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Cnanter 1
TRACSTATICGY AT DIRLE WMRACSLY TN

There is an ancient Jewish tradition that the act
of translating the Bible fron ilebrew to (reei was as
grave in crmsequence as the act of maling the Golden Calf,
for just as the idol had no substance but was thoucht to
have, so a translation has no substance but is thought
to have. And, continues this tradition, as lons as the
Bible was in lebrew, veople had te admit that any short-
comin~s that they found may well hove been due to their
owvn deficient knowledge of the lanfuaze of the fext,
thereby leadins to renewed efforts at commrehension and
greater study; but with the text in their ovm longuase,
neople assume that what they sre reading is The real
thing, conteining all the substance and depth of the
original, and feel that the text can be skimmed insiead
of ntudied, f4nd, worst of all, they take the transla-
tion for the original with the resuvlt that they condemn
the original for the siortcomings of their version with-
out ever realizing that all they see isg a shadow.i In~
deed, making a translation seen to be the orisinal is
actua.ly considercd a goal by lleverend Ronald fnox, who,
in defending iis owvn version, saye: "iny translation is a
good one in vronortion as you can forget, while re-din~ it,

1



that it is a translation at all."2 Yet, despite his goal,

Knox admits to the same type of reaction to his translation
as that experienced by Reverend Ronald Bratcher, of the
American Bible Society, whose translation of the New Testa-

ment, Good News for Modern Man, was often attacked by the

unsophisticated in such terms as "In your book you say so-

and-so, but the Bible says..."--meaning, of course, the

3

King James,
In other words, the original fears of the Rabbis have

been shown to be accurate, for even before our own time

the unleérned gave to translations the due of the original,

As Heinrich Graetz, one of the greatest’authorities on

ancient Jewish history,notes:

1t [}he Septuagint] innocently led to a mistaken
view of the Judmen Law, becoming in a measure a
false prophet, promulgating errors in the name of
God....the Alexandrian Judzens of later generations
believed so firmly in the perfection of this trans-
lation, that by degrees they deemed that the origi-
nal could be dispensed with, and depended entirely
upon the translation. Thus they came to look upon
the mistakes which had crept into the Greek Bible
either through ignorance, inability to cope with
grammatical difficulties, or arbitrary additions,
as the word of God, and things were taucht in the
name of Judaism which were entirely foreign to it
or even contradictory to it.4

l.1. The Legacy of the Septuagint.

l.11. Style of the Septuagint, It is generally

agreed that the Septuagint is a word for word transla-
tion of the Hebrew Bible., Given its cultural setting

it could hardly have been anything else. During the
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Babylonian Exile, many dispossessed Jews (or Judsmens)
settled in Egypt, and before long there was a large,
prosperous Jewish community in Alexandria, much of

which did not bother returning to Judea when permission

to rebuild Jerusalem was granted by the Persian overlords.
Nonetheless this Alexandrian community considered itself

a loyal part of the Jewish people and adherents of Judaism.
When, however, in the course of years these people no
longer understood Hebrew, having adopted the Greek language
of their new environment, scholars were commigsioned to
translate the Bible into Greek. But being totally commit-
ted to the belief that every word of Holy Scripture was
God's own, they naturally wanted a translation that re-
tained as much as possitle of the Hebrew.5 The nossi-
bility of rendering the sense of the nriginal divorced
from the original words was apparently never even con-
sidered. The order of the words itself was considered

of divine significance,

The extent to which the Hebrew was followed may he
realized by noting that in its list of about a dozen
instances where the Septuagint departs from the Hebrew,
the Talmud includes such syntactic observations as: In
the opening verse of Genesis, where the Hebrew has Adverb-
Verb-Noun (literally translated 'In the beginning created

God'), the normal order for Hebrew, the Greek has Noun-

Verb-Adverb apparently to avoid the possibility that




someone micht take In-the-beginning as the nsme of the

creator of God.6 As B.P.C. Atkinson points out, "the
Hebrew shines through the Septuagint" which is a trans-
lation "full of Hebrew idiom." Significantly, Atkinson
goes on to list many expressions and constructions
found in Greek only or for the first time in the Sep-

tuaﬁint.7

1.12, Influence of the Septuagint. Just as there

is no disagreement about the Septuagintt!s being a literal,
word for word translation, there is no disagreement about
its influence. It established this method of Biblical
translation as both the norm and the goal until very
recent times. In fact, anyone familiar with the Hebrew
Bible can easily compile a list of Modern Inglish expres-
sions that show not only Hebrew lexical peculiaritieg—-
e.Z., "poor soul" from w93/nefe¥/ 'soul; person'a——but also
Hebrew syntax. Thus a common Hebrew superlative is formed
by repeating a word and its genitive (king of kings, song

of gsongs), and this yields lModern English heart of hearts.

Moreover, Hebrew coordinates opposites to mean 'everything'

-—€.8., Gen.6:14, "within and without" meaning everywhere;

31:24, "good or bad" meaning anything; Esther 3:13, "young
and old" meaning everyone--and this gives us besides

young and old and good and bad perhaps also high and low,

top to bottom and others. It is significant that in these




cases a construction, not a set phrase, is borrowed.9
This practice of following literally whatever text
was being translated can be explained by reference to two
qualities of the Bible and 1ts translators. TFirst, almost
all translations were done for religious purposes, and
those doing them shared the reverence for divine utter-
ance exhibited by the translators of the Septuagint.
Moreover, the Bible was not only written in a foreign
language, but presented foreign concepts. By definition,
a concept foreign to a culture cannot be translated into
the language of that culture; it must be paraphrased.
Thus, for example, since the concept of some type of
divinity existed in the pagan Germanic culture, Chris-
tian missionaries could merely redefine or qualify the

usage of such words as god, heofon, and hel. 3But for

those concepts totally alien to the Germanic tribes,
Hebrew words have come into Inglish, for example amen,
sabbath, and jubilee. Obviously, even though amen is
sometimes paraphrased verily or so be it, and sabbath

as day of rest, the concepnts signified by, for example,
sabbath or day of rest are outside the realm of Germanic
culture eand can be understood-- in fact, can be presented
~-only through their Biblical context.

Even such descriptive paravhrases as circumcise, on

the model of the Septuagint's nwepitépve, make sense only

in their Biblical settins. And this led to the belief that



the Bible in fact could not be translated. Since how-

ever, some sort of text in the new languages was desired,

it followed that the best thines to do was stay as close

as possible to the original, and hopefuvlly God's truth would

out.

1.2. The ideal translation.

It should not be thought that the style of the Sep-
tuagint and later translations of the Bible was arrived
at solelyby negative considerations of the type just given.,
While the part played by these problems should not be
underestimated, one must also realize that there were, and
—still are, sophisticated debates about what a translation
should be--in contrast to what practically it can be. Be-
cause the ancient scholars and translators seldom wrote
extensively on the question of goals, their opinions
must be deduced from their practice and other statements.
On the other hand, modern translators seem to be obsessed
with defending their work, and the literature is conse-
quently most extensive for the modern period. TIor this
reagon it was decided to present the various vositions
through the discussions of the moderns and then show by

deduction and analogcy where the sancients stood.

1.21. 1Is translation ypossible? The fact that

different cultures speak different languages, as pointed



out above, raised the aquestion in many minds as to

»ether translation was even possible. Ortega y

Gasset thousht that the whole desire to translate wasg
utopian: "No es traducir, sin remedio, un afan utopico?"lo

And the parenthetic sin remedio should certainly notl be

overlooked. Fupgene Nida, however, having devoted many
years to Bible translation, concludes that "rather than
being impressed by the impossibility of translation, any-
one who 1s involved in the realities of translation in a
broad range of lancuages is imnressed that effective
interlingusal communication is always poscible, despite
geemingly enormous differences in linguistic structures

11 Nida's view is esnecially

and cultural features."
noteworthy because he believes that "the analysis of a
text...must not be limited to « study of the syntactic
relationsiiips between linguistic units or to the deno-
tative (or referentinl) meanings of these same units.
Analysis must also treat the emotive (or connotative)
values of the formal structure of the communication."
But he adds the very important gqualification that in
any aspect of translation "what counts is not the par-
ticular words which carry the componentiel features,
but the fact that the correct componential features are

wl? This last point is important

lexically transported.
becauge of the bearing it has on the problem of trans-

lating the style, as opposed te the words, of a text,



1.22. Translating language style. Wobody doubts

that languages have different ways of doing things. It

has been seen that the extent of these differences has

led some qualified observers to conclude that translation
is impossible, for different languages cannot even do the
same things. But to consider translating impossible be~
cause it is difficult is an intellectual dead end. Obviously
it follows that if translation is impossible it may as well
not be tried. But adequate translation is possible, even
though complete or absolute translation is not., Adequate
translation may be defined as conveying as much of a com-
munication in the first language as the second language

has capacity to convey. To this extent, circumcise, for

example, is an adequate rendering of Hebrew »a”/yamal/
because it conveys the general idea of the original, even
though it cannot show the cultural importance of the con-
cept. The Hebrew word, on the other hand, being a root,
not a descriptive compound, shows this cultural importance,
as does the existence of the root ?7¥/?sral/'not circumcised'.
Now, if for the sake of discussion we posit that style
is the particular way something is done, in contrast to
its merely being done, it follows that languages differ
in two very basic ways: first, there are things that one
language can do that another simpnly cannot; second, there
are things that both languages do, but differently, that
is, in different styles. To the extent that circumcision

is a basic tenet of the Hebrew culture, the Hebrew language



can do something that ILatin cannot: it can show this
fact by having a root for this concept. In contrast
to such cultural items, every language has a way of
making emphatic statements, thourh they do this differ-
ently. Tc¢ this extent they may be said to have differ-
ent styles., While it is thus clear that absolute trans-
lation of culture is impossible, it is equally clear
that in some other cases, some significant type of trans-
lation is possible. The important question, therefore,
relates to this latter possibility: when languages differ
only in style, how much of the style can be translated?
As mentioned earlier, Knox believes that a good
translation is one that cennot be recocnized as a trans-
lation. To do this, the translator must analyze the
"emotive values," as Nida called them, of the author's
style and reproduce the emotional effect with the proner
stimulus in the new language. Amdiit stands to reason
that an suthor's personal style must be analyzed in the
context of his language and its style, since as D.Enrique
Aguado maintains, for a translation to have real quality
es necesario que haya una verdadera compenetracidn
entre el autor y el traductor; es decir, éste tiene
que tener un completo dominio de los dos idiomas...
El traductor perfecto es aquel que consigue que el
autor aparezca ante sus lectores extranjeros como si
hubiese escrito el original en el idioma a que ha
sido vertido. Siempre, como es natural, con las
inevitables e invencibles diferencias que impone
la disparidad de sintaxis y de 1léxico entre los

1d10mas.13

It is interesting that while Aguado agrees in principle
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with ¥nox, even »resentine the same goal of unrecognizable
tronslating, he reaffirms the impossibility of absolute
success——because of insurmountable differences.

The same goal i1g sought by Anton . Rothbauer, who
also recognizes the difficulties nresented by the bagic
differences in various lrnru=gess; thus while he sees a
good translntion as one "dle vom Blickwinliel des f‘utors
aus 50 enshanden ist, als hBtte dieger Autor sein Verk
nicht in der Premdevrache, sonder in der ﬁbersetzersnrache
reschaffen," he recoenizes that success denends on "wiewelt
die snrachlichen %ittel und "idglichkeiten der Ebersétzersﬁr&che

.o

den fremdsprachicen Original und Ubersetzersnrache selbst
ancemessen verwendet wurdeﬂ.”l4

Put this o2l is merhnvs unettainable, True, for nost
stroiohtforword communications any lenguagre will suffice.
But what about an utterance that nresunnoses mrevious know-
ledre on the art of the audience. If this knowledge is the
tme thot may be loosely classified as informetion or emmiriecal
fact, tnen it can be sumnlied and tranelated. But when it is

trlistic, or language-~oriented, this ie not so. TWor examnle,

2 contemnornry writer micsht »-rodyv the stvle of Heringeway or
Jrnes, ~nd therefore, part of his noint is ctrictly stvlistic.
Can this tyne of communicetion be trensl~oted? Tiichael Bullocek
vrites thet it cannot:

In amount of sympathy on the tranael-tor's nart will

<

ennble him to visualize how, let us i, the Gernan
novelist X would have written hie stylistically hishly
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original novel, if he had been an English novelist
writing in English. The fact is, he would not have
written it at 2ll...The style is the product not of
the author's ovm personality, but also of the language
itself, of the narticular phase of evolution through
which the language is currently passing, and of the
literary trends prevalent in the...country of origin,
which are themselves denendent upon sociological and
historical factors of a general nature.15
And with this, even Nida, who was mentioned above as saying
that the style or emotive values were objects of translation,
agrees. The irony of trying to translate style from one
language to another, accordins to HWida, is that "the greater
the literary quality of the original message, the greater
the extent of distortion and loss, for literary quality
normally implies the fullest possible exploitation of the
genius of the source-language structure. To be able to
exnloit the genius of the receptor language to a comparable

16 Nida, then,

degree requires quite exceptional skill."
also recognizes the great difference between translating

word meaning and rendering stylistic tone.

1.2%3, Words vs. Sense. Yet even if style could be

retained, there is still no consensus on whether the trans-
lator should sacrifice sense to style or vice wversa when
the two cannot both be retained. The question may be
rephrased as whether one wants to convey a message or a
feeling. (To the extent that part of a message is its
feeling, this is the problem just discussed.)

E. Cary writes that though many, and perhaps most,
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French translators and critics think that "la té&che du
traducteur est de s'efforcer de comvprendre et de trans-
mettre ce qu'il a compris" there are still many others

who would reply that "on n'a nas le droit d'introduire
dans un texte plus de clarté qu'il n'y en avait au

départ" and would defend this position with the declara-
tion that "traduire n'est pas expliquer."17 As Cary
further points out, this disagreement is merely the modern
reflex of the longstanding debate over whether translation
should be word for word or sense for sense. And this

debate stems from efforts to translaste the Bible.

1.3, The ideal Bible translation.

A1l of the problems still bothering translators
plagued Bible translators. A translator workines on a novel
has only to decide whether the novelist was interested more
in message or technique, and then act accordingly. To be
sure, the choice is not always easy or clear, but it is,
in theory at least, possible. But to one totally con-
vinced that vart of God's message is in his Word, the
choice does not even exist. Not only was the Bible read
for its literal meaning, it was studied as allegory and

analyzed etymologically.l8

The religious scholsr was
faced with the question not only of determing what God
said, but also what its greater significance was. ind

neither what was said nor what was meant could be accom-



plished without knowing why God used this particular
word, in this context, in this order--and why not any-
thing else. This type of analysis, which permeates the
Talmud, was borrowed by Christian scholars, combined
with Greek rhetorical theory, and made the center of

medieval Christian Biblical scholarship.

1l.%1l. Medieval background. That this happened is

not strange. It has already been mentioned that the
Jewish community at Greek Alexandria quickly grew in
wealth and influence. 4 direct consequence of such
growth was the desire to show the Greeks the wvaluable
culture of the Jews, and for this the Septuagint was
certainly an important tool. HMoreover, the success of
this endeaver may be seen in the lasrge number of writings
in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek purporting to contain Greek
wonder at Jewish accomplishments and offers of friend-
ship.lg In addition, numerous works attemnted to har-
monize the Bible with Greek knowledge. And considering
the vast body of such materizl, it was only logical for
Christianity to apply these works, and add its own on
this model, when trying to convince prosvective converts
of the validity and antiquity of its doctrine. Vhat the
Jews had begin, the Christians took to new extremes—-—
especially Hellenizing. As Ernst Curtius notes, early

Christian scholazrs were often content to hezrmonize doc-
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trine snd pagan culture, but "Cassiodorus carefully
explores the dependence of profane unon sacred learning.
The former is nothing but a development of what is con-
tained in the latter....Now the Bible no longer needs
to he justified before profane literature by a demon-
stration that the former too employs the recognized
figures of sneech--no, the figures stem from the Bible,

20 And even

and the Bible alone gives them dignity."
though Cassiodorus' oninion is more extreme than their
owvn, Augustine and Jerome had said much the same thing,
the latter, for example, having written: "David Simonides
noster, PFindarus, et Alcaeus, Flaccus quogue, Catullus

n2l As Curtius says: "For Jerome, the

atque Serenus.
Bible is not only a witness of salvation, but also a
literary corpus, which need not shrink from comparison
with the thesaurus of the gentilitas."22

The effect of these pronouncements on scholarship
in Anglo-Saxon England is evident in Bede's pointed

remark in De schematibus et tropis that "the Greeks

pride themselves on havins invented the figures or
tropes,” and therefore in order that "all who wish to
read this work may know that Holy Writ surpasses all
other writings notmerely in authority because it is
divine, or in usefulness becsuse it leads to eternal
1life, but also for its zge and artistic composition,

I have chosen to demonstrate by means of examples
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collected from Holy Writ" thst there are no "figures
and tropes which did not first appear in Holy V.’:m‘.’c."g5
It is thus especially noteworthy that though Bede's
manual is based closely on Donatus!' definitions, Bede
rejects all examples taken by Donatus from pagan works,

substituting instead Biblical passages and occasionally

a verse from a Christian voet.

1.32. Consequences for translating. These attempts

to see the Bible in terms of all possible literary and
rhetorical interpretations had obvious and significant
consequences for Bible translators. Any translation

must be something different from, if not necessarily less
than, the original. But whereas in a secular work a trans-
lator can be reconciled to the decision to lose one asmect
of the original in order to maintain other more important
ones, translators working in the multi-leveled textual
tradition just outlined could never say for sure what was
more important. It is ironic, therefore, that as the need
for more Biblical translations grew because of the missionary
activities of Christianity, the ability to meke adequate
translations lessened because of the direction Bibliecal
scholarship had taken. Christian translators had all the
problems facing those who had produced the Sentuagint

plus all the problems that grew out of the new analytical

approaches. And, thus, whercas the Septuagint translators



could fulfill their obligations with a literal, word
for word version, the later translators had to nroduce
the same type of work, but could not feel that they
had actually done what was required: if they kept the
word, they lost the sense; if they kept the sense, they
lost the allegory and etymology.

The problems that this paradox present for Biblical
translation are illuminated by John Beekman in his many
essays for the Wycliffe Bible Translators. The basic
doctrinal problem is that the translator is generally
committed to the position that "in many cases an exact
representation of form is essential in order to convey
the correct meaning....The original author of Scripture
chose by inspiration those words which most effectively
conveyed hils message. Sometimes he chose words whose
form and function are equally important. At other times...
form was included only because it served as a natural
vehicle carrying the functional meaning."24 Obviously,
the translator faced with an untranslatable form must
decide whether it is essential or incidental, thoush the
best procedures that Beekman seems to suggest for decid-
ing are to compare different versions and to read commens
"taries.25 In brief, then Beekman is warning the trans-
lator to respect the integrity of the text until he is
forced to comoromise it for fear of translating wrong.

And ultimately, this approach can be traced to Jerome.
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Given the conflicting needs of maintaining the sense
or the word, translators needed some authoritative direc-
tion, and that given by Jerome is probably the most impor-
tant--for Bible translation in general, and for this investi-
gation in particular. As is well known, Jerome did a vast
amount of translating, including several versions of the
Bible besides the one that became the bagsis of the modern
Tulgate. And as is to be exvected, considering the massive
problems involved in translating, his products were cften
attacked as faulty and therefore had to be defended. In

the most famous of these defenses, his letter Ad Pammachium

de optimo genere intervretandi, he addresses himself to the

public attacks made upon his work by Rufin d'Aquilée, who
had accused him "verbum non expressisse de verbo, pro 'honorabili'

. . . . 2
dixisse 'carigssimum'...." 6

He enswers this by arguing that
insofar as "ipsa epistula doceat nihil mutatum esse de sensu,
nec res additas, nec aliquod dogma confictum," he not only
confegsses to the charge, "sed libera voce profiteor me in
interpretatione Greecorum...non verbum e verbo,sed sensum
exprimere de sensu."27

This practice of rendering not word for word, but
sense for sense, is widely quoted, snd would be, for this
reason alone, significant. But it gains even more signifi-
cance because Jerome himsel! says--though many modern

scholars apparently overlook this--that he does not always

do this. Thus, in the preface to his tramslation of Job he
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writes: "Hec autem translatio nullum de veteribus sequi-
tur intervnretum: sed ex ipso Hebraico Arabicoque sermone,
et interdum Syro, nunc verba, nunc sensus, nunc simul

28 To translate sometimes word for

utrumque resonabit."
word, and sometimes sense for sense, is far different
from translating sense for sense; and the importance of
this difference should not be missed. It is of rreat

significance in any attempt to establish Alfric's technique

and will therefore be more fully discussed below.

1.4. #Mfric as translator.

Much has been written about the general tendencies
in #fric's method of translation. DBut just as there is
1ittle agreement concerning what these tendencies are,
there is little agreement about just what Hlfric was
trying to do. Iew scholars have recognized the very
different results that Zlfric produced, because almost
none have attemoted to establish what he wanted to do, and

why .

1.41. Nec verbum ex verbo. There is a widespread

habit of quoting Alfric's introduction to the first series

of ¢atholic Homilies as nroof that he translated sometimes

word for word, sometimes sense for gsense. Por he does say
as much in this essay: "Nec ubique transtulimus verbum ex

verbo, sed sensum ex sensu, cavendo tamen diligentissime
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deceptivosg errores, ne inveniremur aliqua heresi
seducti seu fallacisa fuscati."29 And if supporting evi-
dence‘is needed that this is what Elfric actually did,
it is usually found by referring to his sophisticated
realization in the "Preface to Genesis" that "efre se
Se awent o38e se e tmcd of ILedene on FEnglic, =fre he
sceal gefadian hit swa 8zt Get Englisc hzbbe his agene
wisan."BO

All investigations into Zlfric's use of his homiletic
sources confirm that he does indeed arrange the English
according to its own rules. And most have added, without
however fully realizing its importance, that &£1lfric treats
his sources very loosely.

The first major investigation of Alfric's sources
was by Max Porster, who concluded, in "Eber die Quellen
von Alfrics exegetischen Homilie Catholice," that "Elfric,
im vergleich zu anderen ilibersetzungen, z.b. denen kdnig
Flfreds und den Blickling homilien, auch wo er einer
vorlage folgt, seine volle selbsté@ndigkeit und freiheit
bewahrt hat; ja,nicht selten nur den stoff heriiber nimmt,
die einkleidung der gedanken aber selbst 1iefert."31
Charles Smith seems to accept this description of Alfric's
handling of his homiletic sources and adds that "the question
of Latin influence does not enter into the Homilies,"32

apparently because tihe treatment is so loose.

In more or less direct contract to Forster's opinion
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is that of Rosemary Woolf, who says of the ILives of
Saints that "iflfric's direct, elegant style was achieved
by a firm, sensitive resistance to the ornateness and
prolixity of most of his orig;inals,"53 but who finds it
necessary to add this "most curious point": ",..while the
manner of storytelling is so transformed, there is never-
theless in the 014 Fnglish hardly a phrase which is not
word for word from the Latin."34

Also agreeing that £1lfric edits for conciseness but
closely translates what he retains are Gordon Gerould
and /inne Middleton, who however disagree with each other
on exactly what Latin source Zlfric is closely translating.35
And what they say about his sources for the Homilies,
Dorothy Bethurum says about the ILives. Comvaring a long
section of Hlfric's "Idife of Saint Agnes" with a corre-
sponding passage from Ambrose's Latin treatment, she con-
cludes that "the translation is literal but extremely in-
telligent, #1fric showing himself alwsys alert to varieties
of rhythm," with the added note that "the sentence structure
is rarely changed from the regular English order."36 She
also makes the significant observation that "£Elfric's ob-
ligations to his sources for his own style were not very

nol

numerous. And though she is speaking specifically about

his "rhythmic" style, the remark may have wider relevance.

1.42. Flfric's Biblical translations. Just as there

is little agreement concerning Alfric's treatment of hig



homiletic material, there is little agreement about his
handling of Biblical passages.
Sedo Crawford, trying to establish on stylistic

grounds that Zlfric is the author of the Exameron Anglice,

says of Zlfric that he "is no slavish follower of his
authorities. As a rule he utilizes them freely, and trans-
lates, even in the case of the texts of scripture, the
thought rather than the Words."38

Charles Davis disagrees with this. Thoush recognizing
with approval Alfric's editing to achieve a concise, readable
story, he makes the interesting observation concerning the

Biblical section of Catholic Homilies I, xv that "one might

be led to suspect that he was telling the story from memory,
were it not for the fact that over one third of the total
number of verses used have been exactly translated."39
igreeing with this appraisal of glfric's Biblical translations,
Smith, though previously cited as considering Z1fric fiee
with homiletic material, believes that with scripture, es-
pecially when the Tatin is first quoted, "there is a tendency
to conform the word-order as closely as possible to the Latin,
so as, anparently, to impress the hearer with the fact that

he is listening...to the inspired thought itself, dressed as
far as pogsible in its native garb."4o Smith is quick to

add, however, that despite this 4lfric "is almost entirely
free from the examples of forced order so frequently occur-

ring in the Anglo-Saxon Gosvels. Without discussing




either closeness or motivation, Bethurum goes along with
the belief that flfric was [ree from Latin influence in
the Biblical translations, mentioning—-more or less in
nagsing--that flfric's dictum that 2 translator must
write good English "extended even to his renderings of
Seripture where he felt every obligation to be true to
the text."42

Zlfric's obligation to the text is noticed also by

John Pope in Homilies of Alfric: A Supplementary Collec-

Egggo He points out that Zlfric "tends to be scrupulously
faithful to the sense if not to the -rerbal sequence of thé
0rigina1,"43 but gives examples of metrical neculiarities
in Alfriec's rhythmical prose that "appear to have arisen
because of Elfric's desire to preserve something of the
structure as well as the meaninsg of the ori{.{inal."44

It should be noticed that while Bethurum mentions
Klfric's obligations to the text, and Pope his faithfulness
to the sense, and Smith his desire to present the inspired
thought in its original garb, none of the scholars cited

addressed themselves to &lfric's handling cf the Hentateuch,

the most obvious place to look if one if interested in
establishing his attitude toward Holy Scripture. For
while what they say is certainly not wrong--Pope's investi-
gation and conclusions, for example, cannot be faulted--
one would like to see a somewhat more nowerful argument

to explain Alfric's treatment of scripture.
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1.4%. Paraphrase vs. translation. As Ann Eljenholm

Nichols maintains in "A Syntactical Study of &#lfric's
Translation of Genesis," scholars have given too little
attention to the fact that £lfric clearly differentiated
between paraphrases and translations, and they therefore
make unwarranted generalizations from the Homilies and

Lives to the Heotateuch.45 Unfortunately, she does not

pursue this topic to ite logicsal goal: establishing the
reasons behind and opractical consequences of this distinc-
tion.

As pointed out earlier, much is made of #lfric's
"ﬁec ubigue transtulimus verbum ex verbo, sed sensum ex
sensu," This, of course, is much the same thing that
Alfred wrote in the preface to his translation of Pastoral
Care: "...hwilum word be worde, hwilum andgit of andgiete."46
And as famous as this passage is, almost no one has made
mention of the fact that Alfred continues: "sws swe ic hie
geliornode =t Plegmunde minum srcebiscepe, ond =t Assere
minum biscevne, ond =t Grimbolde minum messeprioste, ond
@t Iohanne minum messepreoste." What Alfred is giving
here is a tradition of learnineg: this is not his own way
of nresenting the material; this is the way it is done.
It would be too much to hope that he is describing the
technique of translation. But it is enough if he is de-
scribing only the way he, and therefore others, had been

tausht to read and render Latin--sometimes word for word,
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sometimes sense for sense. If this was the tradition
prevalent in England at the time, it must go back to
Jerome, The very words are his.

That this was indeed the tradition of translation
in ¥ngland then and after is apparent from other sources
which seem to be aware of the same prouncement of Jerome.
Thus, it can hardly »e a coincidence that in the General
Prologue to his translation of the 014 Testament, John
Purvey wrote: "...the best translating out of ILatin into
English is to translate according to the meaning and not
only according to the words...and to depart not far from
the letter; and if the letter may not be followed in the
translating, let the meaning ever be complete and open,
for the words ought to bring out the intent and meaning..."47
Purvey's presentation of his directions for translating shows
a clear leaning in him and his audience to stay as close to
the letter as possible, and to depart from it only when
this was absolutely necessary. The same attitude is seen
in the preface to the "Brethren of England..." which intro-
duces the Geneva Bible:

God is our witnes that we have by 2all meanes indevored
to set forthe the purities of the worde and right sense
of the holy Gost....Now as we have chiefest observed
the sense, and laboured alwaies to restore it to all
integritie: so have we moste reverently kept the pro-
prietie of the wordes...we have in many places reser-
ved the Ebrewe phrases, notwithstanding that thei may
seme somewhat hard in their eares that are not well prac-

tised and also delite in the swete sounding vhrases of
the holy Scriptures.48

In addition to the echoes heard in such phrases as "puritie
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of the worde," the final reference to those that are and
are not able to appreciate the sound of scrinture suggests
that the Geneva translators were familiar with a tradition
that out the word first and abandoned it only when absolutely
necessary.

If there was such a tradition in Tngland that could
be traced to Jerome, it would be valuable to have the exact
statement. And in reality it is not hard to find. For
that oft quoted passage by Jerome, cited already, has a
very important parenthetic remark that is seldom quoted.
In the midst of his joyous confession that he does indeed
follow sometimes the word, sometimes the sense, Jerome
interjects the disclaimer: “,..,absque scripturis sanctis,
ubi et verborum ordo mysterium est...." And while it may

be true that verborum ordo may refer not (only) to the

order but (also) to the "nrecise character" of the words,49

what we are dealing with now is far different from a some-
times words, sometimes sense attitude. What Jerome is
talking about, even 1f all he means is precise character
and not syntex,is a Bible translation that retains the
power of allegory, etymology, and 2ll else that the Church
Fathers found in the original. And as seen previously,
there is much more to this than reproducing the "sense."
The significance that this difference has for an

understanding of AZlfric is overwhelming, As Nichols re-

aliged, what Alfric feared was translating, no% paraphrasing,
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and everything in the Homilies and ILives--including
verses from scripture--was paraphrased. Translating
could mean only one thing--retaining the nysterium of

the verborum ordo. And thourh nobody seems to have

realized this, #£1fric says just that in the Preface to

Genesis.

l.44. "Deop on gastlicum andgyte." HFlfric begins

the Preface by saying that he does not want to translate
the Bible because "p=t weorc is swide pleolic me 0d3e
wnigum men to underbeginnenne" in that some foolish
person may read it and think "pet he mote lybban...swa

swa Pa ealdan fmderas leofodon...."5o

He then gives
several examples of people who went wrong in this way and
points out that this can happen only with a translation
because "seo boc is swibe deop gastlice to understandenne,
and we he writaP na mare buton pa nacedan gerecednisse.
Ponne pinc? Pam ungelmredum p=t eall P=t sndgit beo
belocen on pzre anfealdan gerecednisse, ac hit ys swibe

ol Now follow several instances from the

feor pam.,'
Bible for which the single~fold story (the anfealdan

gerecednisse) is not sufficient to convey the spiritual

depth of the original (Latin). "Be Sisum lytlan," says
Alfric, "man mmg understandsi:, hu deop seo boc is on

gastlicum andgyte, Jezh e heo mid leohtum wordum

no2

awriten sy. ore examples of gniritual depth and
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then: "...heo is swa geendebyrd, swa swa God sylf hi
cedihte 8am writere Moy:e, and we ne durron na mare awriten
on Fnglisc bonne 3=t leden h=fd, ne da endebyrdnysse awendan,
buton Sam anum, St Seet Leden and 8=t Enclisc nabbad na ane
wisan on dmre sprece fandunge." 55 It is imperative to
notice that after acknowledging the spiritual depth of the
syntax, the arrangement that God dictated to Moses (verborum
ordo ?)=~-only then does he make the much quoted vromise to
be true to English syntax!

Given this introduction, Elfric's belief that "efre
se Oe awent o068e se Oe tmcd of Ledene on Englisc,xfre he
sceal gefadian hit swa 3=t Jet Englisc hebbe his agene
Wisan"54 is not a primary goal but a secondary warning
that even though the translator's primary goal is to convey
and maintain the spiritual content he must also make sure
to Writé gdod English, "elles hit bid swySe gedwolsum to
redenne Sam de 3m=s Ledenes wise ne can,"55 meaning vpre-
sumably those unable to comovrehend the depth of the Latin
presentation,

It is clear, therefore, that £lfric's subsequent pro-
mise thet "ic nelle nane boc =fter disre of ILedene on Iing-

56

lisc awendan" pertains, as Nichols arpues, only to this
type of literal translation. And now the reason too is
clear. Paravhrases make no claim to comnleteness and can
therefore vresent the single-fold story without danger of

misunderstanding; nobody would point to a2 character in a

homily or story and claim that he had the divine right or
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seriptural authority to live like that. But, as Zlfric

said he knew from nersonal experience, just this type of
claim was made with reference to Biblical narratives, and

he did not want to be the vehicle of someone's error. This
consideration did not apply to homilies, which were inspired
perhaps but certainly not divine and therefore not multi-

leveled, and it followed that Catholic Homilieg and Tives

of Saints could be rendered more easily--nec ubique

verbum ex verbq sed sensum ex sensu,

1.5. Goals of this investigation.

If it is true, as we have maintained, that Elfric
considered the Homilies and ILives paraphrases but the Hep-
tateuch a translation, it should he vnossible to show how
this affected his style and treatment of his sources. Put
another way, the question becomes, is it vossible to find

Zlfric doing things in the Heptateuch that he does not do

elsewhere? And if so, is it possible to trace these

features to the ILatin text?

1.51. Style. <There is, of course, a great desl of

discussion about the nature of style. It has been usual
to define style as a particular way of doing something,
in language as a particular way of conveyine a certain
niece of information. This approach is based on the
necessary assumption that it is nossible to isolate a

"piece of information." ‘nother definition of style sees
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it as part of the information conveyed; saying something
just this way and not that, according to this theory, is
part of the communication. To the extent that traditional
noetics believed that noetry and prose differed inherently
rather than merely technically, it was based on this latter
view, though more often than not used the first definition
of the term style.

It is not the place here to try to give a conclusive
answer to a question plaguing critics for centuries.
Rather, the position taken here is a middle one. As briefly
referred to in the discussion about the styles'of different
languages,57 the position taken is that part of what is
traditionally included in the concept of style must be
actually excluded and called something like "language gerius"
(for lack of a better term). All those elements of a lan-
guage that are inextricably tied to culture must be placed
in this area removed from style. For, though the Sapir-
Whorf hypothesis claims too much, that such culture-related
elements exist cannot be seriously doubted. On the other
hand, there are those communications that any lansuage can
convey in its own manner. Thus the fact that Latin regu-
larly omits pronoun subjects, being satisfied with the
subject inherent in the wverb inflection, does not mean
that something essentially communicative is lost by ren-

dering such a construction by subject + verb in English.

Needless to say, there are troublesome border areas—-



30

rarticulary in literary texts where otherwise unimportant
syntactical points may be deliberately foregrounded--but
the overall validity of the distinction is clear.

In terms of an individual's style, the same middle
ground is available. Despite the unquestionable impor-
tance of the way a communication is presented--its style
- =it should be possible to extract part, perhaps most,
of the communication from the presentation--encugh, at
least, to be able to say that two different vpresentations

contain the same information, if different total messages,

1.52. The Heptateuch and Homilies. The #lfric cor-

pus contains the necessary elements for validation of the
theory of style just outlined, for it contains differing
treatments of what is obviously the same material.
Specifically, the Homilies includes many Biblical
verses corresnponding, though not generally identical, with

passages in the Heptateuch. It follows, therefore, that

the "information" can be determined with 1ittle difficulty,
and then used to establish points about style. %The Homilies

was written several years before the Heptateuch and may thus

have differences stemming from the natural evolution that
an author's style undergoes. Nonetheless, it should still
be nossible to compare the styles of the two works in an
effort to find differences that are not evolutionary.58

More specifically, 1t was maintained above that the
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fentateuch is a translation of scripture and by necessity

must retain the gastlice andgyt, while the Homilies is a
paraphrase that could be written as a single-fold story.

If this contention is correct, the Heptateuch should treat

the Biblical text in a way that the Homilies was not re-
quired to follow. This is particularly interesting in
light of the fact that so many scholars say that the
Biblical verses contained in the Homilies are literal or
very close renderings of the Latin. If our contention

is correct, it should be found that even these close
renderings, while much more faithful to the text than their
homiletic settings are, are less literal than parallel

passage in the Heptateuch. If this is found to be the case,

1ittle doubt should remain about whether £lfric consciously
maintained a difference between translating and paraphras-—
ing. Iikewise, little doubt will remain about where he

stood theoretically on the matter of Biblical transliation.

1l.6. Method of investigation.

1l.61. The Texts. To be as certain as possible that

the "information™ béing treated in the two works was the
same, only passagses in the Homilies that clearly corres-

pond to verses in the Heptateuch were sought. Also, only

sections certainly by Zlfric were used from the Hentateuch.

For the former quest invaluable aid was provided by

Albert 5. Cook's Biblical Quotations in 014 English Prose Writers
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and Chsrles R. Davis! "Biblical Translations in Alfric's
Catholic Homilies."59 Davis rejects mome of Cook's verses
and adds some of his ownj; so needless to say all inclusions
and omissions in this investigation are by decision of the
present writer,

The second specification is scientifically more com-
plex, but the solution accevnted is simple. There is much
disagreement concerning #llfric's responsibility for the

Heptateuch, some claiming that he wrote it all, some that
60

he wrote only parts of Genesis. As determining Zlfric's
authorship is a separate study in itself, it was decided
to accept the vosition taken by John Pope in Homilies of
Zlfric and based on the list given by Peter Clemoes in
"The Chronology of #lfrie's Works." According to this,
Alfric is the author of Gen.l1l-3%, 6-9, 12-24:22; Num.l3-31;
Joshua (except 1:1-10 and 12); and Judges. Among the at-
tractions of this view is its severity, which makes for
greater certainty in terms of whether the texts being
comnared are actually by &lfric.

Passages were sought in the Homilies that correspond

in thematic content ("information") with verses from these

sections of the Heptateuch., By the very nature of the in-

vestigation, correspondences had to be bgsed on theme, since
structure was the element to be determined. There is not
really much difficulty in deciding whether two passages

are thematically similar because, as so often noted, the
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verses quoted or included in the Homilies are generally
very faithful te the sense--if not the word—- of the
original. What problems there were are mentioned through-
out the investigation when they are relevant. In this way
478 clauses were found in the Mlfrician sections of the

Heptateuch with corresponding passages in the Homilies.

Not every clause in an extended narrative has a Homilies

correspondence, but some sections of the Heptateuch are

treated more than once in the Homilies. The Homilies
sample therefore contains 372 clauses.

As is clear from the lists and citations in Cook,
Davis, and others, the Biblical passages in the Homilies
range from loose paraphrase to close translation. Since
the object of this investigation is to determine whether
close translation in the Homilieg differs from close

translation in the Heptateuch, the entire range is in-

cluded in the data. Similarly, there are a number of
verses in the Homilies that are almost identical with

the corresponding verses of the Heptateuch. All such

passages are included for their methodological and specu-~
lative value. For methodological reasons the clauses are
important because they serve ag a reminder that the

Homilies were influenced by Latin just as the Hentateuch

was, though apparently not to the same extent. Including
thesze passames in the count will give 2 more accurate
picture of the style of the Homilies; excluding them

will prejudice the investigation by omitting counter-
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evidence. lloreover, including them serves alsoc to indi-
cate what weight the statistics carry--the comparison of
the two works must be colored by the innovation in the

Heptateuch and the copying in the Homilies. On the specu-

lative side, the fact that similar clauses occur in environ-

ments that are not similar to those in the Heptateuch is

something to consider when analyzing how Elfric used his
sources. Mor example, in the Homilies, Gen.2:23 (I.14.24c)
reads:

a'- ba cwed Adam,

b"~ "Heo is ban of minum banum, and flezsce of minum

flesc;
c"- beo hire nama Ulrago,
beet is fmmne;
d'"- fordan Je heo is of hire were genumen,"

The same verse in the Heptateuch is:

a- Adam Ja cwed:

b= "Dis is nu ban of minum banum and flmsc of minum
flesces

c- beo heo geciged femne,

d- for dan 8e heo is of hyre were genumen."

Since the Catholic lomilies was written before the Eepta-

teuch, it is obvious that Zlfric changed clause (c¢) of the
earlier translation, and the reason may very well be to
bring that clause in line with the structure of the ILatin

hzc vocabitur virago, just as the minor differences in
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clause (b) can be exvlained as dictated by the Latin

hoc nunc. Thus, the inclusion of these almost identi-

cal verses and passages ensures that the texts are not
prejudiced towards overlooking Latin influence in the

Homilies. If the Heptateuch is still found to show more

Tatin influence, it will not be because such influence
in the Homilies was ignored.61

It should be noted in passing here that, though as
mentioned above Biblical passages occur in the Iives
and in the homilies contained in Pope's supplementary
collection, these works have not been used, because
they are written in Z£lfric's later, or "rhythmic," style,
which would perforce make Flfric change words and con-
structions for this reason alone. Obviously, differences

between these texts and the Heptateuch would show motiva-

tions other than those of translation technique--the only
type being considered here.

When the Heptateuch and Homilies were found to differ

in anv wav, comparison was made to the Latin Bible in

order to see whether the Heptateuch or Homilies was closer

to the text. For these compsarisons the Vulgate was used,
though it is common knowledge that modern editions have
many readings not found in Medieval ones. But the prob-
lem here is not susceptible to solution, since the exact
version availlable in tenth century England has never been

determined, thouzh it certainly contained many 0ld Tatin
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readings. More cannot be done in this regard than check
the various readings in, for examvle, Peter Sabatier's

Vetus Latina, to see whether a more likely source exists

for a certain Elfrician verse. The obvious problem with
this approach, nowever, is that it prejudices the find-
ings of the investigation: if for a particular vassage

in which the Heptateuch differs from the Vulgate a closer

0ld Latin readins is used, it has ipso facto been deter-

mined that the Heptateuch will be closer than the Homi-

lies to the Latin. In the same way, there are quotations
in the Homilies for which Alfric is most probably trans—
latine an 014 Latin reading contained in his homiletic
source rather than referring to the Vulgate. To find

a closer 0l1d Latin version in these cases would have an
equally prejudical effect. WMoreover, this type of eclec-
ticism would result in reconstructing a patchwork text

that could not be proved to have existed.62

For these
reasons the course followed here was to refer to the 014
Latin and note it wherever this seemed important during
the investigation. However, 0ld Latin readings are not
accounted for in the verse for verse comparison or over-
all statistics. Because of this drawback, all results in
this investigetion ¢re limited to positive statements of
thetype "such and such in the Heptateuch can clearly be

traced to such and such in the Vulgate" and never include

statements like "such and such is excluded from the Eng-



lish because it is nissing in the Vulgate." An added
value of this type of conclusion is that it overcomes
the limitations inherent in a2 small sample, as used
here. Since one never knows what exists outside the
sanple, it is Jjust as well not to make statements about
what does not exist.

PMinally, to add further verificotion of the results
of the investigation, control texts-—-—neither Biblical
nor translation--were needed, to make sure that the style

of the Heptateuch and Homilies is not totally determined

by the material. For this purpose the prefaces to the

Homilies and Heptateuch were chosen, because these works

are certainly original with &lfric, and should consequent-

ly represent his personal expository style.

1.62. Features considered. Style, as already seen,

includes both the style of a language and that of the in-
dividual. PFor this reason it seems necessary to find a
way of isolating language style before analyzing individual
style. This is especially important to do if one is ever
to establish the truth or otherwise of Alfric's promise

to maintain good English usage. The first feature consid-
ered, therefore, was subordination, a feature that is gen-
erally said to mark "sophisticated" or "cultured" languages
(if,indeed,languages can be called by these nzmes). BEven

without the subjective labels, Latin is said to be more
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prone towards subordination than 0ld Englishj; if this
is so, it should appear in a comparison of an 01d Eng-
lish translation of a Letin text. In addition, the
Hebrew Bible is notoriously coordinzted--the most often
cited bane of modern translators--and it is thus inherent-
1y interesting to see how twe translations, one Latin,
one English, come to terms with this fact.63
Besides determinine whether #lfric made concessions
to Latin language style, it is important to know about
his personal style and how it is affected by the material
dealt with and by the act of translating. Given our con-
ception of style, a distinction has to be made between
elements open to choice and +those dictated by the infor-
mation, for it is reasonable to assume that the "way" an
author presents something is at least partially determined
by what that something is. In this lisght, a discussion of
subordination in the texts must be evaluated in terms of
the fact that iAlfric is treating narrative, a subject
that mey be inherently susceptible to certain types of
connection but not others. Por this reason, the second
feature considered is the placement of past particinles
and their auxiliaries. Tinis feature was chosen because
0ld lnglish put very few constraints on the mosition of
vast participles, and they are therefore free to show the
personal preference of each author. Given this freedom,

therefore, past participles are less likelv to show the
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style of 0ld English, ond more likely than subordination
to show Flfric's personal styvle and how it influences or
is influenced by translating.

Finally, in order to establish the wresence or
absence of attemnts by #£lfric to capture the gastlice
andgyt of particular Latin words or details of diction,

a collection was made of miscellaneous peculiarities that

occur in the Heptateuch and can be directly traced to the

Vulgate.

1.6%. Evaluative techniques. Two types of evalua-

tive procedures are followed in the investigation--statis-
tics and comparison of individual corresponding passages.
At times one, at times the other predominates, but in gen-
eral the discussion of subordination is in terms of over-
all statistical contrasts (with scattered references to
particular verses), and the discussion of participles is
in terms of individual comparisons. The mniscellanea are,
of course, in terms of particulars.

The advantage of this method is that in a small
sample such as this, there is always the possibility
that size itself is the cause of the nonappearance of
certain features, thereby undermining the basic assumption

of statistical analysis.64

Iloreover, for studying the
particular manifestations of Elfric's different types of

translating, individual comparisons seemed more valuable.
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On the other hand, statistics are included for the
information they contain on general tendencies.

In addition, the texts were analyzed with the clause
as the basic unit. Though there are those who feel that

65 the sen-

the basic unit in 01d English is the sentence,
tence is mnot marked in 0ld English texts and is therefore
often the product of editorial decision and dispute, as

will be seen in the discussion of subordination.
clause, however, may be defined as the structure contain-
ing one finite verb., It is thus easily isolated and dealt

with, a minimum of editorial decision being necessary.

1.64, Citatioms. The edition of the Heptateuch used

is The 0ld English Version of the Heptateuch, Zlfric's

Treatise on the 0ld and New Testament and his Preface to

Genesis, ed. 5. J. Crawford. EETS, o.s. 160. TLondon, 1922,
Citations are by book, chapter, verse, and finite verb;
thus: Gen.2:1b = Genesis, chapnter 2, verse 1, second verb.
From the same text, similarly cited are all references
to the Vulgate, except where apparent tyvographical errors
are noted and corrected.
Also from this edition is the text of the "Preface
to Genesis" (= PG), cited by pare, line, and finite verb.
For the Homilies (CH) and "Preface" to the lomilies

(PCH) the edition is The Homilies of the Anglo-Saxon

Church. The fMirst Part, Containing the Sermones Catholicj,
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or Homilies of 4lfric, ed. Benjamin Thorpe. 2 vols.

London, 1844, 1846. The former is cited by volume,

nege, line, and verb (e.g., I.16.30a), occasionally by
volume and chapter (I,xv). The latter is cited by page,
line, and verb. (Since PCH occupies pp.2-8, and PG pp.76-80,
there can be no confusicn in their citations.)

In all cases, 2 line or verse number not followed by
a letter means that the reference is to the only verb in
that line or verse,

Since the focus of the investigation is the Hepta-
teuch, clauses are cited according to it when the Tatin
and Homilies contrast. If, for examvle, the order of the
clauses is different in the Latin or Homilies from that

in the Heptateuch, the letter is numbered consecutively,

and the others are listed as having the order b-d-c-a,

for cxamnle, with Latin being marked prime ('), the Homi -
lies double prime ("), and 014 Latiﬁ readings with an
asterix (*).

Finally, except in Chapter 1, where all references
are numbered consecutively, citations of the page or sec-
tion of a source are included in the text within parenthe-
ses, while longer digressions are numbered and appear at
the end of each chapter. And throughout, charts are num-
bered congsecutively within each chapter, while tables,
when included, carry the number of the chart that they

illuminate.
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Chapter 2

SUBORDINATION

2,1l. The significance of subordination.

As mentioned earlier, subordination is a feature that
promises to provide valuable information about differing
language styles, and the consequence of these differences
upon translation. There are several gqualities inherent in
subordination which make this feature =o oromising.

Mrst, subordinstion seems at even an uncritical glance
to be the type of feature dictated Ly the particulsr lan-
guage. Including, as it does in IEnglish, such varied nur-
poses as conveying temporal relationships, conditions, re-
sults, concessions, causes and many others, subordination
appears even superficially to be a nlace to find languages
not entirely coinciding,

Second, the fact that this was not always so about
Inglish suggests that the reason for the chenge would be
interesting to find. It sometimes seems almost a required
ritual for writers on 0ld English noetry to remark that
one of the basic features of this voetry is its frequent

eminloyment of parataxis, or lack of subordination. This
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notice is also often followed by some sort of remark
sbout now "primitive" languazes are paratactic, and
"sophisticated" ones hypotactic. Yet, while this sub-
jective labeliny of langueges 1s misleading, and per-
havps also false, the empirical statement about 0ld bng-
list vpoetry may still be true; and if it is, it differs
from lodern £nglish poetry in a way that moy well be
dictated by historial chenges in the lansuage.

Third, and most imnortant, detailed investigation
has proved the importance of coming to terms with the

various ways that the Hebrew Bible avoids subordination.

2.11. Zubordination in the Hebrew Bible. One of the

most frequently cited traits of Biblical lebrew is 1ts

use of and where other languaces would demand a much wider
range of words--coordinators, su:bordinators, adverbs, con-
junctions. Thus, Oriinsky (p.1S¢) says that "the tradition-
al translations of the Bible might well be desipgnated 'fnd!
ibles; hardly a sentence goes by without an 'and' or two,
sometimes nore." Sinilarly, inox (p.84) notes that "there
are nearly a nundred '‘ands' in the [irst chapter of (ene-
sigs...." But whercas nox (p.102) writes thal "...the Heb-
rew has one word tiat deces dui - for 'and' and 'hut'; and
whenever the translator comes across the word in the O1Ld

iy en -

legtament he rmust declde between them," Orlinsky (».70)

includes as possible translations of ifebrew /waw/ when, so,
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then, thus, thereupon, althoush, yet, however, and others,

addine that "traditional 'ind' vrecisely beceusce it was
mechanical, only succeeded in supnressing the full range of
meanin<s of Hebrew waw and in v»reventins the tramslator from
makine clear to the reader the true meaning of the ilebrew
verse,"

An exaimle of the conseguences of the conflicting
translations of /waw/ may be seen by comparing Gen.31:54-5
of the Ling James and Hew Jewish Version.l The feormer has:

Then Jacob offered sacrifice upon the mount,
and called his brethren to eat bread:

and they did eat bred,

and tarried all night in the mount.

Ana early in the morning Laban rose up,

S——

and xissed his sons and nis daughters,

———

and blessed them:

and TLaban denparted,

and returned unto his place.
It is interesting that thouzh this translation rendexrs
eight instances of /waw/ as and, it felt the overwhelming
obligation to render the first one then. The IIJV, on the
other hand, reads:

Jacob then offered up a sacrifice on the Heisht,

and invited his kinsmen to vnartake of the meal,

After the meal,
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they svent the night on the Helgzht.
sarly in the morning,

Laban kissed hin sons and daughters
and bade them good-bye;

then Laban left

on his journey Liomevard,

2.12., oubordination in the Vulgate and l{eptateuch.

It ig obvious that the WJIV has tried to avoid the charge
leveled by Orlinsky (p.19) that "the fact that Inglish, un-
like biblical Hebrew, is not coordinate in its sentence
structure has bren generally ignored by previous Lransla—

tors, Orlinsky, of course, is talking about llodern Inglish,

L4 -
But if 01d #ngliish was really naratactic itwould be closer
to the Hebrew coordinate stiructure than “odern Fnglish is
--g fact that might have proved significant had there heen
an 01d Znglish translation done from the lHebrew., This snecu-
lation aside, lowever, the fact remains thai #lfric was
vorking from a Lotin text; and Latin, it is gencerally be-—
lieved, was hynotactic--unquestionably rore so than ieb-
rew, wut wuether also more so than 0ld English is a ques-
tion often alluded to or simply answered in the affirma-
tive, but seldom actuslly analyzed.

Mme ubigity of these affirmations, counled with un-
favorable compurison ol Old .ngelich to Lotin, moy be sur-

nised by the occasional scholurs who feel called uvon to
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reject the charge. Thus, dindrew (p.37) accents the characteri-
zation of parataxis as "simnly a lack of ~rammaticsl suiordi-
nation such as we find in the lansuaze of children and some
prinitive ncoples," but guiclily adds that "it is sn error

to thinic it a characteristic of OE style at any neriod,

either in prose or verse." In fuct, one of the soals of his
study is to show that wmuch of what has been thousht to be
paratactic seems that only because of modern editing, and
"the mere substitulion of comm=s for other stops...is enough
to make the first sentence subordinate...." (p.f). And one
of his conclusions is that poor style is the fault of the
individual and not inherent in 0ld snglish syntactic de-—
ficicneies (pp.90-94).

indrew 1is thus arzuing that the language style of 01d
inglish is not necessarily as sonaring in subordination as
some scholors sugrest, thougsh some individusl writers of
Old imglish may have personal styles that avoid subordina-
tion. And whereas so much is made of the greater Ffrequency
of subordination in Latin then in 01Ld Inglish, it is an
attractive idea to see what a stylist of .lfric's stature
does when confronted with a Latin text to widch he feels
compeliled to be faithiul, It is interesting to tee, thero-

fore, whether the lientateuch and ilomilies differ in their

usare and types of subordination.
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2.2. Methodology.

The general details of the approach taken in this
section of the investigation have already been presented
in 1.61-%, In brief, then, the basic sample texts were
established for the whole study, as explained in 1.61,
and by definition no chanses are made in that sample. As
for the features to be considered-~these are explesined in
2.1l. However, there were a few departures from the general

procedures.,

2.21. Statistical Analysis. Section 1.63 outlined

the techniques of evaluation for the study in general, but
a word or two might be added about this part of the invest-
gation. It was pointed out that statistics show overall
tendencieg and individual comparisons show the particular
details of style. It was further noted that the purpose

of examining subordination and subordinate clauses is to
establish the presence or absence of features dictated by
the language in gquestion--language style. Because of thesge
two factors this chapter deals almost exclusively with
statistical statements, referring to individual verses

only to exnlain statistical differences. Thus, after a
particular feature has been found statistically to differ

in +the Heptateuch and Homilies, reference is made to in-

dividual instances of thils feature to try to understand

the source of the difference. This avpproach perforce



limits this discussion to major differences in the ren-—
dering of particular verses in the two Old English texts.
This was felt acceptable for several reasons.

First, initial surveys of the texts showed that in

a great number of instances the Heptateuch and Homilies

have toally different structures, making it extremely
difficult to find the exact, corresponding clause in the

Homilies for each clause in the Heptateuch. This diffi-

culty did not arise in the establishment of the samples
because then all that mattered was that a passage as a
whole be thematically equivalent in the two works. Nor
does this prolem arise in the next section, where past
participle placement is considered, because the thematic
content of the individual particinple 1s sreat enought to
ensure the locating of its mate (though, as well be seen,
this is not always easy either).

In addition, it was found that particular clauses
were not generally found in the same syntactic arrange-
ment in the two works, and, if attention were called to
each of the seve-al hundred minor differences, a great
deal of time would be spent in trivia. Noreover, any in-
sights to be gained from verse by verse comparisons ap-
pear to be guaranteed by the following two chapters.
Thus, comporison of individual clauses was not made the
central consideration of this section.

On the other hand, given the several hundred clauses
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in question, statistical analysis would call attention
to the major tendencies and it seems clear that the par-
ticular differences in the type of connection that two

thematically similar clauses show in the lHentateuch and

Homilies is not as important as whether the two works
as wholes contain manifestly different types of syntac-
tic constructions. This ig especlally true in terms of
the nature of subordination, as explained in the first

part of this chapter (2.1).

2.22., Analysis by sections. These same considerations

led to another departure in technique in this section. Be-
cause the object of the investigation of subordination is
to determine whether this feature is influenced by the

type of text, it was decided to brealk up the text into
units in an effort to see whether theme or size is the
major factor. Therefore, after the investigation was

made of the whole sample, the same investigation was m:ude
on each unit in the sample. How the units were determined,
and what the underlying motivation for this approach was,
as well as what 1t showed, will be further explained in

2.314.

2.2%3., Discussion of 0ld Latih.It was exnlained in

section 1.61 that because of the difficulty in determin-

ing the constitution of the liatin Bible in tenth century
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England analysis would be limited to positive statements
about the Vulgate: "This is clearly from the Vulgate."
But it was noticed that in respect to rendering Hebrew
/waw/ 'and' the 0ld Latin seemed to differ markedly from
the Vulgate, Preliminary observations--by no means either
thorough or very careful--left the impression that the
Old Latin had many more cases of /waw/ rendered et or
-que than the Vulgate; it seemed almost as though in his
earlier translations Jerome had not yet come to grips
with the many nuances of the ilebrew form. And if the
0ld Latin text did indeed use et and -gue more than the
Vulgate did, then it followed that many differences be-

tween the Heptateuch and Vulgate in regard to lack of

subordination in the former might be traced to Llfric's
using an 0ld Latin text, not differing langunage styles.
Por this reason the 0ld Lztin was referred to more of-
ten in this chapter than in the others.

Passing mention was made in 1.61 to the problem of
establishing which 0ld Jatin readings were common in
Llfric's period, but because it is relevant te this dis-
cussion a few more words must be added. Two drawbacks
or difficulties were noted--the problem of establishing
the exact scurce and the danger of producine a patchwork
text. Soth of these are, of course, connected; and a few
examnples of the problem will be instructive.

In the Heptateuch, Gen.l:14-15 reads:
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l4a~ God cws® Ja sodlice:
b~ Beo nu leoht on &=zre heofenan festnysse,

c—- and todm=lan dez=g and nihte,

d- and beon to tacnum and to tidum and to
dagum and to gearun,

152~ and hi scinon on Jere heofenan festnysse

b- and alihton 8a eordan.

Tryins only to establish whether the 01d English follows
the Latin in respect to subordination and conmnection by
énd (the basic questions in this section), one finds the
following Vulgate text:
l4a'- Dixit autem Deus:
b'- Piant luminaria in firmamento coeli
c'- et dividant diem ac noctem
d'- et sint in signa et tempora et dies et annos,
15a'- ut luceant in firmamento coeli

b= 33 illuminent terram.

It is immediately seen that all the verbs after dixit in
the Vulgate are subjunctives: 'let lights be...let them
divide....' But only one, luceant (15a), is introduced
by ut, making the others independent and-coordinsted and

this one subordinated. The Heptateuch, however, introduces

all the verbs with and; in addition, unless one maintains
that Alfric did not always distinguish -~on from -en, scinon
and alihton are indicative: 'And they will shine...and will

lizht.' Thus, 15, at least, does not follow the Vulgate
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illuminent, but not subjunctive--how should it be classi-

fied? And what about todselan (l4c)--is it supvosed to be

todelen or todmlon? (The infinitive, todslan, is the one

thing it cannot be.) All of this forces one to lcok Tor
an 01d Latin reading that may be closer to the 01d English.
The best one finds is:
l4a*- Et dixit Deus:
b¥- Piant luminaria in firmamento coeli ita
ut luceant super terram
c*w- ut dividant diem ac noctem

ram——.

d%- et sint in signis et temporibus et diebus

——

et annis,

15a%= sint in splendorem in firmamento coeli ita

et
b*~ ut luceant super terram.
The et Qiﬁii of 1l4a is a more likely source of Alfric's
6a than is the autem of the Vulgate; but neither source
accounts for the sodlice. The 01d ILatin is and-coordina~

ted at 1l5a, making it equivalent to and scinon in this res-

pect; but the verb is not as probable as that in the Vul-~
gate., In addition, l4c and 15b are subordinate in the 014

Latin, but not in the Heptateuch or Vulgate. In sum, then,

it seems that the Vulgate is the probable source; but all
the questions raised remain unanswered.
In many cases it is not even nossible to establish

the most likely source. For examnle, for Gen.7:20-21,the
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Heptateuch has:

20~ And Omt weter wesg fyftyne fwdma deop ofer

ba heahstan duna.

2la— Weard Ja fornumen eal T1:SCesss
The vvlsate for this nascarce,
20'= Quindecim cubltis altio fuit aqua super
mnontes

q1:08 operverat.

21la'~ Consumptague est OmMNiS CArO.ees

provides a good source for wes Gecp ofer in fuit altior

super, and for weard fornumen in consumpti est (as con-

transted with adyd and mortua in the next verse). On the

other hend, the Vulgate has a clause, quos operverat, mis-

sing in the Heptateuch, and merely montes where the 014

Inglish hass healbistan duna. These differences are not

found in the 0l1d Latin, wiich reads:
20%~ quindecim cubitis superavit aqua super

excelsos montes.

2la¥*- et mortua est omMnis CaArOeess

The 01d Latin lacks the relative clause as the ileptateuch

does; and excelsos montes 1s a nerfect source for heazhstan

duna. lowever, mortua is not as likely as consumnta for

fornumen, and superavit is less likely than fuit altior

for wms deoup. IHere, then, is an instance where it is im-
posssible to choose one reuding over the other.

llany more examples of this Lyne can be given, but
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the noint to be made is already clear: Zlfric's source
is not known and cannot be rcadily--perhaps ever-~deter—
mined with anything approaching certainty. For this
reason, as noted earlier, this investigation will meke
reference to the 01d ILatin whenever this seems relevant,
but conclusions will be drawn only from those passares
where #lfric is obviously reacting to something in the

Vulgate.

2.3, The Investigation.

2,31, Transitional clauses. In this stage of the

investigation a list was made of all transitional clauses,
that is, of all clauses that begin a new construction. A
construction is here defined as all the clauses dominated
by a single syntactic determiner of indenendence or subor-
dinancee. In other words, a series of clauses of the type

then V and V and V is a single independence construction

containing three coordinated clauses; one of the type

then he said that V and V is a single independence construc-

tion followed by a single subordination construction con-
tainineg two coordinated clauses. Since what we are con-
cerned with here is the ratio of constructions,not the
number of clauses, all and-coordinated clauses, whether
independent or subordinate are set nside for discussion in

section 2. 32.
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Completely omitted from this discussion are cases
of correlation with swa, ne, etc., e.g., Gen.2:19ef,
"...owa Adam hit gecygde, swa is his nama" or 22:12bc,
"e acwel du Pzt cild, ne Pine hand ne astrece ofer hys
swuran," since in these cases one clause cannot be said
to be subordinate to the other. However, because nor-
mally the first clause is subordinate to the second in
the Sa (3a)...02...construction, this type is included
in the present stage of the investigation. Also omitted
are appositives, such as Gen.3:20b, "ba gesceop Adam
naman his wif, Eva, get is lif,...." and the first clause
of all direct quotations, e.g., Gen.l:3b, "God cwed JSa:

Gewurde leoht," even though it may be argued that the

second clause is subordinate; the major consideration in
rejecting this latter type is thet there is no other way
of introducing direct quotation, and counting the clause
as subordinate would falsify the stylistic evidence.

A Tew examples of classificatory decisions will
helv show exactly how the technique was applied. Gen,
15:13~14 reads:

1l%a~ Him wes O0a gesmd swutelice Surh God:
b— Wite ou
c- Pzt 8in ofspring sceal wunian =1deodig on
odrum earde,
d- and hi hi yfele geswencad

e~ and on Peowte gebringad feower hund geara.
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l4a— Ic deme swa 3eah pa Jeoda

b- Oe hi on Jeowte gebringad,

c~ and hi cumad syddan ongean mid swydlicum shtum.
1%a is obviously independent, the da beinp an adverb of
time, 'at that time'. 13b begins a direct quotation and
is therefore omitted from consideration. 13%c is subordinate
to 1%b, wite Ju, as the pwt shows. But (d) and (e), which
are also dominated by pet of (c), are set aside for the
moment because they are coordinated by and and represent
more subordinate clauses, but not a new subordination struc-
ture. 1l4a is obviously independent and narallel to wite
dus that it is not subordinate tec it is clcar from the lack
of and or another Pzt ('Know that your offspring shall live
as strangers...and that I will judge fthe »neople....' as op=-
posed to the present reading, '.... I, however, will Jjudge
the peoplessss')s 14b is a relative clause, as §g shows,
and subordinate to (a). 1l4c is independent and vparallel
to l4a, but being and-coordinated is set aside.

Howeve:, since, as vnointed out in 2.11, the lebrew
Bible uses and for many purnoses that 0ld English would
not, it seems significant to note when Llfric uses and
as something other than a coordinator. Thus, when he
uses and as o temporal c.mnective, it is counted as an
independent clause introduction and included in this dis-

cussion. Such iz the case, for exanple, in Gen.3:lc:
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a- Bac swylce seo nmddre wes geopre Oonne ealle
da odre nytenu

b- Se God worhte ofer eordan.

c— And seo nmddre cwed to Sam wife..es
The and here cannot nossibly be construed as a coordinator,
and is, on the contrary, clearlyequivalent to then in seman-
tic content, or to go used as an unemphatic connective.2

It should be pointed out, however, that there are cases

for which it is dificult to determine whether and is a con-
nective or a coordinator, as, e.g., 17:6a and Ta:

5b- +..0u byst gehaten Abrahen,

c- for pam Oe ic Pe gesette manegra peoda feder.

6a- ind ic zedo

b= Peet Ou wyxt,eeee

7a— and ic sette min wed betwux me and Be....
It is mossible thnt 6a is a continuation of the subordina-
tion of 5c, or that it is a new element of the promise,
with and standing for something like moreover. ‘s reference
to the Hebrew makes clear, the exnlanation of the name Abra-
ham is contained only in 5c¢, which gives the meaning of the

3

name-~-a play on words in Hebrew,” and 6a is therefore taken
as independent and obviously not coordinate. Ta, however,
may well be coordinated to 6a: 'And T will make you in-
crease....and I will set 'my nledgse between me and you.'!

It is thus not included in the nresent count. As a rule,

it may be noted, all cases of similor ambiguity were con-
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sidered coordinate and omitted, in order to make the
evidence for independent constructions as strict as
possible., ILioreover, becsuse there are these problems
requirine editorial decisions, Chart 2.1 lists all the
verses used in tnis part of the investigation so that

there is no question as to inclusions and exclusions.



Chart 2.1: Transitional clauses.

2.11. The Heptateuch.

2.111. Indevnendent.

64

da
clause Vulgate clause Vulgate
Gen.l:3a ~que Gen.7:19b ~que
63 guogque 21la —-que
e et 8:1%= pol
1%a autem 2la “que
15c et 9:28s autem
elc et 15:1%a -que
24¢ ~que 7:35 NG
25b et 17a NC
2'fa et 18a. -que
51d et 22:1a AP
2:la . dgitur 3a, ppl
152, ergo 4a TR
21la ergo 6a NC
23a -que 78 NC
3344 autem 93, ot
68. ig:i.tur 9g cumque
of qui 11b A
~ 20a et 13a NG
6:5a bpl 192 ~que
6a NC 24:1a cutem
6c NL Num.17:72 TR
11la autem 21 :4a et
12a cumgue 7£ -que
7:5a ergo 9a ergo
fa et Judg.16:2b NC
10c cumaue 3a R
1la AP 19a. TR
lre —-que 194 NL
and
Gen.l:7a et Gen.17:6a -que
1l6a ~-que 249, NC
PRR: -que 27b et
2:%a et 2lz:4a et
3:lc qui 5a cum
6:1%a et 24 :2a -que
T:la -que Mum.l7:1la et
3a ut ba NC
ba —-que 21:7a IR
1%a et Ba et
20a. NC Judg.16:2a cum
Gen.l:21la -que Gen.2 :20a ~que
2%a, et 6:13a NC
25a et T:12a et
2328 -~que Gel2Gn et
NC = no connective AP = adverb phrase
LIRS LR = loose rendering
s

= no Latin source
tin subordinates are underlined.)
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Transitional clauses
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(cont.).

2.11. The ifentateuch (cont.).

2.111. Indevnendent (cont.).

clause

Gen.l:20a
24a
wela
17a
18
192
19e
20D
%:la
2la
6:7d
B3a
l4a
172
208
21a

o 1’)
rs:

Tele
4a
]
1l&c

3:21e

9:3a

3

)

5

léa
15:14a
152
17:1e
15a
2%8
22:11c
1ba
24. 342
fom . 17

d
Juds,16:le

Gen.l:?7H
27¢c

2317

1&c

~
4_50

other connectives

connective

eac swylce
eac swylce
eornostlice
soilice
eac swylce
sodlice
sorlice
sodlice
eac swylce
eac
sodilice
sodlice

nu

efne

eac
witodlice
sodlice
sooOlice
soslice
eac swylce
witolice
ecrnostlice
eft

Sonne

awva Deah
sotlice
eft

eac
soolice
sona

eft

~

Ko

donne
for Ham cingon
ac

wlfter Jlsum

Yuleate

o—res

etiam
guoque
igitur
autemn
quoque
igitur
enim
vero
sed
quoque
enim
Vero
I
ecce
NC
igitur
igitur
enim
enim
quoaue
norro
igitur
quogue
-gue
veruntamen
autem
NC
guoque
autem
qui
auten
sed

NC
quamobremn
e
cuoane

>

no connective (# Vulsote if present)

Gen.G:%2
G
9¢
1%
15bh
162

) 16c

L Sy
g

K y -}
Gen.9:la
7oy

fd
¢
¢

[
L
'y

(avten)
(enim)

e R

ot v oA
SO D

(2RO TN B

i
5

~J

.

Q

ot N

S e T

i~
Cy
=
p)
O—'
2]
.

J—
oo

ot
[
bt
i
-y
=
=3
=
L
S
r
i~

fen,17:16a (et)

164 (-gque)
17e(et)
19a(et)

~
272:5¢

7d
o lanten)
12a(-que)



Chart 2.1: Transitionel clauses (cont.).

2.11. The lieptateuch (cont.).

2.112. Subordinate.

clause tynev L
He§t. ulg.
Gen.l:7c re Te
74 rel rel
21b rel rel
214 that that
25¢  that that
26d rel rel
31b rel rel
2:2b rel rel
24 rel rel
3¢ cause cause
3d rel rel
15¢ that that
17 temp temp
19b rel prpl
19¢ that that
194 nisc misc
21b  temp temp
2le rel NP
22b rel rel
23d cause cause
3:1b rel rel
le that that
2b rel rel
3a rel rel
3¢ that that
3e lest lest
4c though  NL
5b that that
5¢ temp temp
6b that that
6c misc NL
17b cavse cause
174 vrel rel
17e that that
19b temn temp
193¢ rel rel
194 cause cause
20c cause cause
23b that that
2%d rel rel
6:5b that that
6b that that
Tc rel rel
Te that SA
12b that SA
12¢ cause parens
170 that that
17c Tel rel
174 rel rel
19b +that that
20b that that
21lb rel rel
2le  that and
22b rel Tel
Ts:4c rel rel
5b rel rel
6b temp temp
9a as as
10a temn NI,
21b rel rel
22a rel(s) rel(0)

clausge type
) Hevnt. Vulz.
Gen.T7:2%a rel and
8:1%4 that that
21f as as
9:10a rel rel
1lla that and
12b rel rel
13b that indep
l4a temv temp
15b that and
164 rel Tel
l6e rel rel
17b rel rel
12:3b rel nrpl
34 rel prol
15:1%¢ that that
14b rel(s) rel(0)
15b temn L
17:1la  temp temn
5¢ cause cause
b that SA
T that that
10b zrel rel
10c¢ that indep
12¢ thouzh et
14a rel(S) Tel(0)
14c cause cause
16c rel rel
174 that that
18¢c that that
23b as as
24b temp indep
27a rel NL
21:4b as as
22:2¢ rel rel
4a temn AP
4b rel NL
9b rel rel
%e as NL
9f temn NL
10b that that
1la misc NL
12e that that
18b cause cause
24:2b rel rel
2b that that
3c rel rel
4b rel NTL
Num.1l7:4b rel rel
5a rel rel
Tb as NL
21:54 that that
Te cause cause
Te that that
8d rel pol
8g misc NL
9¢ rel ol
Judg.l16:2¢ rel NL
2e misc prpl
e as NP
1%a temp indep

rel = relative clause
temp temporal clause
misc = miscellaneous tyvpe
ppl = past particivple
prpl = present participle

=
=

NP = noun phrase

NI = no Latin source

SA = gubject accusative
AP = adverd phrase

(Latin independents are underlined.)
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Chart 2.1: Trensitional clauses.

2.12.

The Catholic Homilies.

2.121.

Indevendent.

section

Gen.l:31
2315-17
2:18-25
"

Gen.

oa
CH clause r section
I11.206.6a Gen.7:1-5
I.12.32 "
I.14.17b "
I.14.22¢ 15:12-16
I.14.25 P2.1-13
I11.58.20b "
I1.16.%2 "
1.16.%4b "
I1.18.1c A
I.18.1.0b "
1.18.1%b K
I.176.2%2 "
1.18.149a Hum.17:1-8
1.300.7b 21:6-0
1.20.71a 1
I1.20.23% "
I.20.26a Judg.16:1-3
I.20.27a L
I.22.1la

end
I.20.17b Fen.17:10-16
I.12.%1a "
L14.16b Hum.17:1-8
1.90.22b )

and Sa

I.16.4b Gen.2:16-25
I.17.28 t
1.288.14 3:1=-6
I.14.%2b 536

67

CH clause

I.22.5a
1.72.6
T1.22.8a
I71.190.16b
1I1.60.20¢
IT1.60.262
I1.60.27
I1.60.%1b
II1.60.%%
IT.62.2a
11.62.4a
I11.62.13
IT.18.14D
I1.2%38.,11a
11.238.120
I1.2%8.,15a
1.226.24D
1.226.25c¢

I.92.2b
1.92.6a
I11.8.13%

I.14.13%
I.14.20a
1.18.11
L.176.210h



Chart 2.1: Transitional clauses (cont.). 68

2,12. The Catholic Homilies (cont.).
2.121. Independent (cont.).

other connectives

section CH clause commective
Gen,.,l:35ff T.16.1a eft
" I.16.%b eft
" I.16.6b ealswa eft
" I.16.8 ac
" I.16.92 ac
27 1.20.15 ac
2:18-25 I1.14.8¢ ac
3:]l=6 1.18.2¢c ac
" I.18.6a ac
" I.18.8 Seah
%30 IT.220.1 witodlice
6:5-15 I1.20.28 ac
" I.20.31 nu ——
15:12-16 I1I.190.20 sodlice
17:10-16 I.92.9a and =fter Omre sprmce
" I.92.9b on dam ylcan dz:ge
22:1-13 I1.60.18 on Sere priddan ylde
" IT.60.2%a efne
" I1.60.%5Db nu
" IT.62.5 mfter Sissum
" 11.62.10 sodlice
Judg.16:1-3: I.226.27a ac
no connective
section CH clause section CH clause
Gen.l:aLf 1.14.%35a Gen.bsb=15 1.20. 34
H I.16.10 " T.20.%6
1:14-16 I.100.9 Tel-5 I.22.11b
1:26-27 1.288.1%a 1" I.22.12b
1:31=2:% I.14.29a " I.,22.14
" I.14.%4 8:13 I11.58.32
2:15-17 I.14.1la 12:3 I1I.12.23%
2:18-25 T.14.248s 1717 T1.90.18
2:20-22 TII1.58.20a " T.90.19
n IT.58.24 " I.90.71c
2:21=-2% I11.8.22 n 1.90.242
" 11.8.2% " 1.90.26
" I11.8.240 n T1.90.28
3el-0 1.18.%b " 1.90.31
" 1.18.5b 17:10-16 I1.92.1b
336 I.176.17a " 1.92.%b
i I1.176.18 17:14~n I1.94.14¢9
" I.176.2%b 21:5 1.92.20
Aelf-183 II.2%4.7b 22:1-1% 1I1.60.24b
3:17-21 IT.18.17a " I1.60.29
" 1.18.18a 24:1~-4 I1T.254,24Db
3:18 IT.406.5 Tum.17:1-8 1T.8.10
%319 1.500.72a 21:6-9 11.238.10
H I1.300.8c¢ n 1T1.2%8.14
%123 I.118.24 " IT.258,208
65:5-15 I1,20,%2 " I1,2%8.20b
{ Judg.l6:19 1.488.7




Chart 2.1: Transitional clauses (cont.).

2.12, The Catholic Homilies (cont.).

69

temn =

temporal clause

2.122. Subordinate.

section CH clause type I section CH clauses tyve

Gen.l:5ff T.16.%a as Gen.6:H5=15 I.20.25¢ that
" I.16.42 that " 1.20.260b rel
Y I.16.6a rel i 1.20.%0 cause
" I1.16.,10 temn " 1.20.%5 that
1:14-16 1.100.10b thet 7:1-5 I.22.1b as
1:31~2:3 I1.14.3%2a cause " I.22.7= rel
" I.14.%%a rel it I.22.70 rel
227 1.20.14 rel i I.22.8b that
" 1.20.16 rel " I.22.11% temo
" 1.20.18 ternp " I1.22.,13 that
23:15=1"7 I.12.34a rel 3:13% I1.58,.35 rel
" 1.12.35 rel 12:3 {I.12.24 temp
ft I.14.1a cause 1%:12-16 I1.100,18 that
n I.14.2a if 17:1-=7 1.90.25 that
2:18-25 I.14.14 that " I.50.29 that
" I1.14.15 tenp " 1.90.30 that
" I.14.18s8 that 17:10-16 I.92.12 temp
t I.14.208 tenp " I.92.2¢e rel
" I.14.220 misc 1 I.92.3%a cause
" I.14.24c cause i I1.92.4 cause
" 1.14.26% cause " I.92.6c¢ rel
2:20=22 I1.58.21 that 17:14 I.94.1% rel
i IT.58.25 rel " I.94.14b cause
2:21-2% I11.8.24c¢ that 21:5 I.92.21 temn
% :1-6 I.15.%48 rel 22:1-1% I1.60,19b that
! I.18.1a that " 11.60.22 rel
" I.18.1b if " 11.60.2%2 temp
" 1.18.2b as H I11.60.25 rel
" I.18.%a if f I1.60.31= temn
" I.18.124 misc o 1I.60.%2b that
336 I.176.170b temp " 11.62.1D that
" 1.176.19a  temp " I1.62.7 cause
" I.176.19b temn " 11.62,12 cause
L I.176.21a if 24 :1-4 IT.2%4.24% tenp
n T1.176.22 tenp " 11.2%4,27 that
t I1.176.248 temo " 11.2%4.28 that
" 11.220,2 temn 1 I1T1.2%4.,29 rel
i I1.%3%0.%2b mnisc Tum.17:1-8 I1.8.11 that
" IT.550.33 rel " II.8,.,14a rel
%1l 7-18 I11.254.5 cause 21169 IT.2%68.90 temp
L 11.406.5a  temn " 11.2%8.11b  rel
" 11.40G.60 rel " I11.2%8.15h2 that
3:17-21 I.18.14 cance n 11.2%%,16b tha
" I.18.16a rel " T1.258.17b that
53:1C 1.500.7¢ temn " 11.238.18a rel
%323 1.118.26 temn " 17T.2%8,18b that
” I.118.27 temn Jude.1l6:1-7 1.226,25= thet
Gh~1h I1.20.250 that " 1.226,25b rel
n I1.20.25Dh that

3
rel = relative clouse misc = miscellaneous tyne
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2.%311. Hentateuch vs, Homilies. The distribution

of transitiona’ clauses listed in Chart 2.1 is svstemati-

cally presented in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1, Distribution of Transitional Clauses.

E Heptateuch Homilies
. independent

da 56 37
and 22 7
and Ja 8 ) 8
other %36 22
parataxis 47 - 55
total 169 127
subordinate 121 97
total 290 224

As seen in Table 2.1 the Heptateuch contains 290 re-

levant clauses, of which 121, or 41.7%, are subordinate;
the Homilies has 224 relevaent clauses, with 97, or 43.3%,
subordinate. The similarity is certainly striking.

When further subdivisions are made, however, certain
interesting differences are seen. The 169 independentY

clauses in the Heptateuch sample are composed of 86 oc-

currences of §§, and, and and 8a, 36 of other connectives,
and 47 with no overt connectives; that is, 50.8%, 21.3%%,
and 27.8%, respectively. The Homiles, on the other hand,
contains 127 independent clauses, composed of 52 cases
introduced by da, and and and da, 22 by other connectives,
and 53 with no overt manifestation, or 40.Y%, 17.3%, and

41.7%, resnectively. The ~reat discrenancy in the two
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works in relation to the number nf clauses lacking overt
connectives seems sisnificant--exvpecially when 1t is re-
membered thut one often mentioned characteristic of 014
Inglisiy is parataxis. Whether the increaned use of connec-

tives in the Heptateuch is due to Tatin influence will be

discussed in the next section.
Sinilarly interesting results are found when the sub-
ordinate clauses are subdivided. Of the 121 subordinate

clauses in the leptateuch, 50, or 41.3%%, are relative

clauses, while 25 of 97, or cnly 25.8j, are such in the
Homilies, Subordinates introduced by 8=t (e.z., ‘'said

thate... ') occur 33 times in the Heptateuch, for 27.3%,

and in the Homilies 29 times, for 29.9%. Iikewise, the
two works are more or less the same in occurrences of

clauses introduced by because, 10 in the Heptateuch (8.3%)

against 12 in the Homilies (12.4%); and as, 7 (5.8>)
against 3 (3.1%), respectively. On the other hand, there
is a considerable difference in the occurrence of temporal

clauses, with 1% (10.7%%) in the ientateuch and 21 (21.6%)

in the Homilies. A final, though minor, differences is

that the Heptateuch has two concessives introduced by

Seah and one conditional with 81 lms fe (2.5%), while the
Homiliegs has none of these, but does have four conditionals

with gif (4.1.2), 2 tyve lackins in the llentateuch. Obvious-

ly, the numbers involved 1n these latteér cascs are too

small to be significant by themselves, but these and the
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more imprcssive differences suggest that some outside
force is influencing x1fric's choices in one work as
opposed to the other. Vhether the Latin text is ine

fluencings the style of the Heptateuch in these matters

will now be explored.

2.312. Latin influence in the Heptateuch, In

order to determine to what extent, if at all, the Hep-
tateuch was influenced by the Latin text, two compari-
sons were made: first, between usage in the two works
in respect to subordination or its absencej; second, re-
garding the details of the relevant clauses.

In resvect to the first consideration it was found

that 14 independent clauses in the Hentateuch answer to

subordinates in the Vulgate, and 9 subordinates to inde-
nendents. In addition, 2 independents and 1% subordinates
have no direct source in the Vulgate, though it should be
mentioned that with some of these, as with some of the
previously noted differences, the denarture from the Latin
is easily exvnlained, Thus, of the 290 relevant clauses

in the Heptateuch, all but 38, or 13.1%, follow the Vul-

gate in regard to &lfric's choice of making them indevpen-—
dent or subordinate.,

Of the 251 remainins clauses--those followings the
Vulgate--46 (29 independent, 17 subordinate) depart from

the Vulgate in some matter of phrasing, making another
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15,9 that does not follow the Latin exactly. Again it
must be noted that many of these differences are minor
and easily explained and are being included here for the
exvress nurpese of makins the comparison as strict as
possible. Thus, taking both of these groups of differen-
ces, there still remains 71.0% of the relevant clauses

in the Heptateuch that follow the Vulgate even in matters

of vhrasing and syntax,

Exactly what is meant by following the Vulgate in
phrasing and syntax can be understood from a survey of
those clauses that are considered different from their
Latin source but easily exploined. These fall into two
groups: those that depart slightly from the Vulgate and
those that are probably based on a variant 0ld Lotin
text.

2.,3121. Vulgate., Among the subordinate clauses lis-

ted as dissimilar from their Vulgate sources, three (Gen.
6:7e, 6:12b, 17:6b) are introduced by Set and answer to
the subject accusative construction in the Vulgate:
6:7d- me ofdinzd sodlice
e- &=t ic hi worhte.
d'-~ poenitet enim me

e'- fecisge eos.

6:12a~ Da geseah Tod

b~ 3t seo eorde w=s gewemmed.
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al—- ,,..vidisset Deus

b'- terram esse corruptam.

17:6a~ And ic eedo

b= Pt Ou wyxt.

a'- lMaciamque

b'~ te crescere vehementissime.
Thouszh it was possible in 0ld ¥nglish, as in liodern, to
say, for example, "I will make you grow," it was much
more common to do what f&lfric has done here. Therefore,
whereas we must admit that Elfric could have followed the
Vulgate verbatim, there is no difficulty in seeing why he
did not.

An additional five subordinate clauses render Latin
participles that would have been very awkward, thoush pos-
sible, in 0ld English. The passages are Gen.l2:3b and 4,
Num.21:8d and 9c¢, and Judg.lb:le:

12:%a~ Ic gebletsige da

b~ be de bletsiad.

a'~ Benedican

bl benedicentibus tibi.
12:3c~ and ic awyrice da

d- pe Je wyriag.

c'- et maledicanm

d'- maledicentibus tibi.

21:8d~ and se Je tos:iiten beOe..s



5

d'- gqul percussUS....
21l:YCc~ e.eeand pa Se toslitene weron....
C'— ...QUen cwi perctissSi....
16:2d~ ...woldon hine geniman,
e- mid pam Pe he ut eode on =rne mergen,
f- and hine ofslean.
d'- ut facto
e'- mane exeunten
f'- occiderent.
It is obvious that rendering these narticiples into 01d
nglish would severely strain the syntax of that language,
though again it is nossible. TFarther analysis of Num. 21:8
and 9 will be found below, Section 3,213 how far Flfric was
willing to strain 01d English syntax to render past partici-
ples will be seen in Chapter 7; the same for present nar-
ticiples is in Section 4.1.

Murther, three dissimilar subordinates and two inde-
pendenls are the result of the contrast in felxibility be-
tween Latin gui and 0ld Fn:lish Ge.

The three subordinate clauses show the tendency of
Incglish--from the earliest period and still gaining in
popularity--to avoid preposed inflected relative vpronouns,
e.g., "in/for/to whom." TFaced with this construction in
the Latin, #1fric has in each case rearranged the clause
to make the ILatin obligue forms into the subject of the

Enclish rendering:
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Gen.7:22a- and s=8lc dinge
b- weard adyd....
a'- et cuncta,

in quibus spiraculum vitms est in ‘terra,

b= mortua sunt.

15:14a- Ic deme swa Seah ba Jeoda

b- Se hi on Seowte gebringad.
a'- ...gentem,

b'- cul servituri sunt,

ego iudicabo.

17:14a~ Se werhades man

be ne byd emsniden on Pam

flmsce hys fylmenes,
b- hys sawul byd adylegode...
a'- lMasculus,

cuius preputii caro circumcisa

non fuerit,
b'— delebitur anima 1ll2....
Clearly, the changes that ilfric made in these verses
must be considered very minor in iight of the vwrenched
syntax that would have resulted from a verbatim trans-
lation., (On the change in subject between the beginning

of 17:14 and the end, in both Latin and English, see
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Section 4.4.)

The difference in syntactic occurrence between gui
and Qg accounts for two instances of Latin subordinates
being translated as independents (Gen. %:lc and 6f):

3:la- Bac swylce seo nzddre wss geapre done
ealle da 00re nytenNU.e..

c- And seo naddre cwed to dam wife:

a'- Zed et serpens erat callidor cunctis
animantibus terres...

c'— gui dixit ad mulierem:

6a- Da geseah 8wt wif...
e- and sealde hyre were:
f- he =t da.

al= Vidit igitur mulier...

e'- deditque viro suo,

f'- qui comedit.,

Wnile Modern English could render the latter verse accord-
ing to the Latin, 'she gave her husband, who ate', this
noseiblility does not seem to have been avallable in 0ld
Inglish; moreover, even Modern ¥nglish cannot render the
first verse verbatim. Thus, theze two instances of #lfrie's
departure from the structure of the latin show again his
awareness of "d=re svrmce fandunge,"

Two more cases of tirids type must be mentioned, though

in these it iz not at all certain that the Tatin is itself
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subordinate, since in one (Gen.3:2a) cul follows a quo-
tation and refers back to the sveaker, and in the other
(22:11c) gui follows a quotation and refers to a werson
named therein. In both cases, the structure can hardly
be called a relative clause and may actually be an inde-
pendent usage of guis
lc- And seo naddre cwed to dam wife:
d~ Hwi forbead God eow
e~ 3wt ge ne mton of =lcon treowe binnan Para-
disum?

2a—- Dot wif andwyrde.ee.

let'= Qui dixit ad mulierelleess

2a'- Cui respondit mulier....

22:11b- 8a clypode Godes engel..., Abraham!
c- He andwyrde sonsa.
b'- Et ecce Angelus Domini...cl amavit, dicens:
Abraham, Abraham.

c'- Qui respondit.ess

These two verses were listed as departures from the Latin

only because the strictest possible criteria were desired

for considering a particular verse influenced by the Latin.
Also considered as departures because of the desire

for strict criteris were two instances (Gen.8:1%a and 22:3a)

where a Latin present narticinle used temporally is rendered

Qg, independent, whereas a verbatim translation micht have

used da fa...0a:
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8:1%a- Pa geonenode Noe Gwes arces hrof,
b= and behold ut
c- and geseal.ees
a'- Igitur aperiens Noe tectum arcs
b'- aspexit

c'= viditque.ss.s

22:3a~ Abraham Oa aras on Jpmre ylcan nihte
b~ and ferde ...

a'= Igitur Abraham de nocte consurgensS...

b'~ abiit.see
It nust be admiited, however, that the latter verse has
several other departures from the ILatin. (See Section
4.1.)

PMinally, there are certain cases in which Allfric seems
to have tried to render a Latin sense that might have been
lost in a verbatim translation. It will be remembered that
one of the things this investigation is trying to determine
is now often, if at all, £lfric sacrificed clarity to the
requirement of retaining the "gastlice andgyt." Thus, it
is well to note several minor changes Zlfric makes and see
if the reason for them is easily found.

At Gen.6:12c¢ ilfric turns a parenthetic remark (con-
sidered subordinate in the present computations) into a
marked subordinate clause by adding the words that show

the obvious intent oi the parenthesis:
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b- Om=t seo eorde wms gewemmed,
c- for Ban Je elc flmec gewende his weg ofer
eordan.,
a'l= ...vidisset Deus
b'- terram esse corruntam
c'- (omnis quipve caro corrupuerat viam suam
super terram).ess
Iikewise, at Gen. 9:1%b £lfric exvlains the connection be-
tween two verses that may be mistaken as temporally continu-
ous, when actually the second is an elaboration of the first:
12a- Pis bid 3wt tacn mines weddes
b- 8=t ic do betwux me and eow and eallum
libbendum nytenum on ecum mesgdun,
13a- Bmt is,
b— 8wt ic sette minne renbogan on wolcnum.
12a'- Hoc signum foederis
b'- quod do inter me et vos, et ad omnem animan
viventem, qu= est vobiscum in generationes
semplternas:
13b'= Arcum meunm nonam in nubibus.
It shiould be noticed that for the sake of argument both
1%a and 6 are listed as differing from the Latin, the first
because it has no manifest source in the Latin, the second
because the Latin is considered indenendent, not havings a

hynotactic connection to the »revious verse; nonetheless,
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it is obvious how 1ittle the 0ld English departs from the
Latin.

A second tyve of revision that #lfric sometimes made,
thoupsh not nearly as often as some scholars have suggested,
was shortening a passage by omitting phrases that had ap-
peared immediately before. Any reader of the Bible is a-
ware of the stylistic device whereby a list of people, for
example, is repeated every time they are referred to, in-
stead of substituted for with a pronoun. In this type, and
similar tyves, Zlfric sometimes shortened the sentence.
Thus, in Gen.7:23, after having Jjust said that all men,
women, birds, snimals, insects, and living things were de-
stroyed by the flood, the Vulgate goes on to say:

Et delevit omnem substantiam,
que erat super terranm,
ab homine usque ad mnecus,
tam reptile gquam volucres coeli:
et deleta sunt de terra:
remansit autem solus MNoe,
et qui cum eo erant in arca.
Por this 4lfric has only the last clause, which he connects
to the nrevious sentence:
22a~ i/nd =lc 8inge de 1if h=fde
b- weard adyd on dam deopan flode,
2%~ buton dam anum Se binnan dam arce wweron.

Similarly, #lfric suortens Gen.9:10 because the same ligst
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9- Efne nu ic sette min wed...
10~ ...t0 eallum libbendum nytenum....
9'- Hcce ego statuam pactum neulle.e.
10'- ,..ad omnem animam viventem,
que est vobiscum,
tam in volucribus quem in iumentis,
et pecudibus terrm cunctis,
«seet universis bestiis termws.
It remains to be said that, of the remasinina cases
in which the 0l1d English differs from the Latin, most
are cases in which the Latin or 01d English has an intro-
ductory adverb or connector not appearing in the other,
This type of difference cannot be lightly dismissed in
view of our attempt to see how the two languages compare
in regard to paratactic and hypotactic construections, but
it is necessary to stress that because this investigation
is concerned with such a particular detail one must not
lose sicsht of what is meant by difference: for the purposes
of tihis computation two clauses are different if one has
a manifest connective and the other does not--even if every
other detail in the two is the same. It should be noted,
therefore, that of the total of 49 differences between the
Latin and 0ld English amons the indevpendent clauses, 29 are
differences in connectives: 16 cases in which the 014 Eng-

lish has a connective where the Latin does not; 13 where



83

the 0ld English does not and the Latin does. The comp-
lete sirmificance of the difference--both major and minor
--will be discussed after the comparison of the Vulgate

to the 01d ILietin recdings.

2.%5122. 01d Latin Readings. The problems and uncer-

tainty involved in any attempt at establishing which 0ld
Latin readings #1fric may have had available have already
been discussed (Section 2.2), and, as exnwlained, the basis
of the investigation will remain the Vulgate, Nonethelesgs,
it is worthwhile to take brief notice of some old ILatin
readinss which, if available to Elfric, would exvplain a

number of differences between the Heptateuch and Vulgate,

though it must be remembered that no attemwnt is being made
here to nrove that Zlfric did indeed have these variants.,
Therefore, keevning in mind the warning against con-
structing a patchwork text, it may be pointed out that five
of the subordinate clauses listed as differing from the
Vulgate closely resemble 0ld Iatin verses. Gen.9:15b was

given as an instance in which the Heptateuch was subordin-

ate and the Vulgate indevendent:
a- And ic beo gemyndig mines weddes wid eow,
b- Owt henonford ne by flod to adyldienne
eall flwsc.
a'- ®¥t recordabor foederis mel vobiscum:
b'- et non erunt ultra aquez diluvii ad delendum

universam carnem.
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But there is an 014 Latin version that has the second
clause subordinate:

a¥~ et memorero testamenti mel...

b¥~ ut non perdam aguis diluvii omnen carnen.
The obvious drawback of this verse, uowever, ig that in
other ways--e.z., the lack of infinitive of purpose, and
the differing subject-—-it 1s less similar than the Vulgate

to the Heptateuch.

Three examonles that are much more likely to have been

based on 0ld Tatin readings are ones in which the Heptateuch

has more than apnears in the Vulgate. In two of these (Gen.

2:19b and 2le) the Hdeptateuch has a clause and the Vulgate

D

only a phrase; in one (Gen.6:12c¢) the Heptateuch has a sub-

ordinator not in the Vulgate. In all three cases 0ld Latin

readings come very close to the Hentateuch:

19a~ God soplice gel=dde da nytenu,

b- 8e he of eordan gesceop, and Swmre lyfte

fugelas to Adame,

c- Ozt he foresceawode

d- hu he hi gecygde.

b~ Formatis lgitur, Dominus Deus, de humo cunctis
animantibus terras, et universis volatilibus
coell,

a'- adduxit ea ad Adam,

c'- ut viderel

d'- quid vocaret ea.



b¥- et quscumque finixit deus adhuc de terra

omnes bestias agri et omnia volatilia
celi

a¥- et adduxit illa ad Adanm

c¥=- utvideret

d*- quid vocaret illa.

2lc- 3a genam he an rib of his siden

joX}
i

and gefylde mid flesce

e- Omr Ot rib wes.

c¢'- tulit unam de costis eius

d'- et replevit carnem

e'- pro ea.

c¥- et sumsit deus unam de costis elus
d*- et supplevit carnem

e*¥- in locum ipsius,

been following an 01ld Latin version:

a*~ et vidit dominus deus terram
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In both of these it seems clear that the clause in the
Heptateuch is more easily traced to the 01d Latin verse
than to the Vulgate, though, as already mentioned, each
version has something to make it attractive as a source.
Gen.6:12c, as explained in Section 2.3%121, includes
a subordinator not found in the Vulgate; and, while it is
possible to reconcile this with K£lfric's general practice

(as was done above), it isg worth noting that he may have
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b*~ guia corrunta erat

c*- valde gquia corrunerat omnis cquro viam eius

suner terran.
It snould also be noted that this resding accounts likewise

for the subordinate clause in clause (b) in the Hentateuch

in contrast to the subject accusative in the Vulgate (though
this difference too may be easily exvlained, as in 2,3121):
a- Pa gesgeah God
b— 3zt seo eorde wes gewenmed....
a'- ...vidisset Deus
b'- terram esse corruvtafe...
A finsl example where the 0ld L-~tin may account for a

difference between subordinate clauscs in the Heptateuch

and Vulgate is 17:12c:
b—- ...zeboht beowa beo ymsniden,

c- peah he ne beo eowres cynnes.,

b'e- ...emptitius circumcidetur,

c¢'- et guicumgue non fuerit de stirpe vestra.

C¥= ...ab omni filio alterius qui non est ex
semine tuo.

It seems fair to say that the peah of the Heptateuch con-

veys the sense of the 01d ILutin subordinate clause, as
opposed to the coordinate clausc in the Vulgate: viz.,

both the Heptateuch and 0ld Latin have 'not of your fanily!

modiilying 'bousht slave' of the previous clauses; the Vul-

gate introduces 'not of y-ur family' as an additional
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group of people, coordinate with 'bouzht slave'. But

in this case too, thouhh the 0ld Latin seems a more ypro-
bable source of the 0ld Ensglish, a drawback exists in
that the 0Ld L :tin is 2 relative clause and the 0ld Ing-
list, while subordinate, is not relative.

As for the fourteen independent clauses in the Jlep-
tateuch answering to subordinates in the Vulgate, two
seem very probably to be based on 0ld Latin while another
two may be. Gen.06:1”?, a verse which was already snown to
have a nrobable source in the 0ld Latin for two differen-

ces between the Heptateuch and Vulgate, reads in the 01d

Inglish:
a- Da geseah God
b— Ot seo eorde was gewermed....
The Vulgate for this is
a'- Cumque vidisset Deus
b'- terram esse corrupntam....
But the 0ld ILiatin has a much closer re:dinge
a*- et vidit dominus deus terram
b¥*- quia corrupta erat....
Tikewise probably from the 01d Latin is the indenendent
clausec at 17:11b:
a- ‘nd ge emsnidad pmt flmsc eowres fylmenes;
b- Pt beo tacn mines weddes betwux me and eow,
(Pt is bpeing taken as the demonstrative pronoun.) The

Vulgate for this verse has a subordinate clause of nur-
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nose; but one 0ld Latin version has a coordinate clause
that may be the source of Alfric's pat:
a'—- Bt circumcidetis carnem vreputil vestri,
b'- ut sit in sisnum foederis inter me et vos.
b*él};.gz erit in sienum testament....

Of the two clauses that may be followings 0ld Latin
readings, one (Gen.21l:52) is problematic because it has
aspects other than its subordination that seem closer to
the Vulgate, and the other (22:9z) because the whole pas-
sa;se 1s not close enough to any one text to answer for
all its details:

4a~ And on pam eahtedan dmge hyne eac ymsnad,
b- swa swa (God him bebead.
5a- ind he sylf wes da hundwintre.
4a'=- 5t circumcidit eum octavo die,
b'- Cum centum esset annorum hac quippe =tate
patris natus est Isaac.
4a*~ et tunc circuncidit Abrsham puerum die octava,
ba*~ Abraham autem erat annorum centum
quand genuitv Isaac,
It is obvious tnat, though the 0OLd Latin will account for
5a, it will not account for the subordinate clause n 4b.
Ag for 22:9z, the three versions are:
g—- le geband pa hys sunu.
gt= cunque ellicasset lsasce filivm sUUM.e..

£¥= ,..et alligavit vedes Isaac (1110 8U0..e.
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To avold extended comment, suffice to say that many other
difficulties nrevent one from a firm conclusion that this

01d Lotin verse—-ac close as it is to the Hevotateuch-—~is

definitely the source #lfric was following. At this vpoint
it might 2lso be remarked that just this type of uneertainty
was given earlier as the reason that esteblishing #lfric's

source would not be a goal of this investigation.

2.31%. fnalysis of Lotin Influence. The question was

raised in Section 2.%11 as to whether the difference be~

tween the Heptateuch and Homilies could be attributed to

Latin influence. Using the material oresented in Section
2.%312, an answer to that question may be attemnted.

In the inivial comparison of the subordinate clauses
in the two 0ld English versions it was found that overall
the two had an equal percentaze of the total numhber of re-

levant clauses subordinate (41.7 for the Heptateuch; 43%.3

for the ﬁomilies), but that they differed considerably in
resard to relative and temporal clauses, with 41.3% of all

subordinctes beins relatives in the ileptateuch against

only 75.2 . in the Homilies, and 21.6% temporals in the

Homilies contrasted with only 10.7% in the ieptazteuch.

Comparison of the lepihzteuch to the Vulgate shows that of

the 50 relative clauses in the 0ld Inglish only %5 answer
to relatives in the Vulgate. But it will then be noticed

that 11 of the 15 not clearly fcolloving the Vulpate were
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expluzined in the precedine section as either easily ac-
counted for in terms of the Vulgate or =28 oprobably fol-
lowin~ the various 0ld ILatin readings. <Thus, in reality,

46 of the 50 relative clauses in the Hepntateuch can be

shown to have either definite (%% cases) or probable (11
cases) sources in 2lfric's fatin text, makine the differ~

ence in regard to relatives in the Hevntateuch and Homilles

strong evidence for our contention that the former is a
translation, and therefore close to the Latin, while the
latter is a paraphrase, therefore showing certain liber-
ties with the text.

This contention finds further support from the differ-~

A

ence in temporal clauses. Ag noted before, the Heptateuch

has considerably fewer temporals than the Homilies, with
only 13, or 10.7». Yet it is to be mnoticed that six of
these do not answer to temvorals in the Vulgate or 01d
Latin and do not lend themselves to easy explanations.
Thus, it may be argued that in his personal style ilfric

uses more temovorsls than he uses 'n the Hepntateuch, and,

thoush he tried to follow his source and limit himself,
found it necessary to abandon his text six times to add
temporals or change existine ones to fit his style. While
it maoy ceem to contradict our contention to claim that
#lfric abandoned the Latin source, it does not; it shows
that the Lotin is what kept the number of temporals to a

minimum. Yhe number would have been even less 1f Afric
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had not felt uncomfortable with so few (to his understand-
ing) indications of the temporal continuity of the story.

As to the contrast between the llentateuch and Homilies

regarding the number of indevendent clauses havin~ no mani-
fest connective, no satisfyine analysis »resents itsell. 4is
pointed out, the Homilies has 41.7% of ifts indenendent clau-

ses without connectives while the Heptateuch has only 27.8%,

WMoreover, it was noted that the leptateuch has 16 connectives

where tihe Vulgate has none and lacks connectives 13 times
when the Vulgate has them. Insofar as the additions and
subtractions seem to cancel each other out, it would be
hard to say anything convineing about how closesly alfric
followed the Lotin in his choice of conmnectives. But it
may be fair to say that considering the remainder of the
independent clauses the vpercentage of clauses lackins mani-
fest connectives would have been higher in the 014 Tnglish
if it had been hicher in the Vulgate.

Finally it must be noted that of the 14 indenendent
clauses answering to subordinates in the Vulgate, 7 are
accounted for in Section 2.%12, and Jlikewise 4 of the 9
subordinates answering to independents. ‘hus, using the
strictest possible criteria we find that of the 272 clau~

ses in the Hevotateuch with identifiable sources in the

Latin all but 2%, or 91.%w follow the TLatin in being in-
denendent or subordinstes usine the more lenient criteria
b T

of section 2.%12, all but 12, or 95.6% follow the I~tin
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in this respect. These figures become very interesting
and seminal when it is remembered that in rezard to anounts

of subordinzlion both the Heptateuch and Homilies were sub-

stantially the same--yet the lleptateuch is clearly follow-

ing the Latin at least 92,5 of the time fhet there is a
Latin source. Moreover, oi the 265 Latin clauses Tisted
in Chart 2.1 {(counting varticipial verbals and subject accu-
satives, but excluding noun phrases, adjective phrases and
loose renderings), 155, or 58.5%, are independent, and 110,

or 41.5%, are subordinate~-zlmost exactly the same as the

58.3¢% and 41.7%, resvectively, for the Hevntateuch. This

raises the very strons nossibility, sugcested in Sections
1.51 and 1.72, that there is such a thing as languzse style,
and, even more fascinatine, text style: it mey well be that
the requirements of narrative predetermined the amounts of

subordination.

2,514, Analysis by sections. To further investigate

the nossibility of the existence of text style it seemed ad-
visable to analyze the material in terms of each episode——
to see 1f the same results occur in any nerrative, no mat-
ter what size it is or what topic it is handline. For

thiz purwose the sammles from both 014 “nelish works were
divided according to topic, with certain thematically un-
clear sentences joined to the enisode closest in nature;

for exsnmle, the one sentence about Isazc's birth end cir-
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cumcision (Gen. 21:4-5) was joined to the larscr discus-
sion of circumecision (Gen.l7). The basic criteria used
for determining when a story bepan or ended were chanter
divisions, #lfric's handline of the material in the Homi-
lies, and, because the issue was not felt to be central to
the question of the validity of the assumption about style,
the subjective feelins the story seemed to be finished.

In this way the material was subdivided into nine epi-
sodes varying in lensth Trom 5 clauses to 108 and from one
sentence (vYen.24:1-4) to four chanters: the story of crea-
ticn and the fall; the flood; Abraham's blessing; the coven-
ant of circumcision; the binding of Isaac; the servant's
oatn to Abraham; the miracle of Aaron's rodj; the fiexy

serpents; Samson.

Chart 2.2: Subordination by sections.

]

Section Number of Clauges
. Heptateuch ! Homilies
title chapter total sub. sub. | total sub. psub.
creation 1,2,3 50 40 44.4 108 47 43,5
flood 6-9 a7 33 37.9 30 1% 43,3
Abraham 12,15 10 5 50.0 5 2 40.0
covenant 17,21 3 16 4%,2 27 11 40.7
Isaac 22 27 10 37,0 24 9 37.5
oatl: 24 7 4 57,1 5 4 80,0
Laron Num,17 7 5 42.9 5 2 40.0
servents Num.?21 14 b 42.9 14 7 50,0
Samson Judg. 1 11 4 %6.3 6 2 40,0
TOTAL 2490 121 | 224 97
-

A8 inmprobabvle

as the susoestion of text st

have sounded initi=lly, Churt 2.2 shows that it

vie may

is to be
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taken as a serious nossibility, for except for one in-
stance eaci. of 805 and 57.1) the percentége of suborina-
tion in the eirhteen treatments of the nine tonics always
falls between 36 and 50w, & shread of less than 19 in
sixteen texts varying in theme, size, and purpose (eirht
being translations, eight peraphrases). lloreover, it is
possible to explsin away the instances of €00 and H7.1%
by pointing out that they both occur in the oath that
Abraham makes his servent take--and this 1s not techni-
cally a narrative, being one sentence of admonition.

This latter »rgment is admittedly something of an
excuse, but it calls attention to a very interestins fact
about Chert 2.2. “/hen the episodes are taken separately,

it will be found that the vercentares in the Heptateuch

and Homilies for the individual episodes veary no more

than 10y (ignoring the servant evnisode); in fact, o differ-
ence of nore than 8 occurs only twice, with the usual
spread being closer to 4w. ‘hat this suzsests is thet
something  about the topic of each section in perticular,
end about narrative in general, determined the chioice of

subordination, making suvbordination, therefore, an asnect

of text style.

2.%52. HNumber of bubordinate clauses. In the previous

section, as .~ointed out in 2.31, we were cencerned only

with the number of suhordination structures. In this oec-



tion attention will turn to the nercentage of subordinate
clauses to the total,meaning that now a8ll clauses coordi-
nated by and will be considered. The reason for this divi-
sion 1s not that there was any predisposition t» finding
a particuluer result; nor was there any thought that a dif-
ferent resultl would be obtained. Rather the motivation was
to avoid unnecessary complexity in the initial stages of
the investigation. To the extent that the number of clau-
ses dominated by a vparticulsar connective or subordinator
did not seem as important as the percentage of independent
and suvordinate constructions, and did seem an added com-
plexity, clauses coordinated by and were omitted. Because,
therefore, the analysis in the previous section was made
on & simplified sample, in tils section we will 1imit
analysis to either verification or disproof of the initial
suggestions. And for this reason the discussion here will
follow the pattern of the vnrevious one, only this time in-
cluding those cleuses omitted from Chart 2.1. The number
of indevendent and subordinate and-coordinated cleuses is

given in Chart 2.7.

Chart 2.%. ind-coordinated clauses.

Heptateuch Homi%ips
indenendent 120 88
subordinate 9 15
TOTAT 129 10%




2.321. Heptateuch vs,Homilies, As Chart 2.3 shows,

129 and-coordinated clauses appnear in the Heptateuch sarmnle,

120 of them in independent constructions and 9 in subordi-
nate, and 103% in the Homilics, 88 indevendent and 15 subor-
dinate. ‘hen added to the number of clauses dealt with in
the previous section, this makes 419 in all for the Hepta-
teuch, with 289 indevendent and 130 subordinate, and 327
for the Homilies, 215 independent and 112 subordinate,

Thus, subordinate clauses make up 31.0% of the Hevtateuch

total and 34.%3% of the Homilies. On the other hand, sub-
ordinates compose 14.6% of the and-coordinated clauses in

the Homilies, but only 7.0% in the Heptateuch. As in the

previous investigation the question now arises as to whe-
ther +the difference in subdivision is due to TLatin influ-

ence.,

2.%322. ILatin influence. Of the nine and-coordinate

subordinates in the Heptateuch, seven (Gen.3:5d, 3:17c,

3:1%, 6:5¢c, 15:1%d, 15:13e, 24:4c) answer to TLatin subor-
dinate clauses with and-coordination. Of the two that do
not, one, Gen.7:10b, seems to be the result of Alfric's
omittinsg the next few sentences from his translated text:
a~ Pa on dam eahtodan dmge, 02 0a hi inne weron

b~ and God hi belocen hefde widutan,

c- da yéode et flod ofer eordan.
a'- Cumoue transissent sentem dies,

c'- agque diluvii inundaverunt super terram.



97

&
It will be seen that clause (b) does not answer to any-
thing in this Latin verse; but it may answer to Verse 16,

otherwise omitted from the Heptateuch (alons with 13-15):

et inclusit eum Dominus deforis.
There is a strong possibility, therefore, that ilfric left
out a passage that he considered repetitive or otherwise un-
necessary, but took the one clause that he considered inm-
portant and attached it somewhere else.
R
The second subordinate verse for which there is no

apparent Latin source is Gen.3:23%c:

a-~ Adrefde hine J8a of neorxnawance,

b- 8wt he da eordan worhte

c-~ and him eron tilode,

d- of Teere 8e he genumen wes.,

a'- Et emist eum Dominus Deus de Paradiso voluptatis

b'= ut operaretur terram

d'- de qua sumptus est.
In this case it must be admitted that there does not seem
to be any Biblical source for this addition. Why #1fric
inserted thic clause remains a mystery.

In any event, it would appear justified to say that

the lleptateuch has fewer uand-coordinated subordinste clau-

ses than the Homilies because the Yulgate does, and this is,
therefore, another instance in wnich &lfric may be shown to
have been stylictically influenced by the Latin. Whether

this aversion to and-coordin:ated subordinate clauses in
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the Latin is a feature of the lanpuage style may be con-
sidered by analyzins the departures from the Tatin anppear-
ing in the independent and-coordinated clau~es, since
there are too few subordinates to validly discuss.

Comnarine the 120 indenendenls of the ‘ieptateuch to

those in the Vulgate will sliow that between 20% and 25% of
the clauses differ, though the exact figure depends on how
one chooses to count differences, as will be shown.

The most frequent type of divergence from the Iatin

is the rendering of a Latin narticiple + verb as an 01d

inglish verb and verb., 4This occurs six times (Gen.6:6d-

Tay 8:1%3ab; 22:3ab; 22:1%cd; Hum.17:8ab; 21:5ab), and one
exannle (Gen.8:1%) will suffice to show how .lfric treated
this type:

a~Pa geopenode Noe &ms arces hrof,

b~ and beheold Ut.,.e.

a'= Igitur aperiens Hoe tectum arce

b'- aspnexit.e..
A voriation of tnisoccurs at Gen.22:15ab:

a- Bft clypode se engel Abraham,

b- and cwed :

a'- Vocavit autem inselus Domini Abrahem secundo

b'- dicens:
Hovine the participle followins the verdb seems to be signifi-
cant, since this construction is usually handled in a differ-

ent manner (on which see Section 4.1). It may be mentioned
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in passin~ at this point that the problem in counting the
differences arises from the guestion of whether each of the
foregoing examples involves one difference--the construction
—-—or two--both clauses, Thoush the cholce may seen trivial,
in terms of numbers seven departures are statisticolly very
different from fourteen; and for this rcason statistics are
not employed in this discussion.

Another type of departure from the Tatin involves the
translation of qui, already noted in 2,317l as troublesome,
as at Gen.22:9c:

a- 111 comon Ja to Gmre stowe

b- Pe him geswutelode irod,

c- and Cer weofod arerde....

a'- It venerunt ad locun

b'- quem ostenderat el Deus,

c'= in guo «dificavit altare....
Here, as above, two coordinated independent clauses answer
to an independent and subordinate in the ILeotin. (But it
should be noted that in this particulsr verse #£lfric's
source may have been the 0ld Latin reading: "et construxit
ibi aram,")

It stiould be obvious from these examples thot Latin
has methods of subordination not readily available in 014
inglish. These must therefore be rendered by coordination,
a fact that may well account for the greater frequencymﬂ?gg}«xuﬂﬁ~

nated subardinate clauses in the ilomilies than in the Hentateuch :
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havinge fewer avenueg open to him, #£1fric seems to have
been [orced into developing a versrna’ style in which

many subordination structures had to carry more than just
one clause. To rceall the fipures on subordination struc-
tures presented in 2,%111, it will be noticed that of the

121 subordinators in the Hentateuch only 9 (7.4%) dominate

more than one clause, but of the 97 in the Homilies 15

(15.5%) do so. The consequences, and thus the proof, of
this contrast between 0ld FEnglish and Latin may be seen
anew when both types of subordination just shown are united

in Latin sentence., This problem faced &lfric three times

£

in the sample (ben.22:13cd; Num.21:84f and 9ce):
13b- ...2nd geseah Omr mnne ranl..,

c- and he ahefde OGone ram to dwmre offrunge

d- and hyne &mr ofsnad Gode to lace for hys
sunu Isaac,
b"" ...Viditque...arietem...

c'=- gquem assumens

d'- obtulit holocaustum pro (ilio.
In this case may be observed how #£lfric was forced to
create two coordinute clauses where none appeared in the

Latin--one for the guem and the other for +the participle

+ verb, In the two following examnles the Latin adds a
third method of subordination to these two--subjunctive
verbs:

Num.21l:cce- «e.o5ete upp to tacne,

d- and se ég tosliten beo
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beseo upn to Omre nmddran,
and he leofod...
«eepONE €um »ro sisno:

gul percussus

asnexerit eun

vivit,

.0es5ette to tacne;

and ba §g toslitene weeron

beheoldon to &=re nmddran

and wurdon gehmlede.

eeepOSULt eum pro signo:

guem cum percussi

aspicerent

ganabantur.

In several other types of construction Zlfric turns

a Letin subordinate into a coordinated independent. Twice

he renders Latin temporal subordinate clauses as indepen-

dent coordinates (Gen.22:5c¢c and 10a):

5c—
d-
c'-

d'-

ic and pP=t cild gad unc to gebiddenne,
and we sy0dan cumad sona eft to eow.
ezo et puer illuc...postquam adoraverimus,

revertemur ad vos.

He geband Ppa hys sunu.

ind hys swurd ateah....



g '- cumque alligasset Isaac filium suumn.
108'= Arripuit gladiun..ee
(Motice +that in the latter verse the punctuation and capi-
talization are the editor's; 9¢ is obviously not the end of
the verse.)

At Gen.1:15a and 24:3a ut is rendered by and with in-
dependent coordination instead of subordination (thourh in
the former instance there is an Old Latin reading et).

There are also five places where Alfric has and but the
ILatin has no connective and two nlaces where Zlfric's clause
has no apparent source in the ILatin.

In summery, then, we have found fifteen cases of Latin
subordination that Zlfric has rendered as independents with
and-coordination. This tends to substantiate the popular
claim that Latin is more hypotactic than 014 Bnglish, thoush
it does not support the claim that 0ld IEnglish is paratactic,
unless coordination is accepted as a type of parataxis. In
other words, given the strict definition of parataxis—-—
stringsing clauscs together without manifest connectives—-
there is not much proof that 0ld English is paratactic; but
civen the looser usape--not showing the logical subordination
of ldeas=--it is clear that 01ld inglish, with its greater use

of and-coordination is more paratactic than Iatin.

2.523. ©Subordinate clauses by sections. Using the

criteria explained in “.314, the number and nercentage of
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subordinate clauses, as onvosed to suhordination struc-
tures, were tabulated, and are vpresented in Chart 2.4. It
should be remembered that subordinate clsuses comprise

31.0s% of the total in the lieptateuch and 34.%% in the Homi-

lies.,.

Chert 2.4: mubordinate clauses by sections,

Section | Number of Clauess
- Heptateuch ! Homilies

title chaonter | total sub. jsub. | total sub. %sub.
creation 1,2,3, 126 44 34,1 157 52 33.1
flood 6-9 115 35 30.4 42 13 %1.0
Abrahan 12,15 15 7 46.7 10 4 40.0
covenant 17,21 54 16 29.6 %6 11 30.6
Isaac 22 44 10 22.7 38 13 34.2
oath 24 11 5 45.5 7 5 T1.4
Aaron Hum.17 13 3 23,1 6 3 50.0
serpents Num.21 25 6 24.0 20 9 45.0
Samson Judg .16 16 4 25.0 11 2 18.2
TOTAL 419 130 327 112

It would seem to verify the analysis of alfric's
method presented in 2.3%22 that, while Chart 2.2 showed
eight of the nine evisodes to have substantially the same

percentagze of subordination structurcs in both the Heptateuch

and Homilies, Chart 2.4 suows only five (six, 1f 10 is in-

substantial ) with subctantially the same percentare of subor-
dinate clauzies. It furthar verifies the analysis that dif-
ferences of 11.5% and 21.05 are found in the enisodes of

"The Binding of Isaac" and "The iiery Serpents,' respec~

tively, which were seen in the previous discussion to have
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more than their shere of difficult Latin subordinate clau-
ses. There cgn be little doulbt, therefore, that both subor-
dination structures and subordinate clauses are to a large
degree elements of lanpuare style-—as stnown by the contrasts

between the Heptateuch and Homilies when the former is trans-

lating a compliicated Latin pnassage-—and to a lesser degree
of text style--~as shown by the overwhelming similarities in
the 01ld Inglish texts even when one is very clearly follow-

ing a Latin original.

2.3%. Analysis of control texts. In the pnrevious sec-

tion it was shovm that to a large degree the Heptasteuch fol-
lows the ILotin--whether the Vulgate or 0ld Letin--almost

verbatim, yet both the Heptateuch and Homilies are amazingly

similar in terms of percentages of subordinations and subor-
dinate clauses. This situation sugrested the nossibility
that both 01d IEnglish texts and the Iatin source were either
predetermined or hishly influenced in regerd to these as-
pects by the fact that they were narratives, further sug-
gesting the existence of text style. Had the (0ld Fnglish
texts been similsr to e:ch other but different from the
Latin the conclusion to be drawn would have been that whot
was shown by the similarity was alfric's personal narrative
style. 4As it stands, however, the Latin too is similar and

cannot be accounted for in terms of #lfric's own style.

¢

T:0se elements of the text--e.g., the many Tatin nartici-

ple + verb constructions, Lor which the lHentateuch does
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not follow the Latin but does look like the lomilieg—-—
are, on the other hand, either aspects of 0ld English
narrative style, or, more probably, aspects of ilfric's
personal narrative style.

In this section brief notice will be taken of the
prefaces to Genesis (PG) and to the Homilies (PCH), two
texts which do not fall into the same category of trans-

lation or Biblical narrative as the leptateuch and Homi-

lies, in an effort to determine whether Zlfric's present-
ly noted practice regarding subordinaticn is limited to
narrafive.» To ensure that the comparison is valid, the
few Biblical quotations in PG and PCH are omitted from
consideration.

Because the methology is the same for these texts as
for the previous, and because these texlbs are secondary in
imnortance, little will be said about individual problems
of classification; but it should be mentioned that whenever
a clear drift of any sort became avnvarent all gquestionable
clauses were classified in such a way as to counteract that
drift, thereby making its occurrence conform to the stric-
test possible criteria. Thus, when it becazme apparent that
the Prefaces had considerably more subordination than the

Heptateuch and Homilies, all cases of and that may have

been either connectives or coordinators were classificd as
connectives to try to counterbalance the drift toward subor-

dination. ‘/hen, therelore, a slatement is made about subor-
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dingti in the Prefaces differing from that in the narratives,
it is in the context of conscious efforts to brincs the Pre-
faces into line with the narratives.

Chart 2.5. lists the number of indevendence and gubor-
dination constructions occuring at transitions, and the to-
tal number of independent and subordinate clauses in PG and

PCH.

Chart 2.5: Transitions and Subordinate Clauses in Yrefaces.

Transitions ; Subordinate Clauses
clauses clauses ,
total | sub. |%sub. total | sub. |sudb,.

167 93 155.7
121 73 160.3

PG 144 82 156.9

PCH 105 66 162.8

L e

At first glance the two Prefaces do not seem to be stri-
kindy similar, PG having subordination structures at 56,9%
of its transitions, and PCH 62.8%. But when one comvares

these fipgures to those obtained for the Heptateuch (41.7%)

and lomilies (4%.3¢%), the contrast between the Prefaces on
the one hand and the narratives on the other is indeed stri-
king. VWhile the Prefaces are not as close to each other as
the narratives are to each other, they are different enough
from the narratives for the contrast to be significant.

The closer of the two, PG, has more than 1% more subor-

ination structures then the more subordinated of the narra-~
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tives, the Homilies.

Moreover, the differences are even ~reater and more
significant when the mercentages of subordinate clauses
are considered. It will be recalled that when and-coor-
dinated clauses were included in the fisgures for the nar-
ratives the vast number of independents contrasted to the
small number of subordinates amons such clauses made the
percentage of subordination in the narratives drop sharply,

to 31,05 in the lHeptateuch and %4.4% in the Homilies. With

the Prefaces, however, tais 1s not the case: PG drops

only 1.2%,and PCH 2.5%. As reference to the chart shows,

the amount of independent and-coordination is only a trifle

greater than the amount of subordinate and-coordinaiion.
This contrast between the Prefaces on one side and the

narratives on the other may have something to do with two

previously noted contrasts between the Heptateuch and Homi-

lies: one, the difference in amounts of temporal clauses;
two, the difference in and-coordinated subordinatc clauses.
As pointed out in 2.3%11l, temporals make up 21.54% of the
subordinations in the Homilies, but only 10.7% in the Hep-
tateuch., It was further seen, in 2.3%21, that 14.6% of the
coordinated clauses in the Homilies, but only 7.0y in the

Heptateuch, were subordinate. In respect to this latter

contrast it was sihown that in ten cases the Henptateuch

uses independent coordinate clauzes to render Latin tem-

poral subordination, a fact that sugrests that this may be
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part of theexvlanation for the lesser number of subordi-
nate temporal clauses in this work as commared to the Homi-

liegs. Though it is certainly not nossible to know why

#lfric felt that this was a better avnproach, it seems clear
that his approach was this: given a Latin temporal construc—
tion that he could not easily render into Tnglish, he trans-
lated it by znd-coordinated independent clauses, instead of
his more usual (as in the lomilies) subvordinate temporal

clause. Thus, there are more such subordinate temporals in
the Homilies, but more independent and-coordinates in the

Heptateuch, since the two constructions are in something

of a complementary distribution relationshinp.

Now, when one looks at the Prefaces, he finds that only
two temporals (2.4%) occur in PG and three (4.5%) in PCH.
This paucity of temporals would therefore seem to be tied
in some way to the contrast in gggfcoordination in the Pre-
faces and narratives. Howeve:, this accounts for only nart

of the preat contrast; the complete answer is elugive.

onetheless, the comparison of the Heptateuch and Homi-
lies to PG and PCH shows that the figures arrived at in the
analysis of the narratives are not accildental: as a unit the
narratives have a definite style, different from 4ifric's
exnosition at least in the matter of number of subordina-—

tion structures and number of subordinate clauses.

2.4 . Summary.

v

Thig chapter investigated the percentage of subordi-
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nation structures (2.31) and subordinate clauses (2.32)

in the Heptateuch and llomilies. It was found that in both

of these features the two (0ld =nglish works are very simi-
lar. Yet it wes alsc found (2.%12 and 2.%22) that the Hen-
tateucir follows the Iatin very closely in respect to making
particular transitional clauses independence or subordina-
tion structures and particular clauses independent or subor-
dinate. }oreover, it was found (2.314 and 2,323) that the

versions of the individual stories in the Heptateuch and

Homiles are remarkably similar to each other and to the
works as wholes in regard to subordination structures and
subordinate clauses,

Because of the great similarity between the two old
Inglish Biblical narrative texts, and because one of them,

the llentateuch, so clearly follows the Latin, the nossibili-

ty arose that the amount of subordination in a text 1is deter-
rnined more by the material than by the author. This possi~
bility 1s supported by the fact that individusal stories in

the leptateuch and Homilies are similar to each other and

to the whole, and by the fact that the non-narrative con-
trol texts (2.%%) are similzr to each other in subordina-—
tion, but different from the two narratives.

This chapter, then, onroves two points: first, that

slfric follows the Lutin very closely for the Heptateuch,

a trenelation, but takes stylistic libertics with it in

the liomilies, a naraohrase (thereby confirming +the initial
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suggestion of this investigation); and second, that the

similorities in the leptateuch and ilomilies may be an as-—

nect of text style.
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jlotes to Chanpter 2,

131:54-%2:1 in 10V, as Orlinsky points out, p.20, for
regson given, pp.-0-22.

’7

“Phe distinction between °nv as a coordinator and as a
connective is similar to, bUT not exactly the sanc as, the
dictinction between symmetric and asymmetric conjunction:
oresented in Robin ILakoff ”If's And's and But's about
Conjunction" (forthcomln 5 The major sinilarity, and the
essential consideration for this inves tigation, is that and
as conncctive shareswiti Lakoff's asymmetric congunCtlon
the semantic force of temporal or caucsal relationsiuin, in
conirast to and as coordinstor, which shares with symmetric
conjunction the propervy that "the members may change their
resnectbive order without cb“nglnx either the ﬁrawmatlcﬁllty
or the nmeaning of the sentence."

- anvaKk /'avrahan/ 'ibrahan' is exnlained as /'av hamon/
'a Tather of neny pecoule' (=menesra beoda fzader). The exact
nature of the wordnlay is notv clear: see .o0x Bible, Gen.
17:5 liote 4; WJV iote by and esnecially Reshi ad loc.




Chaepter 3

PAST PARTICIPLE PLACEMENT

The evidence in the pnrevious chapter showed that the

amount and types of subordination in the lleptateuch and

Homilieg, though containing some significant differences,
are surprisingly similar, despite the close adherence of

the lleptateuch to the Latin original, DBut the point was

raised that the theme of the material nay have accounted
for this similerity: verhaps the exigencies of mnroducing
0ld English narrative predetermined the nature of the sub-
ordination in these narratives. It thus seemed advisable
to investigate a feature that was free of thematic deter-
minism. The nlacement of vpast varticiples in the past

narticiple 4 auxiliary construction is a particularly

good feature in this reswect, for, beside being an vnlikely
nlace for themetic contamination, nast particinles in 014
nglish may oceur anywhere in a clause except initi2lly—-—
leaving the author free to indulge his ovm style. The
inplications of this freedom for our comnarison of the

ieptateuch and iomilies are obvious, since our object is

to comnare Alfric's nersonal style to his style when in-

fluenced by the text being traenslated.
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3.1, Methndology.

11, Particinles in the Hentateuch and Homilies.

Because the Heptateuch is the focus of this investigotion,

the procedure here, as in the next chapter, was nrimarily
an item to item corimarison: first an occurrence of a par-
ticular fecture--in this case & mast porticinle--was found

in the Hentateuchs; then the thematically corresponding nas-—

sare in the Homilies was found and the structures of the

two were comnared; finally, the Heptateuch and Homilies

were compared to the Latin to see if either showed Ietin
influence in its particinle placement. TUnlike that in
Chanter 2, the annroach here was not initially statistical
becanse the number of occurrences involved seemed too small
to yield valid statistical analysis (see above 1.63 and
note) and to overcome the problem of significant occurrences
canceling each other out, as would happnen, for examnle, if
Elfric followed his source in writing S ppl V in the Hepn-
tateuch for a clause that apneared as £ V ppl in the Jflom-

ey

ilies, and then etill following his source wrote S V onnl

in the IHentateuch but 5 »pl ¥V in the lonilies, TIn such

—

a case the statistics would show that both the Hentzteuch

and Homilies have one instance each of $ V ppl and 3 pnl V,

. —

incorrectly su-gesting that there was no influence from the

originnl in the Hepntateuch., As true of this posgibility is

for subordination also, such cancellations were less giec-

~

nificant in Chaoter 2 because of the vastly creater nunbers
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involved. In addition, the ap»roach taiien here can show
two imnrtant thingss: first, that &lfric was indeed influ-
enced by the originesl; and second, that thie influence did
not lead him to write snything that he did not congsider
sccentable ¥nelish since the construction cccurs in the
TTomilies where the Latin influence is o»resumably laciing.
As a second step in the same investication all clauses
in the Uomilies containing particinles wexre noted and then
cormared to the thematically corresnonding nassase in the

llentatveuch, 1f neilther had already been considered in the

firet vort. This technioue accomnlished the some thing as

ct

he Tirst: 1t sunnlied examnles of nast wnarticinle nlace-
rent that maey not have anresred 1n the first simnly by

(4

chances and it could show the Latin influencing the Henta-

seuch in not conteinines a particinle where the Homilies
did. The element of chance should always be kent in mind
in thils tyne of study. The mere fact that o feature does
not occur in the sample does not mean that Alfric does not
nar 11 elsevhere. ind for this recson Lhe additionel in-
stenees of particinles sunclied by the the Homllies are

Laportant in svoporting the ¢

«t

ronr posplbhility that a con-
sbrretion net occurrdng in the Honilies in a correspondence

viith a Thenotically similar nassase in the lleptatench nay

o/

vell we In &llvice's repertory for vee elsewhere. And of

covrge oevernn vith these added examvles there is no nyrool
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ChH I.75.15., On the other
"andeyt and cedoht menniscre

11 mo r'p
norticnlo

narticinle ox

adjectives.
varticinle any
the
verb,

even vien ite

desnite the independent

nerfectus, itself =
an adjective
source,

in (fen.6:11

rese

nand,

1ime subjective decisions,

r, decliglons h=zd to

adiective wos under

iples had, offter &ll, taren on
The rule followed here was
word thot Rosworth-Toller
word was ligted imder its own

and to count 28 =n adjective

Terb stem vias clear,

wtforan me and beo fulfremed,™

stert fulfremed in fulfremedlice

existence

(It is certainly worth noting here in

close adherence to the Iatin that he

nast par-
that little
the verb perficio *to complete
y, "Oo vwms ecall seo corde ge-—

ah God 3mt seo eorde wes ge-~

25 a particinle despite gewemmednys in

fordhealde, of Gen.8:214,

heortan syndon fordhealde %o

thousht

1.)
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yfele," is not listed as related to the verb fordhealdan

140 follow' and is therefore treated as an adjective and
not included in the discussion in this chaenter. Iikewise,
nacode, though certainly from nacian 'to strip', must have
been felt to be an adjective in Gen.2:25, "hi weron Ja huta,
Adam and his wif, nacode," and thus Bosworth-Toller lists it
as an independent adjective, which is whet it 1s considered
here.

Wonetheless, in some cases Bosworth-Toller could not
nediate the difficulty. Gen.6:6d has "he wolde 3a warnian

on =r and wes gehrepod mid heortan sarnysse widinnan," which

is obviously not translating the Vulgate which has no clause
equivalent to the first, though the clause with gehrepod is

a literal rendering of the nhrase with tactus: "poenituit
eum...et tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus, Delebo, inquit...."
The problem here is that Bosworth~Toller lists gehrevod as an
adjective form from the vnast particivle but gives only this
sentence to document such usage; vet this sentence is am-
bisuous since the relevant nhrase in the Latin may be ad-
jectival, modifying the subject inherent in inguit (as the
comma sugsests), or it may be clausal, lecking est (with a

neriod instead of the comma after intrinsecus) and coordi-

nated with noenituit eum. In both cases, however, 0ld Ing-

lish weould have required a verb, and therefore gehrenod may

just as easily be an adjective as a particinle. Tor the

mirnose of this study it is beinge taken as a norticivle
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becangse that avparently is what Bosworth-Toller thinks is
its most common usage.

Aleo troublesome were seversl instances of unuoual

[

soellince—=cspecially nast tense snellings where particinles
were certcinly called for., Such, for exemnle, is adryt in
Mun.21:4, "=t fole weard da adryt and Jearle geswenct mid
Sam esidfmet," Lccording to Rosworth-Toller wproden, though
usually imversonal, is sometines personals; but in these

caces t

Heverthelesa, the present study takes 1t to be 2 particinle
becarse 1) the verb in the clause is clearly weaxrd, and 2

adryt is coordinated with geswenct, the past varticinle of
geswencan. In all similar instances, 1f the sense requires

a varticiple the word is so trested, desnite 1te svelling.

3.,1%. The data., When subjected to the »nrocedures just

outlined, the sample yielded fifty-five (55) nnl 4+ aux con-

structions in thne Hentateuch. Thesge were then sorted as to

-

nnaition of vrincinle constituents and glossed as either
indenendent or subordinate., “he constituents considered
were subject, finite wverb, direct object, indirect object,
and particinle; only morpholosically morized objects were
counted, thereby ercluding those introduced by to, for or
other function words. Any difference in placement counted
ag o senarate construction. fGhus, V ppl is & structure

without any subject, while () V nnl has a subject in 2

he past participle is aPproten. Apryt is the preterite.
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different clause (e.g., coordinated verbs) or has a rela-
tive clause as subject, and the relative pronoun is listed
with the subordinate verb.

Because of the abbreviated nature of Biblical nassoges
in the Homilies no exact corresnondence was found for twenty-
one of the clauses; thirteen thematically corresponding
clauses lacking participles were also found. This leaves

twenty-one clauses for which the Heptateuch and lomilies

had particinles in thematically corresnoding clauses, An
additicnal thirty-two marticiples were found in the Homilies

in clauses for which the correspmondence in the Heptateuch

lacked a narticiple. Some themes were treated a number of
times in the Homilies, and therefore the numbers of relevant
clauses in both texts differ. Chart 3.1 lists the twenty-

one clauses for which the Heptateuch and Homiligg both have

participles in corresponding nositions. Chart 3.2 gives

the remaining thirty-four vnarticinles of the Heptateuch,

and Chart 3.5 the remaining thirty-two of the Homilies.

%.1%1, Problems in assigning corresnondences. Deciding

the exaoct correspondences between clauses in the Hepntateuch

ond Jiomilies is not always a light matter, and there are
therefore some questionable inclusions and exclusions in

Chart %.1l. Gen.?%:19 in the lewntateuch reads:

a- On swote 8ines andwlitan du brycst Sineg hlafes

b- 08 Ozt du pewende to eordan



he
s

c~- of &wmre Se Ou genumen wmre,
d- for San Te Ou eart dust
e~ and to dust gewyrst.

But in the Homilies the closest narallel is I.18.15b-18Db:
a"- ,..pu scealt mid earfoinyssum Pe metes tilian,
b~ Pu eart of eordan genumen,
c"~ and pu awenst to eordan,
d"~ Pu cart dust,

e'"- and pu awenst to duste.
Since the mnarticinle in the Homllies 1is equivalent to 9d

of the Hentateuch, 9c¢ of the Heptateuch, which has the

particinle, is considered as having no corresponding claiuse
in the Homilies, even though the two nassages corresnond
vhen tallen as unified wholes, This clause ig therefore not
included in Chert 3.1. On the other hend, Gen.6:5,

s~ Pa geseah God

b~ Teet micel yfelnys manna wes ofer eorian,

c—- and eal gedanc monna heortena vreg avend on

yfel on eallum timen,

is considered os correcoonding with CH I1.,20,21-22,

ba wenrd yo hmedlice nicel nmenmisc sewenven,
¢~ and veoron swile monepz on ylel owende,
cad cecremoden God mid mislicom leshtrumn....,

even thoush the two ponsores are not neerly oo ainilar as

tie two for Jen.3:1v,  The deciding foctor here ies that
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the mecnin o of the clouvses marked (¢) and (c") cre onal-

a=oms, contoining the seme contextual sisnificotion cone-

Dy 1)

.
3 adverb phroces (on

veyed by iden't.cal verbs (cwendan) an
vfel).  Dikewise, 3:64 1= ftalken as the corresnondence of
1.20.2%, thorgh tlhe two sentences cre of totally diflcrent
gtructure-—the Homilies subordinating the main clanse of

the Hentateuch and introducing a coordinstion not in the

Py

Heptateuch. fThe verse in the Hepntalteuch is:

a- CGode oftuhte Ja
b- Gt he mann geworhte ofer eordan:
c- he wolde Ja warnian on =r,
d- and wes gehrepod mid heorten sarnysse widinnan.
The version in Tthe Homilies 1gs
A"~ Ba weard God to pan swide gegremod purh manna
mandmda
=t he cwsd
a'"~ Pt him ofduhte
b~ p=t he =fre mancyrn sesceop.
The evidence for corresmondence is not as obvious here as
in %:5, but it seens enfficient: the two sentences are
clearly telling the same story and have enough in common
to surrest that vhat rencine should be conaidered themati-
colly sindiler,

il o A
1

L orelated oroblen of assisning corresnondonces i found

2la- Yeonro o fornumen cal Tloasc

<
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h- e ofer eordsn styrode, manna and fugelae,
nytenc and creonendra.
2?2a-~ And lc Singe Oe 1if heefde

b weard adyd on Oam deopan £10d€.s..
In these two sentences are two past particinles, both saying
practically the same thing, but heving different structures
-~V ppl § and 5§ V ppl, resvectively. But only one participle
appears in the Homilies (I.22.6)-~"weard pa =lc ping cuces

adrenct"—=~digsesimilar to both in structure, The problem was

which one of the participles in the Hentateuch to consider

paralleled. It was decided to assign the corresnondence to
21la since the clause in the Homilies ovens the same way, an
important factor in light of the nossible interference from
the relative clause in 22, and since as a rule in the Bible
the second part of a vparallel construction illuminates the
first and may therefore be thought of as nsychologically,
though certainly not grammatically, subordinate. Honetheless,
this choice is undermined by the fact that the noun vhrage in
the Homilieg is identical with the one in Verse 22, and cuces

might be said to translate pe 1if hefde, as weard...adrenct

might translate weard adyd on Sam deonan flode. Obviously

this choice was made with strong reservations.
It siould be noted in nassing fhat the nroblem of nast
narticinles snelled like preterites, discussed vreviously

concerning the Heptateuch, arose in the Homilies too. PFor

examnle, in the mnascapge Jjust cited adrenct is obviously a
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particinle, even thoush snelled like the nreterite--~the
particinle being snelled adrenced. This discrenoncy hes
been ignored because a particinle is clearly celled for

and by £lfric's time many syncovnated particinles had merged
with nreterites in spelling.

Another methodological decision in assigning corre-
snondences, slready alluded to but reouiring special men-
tion, is that thematic corresmpondence zlways toolk precedence
over gsrammatical or sequential considerations. Z&Zlfric was
not arzainst jugeling the order of Biblical vassages in the
Homilies when his purpose necessitated this. Tor this reason
any two clauses that appear to corresnond according to the
criteria alresdy discussed were accepted as such desnite
their occurring oult of sequence. Thus reference to Gen.3:6
above will show that the clause order in the Homilies is
d-x-a-b, where (x) represents a clause not found in the

Hentateuch,

The nroblems are narticularly acute and the decisions
less firm when 211 of these troulesome characlteristics ap-
near 1in one nassage, as usually hapnens when £lfric is con-
densine a story for use as a briefl evanple in another con-
text. Such is Gen,7:1-20 as given in CH II.53,32~-%5:

s
*x

On O=re obre ylde Pissere vorulde weard eal

Ne

middaneard mid flodes ydum adylesod, for
csynna micelnysse,

buton Gan ribtwisan loe amum, snd his seoflon
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hivon Pe on Jam arce belocene viaron to

cnes ceares Lyrste.es.

i
ot
)]

can bhe zeen from Chart 3.1, weard...odylegod is ftaken

as corresnonding to Gen.7:19b, "wurdon Ja behelede ealle

Sa heahstan dune under ealre heofomum," end belocene vmron

with 7:10b, "end God hi belocen hm=fde widutan," even though
both the nroblem of thematic corresnondence and that of

clause order had to be solved firvst. (See Chart 3.1, TWote 5.)

%.1%2, Translations in the Homiliesg., Hinally it should

be pointed out that certain sections of the lomilies, even

when not identical to the Hentateuch, are almost without

doubt translations from the Bible or a source quoting the
Bible. The story of Gen.22:1-19 ags presented in CH II.60,18-
11.62.1% follows the order of the Biblical story very closely
and also containg many echoes of Biblical phrasing. Yet it
nas very few exact corresmondences to the version in the

Hentateuch, as may be seen by comparing the nasgsages with

the relevant particinles. In the Heptateuch Gen.22:17-18 is:

17a— Ic Oe nu bletsige
b—- and Ginne ofspringe gemenigfylde swa swa steorran
on heofonum and swa swva sandceosel on sy
¢c- Pin ofseprincr sceal agan heors feonda gatn,
1%a- And on pinum swde beod ealle deoda sebletsode,
b~ for bPan 3e bu rehyrsumodest minre hmaoe Jus.

T the Homilies this is:
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17a%- ...ic gebletsige e,

b and'binne ofgnring ic gemeniofylde swa swa
steorran on heofenan, and swa swa sand-
ceosol on selicum strande,

c"— Pin s=d soblice seagnad his feoda gatu,

18a"~ and on dinum sz=de beod gebletsode ealle eord-
lice m=gda;

b'"- fordan e du gehyrsumedest minre stemne,

Obviously the version in the Homilies is a translation,

though the differences from the Hentateuch sugrest the pos—

sibility of a different text, Tt is thus immortant to keep

in mind when comparing the lenteteuch and Homilies that the

latter is not devoid of ILatin influence. (For an exnlana-
tion of the inclusion of translations from the Homilies

see above, Section 1.6.)

%424 The Investisotion.

5.2, Heptateuch-Homilies cdorrespondences. The twenty-

one clauses for which the Hentateuch and Eomiligg both have

past particinle &+ auxiliary verb (ppl 4 aux) are listed in

Chart 3.1, along with a schematic representation of the
clause structure of these two texts and the Vulgate, Direct
and indirect objects (0 and I0) include only mornholosically
marked nominals in construction with verbs, and do not in—
clude objects in construction with adverbs or nrenositions.

Clavses are morked either independent (i) or subordinate (s)
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Chart %.1: Pagt Participles in the Hentateuch and Homilies.

Latin Hentateuch i Homiliesg
clause type i/s|  tyve i/s tye i/s in CH
Genel 3 ppl V S i 1S V pnl i V S nnl i L.14.%5 ¢
Te npl Vin i {8 V onl i Vs ppl i I1.16.2
2:7c pol V 8 i |8 V ppl i SV C npl i 1.12.30 4
234 | ppl V s {S V npl S S V ool s T.14.24D0
35D Vp & s |5 V ppl s { VS opl s IL.18.3a 5|
17f npl S i)V S pol i SV oopl s I.18.16=a
6:5c¢ S ppl V Sz S V pol S VS npl 14 I1.20.21b
. 6d Dblq ~“1(3) V »nl i vV 8 nnl i7" I.20.23
7:10 - {5 0 ppl V s | S ppl V s II.58.3%
19b npl V S i |V pnl S i VS pol i 1I.58.32
218, opl VS 1 |V »pl S i V S pnl i I1.22.6
2:3e Tp S i |V opl S i T S npl s II.1l2. 24J
17:1f V ppl i |V ppl i 7V npl i I.90,224
5a Vo 5 C i |8 Vopl C 1,10V S ppl C i I.92;3b1'
10c | Vo 8 i |s vV oppl s |s T ppl i T.90.30
12a s Vp 1 |8V opl i s V oopl i I.92.1b
lda | & ppl V s 1S V ppl s SV opnl S 94.1%
24 v 0 s |S V ppl i V5 ppl 1 M.J;.Q
22:18a | Vp S i |V 35 ppl i vV oopl S 1 1T.62.11
Tam.21:8d4 S npl s S ppl V @ S ppl V s I1.238.19
9e | Vp i H3) V ppl i |S Voopl i TI1.238.21}
i = indevnendent cleause s = subordincte claurne
Vn = pogsive vwverb Vim = imnersonal verb

Wotes to Chert 3.1.

1”h1€€ of the ztwenty-one clanses in question (2:2%d, 17:17,
and 17:10c¢) are identical in the Heptoteuch ond AowllLea. This
proves that either the passage in The leptatench was Len from
the earlier lomilies, or that at leagt Sifric wae translating
from a text when writing these sections of the Homilies. GSee

also above, Sections 1. 61 and 7 132,

“mho same scentence occurs in CII I1,406.6D
“The problems presented by this clause are dincussed above (3.12).

4ThouﬂH congidered independent for the sake of this varl of the
Jrvostjrathn, this particinle actually introduces a correlative
relationship to the next clause: "®a weard God to pan swide go-
gremod purh manna mandeda pwt he cwsd Pt him ofGulite Pest e rofre
manncynn gesceoon.'" Belng corvelative, these clauses were not
considered in the statistics of Chanter 2 on subordination.



)”be information contained in this clause of the [eptateuch
is contained in the last clause of Verse 16 in the ILatin, where
it is inderendent and emphatically concludes the section. mlfric
onits all of 1%-16 excent this clause, apparently becauge the
passage repeats the vrevious sentences. see _bove, 2.%22.)

6This clause has been ]1Uted as subordinate, but not without
csome hesitation. The entire verse 1is:
a- pis is Ot wed,
b~ Se ge healdsan seeolon betwux me and eow and Oin ofsprince,
c—~ bet alc hygcild betwux eow beo emsniden,
Annorently the comma after ofsprincg represents a pause equivalent
to what would now be considered a colon—-'this is my covenant: that
all chlldhen be circumcised', This translation, which preserves
the force of the subjunctive beo, does not coastrue the pzt as
introducing a subordinate clause e, but takes the colon plus Pmt
as equivalent to subordinstion in order to maintain strict Criteria
for determining independence. (See above, Section 2.31.)

The differences between the Heontateuch and Homilies

are striking. To begin, eignt different constructions ap-

near in the Heptateuch, but only five of these occur in the

llomilies, which has an additional two lacking in the Hepta-

teuch, The eight constructions of the Hentateuch and seven

of the Homilies, together with the number of occurrences of

each, are listed in Table 3.1.

Table %.1l: Occurrences of Fach Congtruction.

tyre Heptateuch Homilies
S V ppl 10 6
S Voopl C 1 0
5V C pol 0 1
S ppl V 1 2
S 0 npl V 1 0
(8) vV npl 2 0
VS wpl 2 9
V ppl 8 3 1
V ppl 1 1
VS opl C 0 1

Reference to the table shows that only one construction,
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V ppl, occurs the same number of times in both works; and
reference to Chaert %.1 will show that this is one instance
of the three where the texts are identical. Aside from this

one case, the Heptateuch and Homilies exhibit different pre-

ferences, with two-~for S V ppl and V S pol--being especially
noticeable., The dissinilarity in the two texts is further
enphesized when it is pointed out that only six clauses of

the Ileptateuch have the same construction as the thematically

corresnonding clauses in the Homilies, ahd that of these six
hree are ildentical in both works, sugpesting conying or para-
phrasing (see Chert .1, Note 1). This leaves only three
similar congtructions in eighteen clauses.

It would thus seem fairly clear from even this small

sonple that the Heptateuch and Homilies had little struc-

tural influence on each other, which 1s to say that, though
he could have, &lfric did not simply insert into the Hepta-
teuch sections previously translated for the Homilies; even
the six similar clauses are not found in totally similar
environnents. This fact, of course, supports the vremise

of this investigation--that the Heptateuch, being a trans-

lation, ie much closer to the Latin text thon the FHomilies,
a naraphrase., Given Alfric's commitment to the sanctity of
the text in a trenslation, he could not very well insert
nassases of a paravhrase into a translation.

The other side of this nremise--the extent to which

PR

differences between the ientateuch and Homilies arc the re-




128

sult of ILatin influence--ig illvminated by o few compari-

sons. For example, in both the leptateuch and Vulgate

Gen.17:5a is correlative with 5b:
a— ife 3in nama ne byd reciged heononfords Abram,
b~ ac du byst gehaten Abraham....
a'= Nec ultra vocabltur nomen tuum Abram,
b'- sged appellaberis Abraham,...

The Heptateuch is obvicusly a close rendering of the Latin;

and, though it cannot be said to be word for word, it fol-
lows the Latin even in the shift of subjects from the first
clause to the second and certainly in the 'not...but...’
correlation. The verse in the Homilies, on the other hand,
edits out the correlative and makes a neater parallel by
changing the subject of the reconstructed sentence:

a"- e beo du geciged heonon-ford Abram,

b'"- ac Abrahém....
This chonge is consistent with &lfric's widely noted prac-
tice of condensation, but, while it would be attractive to
nalke 2 sweeping statement about his handling of unnecessary
renetition, there is sufficient counter-evidence to warn
against pronouncements. In this same section, for examnle,
Gen.1l7:15 in the Latin is:

a'- Dixit quoque Deus ad Abraham:

b'- Sarai uxorem tuum non vocabis Sarai,

c'- sed Saram.

e Hentateuch follows the diction, but adds a finite verb
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and ite object:
a- God cvzed eac to Abraliam:
b- Oin wif Sarai, ne hat du hi heononford Sarai,
c- ac hat hi Sarra.

Tikewlige the verse in the Homilies sdds & clause:

b"- We oin wif ne beo gehaten Sarsi,

¢"- ac beo gehaten Sarra.,
The alteration of the structure in the Homiliegs is easy
to explain. Since the clausge comes right after the one
relating to Abraham, slfric cast this too in the passive,

making them parallel, When it came to the lleptateuch, how-

ever, where Alfric felt constrained to adhere to the Tatin
(and where ten verses separate the passages concerning Ab-
raham and Sarah), he left the clause in the active in order

to conform to the ILatin syntax. In both the Hentateuch and

Homilies, however, the unanswered question is why he added
an extra clause instead of leaving the terse Latin,.
Ancther instance which shows Alfric's adherence to

the original when translating the Heptateuch is Mum.21:8«9,

which unlike Gen.l7:5ff, though, cannot be rendered into

English without at least some modification., The problem

lies in the two verbless relatives which must be gliven verbs:
Ba'- &t locutus est Dominus ad eum:

b'— I'ac serpenten zneum

c'- et pone eum nro osicno:

d'- gqui percussus
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e'- aspexerit

£r'- vivit.

Ga'- Fecit ergo Moyses serpentem sneunm,
b'- et posuit eum pro signo:

¢'- quem cum nercussi

d'- aspicerent,

e'- sanabantur.
In 84 there is a relative construction in which qui stands
as the subject of the next verb, while the past participle

percussus functions as a modifying phrase in apposition to

qui. The whole construction qui percussus aspexerit eum
is then the subject of vivit: 'whoever, having been bitten,
looked at it, lived'. Iven with the addition of auxiliaries
the sentence is awkward Englishj; without them it is impossible.
Alfric was forced to ignore the whole Latin syntactic exercise
and render the sentence with one relative clause (with a verb)
as subject, as ovpvosed to two embedded relatives in the Tatin,
and one coordination:

b~ 'lyrc ane =rene n=ddran

¢~ and sete upp to tacne,

d- and se Se tosliten beo

e~ beseo upp to O=re neddran
f- and he leofad
g- sona swa he besyhd hi.
Verse 9 is even more difficult to translate into English.

Quem refers to serpentem, but then ceases to function in
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its own clause, as the subject is percussi, and the clause,
far from being =2 relative, becories a temporal. The closest
English translation would have to be something like: '...at
which, when the bitten looked, they were healed', ZEifric's
sentence is a worthy accomplishment:
¢~ and pa Be tosliten weron
d- beheoldon to Omre nmddran
e- and wurdon gehzlede,
The treatment of this passage in the Homllies shows the dif-
ference between Alfric's conception of translgtion and para-
phrase, As accurately as the Homilies presents all the in-
formation of the ILatin, it is clearly not a translation be-
cause of the change to indirect quotation and all the con-
sequences that this entails:
8a"- ,..and God P=rrihte bebead loyse
b"- b=t he geworhte ane mrene n=ddran,
c"- and sette up to tacne,
and Pet he manode b=t folc,
d"- pmt swa hwa swa fram Sam neddran abiten were,
e"- besawe up to Szre mrenan n=ddran,
f'"- and hi wurde geh=eled.
9a'- Hit weard swa gedon.
c'"= Da neddran hi tot=ron,
d"- and hi besawon to “wmre srenan neddran
e"- and hi wurdon gehwelede fram dam deadberum attre Sere

fyrenra n=ddryna.
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In this comparison too, then, Zlfric's adherence to the

Tatin for the syntax of the Heptateuch accounts for the

difference between this work and the Homilies.

2,22, Other participles. Chart 3.1 shows that there

are basic structural differences in participle placement in
the two works, the most striking being the presence of cer-
tain constructions in each not appearing in the other, and
the suggestion that the cause of the difference is the Latin
original., Since the sample yielded only twenty-one thematic
correspondences containing participles in both works, it is
advisable to present all occurrences of participles in both
texts before discussing the full significance of the con-

trasts. Chart 3.2 lists all particivples in the Hentateuch

sample not corresponding to particivnles in the Homilies;
also inciuded are the relevant Latin constructions and a
notation indicating whether the Homilies has a thematically
corresvonding clause lacking a vnarticiple or no clause at
2ll that can be considered thematically corresvonding to

the one in the Heptateuch. Chart 3.3 lists all participles

appearing in the Homilies not already discussed under Chart

3.1,
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5.2 : Remoinin. Particinles of the

Hentateuch.
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17a- pu eart of eordian penunen,

h- and Pu aweust to eordan.
The decision ig not an entirely satiasfyine one.

2The Latin here, thousrh civen as 5 V pnl, the unique instance
in the samnle, o rezlly o subject ncecusative: Y, .. vidisset Deus

b

terran ecne corYuntomM. ...

Reference to Chart 3.1 will show that CH 1.22.6, "wearl da
mle ping cuces adrenct,” is taken os the corresnoundence of CGen.
7:21e, Yweerd Oo fornunen eol flmec," leavins nothing to corre-
epond with 7:22b, "end =lc Oinge e 1if hefde veard adyd on Cam

deopen flode,"

J8

AThough morked indenendent, 17:5b ie actually correlative to bHas
a~ Ye Zin nema ne byd reciced heononford Abren,
b- ac ¢u byst gehaten Abrsham,
Thoush 5b has no corresnondence in the Jomilies, 52 does (see
Chart %.1), for 4lfric has neatly abricdred this pas
L1.92.75Db:
a- We beo Ou geciged heonon-ford Abram,
b'"—~ ac Abrams....
See a@lso above, Section 3,212,

5It is guite vosgible that the Vulsste is not wlfvic's source
for thig mascage, but 1t would be very difficult to Inow in any
case since Tthe Vulrsaste has a construction completely impossible
in 0ld Enmlish and #lfric might not have even attennted a close
rendering., The Vulgate hog an dimperconnal verh dominating an
perceonal infinitive that reculres on nccusative of person and
cenitive of thing: "Bt federe coeplt populum itineris ac laboris,”
The Heptateuch has o fundamentally different sentence: "P=t folc
wears ca aoryt and dearle geswenct mid Jam sidfsest.” Vhereas the
Latin coordinates two sources of trouble, 'ditineris ac laboris,"
the Heptateuch coordinetes two recctions to the journey (itineris),
"alryl and...ceswenct." ‘The rest of this secction reads 1ike a
close twanslotion of the Vulpate, and the rossibility remains
that the Vulgate is the source of this sentence a2lsn. The closest
passage in the Homilies (IT.2%R.9b=10) is unlile both the Vulgate
and Heptateuch: T '

9b— P=t Israhels fole, daola hit ferde from RBeovota-laonde,

” Yo

1= weard on fam westene widerrmde onrean Cod.
Pollowing Bosworth-Toller, widerrode is troken Lo be an adjective.

-
Thether £1fric is here tronslatineg the Vuleote is not cleor,
If he i=, he is being uncomuonly loose. The clause in ouvestion
is & clause only in the Hentateucli, corresnmondine to part of a
sitional phrase in the Latin, which is therefore listed in
nart as lacking, The Vuloote in:
coanprehendlt ambas norte fores
curt postibus suis et =era.
sut the Heptateueh han: T
«eo2nd oensm Ga burboatu
eeafvia swa Dl belocene wesron,

D0

o o
oz




Chart %3.%: Hemainin~ Participles of the Homilies.
clause clause tyne i/s
in Hept. = in flon, "

Gen.2 16 I.12,%4c SV I0 onl i
9 I.14.15 50 ool T i
I.14,17 5V ool i

20 IT.53.21 SV oopl S

n I1.260,17 V 5 ool i

21 IL.8.2% 1 5V oppl i

%6 L.176417a" S Vool i

" 1.176.,18 5V ool i

" I.176.21c S ppl v S

" I.176.23Db S Vo oppl i

i IT,220.1, V3 opl o)

19d I.18,172° SV pnl i

21b  I.18,19b S V ool i

23 1,118.24 S V ppl i

6:5 I.20.21a VS opl i
3 1.20.26b 5V G pol 57

9:14b I.22,12a V ppl S i
17:50  T.92.5s 5V ppl ¢ i
5¢c  T.92.5b €) Vppl ¢ id

24 34 IT.274.29 5 nnl v S
umel7:5 IT.8.14a 0% ppl V s
21:8f II.238,19 SV opnl s

9 II1.2%8,20a S V pnl i
Judg,16:1  1.226.25b S V¢ oppl s
ot I.16.9 VS ppl i
Biblical 1I.16.11 VS ppl i

" 1.18.56 VS ppl i

" I.18.8 VS pnl i

" 1.20.,10a IO ppl Vim S

" I.20.18 S ppl V S|
! 1.22.7b V ppl S P

L II.190.28a S ppl V S

A

i = indevendent clause
Vim = impersonal verb

o =

3

subordinate clause
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Wotes to Charv %.7.

Lomis nassarse reads: "ind hi...woldon mid idelum rylpe beon
beteran Ponne hi resceapene vreron." i

”ctlvo constTuCLinn 171 CH T.T10.77:
donre hine se glnihtica Scyppend pesceon.™

foatbe
ditfer iy nunber
while the ather

bocnu~@ one
includes

Y
hve,

u‘CleQS the

The same theme is g
... he wolde Deon betera
The two
2in to

O ]
NEFEOT

Adam olone .

on
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~
“is pointed out in %.1%1, this clause, "pu eart of eorcan

cenunen, " and itse lm10d1‘+p context ~re considered thematically
equivalent to Gen.?:1%-e,

d- for Zan fe Ju eart dust

e- and to dﬂSt f(ﬂW"st
which sre active, ccouse of bthise corresmondence, the marticinle
in 13c¢,

b= 08 3=t Zu epewende to eordian

c— of Osre Oe Su penumen vere,

is considered without corres 0nndenoe in the Hozille. See also
Chart 2.2, note to Gen,Z:19c.

‘The question of how to classify "relative” se is not a simnle

one., CH I.20.2Ca~b 1c“du. '*~
Da vees hwepere oan man rihtwis stforan Gode,
se wes Noe pehaten.,

Thorne charly took sge as a relative nronoun, as the comma at-
tests, and the Clﬂuce ey therefore be translated '...one right-
eous nan, who wos namned foah'. But there is nothine to stop an~
other editor from chenging the comma to a neriod, rendering the
claonse 'He was naned Toah'. PFollowing Andrew's (p.41) conclusion
hat "no vpart of the demostrative pronoun se seo Pzt other than
the neunter noninative cen stand at the he°3~n| a aentence exceont
as antecedent, and any vwnwosod instance to the controry is
really o rele lee pronoun,” se 1s bere teken as a relutlve, and
the clovge is therefore suuordlnﬂte.

4CH I.%92,.5a-b a2re listed as indevpendent, though they are actu-

ally correla tive.

a- He 3in wif ne beo gehaten Sarai,

b- ac beo gehaten Sarra.
The latter clanse is schematically renresented as (3) ¥V »pl C;
but there isc some reason to conq'der it UV onl ¢, that Te,, sub-
ject-less rather than a coordinute arediteTe of the nreceding
subject, As 1t stands, this olnuoe ig the only one in thre pre-
sent saanle containins o suhﬁuuxive verb bt lacking its owmn
snhiect Hovever, 1f 4lfric thonsht of this as an immerative

nf aorts, the lack ofnsybject vorld be ewnleined. EFince, how-
ever, thore 1g not snificient evidence to nosita third nerson
irserative for OLd nolish, the clomse ie listed as o unlgue

subiecch-less eubimnetive,

BTvo aopects ol thils vassooe should bhe venorized unon, It ie:

7= oW bie nalire @efLPOwr

“Ce Poot o hia avan Iezoe on hellenve mmple wilion sceolde,

Theme of Do 'D](n..JHWTlt“.:011A~ pe Abrohen on alodd wao,
Maat, the o 1o hove anmmed Toobe o cyhconatod 107y
The ormel moast oo jieinle o ooleded.,  Lecond, though *1& c7ar~@
Lo Licted oo 5 oppl ¥V, come cxplonolion Lo oreguived, e oante
o oot e T Ce thic (ﬂ arioe 1o ool cot 1.

- S o el med! > 31_'_4 PECIURRREETS
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”L congtimice tlon
5 (“oocof (\( !

el - s - » [ageeets vy 4.1
seens called Tor, Toro Foanfrice aveolded th
. iy -4 P ey = .
Becavan ne did vot want adiecent Sam Dﬂxﬂ
s T \ JTUE PR S T P S U Ry
fnlce on Cate..), thonpl Lo megr

Y bt e ol e i N 2 KRN . R -
Of cvenlorn dmoortence herve 1s the QHLf;blﬂjI ,f *mx to cT 1ﬁ~”.k
ye, & subsecuently the clavse, Since as 1t now stonds e is

tie object of on——eanivelent bo “odern Inelish 'the nation
(vhich) he wras Ful“Od int—-and since it won decided to count
only morphologicelly marked comnmonents, 1t was therefore de-
cided to cla asslly the clanse as o sinnle 5 oppl ¥V, irmoring the
adaittedly importent syntactic conmection TLEENE previous
phrase. (Zee sbove, 3.21.)
5, . D -~ . . ; . ]
Ae dicscusged in Fote 2, relative ge ie problematic. The
vresent nassage 1ot
G- Veard ba wmlc ping cuces adrenct,
a- buton pam e bilirnon pam erce vizvon
b= of pamn weard eft pe-edstalelod eall middangreard.
There ig nn overwhelnmins syntectic reason for not lranslating
7b as an indevendent clavnce: 'of these,...' THowever, accenting
Andrew's contention (see iote %) requires btaking bam as a rela-
tive, and the clause as subordinate. It =hould be noted that
this enoroach results in the one subordinate ¥V ppl 5 in the
semnle, as against ten indevendents. -

i

3.221. Condensation in the romifies., It is narticularly

apvarent from Chart 7.2 that the Homilieg greatly condenses
its vergion of meny Biblical stories tﬁéreby precluding the
finding of correspondins particinles and in many caseg even
thenatically corresnonding clauses., hen comvored to the treat-

ent of the same material 1in the Hentatench, these sections

sive a clear »Hicture of the distinction Zlfric maintained be-
tween paranhraszes and tranceletions.

#1fric's ovractice of condensction is readily scen in
hie hendling of Gen.1l:22-24 and acceoumts for the fact there
are relotively few correshondences between the versions in

T

thie Henteteuch and Homilles, IHote, for ewomnle, the nhrase

e

for phrase corregnondence between the lentoteueh and Mmlrate:




21l= ...God geseah...
22¢= ond bletsode hi,
Sus cwedende:

4 N
b— VWeaxoo

c~ ond beod gemenifylde,

d- and gefyllad &mre s= wmteru,

e~ and Oa fugelas beon gemenifylde ofer eordon,

21'- ,..vidit Deus...
228t~ benedixitque eis
dicens:
b'- Crescite
c'- et multiplicamini
d'- et replete aguacs maris,

e'- avesque multiplicentur suver terran,.

CxX

2%- And Ca wems geworden =fen aond merigen sc fifta d=g.

2%3'—- Bt foctun est vesnere et mene dies quintus,

243~ God cvzed eac swilce:
bh— Ieede seo eorde for” cuce nytena on heors cynne
and creonende cyn
and deor m=fiter heors hivnm,

-

c- it wms da sva ~edon.

2datl- Dixit ocuvoque Deua:



b'- Producat terra animam viventem in genere suo,
inmenta
et reptilia
et hestins terrs secundum species sues,
c'- Factumoue est itn,
Tt will be noticed that evcent for the omission of iuments
'beast of hurden' in 24b, 4lfric has translated every nhrase
of the Iatin, following the Latin oxder at all times, and
often following the Iatin morpholocy and vocrbulary (e.g.,

diceng:cwedende; agquas noris:se weferu; animam viventen in

——

penere suo:icuce nytena on heora cynne)y On the other hend,

nov; note the treatment of the same theme in the Homilies
(I . 1.{‘3 . 7)-b"'l,) :
“h- lle cwed eoft,

a eordan

oY)

c~ and het

da- pmt heo sceolde fordlmdan cuce nytenus

[e%1

b- and he Za gesceop of Jmre eorian eall nytencynn

and deocrcynn,

3o

62—~ ealle Ja Je on feower fotum gad;

7- and sealde Cam fixunm sund, and Jam fogelunm £1iht,
While Lhere are clear similarities between this version and

the one in the lleptateuch, the Honmilieg shows grealt conden—

sation, desnite the foct that it aleo adds moterisl fiom

) . . {
other sonrces (e.m., clouses Ga and 7).

h— ealswa eft of vmetere he resceop fizas and fugelas,
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Acodn in Gen,17:12 .1fric abrid-es the version in the
domilies, The Hestateuch, following the Latin nhrogse for

phrase, hos three claunes:
2a~ uwlc hysecild betvux eow beo ymsniden on Pan
cahteodan dege hys acenncdnycose,

h= and =lc werhodes man on eowrum meesbun

and inbyrdlincg
and gzeboht peowa beo yumsniden,

c— peah he ne beo eowres cynnes,

l12at'~ Infans octo dierum circumcidetur in vobis,
hle omne masculinua in generationibus vestris:
tam vernaculus,
quam emptitius circumcidetur,
c'- et quicunque non fuerit de stirpe vestra,
In contrast, CH I1.92.71-1.9%.1b edits out all the revetition
and recasts the sentence:
la- &lc hyse-cild, Ponne hit eshta nihta eald bid,
b= sy ymbsniden,
meser ge myelboren
ce beowetling,
wlfric gives virtnally the sane treatment to Gen.l7:27,

whnich therefore slso anuears in Chert 5.7 without corre-

anondence in the Tomilies. Inn the Hentateuch he omits Verses

25-26, but stays close to the Lotin for 24 and 27:
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o~ /nd he self weard ymbanad
b- Pa a2 he wes nygon and hundnygentis geara,
27a- And ealle werhades men hys hiredes,
meder se inbyrdlinges ge gebohte Oeowan
end =13eodirze nen,
Pe him mid wesron;
b- ealle wurdon b=s dmges ymenidene.
In CH 1.92.9 this recads:
On Ppam ylcen dmge wes Abraham ymbsniden,
and eal his hyred....
Mnally, £lfric's editing is seen apein in 17:14 where,
after exnlaining the covenant of circumecision (17:10-13),

God continuees, in the Hentateuch:

l4o~ Se werhades man pe ne byl emsniden on pam flmsce
hys fylmenes,
b= hys sawul byd adylegod of hys folce,
c- for pPan Pe he aidlode min wed,
As in the »revious cases, this phrasing 1s very close %
the Latin., The lomilies, however, has:
a'- ...and sede bpis formeld
D'"— his sawul losad,
¢l fordan Pe he min wed aydlode.
In this version both (a) and (b) are shortened into (a")
and (bv).

LN
v

In 211l of thege instancees, 1t cshonld be noticed, while

7

the Heptestevch is manifestly influenced by the Latin, it con-
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toing nothine that is not nerfectly accentable 01 Bnglish
-and thie save a great deal about L1lfric's skill and tech-
nique as a tran~lato (# more comnlete discussion of thie
tyne of phrose for nhrase influence from the Latin will be
found in Chanter 4.)

Condengation, of course, ia not the only characteristic
of the Homilies, cnd it is therefore necessary to balance the
picture by calling attention to an instance where &lfric ex—
. r

nands tho version in the Homilies for stylistic reasons. In

CH I.92.,%a=b, Gen.l7:15b-c ocpnears as:
b= e 3in wif ne beo cehaten Sarai,
c¢'"—~ ac beo sehaten Zorra.

The corresponding massace in the lentateuch iss

3in wif Sarai, ne hat Su ui heononford Sarai,
c—- ac hat i Sarra.

"+ will bhe immedintelv seen that the Tosilies and ileptateuch

%

have Aiiferent subjects for both clauvsces, ond {the Hentateuch

hao in addition what ney be celled o "dangling introducer"
(see below, 4.%) vhich is not syntecticslly part of the sen-
tence and serves only to introduce the tonic: 'as for your

vife Sardal,....' The exnlanation of the oresence oi hoth

diclerences da found in the Latin:

N

b= Soral uroven tho non Tocthinn Soral,

cl'— med Sarse,
Uhvionalyy, thie e aot 35 of The entatevceh nlraors tThe non
voenlo of the Lotisg 8in il Soral Lilioviog ore he
ARG




3 N L. RPN RN N IV PO R . - -1 -
Soral nrroren tvon, thoush Philo Totteor ohrose Lo ectuall:

o

differonce

' . St ~oa Rl T pe e e a Halpiguy
Tthe obiect ol the Collovins voru, 40 Lo

T

the Hepbtotenceh ond Tonmilies resording the subjoels

and ehiolen of warh, 10 voo oreviously mointd

K ™ B R I T A PRI RDETRURI S sy 3 el e
of lfrice io probobly dnbroducins o Jcendlve covstruc

b0 bhe dorilles to make this sontence norellel Lo he

one before it, theoush this vvecluden Loe obllity to con-

wer in the Hepitrn-—

cest 0L Dnolish con-

atrietion to tie Latin initiel okjecct. Do coxy the ITatin
eractly vorld hove required Z1fric to vyite OV 4 C, vhich

if not imponsible in 01d Englich (ree O

at lenot nnlilely. Add to this alfric's

of initial objects, and it is clear viy he incerts the acw

N

obiect his: the 014 Inglish is mow almenst a mirror cony of

4

the Latin, but doeg rnot besin vith an object. It mirht

.

be mentioned 1n nasaing thael the three charte in this noc-

,;3
<
m

tion of the investication list only thvee initial objecin--—
tvo indireet end one direct. A1l three are sronominel ob-
fects or relatives, In Cid Enclish these two clasces hind

o)

a tendency to be orenosed--and obtlll there arce only three

e
¢

snch in this chantor, )

Jo Vove duat

aseen eome ol (he nroctico) 1anlicoti nn ol

Lo LeLvweell oot ae anan UIala Lo olons v
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Hentateuch both hendle the same maierial, but are still

very different stylistically--the latter mirroring the
Latin in many respects. In view of this it 1s not sur-

prisins that Charts 3.2 and 3.3 support the initial sug-

-

cestion, raised in repard to Chart 3.1, that the Hepta-

teuciht Las constructions that the Homilies does not, and

vice versa. 1n addition to the eilght structures listed

in Table %.1, the Heptateuch has five others appearing

once each in Churt 3.2:
S V ppl 10
V S ppl C
V ppl S C
I0 V npl
Vim ppl

"

Likewise, Chart 3.3 contains six structures, once each,

r———— S————

not appearing for the lHomilieg in Chart %.1:

~

5 V ppl C

w2

V 10 ppl

S O ppl V

(8) V popl C

05 ppl V

IO ppl Vim
It will be immediately seen that the distribution of the
constructions is now different from that in fable 3.1, and

this is presented in Table %.2.
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Table 3.2: Diegtribution of Constructions.

Hentateuch ? Homilies

—%
|
et

type ind. sub, [total | ind. sub.|totel

SV oonl 5 12 17
S ¥V oopl C

S V ppl IO
SV C nnl

SV I0 »nnl
S ppl V
S
(

\

~

I

.::.‘
O

O pnl V
5) V ppl
() V ppl G
V ppl
Vim ppl
V5 ool
VS ol C
V npl ©
Vopl 5 C
0S5 ppl V
110 V pnl
I0 ppl Vim

totﬁi

o
COOOMNMHNOHHOHOHMNOH

=

HFOHOHDWIOOOONOH D DWW
N D DWIH OO M O OV

OHOMDHWNHEMNONDOODOO M
OHOFOFNHMNONNFNO O™

FOCOOCDOOCIODOFEANODOHD D

T
i

\J?

55 16

|

N
W
{—
)
U
Ul

A
i

As Table .7 shows, the Hentateuch and Homilieg each

haw five constructions not apacaringe in the onther. Because
the small numoeers involved, however, 1t seens hishly in-
advigaeble to give too much weight to this——ecnecia'ly vhen
it is noticed that 3 ¥ »npl C, for eramnle, occurs under

the Homilieg for Ta@;e 3.2 but not Tor Teble %.1 for which

e ——— S}

<

)

the aeanle was gneller.  Since there aie severnl onther in-

.‘,‘7

stonces of Tids ftyne on Lhe two charts, the dencers inbherent
in the emnll samnrles under discussion ore continuanlly ap-
norent.  Totwithoiondins this, hovever, some of the Aif-

ferencos are interesting, ond nerhons sismificrnt, TFor

cxanle, the two worts cre quite et odds in reloition *o
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verp~initial consiructions, siwzteen cases of ¥V I ppl an-
neor in the Homilies, tmt only three in the Heotatevch,
Cnotho other hond, only three cares of V »nl 5 occur in

the londlies e onposed to eisht in the Heptotench.

e e AL Bt

.07, Lavin inflvence on osarticiole wlacenent, The

contrast tuolles nm snecls’ Interest when conslidered in teorms
of the essential guesiion of whether £liric'e ftechnicue of
translotion was in sy way mechaniccl,  “hie ocuvestion is
important becanse even 1T JlCric does not mrossly distort
tnelish eyntex, it is stili nossible that he came to terms
th the ILatin text by crecting corresnondences bpetween
Latin and bnglish structures—--—-zutonatically nsine the game
snglish conetruetion vhenever a certrin Latin one someared,
If this were done in order to reconstruct in the translotion
the imsact of the orisinal, 1t would bhe very much in iteening
with the theories of translotion nresented by ¥ida, Tor ex-
armnle (above, 1.71), that a translator must £iad the nroner
structure in the recentor lansuare to reftain not only the
referenticl wecaning but also the emotive nover of the orig-
incl, And 1f dfric did this, it is certeinly worth lmowineg

about. Chart 7.4 therefore oresents the Hentoteuch:Vulrate

correspondences (5.41) and Vuloote:leptateuch corresnondences

(3.47) in order to establish the wmrobability thot a certain
congtruetion in the ¢ld znrlich snsvers to o cextain one in
the Tatin, ond the »nredictability that 2 certoin Tatin strue-

ture will yield a cextain Mnelish one,
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Chart 3.4: Corresnondences in Perticiple Placement,
3,41, Heptateuch:Vulsate Corresnondences
Heptateuch Tulgate
type total 1 =& type e
SV oopl 26 18 8 S Vo G
S opl V 5000
pol V5 31
ppl Vim %
Vp S 2%
S V pnl 1#¥
ppl ¥ 1
V S S
VO T3
Vim Inf O 1
S Vonl C 2 2 Tn 5 C 1
Vp C 1
5V ppl IO 1 1 10 Vp S 1
S mpl-V 6 6 ppl T 3 |
5 ppl 1
nol 1
-~ (1 time)
L~S O ppl V 1 1 -— (1 time) .
$) V ppl 2 2 ool 1.
vV ppl 2 2 n 1
L V ppl 1
Vim ppl i3 1 Vis) 1
v s ppl 5 03 onl VS 1
Vp S 1
npl B 1
Vs ppl C 11 sV C 1
V nnl S 3 8 ppl V s 7
‘ o _ Vo 5 v 1 ]
JJelse 11 LTS 0 )
lu v ppl 1 1 pPrl V Lo 1
otal 55 39 16 39 14
*Onp 1s subordinate in llent., but indenendent in Vwlg. See

LctuG17v “Uh]OCt accueative in the Latin,
*““lndonpuupwt

in

tile

Hente

1teucl s

(‘"]

rordinate

)Jee

ot
Chart 5.2,

in Tle Tulrate
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Correspondencesg in Particinle Placement.

Chart 9.
B

43
A2, Vulrateslleptateuch Corregnondences,

b ‘ Tuleate Heptateuch
type total 1 s type

ppl T S 12 11 1

;,_l.
i

ppl S
V ppl
5 ppl
V ppl
YV wpl
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}:_ ]‘ o (b ) V D‘r)—l rt ot s s ':":"' R
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5 S V ppl

1 V pol S C 1

<0<

5 Vp
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Vp S

(@)
(o)
w

VN OV AT

N
N
8]

y
[

-~
WA

< | <3< W2

o

A3}
Wil
) L

ppl V

~
~

§

RSN
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»pl Vim
ppl V 3 C

ol
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\i ppimm
ppl S

S ppl

| S 7 pnl
| V ppl
V S ppl 1

1 S ool ¥ 1

o

=

!
!
!
|
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V3 L 1 5V pol
(v 0 11 5ol
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Ctotol 53 35 1% |

shLee above, %.12, for the vnrovlenms 11 clogeid LW" this porticinle

Letual 1;f ribiect accusstive,  See Chort 7 .’v_, Tote 7,
sSubordinste in Lthe Vulsetes

¥ome dle suberdincte in the lentotevch, inﬂ0ﬂvn4 it in the Mloate,

*
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Among the first things to realize in considering Chart
3.4 is that the Latin shows twenty-one different construc-

tions for its fifty-three clauses, while the Heptateuch

shows only thirteen for its fifty-five; the most common
Latin structure, ppl V §, occurs only twelve times, while

S V ppl in the Heptateuch occurs twenty-six times. Further

it should be noticed that at least thirty-seven of the Lat-
in clauses are constructions which could not occur in 0ld

English: fifteen of the seventeen passives1

and twenty-two
clauses beginning with the participle. Since the passive
verbs of ILatin had to become periphrastics and the initial
participles had to be moved, #lfric could not readily fall
into an uncritical imitation of the Latin as many glossers
did if he was going to keep his promise not to violate Eng-
lish syntax. Given this situation, a one to one correspon-
dence between Latin and 01ld English constructions cannot

be expected. Nonetheless, certain subsystems appear.

No Latin structure is rendered into more than three
English ones, and two of the three ILatin items having this
maximum number of English correspondences, ppl V S and
Vp S, have the same renderings: S V ppl, V ppl S, ¥V S ppl.
What would seem to be an equation that Alfric made between
Vp and ppl V is further suggested by the rendering of both
S Vp and S ppl V as Old English § ¥V ppl, accounting for
twelve instances of this construction. This suggestion

of how Elfric deals with an unacceptable contruction gains
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force when it is remembered that Zlfric was very aware of
the Latin word-—order and specifically mentions in the Pre-
face to Genesis that he will adhere to it so long as it
does not go against the requirements of English syntax.
Thus it seems likely that he had some method in mind--even
if not always successfully applied--for reconstructing the
Latin as closely as possible.

Despite the tenuousness of the suggestion as to how
Alfric combined twenty-one Latin structures into thirteen
English ones, there can be no question about how he treated
syntactically unacceptable material., Of the seventeen pas-
sive verbs in the Latin (now including the two cases that
could have heen translated by hatan; see Note 1) Hlfric
turned fourteen into the obvious English equivalent--V ppl.
For the remaining three he interposed the S between the V
and ppl in two and used an impersonal verb in one. Further,
of the twenty-one clauses with clause-initial participles,
all but three were rearranged to have the participle follow
the verb in the English, seventeen of these having it fol-
low immediately, and one having S interposed. In addition,
all six instances of 5 ppl V--viz., of ppl beginning the
predicate but not the clause--were rendered as S V pol, by
transposing V and ppl. Thus in an overwhelming percentage
of cases, Zlfric rejected the possibility of having V fol-

low ppl, or of scmething interposing between them.
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To return now to the contrast of eight cases of V ppl

$ in the Heptateuch to only three in the Homilies, 1t seems

significant, in terms of Elfric's fairly consistent handling
of Latin ppl V, that seven of the eight ¥V ppl 5 in the Hep-
tateuch answer to Latin ppl V and the remaining one to Vp
S. Thus the eight occurrences of this construction in the

Heptateuch can be explained as an almost mechanical~-if so

strong a word may be used with respect to a writer of XZEl-
fric's sophistication--transposition of ppl V into ¥V ppl,
and periphrase of Vp as V ppl. In contrast, the Homilies
did not demand the same close rendering, since the audience
knew that it was not dealing with divine scripture, and
Elfric was therefore free to give less literal syntax;
hence, only three cases of V ppl S, a construction that
he apparently did not like. It is certainly worth noting
also that one of the three cases in the Homilies is CH
I1.62.11, previously pointed out (Section 3.1%2) as being
a translation, though different from the same passage in

the Heptateuch; and while in the Heptateuch this verse

is one of the few for which Latin Vp S is not rendered

V ppl S (being instead V S ppl), this Latin source ia a
probable explanation for the V ppl S in the Homilies., And
finally, additional suvnport for the present interpretation
of the contrast between the two works in respect to V ppl S
comes from the fact that, as Chart 3,1 shows, the three

cases of this gtructure occurring in the Heptateuch in
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verses with corresponding particinlés in the Homilies ap-
pear in the latter as V S ppl

This last contrast is very significant because it is
all that is needed to account for the occurrence of sixteen
V 3 ppl in the Homilies as against only three in the Hepta-
teuch. Clearly, £lfric's personal preference was for V S
ppl; but this structure separates V from ppl, and, as ref-

erence to Chart 3.42 will indicate, all the Latin predicates

that have both V and ppl, whether as ¥V ppl or ppl V, have

the two units adjacent. Add to this the obvious unity of
Vp, and the result is a text with a marked bond or "tight-
nesgss" in its verbs, In all likelihood here is a situation

in whiech Elfric was attempting to reconstruct the Latin

syntax that he could not imitate: putting § between V and
ppl, as was his personal preference, would have detracted
from the effect that Zlfric thought the ILatin conveyed
and which he was trying to reproduce. In summary, then,

the two major contrasts--eight V ppl S in the Hevtateuch

to three in the Homilies and sixteen V S ppl in the Homilies

to three in the Heptateuch--when taken together show Alfric

working out a conflict between his personal style on the
one hand and on the other his-esated desire to be true to
his text. And, of course, since the necessity of conforming

to the text applied only to the translation, the Heptateuch,

only this work shows the influence of the unity of ILatin
verbs, in this instance by having the ppl immediately fol-

low clause-~initial verbs.
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The suggestion that EFlfric liked to separate the V
from the ppl helps explain some further contrasts. Only
four of the fifty-five clauses with participles in the Hep-
tateuch have non-adjacent V and ppl. On the other hand,

of the fifty-three such clauses in the Homilies, twenty-

one have non-adjacent V and ppl. Moreover, two of the con
structions occurring in the Homilies but not in the Hepta-
teuch are of this type--S V C ppl (three times) and S V IO
ppl (once).

Iikewise, the suggestion that £Zlfric had mechanical
or automatic correspondences between Latin and 0ld English
syntactic constructions proves helpful in other considera-

tions also. It has already been pointed out that seven of

the eight V ppl S in the Heptateuch answer to Latin pol ¥V

S, and, even though it is difficult to say why the other
five occurrences of this Latin construction were rendered
differently, the fact remains that F£lfric had a strong

tendency to turn Latin ppl V S into English V ppl S--i.e.,

merely shift V to the front. And because of this tendency
he may have mechanically rendered a ILatin ppl V S C into
V ppl S C--producing the unique instance in the samnle
texts of two units following the ppl.

Gen.1l5:1%a seems at first glance to contradict the

sugeestions that Zlfric changed as little as possible in

the Heptateuch and that he had mechanical correspondences.

Dictumque est ad eum is translated as Him wes Ja gesed
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swutelice Surh God, viz., ppl V IO becomes IO V pol. Ac-

cording to our previous suggestions V ppl IO is expected,
gsince this is both the mechanical fronting of the V and
the least change from the Latin. That £lfric did not use
this possibility is of considerable interest. Reference
to the verse in question will show that I0 is a pronoun;
and pronouns regularly stand before the verb., Granting
this, the simplest change would have been to move IQ to
the front, thereby avoiding an initial ppl and getting the
pronoun into the right position. But, as Chart 3.4 shows,
this clause 1s independent, and all seven clauses with
final V are subordinate. This leaves the present order,
IO V ppl, as the only one which Flfric found acceptable,
and proves again that though he is trying to reconstruct
the Latin and though he often goes against his personal
style in such efforts Elfric does not use constructions
felt to be contrary to good English usage?

V-final clauses being subordinate is without exception

in the sample. In the Heptateuch there are six S ppl V and

one S O ppl V, all subordinate. Six more occurrences in
the Homilies of 5 ppl V and two apiece in each of the Pre-
faces (see Chart 2;2) are subordinate. In addition, the
Homilies has one case each of 0 S ppl V and 10 ppl Vim,
subordinate.

Of the seven V-final participial clauses in the Hep-

tateuch, five are relative clauses and two temporal adver-
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bials. There are also two V-non-final adverbial clauses,
and it may therefore be significant that the two V-final
ones, as opposed to these two, are perfects. Unfortunately,
however, it is not possible to make any meaningful state-
ment about perfects on the basis of the sample under con-
sideration here, for of the 137 clauses with participles

(55 in the Heptateuch, 53 in the Homilies, 16 in PG, and

13 in PCH) only five are perfects--an interesting aside,
perhaps, about EZlfric's style.

The five V-final relatives answer to ILatin ppl V (three
times), S ppl (once), and ppl (once). In addition to these
five, all S ppl V, the Heptateuch has a sixth relative, S ¥V

ppl, answering to Latin S ppl V. There is no apparent sys-
tem to these correspondences, and this is unfortunate, since

the practice of the Heptateuch in regard to relatives is

quite different from that of the Homilies, where only three
of seven relatives are V-final., And in this respect the
Homilies is supported by the Prefaces which have seven re-
latives between them--none V-final. Obviously the Hepta-
teuch departs from Zlfric's normal style, but the reason
is not clear.3
A minor contrast that bears mentioning because it is
so clearly due to Latin influence is the occurrence of two
(8) ¥V ppl in the Heptateuch. Though there are no instances

of this structure in the Homilies, there is one case of (S)

V ppl C, and this structure is what accounts for the con-
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trast being considered only minor. Nevertheless, it is
interesting. It will be remembered that (3S) signifies a
subject carried over from another clause. TFor the 137
clauses being discussed in this chapter, Zlfric regularly
repeats the subject or substitutes a pronoun, generally
avoiding the subject-less clause so common in ILatin (see
Chart 3.4), and (S) thus appears only three times. Indeed,
as Chart 3.4 indicates, £lfric introduced a subject in the

Heptateuch for the vast majority of Latin subject-less

clauses, However, in two instances he did not--and both
can be directly attributed to his attempt to maintain im-
portant features of the Latin text. Gen.6:5 reads:

a- Gode ofduhte 3da

b- &=t he mann geworhte ofer eordan:

¢~ he wolde da warnian on =r,

d- and wes gehrepod mid heortan sarnysse widinnan.,

a'- Poenituit eum
b'- quod hominem fecisset in terra

d'- et tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus (...inquit....)

d"- Pa weard God to Pan swide gegremod....

a~ Moyses 3a worhte da =renan neddran,
b- and sette to tacne;

c- and ba 8e tosliten wxron

d- beheoldon to Ozre naddran

e-~ and wurdon sgehz=lede.
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a'- Pecit ergo Moyses serpentem =neum,
b'~ et posuit eum pro signo:

c'- quem cum percussi

d'- aspicerent,
e'— ganabancur.

e"- ...and hi wurdon gehmlede fram Jam attre Cere

fyrenra n=ddryna.
Gen.6:54" in the Homilies begins a sentence and is therefore
not capable of lacking a subject; though one could argue
that here £lfric is reordering the clauses to create a more
pleasing English arrangement, this could not be proved. The
example from Numbers, however, clearly shows Elfric avoiding
the subject-less construction in the Homilies. And in both

cases the structure of the Heptateuch is obviously following

the ILatin. In each case the Latin lacks a subject in the
relevant clause and, in addition, the ILatin participles lack
finite verbs--in the first instance being adjectival ('...
touched with pain, he said....') and in the second subjec~
tival ('...when the bitten looked....), as explained above,
Sections 3.12 and 3.21. Apparently ZFlfric is reconstructing
this syntax with what he felt was the closest acceptable

English structure: coordinated predicates.4

5.24. The control texts., To briefly summarize, then,

we have clearly seen that £lfric's skill with his language
prevented him from doing anything that is not completely

acceptable grammatically, as proven by the pervasive con-
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sistency between the two works in matters of participle
usage and placement. But on the other hand, because of
the few very significent contrasts it is still possible
to see how closely Zlfric followed the TLatin text when

translating the Heptateuch, since the Latin determined

when to use a participle and very often what word-order

to use,.

Given these differences between the Heptateuch and

Homilies it becomes important to examine Elfric's prac-
tice in another type of text to determine whether the

two Biblical narratives differ from each other more or
less than they differ from non-narratives. If as a unit
they differ from non-narrative it will mean that even
participle placement may be dictated by thematic content,
as Section 2.3 showed the percentage of subordination to

be; if the Homilies differs more from the Heptateuch than

from non-narrative it will prove that the differences in

the Heptateuch are caused by the ILatin source and not by

the theme. Therefore, participle placement for the Pre-~

faces is presented and tabulated in Chart 3.5.

Chart %.5. Participle Placement in the Prefaces.,

PG PCH Total Total
type i/s i/s i/ s
S V ppl 3 4 1 6 | 4 10 14
V S ppl 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
S ppl V 0O 2 0o 2 0O 4 4
S Voppl C 1 O o 2 1 2 3
S V C ppl 0O O 0 1 o 1 1
V ppl 1 0 0O O 1 0 1
S 0V ppl 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
V IO ppl 0O O 1 0 1 0 1
total 9 7 2 11 11 18 29
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As the chart shows, PG contains sixteen participles
arranged in six different constructions, PCH thirteen in
five constructions, totalling, once overlap is accounted
for, eight different constructions. Of these eight, two,

each occurring once, do not appear in the Heptateuch or
5

Homilies.

Elfric's consistency is seen again. The four V S ppol,
all of which occur in the Preface to Genesis, are independ-
ent, following the usage seen in the two previous works.
HMoreover, all four § ppl V, two in each Preface, are sub-
ordinate, as were the ones in the Biblical narratives. And
the one V ppl is independent, like the three in the Hepta-
teuch and Homiliesg.

It is probably significant that the Prefaces use § ¥V

ppl C in both independent and subordinate clauses, whereas

the Heptateuch limits this structure to independent clauses,

since this contrast seems due to the fact that all the com-
plements in the Latin happen to occur in independent clauses
--though there is certainly no such constraint in ILatin syn-
tax. Thus, while the contrast does not show Zlfric doing
anything very strange in using this construction as inde-
pendent, it does show that he followed the syntax of the
Latin even as far as imitating its choices concerning what
to make subordinate, thus further supporting the conelusions
dravn in Chapter 2.

The most common construction in the Prefaces is S V ppl,

appearing seven times in each, and this is consistent with
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the nrenonderance of this crrancementl in bobi. the lenta-—

B ]

A e g e

teuceh and omilics., vSubdividine further, we fins that,

whercas olshteen of twenly-giz in the lleptateucn mnd twelve

Ry
o

'

of seventeen in the lonilies are indenendent, here oniy
Tour of fourteen arce indencndent. Iven nowe striliin-., ond
fuLij supporting the inslications of the investi-ztion in
Chapter 2, 1is that oniy one ol the scven in PCL 1s inde-
nendent, nakine this text very different Lfrom the other
brelace, end noking these two as e tnit diflerent Trom the
narratives that they have been seen to resewmble in other
OOLﬂu).vat i eleo si-nificent that the lonmilien slends
more or less between bLhe other works in reswvect te the ra-
tioe of indenendents and svbhordinates in this structure.
dor 1Lf the refaces reflect wlfric's style when free Jronm

ES

interference, and the leotateuch

!

hio atyle iniflvenced by

& Letin dblical narvative, the tondilics shonld fall in
bet een, heinc o Diblical narrotive wizthort & cormitment
to a tert.

Mirther supvnosting this is tie focet tovat PO end PCH
boti lack constructions with (ﬁ), viz., subjicct-less but
coordinsied wredicries, nroviously shiown Lo occur in the

ientateucu becouse of Lotin influence. On the other hrnd,

talten as a unit they lack none ol the constructions con-

gsidered sirmificant to the liomilics, thou~h 2Ci alone

lacxs the imvoctant ariancenent 7 5 npl. fnd 1t is worth

roentioning that this latter wiece of enbarrassin-s: covidence
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again forces us to remember that when dealing with samples
it is always possible that the counter-evidence is in an
omitted passage; this thought is the source of much of the

tentative tone of the conclusions drawn.

3.3. Summary.

In this discussion of the placement of past participles

in the Heptateuch and Homilies it was found that, true to

his stated aim, Zlfric retained the quality of the Latin
original so long as this could be done without violence to
Fnglish syntax., His stylistic choices concerning such things
as when to include a participle, whether to make it independ-
ent or subordinate, and even what verb to use were seen to

reflect strong Latin influence on the Heptateuch., Nonethe-

less, comparison to the same material in the Homilies in-
dicated that this adherence to the Tatin text did not in-
duce Zlfric to write things that he considered poor English

usage. Though there are structures in the Heptateuch that

do not appear in the Homilies--e.g., (S8) V ppl--they seldom
are radically different from what does occur in the Homilies
--in this case, (S) V ppl C. Where the Latin really shows
its influence is in those constructions that Alfric accepts
as good usage but chooses not to use. Of this type we may
mention V ppl S, which occurs in the Homilies much less

frequently than in the Heptateuch and whose occurrence in

the latter can usually be shown to be due to Latin. More-
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over, the Tatin influence in this construction was seen
to be particularly significant, since V ppl 5 of the Hep-
tateuch-~so obviously based on the Tatin--seems to be the
substitute in this work for V S ppl of the Homilies.
These conclusions about the Latin influence on the

translation, the Heptateuch, are confirmed by comparison

to the Prefaces, texts neither Biblical nerrative nor trans-
lation, that approximate the Homilies more closely than does

the Heptateuch in certain respects. As was seen, the Pre-

faces lack those constructions of the Heptateuch postulated

as due to ILatin influence, but not those of the Homilies

thought to be significant--thereby reinforcing the belief

M i

that the Heptateuch, because it is a translation, represents

a style not Elfric's own.
On the other hand, the difference in the percentage of

subordinate clauses between the Heptateuch and Homilies on

one side and PG and PCH on the other reinforces the possi-
bility that in respect to this feature the two former rep-
resent a narrative style that contrasts with Elfric's ex-
pository style. (This is discussed fully in Chapter 2.)
Pinally, our initial decision not to limit the discussion
in this chapter to quantitaive or statistical evidence is vin-
dicated. For statistics would not have shown that such con-
structions as S V ppl, which are equally predominant in the

Heptateuch and Homilies, are chosen in specific instances in

the Heptateuch because of some feature in the ITatin source.
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Notes to Chapter 3,

1There are seventeen passive verbs in the Latin corre-

sponding to participle periphrastics in the Heptateuch,
but two might possibly have been rendered by hatan, the
only verb in 0ld English with a passive: Gen.Z:23c, "beo
heo geciged femne" for "hme vocabitur virago" and Gen.17:5b,
"ao OU byst gehaten Abrasham" for "sed appellaberig Abraham,"
The first of these has been disqualified from consideration
as evidence only by applying the strictest possible criter-
ion, for hatan does not seem to have occurred in the sub-
junctive, as beo is used here., In contrast to these two,
Gen.17:5a has been counted as evidence because hatan does
not seem applicable:

a~ Ne din nama ne byd geciged heononforth Abram....

a'- Nec ultra vocabitur nomen tuum Abram....
Hatan is apparently limited to the person or thing named,
€.8., se hatte, but not to the name itself, e.g., *3in
nama hatte.

2Two indirect objects occur in the Heptateuch sample, at
Gen.15:1%a and 17:17d. The first is a pronoun preceding
the verb; the second is a noun phrase following it. One
occurs in CH I.20.10a. a pronoun preceding the verb. A
pronoun following a verb occurs in PCH 6.34a: "...weard
me geduht,..." %ne might speculate that this has some-
thing to do with the particular verb here, pyncan, which
has other peculiarities; but this is only speculation.

3The relative clauses are:
Hp: Gen.%:19¢c, 33234, 9:164, 17:14a; Num,21:8d, 21:9c.
(Gen.17:14a is not V-final.)
CH: I.18.16a (same clause at II.406.6b), I.20.,26Db,
I.22.7v, I.226,.25b, 1I.8.14a, 1I1.58.35, 1I.234,29,
(The last three are V-final.s
PG: lines 55, T4b, T6a.

PCH: 2.4, 2.5, 4.21. 4.22a,

Two of the relatives in the Homilies (I.20.26b and I1.22.7b)
and one in PCH (2.5) are of The se declension; the problems
involved in classifying these forms are discussed in Notes

5 and 6 to Chart 3.3. All three are not V-final.

That all three cases of V-final relatives in the Homilies
are found in volume II may point to a change in #lfric's
style., Confirming this would require a study of all the
participles in the two volumes and a determination of the
chronology of the homilies within each volume--an under-
taking far outside the limits of this investigation.

4The three other subject-less constructions (1 ppl, I0V
ppl, 10 ppl Vim) are not applicable to this discussion, be-
cause all contain imperatives or impersonals--regularly
subject-less in 01d English. It must be admnitted, though,
that the one coordinated predicate occurring in CH I.92.5,
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(S) v Eﬁl C, is troublesome because it is more accurately
not an imperative but a subjunctive:
Ne din wif ne beo gehaten Sarai,
ac beo gehaten Sarra,.
Nevertheless, the tact that beo is both the subjunctive and
imperative may be responsible Tor #lfric's omission of the
subject here. This pos51b111ty becomes especially attractive
when it is noticed that beo as an imperative occurs in the
preceding sentence--one To which the present sentence is com-
vletely parallel thematically, and considerably so syntac-
tically. As pointed out in Section 3.21, this parallelism
may be the reason that £lfric rendered the passage in the
passive here, but in the active, following the ILatin, in the
Heptateuch:
15b- 8in wif Sarai, ne hat &u hi heonondrd Sarai,
c- ac hat hi Sarra.
It should further be noticed that the parallel clause in
the preceding sentence in the Homilies (I.92.%b),
ne beo 8u geciged heonon-fors Abram,
ac Kﬁ?aham...,
contains a subject with a clearly imperative beo. Though it
is, of course, impossible to know why &lfric chose to break
the parallelism with "ac hat hi Sarra"'" as opposed to "ac
Abraham," it does seem indisputable that he was trying for
a dellberate artistic effect with the thematic and syntactlc
echoes in the second sentence. On the other hand, it is less
clear whether the parallel usage of subjunctive and 1mpera—
tive beo is symptomatic of a significant element in Elfric's
grammar, as, for example, the partial mergin of the two moods.
Thus, to return to the questlon of the (S V ppl in the
Heptateuch, this structure is unique in the samples in that
both occurrences are with indicative verbs, while the four
analogous constructions occur with either imperatives, im-
personals, or subjunctives which seem to account for their
1ack1ng subjects. Nevertheless, that only two (S) V opl
occur in the Heptateuch is sufficient cause for not giving
too much weight to thlis contrast.

5The fact that the Heptateuch and Homilies contain thir-
teen constructions aplece, some shared, some not, as com-
pared with only eight for the Prefaces taken together may
be a reflection of the larger samples used for the former.
While there is obviously a limit to the nvmber of new forms
to be found by increasing the size of the sample--doubling
it may yield twenty-six constructions for the Heptateuch,
but increasing it ten-fold will certainly not yield 130--
the present numbers are small enough to have been determined
by the size. For example, the first twentynine particivnles
in the Hentateuch sample (the combined number of PG and PCH)
fall inTo eight different groups, as do those in the Prefaces.
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Chapter 4
MISCELLANEQUS CONSTRUCTIONS
The object of this investigation is to discover whether

Blfric's concern with retaining the integrity of his Biblical

source had stylistic consequences on the Heptateuch. Such

consequences would be shown to exist if the Heptateuch was

found to differ significantly from the Homilies when han-
dling the same material. Thus, Chapter 2 examined the types
and amounts of subordination in the two, and Chapter % the
details of past participle placement. In both cases it was

found thet the Heptateuch follows the Latin quite carefully,

resulting in many differences in particulars between it and

the Homilieq. But it was also found that the Hentateuch

abandoned the Latin when following it would have produced
unaccentable English,

In this chapter investigation will be made of several
constructions which, though acceptable in 0ld English, are

rare in the Heptateuch and Homilies and can be shown to

occur in the former because of adherence to the Iatin orig-
inal, The constructions are those containing present par-

ticiples, marked infinitives, and "dangling introducers.”
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In addition, this chapter includes as its final sec-
tion a brief list of phrases whose appearance in the Hep-
tateuch can be traced to some peculiarity in the Latin and
whose absence from the corresvonding passage in the Homi-~

lies 1s clearly deliberate.

4,1, Present Participles.

A comparison of the usage of the few present participles
that occur in the sample texts provides another insight into
Elfric's dependence on the Latin for his style in the Hep-
tateuch, That this verb form is so rare in his work is at
once an advantage and a drawback to the study: an advantage
because the presence of a present participle is immediately
significant; a drawback because there are too few examples
to warrant firm generalizations.

A second drawback in this investigation is the similar-
ity in form of the present participle and the agent-nouns
in -end. A4s will be seen, it is not always possible to de-
cide which of the two is being used; and in some cages the
very act of deciding prejudges the evidence., Nevertheless,
the comparison results in significant discoveries about Zl-
frie's translation technique.

Present participles occur in the samples as predica-

tives, substantives, snd adjectivals.

4.11. Predicatives. Predicatives appear in three

functions: 1) equivalent to Modern English verbal usage;



2) complementing beon; and 3) complementing a noun. These

will now be explored in order.

4.,111. Verbally., This classification is the one most

common in Modern English and is marked by the absence of a
finite verb from a phrase whose underlying structure is a
coordinated finite verb phrase. For example, Modern Eng-
lish "he blessed them and said" could become "he blessed
them saying" as is the case in 0ld English where "God...

bletsode hi, Sus cwedende" (Heptateuch, Gen.,1l:22) can al=-

ternate with "eft clypode se engel...and cwed" (Gen.22:15).

In the Heptateuch there are four instances of the pre-

sent participle falling into this group, all in Genesis:
1:22a= God...bletgode hi, dus cwedende....

a'= ...benedixitque eis dicensS....

2:16a~ And bebead him, dus cwedende.ess

a'- Prmcepitque ei dicens....

17:17b- ...Abraham...hloh, cwedende on hys heortan....

b'- ...Abraham,..risit, dicens in cordo Suo....

22 :3b- Abraham...ferde...and Isaac samod, on assum ridende.

bt'- ...Abraham,..ducens...Isaac.,..abiit.
It is obvious that in the first three cases the present

participle in the Heptateuch is translating one in the Latin,

the entire phrase in 17:17 being a perfect example of how
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closely Zlfric will sometimes follow the Latin. Comparison
to the Homilies is limited to Gen.2:16 (CH I.12.33b), "God

Pa hine gebrohte on neorxna-wange...and him to cwed," which

lacks the repetitious participle, but is really too free a
paraphrase for valid comparison. The other two cases are
totally omitted from the loose paraphrases in CH I1.16.3%-7
and I.92.4-8, respectively.

The fourth case, 22:3, is clearly not due to influence
from the Vulgate; but whether the Vulgate is &lfric's source
here is an entirely different question, difficult to answer.
While £lfric's version of this chapter tells the same story
as the Vulgate point by point, there are many slight differ-
ences in syntax and arrangement that contrast sharply with
the way #1fric has already been shown to translate., Taking
just the one verse in question here, we easily see how much
£lfric differs from the Vulgate:

3a- Abraham da aras on Pzre ylcan nihte
b- and ferde mid twam cnapum to bam fyrlenum lande,
and Isaac samod,
on assum ridende,
a'- Igitur Abraham de nocte consurgens
stravit asinum suum:
ducens secum duos Jjuvenes, et Isaac filium suum:
cunique concidisset ligna in holocaustum,
b'- abiit ad locum

quem prmceperat ei Deus.,
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It is possible, of course, that #£lfric's source for Gen.
22:1ff. is an 014 Latin text, as suggested in 2.3122.
The identification of iAlfric's text is further com-
plicated by the version in the Homilies (I1.60.,20c=22),
which differs from both the Heptateuch and Vulgate and

from the apnarent homiletic source, Bede's Homiliy XTIT.
(The problems involved in determining the homiletic source
are implicit in the belief, noted in 1l.41, that A£lfric
treats his source loosely.) CH I1.60.20c-22 reads:
20c= Pa wes Abraham buton elgunge gearo to Godes hmse,
21—~ and sidode arodlice to Sere dune
22~ 0e rim God gewissode, and his sunu samod.
Establishing &lfric's source in this instance presents al-
gicst insurmountable problems. But for our purpose it suf-
fices to say that this fourth occurrence of a present par-

ticiple in the Heptateuch does not seem due to Latin in-

fluence, making this occurrence contrast in that respect
with the other three.

Similar participle usage apoears once in the Homilies
and once in PCl; no present participles of any kind occur

in pe.l

The one case in the Homilies sample is II1.62.5

(Gen.22:15):

Efter disum clypode eft Godes engel of heofonum
to Abrahame,

bus cwedende.eee

This particular example is interesting because the corre~
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gponding verse in the Heptateuch was previously cited as

an instance in which 4lfric ccordinated two finite verbs
instead of using a particivle. It is certainly important
to note that this verse in the Vulgate has a participle:
Eft clypode se engel Abraham, and cw=l....
Vocavit autem Angelus Domini Abraham secundo dicens....
The one case in PCH (2.15) is most similar to the
present participle usage in Gen,22:3, the one not following
the Latin, since these two are more parenthetical than the
other exemples:
Por pisum antimbre ic gedyrstl=zhte,

on Gode truwiendecess

To summarize what we have seen about present participles
in verbal constructions,thd glfric uses participles in two
places where Latin influence is unlikely and that Vigser
(ggloll, 1013) gives examples of similar usage in Old Eng-
lish proves that Elfric was not breaking any rules of syn-

tax by including these constructions in the Heptateuch,

But that three of the four occurrences in the Heptateuch

are obviously imitative of the Latin proves that Elfriec
was influenced by his source in the inclusion of the par-

ticiple.

4.112. Complementing beon. Present participles com-

plementing beon are most commonly adjectives in 0ld English,

though this construction gave rise in late 0ld English to
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what became the progressive forms in llodern English. While
only this latter form will concern us in this section, it
must be pointed out that the same ambiguity that exists in
ilodern English between the two, as "the masses are revolting,"
existed to a greater extent in 0ld English, where the inde-

finite article was seldom used. Thus, hit is fleodende

means both 'it is flying' and 'it is a flying creature',
since the final -e¢ marks the verbal usage as well as the
neuter nominative singular of the participial adjective.

There is one certain occurrence of this verbal con-

struction in the Heptateuch, Num,17:18b:

a~ (Moyses...) eode on =mrne merien in to dam getelde,

b- and efne 8a wes growende Aarones gyrd on blostmum

and on leafum on hnutbeames.wisan.
This case cannot be traced to the Vulgate, which reads:
at= (Moyses...) sequenti die regressus
invenit
b'- germinasse virgam Aaron:
et eruperant flores,
qui, foliis dilatatis, in amygdalas deformati sunt.
The Homilies has a series of present participles in this verse,

but rendered very differently from either the Heptateuch or

Vulgate; this will be discussed in the next section.
The only case of this construction in the Homilies
(I.12,31b) suffers from the ambiguity mentioned previously:

"and he wes Pa sume hwile anstandende." INow, Bosworth-Toller
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lists anstandende as a participle meaning 'one standing

alone', giving #lfric's Glossary as the source. This
meaning would be very awkward for our sentence, though
the simple adjective 'alone!' would fit in well and is
not farfetched. On the other hand, standan in 0Old Eng-
lish had the same meaning of ‘exist' that it has in Mod-

ern English stand corrected or thus the matter stands

for which Rosworth-~-Toller quotes "8us hit stod on dam
degum mid Englum," in addition to "se port stent betuh
Winedum and Seaxum and Anglum." Thus, anstandan (the
verb used here, differentiated only by a from anstandan
'to stand against'), though not cited in Bosworth-Toller,
would mean 'be alone'. And this ftoo fits into our ex~
ample. Since, as already pointed out, final -e¢ marks
the verbal function of the partieciple as well as the
masculine nominative singular indefinite adjective, it
is impossible to determine the exact nature of anstand-
ende. (Visser, §1011, attests to the word's having a
verbal usage for £lfric; but his example, CH II.162.6,
is ill~-chosen: in '"fleah he anstandende to anre dune"
the adjective 'alone' makes better sense that does the
participle 'standing alone'.)

If this were the only -ende form used by &lfric
in the Homilies it would be impossible to say whether
he made use of the verbal ancestor of the progressive.

Por this reason it is necessary to include here an example
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not from the regular sample, though still contained in De

initio creature, the most often quoted homily in this

study. CH I.20.6, corresponding to the non-flfrician Gen.

5:4-5, reads: "Adam Pa wes wunigende on pisum life mid

geswince." Though there is a word wunigend 'inhabitant',
the form with final -e cannot be attributed to it in the
nominative, and the construction here is therefore the
progressive sought,

There are no occurrences of this function of the pre-
sent participle in the Prefaces, making this construction
very rare in our sample of Elfric's writings, and also
making it--in conjunction with the evidence previously
given in this section--impossible to trace Flfric's use

of the progressive to his ILatin source.

4.11%3. As a noun complement. Present participles

occur in the sample as noun complements in two positions:
immediately following the noun (sometimes called apposi-
tive adjective position), and following a form of beon
(viz., predicate adjective). Two instances of the former

occur in the Heptateuch; none in the Homilies. One com-

plex example of the latter occurs in the Homilies; none

in the Heptateuch. No exampies of either occur in the

Prefaces, but both are cited in Visser,

4.1131. Following the noun. This construction is

superficially similar to the type discussed in 4.111, ver-
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bal usage, because of positioning, bvut whereas verbal usage
has underlying it coordinated finiﬁe verbs, noun complementa-
tion has underlying it a relative clause. TFor this reason
it was referred to in the previous paragraph as filling the
appositive adjective position--since relative clauses are
regularly adjectival. On the other hand, the construction
is difficult to distinguish from an appositive adjective,
since just as it is acceptable to say "fire burning the
citv" but not *"burning the city fire" (verbals), it is
acceptable to say "books interesting to the public" but
not *"interesting to the public books" (adjectivals). How-
ever, becauée generally adjectives precede their nouns in
0ld English, and because, perhaps significantly, both cases
in question here are clearly of the verbal type, it was de-
cided to include this structure in the section discussing
predicatives. (But the classification is for convenience
at this point; wider significance can be imputed only after
considerably more research into the subject.)

The two occurrences of the construction are Gen.3:5d:

d- and ge beod donne englum gelice,

witende =gler ge god ge yfel.

d'= et eritis sicut 4ii

scientes bonum gﬁ malum,

and Gen.9:11b:
b- ne heononford ne bid flod

tosencende 8e eorlan.
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b'- neque erit deinceps diluvium

dissipans terram,

It should be immediztely obvious that the presemt mparti-
ciples in the 01d inglish are mirroring a similar construc-
tion in the Latin, even the objects being the same. This
influence from the Vulgate is further highlighted when it
is noticed that for the first example the corresnonding
passage in the Homilies (I.18.4) has the much more common

auxiliary + infinitive construction:

3b— bonne beod eowere eagan geopenodé,

4~ and ge magon geseon and tocnawan mgder ge god

ge yfel,

and ge beod englum gelice;

5

and this despite the other strong echioes of the original.
The particaple is likewise missing from the corresponding
version in the Homilies (I.22.1%) to the second example,
thoush in this case the paraphrase is somewhat looser:
12a- ponne bid wteowod min renboga betwux pam wolcnum,
12b~ Ponne beo ic gemyndig mines weddes,

13- D=t ic nelle heonon-ford mancynn mid wetere adrencan.

Visser (§1010b) gives examples of this construction in other
01d English works (though not by alfric), provin~ that the
construction existed in Zlfric's period; but its infrequency
in the samvnle would suggest that z2lfric did not find it at-
tractive and included it here because of its presence in his

text.
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4.,1132, lollowins beon. This is something of an ad

hoc classification, containins as it does only one example,
CH II.8.14b:
Pa...vmes harones gyrd cemett

growende mid bosum

and blowende

and berende hnyte.
As wointed out in Section 4,112, this construction is dif-
ferent from that, since the previous scction dealt with the
ancestor of liodern Inglish progressive constructinons, and
this examnle 1is clearly somethine else. Vhat it does approx-
mate 1s the structure that Visser terms "indirect consecution
of two verbs of the tyne 'Ic geseah hine wepende' (§1015).
The very obvious difference, however, is that ocur examvle
is in the passive periphrastic, and the vnarticiples are
therefore complementing the subject of the verb, not the
object. The construction under ‘nvestigation here would
seemn to be a type of linking predicate, and the nartici-
ples would thus stend in a relation to the subject somewhere
between that in the progressive with beon, which is not a
linking verb in this instance, and that in & onredicate ad-
jective construction, which is not the case here since the
particinles dominate objects.

#hile it would be desirable to be able to arrive at a

more satisfying description of the construction, it is not

essential to our »urnose, since the structure is in the Hom-
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ilies and therefore assumed to be good usage in any event.

4,12 Substantives. The use of a present participle as

a substantive 1s often difficult to distinguish from agent
nouns in —end, most of the inflections being the same, Both

exanples in the Heptateuch are subject to this ambiguity, as

ig one of the two in the llomilies, the second nerhaps not
even being a substantive. The three ambiguous instances
are defined as substantivals by their not being attributive
to any other substantive, and, in one case, actvally being
coordinated with another subsgtantive. .

All the members of this clags may be considered, as in
Visser §1012, adjectives being used substantivally; but this
vvould seem to be nothing more than addins an unnecessary
middle term, since Visser himself recognizes that the ad-
jectives in question are merely adjectival uses of nresent
participles. Therefore, ratiner than saying that participles
are used adjectivelly and adjectives include substantival
usage, it was decided to say simply that present nartici-
nles mey be used substantivally., On the other hand, the
construction undcr discussion is eguivalent to the sub-
stantival use of adjectives in iloderm English, e.g., "the
poor shall inherit the earth.”

The two examnles in the lleptateuci: are Gen.’:20c,

C~- ...01€0 1s ealra libbendra modor

c'—- eo...mater cunctorum viventium

and 6:7e



178

b- Ic adylgie Oone man,
c—- 8e 1c ZeseoPe.s
fram Bam men o0 da nytenu,

framn dam slincendum od da fugelas.

bt- Delebo...hominem
c'= quem creavii...
ab homine usque ad animantia,
a reptili usque ad volucres coell.

As noted before, both libbendra and slincendum can, by

their inflections, be either particinles or agent nouns,
and in fact Bosworth-Toller cites this instance of the
latter under the entry for slincend, a noun, though the
other two citations, glincende and slincendu are subject
to the same ambisuity.

The classification of libbendra is more complicated,
and no more certain. Bosworth-Toller pgives meny cases of
libbende as an attributive adjective, and there are even
several in our samnle (see 4.13)., Ilowever, there are no
clear examvnles of the form as a substantive., The closest
instance given is from the Secular Laws of Xines Cnut: '"nan
man nan Ping ne bycge ofer feower peninga weord ne libhende

ne ligende." DBut insofar as there is an adjective unlibbende,

this occurrence nay well be an object complement, not a sub-
b

stantive. The use of 1libbendra in the Heptateuch would

therefore seen significant.

Though it is imvossible to nrove that the forms in
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guestion here are present participles, thelr presence is
significant even if they are nouns. For as nouns Jlibbend,
though not cited, would mean 'living thins' and slincend,
as Sosworth-Toller says, 'crawling thing', both of which
are consplcuously participial in contrast to the more com-
rnon manncynn and deorcynn occurring in CH I.20.27-34, and
corresponding to Gen.6:1ff. This contrast between the two

versions of the Hoah story in the Heptateuch and Homilies

is reinforced by the realization of the close similarity

between the lleptateuch and Vulgate versions quoted above;

for ealra libbendra is clearly mirroring the vresent var-

ticiple in cunctorum viventium, and slincendum may have

been used to bring out the participlal force of reptili.
This latter hypothesis is strengthened by the fact that
the three examples under slincend in Bosworht-Toller are
211 Biblical renderings of reptile.-

As for the two cases of present participles in the
Homilies used substantivally, one, I.14.26, is the passage
corresponding to Gen.3:20, and contains the phrase ealra

lybbendra modor, the whole passage being very similar to

the Heptateuch. The second case, I1.12.%1b, "he wes anstand-

ende," has already been discussed as a predicative comple-

menting beon, at which time the possibility was raised

that it is a substantive or predicate adjective (see 4.112).
while it is obvious that the exact classification of

the forms in this section is difficult, we have nevertheless
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shown that thelr wvery vresence is probably due to #Flfrie's

reconstructing the diction of his Talin source.

4,13 Adjectivals. There is considerable evidence for the

use of present participles as adjectivals—-including their
occurrence withh the entire range of adjective inflections.
It is significant, therefore, that participies occur as at-

tributive adjectivals only in the ileptateuch sample (thourh

they also appear in the lomilieés outside of the sample),

The significance of their occurrence “n the Heptateuch is

heightened by the fact that every such instance can be shown
to be by virtue of Latin influence, though admittedly not
every occurrence of a Latin varticiple as an adjectival is

thus rendered in the Heptateuch.

The cases in the Heptateuch fall into two main grouvps:

those that translate Latin adjectival + noun; and those that

translate participles standing as substantives, usually ren-
dered into 0ld English with the addition of cynn. Since the
same phrases appear reveatedly, only a single example of
each will be given.
The first group includes:
Gen.l:21- lybbende fisccyn and styrigendlic
animam viventem et motabilen
2:7- on libhendre sawle
in animam viventen
19- lybbende nyten

enime viventis
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9:16~ eallun libbendum fle:sc
omnem animam viventem universz carnis
The second group inciudes:
Gen.,1:20- swymmende cynn...fleogende cynn
reptile...volatile
24—~ creopende cyn
reptile
Clearly, the participles in these examnles translate
participles in the Latin, though as mentioned before not
every Latin participle is rendered by an Inglish one. No-

table instances of this are Gen.l:24 where cuce nytena

translates animam viventem; 2:20, where nytena and fugelas

render animantio and volatilia; and the rather mixed group

at 7:21 where ‘volucrum, animantium, bestierum,omniumque

reptilium” is rendered "“"manna and fugela, nytena and creop-
P 3 : ’ :

endra,

Apain, the sisnificance of these correspondences is
nighlighted by the absence of similar circumlocutions in
the relevant passases in the [lomilies, where on sawle and

on lichaman (I.12.30) is equivalent to on libbendre sawle

(2:7)3; nytencynn, deorcynn, fixas, and fugelas (I.16.5-6)

appear instead of the Latinate lybbende nyten, libbendum

flesc, swymmende cynn, and [leogende cymn; and glc ping

cuces (I.22.6) replaces the whole list of creatures in
Gen.7:21 (see previous parasraph).

Here, then, as with the other wvses that Flfric makes
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of present participles--ranging from those thoroughly
common in 0ld English to those exceedinsly rare--hig sty-
listic choices are clearly influenced by a desire to recon-

struct the diction of the Latin original.

4.2, Merked Infinitives.

This group is easy to identify, consisting of all,
and only, verb forms oreceded by to and having the inflec-
tional ending ~enne or ~ne. As with all the constructions
in this chapter, marked infinitives are inf'requent, this
being both an advantage and disadvantage. And as with
nresent participles, this verb form is often difficult to
divide Into subecategories, the two major ones being occur-
rence with a finite verb and occurrence with a noun or ad-

jective (what Qvirk and VWremn, 136f, call "specificatory").

4,21, with a finite verb. There are three cases of

this in the Heptateuch sample, and one in PG. lThere is

also one in the HHomilies, not in our samnle, very similar to

a fourth in the Hentateuch at Gen.l1l:6, a questionable, and

thus omitted, sllfrician passage.
The exanple in PG is the easiest to describe. In

"Crist.,.besan to bodienne his halige godspel" (1.33b),

the infinitive is in construction with a verb of incevntion,
a very commcn construction.

Somewhat similazr to this is an infinitive in construc—
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tion with a verb of motion, as in the Heptateuch, Gen.22:5c,

"ic and Pet cild gad unc to gebiddenne." This construction

canmot be attributed to Latin influence, since the Vulgate
reads: "ego et puer illuc usque properanies, postauan adora-
verims, (revertemur)," a much different, and much more comp-
licated, structure.

An instance that is obviously due to the Latin is the
cuestionable passage, "and hi begunnon &is to wyrcenne,"
which translates "coeperuntque hoc facere." As mentioned,
the same construction appears in the Homilies, I1.22.21, in
a paraphrase of the same passage: "and begunnon pa to wyr-
cenne." (It is certainly worth noting that the exact corres-

pondences in this and several other parts of the story as

contained in the Heptateuch and Homilies raise the strong

possibility that #£1lfric was indeed the author of Chapter
11 in Genesis, though, following Clemoes and Pope, this
chapter has been omitted from this investigation.)

The two other examples from the ileptateuch are more

difficult to describe, one, Gen.22:4b, reads:

«eoni da dune gesawon,

Ger Seer hi to sceoldon to ofsleane Isaac.
The problem here is accounting for the first to and then
the infinitive in relation to sceoldon. The only explana-
tion seems to be that sceoldon is here used, 28 in many
other pl-ces in the 0ld Inglish corpus, to denote obhliga-

tion, with the verb omitted. If this is the cnse, then to
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is an adverb of motion towards something, its only npossible
desitnsiion being Ger. And this would mean that the infini-
tive is in construction with an omitlied verb of motion! In
other words, the only anparent explanation of this sentence
is that it is an elliptical form of '...O8er Ger hi to gangan
sceoldon to ofsleanc...', and a nossible meaning would be
'then they saw the hill, (there) to which they had to go 1o
sacrifice...'.

The difficulties in tiis verse cannot be traced to the
Vulrate, which reads: "...elevatis oculis, vidit locum procul.”
lhen it is noticed that the previously quoted "gad to gebiddenne"
is from the same passage, 1t becomes obvious that the problems
in Gen.22, at least, are not all attributable to Latin influ-
ence.

A difficult verse that is attributable to Latin influence
is Gen.2:3d:

a- ind God gebletsode Gone seofodan dmg
b- and hine gehalgode
c- for dan e he on Sone deg geswac his weorces,

d- 8e he gesceop to wyrcenne.

a'- Lt benedixit diel septimo
b'~ et sanctificavit illum
c'- quia in ipso cessaverst ab omni opere suo
d'- quod creavit Deus ut faceret.
As in so many other cases, the close correspondence of the

Hentateuch to the Viilgate is highlishted by comparing 4lfric's
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rendering of the same vassace in the Homilies (I.14.30-322):
30~ and on Sam seofodan dmee he geendode his weorc,
3la~ and geswac 0a
b- and gehalgode done seolodan dmeo,
320~ fordan Oe he on dam d=mge his weorc geendode.

Heving established the debt owed by the Meptateuch

version to the Vulgate, it is easy to see that the infini-
tive in this verse 1s reconstructing the Latin subjunctive

of purpose introduced by uvt. But while this is a wvalid func-
tion iiv 01d Tnglish of the infinitive, 1t is a strange usage
of the verb gesceop. Significantly, the same untidiness

exists in the Lating for the verse must be translated '...he
finished his works that he had proposed to makc', but neither
creavit nor gesceop really hes this meaning. The Vulgate is
apparently doing the best it can with the Hebrew phrase

niwy® &73 /bara' la’asot/, taking /bara'/in its usual deno-
tation 'created' and therefore rendering it creavit, even
though this does not make good sense in Latin. It is interes-
ting to note, in this context, that Jerome seems to have had
"{ranslation stock" or automatic equivalences, since the
formula /bara'/ = creavit is respongible for tnat most fanous
of mis~translations: "In the beginning God created.”" l.ost
Hebrew grammarians on the other hand, are now agreed that
/bera'/ is & novn in this verse wlhich is then taken as an

adverb clause with verse 3: "In the beginning of God's
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creation of heaven....he said 'Let there be licht,' "
Similarly, #lfric, faced with & Latin phrase that must

have been unintelligible to him and fearing lest he break
his word "na mare awritan on Englisc Ponne Set Leden hzfo,"
did exactly what Jerome had done to produce that Latin--

he translated word for word, producing the stranze locution

~r

gesceop to wyrcenne.)

A final construction, occurring once in each sample,
in which the infinitive is in construction with a verb is
the one variously labeled subject-accusative and denendent
infinitival nexus. As the construction is well attested in

0ld English, appearing for example in Beowulfl 48b, “leton

holm beran", and 68-70, "...heall-reced hatan wolde/ medu-

—,

rn micel, menn gewyrcan/ Panne ielda bearn =fre gefrugnon",

and as the one examiple in the lHentateuch is clearly not a

case of Latin influence, the examvples will be only briefly
mentioned. It should also be noted that the examnles in the

Hentateuch and Homilies are not maried infinitives. Hut

since those in PG and PCH are, the construction is included
here for all four samples.

The instance in the lleptateuch is Gen.22:06a, in a

chapter alreazdy shown to be fairly free from direct Latin
influence in respect to the use of infinitives:

a- Abraham het Isaac beran hone wudu

a'- lipna holocausti imposuit super lsaac

a'- Isaac Pa ber wudu to forberenne Ga of 'runge.

9
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Obviously, neither the leptateuch nor ilomilies is depen-

dent on the Vulgate for this verse. (Yhe infinitive in
the Homilies, in conmstruction witn the noun, will be dis-
cussed in the following section,)

Por Gen.24:2 the Heptateuch follows the Latin, thoush

loogely, and has:
2= ...ne clypode him to hys yldestan gerefan,
b- Pe ealle huys Oing bewiste,
c- and cwed to nim:
d- Sete pine hand under min Jdeoh.
Ja~ ind swera me aPas....
But the llomilies reports this swuneech indirectly and thus
produces (II.2%4.25b-26):
«ee78 clypode he his yldestan c¢niht him to,

and het hine settan his hand vnder his Jeoh,

and Swerialeses

The two cases in the Prefaces are PG 1.104b,"...Crist
sylf and his anostolas us tshton =eder to healdenme," and

PCH 4.30, "...God getafad pam =mrleasan intecriste fo wyr-

cennc tacna."

In 1lisght of those examples therec seems 1little doubt
that the subject-accusative construction does not show
Latin influence in xlfric's usage. As pointed out earlier,

the infinitives in the Hentateauch and lHomilies are not

marked, while those in PG and PCIl are; it is unclear

whether this is significant.
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4,22, Yith a noun or adjective. The relationshins

between the infinitive and noun or adjective in this group

are of various kinds, and because of the problems involved

in describin~ thelr differences without giving examples of

the constructions, the approach here adopted will be to

list the constructions and discugs them simultaneously.
Gen.2:180 reads:

Nis na rod Sisum men ana to wunigzenne.

As exnlained by Visser (H90%)this construction is identi-

fied by the infinitive standing as complement to the im-

personal phrase, in this case nis na god. Thus ana is in
construction with the infinitive which in turn could have
been the subject of the sentence, just as in Modern kng-

lish 'It is not good for this man to be alone' is vir-

tually interchangeable with 'For this man to be alone is

not ~ood'. “he construction is widely recorded in Visser,
but despite this its occurrence in this verse is clearly

due to the Latin: "Fon est bonum esse hominem solum." The

jomilies, sisnificantly, renders this passage "lfis na ge-

138

dafenlic p=t pes man ana beo" (I.14.17c¢-18a), with a re-

lative clause in pnlace of the infinitive.
Gen.%:5b is:

Da geseall Gwt wif 3et S»t treow wes rod to etenne....

The major characteristic of this structure is that the sub-
ject of the verb wwes is the object of the infinitive nhrase

god to etenne, tantamount in this respect to Chomsky's "ile
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oot

is e2sy to vlesse," Visser (§940), wiose analysis of the

structure is the one just given, has many exanples of this
also, but again its presence in this verse is directly
traceable to the Latin: "Vidit igitur mulier, quod bonun
esset lignum ad vescendum," though in this instance the
Latin construction is a periphrastic rather than a simple
infinitive, probably in order to capture the passive nature
of 'good to (be) eat(en)' which is lost in the normal 0ld
English equivalent. fThe version in the llomilies (I.18.8-9b)
is too free a paraphrase for valid comparison, for it total-
ly rewrites this verse: "Weard beah p=z=t wif Sa forspanen
purh 8=s deofles lare, and genam of Jss treowes wwestme, and
gent.!

48 further proof of the acceptabiliy of this construc-
tion to Elfric is the fact that it occurs three times in Pi:

7= «..P@t weorc is swide pleolic me 0838e snigunm

men to underbeginnenne.

42= +..8€0 boc is swipe deop gastlice to understandennec.

101b- ...hit bid swyde gedwolsum to rmdenne dam de Ses

Ledenes wise ne can.
Gen.9:1%b reads:

Ne byd flod to adylgienne eall Iflmsc.

In this construction the infinitive is what Visser (§905)
calls an adjunct to the noun and has underlying it a normal
subject-predicated relationsiiip between flod and zdyvlgian.

The construction is not listed as such in Visser, for in the



190

type that he cites, "a man to soweyn kokyl betoknith
euelis and stryf," the noun and its infinitive stand as
subject to a linkins verb followed by a nredicate noun,
equivalent to llodern English "for a man to sow cockle

betokens evil and strife." In the Jlentaftevch verse, now-

ever, the noun phrase is subject of beon, with nothinz
else in the predicate, and must be translated as 'there
will not be & flood to drown all flesh', Lioreover, the

gsemantic relationship between flod and to adylgienne is

similar to that in "a fipure of things to come," in which
"the infinitive has a clear connotation of futurity, and
semantically approximates to an attributive clause ompen-
ing with that or which" (Visser §927). t in both cases,
Visser cites no examples earlier then iddle knglish.,
Wonetheless it does not seem fair to say that the present
construction is not normal 0ld English, since all of its
parts are perfectly acceptable--ne Ezé as the .complete
predicate, and the infinitive as the adjunct to a noun.

In any event, this particular construction does not
occur in any of the other samples and in this case is
clearly translates the Latin: "non erunt ague diluvii
ad delendum universam carnem.’ The debt to the Latin is
again snown by the absence of the construction in the Homi-
;igg (I.22.1%): "ic nelle heonon-ford manvcynn mid wetere
adrencan, "

These are the infinitives occurrines in the lleptateuch.
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As can be seen from the fact that examnrles are also found
in the other sample texts, these constructions are accept-
able 01ld Inglish. MNonetheless, the influence exerted by
the Latin source is clear in most instances.

For the sake of completeness, the infinitive found
in the other samples, but having no corresnmondence to con-

structions in the Heptateuch, are briefly noted.

CH IT1.560.262 has:

Isaac ber wudu Eg forbernenne da offrunce.

Visser (§9279) explains th=t "here the infinitive speci-
fies the use that is made or can be made of the tring de-
noted by the noun it modifies," and lists several examnles
of this construction in 01d Tinglish.
PG 756.% reads:
da puhte me hefigtime be to tipienne pes.
This construction is a fusion of the one in which, as
characterized by Visser (§939), "the verson or thing ner-
forming the action denoted by the infinitive is identical
with the nersrn o¢r thing referred to b the subject of the
sentence" and the cne in which "the to-infinitive functions
as the complenent to 'impersonal' phrases® (Visser, §903),
since me is the 1logical or conceptual subject, but is the
object of both "6a buhte me" and "hefisgtime (is) me."
A final example of the use of the marked infinitive
occurs twice, at PG 80,10lb and PCH 2,14b:
PG- Is eac to witene Omt....

PCli- (...buton pam bocum...) ba synd to hmbbenne.
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This comnstruction is unusual for several reasons, and
investigation has falled to discover a significant discussion
of it. #irst of all, the infinitives carry passive force:
'this is to be known'; 'books to be had'. Visser gives two
constructions in 01ld Inglish in which this passive forece is
rendered by the infinitive: 940 where the infinitive comple-

ments an adjective, as in the previously cited Heptateach

verse "god to etanne," and 3947 where it cormolements a noun,
as in "he bore his sword to the cutler's to grinde." However,
neither of these is similar to our examnles, which have no
adjective or noun. lioreover, these examples from the Pre-
faces do not fit into the category of immersonals since the

3

verb is beon and the subject is either the relative da or

—

d

understood it. Suffice it to say therefore that the con-
struction occurs in the Ireface samnles but not in the Ilep-
tateuch, and, though difficult to analyme, at least can be
assumn~d to be zood usage.

One final infinitive occurs in PCii, but in a vassace
(2.20.b-4.5b) obviously composed of scattered verses of ilark
13 or “atthew 24, and therefore, as exnlained (Section 2.3%),

not included in the investigation.

4.%. "Dangling Introducers!
»

A Ffinal syntacitic meculiarity is the construction pre-
viously described as a "dangling introducer." 1Iichols (p.

211) sets up two contrasting classes—-duplicated subject and
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duplicated cbject. But this classification is not ade-
quate to the valid descrivtion of the syntax of the llen-
tatench. Anparently Hichols is motivated by a desire to

it these constructions into normal 0ld Fnglish syntex,

a desire supovorted by the analyses of Vigser and Jespersen,
who show that the structure has been and still is common in
standard English. Thug Visser (§76) cites exampnles from

Old English--though not from the earliest texts-——of what he
calls the "anacoluthic subject" and Jespersen, discussing

the construction as a kind of extranosition, gives many
examples in Modern Fnglish., But whereas Jespersen's class
includes too much, MNichols' two classes are not sufficiently
differentiateds nor do they account for all the relevant
verses in our sample. And most important, MNichols fails to
see that Zlfric uses this construction here becouse it is in
the Latin, and the Latin has it in the first place because
it is in the Hebrew or Greek (which is following the Hebrew),
where 1t is emphatic. HYor these reasons it was decided to
recommend the new label "dangling introducer" which is, ihow-
ever, identical in composition to Visser's category: "In t'is
type the sentence begins with what appears to be the subject,
but before the verb is reached something else is substituted
in word or thought, so that the supnosed subject is left in
the air." The main reason for rejecting Visser's use of the
term "subject" is that the danclins unit really functions as

a tonic introducer, as reference to the IL=tin and llebrew

¥ =3
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makes clear. For this same reason it is proposed that
these units be translated something like: 'As for....'
There are three instances of this construction in the

Heptateuch and two in the llomilies, one from each text al-

riost certainly due to Latin influence, the other fthree very
nprobably due to it. <The absence of examples from the Pre-
faces reinforces the likelihood of Latin influence in the
latter cases,

Gen.l7:14 reads:

a-~ Se werhades man

Pe ne by¢ emsniden on pam flmsc hys fylmenes,
b~ hys sawul byd adyledsod of hys folce.
To follow Visser's definitirn: the sentence begins as if se

werhadcs man is the subject, but after the nerfectly normal

relative cleuce there appears no verb for this group of words,
and instead a new subject, hys sawul,is introduced, fnllowed

by its own verb, byd adylegod. The only logical way to trans-

late this senience therefore is: '4As for the male human that

is not circumcised on the flesh of his foreskin, inis soul
will be erased from his nation' The influence of the Latin

obvious:

[EN
(]

a'- Masculus,

cuius preputii caro circumcisa non fuerit,
o'~ delebitur anima illa de mopulo suo.

in interesting sidelipght is the rendering of anima 1lla

as hys sawu wnich actually translates anima illius. ¥
hys sawul, wnicl tuallyy translat anima 111i When

it here translates the Hebrew w53 /nefeX/ as 'soul!’,
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the Vulgate is followins its usual practice that was car-
ried over into the Ling James version end accounts for
odern English expressions like "poor soul"; but the Hebrew
term actually meang also ‘vmerson, body, self'--the first
being the correct choice for this verse. 4lfric, apparent-
ly was unable to make sense out of 'that soul will be erased!
and therefore chenged it to 'his soul'. Thigs chance is par-
tieularly interesting since #lfric follows the Latin so clo-
sely for the diction of the rest of the sentencr, as in mas-

culus: werhades man (instead of just wer) and caro preeputiis

flesc hys fylmenes.,

The version of this passase in the Jiomilies contains
this sentence twice, once when the story is told, and a
second time when «lfric exvlains its sismificance. “he
second occurrence, though not a quotation, seems to rely
closely on a text. CH I.92.1%-14a reads:
Swa hwylc hyse-cild swa ne bid ymbsniden on bam

fylmene his fl=msces

his sawul losad.
The changes that exist in this rendering are obvious,e.g.,

hyse-cild instead of werhades man, losad instead of the

passive periphrastic byl adylegod (=delebitur), and the

introduction of the indefinite swa swa. llonetheless, the
similaritics are also marked, most noticeable beins the
loose relationshinp between the openine clause, swa hwylc

hyse-cild...flesc, and the final one, his sawul losad--

i.c., the dan~ling introducer.
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The other occurrence of this verse (I.92.22~b) also
has & dangling introducer, but the looseness of the nara-
phrase makes it difficult to sugrest that wlfric was work-—
in:s closely from a text:

sede pis forgeid
his sawul losad.
Thouxzh #lfric is being very free, that he had a text is

clear from the recurrence of his sawul losad, and from the

fact that the following clause in both nassages in the Homi-

lies and the one in the Heptateuch is almost identical:

17:14c- for ban Pe he aidlode min wed
I.94- fordan bPe he aydlode min wed
1.92- fovdan be he min wed aydlode.
Latin influence is harder to be sure about, but still

very likely, in the two remaining cases in the Heptateuch.

17:15a~b isg:

a- din wif Sarai,

ne hat éu hi heononford Sarai,
b= ac hat Li Sarra,
"his must be translated, according to the method onroposed:

'As for your wife Sarai, don't call her Sarai henceforth;

call her Sarah', Ihe Latin, however, does not have this
construction:

a'- Saral uxorem tuam non vocabig Sarai,

b'- sed Baran.

Here, the openin: phrase Sarail uxoren tuam is in emphatic
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position, but is clearly the object of vocabis, as the ac-

cusative inflections show—--unlike the lleptateuch in which

the object of hat is hi. On the other hand, it is very

nossible that .1fric began his version with 8in wif Saral

to mirror the Latin construction, and inserted the hi be-
cause he felt an initial object was awkward (See 3.221).
This possibility is strengthened by the fact that in the
Homilies (I.92.:a) this verse is arranged in such a way
that Sarai is not the second of two objects, but is the
predicate neminative:

a~ He 5in wif me beo gehaten Sarai

(The contrast of sed Saranm vo ac hat Ei Sarra is discussed

above, %.21.)

the final instence in the iHeptateuch also shows signs

of being the result of an attempt to mirror the Lotin and
a subsequent decision that the opening phrase was too long.
17:2" reads:
a- fnd ealle werhades men hys hiredes,
mgder ge inbyrdlingas ge gebohte Oeowan
and »1deodige men,
pe him mid weron;
b- ealle wurdon p=ms dmges ymsnidene,
This verse too lends itself to the rendering: 'snd as for

all the msales g£ his iousenold... all were circumcised that

day.' nd it seems fair to say that the exftensive ovening

nhrase is dve to the Lo tin, which, however, does not bother
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inserting another subject, being content with the one in-
herent in the verb:
a'- &t omnes viri domus illius,
tam vernaculi, quam emntitii
et alienicenss,
b'- pariter circumcisi sunt.

It is certainly worth mentioned in this discussion
of Alfric's awe-insuired treatment of the Latin thot, thourh
we are nsintaining that he attempted to stay as close as ling-
lish allowed to the Laztin, his liberties with the text must
also be acknowledged, us in this chapter which contains £1.f-
ric's own comment, following this verse: "HNu secge we betwux
bisum p=t nan Cristen man mot nu swa don."

But to return to 17:27, it should be noticed that the
introducer differs from that in the other examples in that
it is almost the antecedent of the inserted subject ealle,
unlike the others which are actually dangling syntactically.
This case therefore fits more properly into Visser's class
"Jubject Repeated" (§§67—75), and thus is also the one case
that fits Hicnols' calegory "duplicated subject.'" fmong
the obvious faults in Hichols' classificution--e.g., it

does not account for any of the se werhades...lys sawul-tyne;

nor does it sufficiently expose the emnhatic nature of the
construction--may now be added her failure to realige the

extent to which the Latin influenced Al fric's style. “hus,
in her analysis of the duplication in Gen.z24:7 (not in our

sanple) she seems to recornize that
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Se hefaniice od

be me het feoron panon
and minum ofspringe behet me pisne eard to agenne,

he asent his engel =tforan pe -
is based on the Latin

Dominum Deus coeli...

ipnse mittet angelum suum...,
but then soes on to say that in the 0Ld English "the lengthy
clause...may account for the duplication." Now, while it is
nrobably true, as pointed out above, that the lensth of an
initial clause may have caused ilfric to insert a pronoun or
chanze the subject, Michols meakes a basic error by suggesting
that that is what #1fric is doins in this verse. Here it is
alnost beyond question that the source of he in the second
clause 1s ipse in the second clause in the Latin-- and this
is not devpendent upon the length of the clause.

Pinally, the emphatic nature of this dansline intro-
ducer may be seen by realizins that the Latin has il in
imitation of the Hebrew, which, having no present tense forms
of nin/noveh/ 'be', used the pronoun Tor emphasis with pre-
dicate nouns and adjectives and subsequently for emvhatic
purposes. Thus, rin/huY the' pleced before the wredicate
noun turns /david mele@/ "Wavid is kinc! into /david hd'
neleh/ 'David is king'. :snd likewise in 24:7, the inser-
tion of /huY, translated ipse, turns 'the heavenly %od...

will gend his angel' into 'the heavenly ffod...will send nis
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angel' or, more in keeping with jlodern inglish emphatic

usage, 'the heavenly God...he (is the one who) will send'.
ind it is this same construction in Gen.l17:14 that

the Vulgate tries to copy by including the strange locu-

tion Ymasculus...delebitur anima illa," for what in the

Hebrew ig a simple repetition of a new subject 1n apposi-
tion to the first:
“otr v
Py W3 OR P12% R? WK
M2ayn X200 wHIN 07339
/v?arel zahor
afer lo yimol et bsar ’orlato

vnihretah hancfef hahi' me’ameha/

(and the uncircumcised male
who does not circumcise the flesh of his foreskin

that person will be erased from his nation)

It can be seen therefore that the inclusion of this con-

struction in the HHeptateuch and llomilies is a clear case

of borrowing Biblical Hebraisms——even when Zlfric does not

use them conciously or correctly.i
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4.4, Diction.

It is the premige of this investigation that in the

Heptateuch &£lfric felt that he was translating, while in

the Homilies he was maranhrasing, and that the practical
consequence of this theoretical difference is that the

Hentateuch attemnts to retazin the mysterium verborum ordo

by being almost verbatim of the Latin source. Throughout
the study to this point, therefore, comparisons have been

made between the Heptateuch and Homilies showing that when

they differ the reason may often be found in the Hevntateuch's

closer rendering of the Tetin. IMoreover, to make the case
as strong as possible, we have been concerned almost ex-
clusively with syntax--features of subordination, varticiple
nlacement-—and morphology—--the distribution and comnosition
of nominal phrases. In this section will be presented a
brief list of lexical choices obviousgly influenced by the
Latin. Il goes without seying that & translation will gen-
erally attempt to follow the source as carefully 2s nossible
--particularly in terms of vocabulary, which is perhaps the
ecsiest aspect to follow. For this resson it did not scem

neccssary to belabor the similarities between the Hentoateuch

-

and Tatin in vecaivlary. On the other hoend, the imnortance
of lexical equivolences cannot be ignored in establicshing
whether a renderines is a tranclation or noravnhrize,  Thus,

in this final section brief notice will be telten of these

33

instances where the levwical choices in the Tentoleuch ore

7,

clearly TLatiy influenced in contraont fo the YVemilies,




It should be readily understood that this list is
somethinsg of o miscellony, conteining ag it does nany,
but certzinly not all, otierwise unrelatoed cases where

the Heptateuch follows the Latin very closely in veocabhulary.

Tilewlise, the items recuire little comment end are ftTherefore
simnly Jlinted:
Gen.1:14— heofenan fmstnysse/ firmamento coeldl
CH- heofon (I.14 and passim)
1:20- swymnende cynn / reptile (see 4.1)
CH- fixas (I.16)
cucu on life / animr viventis
(H- cuce nytenu (I.16)
fleozende cyn / volatile
Cll- fuszelas
1:22~ weaxad and beod gemmnifylde / crescite
et multiplicemini
CH~ sealde Dam fixum sund snd Oam fugelum £1iht (I.16.7)
s= wateru / aquas moris
CH- watere (I1.16 =nd nassim)
and fugelas beon gemsmifylde ofer ecrdan /
avesque multinlicentur surer terram
(cf. furelas/aves to fleogende cyn/volatile)
CH~ omitted
(It should be noted in wpnrsine that, as striline as the
corresnondence 15 hetween »narticulsrr unuwual nhrases, the

siilorily 13 even more stritins when the phraose for vhrese
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correanoncence of the passage baken as & whole is contrasted
to the summarized naranhrsse of the Homilies. )
2:7 - anbleow on his ansyne lifes oriunge /

inspirit in feciem eius syiraculum vite

CH~ 1im on ableow sawle (T.16.1%)

D
L]

:16- treowe Jises orcedes / ligno vnaradisi

CH~ pinga bPe on neorxna-wange sindon (I.12.%4)

nNo

:17- treowe ingehydes modes and yfeles /
lirno scienti boni et mali
CH~ treow pe stent on middan neorxnas-wanse (I1.12.3%5)
2:19- p=re lyfte fugelas / volatibus coeli
CH- fugeleynn (I.14.15)
3:21- fellene reaf / tunicas vmelliceas
CF- reaf of fellum (I.18.19)
6:5 - yfelnys menna / malitia hominem
(- yfel (I1.20.22)
sedanc manna heortena / cogitatio cordis
CH- omivted
6:'7 - cordan ansyne / facie terrs
CH~ middangeard (vassimn)
6119~ eallum nytenum ealles flmsces / cunctis
aninantibus univers= cernis
Cll- =lc Ppine cuces (I1.22.6)
6:1l5- on lenge, on brmde, on heahnyvese /
longitudo, latitudo, altitudo

Cli- lans, wid, heah (I.20,31-%2)
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8:21-

CH~
1737 -

Cll~
17:14~
CH~-
17:27-

CH-
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eordan bradnyss / superficie terre
(cf. eordan ansyne / facie terrem)

nmiddonseard (passim)

flodes weterum / aquas diluvii

£1od (I.20.%6 =znd vassim)

>

wyllsvpringas dere miclan nyweln

vese
and Pwere heofenan weterdeotan /
fontes abysel masne
et ceataracte coeli
wylksnringa
and weter-peotan of Pamre miclan niwelnysse.
(I.22.%-4)
andgyt and gepoht menniscere heortan /
sensus et cogitatio humani cordis

)

(ic sette min wed...) ecum wedde /

manna mandsds (1.20.2

N

(statuam pactum meum...) foedere semviterno

(ic sette min wed...) omitted (I.90.24)

flmsc his fylmene / caro nrsputii (a2lso 17:11)

omitted {(see I.90-92)

ealie werhades men hys hiredes / omnes viri
domus illius

eal nis hyred (I.92.10)



205

There are many more exannles of the Heptateuch fol-

m

lowing the ILutin closely in respect to lexicon. <These few
exarnnles were chosen brcause they show uvnusual locutions in

the Heptateuch that are lacking in the Homilies. Lt is of

cocurse not possible to say what exists outside of the sample;
the label "omitted" means, therefore, that the locution in
muiestion does not appear anywhere in the [lomilies sammle,

not merely that it does not avpear in the particular corres-
ponding verse. It is thus fair to conclude that the occur-

rence of these phrases in the leptateuch is something nore

than the usual effort to find the risht word n the target
languaces: it is almost tantamount to a2 neologism. Though
the words are all standard 0ld Fnglish, ZSlfriec's arrange-
ment =nd juxtanosition of them may be movel (thourh proving
this i1s beyond the limits of +this investigation) and are
cerfain@y stranse for him. The only explanation for this
stranroeness, as the comparison to the Loitin shows, is nis

effort to retain what he could of "dam gastlican andgyte.”

4.5. Summary.

This chapter exulored several different types of con-
struction to estlablish whether their inclusion in the Hep-—
tateuch was due to Letin influence. It was found that there
could be little doubt that &lfric's use of present partici-

ples and nmarked infinitives in the Heptateuch, thoush seldom

breakin~ the rules of good usare in 0ld inglish, very often
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reflects an attempt to mirror or capture the effect of
present narticiples and marked infinitives in the Latin,
lloreover, his inclusion of "dangling introducers” provides
inticht into the workings of translation and the long-range
consequences of a marticular choice in a particular trans-
lation: in these occurrences of the introducer, Elfric,
without knowing Hebrew, is reconstructing in 0ld Fnelish
a Hebrew structure that he found reconstructed in the Latin.
This latter fact, in conjunction with suchh strange in-
finitive constructions as gesceop 1o wyrcenne, and the list
of unusual lexical items, can provide strong supvort for

our argument that .£lfric believed that the Heptateuch, as

a translation, had to adhere to the original. Hor in many
of these cases &ilfric seems to be mechanicslly rendering
locutions that cannot possibly have becen meaningful to him

--e.2., gesceop to wyrcenne-~in the hope that if he retained

the VWord, the Truth would ultimately emerge from it.
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Notes to Chapter 4.

lFor a clearer understanding of the problems involved in
adequately and accurately defining the subclasses in present
participles following the verb, see Visser, §§1010b and 1015.
But the thrmust of our discussion is not so much definition as
the establishment of Latin influence. And for this it is
enough to show the dependence of the Heptateuch on the Vulgate
for the occurrence of particular constructions, even if it is
difficult to define the construction,

2While slincend could be an adjective used substantivally,
two things suggest that £lfric considered it a real substan-
tive: first, it translates reptili, a noun; second, it is
coordinated with fugsl, a noun, The nominal nature of reptili
is proved by its Translating Hebrew /remes/ 'rodent', and Dy
its being coordinated with avis. The wvalidity of using
acknowledged nouns like regfije and motabile to prove Iatin
influence in 0ld English present participle use may be dew-
fended on the grounds that in Vulgar Latin the forms in -ile
had replaced the gerund and had taken over the feeling of
activity and agency originally contained in the gerunds. For
their pnart, gerunds became the normal present participles, re-
placing the Classical ~eng§l¢ forms., See, for examnle, Palmer,
Latin Language, pp.167-8 . For an analogous shift in 0ld Eng-
Iish from participle to agent-noun, see Wright, 0ld English
Grammar, on nouns in -nd (Secs.416, 601).

3The term "translation stock" is discussed in Quality in
Translation, p.l42.

The exact meaning of NIwy? X2 is still not agreed upon;
but it is significant that almost every ledieval Hebrew gram-
marian and Jewish exegete rejected the interpretation 'created
to make'--creavit ut faceret. Among the simplest alternatives
is that of Nahmanides, who belived that there are sufficient
supporting instances to interpret the phrase as if the wverbal
noun niwv?/la’asot/ complemented the main verb naw/Zabat/
'rested', and not the verb of the relative clause x12 /bara'/
'created'; viz., as if it read KI3 9wx nox%¥2 > piwybs paw 13
/ki bo Zabat mela’asot kol mlahto aSer bara'/ 'for on it he
rested Trom making all the thifgs he (had) created'. In ad-
dition There are those who believe that when x=a3/bara'/ and
nwy /rasah/ occur in the same verse, then /bara'/ means
tecreatio ex nihilo' and /sasah/ 'construction from substance'
or ‘reprodiction’, Thus the Klei Yagar says that the verse
is contrasting the end of the miracle of creation ex nihilo
(1282 w? nx?93) to the beginning of the natural order ol re-
production., He therefore translatey the phrase as if it were
wr2 w2 nlwy? 219 x93 '(he rested from the things) which he
created to reproduce', where the infinitve does not complement
the Tinite Verb, but stands in the same relationship to it as

in ",..the candidate he wants to win." An analogous distinction

is made by Kimchi in his commentary on Isa.43:7, where a third

?2
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verb, A7x° /yasar/, usually translated 'created' is coordi-
nated with /bara'/ and /rasah/. Kimchi translates /bara'/
'created ex nihilo', /yasar/ 'formed (the limbs)!', and
/rasah/ 'prepared 5d food!. Finally my ovm translatlon of
/barat la’asot/ 'proposed to make' is based on the ifishnaic
use of the word. (A1l references to Jewish exegetes will be
found, ad 1loc., in the comvprehensive Rabbinic Bible,
Mikra'ot Gdolot.)

4The comparisons made in this section between the Latin and
Hebrew are not fortuitous. For while there is considerable
disagreenent about how much the Vulgate follows the Hebrew,
as Jerome claims to have done, or merely revises the older
Latin translations of the Greek, it is clear that in these
instances at lcast Jerome is true to the illebrew when it dif-
fers from the Sentuagint. TFor example, the immediate source
for Gen.l7:14 is equally likely to be the one as the other,
for thetanqcol thlc suo1ect of the ILatin appears in the Greek
wat fmeplrmintoc CLTNVe s e
bgo\o'oruvncanut T goyiy Exelvn &x ToL yévouvg adinge.
and lebrew

a0% v

1IN%IY w2 DR Y1a° RY TwR
N20Y2 X270 wOIN 07531

On the other hand, the strudure of Gen.l7:15 in the ILatin,
Saral uxoren tuam
non vocabls Sarail
sed Saram,
can be traced only to the Hebrew

JawR 20w
29w 2w AR KIPD K?
naw 1w 22

but not to the Greek, which hes Sdpa 2s, the subiect of the
verb. 2foa ﬂ Yovh cov obd wANSoeTaL o ovouu au"qg udpa....
Similerly, for Gen:17:27, the inclusion of a final verb in
the Vulgate
Lt ommes viri donmus illius,
tam vernaculli, quam emptitii
et alienig Jenze,
pariter circumncisi sunt,
can be attributed only to tihe following Hebrew:

10732 IR bon

n°a T°%°
703 2 nR2a fo0> napaA
LIOR 1923

The Greek, as can be seen, makes the noun ohrase of Verse
27 part of the subject of the verb in Verse 26:
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s I3 ~ -~ -~ 13 3 ’ 4 5
(26) EV o€ Tw HALPW TG niLépac gnetlvng nepLetunon ‘Akpa&p

(3N 3 ) ~
VL0g AVLTOV

On

nal *Topafi

. . .
(27) xcl mbvzeg ol Evdpec Tov olnov adton

1 3 -~ 3 ~
ol olxoyevelg ODTOVL

gmm

at

—— e

3 13 3 PN -~ ~
at ol Gpyvpdvnror &€& arhovevav 29viv.

A final and nartlcnlprly interesting examvnle is Gen.l'/:4,
TR 20272 A30 0 Y38 /1ani hineh briti 'ltah/ 'ags for me, behold
my covenant is with von', which is in emvhatic contrast to 17:9,
Jawn °R772 0RO A0X1 /y'atah et briti tifmor/ 'and as for you,
you must observe my covenant'. It is clear that Jerome is
working from the Hebrew--and misunderstanding it--for he has
"ego sum, et nactum nmeum tecum." It is also clear that this
rendering cannot be traced to the Septuavint which correctly
translated the Hebrew emnhatic introducer as xal gya, a con-
struction that Jerome would not have rendered ezo sum. In line
with what we have eready seen #1fric do when the Tafin has 2
stranze construction, he translates this verbatim: "ic eom and
min wed mid Jde." Thus, these few examnles show that Jerome
did indeed use the Hebrew text at least here, and nrove again
that Z1fric kent the ‘Tord even--or perhaps especially--when
he was not sure of the sense.
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Chanter H

SULIMARY AND CUNCLUSTONW

The object of this study has been to see what stylis-~
tic consequences, if any, arose from alfric's distinction
between translation and paraphrase.

As shown in Chapter 1, #1fric intellectually distinguished

translation from paravhrase, considering the Heptateuch the

former and the Catholic Homilies the latter. It was also

shown that when in the "Preface to Genesis" he swore never
to translate again his motiviation was thé rether sophisti-
cated realization that no translation can capture the many
levels and nuances of a carefully wrought original, and
islfric was convinced that the Bible, being God's word, was
carefully wrought. It was then pointed out that any stylis-
tic consequences of #lfric's distinction between translation
and paraphrase should be discoverable from a comparison of

the Heptateuch and Homilies, since the two works were writ-

ten within a few years of each other and in many sections
treat the same thematic material. Thus if they differed in

style, the Lotin source of the Heptateuch would be the first

nlece to look for the cause.
Chevnter 2 compared the types and anounts of svhordina-

tion in the two 0ld Englisit works. It was found that in
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overall distribution of suvbordination structures at transi-
tional points and of subordinate claucses the lwo were ex-—
tremely simllar., This was particulsrly intereating because

the ievntateuch was also found to be following the Latin

quite consistently. However, in certain details, for ex-

ample the amounts of paralactic indevnendent transitions and

temporal subordinate ones, the Heptateuch and iomilies dif-

fered., Amain, the IHeptateuch was shown to be following the

Letin., The conclusions drawn from the material in this chap-

ter were that the Hevntateuch indeed adheres to the Latin, as

evidenced by the contraste to the Homilies, and that there
was reason te believe that the amount of suvubordination in a
text mey be a function of lanpguaze styvle or text style, =s
evidenced by the overwhelming similerities between the three
texts.

In order to avoid the possibility that further similari-
ties might be traced to text style, Cnapter 3 investigated
the details of past participle placement, since this feature
is not likely to be influenced by the theme of a work., Ano-
ther attraction of this feature was that Latin leans toward
clause-initial participles, the one nosition not accentable
in 0ld :nzlish, and therefore something Alfric would have to
alter. The study of narticiple nlzcenent proved especially

rewarding, for it was shovn that the ‘eptateuch and llomilies

have clearly different preferences, and in most cases the

difference could be attributed to dfric's attempting in the
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Heptateuch to reconstruct in an acceptable way an unaccent-

able Latin arrangement. Past particinle placement was thus
proved to be an area that unquestionably shows the stylistic

consequences of alfric's congidering the llentateuch a trans—

lation and the Ilomilies a parannrase.
Chenter 4 analyzed three more syntactic items whose

vresence in the Heptateuch were directly traceable to the

Latin. Particular uses of present participles and marked
infinitives, and the occurrences of "dangline introducers"

were all shown to stem from Ilatin influence on the Heptateuch.

In addition, this chapnter presented a list of words and phrases
that do not cccur in the liomilies sample, and whose every ocur-

rence in the ieptateuch can be traced to the Latin.

It therefore seems beyond doubt that our original nre-

mise is corrcct: #lfric considered the lleptateuch a transla-

tion and the [omilies a paranhrase, and the nractical conse-

guence of this is that when writing the Heptateuch he aban-

doned his versenal style in an attempt to have this work re-
tain as much as possible of the Latin style, which he con-

sidered divinely inspired.



Appendix
THE SAMPLE TEXTS
To ensure that the conclusions of this study may be

properly evaluated, this Appendix nresents all the verses

of the Heptateuch analyzed and the corresponding passages

of the Homilies. Because the Homilies condenses and sum-
marizes, the correspondences are given for units instead

of wverses,

Heptateuch = Homilies

Geno 1:3, 6—7’ 14"17 1014027_1016017
20-27, 31. 1.12.28=30
I.100,9-10
I.288,13~14

2:1-3, 7, 15—259 In12031~1014324
1020014—18
11.206.4~6
I1.8.22=24
11.58,20~25
IT1.260.17

3:1—6’ 17-230 1014025-26
1.16.3%31-1,18,20
10176'17-24
17,220.,1-2
IT1.3%0.32-3%
II.25407-’8
IT.406.5~-7
I030007_9
10118n24~27

6:5-22. I.20021—36

7 s Ten3 1.22.1-16
8:1%. I1.58.32-I1.60.1
9:8-17, 28-29.ﬁ“mmm”““u&

&

12:%. TI.72:0325
15:13-16. 17.190.16-24
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Heptateuch = Homilies
Gen.17:1-7, 10-17, 19 I.90.18-L.92.9
2%3=27. I.94,13~-14
21 :4=5, I1.92.9-11
I.92.20-21
22:1-13, 15-19. I1.60.18-11.62,1%
24:1-4, IT.234.24-29
Num,.17:1-8. I1.8.10-14
21:4~9. 11.238,9-21
Judg.16:1-3, 19. I1.226.23%--28

I . 4'88 ° 7—10
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