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The pick of today is slightly less Carolingian than the other critters that were paraded here. 
It is another manuscript from Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich with a shelfmark Clm 
6253.

Munich, BSB, Clm 6253, fol. 243r

Clm 6253, the first volume of a three-volume copy of Expositio Psalmorum of 
Cassiodorus[1], was produced at Freising in the second quarter of the ninth century, during 
the times of Hitto (811/812-836) and his nephew Erchenbert (836-854).[2] This period 
saw copying of as many as forty books identified by Bischoff and thus a significant growth 
of the scriptorium of the Freising cathedral.[3] Originally, a complete set of three 
manuscripts was copied at Freising, but of these only the first two volumes survive, now 
Clm 6253 and Clm 6254.[4]

The manuscripts, as it seems, were stationery as is evidenced by the ownership marks of 
the Freising cathedral from the twelfth (Clm 6254) and fifteenth century (Clm 6253). 
Nevertheless, the three volumes of the Expositio were tied to other manuscripts in the area, 
and it cannot be excluded that they left Freising for short periods of time. According to 
Bischoff, two surviving volumes of the Expositio Psalmorum from the Abbey of saint 
Emmeram in Regensburg, Clm 14077 and Clm 14078[5], were copied from the Freising 
volumes.[6] Bischoff dates their copying to the third quarter of the ninth century, i.e., 
shortly after the production of the Freising exemplars themselves. This implies movement 
of books and/or people between the two intellectual centers, particularly since the copyist 
of the St. Emmeram volumes might have been trained at Tegernsee, a foundation some 80 
km south of Freising. The hand of the same scribe can be seen in many other St. Emmeram 
books from the period, a sign that we should speak not of a casual migration but a 
transplantation of a particular skilled individual from one center to another.

Cassiodorus in the early Middle Ages

2

http://mittelalter.hypotheses.org/238


Together with Augustine’s Ennaratio in Psalmos and with somewhat younger Glosa ex 
traditione seniorum (first half of the 7th century) compiled from Patristic sources, 
Cassiodorus’ Expositio was the basic reference toolkit for the study of the Psalms up to the 
times of Lanfranc of Bec (11th century) and of Anselm of Laon (d. 1112).[7] The centrality of 
Cassiodorus’ exposition, which was the only continuous exposition of the whole Psalter, is 
best attested by the fact that since the early medieval times, Cassiodorus’ running 
commentary was appropriated multiple times, including as a marginal commentary, as an 
epitomized one-book version and as tituli, i.e., short summaries of Psalms, which were 
attributed to Bede.[8] Younger, derivative commentaries such as the Breviarium of ps-
Jerome (mid-seventh century) and the marginal commentary on the Psalms once attributed 
to Bruno of Wu- rzburg (c. 1005-1045) drew heavily on Cassiodorus, blending his exegesis 
with that of Augustine and, in case of the latter, of ps-Jerome. It is not surprising then, that, 
as Stoppacci shows in her overview of the transmission of the text, a copy of the Expositio 
was present in almost every major Carolingian monastic centre.[9]

Yet, Cassiodorus’ commentary itself did not attract annotators, at least none working very 
intensely, a fact easy to understand, given that the material from Cassiodorus was rather 
exported into Psalters and pandect Bibles. Clm 6253, nevertheless, suggests that even the 
Expositio could have been occasionally annotated.

Annotations in Clm 6253

Many marginalia can be found in Clm 6253, starting from the critical sigla that were 
integral to the text itself[10] and copied into Clm 6253 by the hand of the main scribe. At 
least three, and probably more, other hands were active in the margin after the manuscript 
was produced. Of these those that interests us here belong to scribes writing between the 
tenth and the eleventh century, whose annotating activity is first visible in fol. 5r as a 
probation Dominus deus.[11] This same series of hands added Cassiodorian sigla to some 
passages, e.g. in fol. 262v[12], it also added nota signs, made minor corrections, 
occasionally glossed the text[13], and most importantly these hands contributed also six 
larger annotations (A-F).

The transcription below first gives the passage/element from the Expositio to which the 
annotations are tied by means of their position (A, D, E) or by signes de renvoi[14], and then 
the text of the excerpts as it is found in the manuscript in italics. The source of the 
annotation is then given, and further comments are provided as necessary.

A. annotation to two of the Cassiodorian critical signs, Praef. 10-11 (10r)

(chi et rho): Crisimon haec sola ex uoluntate uniuscuiusque ad aliquid notandum ponitur.

(pi et rho): Biatro id est frontis haec ubi aliquid obscuritatis est ob sollicitudinem ponitur.
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Source: Isid. Etym. 1.21.22-23; Cassiodorus provides explanation of the signs in 
Interpretatio notarum in folia 1v-3v of Clm 6253 as hoc in dogmatibus vel de necessariis (chi 
et rho), and hoc in definitionibus (pi et rho).

B. annotation to Ps. 2, 10 (32r)

Ubi oritur pulcherrimum deliberativum dicendi genus: Genera causarum sunt quattuor, 
deliberativum, demonstrativum, iudicale. Deliberatiuum genus est in quo de quibuslibet 
utilitatibus vitae quod aut debeat aut non debeat fieri tractatur. Demonstratiuum est in quo 
laudabilis persona aut vituperabilis ostenditur Iudicale in quo de eius prius personae facto 
aut poenae aut praemii sententia datur. Dictum autem iudicale eo quod iudicet hominem et 
sententiam suam ostendat utrum laudabilis praemio dignus sit, aut certe reus condemnari 
liberarique supplicio. Deliberativum genus uocatur eo quod de unaquaque re in eo 
deliberatur. Demonstrativum dictum quod unamquamque rem aut laudando aut uituperando 
demonstrat.

Source: Isid. Etym. 2.4.1-5; the excerpt in Clm 6253 contains some notable variants/errors 
with respect to the text of the Etymologies, including quattuor instead of tria (an error of 
reasoning, or of transcription?), and vituperabilis for reprehensibilis, which have no parallel 
among manuscripts used by Lindsay for his edition of the Etymologiae[15], nor is to be 
found it in the digitized manuscripts available online.[16] The corruption in quo de eius 
prius instead of in quo de ipsius has parallel in two manuscripts. Lindsay’s K (Wolfenbu- ttel, 
Herzog August Bibliothek, MS Weiss. 64, s. 8, ½, Bobbio) reads in quod ei prius and a similar 
corruption occurs also in Lindsay’s A (Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, MS L 99 sup., s. 8, 
Bobbio), where one reads in quo ei prius.[17] Presence of the variant might thus imply what 
was the provenance of the original used in the excerpt, although it does not say much about 
how the original was used, e.g., whether a florilegium was not consulted. Also, this error 
strikes me as an error that could have arisen spontaneously from writing, as the graphemes 
for r and s are to some extent interchangeable, but not from hearing, perhaps an indicator 
of an alternative emergence.

C. annotation to Ps. 4, divisio Psalmi (37v)

Et ideo sub figura mythopoeia, ecclesiam dicamus loqui: Ethopopeya est, cum sermonem ex 
aliena persona inducimus, ut hic David sub persona ecclesiae.

Source: Isid. Etym. 2.21.32.
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D. annotation to Ps. 4, 3 (38v)

Cum superiori uersu pro nobis orauerit, hic per energiam alloquitur genus humanum: 
Energia est rerum gestarum aut quasi gestarum sub oculis inductio.

Source: Isid. Etym. 2.21.33.

E. annotation to Ps. 38, 12 (243r)

Hieronimi. tabescit anima cum caro luxuriis et concupiscentiis refrenatur. Tabescere hoc est 
obstupescere de anterioribus delictis. Et hoc intellegendum est ut ad tantam subtilitatem per 
abstinentiam decoquatur, ut ad instar filiorum illorum deducatur.

Sources: ps-Jerome, Breviarium to  Ps. 38, 12[18]; and Bruno of Wu- rzburg, Expositio 
Psalmorum to Ps 38, 12.[19] While the two potential sources of the excerpt contain the 
same text, there are two indicators that rather than from a copy of Breviarium, this excerpt 
was taken from the Expositio attributed to Bruno of Wu- rzburg. First, E is the only excerpt in 
Clm 6253 that is tagged with the source name, Hieronimi. Such a tag, a reference to the 
Breviarium, can be found in the Expositio.[20] Second, the Breviarium differs from Expositio 
of Bruno by containing caro a luxuriis instead of caro luxuriis.[21]

F. Annotation to Ps. 48, 4 (291v)

Sapientia pertinet ad mysteria diuina declaranda; prudentia uero ad mores probabiles 
instruendos; sic omnis sermo diuinus duabus his uirtutibus plenissimus indicatur: Hinc 
enim quae narraturus est inchoauit, quod sint uerba sua mirabili prius complexione 
describens, ut omnes desideranter quaererent quod promissum sub tali praedicatione 
sentirent. Sapientia pertinet ad res divinas edocendas, prudentia ad mores probabiles 
instituendos; sic omnis sermo divinus duabus his virtutibus indicatur.

Source: section Sapientia… instituendos taken from Hraban Maur, De rerum naturis 6.1.[22] 
The annotator also made a correction of a large lacuna at the end of Ps 48, 4 in the same 
folio. Such a correction could have been made from another exemplar of Cassiodorus’ 
running commentary or from Cassiodorian material in a form of a marginal commentary.

Ps-Jerome, (Ps-)Bruno from Würzburg or someone else?

The presence of excerpts A-D and F in Clm 6253 is to some extent explainable by them 
being derived from encyclopedic texts. The E is distinct from the rest and worth of 
additional attention. Of the six annotations, this is the only one that comes from a non-
encyclopedic source, a commentary even. Such a text can to be expected to turn up in the 
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margin, naturally, but a margin of a different book – a Psalter. A somewhat similar 
comment on Ps 38, 12 can be, for example, found in the famous annotated Psalter, St. 
Gallen, Stiftsbibliothek, MS 27 (850-860, St. Gallen).

How come then that we can see a Psalm commentary in the margin of another Psalm 
commentary?

The history of commentaries on the Psalter is in its nature similar to the history of 
commentaries on many Classical texts such as that of Martianus Capella, Boethius and 
Terence.[23] As Margaret Gibson observes, already early after Cassiodorus, commentaries 
began to emerge which were in effect compilations of earlier material.[24] They were 
freely assembled from loose capsules of learning and only gradually solidified into 
traditions, although there was always some room to add or subtract something, and 
otherwise engage with the little parcels of learning. Already around 800, there were 
advanced psalteria cum sua expositione, i.e., Psalters with commentaries, which were 
purposefully inserted into the margin, but which were not associated explicitly with a 
particular author and differed exemplar per exemplar.[25] The first known individual that 
can be associated with certainty with a Psalm-commentary after Cassiodorus is Lanfranc of 
Bec from the late eleventh century. Before him, we have the material, but we know little 
about when, where, and how was the material assembled and re-assembled in the process 
of transmission. False attribution was common, as was the case with Jerome in case of 
Breviarium, which is in fact a compilation of Patristic sources, and with Bede in case of the 
Psalm tituli.

Around 1060, four splendid, almost identical exemplars of a Psalter with marginal 
commentary were produced at Tegernsee.[26] One of them, Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS 
Rawl. G 163[27], features a running title Bruno episcopus, which was once thought to refer 
to the author of the commentary, Bruno, bishop of Wu- rzburg (1005-1045). This is how the 
commentary can be found in the Patrologia Latina, but thanks to the examination of 
Margaret Gibson, the attribution was since dropped and it is now believed that the 
commentary, which falls in line with what was said above about the process of anonymous, 
flexible compilation, is a house product.[28] This could also explain, why the earliest 
manuscripts of the commentary come from Tegernsee (c. 1060), and from St. Emmeram, 
Regensburg (c. 1100)[29], and also why a bit from this commentary-to-be can be found in a 
manuscript that from Freising, our Clm 6253. As we saw earlier, the three centers had 
mutual ties that involved exchange of books and people, and of texts as well.[30]

Naturally, we must be very cautious about what we can learn from the excerpt in Clm 6253. 
One possibility is that E was taken from a Psalm-commentary, perhaps from a manuscript 
similar to the four manuscripts mentioned above, and gives us thus a micro-glimpse on the 
prehistory of the commentary ascribed to Bruno of Wu- rzburg. It is, however, likewise 
possible that what landed in Clm 6253 as an excerpt had separate existence outside a fixed 
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commentary. We must remember that in its most original form, the material presented in 
E, could be found in the Breviarium of ps-Jerome and is present in encapsulated form akin 
to that of E already in a Carolingian annotated Psalter, such as St. Gallen 27. Rather than a 
witness of a particular commentary tradition, that of Tegernsee, the excerpt E should be 
seen perhaps as symptomatic of the larger and necessarily more vague regional 
development, a peculiar form of the material from the Breviarium which can be found, 
among others, also in the Tegernsee commentary. The physical existence of the Tegernsee 
tradition as we perceive it today rests on four manuscripts, which were copied in a short 
span of time at a single place, and thus owes more to the incidence of time and place than to 
an intention, less so to a design of an individual. Or in other words, the Tegernsee 
manuscripts, as also Gibson points out, are just a peak of the iceberg in a larger, more fluid 
regional tradition/s, which entailed re-writing and re-assembling of textual resources from 
the oldest times. Gibson herself hypothesizes that the commentary which emerges in 
Bavaria with the Tegernsee manuscripts might have had a Carolingian predecessor, and it 
is perhaps this predecessor, and we can think of a Carolingian annotated Psalter, which 
supplied Clm 6253.[31]

Conclusion

Clm 6253 provides us with a welcomed probe into the life of a text in the tenth and 
eleventh century Bavaria. The ninth century manuscript containing Cassiodorus’ 
commentary on Psalms was clearly still being used and studied in the tenth century and 
was extended by three other texts, one of which was itself a Psalm-commentary. Although 
the prototype for this commentary was the Breviarium of ps-Jerome, the annotation 
derived from it has a particular regional tinge, and is found  in a similar form in the Psalm 
commentary from the Abbey of Tegernsee available around 1060. The parallelism between 
the annotation and the Tegernsee commentary may indicate that the commentary was 
known and used at Freising shortly after the time of its compilation, but it can be equally an 
independent witness of a more fluid, less consistent tradition with older roots. If the 
annotations could have been dated more precisely, it would be perhaps possible to assess 
better what is the relationship between the Breviarium as a proto-source[32], the 
Tegernsee manuscripts and Clm 6253.

Because of its centrality in the study of the Psalms before the appearance of the early 
scholastic Psalm-commentaries, Cassiodorus’ Expositio Psalmorum in Clm 6253 seems to 
have exerted a “gravitational pull” on the material that could have been used in the 
exposition of the Psalter, whether these were clippings from encyclopedias, or capsules of 
exegesis on the same text. Yet, the annotation of Clm 6253 never became anything more 
than a casual enterprise without a clear steer, but in fact, that is what annotations often 
were at their roots. We will never know why the annotator chose only a single snippet of 
what was possibly a larger corpus of material to insert into Clm 6253, nor why he chose 
five other fragments of larger texts to be inserted here and there into the manuscript. 
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Perhaps, we must imagine that his prototype was just a scanty, lightly annotated copy of a 
Psalter, where capsules of exegesis such as E were most likely to be found. In a long run, the 
Expositio Psalmorum preserved in Clm 6253 might have been itself a part of the story, as it 
was a likely source of the marginal annotations for a Carolingian Psalter. Once these 
eventually coagulated with other annotations into a richer, more fixed corpus, this proto-
commentary became the source of the very same annotations by which Clm 6253 was 
enriched in the tenth century.
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