishop Henry's inter-
dict, and the fines imposed by King 
Stephen, may be found in John of Hex-
ham's Continuation of Simeon of Durham, 
ap. Twysden, coll. 277, 278. It must bo 
remarked that the chronology of this 
writer is often faulty, and a year in ad-
vance. He places the events mentioned 
above, in 1149 and 1160. Compare God 

X X 
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by Clarke, in his Preface to "Wotton's edition of the " Leges 
Wallicse," in 1730 ; but he refers the events noticed by the 
Beverley chronicler, with less probability, to the year 1141, 
and to the Council held 7th December in that year, at which 
the adherents of Matilda were excommunicated.3 Warton, 
in his " History of English Poetry," with a sagacity more than 
ordinary, says that Alfred of Beverley's work was compiled 
"evidently between 1148 and 1150 ; " 4 and Wright tells us 
with confidence, that " there cannot be the least doubt that 
Alfred refers to the troubles which arose in the diocese of 
York from the rivalry of the two Archbishops Henry and 
William, supported severally by the contending parties in 
the civil commotions of the reign of Stephen.5 

In further corroboration also that Alfred of Beverley wrote 
after the death of Henry the First, I may refer to another 
work by him (still inedited) preserved in two transcripts of 
the sixteenth century, MS. Cott. Otho C. xvi., and Harl. 650, 
containing a treatise on the rights and privileges of Beverley 
Minster. The first portion of this work (which is certainly 
to be ascribed to Alfred) concludes with several charters of 
King Stephen, which prove it to have been written subse-
quent to the year 1135. In all probability, Alfred died 
during this reign, as otherwise he "would doubtless have 
added the charters of Henry II. to his work.6 

The circumstance also mentioned by Alfred, of the extreme 
popularity of Geoffrey of Monmouth'^ work at the time he 
wrote,7 will agree perfectly well with the year 1149 or 1150 
(when I conclude the former to have conqiiled his Annals), 

win, " De Priesulibus Angli®," vol. ii. 
p. 250. 

3 See Wilkins' Concilia, p. 421, from 
Malmesbury, Hist. Nov. vol. ii. p. 755, 
edit. Coxe. Several MSS. and Savile's 
edition of Malmesbury, refer the events 
of this year erroneously to 1142. In the 
same manner the events of 1142 (with 
which Malmesbury concludes his work) 
are assigned falsely to 1143. 

4 Diss. i. p. viii. 
5 Biogr. Brit. p. 153. Hardy, in his 

Preface to the Monumenta Historica Bri-
tannica, says that Simeon of Durham's 
Chronicles were used by Alfred of Bev-
erley about the year 1143, p. 88. 

6 He says in his Prologue, " duxi ea 
posteritati memorias tradere, 

quae vel seripto didici, vel quie ipse 
oculis vidi, vel quas junior a senioribus 

audivi." Mr. Wright (by a pardonable 
error) supposed that the Cotton copy 
perished in the fire of 1731, and was not 
aware of the existence of the Harleian 
transcript. (See Biogr. Brit. p. 168.) I 
am not at present aware that any ancient 
copy of this work is to be met with. 
The second portion of it appears to have 
beeu added in the reign of Richard II., 
and the following title then prefixed, 
" Libertates Ecclesise S. JohaDnis de 
Beverlik, cum privilegiis apostolicis et 
episcopalibus, quas Magister Alveredus, 
sacrista ejusdem ecclesise, de Anglico in 
Latinum transtulit." 

' " Ferebantur tunc temporis per ora 
multorum narrationes de Historia Brito-
num, notamque rusticitatis incurrebat, 
qui talium narrationuin scienliam non 
habebat." p. 2. 
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supposing Geoffrey's History to have been published in or 
before 1138; but if this popularity had been obtained previous 
to 1129, it is utterly incredible that Henry of Huntingdon 
should have remained in ignorance of the work for a period 
of ten years afterwards. 

It remains now to discuss briefly the remaining question, 
as to the time when Geoffrey thought fit to alter the Dedi-
cation to his History. We know that he undertook it at the 
request of Robert Earl of Gloucester, and, in all probability, 
before the death of Henry I., since the Earl could scarcely 
have found leisure in the troubles of the years immediately 
following, to have given much attention to literary pursuits.8 

We know also that Geoffrey had arrived at the close of his 
sixth book, before he put it by for a while, in order to oblige 
Alexander, Bishop of Lincoln, by translating the Pro-
phecies of Merlin.9 At that period (to judge from the terms 
in which he is mentioned,1) the Bishop must have been at 
the height of his power and influence, iand therefore it was, 
probably, about the same time when Henry of Huntingdon 
addressed him in his Prologue, as " Flos et cacumen regni," 
and " Princeps a Rege secundus." This period is generally 
assumed to be shortly after the accession of Stephen, to 
whose party Alexander, together with his uncle Roger, the 
powerful Bishop of Salisbury, had adhered. From Geoffrey 
himself we may gather some other indications of the date of 
his work, which coincide with the above supposition. Thus, 
in his Dedication, the terms in which he speaks of his patron 
the Earl of Gloucester, would seem to imply that Henry I. 
was then dead, and that Britain had cause to rejoice in seeing 
another Henry revived in the person of his illustrious son ; 2 

5 Yet Malmesbury says of him, " Lite- he might show in poetry, " nisi culmen 
ras ita fovetis, ut ciim sitis tantarum honoris ad cetera negotia vocant." Dug-
occupationum mole district!, horastamen dale, in his Origines Judiciales, 1680, and 
aliquas vobis surripiatis, quibus aut ipsi Godwin, p. 284, state that he was the 
legere aut legentes possitis audire," King's Chancellor, on the authority of 
vol. ii. p. 682. But this was previous to William of Newburgh, lib. i. c. 6, but the 
the death of Henry I. chronicler here is in error, and ought to 

9 It is worthy of notice, that Orderi- have spoken of Roger, the natural son of 
cus Vitalis quotes the Prophecies in his the Bishop of Salisbury, who was a wit-
twelfth book, and, according to Delisle, ness to Stephen's Charter at Oxford, in 
in his admirable " N o t i c e sur Oderic 1136, and was imprisoned in 1139. See 
V i t a l " (prefixed to vol. v. of the Hist. the Gesta Stephani, p. 28, ed. Sewell, Ric. 
Bcclesiast. 8vo. Par. 1855), this book Hagustald. p. 314, ap. Twysden, and 
must have been written in 1136 or 1137. Hen. Hunt. f. 223. In 1139, Bishop 

1 Geoffrey writes, " Non erat alter in Alexander lost the King's favour, and 
clero sive in populo cui tot famula- never regained his position, 
rentur nobiles," and alludes to the talent - " Uude Britannia tibi nunc tempori-
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whilst at the close of his work, he alludes to William of 
Malmesbury and Henry of Huntingdon, as the historians of 
the Anglo-Saxon kings. Now, the Gesta Regum Anglorum 
of the former writer was completed, apparently, about the 
year 1125, but was afterwards revised and enlarged, at the 
request of the Earl of Gloucester,3 while the history of 
Henry of Huntingdon, as first published, concludes with the 
death of Henry I., although it was afterwards continued to 
1148 and 1154. These dates therefore will very well cor-
respond writh the presumed period of Geoffrey's text. 

From all that has been previously advanced, it would seem 
to be rendered tolerably certain, that Geoffrey's History must 
have been commenced before the death of Henry I., and 
completed between the commencement of 1136 and the end 
of 1138.4 Within this limited interval, therefore, the 
alteration in the dedicatory epistle, as seen in the Berne MS., 
must also have been made. The recent accession of Stephen 
to the throne must, doubtless, have occasioned a considerable 
change in the views of many persons, wdio were looking 
forward to their own advancement; and Geoffrey may have 
been tempted (after the example of his friend the Bishop of 
Lincoln) to pay court to the new monarch. It is obvious, 
however, that to account for a joint dedication of a work to 
persons who stood in so doubtful a relation to each other, 
we must fix on a time when these persons were friends, or, at 
least, not open enemies. Now, the only period during which 
Stephen and the Earl of Gloucester were on amicable terms, 
even in appearance, must have been between April, 1136, 
when Robert came over to England, and did homage to the 
King,5 and May, 1138,at which time the Earl sent to renounce 
the fealty he had sworn. We find Robert's name among 

ius nostris, ac si alterum Henricum adepta, 
interno gratulatur affeetu." This is the 
more apparent, when we find the same 
words applied in the Berne MS. to Stephen, 
the successor of Henry. See also Bishop 
Lloyd's Letter to Price, p. 74. Schulz, 
the German editor of Geoftrey, under-
stands the words " alterum Henricum," 
to refer to Henry II., born in 1132; 
but this is an interpretation it is impos-
sible to admit. 

3 See Hardy's Preface to Malmesbury, 
p. ix. and note. The death of this writer 
is generally believed to have taken place 
in 1142 or 1143, but Mi·. Wright, reason-
ing from the erroneous date he has 

assigned to Geoffrey of Monmouth, sup-
poses him to be living in 1147. Bioyr. 
Brit. p. 137. 

4 Of course I reject, as utterly unten-
able, the laboured Dissertation of Sharon 
Turner, to prove that Geoffrey's History 
was written to promote the political 
interests of Henry I., vol. iv. pp. 269—· 
278. It is surprising indeed, to find a 
writer of eminence (Mr. Hallam) incli-
ning to believe it " irrefragably demon-
strated" ! Lit. of Europe, vol. i. p. 128 
note. 

5 For the political reasons which influ-
enced him to take this step, see Malmes-
bury, vol. i. p. 707, ed. Hardy. 
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the witnesses to Stephen's Great Charter of Liberties, 
granted at Oxford, in 1136,6 in company with the Bishops of 
Salisbury, Lincoln, and Ely, Earl llanulph of Chester, Milo 
of Gloucester (afterwards Earl of Hereford), and many other 
persons of note, several of whom afterwards abandoned the 
sovereign they now appeared to support. Early in the 
spring of the following year (1137) both Stephen and Robert 
crossed over to Normandy, and there the dislike of the King 
to his powerful adversary was manifested without disguise, 
once in a treacherous attempt to seize his person, and after-
wards by private slander and injustice.7 While such a state 
of things continued (and it never ceased till the death of the 
Earl in 1147), it could not have been acceptable to either, to 
find his name associated with that of his enemy in the Dedi-
cation of a work destined to be so popular ; nor would the 
author himself scarcely have ventured on such a step. Why 
Geoffrey thought proper to pay this double court to the King 
and Earl, can only now be guessed at; but although the private 
feucl between them whilst in Normandy, might have been 
unknown to the writer, yet after Robert's open renunciation 
of his fealty, and the hostile steps taken immediately by 
Stephen against him, it would have been the height of 
imprudence to allow such a joint dedication to remain 
prefixed to the Historia Britonum. It may be conjectured 
therefore, that this joint Dedication was composed in the 
latter part of 1136, when Stephen's fortune appeared in the 
ascendant, but that subsequent events, and the expectation 
of Robert's arrival as the champion of Matilda, having 
determined the author to adhere to his original intention of 
addressing his work solely to the Earl of Gloucester, only 
one or two copies of the work, with the altered Dedication, 
were preserved, and from one of these the manuscript 
in the library at Berne may possibly have been transcribed. 
I have examined many copies of Geoffrey's History pre-
served in English libraries, but none earlier than the middle 
of the twelfth century, and therefore throwing no light on 
the original form of the work. If the copy sent over to 

6 Ric. Hagustald, p. 314, and see Lap-
penberg's Norman History, p. 363, Svo. 
1857. 

' Malmesbury writes of Stephen's eon-
duet, " Nunquam plenam ei [Roberto] 
exhibuit amicitiam, cujus semper sus-

peotam habuit potestatem. Coram Co-
mitem pulehre joeundeque ' Comitem ' 
ilium appellans, retro maledieis verbis 
mordebat, et quibus poterat possessioni-
bus vellicabat." Vol. i. p. 710. 
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Robert de Thorigni at the Abbey of Bee, before 1139, 
were still in existence (and there is no reason why it 
should not be), we might be enabled to speak with more 
certainty on the subject.8 

F. MADDEN. 

3 In a catalogue of the manuscripts 
belonging to the Abbey of Bee in the 
twelfth century (printed by Ravais-
fon, in his " Rapports sur les Biblio-
theques des Departemens de l'Ouest," 
8vo. 1811, p. 37δ), I find entered, 
" Item Historiaruin de Regibus Majoris 
Britanniie, usque ad adventum Anglo-
rum in insulam, libri xii. in quorum 
septimo continentur Prophetia3 Merlini, 
non Silvestris, sed alterius, id est, Mer-
lini Ambrosii ;" but this copy must con-

sequently be later than 1147. In the 
same catalogue is a second copy of 
Geoffrey, " Vita Alexandri et Historia 
Britonum," given to the Abbey by Phi-
lippe de Harcourt, Bishop of Bayeux 
from 1142 to 1163. In all probability, 
therefore, the copy shown by Robert de 
Thorigni to Henry of Huntingdon, was 
the private property of the former, and 
was taken away by him when he became 
Abbot of Mont St. Michel, in 1164. 


