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Chanter 1

T R A hS IA T IG 1,: AIT'O BIBLE THABSL VTICH

There is an ancient Jewish, tradition that the act 
of translating the Bible iron Hebrew to Creek was as 
grave in consequence as the act of making the Golden Calf, 
for just as the idol had no substance but was thought to 
have, so a translation has no substance out is thought 
to have. And, continues this tradition, as Iona as the 
Bible was in Hebrew, neo-ole had to admit that any short­
comings that they found may well have been due to their 
own deficient knowledge of the language of the text, 
thereby leading to renewed efforts at cornorehension and 
greater study; but with the text in their own language, 
people assume that what they are reading is the real 
thing, containing all the substance and depth of the 
original, and feel that the text can be skimmed instead 
of studied. And, worst of all, they take the transla­
tion for the original with the result that they condemn 
the original for the shortcomings of their version with-

i
out ever realizing that all they see is a shadow.J' In­
deed, making a translation seem to be the original is 
actually considered a goal by .Reverend Ronald Knox, who, 
in defending his own version, says; "Any translation is a 
good one in prooortion as you can forget, while re.''.ding it,

1
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2that it is a translation at all." 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 Hew Testa­
ment, Good Hews 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 
King James.^

In other words, the original fears of the Rabbis have 
been shown to be accurate, for even before our own time 
the unlearned gave to translations the due of the original. 
As Heinrich Graetz, one of the greatest authorities on 
ancient Jewish history,notes:

It [the SeptuagintJ innocently led to a mistaken 
view of the Judseen Law, becoming in a measure a 
false prophet, promulgating errors in the name of 
God....the Alexandrian Judseens 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 taught in the 
name of Judaism which were entirely foreign to it 
or even contradictory to it.^

1.1. The Legacy of the Septuagint.
1.11. 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



Babylonian Exile, many dispossessed Jews (or Judseens) 
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 commissioned 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-

5tained as much as possible of the Hebrew. The rossx- 
bility of rendering the sense of the original 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 be 
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
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someone might take In-the-beginning as the name of the 
creator of God.^ As B.E.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- 

7tuagint.

1.12. Influence of the Septuagint. Just as there 
is no disagreement about the Septuagint»s being a literal, 
word for v/ord 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 English expres­
sions that show not only Hebrew lexical peculiarities—  
e.g.,'poor soul" from wsa/nefe^/ 'soul; person' — but also 
Hebrew syntax. Thus a common Hebrew superlative is formed 
by repeating a word and its genitive (king of kings, song 
of songs), and this yields Modern English heart of hearts. 
Moreover, Hebrew coordinates opposites to mean 'everything' 
— e.g., 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
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Qcases a construction, not a set phrase, is borrowed.
This practice of following literally whatever text 

was being translated can be explained by reference to two 
qualities of the Bible and its translators. First, 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. But for 
those concepts totally alien to the Germanic tribes,
Hebrew words have come into English, for example amen, 
sabbath, and .jubilee. Obviously, even though amen is 
sometimes paraphrased verily or £0 be rt, and sabbath 
as day of rest, the concepts signified by, for example, 
sabbath or day of rest are outside the realm of Germanic 
culture and can be understood—  in fact, can be presented 
— only through their Biblical context.

Even such descriptive paraphrases as circumcise, on 
the model of the Septuagint's gep lt^ xvco , make sense only 
in their Biblical setting. 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 thing to do was stay as close 
as -possible to the original, and hopefully 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 soielyby 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. For this 
reason it was decided to present the various positions 
through the discussions of the moderns and then show by 
deduction and analogy where the ancients stood.

1.21. Is translation possible? The fact that 
different cultures speak different languages, as pointed
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out above, raised the question in many minds as to 
•'aether translation was even possible. Ortega y 
Gasset thought that the whole desire to translate was

10utopian: "No es traducir, sin remedio, un afan utopico?" 
And the parenthetic sin remedio should certainly not be 
overlooked. Eugene Nida, however, having devoted many 
years to Bible translation, concludes that "rather than 
being impressed by the impossibility of translation, any­
one who is involved in the realities of translation in a 
broad range of languages is imnressed that effective 
interlingual communication is always possible, despite 
seemingly enormous differences in linguistic structures 
and cultural features. Mida’s view is especially 
noteworthy because he believes that "the analysis of a 
text...must not be limited to a study of the syntactic 
relationships between linguistic units or to the deno­
tative (or referential) 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 qualification that in 
any aspect of translation "what counts is not the par­
ticular words which carry the componential features,
but the fact that the correct componential features are

1?lexically transported."' “ This last point is important 
because of the bearing it has on the problem of trans­
lating the style, as opposed to the words, of a text.
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1.22. Translating language style. Nobody 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 >n’/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 aral/'not circumcised'.

Wow, if for the sa.ke 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 simoly cannot; second, there 
are tilings 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
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can do something that Latin 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, though they do this differ­
ently. To 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, ho?? much of the style can be translated?

As mentioned earlier, Knox believes that a good 
translation is one that cannot be recognized 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. Ari&it stands to reason 
that an author's personal style must be analysed 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 compenetraci<5n 
entre el autor y el traductor; es decir, £ste 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 imoone 
la disparidad de sintaxis y de l£xico entre los
idiomas.-^

It is interesting that while Aguado agrees in -principle
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with Knox, even 'nr e sen tin0; the same goal of unrecognizable 
translating, he reaffirms the impossibility of absolute 
success— because of insurmountable differences.

The same goal is sought by Anton 1!. Rothbauer, who
also recognises the difficulties presented by the basic
differences in various languages; thus while he sees a
good translation as one "die vom BlicKwinkel des Autors
aus so enstanden ist, a.ls hatte dieser Autor sein V/erlc

• •

nieht in der Rremdsprache , sonder in der Ubersetzersnrache 
gesohaffen," he recognizes that success deoends on "wieweit 
die snrachlichen Hit tel und hoglichkeiten dor Ubersetzersnrache 
clem fremdsprachigen Original und Ubersetzersnrache selbst 
angemessen verwendet wurden.

But this goal is nerlinns unattainable. True, for most 
strn.ightforward communications any language will suffice.
But what about on utterance that presupposes previous know- 
ledge on the ">art of the audience. If this knowledge is the 
tyne that may be loosely classified as informati on or emririea.1 
fact, then it can be supplied and. translated. But when it is 
stylistic, or language-oriented, this is not so. for exa.rp.-ole, 
a contemporary writer miatit uwrody the style of Hemingway or 
James, and therefore, part of his ooint is ctr:i ctly stylistic. 
Gan tills type of communication be translated? Michael Bullock 
writes that it cannot:

TIo amount of sympathy on the translator’s part will 
enable him to visualize how, let us s^y, the (reman 
novelist X would have written iiis stylistically highly
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original novel, if lie had been an English novelist 
writing in English. The fact is, he would not have 
written it at all...The style is the product not of 
the author's own personality, but also of the language 
itself, of the particular phase of evolution through 
which the language is currently passing, and of the 
literary trends prevalent in the...country of origin, 
which are themselves dependent upon sociological and 
historical factors of a general nature.^

And with this, even ilida, 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, according to Nida, 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
exploit the genius of the receptor language to a comparable

16degree requires quite exceptional skill." Nida, then, 
also recognizes the great difference between translating 
word meaning and rendering stylistic tone.

1.23. 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 versa 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. Gary writes that though many, and perhaps most,
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French, translators and critics think that "la t&che du
traducteur est de s ’efforcer de comprendre et de trans-
mettre ce qu’il a compris" there are still many others
who would reuly that "on n ’a uas le droit d'introduire
dans un texte plus de clart£ qu’il n ’y en avait au
depart" and would defend this position with the declara-

17tion that "traduire n'est pas expliquer." 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 translate the Bible.

1.3. ^he ideal Bible translation.
All of the problems still bothering translators 

plagued Bible translators. A translator working 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 part of God's message is in his Word, the 
choice does pot even exist. Wot only was the Bible read
for its literal meaning, it was studied as allegory and

] ftanalyzed etymologically.’ The religious scholar was 
faced with the question not only of determing what God 
said, but also what its greater significance was. And 
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 Creek rhetorical theory, and made the center of 
medieval Christian Biblical scholarship.

1.31. Medieval background. That this happened is 
not strange. It has already been mentioned that the 
Jewish community at Creek Alexandria quickly grew in 
wealth and influence. A direct consequence of such 
growth was the desire to show the Creeks the valuable 
culture of the Jews, and for this the Septuagint was 
certainly an important tool. Moreover, the success of 
this endeavor may be seen in the large number of writings 
in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek purporting to contain Greek 
wonder at Jewish accomplishments and offers of friend­
ship.^ In addition, numerous works attempted to har­
monize the Bible with Creek knowledge. And considering 
the vast body of such material, it was only logical for 
Christianity to apply these works, and add its own on 
this model, when trying to convince prospective converts 
of the validity and antiquity of its doctrine. What the 
Jews had begun, the Christians took to new extremes—  
especially Hellenizing. As Ernst Curtius notes, early 
Christian scholars were often content to harmonize doc­
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trine and pagan culture, but "Cassiodorus carefully 
explores the dependence of profane upon 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 speech— no, the figures stem from the Bible,

20and the Bible alone gives them dignity." And even
though Cassiodorus' opinion is more extreme than their
own, Augustine and Jerome had said much the same thing,
the latter, for example, having written: "David Simonides
noster, Pindarus, et Alcaeus, Placcus quoque, Catullus

21atque Serenus." As Curtius says: "For Jerome, the
Bible is not only a witness of salvation, but also a
literary corpus, which need not shrink from comparison

22with the thesaums of the gentilitas."
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 havinv 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 because it leads to eternal 
life, but also for its age and artistic composition,
I have chosen to demonstrate by means of examples
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collected from Holy Writ" that there are no "figures
23and tropes which did not first appear in Holy Writ."

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 poet.

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 aspect 
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 Bipiicai translations grew because of the missionary 
activities of Christianity, the ability to make adequate 
translations lessened because of the direction Biblical 
scholarship had taken. Christian translators had all the 
problems facing those who had produced the Septuagint 
plus all the problems that grew out of the new analytical 
approaches. And, thus, whereas the Septuagint translators
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could fulfill their obligations with a literal, word 
for word version, the later translators had to produce 
the same type of work, but coiild 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 M s  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 his 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."2^ Obviously, 
the translator faced with an untranslatable form must 
decide whether it is essential or incidental, though the 
best procedures that Beekman seems to suggest for decid­
ing are to compare different versions and to read comment 

25taries. 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 hy 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 basis of the modern 
Yulgate. And as is to be expected, considering the massive 
problems involved in translating, his products were often 
attacked as faulty and therefore had to be defended. In 
the most famous of these defenses, his letter Ad Pammachium 
de optimo genere interpretandi, he addresses himself to the 
public attacks made upon his work by Rufin d ’Aquil^e, who 
had accused him "verbum non expressisse de verbo, pro ’honorabili*

O C\dixisse ’carissimum'...." He answers this by arguing that
insofar as "ipsa epistula doceat nihil mutatum esse de sensu,
nec res additas, nec aliauod dogma confictum," he not only
confesses to the charge, "sed libera voce profiteor me in
interpretatione Grsecorum.. .non verbum e verbo,sed sensum

27exprimere de sensu."
This practice of rendering not word for word, but 

sense for sense, is v/idely quoted, and would be, for this 
reason alone, significant. But it gains even more signifi­
cance because Jerome himself says— though many modern 
scholars apparently overlook this— that he does not always 
do this. Thus, in the preface to his translation of Job he
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writes: "Ifec autem translatio nullum de veteribus sequi-
tur interoretum: sed ex ipso Hebraico Arabicoque sermone,
et interdum Syro, nunc verba, nunc sensus, nunc simul

28utrumque resonabit." To translate sometimes word for 
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 axeat
significance in any attempt to establish JELfric’s technique 
and will therefore be more fully discussed below.

1.4. -ELfric as translator.
Much has been written about the general tendencies 

in ELfric's method of translation. But just as there is 
little agreement concerning what these tendencies are, 
there is little agreement about just what ELfric was 
trying to do. Few scholars have recognised the very 
different results that jElfric produced, because almost
none have attempted to establish what he wanted to do, and
why.

1.41. Nec verbum ex verbo. There is a widespread 
habit of quoting ELfric's introduction to the first series 

Catholic Homilies as oroof that he translated sometimes 
word for word, sometimes sense for sense. For he does say 
as much in this essay: "Hec ubique transtulimus verbum ex 
verbo, sed sensum ex sensu, cavendo tamen diligentissime
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deceptivos errores, ne inveniremur allqua hssresi
29seducti seu fallacia fuscati." v And if supporting evi­

dence is needed that this is what iElfric actually did, 
it is usually found by referring to his sophisticated 
realization in the "Preface to Genesis" that "aefre se 
5e awent oSSe se Se tascS of Ledene on Englic, sefre he 
sceal gefadian hit swa Seet Sset Englisc hsebbe his agene 
wisan.

All investigations into A&fric’s use of his homiletic
sources confirm that he does indeed arrange the English
according to its own rules. And most have added, without
hov/ever fully realizing its importance, that AELfric treats
his sources very loosely.

The first major investigation of AELfric's sources
••

was by Max Forster, who concluded, in "Uber die Quellen
von vElfrics exegetischen Homiliee Catholics," that "AELfric,
im vergleich zu anderen iibersetzungen, z.b. denen konig
Alfreds und den Blickling homilien, auch wo er einer
vorlage folgt, seine voile selbstandigkeit und. freiheit
bewahrt hat; ja,nicht selten nur den stoff heriiber nimmt,

31die einkleidung der gedanken aber selbst liefert."
Charles Smith seems to accept this description of AELfric’s
handling of his homiletic sources and adds that "the question

32of Latin influence does not enter into the Homilies 
apparently because the treatment is so loose.

In more or less direct contract to Forster’s opinion
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is that of Rosemary Y/oolf, who says of the hives of 
Saints that "iSlfric's direct, elegant style was achieved 
by a firm, sensitive resistance to the ornateness and 
prolixity of most of his originals," 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 Old English hardly a phrase which is not

34word for word from the Latin."
Also agreeing that Allfric edits for conciseness but 

closely translates what he retains are Gordon Gerould 
and Anne Middleton, who however disagree with each other

35on exactly what Latin source /SLfric is closely translating. 
And what they say about his sources for the Homilies,
Dorothy Bethurum says about the Lives. Comparing a long 
section of ALfric's "Life 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, ADLfric showing himself always alert to varieties
of rhythm," with the added note that "the sentence structure

36is rarely changed from the regular English order." She 
also mokes the significant observation that "AHfric’s ob­
ligations to his sources for his own style were not very 

37numerous." And though she is speaking specifically about 
his "rhythmic" style, the remark may have wider relevance.

1.42. ATLfric’s Biblical translations. Just as there 
is little agreement concerning AILfric’s treatment of his
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homiletic material, there is little agreement about his 
handling of Biblical passages.

S.J. Crawford, trying to establish on stylistic 
grounds that Jdfric is the author of the Exameron Anglice, 
says of AILfric 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

70thought rather than the words."
Charles Davis disagrees with this. Though recognizing 

with approval Allfric'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."
Agreeing with this appraisal of Aifric’s Biblical translations, 
Smith, though previously cited as considering JGlfric free 
with homiletic material, believes that with scripture, es­
pecially when the Latin is first quoted, "there is a tendency 
to conform the word-order as closely as possible to the Latin, 
so as, apparently, to impress the hearer with the fact that 
he is listening...to the inspired thought itself, dressed as 
far as possible in its native garb."^ Smith is quick to 
add, however, that despite this AHfric "is almost entirely 
free from the examples of forced order so frequently occur­
ring in the Anglo-Saxon Gospels. W i t h o u t  discussing
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the Belief that iElfric v/as free from Latin influence in 
the Biblical translations, mentioning— more or less in 
passing— that iElfric's dictum that a translator must 
write good English "extended even to his renderings of 
Scripture where he felt every obligation to be true to 
the text."^

vElfric's obligation to the text is noticed also by- 
John Pope in Homilies of iElfric; A_ Supnlementary Collec­
tion., He points out that iElfric "tends to be scrupulously
faithful to the sense if not to the verbal sequence of the 

43original," ' but gives examples of metrical peculiarities 
in iElfric’s rhythmical prose that "appear to have arisen 
because of iElfric’s desire to preserve something of the 
structure as well as the meaning of the original.

It should be noticed that while Bethurum mentions 
iElfric'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 iElfric's handling of the Heptateuch, 
the most obvious place to look if one if interested in 
establishing his attitude toward Holy Scripture. Bor 
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 powerful argument 
to explain iElfric 's treatment of scripture.
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1.43. Paraphrase vs, translation. As Ann Eljenholm
Nichols maintains in "A Syntactical Study of vElfric's
Translation of Genesis," scholars have given too little
attention to the fact that /ELfric clearly differentiated
between paraphrases and translations, and they therefore
make unwarranted generalizations from the Homilies and

43Lives to the Heptateuch. Unfortunately, she does not 
pursue this topic to its logical goal: establishing the 
reasons behind and practical consequences of this distinc­
tion.

As pointed out earlier, much is made of alfric’s 
"nec ubiaue 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: "swse swas ic hie 
geliornode set Plegmunde minum sercebiscepe, ond set Assere 
minum biscepe, ond set Grimbolde minum meesseprioste, ond 
aet Iohanne minum msessepreoste." What Aifred is giving 
here is a tradition of learning: this is not his own way 
of presenting the material; this is the way it is done.
It v/ould 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 
taught to read and render Latin— sometimes word for word,
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prevalent in England at the time, it must go hack to 
Jerome. The very words are Ms.

That this was indeed the tradition of translation 
in England then and after is apparent from other sources 
which seem to be aware of the same prouncement of Jerome. 
Thus, it can hardly be a coincidence that in the General 
Prologue to his translation of the Old Testament, John 
Purvey wrote: "...the best translating out of Latin 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,

47for the words ought to bring out the intent and meaning..." 
Purveyfs 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 all 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 -phrases of 
the holy Scriptures.

In addition to the echoes heard in such phrases as "nuritie
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of the worde,n 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 put the word first and abandoned it only when absolutely 
necessary.

If there was such a tradition in England 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 "urecise character" of the words,^ 
what we are dealing with now is far different from a some­
times words, sometimes sense attitude. What Jerome is 
talking about, even if all he means is precise character 
and not syntax,is a Bible translation that retains the 
power of allegory, etymology, and all else that the Church 
Fathers found in the original. And as seen previously, 
there is much more tu this than reproducing the "sense."

The significance that this difference has for an 
understanding of JfLfric is overwhelming. As Fichols re­
alized, what Alfric feared was translating, not paranhrasing,
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and everything in the Homilies and hives— including 
verses from scripture— was paraphrased. Translating 
could mean only one thing— retaining the mysterium of 
the verborum ordo. And though nobody seems to have 
realized this, j£Lfric says just that in the Preface to 
Genesis.

1 .44. "Deop on gastlicum andgyte." AHfric begins
the Preface by saying that he does not want to translate
the Bible because "Past we ore is swiSe pleolic me o55e
senigum men to underbeginnenne" in that some foolish
person may read it and think "pset he mote lybban. ..swa

50swa pa ealdan feederas leofodon...." He then gives
several examples of people who went wrong in this v/ay and
points out that this can happen only with a translation
because "seo boc is swipe deop gastlice to understandenne,
and we he writap na mare buton pa nacedan gerecednisse.
?onne pincP Pam ungelseredum pset eall Past and git beo
belocen on Pare anfealdan gerecednisse, ac hit ys swipe 

51feor pam." Now follow several instances from the
Bible for which the single-fold story (the anfealdan
gerecednisse) is not sufficient to convey the spiritual
depth of the original (Latin). "Be 8isum lytlan," says
Allfric, "man mseg understand&n * hu deop seo boc is on
gastlicum andgyte, 5eah 8e heo mid leohtum wordum 

52awriten sy." More examples of spiritual depth and
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then: "...heo is swa geendebyrd, swa swa God sylf hi
gedihte 5am writ ere Hoy e , and we ne durron na mare awriten
on Englisc ]>onne Sast LedenhsefS, ne 5a endebyrdnysse awendan,
but on 5am anum, 5set 5set Leden and 5set Englisc nabbaS na ane

55wisan on fere sprsece fandunge." ^  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 promise to
be true to English syntaxI

Given this introduction, iElfric's belief that "eefre
se 5e awent o55e se 5e tsec5 of Ledene on Englisc ,sefre he
sceal gefadian hit swa Sset fet Englisc hsebbe his agene 

54.wisan" 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 stire
to write good English, "elles hit bi5 swySe gedwolsum to

55rsedenne Sam 5e Saes ledenes wise ne can," meaning pre­
sumably those unable to comprehend the depth of the Latin 
presentation.

It is clear, therefore, that /Elfric's subsequent pro­
mise that "ic nelle nane boc aefter Sisre of Ledene on Eng- 

56lisc awendan" pertains, as Nichols argues, only to this 
type of literal translation. And now the reason too is 
clear. Paraphrases make no claim to completeness and can 
therefore present the single-fold story without danger of 
misunderstanding; nobody would point to a character in a 
homily or story and claim that he had the divine right or
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scriptural authority to live like that. But, as Llfric 
said he knew from oersonal 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 
nerhaps but certainly not divine and therefore not multi­
leveled, and it followed that Catholic Homilies and Lives 
of Saints could be rendered more easily— nec ubique 
verbum ex verbo sed sensum ex sensu.

1.5. Goals of this investigation.
If it is true, as we have maintained, that ^Slfric 

considered the Homilies and Lives paraphrases but the Hep­
tateuch a translation, it should be possible to show how 
this affected his style and treatment of his sources. Put 
another way, the question becomes, is it possible to find 
Alfric doing things in the Heptateuch that he does not do 
elsewhere? And if so, is it possible to trace these 
features to the Latin text?

1.51. Style, ^here is, of course, a great deal 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 conveying a certain 
piece of information. This approach is based on the 
necessary assumption that it is possible to isolate a 
"piece of information." Another 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 
poetics believed that poetry 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 

57languages, 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 genius" 
(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- 
V/horf hypothesis claims too much, that such culture-related 
elements exist cannot be seriously doubted. On the other 
hand, there are those communications that any language can 
convey in its own manner. Thus the fact that Latin regu­
larly omits pronoun subjects, being satisfied with the 
subject inherent in the verb 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—
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particulary 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— enough, at 
least, to be able to say that two different presentations 
contain the same information, if different total messages,

1.32. The Heptateuch and Homilies. The jSLf.ric 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 corresponding, though not generally identical, with
passages in the Heptateuch. It follows, therefore, that
the "information" can be determined with little difficulty,
a nd 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 possible to compare the styles of the two works in an

38effort to find differences that are not evolutionary.
More specifically, it v/as maintained above that the
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Heptateuch is a translation of scripture and hy necessity 
must retain the gastlice andgyt, while the Homilies is a 
paraphrase that could he 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, 
little doubt should remain about whether ALLfric consciously 
maintained a difference between translating and paraphras­
ing. Likewise, little doubt will remain about where he 
stood theoretically on the matter of Biblical translation.

1.6. Method of investigation.
1.61. The Texts. To be as certain as possible that 

the "information" being treated in the two works was the 
same, only passages in the Homilies that clearly corres­
pond to verses in the Heptateuch were sought. Also, only 
sections certainly by AHfric were used from the Heptateuch.

For the former quest invaluable aid was provided by 
Albert S. Cook’s Biblical Quotations in Old English Prose Writers
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and Charles R. Davis* "Biblical Translations in iElfric's 
Catholic Homilies." Davis rejects some of Cook’s verses 
and adds some of his own; 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 accepted is simple. There is much 
disagreement concerning iElfric*s responsibility for the 
Heptateuch, some claiming that he wrote it all, some that 
he wrote only parts of Genesis. ^  As determining AHfric's 
authorship is a separate study in itself, it was decided 
to accept the position taken by John Pope in Homilies of 
iElfric and based on the list given by Peter Clemoes in 
"The Chronology of iElfric’s Works." According to this, 
Alfric is the author of Gen.1-3, 6-9, 12-24:22; Num.13-31; 
Joshua (except 1:1-10 end 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 
compared are actually by AHfric.

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 based 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 to 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 Mfrician sections of the 
Heptateuch with corresponding passages in the Homilies.
Not every clause in an extended narrative has a Homilies 
correspondence , hut 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 Oook, 
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 Homilies 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 as a reminder that the 
Homilies were influenced by Latin just as the Heptateuch 
was, though apparently not to the same extent. Including 
these passages in the count will give a more accurate 
picture of the style of the Homilies; excluding them 
will prejudice the investigation by omitting counter­
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evidence. Moreover, including them serves also to indi­
cate what weight the statistics carry— the comparison of 
the two works must he colored hy the innovation in the 
Heptateuch and the copying in the I-Iomilies. 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 yKLfric used his 
sources, kor example, in the Homilies, Gen.2:23 (1.14.24c) 
reads:

a”- pa cwseS Adam,
b"— "Heo is han of minum hanum, and flresce of minum 

flsesc;
c"- beo hire nama Uirago, 

bast is famine;
d"~ forSan Se heo is of hire were genumen."

The same verse in the Heptateuch is: 
a- Adam Sa cwssS:
b- "His is nu ban of minum banum and flsesc of minum

flsesce; 
c- beo heo geciged famine,
d- for San Se heo is of hyre were genumen."

Since the Catholic Homilies was written before the Hepta­
teuch, it is obvious that AClfric 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 Latin 
haec vocabitur virago, just as the minor differences in
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clause (b) can be explained 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 
Latin influence, it will not be because such influence 
in the Homilies was ignored. ^

It should be noted in passing here that, though as 
mentioned above Biblical passages occur in the Lives 
and in the homilies contained in Pope's supplementary 
collection, these works have- not been used, because 
they are written in JElfric's later, or "rhythmic," style, 
which would perforce make .Elfric change v/ords 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 any way, comparison was made to the Latin Bible in 
order to see whether the Heptateuch or Homilies was closer 
to the text. For these comparisons 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 available in tenth century England has never been 
determined, though it certainly contained many Old Latin
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readings. More cannot be done in this regard than check 
the various leadings in, for example, Peter Sabatier1s 
Vetus Latina, to see whether a more likely source exists 
for a certain JElfrician verse. The obvious problem with 
this approach, however, is that it prejudices the find­
ings of the investigation: if for a particular oassage 
in which the Heptateuch differs from the Vulgate a closer 
Old Latin reading is used, it has ipso facto been deter­
mined that the Heotateuch will be closer than the Homi-
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lies to the Latin. In the same way, there are quotations 
in the Homilies for which /HLfric is most probably trans­
lating an Old Latin reading contained in his homiletic 
source rather than referring to the Vulgate. To find 
a closer Old Latin version in these cases would have an 
equally prejudical effect. Moreover, this type of eclec­
ticism would result in reconstructing a patchwork text

6 2.that could not be proved to have existed. For these 
reasons the course followed here was to refer to the Old 
Latin and note it wherever this seemed important during 
the investigation. However, Old Latin readings are not 
accounted for in the verse for verse comparison or over­
all statistics. Because of this drawback, all results in 
this investigation are limited to positive statements of 
thetype "such and such in the Heotateuch can clearly be 
traced to such and such in the Vulgate" and never include 
statements like "such and such is excluded from the Eng-
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lish because it is missing in the Vulgate." An added 
value of this type of conclusion is that it overcomes 
the limitations inherent in a small sample, as used 
here. Since one never knows what exists outside the 
sample, it is just as well not to make statements about 
what does not exist.

Finally, to add further verification 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 iElfric, 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. For 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 iCLfric'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 names). Even 
without the subjective labels, Latin is said to be more
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prone towards subordination than Old English; if this 
is so, it should appear in a comparison of an Old Eng­
lish translation of a Latin text. In addition, the 
Hebrew Bible is notoriously coordinated— the most often 
cited bane of modern translators— and it is thus inherent­
ly interesting to see how two translations, one Latin,

63one English, come to terms with this fact.
Besides determining whether ,Elfric 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 byr 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 light, a discussion of 
subordination in the texts must be evaluated in terms of 
the fact that ySLfric is treating narrative, a subject 
that may be inherently susceptible to certain types of 
connection but not others. For this reason, the second 
feature considered is the placement of past participles 
and their auxiliaries. This feature was chosen because 
Old Eng'lish put very few constraints on the position of 
past participles, and they are therefore free to show the 
personal preference of each author. Given this freedom, 
therefore, past participles are less likely to show the
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style of Old English, cmd more likely than subordination 
to show vELfric’s personal style and how it influences or 
is influenced by translating.

Finally, in order to establish the presence or 
absence of attempts by iElfric 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.

1.63. 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 miscellanea 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

6 4-of statistical analysis. Moreover, for studying the 
particular manifestations of AiHfric'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

g E*\the basic unit in Old English is the sentence, the sen­
tence is not marked in Old English texts and is therefore 
often the product of editorial decision and dispute, as 
will be seen in the discussion of subordination.^ The 
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. Citations. The edition of the Heptateuch used 
Tke Old English Version of the Heptateuch, iElfric1 s 

Treatise on the Old and Hew Testament and his Preface to 
Genesis, ed. S. J. Crawford. EETS, o.s. 160. London, 1922. 
Citations are by book, chapter, verse, and finite verb; 
thus: Gen.2 :1b = Genesis, chapter 2, verse 1, second verb.

Prom the same text, similarly cited are all references 
to the Vulgate, except where apparent typographical errors 
are noted and corrected.

Also from this edition is the text of the "Preface 
to Genesis" (= PG), cited by page, line, and finite verb.

For the Homilies (CH) and "Preface" to the Homilies 
(PCH) the edition is The Homilies of the Anglo-Saxon 
Church. The First Part, Containing the Sermone3 Catholicjj..
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or Homilies of vHLfric, ed. Benjamin Thorpe. 2 vols.
London, 1844, 1846. The former is cited by volume, 
cage, line, and verb (e.g., I.16.30a), occasionally by 
volume and cha,pter (I,xv). The latter is cited by page, 
line, and verb. (Since POH occupies pp.2-8, and PG- pp.76-80, 
there can be no confusion in their citations.)

In all cases, a 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 Latin 
an<̂  Homilies contrast. If, for example, the order of the 
clauses is different in the Latin or Homilies from that 
in the Heptateuch, the latter is numbered consecutively, 
and the others are listed as having the order b-d-c-a, 
for example, with Latin being marked prime ('), the Homi­
lies double prime (n), and Old Latin 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 consecutively within each chapter, while tables, 
when included, carry the number of the chart that they 
illuminate.
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(1927), accepts only Gen.1-24 and Hum.15-26 as by /Slfri'c'; Josef 
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of English Studies, n.s. 5 (1952), excludes Gen.4-5 and 10-lT 
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fi 0See also Pope, Homilies, pp.155, 165.
^Eor several statements on the problems caused by Hebrew 
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In this group is C. R. Carlton, "The Syntax of the Old Eng­
lish Charters" (unpublished dissertation), who is attacked by 
Ann Shannon, A Descriptive Syntax of the Parker Manuscript of 
the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle" 'from 754~To~l^l "C'ffhVlla'gu'e's'"Mout'on and 
(Jo.', TgST = Janua Liriguar'um, Seri'esT'ractica XIV). This study 
accepts Shannon's position that "the presence of a finite verb 
is the essential feature of the Old English clause, which is the 
largest convenient unit for the description of Old English syn­
tax.0 (p. 8 )

^Since Crawford ends every verse with a period and begins 
each with a capital, it is particularly difficult to know what 
he thinks composes individual sentences; note, for example, the 
punctuation of Gen.22:9-10 in both the Old English and Latin,

9g- He geband pa hys sunu.
10a- 7 hys swurd ateah....
9g'- cumqu.e alligasset Isaac filium suum.

10a1- Arripuit gladium.... 
where it is quite obvious that the periods and capitals go 
against the syntactic units. Likewise all cases of relative 
se are subject to editorial interpretation, and therefore the 
sentence is too intangible a unit for stylistic analysis.
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Chapter 2 

SUBORDINATION

2,1. 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 qualities inherent in 
subordination which make this feature so oromising.

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

Second, the fact that this was not always so about 
English suggests that the reason for the change would be
interesting to find. It sometimes seems almost a required
ritual for writers on Old English ooetry to remark that
one of the basic features of this ooetry is its frequent
employment of parataxis, or lack of subordination. This
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notice is also often followed by some sort of remark 
about now "primitive" languages are paratactic, and 
"sophisticated" ones' hypotactic. Yet, while this sub­
jective labeling of languages is misleading, and per­
haps also false, the empirical statement about Old Eng- 
list poetry may still be true; and if it is, it differs 
from Modern English poetry in a way that may well be 
dictated by historial changes in the language.

Third, and most important, detailed investigation 
has proved the importance of coining to terms with the 
various ways that the Hebrew Bible avoids subordination.

2.11. Subordination in the Hebrew Bible. One of the 
most frequently cited traits of Biblical Hebrew is its 
use of and where other languages would demand a much wider 
range of words— coordinators, svbordinators, adverbs, con­
junctions. Thus, Orlinsky (p.lcj) says that "the tradition­
al translations of the Bible night well be designated '/aid' 
Bibles; hardly a sentence goes by without an 'and' or two, 
sometimes more." Similarly, Knox (p.84) notes that "there 
are nearly a hundred ’ands' in the first chapter of Gene­
sis...." But whereas Knox (p.108) writes that "...the Heb­
rew has one wood that does duty for 'and* and 'but’; and 
whenever the translator comes across the word in the Old 
Testament he must decide between them," Orlinsky (p.20) 
includes as possible translations of Hebrew /waw/ when, so,
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then, thus, thereupon, althoup;h, yet, ho wever, and others, 
adding that "traditional ’And* precisely because it was 
mechanical, only succeeded in suppressing the .full range of 
meaning of Hebrew wav/ and in preventing the translator from 
raaicing clear to the reader the true meaning; of the Hebrew 
verse."

An example of the consequences of the conflicting 
translations of /waw/ may be seen by comparing Gen.31:54-5 
of the iving James and New Jewish Version.^ The former 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.
And early in the morning Laban rose up,
and kissed his sons and his daughters,
and blessed them:
and Lab an d e p ar t e d ,
and returned unto his place.

It is interesting that though this translation renders 
eight instances of /waw/ as and, it felt the overwhelming 
obligation to render the first one then. The NJV, on the 
other hand, reads:

Jacob then offered up a sacrifice on the Height, 
and invited his kinsmen to partake of the meal. 
After the meal,
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they spent the night on the Height.
Early in the morning,
Laban kissed hir; sons and daughters 
and bade them good-bye; 
then Laban left 
on his journey homeward.

2.12. Subordination in the Vulgate and Heptateuch.
It is obvious that the HJV has tried to avoid the charge 
leveled by Orlinsky (p.19) that "the fact that English, un­
like biblical Hebrew, is not coordinate in its sentence 
structure has been generally ignored by previous transla­
tors Orlinsky, of course, is talking about Modern English.

it '

Hut if Old English was really paratactic itwould be closer 
to the Hebrew coordinate structure than Modern English is 
— a fact that might have proved significant had there been 
an Old English translation done from the Hebrew. This specu­
lation aside, However, the fact remains tha'; yifLfric was 
working from a Latin text; and Latin, it is generally be­
lieved, was hypotactic— unquestionably more so than Heb­
rew. Hut whether also more so than Old English is a ques­
tion often alluded to or simply answered in the affirma­
tive, but seldom actually analyzed.

The ubiquity of these affirmations, coirolod. with un­
favorable comparison of Old English to Latin, may be sur­
mised by the occasional scholars who feel called uuon to
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reject the charge. Thus, Andrew (p.07) accents the characteri­
zation of parataxis as "simply a lack of grammatical subordi­
nation such as v/e find in the language of children and some 
primitive peoples,11 but quickly adds that "it is on error 
to think it a characteristic of OE style at any period, 
either in prose or verse." In fact, one of the goals of his 
study is to show that much of what has been thought to be 
paratactic seems that only because of modern editing, and 
"the mere substituion of commas for other stops...is enough 
to make the first sentence subordinate...." (p.'3). And one 
of his conclusions is that poor style is the fault of the 
individual and not inherent in Old English syntactic de­
ficiencies (pp.90-94).

Andrew is thus arguing that the language style of Old 
English is not necessarily as sparing in subordination as 
some scholars suggest, though some individual writers of 
Old English may have personal styles that avoid subordina­
tion. And whereas so much is made of the greater frequency 
of subordination in Latin than in Old English, it is an 
attractive idea to see what a stylist of llfric’s stature 
does when confronted with a Latin text to which he feels 
compelled to be faithful. It is interesting to '.see, there­
fore, whether the Heptateuch and Homilies differ in their 
usage 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 1.61-3. In brief, then, the basic sample texts were 
established for the whole study, as explained in 1.61, 
and by definition no changes are made in that sample. As 
for the features to be considered— these are explained in
2.1. 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 
tendencies and individual comparisons show the particular 
details of style. It was further noted that the nurpose 
of examining subordination and subordinate clauses is to 
establish the presence or absence of features dictated by 
the language in question— language style. Because of these 
two factors this chapter deals almost exclusively with 
statistical statements, referring to individual verses 
only to explain 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 this feature to try to understand 
the source of the difference. This anproach serforce
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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 participle is great 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. Moreover, any in­
sights to be gained from verse by verse comparisons ap­
pear to be guaranteed by the following two chapters.
Thus, comparison 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 Heptateuch and 
Homilies is not as important as whether the two works 
as wholes contain manifestly different types of syntac­
tic constructions. This is especially 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 break 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 mode 
on each unit in the sample. How the units were determined, 
and what the underlying motivation for this approach was, 
as well as what it showed, will be further explained in 
2.314.

2.23. Discussion of Old Latifr.lt was explained in 
section 1.61 that because of the difficulty in determin­
ing the constitution of the Latin 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 Old 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 Hebrew form. And if the 
Old Latin text did indeed use _et and -que 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 iElfric's 
using an Old Latin text, not differing language styles. 
For this reason the Old Latin 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 Old Latin readings were common in 
/ULfric's period, but because it is relevant tq this dis­
cussion a few more words must be added. Two drawbacks 
or difficulties were noted— the problem of establishing 
the exact source and the danger of producing a patchwork 
text. Loth of these are, of course, connected; and a few 
examples of the problem will be instructive.

In the Heptateuch, Gen.1:14-15 reads:
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14a- God CYvEsS 5a so5li.ce:
b- Beo nu leoht on 5®re heofenan fsestnysse, 
o— and todsslan dseg and nihte, 
d- and beon to tacnum and to tidum and to 

dagum and to gearum,
15a- and hi scinon on 5sere heofenan fsestnysse 

b- and alihton 5a eorSan.
Trying only to establish whether the Old English follows 
the Latin in respect to subordination and connection by 
and (the basic questions in this section), one finds the 
following Vulgate text:

1 4 a D i x i t  autem Deus:
b'- Fiant luminaria in firmamento coeli 
c'- et dividant diem ac noctern
d 1- et sint in signa et tempora et dies et annos,

15a'- ut luceant in firmamento coeli 
b'- at illuininent terrain.

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-coordinated and 
this one subordinated. The Heptateuch, however, introduces 
all the verbs with and; in addition, unless one maintains 
that Ailfric did riot always distinguish -on from -en, scinon
a:nd alihton are indicative: 'And they will shine...and will
light.' 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 todsslan (14c)— is it supposed to be 
todselen or todeelon? (The infinitive, todsslan, is the one 
thing it cannot be.) All of this forces one to look for 
an Old Latin reading that may be closer to the Old English. 
The best one finds is:

14a*- Et dixit Deus:
b*- Eiant luminaria in firmamento coeli ita 

ut luceant super terram 
c’*~ Hi. dividant diem ac noctern 
d*- et sint in signis et temporibus et diebus 

et annis,
15a*- et_ sint in splendorem in firmamento coeli ita 

b*- ut luceant super terram.
The et_ dixit of 14a is a more likely source of Alfric's 
5a than is the autem of the Vulgate; but neither source 
accounts for the soSlice. The Old Latin is and-coordina- 
ted at 15a, 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, 14c and 15b are subordinate in the Old 
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 possible to establish 
the most likely source, for example, for Gen.7 :20-21,the
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Heptateuch has:
20- And c5set wseter v-ebs fyftyne fsoma. deop ofer 

oa heahstan dim a.
21a- Hear 6 oa fornumen eal flsesc....

The Vulgate for this passage,
20'- Quindecim cubitis altio fuit aqua. super 

montes 
qnos operverat.

21a ’- Gonsunrptaque est ominis caro.... 
provides a good source for wses deep ofer in fuit altior 
super, and for wearo fornumen in consumpti est (as con- 
transted with adyd and raortua in the next verse). On the 
other hand, the Yulgate has a clause, quos operverat, mis­
sing in the Heptateuch, and merely montes where the Old 
English has he alls tan dun a. These differences are not 
found in the Old Latin, which reads:

20*- quindecim cubitis suoeravlt aqua super 
excelsos monies.

21a*- niortua est omnis caro....
The Old Latin lacks the relative clause as the Heptateuch 
does; and excelsos montes is a perfect source for heahstan 
duna. However, mortua is not as likely as consumpta for 
fornumem, and superavit is less likely than fuit altior 
for wees deop. Here, then, is an instance where it is im- 
posssible to choose one reading over the other.

Many more examples of this type can be given, but
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the r>oint to he made is already clear: vElfric's source 
is not known and cannot be readily— perhaps ever— deter­
mined with anything approaching certainty. For this 
reason, as noted earlier, this investigation will make 
reference to the Old Latin whenever this seems relevant, 
but conclusions will be drawn only from those passages 
where /Elfric 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 independence or subor­
dination . 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
taining 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 aside 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., G-en.2:19ef, 
"...swa Adam hit gecygde, swa is his nama." or 22:l2bc,
"He acwel 5u ’pset cild, ne H n e  hand ne astrece ofer hys 
swuram," 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 5a (5a)...5a...construction, this type is included 
in the present stage of the investigation. Also omitted 
are appositives, such as Gen.3 :20b, "Sa gesceop Adam 
naman his v/if, Eva, 5set is lif,...." and the first clause 
of all direct quotations, e.g., Gen.1:3b, MGod cwseS 5a: 
GewurSe leoht," even though it may be argued that the 
second clause is subordinate; the major consideration in 
rejecting this latter type is that there is no other way 
of introducing direct quotation, and counting the clause 
as siibordinate would falsify the stylistic evidence.

A few examples of classificatory decisions will 
helu show exactly how the technique was apnlied. Gen. 
13:13-14 reads:

13a- Him wses 5a gesa3d swutelice 5urh God: 
b- Wite 5u
c- pset 5 in of spring sceal wunian sel5eodig on 

oSrum earde, 
d- and hi hi yfele geswenca5 
e- and on peowte gebringa5 feower hund geara.



61

14a- Ic deme swa 5eah pa Seoda
b- 3e hi on 5eowte gebringaS,
c- and hi cuma5 sy3oan ongean mid swySlicum sehtum* 

13a is obviously independent, the 3a being an adverb of 
time, 'at that time'. 13b begins a direct quotation and 
is therefore omitted from consideration. 13c is subordinate 
to 13b, wite ou, as the fraet shows. But (d) and (e), which 
are also dominated by ftset of (c), are set aside for the 
moment because they are coordinated by and and re-present 
more subordinate clauses, but not a new subordination struc­
ture. 14a is obviously independent and parallel to wite 
ou; that it is not subordinate to it is clear from the lack 
of and or another Pat ('Know that your offspring shall live 
as strangers...and that I will judge the people....' as op­
posed to the present reading, '.... I, however, will judge 
the people....'). 14b is a relative clause, as 6_e shows,
and subordinate to (a). 14c is independent and parallel
to 14a, but being and-coordinated is set aside.

However, since, as pointed out in 2.11, the Hebrew 
Bible uses and for many purposes that Old English would 
not, it seems significant to note when iELfric uses and 
as something other than a coordinator. Thus, when he 
uses and as a temporal connective, it is counted as an 
independent clause introduction and included in this dis­
cussion. Such is the case, for example, in Gen.3 sic:
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a- Eac sv.ylce seo reeddre wsos geopre Sonne ealle
oa oore nytenu

b- 5e Hod worhte ofer eorSan.
c- And seo nrddre cwseS to Sam wife....

The and here cannot possibly be construed as a coordinator,
and is, on the contrary, clearly equivalent to then in seman-

2tic content, or to so used as an unemphatic connective.
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 7a:

5b- ...Su byst gehaten Abraham,
c- for >am 3e ic Pe gesette manegra j>eoda feeder.

6a- And ic gedo 
b- f>eet Su wyxt,....

7a- and ic sette min wed betwux me and Se....
It is oossible that 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. As reference 
to the Hebrew makes clear, the explanation of the name Abra­
ham is contained only in 5c, which gives the meaning of the

•5name— a play on words in Hebrew, and 6a is therefore taken 
as independent and obviously not coordinate. 7a, however, 
may well be coordinated to 6a: 'And I will make you in­
crease .... and I will set my Pledge between me and you.1 
It is thus not included in the present count. As a rule, 
it may be noted, all cases of similar ambiguity were con­
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sidered coordinate and omitted, in order to make the 
evidence for independent constructions as strict as 
possible. Moreover, because there are these problems 
requiring editorial decisions, Chart 2.1 lists all the 
verses used in this part of the investigation so that 
there is 110 question as to inclusions and exclusions.
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Chart 2.1: Transitional clauses.

2.11. The Heptateuch. 
2.111. Independent.

6a
clause Vulgate 1 ! clause Vulgat
Gen.i:3a -que Gen.7 :19b -que6 a quoque 21a -que7e et 8:13a pnl13 a autem 21a -que15c et 9:28a autem21c et 15:13a -que24c -que 17:3a NC25b et 17a NC27a et 18a -que31d et 22 :1a AP2:1a - - igi.tar 3a pnl15a ergo 4a Lir"21a ergo 6a NO23 a -que 7a NO

3 :4a autem 9a et6 a igitur 9g cumque6f qui lib et20a et 13a NC6 :5a npl 19a -que6 a NO 24:1a . autem6c 11L Num.17:7a LR11a autem 21:4a et
12a cumque 7f -que7:5a ergo 9a ergo7a et Judg.16:2b NO"10c cumque 3a LR11a AP 19a LR17a -que 19d 11L

anLd
Gen.1 :7a et Gen.17:6a -que

16a -que 24a NC
31a -que 27b et

2 :3a. et 21:4a et
3 :1c qui 5a cum
6 :19a et 24:2a -que
7 :1a -que Num.17:1a et

3 a ut 5a NO
6a -que 21:7a LR
19a et 8a et
20a. NC Jude;. 16 :2a cum

and 3a
Gen.l:21a -que Gen. 2 :20a. -que

23a et 6 :13 a 1TC
25 a et 7 :12a et

2 :2a -que 9:29a et
NC' = no~connective " AP = adverb phrase
1T1 = no Latin source LR = loose rendering
(Latin subordinates are underlined.)
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Chart 2.1: 'Transitional clauses (cont

2.11. The iJeutateuch (cont .).
2.111. Indei^endent (cont.) •

other connectives
clause connective Yu 1 yate
C-en.l :20a eac swylce etiam

24a eac swylce quoque
2 :7a eornostlice igitur

17a soolice autem
18a eac swylce quoque
19a. soSlice igitur
19e soolice enim
20b soolice vero

3 :1a eac swylce sed
21a © ctC quoque

6:7cl soolice enim
8 a soOlice vero
14 a nu 14C
17a efne ecce
20a eac NO
21a witodlice igitur
22a soolice igitur

7:1c soolice enim
4 a soolice enim
8 eac swylce quoque
18c witolice oorro

8 :21e eornostlice igitur
9 :3a eft quoque
15a oonne -que

15:14a swa oesh verumtamen
15a soolice autem

17:1a eft NO
15a eac quoque
23 a soolice au t em

22:11c s one. qui
15a eft autem2/1 • A p, t.j. 9 <.j. Cs., DC sed

Nutii. 17: 5 b o onne NO
21:6 a. for oam oingon oua.mobrem

7 cl ac NO
Judq.16:1a a-jfter oisum quoque

no connective (•#• Yulya te if preecu
Yen. 1:27b Gen.6:9a Gen.9• 1 ° p4 «—27c 9b 13 a2:17b 9c 14 a18 c 13 c 17a23 c 15b 15 :16a25a (autem) 16a 16b

T>:2a (cui) 16 c 17 :1c17a (vero) 17e 5 a.17;'' 18a (-que) 19 a.18a 7:2a (sed) 11b18a 8 :21d 12a2"a(et) 9 :11b lib

C:-e:a. 1 "

(au t era ) 
(enim)

Hum. 21 
Jud .fr,. 1

:16a (et) 
I6d. (-que ) 
17e(et) 
19a(et) 
:5c 
718 a (autem) 
12a(-que) 
17c 
2 5 6
6 :2d(at)
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clause

2.11. The Heptateuch (cont.). 
2.112. Subordinat e. 

type clause type
Hept. Vulg. Hept. Vul ~.

1 :7c rel rel Gen.7:23 a rel and
7d rel rel 8:13d that that
21b rel rel 21f as as
2ld that that 9:10a rel rel
25c that that 11a that and
26d rel rel 12b rel rel
31b rel rel 13b that indep

2:2b rel rel 14a temu temp
2d rel rel 15b that and
3c cause cause I6d rel rel
3d rel rel I6e rel rel
15c that that 17b rel rel
17b temp temp 12:3b rel prpl
19b rel prpl 3d rel prpl
19c that that 15:13e that that
19d mi sc misc 14b rel(S) rel(0)
21b temp temp 15b temp NL
21e rel NP 17:1a temp temp
22b rel rel 5c cause cause
23d cause cause 6b that SA

3:1b rel rel 7b that that
le that that 10b rel rel
2b rel rel 10c that indep
3a rel rel 12c though et
3c that that 14a rel(S) rel(0)
3e lest lest 14c cause cause
4c though NL 16c rel rel
5b that that 17d that that
5c temp temp 18c that that
6b that that 23b as as
6c misc NL 24b temp indep
17b cause cause 27a rel NL
17d rel rel 21:4b as as
17e that that 22:2c rel rel
19b temp temp 4a temp AP
19c rel rel 4b rel NL
19d cause cause 9b rel rel
20c cause cause 9e as NL
23b that that 9f t emu NL
23d rel rel 10b that that

6 :5b that that 11a misc NL
6b that that 12e that that
7c rel rel 18b cause cause
7e that SA 24:2b rel rel
12b that SA 3b that that
12c cause parens 3c rel rel
17b that that 4b rel NL
17 c rel rel Num.17:4b rel rel
17d rel rel 5a rel rel
19b that that 7b as NL
20b that that 2l:5d that that
21b rel rel 7c cause cause
21c that and 7e that that
22b rel reT 8d rel ppl

7:4c rel rel 8g misc NL
5b rel rel 9c rel ppl
6b temp temp Judg.16:2c rel NL
9a as as 2e misc prpl
10a temu NL 3e as NP
21b rel rel 19a temp indep
22a rel(S) rel(0)

rel = relative clause 
temp = temporal clause 
misc = miscellaneous type 
ppl “ past participle 
prpl ® present participle

NP = noun phrase 
NL = no Latin source 
SA ■ subject accusative 
AP = adverb phrase
(Latin independents are underlined.)
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Chart 2.1: Transitional clauses.

2.12. The Catholic Homilies.
2.121. Independent.

oa
section CH clause , section CH clause
G-en.l :31 II.206.6a Gen.7:1-5 1.22.5a

2:15-17 1.12.32 tl 1.22.6
2:18-25 I.14.17b II I.22.8a
it I.14.22c 15 :12-16 II.190.16b
n 1.14.25 72.1-13 II.60.20c
2 :20-22 II.58.20b !? II.60.26a
3 :l-6 1.16.32 It 11.60.27
ii I.16.34b U II.60.31b
n 1.18.1c If 11.60.33
ii 1.18.10b If 11.62.2a
ii I.18.12b If 11.62.4a
3:6 1.176.23a If 11.62.13
3 :17-21 I.18.19a Num.17:1-8 II.18.14b
3 :19 1.300.7b 21:6-9 II.238.11a
6:5-15 I.20.21a U II.238.12b
ti 1.20.23 II II.238.15a
ii I.20.26a Judg.16:l-3 I.226.24b
it I.20.27a ii 1 .226.25c
7:1-5 1.22.la

an.d
G-en.2 :7 I.20.17b Gen.17:10-16 I.92.2b

2:15-17 1.12.31a ii I.92.6a
2 :18-25 114.16b Num.17:1-8 II.8.13
17:1-7 I.90.22b

Gen.l:3ff 
1:25-27 
1:26-27 
1:31-2:3

and
1.16.4b 
1.12.28 
1.288.14 
I.14.32b

oa
G-en. 2 :18-2 5(I

3:1-6 
3 :6

1.14.13 I.14.20a 
1.18.11 
I.176.21b
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2.12. The Catholic Homilies (cont.).
2.121. Independent (cont.).

other connectives
section CH clause connective
Gen.l:3ff 1.16". la eft

It 1.16.3b eft
II I.16.6b ealswa eft
II 1.16.8 ac
II I.16.9s ac
2:7 1.20.15 ac
2:18-25 I.14.8c ac
3 :1-6 I.18.2c ac
II I.18.6a ac
II 1.18.8 5eah
3:6 11.220.1 witodlice
6:5-15 I.20.28 ac
ii 1.20.31 nu r— "15:12-16 11.190. 20 soolice
17:10-16 1.92.9a and 83fter osere sprsace
ii I.92.9b on 5am ylcan dssge
22:1-13 11.60.18 on Seere >riddan ylde
ii II . 60.23a efne
it II.60.35b nu
ii 11.62.5 aefter Sissum
it 11.62.10 soSlice

Judg*l6;l-3; 1.226.27a ac
no connective

section CH clause section CH clause
Gen.l:3ff 1.14.39a Gen .6:5-15 1.-20.34ii 1.16.10 It 1.20.36

1:14-16 1.100.9 7:1-5 I.22.lib
1 :26-27 I.288.13a IT I.22.12b
1:31-2:3 I.14.29a M 1.22.14
II 1.14.34 8:13 11.58.32
2:15-17 I.14.la 12:3 11.12.23
2:18-25 1.14.24a 17:1-7 I.90.18
2 :20-22 II.58.20a ii 1.90.19
II 11.58.24 ii I.90.?lc
2:21-23 II.8.22 ii I.90.24a
jr II.8 .23 ii 1.90.26
if II.8.24b ii 1.90.28
3 :l-6 I . 18 . Ob ii 1.90.31
II 1.18.5b 17:10-16 I.92.1b
3:6 1.176.17a i? I.92.3b! 1 1.176.18 17:14a I.94.14a1! 1.176.23b 21:5 1.92.20
3:17-18 II.254.7b 22 :1-13 II.60.24b
3 :17-21 I.18.17a it 11.60.29
II I.18.18a 24:1-4 II.234.24b
3 :18 11.406.5 Hum . 1 7 : 1 - 8 II.8.10
3:19 1.300.7a 21:6-9 11.238.10
If 1.300.8c ii 11.238.14
3:23 1.118.24 ii II.238.20a
6:5-15 1 . 20.32 it II.238.20b

Judg.16:19 I.488.7
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2.12. The Catholic Homilies (cont.).
2.122. Sub ordinate.

section CH clause type section CH clauses type
3-en.l :3ft I.16.3a clS Gen. 6:5-15 1.20.25c thatTT I.16.4a that 11 I.20.26b rel1? I.16.6a rel I! 1.20.30 cause11 1.16.10 temp T! 1.20.35 that

1:14-16 I.100.10b that 7:1-5 1.22.lb as
1:31-2:3 I.14.32a cause 11 I.22.7a reln I .14.33a rel II 1.22.7b rel
2:7 1.20.14 rel II I.22.8b thatit 1.20.16 rel II I.22.lib tempu 1.20.18 temp I! 1.22.13 that
2:15-17 I.12.34a rel 8:13 11.58.35 relit 1.12.35 rel 12:3 11.12.24 tempIt I.14.la cause 15:12-16 11.190.18 that!l 1.14.2a if 17:1-7 1.90.25 that
2:18-25 1.14.14 that II 1.90.29 thatM 1.14.15 temp 11 1.90.30 thatII 1.14.18a that 17:10-16 I.92.1a tempIt 1.14.20a temp 1? I.92.2a rel11 1.14.22b mi s c 1! I.92.3a cause!! I.14.24c cause It 1.92.4 cause11 1.14.26b cans e II I.92.6c rel
2 :20-22 ll.58.21 that 17:14 1.94.13 rel

11.58.25 rel ii I.94.14b cause
2:21-23 11.8.24c that 21:5 1.92.21 temp
3 :1-6 I.16.34a rel 22:1-13 II.60.19b that; j 1.18.1a that it 11.60.22 relu 1.18.1b if ii II.60.23a tempIt I.18.2b o oc-b ii 11.60.25 rel11 I.18.3a if ii II.60.31a t emuII I.18.12cl misc ii II.60.32b that
3:6 I.176.17b temp it if.62.lb thattt 1.176.19a temp ii II.62.7 cause
ii 1.176.19b temp ii 11.62.12 causeit I.176.21a if 24:1-4 II.234.24b tempit 1.176.22 temp ii 11.234.27 thatii 1.176.24a temp it 11.234.28 thatn II.220.2 t emo it 11.234.29 relii II.330.32b mi s c hum.17:1-8 II.8.11 thatii 11.330.33 rel ii II.8.14a rel
3 :17-18 II.254.8 cause 21:6-0 11.238.9b t empIt II.406.6a temp it II.238.11b relII 11.406.6b rel. it II.238.15a that
3 :17-21 1.18.14 cause ii II.288.16b that11 I.18.16a rel ii II.258.17b that
3 :19 1.300.7a temp !! 11.2 3 8.18 S, rel
3 :23 1.118.26 temu II IT. 2 8 8.18b thatii 1.118.27 temp J udp .16 :l-3 I. 226.25a that
6:9-19 1.20.25c that ii I.226.25b rel!1 I.20.25b that

rol = relative clause 
temp = temporal clause

misc = miscellaneous type
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2.311* Heptateuch, vs. Homilies. The distribution 
of transitions1 clauses listed in Chart 2.1 is systemati­
cally presented in Tahle 2.1.

Table 2.1. Distribution of Transitional Clauses.
Heptateuch Homilies

_independent
8a 56 37and 22 7and 5a 8 8
other 36 22
parataxis 47 53total 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;

Homilies has 224 relevant 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 independent 
clauses in the Heptateuch sample are composed of 86 oc­
currences of 5a, and, and and 5a, 36 of other connectives, 
and 47 with no overt connectives; that is, 50.8$, 21.3$, 
and 27.8$, respectively. The Homilies, on the other hand, 
contains 127 independent clauses, composed of 52 cases 
introduced by oa, and and and 5a, 22 by other connectives, 
and 53 with no overt manifestation, or 40.9$, 17.3$, and 
41.7$, respectively. The great discrepancy in the two
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works in relation to the number of clauses lacking overt 
connectives seems significant— expecially when it is re­
membered that one often mentioned characteristic of Old 
English is parataxis. Whether the increased use of connec­
tives in the Heptateuch is due to Latin influence will be 
discussed in the next section.

Similarly interesting results are found when the sub­
ordinate clauses are subdivided. Of the 121 subordinate 
clauses in the Heptateuch, 50, or 41.3b, are relative 
clauses, while 25 of 97, or only 25.8$, are such in the 
Homilies, Subordinates introduced by 5set (e.g., 'said 
that....’) occur 33 times in the Heptateuch, for 27.3$, 
and in the Homilies 29 times, for 29.9b. Likewise, 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 (5.8b) 
against 3 (3.1$), respectively. On the other hand, there 
is a considerable difference in the occurrence of temporal 
clauses, with 13 (10.7$) in the Heptateuch and 21 (21.6$) 
in the Homilies. A final, though minor, differences is 
that the Heptateuch has two concessives introduced by 
5eah and one conditional with Si lass oe (2.5$), while the 
Homilies has none of these, but does have four conditionals 
with gif (4.1b), a type lacking in the Heptateuch. Obvious­
ly, the numbers involved in these latter cases are too 
small to be significant by themselves, but these and the
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more impressive differences suggest that some outside 
force is influencing .Llfric’s choices in one work as 
opposed to the other. Whether the Latin text is in­
fluencing 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 absence; second, re­
garding the details of the relevant clauses.

In respect to the first consideration it was found 
that 14 independent clauses in the Heptateuch answer to 
subordinates in the Vulgate, and 9 subordinates to inde­
pendents. In addition, 2 independents and 13 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 departure from the Latin 
is easily explained, Thus, of the 290 relevant clauses 
in the Heptateuch, all but 38, or 13.1^, follow the Vul­
gate in regard to iElfric's choice of making them indepen­
dent or subordinate.

Of the 251 remaining clauses— those following 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 
express purpose of making the comparison as strict as 
possible. Thus, taking both of these groups of differen­
ces, there still remains 71.Oh of the relevant clauses 
in the Heptateuch that follow the Vulgate even in matters 
of phrasing 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 explained. rthese fall into two 
groups: those that depart slightly from the Vulgate and 
those that are probably based on a variant Old Latin 
text.

2.5121. Vulgate. Among the subordinate clauses lis­
ted as dissimilar from their Vulgate sources, three (Gen. 
6:7e, 6:12b, 17:6b) are introduced by 5set and answer to 
the subject accusative construction in the Vulgate:

6 :7d- me of3ing3 soSlice 
e- 5;ut ic hi worhte. 

d'- poenitet enim me 
e ’- fecisse eos.

6:12a- La geseah God
b- Sast seo eorSe wns gewemmed.
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a 1- ...vidisset Dens 
b '- terrain esse corruptam.

17:6a- And ic gedo 
b- >cet 8u wyxt. 

a'- Baciamque
b'- te crescere vehernentissime.

Though it was possible in Old English, as in Modern, to 
say, for example, "I will make you grow," it was much 
more common to do what iElfric has done here. Therefore, 
whereas we must admit that VLlfric 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, though pos­
sible, in Old English. The passages are Gen.12:3b and d, 
Hum.21:8d and 9c, and Judg.l6:2e:

12:3a- Ic gebletsige 8a 
b- l̂e 8e bletsia8 . 

a ’- Benedicam
b'- benedicenlibus tibi.

12:3c- and ic awyrige 8a 
d- pe 3e wyriac. 
c'- et maledicam
d'- maledicentibus tibi.

21:8d- and se 8e tosiiten beo....
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d q u i  percussus....
21:9c- ...and pa 5e toslitene WEeron.... 

c ’- ... quern, cum percu ssi....
I6:2d- ...woldon dine geniman,

e- mid )>am pe he ut eode on serne mergen, 
f- and hine ofslean. 

d'- lit facto 
e '- mane exeuntem 
f 1- occiderent.

It is obvious that rendering these -participles into Old 
English would severely strain the syntax of that language, 
though again it is possible. Further analysis of Hum. 21:8 
and 9 will be found below, Section 3.21; how far i&fric was 
willing to strain Old English syntax to render past partici­
ples will be seen in Chapter 3; the same for present par­
ticiples is in Section 4.1.

Further, three dissimilar subordinates and two inde­
pendents are the result of the contrast in felxibility be­
tween Latin qui and Old English Se.

The three subordinate clauses show the tendency of 
English— from the earliest period and still gaining in 
popularity— to avoid preposed inflected relative pronouns, 
e.g., "in/for/to whom.11 Faced with this construction in 
the Latin, .••LLfric has in each case rearranged the clause 
to make the Latin oblique forms into the subject of the 
English rendering:
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Gen.7 :22a- and ale 3inge
5e lif hsefde 

b- wear5 adyd.... 
a ’- et cuncta,

in qui bus soiraculum vitas est in terra,
b'- mortua sunt.

15:14a- Ic deme swa 5eah pa Seoda 
I!® 2S Seowte gebringaS. 

a'- ...gentem,
Clli servituri sunt,

ego iudicabo.

17:14a- Se werhades man
>e ne by5 emsniden on l̂ am 

flaesce hys fylmenes, 
b- hys sawul by3 adylegod.... 
a*- Mascuius,

cuius •prseuutii caro circumcisa 
non fuerit, 

b delebitur anima ilia....
Clearly, the changes that HLfric made in these verses 
must be considered very minor in light of the wrenched 
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 La.tin and English, see
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Section 4.4.)
The difference in syntactic occurrence between qui 

and 5e accounts for two instances of Latin subordinates 
being translated as independents (Gen. 3 sic and 6f ):

3:1a- Eac swylce seo nasddre wsss geapre 5one 
ealle 5a oore nytenu.... 

c- And seo naddre cwse5 to 5am wife: 
a 1- Sed et serpens erat callidor cunctis 

animantibus terra... 
c ’“ dixit ad mulierein:

6a- Da geseah 5eet wif... 
e- and sealde hyre were: 
f- he set 5a. 

a.'- Yidit igitur mulier... 
e ’- deditque viro suo, 
f '- qui comedit.

While Modern English could render the latter verse accord­
ing to the Latin, ’she gave her husband, who ate1, this 
possibility does not seem to have been available in Old 
English; moreover, even Modern English cannot render the 
first verse verbatim. Thus, then;e two instances of Alfric’s 
departure from the structure of the Latin show again his 
awareness of "Ssere smsce fandunge."

Two more cases of this type must be mentioned, though 
in these it is not at all certain that the Latin is itself
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subordinate, since in one (Gen.3 :2a) cui follows a quo­
tation and refers back to the sneaker, and in the other 
(22:11c) qui follows a quotation and refers to anerson 
named therein. In both cases, the structure can hardly 
be called a relative clause and may actually be an inde­
pendent usage of qui:

lc- And seo naddre cwse5 to Sam wife: 
d- Hwi forbead God eow
e- Sset ge ne set on of gel con treowe binnan Para- 

disum?
2a- Feet wif andwyrde....

Ic'- Qui dixit ad mulierein....
2a'- Cui respond!t mulier....

22:11b- 5a clypode Codes engel..., Abraham] 
c- He andwyrde sona. 

b ’- Et ecce Angelus Domini... cl am avit, dicens: 
Abraham, Abraham. 

c •- Qui respondit....
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 criteria were two instances (Gen.8 :13a and 22:3a) 
where a Latin present participle used temporally is rendered 
5a, independent, whereas a verbatim translation night have 
used 5a 5a...oa:
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8:13a- Ba geonenode Hoe 5ses arces hrof, 
b- and behold ut 
c- and geseah.... 

a'- Igitur aperiens Noe tectum arc® 
b'- aspexit 
c '- viditque....

22:3a- Abraham 5a aras on paere ylcan nihte 
b- and ferde .... 
a'- Igitur Abraham de nocte consurgens... 
b ’- abiit....

It must be admitted, however, that the latter verse has 
several other departures from the Latin. (See Section
4.1.)

Finally, there are certain cases in which Jilfric 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 how often, if at all, yElfric sacrificed clarity to the 
requirement of retaining the "gastlice andgyt." Thus, it 
is well to note several minor changes iElfric makes and see 
if the reason for them is easily found.

At Gen.6 :12c yflfric 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 of the parenthesis:
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a- Ba geseah God 
b- fet seo eorSe wses gewemmed,
c“ ^or San cSe sic flsec gewemde his weg ofer

eorSan. 
a'- ...vidisset Deus 
b'- terrain esse corruptam
c'- (omnis quippe caro corrupuerat viam suam 

super terrain)....
Likewise, at Gen. 9:13b iElfric explains 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- Bis biS Seet tacn mines weddes
b- Sst ic do betwux me and eow and eallum

libbendum nytenum on ecum msgSum,
13a- Sset is,

b- 5set ic sette rninne renbogan on wolcnura.
12a'- Hoc signum foederis

b'- quod do inter me et vos, et ad omnem animam
viventem, qus est vobiscum in generaliones 
seinpiternas:

13b1- Arcum me urn oonam in nubibus.
It should be noticed that for the sake of argument both 
13a 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 independent, not having a 
hypotactic connection to the previous verse; nonetheless,
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it is obvious how little the Old English departs from, the 
Latin.

A second type of revision that Alfric sometimes made, 
though 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 types, Slfric sometimes shortened the sentence. 
Thus, in G-en.7:23, after having just said that all men, 
women, birds, animals, insects, and living things were de­
stroyed by the flood, the Vulgate goes on to say:

Et delevit omnem substantiam, 
qu$ erat super terram,

ab bomine usque ad oecus, 
tarn reptile quam volucres coeli: 

et deleta sunt de terra: 
remansit autem solus Noe, 
et qui cum eo erant in area.

For this jfclfric has only the last clause, which he connects 
to the previous sentence:

22a- And selc Singe Se lif hsefde
b- wearS adyd on Sam deopan flode,

23- but on Sam anum Se binnan Sam arce wseron. 
Similarly, Alfric suortens G-en.9:10 because the same list
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is a more integral part of the next verse:
9- Efne nu ic sette min wed...

10- ...to eallum libbendum nytenum....
9'- Ecce ego statuam pactum meum...

10'- ...ad omnem animam viventem, 
quae est vobiscum,

tam in volucribus quam in iumentis, 
et pecudibus terr-e cunctis,
...et universis bestiis terras.

It remains to be said that, of the remaining cases 
in which the Old English differs from the Latin, most 
are cases in which the Latin or Old 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 constructions, but 
it is necessary to stress that because this investigation 
is concerned with such a particular detail one must not 
lose sight of what is meant by difference: for the purposes 
of this computation two clauses are different if one has 
a manifest connective and the other docs 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 Old English among the independent clauses, 29 are 
differences in connectives: 16 cases in which the Old Eng­
lish has a connective where the Latin does not; 13 where
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the Old English does not and the Latin does. The comp­
lete significance of the difference— both major and minor 
— will be discussed after the comparison of the Vulgate 
to the Old Latin readings.

2.3122. Old Latin Readings. The problems and uncer­
tainty involved in any attempt at establishing which Old 
Latin readings Elfric may have had available have already 
been discussed (Section 2.2), and, as explained, the basis 
of the investigation will remain the Vulgate. Nonetheless, 
it is worthwhile to take brief notice of some old Latin 
readings which, if available to iElfric, v/ould explain a 
number of differences between the Heptateuch and Vulgate, 
though it must be remembered that no atterupt is being made 
here to prove that iHfric did indeed have these variants.

Therefore, keeping 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 Old Latin verses. Gen.9 :15b was 
given as an instance in which the Heptateuch was subordin­
ate and the Vulgate independent:

a- And ic beo gemyndig mines weddes wiS eow, 
b- osst henonforo ne by5 flod to adyldienne 

ea.ll flaesc. 
a ’- Et recordabor foederis mei vobiscum: 
b ’- et_ non erunt ultra aquae diluvii ad delendum 

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

a*- et rnemorero testamenti mei...
b*- ut non perdam aquis diluvii oranen carnem.

The obvious drawback of this verse, however, is that in 
other ways— e.g., the lack of infinitive of purpose, and 
the differing subject— it is less similar than the Vulgate 
to the Heptateuch.

Three examples that are much more likely to have been 
based on Old Latin readings are ones in which the Heptateuch 
has more than appears in the Vulgate. In two of these (Gen. 
2:19b and 2le) the Heptateuch has a clause and the Vulgate 
only a phrase; in one (Gen.6 :12c) the Heptateuch has a sub- 
ordinator not in the Vulgate. In all three cases Old Latin 
readings come very close to the Heptateuch:

19a- God soplice gelsdde 8a nytenu,
He H®. ££, eor&an gesceop, and Ssere lyfte 

fugelas to Adame, 
c- 8aet he foresceawode 
d- hu he hi gecygde.

b’-  Formatis igitur, Lominus Leus, de hump cunctis 
animantibus terras, et universis volatilibus 
coeli,

a 1- adduxit ea ad Adam,
c'~ ut videret
d ’- quid vocaret ea.
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b*- jet qusscumque finixit cleus ad hue de terra 
oranes bestias agri et omnia volatilia
cseli

a*- et adduxit ilia ad Adam
c*- utvLderet
d*- quid vocaret ilia.

21c- 3a genarn he an rib of his sidan 
d- and gefylde mid flsesce 
e- 5ser 5set rib wees. 

c ’- tulit unam de costis eius 
d'- et replevit camem 
e pro ea.
c*- et sumsit deus unam de costis eius 
d*- et supplevit carnem 
e*- in locum ipsius.

In both of these it seems clear that the clause in the 
Heptateuch is more easily traced to the Old 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 2.3121, includes 
a subordinator not found in the Vulgate; and, while it is 
possible to reconcile this with /dlfric's general practice 
(as was done above), it is worth noting that he may have 
been following an Old Latin version:

a*- et vidit dominus deus terram
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b*- quia corrupta erat
valĉe quia corruperat omnis caro via.ni eius 

surer t err am.
It should also be noted that this rending accounts likewise 
for the subordinate clause in clause (b) in the Heptateuch 
in contrast to the subject accusative in the Vulgate (though 
this difference too may be easily explained, as in 2.3121):

a- Da geseah Hod
b- Sset seo eorSe wos gewemmed.... 

a f- ...vidisset Deus 
b'~ terrain esse corrupt am....

A final example where the Old Intin may account for a 
difference between subordinate clauses in the Heptateuch 
and Vulgate is 17:12c:

b- ...geboht Peowa beo yrasniden, 
c- peah he ne beo eowres cynnes. 

b'~ ...emptitius circumcidetur, 
c’- et quicumque 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 Old Latin subordinate clause, as 
opposed to the coordinate clause in the Vulgate: viz., 
both the Heptateuch and Old Latin have 'not of your family’ 
modi lying 'bought slave’ of the previous clause; the Vul­
gate introduces ’not of y-ur family’ as an additional
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group of people, coordinate with 'bought slave'. But 
in this case too, thou h the Old Latin seems a more pro­
bable source of the Old English, a drawback exists in 
that the Old 1 hin is a relative clause and the Old Eng- 
list, while subordinate, is not relative.

As for the fourteen independent clauses in the Hep­
tateuch answering to subordinates in the Vulgate, two 
seem very probably to be based on Old Latin while another 
two may be. Gen.6:1?, a verse which was already sn.own to 
have a probable source in the Old Latin for two differen­
ces between the Heptateuch and Vulgate, reads in the Old 
English:

a- Da geseah God
b- 3cet seo eor5e was gewemmed....

The Vulgate for this is
a'- Cumque vidisset Deus 
b'- terram esse corruptam....

But the Old Latin has a much closer reeding: 
a*~ _et vidit dominus deus terram 
b*- quia corrupta erat....

Likewise probably from the Old Latin is the independent 
clause at 17:11b:

a- And ge emsniSaS poet flsesc eowres fylmenes; 
b- past beo tacn mines weddes betwux me and eow. 

(past is being taken as the demonstrative pronoun. ) The 
Vulgate for this verse has a subordinate clause of rur-
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nose; but one Old Latin version has a coordinate clause 
that may be the source of /filfric's frset:

a 1- St circumcidetis camera prseputii vestri, 
b ’- ut sit in signum foederis inter me et vos. 
b*- ... at erit in signutn testament....

Of the tv/o clauses that may be following Old Latin 
readings, one (Gen.21:5a) is problematic because it has 
asuects other than its subordination that seem closer to 
the Vulgate, and the other (22;9g) because the whole pas­
sage is not close enough to any one text to answer for 
all its details:

4a- And on Pam eahtedan ctege hyne eac ymsnaS, 
b- swa swa God him bebead.
5a- And he sylf wses 8 a hundwintre.

4a1- Et circumcidit eum octavo die, 
b ’- Cum centum esset anno rum hac quippe estate 

patris natus est Isaac.
4a*- et tunc circumcidit Abraham puerum die octava.
5a*- Abraham autem erat annorum centum 

quand genuit Isaac,
It is obvious that, though the Old Latin will account for 
5a, it will not account for the subordinate clause l.n 4b.
As for 22:9g, the three versions are;

g- He geband pa hys sunu. 
g !- cumque alligasset Isaac filium suum.... 
g*- ...et alligavit redes Isaac filio suo....
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To avoid extended comment, suffice to say that many other 
difficulties prevent one from a firm conclusion that this 
Old Latin verse— as close as it is to the Heptateuch— is 
definitely the source .Blfric was following. At this point 
it might also he remarked that just this type of uncertainty 
was given earlier as the reason that establishing HILfric * s 
source would not be a goal of this investigation.

2.313. Analysis of Latin Influence. The question was 
raised in Section 2.311 as to whether the difference be­
tween the Heptateuch and Homilies could be attributed to 
Latin influence. Using the material presented In Section 
2.312, an answer to that question may be attempted.

In the inirial comparison of the subordinate clauses 
in the two Old English versions it was found that overall 
the two had an equal percentage of the total number of re­
levant clauses subordinate (41.7 for the Heptateuch; 43.3 
for the Homilies), but that they differed considerably in 
regard to relative and temporal clauses, with 41.3'n of all 
subordinates being relatives in the Heptateuch against 
only 25.81- in the Homilies, and 21.6-o temporals in the 
Homilies contrasted with only 10.70’ in the Heptateuch. 
Comparison of the Heptateuch to the Vulgate shows that of 
the 50 relative clauses in the Old English only 35 answer 
to relatives .In the Vulgate. But it will then be noticed 
that 11 of the 15 not clearly following the Vulgate were
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explained in the preceding section as either easily ac­
counted. for in terms of the Vulgate or as probably fol­
lowing the various Old Latin readings. 'J-'hus, in reality,
46 of the 50 relative clauses in the Heptateuch can be 
shown to have either definite (35 cases) or probable (11 
cases) sources in hllfric’s Latin text, making the differ­
ence in regard to relatives in the Heptateuch and Homilies 
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
ence in temporal clauses. As noted before, the Heptateuch 
has considerably fewer temporals than the Homilies, with 
only 13, or 10.7/''. Yet it is to be noticed that six of 
these do not answer to temporals in the Vulgate or Old 
Latin and do not lend themselves to easy explanations.
Thus, it may be argued that in his personal style AHfric 
uses more temporals than he uses in the Heptateuch, and, 
though he tried to follow his source and limit himself, 
found it necessary to abandon his text six times to add 
temporals or change existing ones to fit his style. While 
it may seem to contradict our contention to claim that 
Llfric abandoned the Latin source, it does not; it shows 
that the Latin is what kept the number of temporals to a 
minimum. The number would have been even less if ...l.fric
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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 Heptateuch and Homilies 
regarding the number of independent clauses havin'T no mani­
fest connective, no satisfying analysis presents itself. As 
pointed out, the Homilies has 41.7H of its independent clau­
ses without connectives while the Heptateuch has only 27.3$. 
Moreover, it was noted that the Heptateuch has 16 connectives 
where the 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 convincing about how closesly AlLfric 
followed the Latin in his choice of connectives. But it 
may be fair to say that considering the remainder of the 
independent clauses the percentage of clauses lacking mani­
fest connectives would have been higher in the Old English 
if it had been higher in the Vulgate.

Finally it must be noted that of the 14 independent 
clauses answering to subordinates in the Vulgate, 7 are 
accounted for in Section 2.312, and likewise 4 of the 9 
subordinates answering to independents, liras, using the 
strictest possible criteria we find that of the 272 clau­
ses in the Heptateuch with identifiable sources in the 
Latin all but 23, or 91. H, A follow the Latin in being in­
dependent or subordinate; using the more lenient criteria 
of lection 2.312, all but 12, or 95.6!3 follow the Latin
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in this respect. These figures become very interesting 
and seminal when it is remembered that in regard to amounts 
of subordination both the Heptateuch and Homilies were sub­
stantially the same— yet the Heptateuch is clearly follow­
ing the Latin at least 92% of the time that there is a 
Latin source. Moreover, of the 265 Latin clauses 1isted 
in Chart 2.1 (counting participial 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— -almost exactly the same as the 
58.3% and 41.7%, respectively, for the Heotateuch. This 
raises the very strong nossibility, suggested in Sections 
1.51 and 1.62, that there is such a thing as language style, 
and, even more fascinating, text style: it may well be that 
the requirements of narrative predetermined the amounts of 
subordination.

2.914. 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 if the same results occur in any narrative, no mat­
ter what size it is or what topic it is handling, for 
this pur cose the samples from both Old English worlcs were 
divided according to topic, with certain thematically un­
clear sentences joined to the episode closest in nature j 
for example, the one sentence about Isaac’s birth and cir-
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curacision (Gen. 21:4-5) was (ioined to the larger discus­
sion of circumcision (Gen.17). The basic criteria used 
for determining when a story began or ended were chanter 
divisions, iiLfric's handling 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 feeling the story seemed to be finished.
In this way the material was subdivided into nine epi­
sodes varying in length from 5 clauses to 108 and from one 
sentence (Gen.24:1-4) to four chapters: the story of crea­
tion and the fall; the flood; Abraham's blessing; the coven­
ant of circumcision; the binding of Isaac; the servant's 
oath to Abraham; the miracle of Aaron's rod; the fiery 
serpents; Samson.

Chart 2.2: Subordination by sections.
Section Number of Clauses

Heptateuch Homilies
title chapter total sub. ‘gsub. total sub. ysub.
creation 1,2,3 90 40 44.4 108 47 43.5flood 6—9 87 33 37.9 30 13 43.3Abraham 12,15 10 5 50.0 5 2 40.0
covenant 17,21 37 16 43.2 2? 11 40.7Isaac 22 27 10 37.0 24 9 37.5oath 24 7 4 57.1 5 4 80.0
Aaron Num.17 7 3 42.9 5 2 40.0
sercents Num.21 14 6 42.9 14 7 50.0
Samson Judg.lG 11 4 36.3 6 2 40.0
TOTAL 290 121 2241 97 .....

As improbable as the suggestion of text style may 
have sounded initially, Chart 2.2 shows that it is to be
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taken as a serious possibility, for except for one in­
stance each of 80/o and 57 •!'£ the percentage of suborina- 
tion in the eighteen treatments of the nine tonics always 
fails between 36 and 30P, a spread of less than Ipp in 
sixteen texts varying in theme, size, and purpose (eimht 
being translations, eight paraphrases). I,lore over, it is 
possible to explain away the instances of 80'g and 97.1p 
by pointing out that they both occur in the oath that 
Abraham makes his servant take— and this is not techni­
cally a narrative, being one sentence of admonition.

This latter argument is admittedly something of an 
excuse, but it calls o.ttention to a. very interesting fact 
about Chart 2.2. V/hen the episodes are taken separately, 
it will be found that the percentages in the Heptateuch 
and Homilies for the individual episodes vary no more 
than 10:.) (ignoring the servant episode); in fact, a differ­
ence of more than Q/> occurs only twice, with the usual 
spread being closer to 4Y°. ‘./hat this suggests is that- 
some thing about the topic of each section in particular, 
and about narrative in general, determined the choice of 
subordination, making subordination, therefore, an aspect 
of text style.

2.32. Humber of Subordinate clauses. In the previous 
section, as ./Ointed out in 2.31, we were concerned only 
with the number of subordination structures. In this sec­
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tion attention will turn to the percentage of subordinate 
clauses to the total, meaning that now all clauses coordi­
nated by and will be considered. The reason for this divi­
sion is not that there was any predisposition to finding 
a particular result; nor was there any thought that a dif­
ferent result 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 particular connective or subordinator 
did not seem as important as the percentage of independent 
and subordinate 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 a simplified sample, in this section we will limit 
analysis to either verification or disproof of the initial 

suggestions. And for this reason the discussion here will 
follow the pattern of the previous one, only this time in­
cluding those clauses omitted from Chart 2.1. The number 
of independent and subordinate and-coordinated clauses is 
given in Chart 2.9.

Chart 2.3. And-coordinated clauses.
' Heptateuch Homilies

independent 120 80
subordinate 9 15
TOT AT, 129 103
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2.321. Heptateuch vs. Homilies, As Ob.art 2.3 shows,
129 and-coordinated clauses apt)ear in the Heptateuch sari ole, 
120 of them in independent constructions and 9 in subordi­
nate, and 103 in the Homilies, 88 independent and 15 subor­
dinate. 'when added to the number of clauses dealt with in 
the previous section, this makes 419 in all for the Hepta-
t euch, with 289 independent and 130 subordinate, and 327 
for the Homilies, 215 independent and 112 subordinate.
Thus, subordinate clauses make up 31.0u of the Heptateuch 
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 Latin influ­
ence.

2.322. Latin Influence. Of the nine and-coordinate 
subordinates in the Heptateuch, seven. (0en.3:5d, 3:17c, 
3:19e, 6:5c, 15:13d, 15:13e, 24:4c) answer to Latin subor­
dinate clauses with and-coordination. Of the two that do 
not, one, Gen.7 :10b, seems to be the result of /Elfric's 
omitting the next few sentences from his translated text:

a- jpa on Sam eahtoSan dsege, 5a. 5a hi inne wseron 
b~ and GocI hi belocen hasfde wioutan, 
c- 6a y&ode Smt flod ofer eorSan. 

a'- Cumque transissent sentern dies, 
c a q u e  diluvii inundaverunt super terram.
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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 (alone: with 13-15): 

et inclusit eum Dominus deforis.
There is a strong possibility, therefore, that yElfric left 
out a passage that he considered repetitive or otherwise un­
necessary, bat took the one clause that he considered im­
portant and attached it somewhere else.

The second, subordinate verse for which there is no 
apparent Latin source is Gen.3 :23c:

a- Adrgefde hine 8a of neqrxnawange, 
b- Sset he 5a eor8an worhte 
c- and him Seer on tilode, 
d- of Seere Se he genumen wses. 

a'- Et emist eum Dominus Deus d.e 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 yjfLfric 
inserted this clause remains a mystery.

In any event, it world appear justified to say that 
the Heptateuch has fewer and-coordinated subordinate clau­
ses than the Homilies because the Vulgate does, and this is, 
therefore, another instance in which .dlfric may be shown to 
have been stylistically influenced by the Latin. Whether 
this aversion to and-coordinnted subordinate clauses in
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the Latin is a feature of the language style nay he con­
sidered by analyzing the departures from the Latin appear­
ing in the independent and-coordinated clauses, since 
there are too .few subordinates to validly discuss.

Comparing the 120 independents of the Heptateuch to 
those in the Vulgate will show 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 Latin 
is the rendering of a Latin participle + verb as an Old 
English verb and verb, Ibis occurs six times (Oen.6:6d- 
7a; 8:13ab; 22:3ab; 22:13cd; hum.17:8ab; 21:5ab), and one 
example (Gen.8:13) will suffice to show how yElfric treated 
this type:

a-Da geopenode Noe Sees arces hrof, 
b- and beheold ut.... 

a'- Igitur aperiens Noe tectum arcs 
b 1- asnexit....

A variation of this occurs at Gen.22:15ab: 
a- Eft clypode se engel Abraham, 
b- and cweeS:
a'- Vocavit autem Angelus Domini Abraham secundo 
b dicens:

Having the participle following the verb seems to be signifi­
cant, since this construction is usually handled in a differ­
ent manner (on which see lection 4.1). It may be mentioned
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in oassing at this point that the problem in counting the 
differences arises from, the nuestion of whether each of the 
foregoing examples .involves one difference— the construction 
— or two— both clauses. Though the choice may seen trivial, 
in terms of numbers seven departures are statistically very 
different from fourteen; and for this reason statistics are 
not employed in this discussion.

Another type of departure from the Latin involves the 
translation of qui, already noted in 2.3191 as troublesome, 
as at Gen.22 :9c:

a- Hi comon oa to Seere stowe 
b- pe him geswutelode God, 
c- and Sser weofod areerde.... 

a ’- Et venerunt ad locum 
b T- quem ostenderat ei Deus, 
c in qv o eedificavit alt are....

Here, as above, two coordinated independent clauses answer 
to an independent and subordinate in the Latin. (But it 
should be noted that in this particular verse Adfric’s
source may have been the Old Latin reading: "erfc construxit
ibi aram.")

It should be obvious from these examples that Latin 
has methods of subordination not readily available in Old 
English. These must therefore be rendered by coordination,
a fact that may well account for the greater frequency of and-coordi­
nated subordinate clauses in the Homilies than in the Hentateuch :
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having fewer avenues open to him, jElfrie seems to have 
been forced into developing a persona'', style in which 
many subordination structures had to carry more than .just 
one clause. To recall the figures on subordination struc­
tures presented in 2.5111, it will be noticed that of the 
121 subordinators in the Heptateuch only 9 (7.4:b) dominate 
more than one clause, but of the 97 in the Homilies 15 
( 1 5 . )  do so. The consequences, and thus the proof, of 
this contrast between Old English and Latin may be seen 
anew when both types of subordination just shown are united 
in a Latin sentence. This problem faced /ilfric three times 
in the sample (hen.22:13cd; Num.21:8df and 9ce):

13b- .. .and geseah Saar eenne ram.,,
c- and he ahefde 5 one ram to Sgere off rung e
d- and hyne Sser ofsnaS (lode to lace for hys 

sunu Isaac, 
b ’- ...viditque...arietem... 
c f- quern assumens
ĉ ,_ obtulit holocaustum pro filio.

In this case may be observed how Hlfric was forced to 
create two coordinate clauses where none appeared in the 
Latin— one for the quern and the other for the participle
+ verb. In the two following examples the Latin adds a
third method of subordination to these two— subjunctive 
verbs:
Num.21:oc- ...sete upp to tacne, 

d- and se Se tosliten beo
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e- beseo upp to Ofsre nceddran, 
f- and he leofoo... 
c . . . p o n e  eum pro signo:
^ 1 ~ c*ul percussus 
e ’- asnexerit eum 
i ’- vivit.

9b- . ..sette to tacne; 
c” 331 Se toslitene wseron 
d- belieoldon to Seere naeddran 
e- and wurdon gehsslede. 

b 1- ...posu.it eum pro signo: 
o quern cum percussi 
d aspicerent 
e sanabantur.

In several other types of construction ilLfric turns 
a Latin subordinate into a coordinated independent. Twice 
he renders Latin temporal subordinate clauses as indepen­
dent coordinates (Gen.22:5c and 10a):

5c- ic and port cild ga<3 unc to gebiddenne, 
d- and we sySoan cuma5 sona eft to eow. 
o'- ego et puer illuc...postquam adoraverimus, 
d'- revertemur ad vos.

9g- Ho geband pa hys sunu.
10a- And hys swurd ate ah....



9g'- cumque alligasset Isaac filium suura.
10a’- Arripuit gladium....

(Notice that in the latter verse the punctuation and capi­
talization are the editor's; 9g 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 (though in 
the former instance there is an Old Latin reading jet).
There are also five places where IfLfric has and but the 
Latin has no connective and two places where Llfric's clause 
has no apparent source in the Latin.

In summary, then, we have found fifteen cases of Latin 
subordination that /Slfric has rendered as independents with 
and-coordination. This tends to substantiate the popular 
claim that Latin is more hypotactic than Old English, though 
it does not support the claim that Old English is paratactic, 
unless coordination is accepted as a type of parataxis. In 
other words, given the strict definition of parataxis—  
stringing clauses together without manifest connectives—  

there is not much proof that Old English is paratactic; but 
given the looser usage— not showing the logical subordination 
of ideas— it is clear that Old English, with its greater use 
of and-coordination is more paratactic than Latin.

2.523. Subordinate clauses by sections. Using the 
criteria explained in >'.314, the number and percentage of
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subordinate clauses, as opposed to subordination struc­
tures, were tabulated, and are presented in Chart 2.4. "it 
should be remembered that; subordinate clauses comprise 
31.0/6 of the total in the Heptateuch and 34.3 - in the Homi­
lies.

Chart 2.4: Subordinate clauses by sections.

Section Number of Clauess
Tla-nHtateuch 1 Homilies

title chapter
* nepi
v total SUD. ‘/osub. total sub. psub.

creation 1,2,3, 126 44 34.1 157 52 33.1
flood 6—9 115 35 30.4 42 13 31.0
Abraham 12,15 15 7 46.7 10 4 40.0
covenant 17,21 54 16 29.6 36 11 30.6
Isaac 22 44 10 22.7 38 13 34.2
oath 24 11 5 45.5 7 5 71.4
Aaron hum.17 13 3 23.1 6 3 50.0
serpents hum.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 /Blfric's 
method presented in 2.322 that, while Chart 2.2 showed 
eight of the nine episodes to have substantially the same 
percentage of subordination structures in both the Heptateuch 
and Homilies, Chart 2.4 snows only five (six, if 10';6 is in­
substantial) with substantially the same percentage of subor­
dinate clauses. It further verifies the analysis that dif­
ferences of 11.5/6 and 21.05 are found in the enisodes of 
"The Binding of Isaac" and "The fiery Serpents," respec­
tively, which were seen in the previous discussion to have
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more than their share of difficult Latin subordinate clau­
ses. 'There can be little doubt, therefore, that both subor­
dination structures and subordinate clauses are to a large 
degree elements of language style— as shown by the contrasts 
between the Heptateuch and Homilies when the former is trans­
lating a complicated Latin passage— and to a lesser degree 
of text style— as shown by the overwhelming similarities in 
the Old English texts even when one is very clearly follow­
ing a Latin original.

2.33. Analysis of control texts. In the previous sec­
tion it was shown that to a large degree the Heptateuch fol­
lows the Latin— whether the Vulgate or Old Latin— almost 
verbatim, yet both the Heptateuch and Homilies are amazingly 
similar in terms of percentages of subordinations and subor­
dinate clauses. This situation suggested the possibility 
that both Old English texts and the Latin source were either 
predetermined or highly influenced in regard to these as­
pects by the fact that they were narratives, further sug­
gesting the existence of text style. Had the Old English 
texts been similar to e:ich other but different from the 
Latin the conclusion to be drawn would have been that what 
was shown by the similarity was hJLfric's personal narrative 
style. As It stands, however, the Latin too is similar and 
cannot be accounted for in terms of /Elfric's own style.
Those elements of the text— e.g., the many Latin partici­
ple ■+ verb constructions, for which the Heptateuch does
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not follow the Latin but does look like the Homilies—  
are, on the other hand, either aspects of Old English 
narrative style, or, more probably, aspects of Elfric'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 Heptateuch and Homi­
lies, in an effort to determine whether .ELfric's present­
ly noted practice regarding subordination is limited to 
narrative. 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 texts are secondary in 
imoortance, little will be said about individual problems 
of classification; but it should be mentioned that whenever 
a clear drift of any sort became apparent all questionable 
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 became 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 classified as 
connectives to try to counterbalance the drift toward subor­
dination. V/hen, therefore, a statement is made about subor-
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dihatim in the Prefaces differing from that in the narratives, 
it is in the context of conscious efforts to bring the Pre­
faces into line with the narratives.

Chart 2.5. lists the number of indenenden.ee and subor­
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 Prefaces.

Transitions ! Subordinate Clauses
clauses ! clau i CD L.total sub. $sub. | total sub. $sub. ’

. .... j
PG 144 82 56.9 ! 1671 93 55.7
PCII 105 66 62.8 i 121i 73 60.3 ii

At first glance the two Prefaces do not seem to be stri­
kingly similar, PG having subordination structures at 56.9$ 
of its transitions, and PCH 62.8$. But when one compares 
these figures to those obtained for the Heptateuch (41.7$) 
an(̂  Homilies (45.5$), the contrast between the Prefaces on 
the one hand and the narratives on the other is indeed stri> 
king. While 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 15 • more subor- 
ination structures than the more subordinated of the narra-
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tives, the Homilies.
Moreover, the differences are even greater and more 

significant when the percentages of subordinate clauses 
are considered. It will be recalled that when and-coor- 
dinated clauses were included in the figures for the nar­
ratives the vast number of independents contrasted to the 
small number of subordinates among such clauses made the 
percentage of subordination in the narratives drop sharply, 
to 31 • 0‘;i in the Heptateuch and 34.4# in the Homilies. With 
the Prefaces, however, tuis is not the case: PG drops
only 1.2#,and PCH 2.5/6. As reference to the chart shows, 
the amount of independent and-coordination is only a trifle 
greater than the amount of subordinate and-coordination.

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 subordinate clauses. 
As pointed out in 2.311, temporals make up 21.6# of the 
subordinations in the Homilies, but only 10.7V? in the Hep­
tateuch. It was further seen, in 2.321, that 14.6# of the 
coordinated clauses in the Homilies, but only 7.O'# in the 
Heptateuch, were subordinate. In respect to this latter 
contrast it was shown that in ten cases the Heptateuch 
uses independent coordinate clauses to render Latin tem­
poral subordination, a fact that suggests that this may be
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part of the explanation for the lesser number of subordi­
nate temporal clauses in this work as cornu- red to the Homi­
lies . Though it is certainly not -possible to know why 
klfric felt that this was a better aoproach, it seems clear 
that his approach was this: given a Latin temporal construc­
tion that he could not easily render into Hnglish, he trans­
lated it by and-coordinated independent clauses, instead of 
his more usual (as in the Homilies) subordinate temporal 
clause. Thus, there are more such subordinate temporals in 

Homilies, but more independent and-coordinates in the 
Heptateuch, since the two constructions are in something 
of a complementary distribution relationship.

How, when one looks at the Prefaces, he finds that only 
two temporals (2»4'/o) occur in PG and three (4.5u) in PCH. 
This paucity of temporals would therefore seem to be tied 
in some way to the contrast in and-coordination in the Pre­
faces and narratives. However, this accounts for only part 
of the great contrast; the complete answer is elusive.

Nonetheless, 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 accidental: as a unit the 
narratives have a definite style, different from vdlfric's 
exposition at least in the matter of number of subordina­
tion structures and number of subordinate clauses.

2.4. Summary.
This chapter investigated the percentage of subordi-
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nation structures (2.31) and subordinate clauses (2.3?) 
in the Heptateuch and Homilies. It was found that in both 
of these features the two Old n glis!: works are very simi­
lar. Yet it was also found (2.312 and 2.322) that the Hep­
tateuch follows the Latin very closely in respect to making 
particular transitional clauses independence or subordina­
tion structures and particular clauses Independent or subor­
dinate. Moreover, it v/as 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 
English Biblical narrative texts, and because one of them, 
the Heptateuch, so clearly follows the Latin, the possibili­
ty arose that the amount of subordination in a text is deter­
mined more by the material than by the author. This possi­
bility is supported by the fact that individual stories in 
the Heptateuch and Homilies are similar to each other and 
to the whole, and by the fact that the non-narrative con­
trol texts (2.33) are similar toeach other in subordina­
tion, but different from the two narratives.

This chapter, then, proves two points: first, that 
iilfric follows the Latin very closely for the Heptateuch, 
a translation, but takes stylistic liberties with it in 
the Homilies, a paraphrase (thereby confirming the initial
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suggestion of this investigation); and second, that the 
similarities in the Heptateuch and Homilies may he an as­
pect of text style.
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Chapter 3 

PAST PARTICIPLE PLACEMENT

The evidence in the nreviouis chapter showed that the 
amount and types of subordination in the Heptateuch and 
Homilies, though containing some significant differences, 
a.re surprisingly similar, despite the close adherence of 
'fclj:ie Henta.teuch to the Latin original. But the point was 
raised that the theme of the material may have accounted 
for this similarity: perhaps the exigencies of producing 
Old 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 placement of past participles in the past 
participle +  auxiliary construction is a particularly 
good feature in this respect, for, beside being an unlikely 
place for thematic contamination, past participles in Old 
English may occur anywhere in a clause except initially—  
leaving the author free to indulge his own style. The 
implications of this freedom for our comparison of the 
Heptateuch and Homilies are obvious, since our object is 
to compare ySlfric1 s personal style to his style when in­
fluenced by the text being translated.
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3.1. Methodology.
3_. 11. Participles in the Heptateuch and Homilies. 

Because the Heptateuch is the focus of this investigation, 
the nrocedure here, as in the next chapter, was primarily 
an item to item comparison: first an occurrence of a par­
ticular feature— in this case a oast participle— was found 
in the Heptateuch; then the thematically corresponding pas­
sage in the Homilies was found and the structures of the 
two were compared; finally, the Heptateuch and Homilies 
were compared to the Latin to see if either showed Latin 
influence in its participle placement. Unlike that in 
Chanter 2, the approach here was not initially statistical 
because 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 happen, for example, if 
iSlfric followed his source in writing S_ ppl V in the Hep­
tateuch for a clause that appeared as S V ppl in the Hom­
ilies , and then still following his source wrote S_ Y o p I 

in the Heptateuch but ppl Y in the Homilies. In such 
a case the statistics would show that both the Hentateuch 
and Homilies have one instance each of S V ppl and S p p ! V, 
incorrectly suggesting that there was no influence from the 
original in the Heptateuch. As true of this possibility is 
for subordination also, such cancellations were less sig­
nificant in' Chapter 2 because of the vastly greater numbers
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involved. In addition, the approach taken here can show 
two imrrtant things: first, that Alfric was indeed influ­
enced by the originalj and second, that this influence did 
not lead him to write anything that he did not consider 
acceptable English since the construction occurs in the 
Homilies where the Latin influence is nresuitably lacking.

As a second step in the same investigation all clauses 
in the Homilies containing participles were noted and then 
compared to the thematically corresponding passage in the 
Heptateuch, if neither had already been considered in the 
first part. This technique accomplished the same thing as 
the first: it supplied examples of past participle place­
ment that may not have appeared in the first simply by 
chance; and it could show the Latin influencing the Hepta­
teuch in not containing a participle where the Homilies 
did. The element of chance should always be 3-r.eot in mind 
in this type of study. The mere fact that a feature does 
not occur in the sample does not mean that ALLfric does not 
use it elsewhere. And for this reason the additional in­
stances of participles supplied by the the Homilies are 
important in supporting the strong possibility that a con­
struction net occurring in the Homilies in a correspondence 
with a thenaticallv similar passage i n the Heptateuch nay 
v.'ell be in Ail I id c1 s repertory for use elsewhere. And of 
course even with these addod examples there is no proof
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short of an erho.iistive search of hlfric's vc'.tings that 
a certain sncooct construction hoes not occur at all.

0.12. Problems In identifying; participles, ’while 
every effort was made to minimize subjective decisions, 
several had to he made. In particular, decisions had to 
be made as to whether a particinle or adjective was under 
consideration; many participles had, after all, tnhen on 
o separate life as adjectives. The rule followed here was 
to count as a participle any word that Bosworth-Toller 
named as such, even when the word was listed under its own 
heading apart from the verb, and to count as an adjective 
any w o r d  so listed, even when its verb stem was clear.
Thus, Gen.l7:lf, "yarn; on astforan me and be o fulf reined,11 
is considered participial, despite the independent existence 
of the underlying adjective stem fulf reined in fulf remedli ce 
and fulfremednys. (It is certainly worth noting here in 
resoect to iSlfric’s close adherence to the Latin that he 
uses fulf reined to translate oerf ectus, itself a. past par­
ticiple so commonly used as an adjective that little thought 
is ever given to its source, the verb perficio ’to complete’.) 
So too, gewemned, in den. 6; 11, "5c- vcs eall seo eoroe ge- 
vemned," and in 6:12b, "5a geseah God oset seo eoroe vess ge- 
wemmed," is counted as a participle despite gewemmednys in 
OH 1.76.15. On the other hand, forohealde, of 0en.8:21d, 
"andgyt and geSoht menniscre heortan syndon forohealde to
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yfele," is not listed as related to the verb forShealdan 
'to follow' and is therefore treated as an adjective and 
not included in the discussion in this chanter, likewise, 
nacode, though certainly from nacian 'to strip', must have 
been felt to be an adjective in Gen.2:25, "hi wseron Ba but a, 
Adam and his wif, nacode," and thus Bosworth-Toller lists it 
as an independent adjective, which is what it is considered 
here.

Nonetheless, in some cases Bosworth-Toller could not 
mediate the difficulty. Gen.6:6d has "he wolde oa warnian 
on csr and wess gehrepod mid he or tan sarny sse wi Birman," which 
is obviously not translating the Vulgate which has no clause 
equivalent to the first, though the clause with gehrenod is 
a literal rendering of the phrase with tactus: "poenituit 
eum...et tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus, Delebo, inquit...." 
The problem here is that Bosworth-Toller lists gehrenod as an 
adjective form from the past participle but gives only this 
sentence to document such usage; yet this sentence is am­
biguous since the relevant phrase in the Latin may be ad­
jectival., modifying the subject inherent in inquit (as the 
comma suggests), or it may be clausal, lacking est (with a 
period instead of the comma after intrinsecus) and coordi­
nated with poenituit eum. In both cases, however, Old Eng­
lish would, have required a verb, and therefore gehrepod may 
just as easily be an adjective as a participle. For the 
purpose of this study it is being taken as a participle
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because that apparently is what Bosworth-Toller thinks is 
its most common p.sage.

Also troublesome were several instances of unusual 
spellings— -especially past tense spellings where participles 
were certainly called for. Such, for example, is aSryt in 
Hum.21:4, "cunt fole v/earo oa aoryt and dearie geswenct mid 
Sam siofest." According to Bosworth-Toller ap.reotan, though 
usually impersonal, is sometimes personal; but in those 
cases the past participle is afrroten. Ahryt is the preterite, 
nevertheless, the present study takes it to be a participle 
because 1) the verb in the clause is clearly v/earo, and 2) 
aoryt is coordinated with geswenct, the past participle of 
geswencan. In all similar instances, if the sense requires 
a participle the word is so treated, despite its spelling.

3.13. The data. When subjected to the procedures just 
outlined, the sample yielded fifty-five (55) pp! 4 aux con­
structions in the Heptateuch. These were then sorted as to 
position of principle constituents and glossed as either 
independent or subordinate. The constituents considered 
were subject, finite verb, direct object, indirect object, 
and participle; only morphologically marked objects were 
counted, thereby excluding those introduced by to, for or 
other function words. Any difference in placement counted 
as a. separate construction. Thus, Y ppl is a structure 
without any subject, while (S_) V ppl has a subject in a
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different clause (e.g., coordinated verbs) or has a rela­
tive clause as subject, and the relative oronoun is listed 
with the subordinate verb.

Because of the abbreviated nature of Biblical passages 
in the Homilies no exact correspondence was found for twenty- 
one of the clauses; thirteen thematically corresponding 
clauses Inching participles were also found. This leaves 
twenty-one clauses for which, the Heptateuch and Homilies 
had participles in thematically corresnoding clauses. An 
additional thirty-two participles were found in the Homilies 
in clauses for which the correspondence in the Heptateuch 
lacked a participle. 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 Homilies both have
participles in corresponding positions. Chart 3.2 gives 
the remaining thirty-four participles of the Heptateuch, 
anî  Chart 3.3 the remaining thirty-two of the Homilies.

3.131. Problems in assigning correspondences. Deciding 
the exact correspondences between clauses in the Heptateuch 
and Homilies is not always a, light matter, and there are 
therefore some questionable inclusions and exclusions in 
Chart 3.1. Gen.3:19 in the Heptateuch reads:

a- On sv/ate Sines andwlitan ou brycst Sines hlafes
b- 08 Beet ou gewende to eoroan
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c- of Bare Be cu genumen vrarc, 
d- fox' can Be on eart dust 
e~ and to dust gewyrst.

But in the Homilies the closest parallel is 1.18.15b-18b:
a"- . ..pu scealt mid earfo-Bnyssum pe metes tilian, 

• • • •

d"- pu eart of eorSan genumen, 
c"- and pu awenst to eoroan, 
d”- pu eart dust, 
e"- and pu awenst to duste.

Since the participie in the Homilies is equivalent to 9d 
of the Ilentateuch, 9c of the Heptateuch, which has the 
participle, is considered as having no corresponding clause 
in the Homilies, even though the two passages correspond 
when tahen as unified wholes. This clause is therefore not 
included in Chart 5.1» On the other hand, hen.6:5, 

a.- 3a geseah G-od
b- oset mi cel yfelnys manna wos ofer eoroan, 
c- and eal geoanc manna heortena m s  av/end on 

yfel on eallum tirnan, 
is considered os corresoonding with CI-I 1.20.21-22,

pa. we arc) pa hmdlice nicol wennisc geweaxen, 
c"- and wrron svihe manege on yfel awende,

and gegremodm God mid mislicum leohtrum.. . . , 
even though the two passages are not nearly as similar as 
the two for Gen.3 :1a. The deciding factor here is that
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the me an in :s of the clauses merited (c) and (c”) are anal­
ogous , contoining the sane contextual sigrification con­
veyed by idevf leal verbs (av/oudan) and adverb phrases (on 
yfel). Lihev/ise, 3 :6d is taken as the correspondence of
1.20.23, thc’yh the tv;o sentences are of totally different 
structure— the Homilies subordinating the main clause of 
the Heptateuch and introducing a coordination not in the 
Heptateuch. The verse in the Heptateuch is: 

a- Gode ofouhte oa
b~ dsst he mann geworhte ofer eoroan: 
c- he v.’olde 5 a varnian on ear,
d- and. wars gehrepod mid he or tan samysse wioinnan. 

The version in the Homilies is:
d"- Sa wear3 God to pan swi3e gegremod purh manna 

mandaeda 
peat he CWS30 

a"- past him ofouhte 
b"- Post he sefre mancynn gesceop.

The evidence for correspondence is not as obvious here as 
in 3:5, but it seems sufficient: the two sentences are 
clearly'’ telling the same storey and have enough in common 
to suggest that what remains should be considered themati­
cally’- similar.

A related problem of assigning correspondences is found 
in Gen.7:21-22:

21a- hearo 5a fornu.men eal fliesc
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b- §e ofer eoroan styrode, manna, and fugela, 
nytena and creonendra.

22a- And rale Singe oe lif hsefde
b~ v/earo adyd on cam deopa.11 flode....

In these two sentences are two past participles, both saying
practically the some thing, but having different structures
— J. Phi S and S_ Y ppl, respectively. But only one participle 
appears in the Homilies (1.22,6)— "wear<5 pa aelc Ping cuces 
adrenct"— -dissimilar to both in structure. The problem was 
which one of the participles in the Heptateuch to consider 
paralleled. It was decided to assign the correspondence to 
21a since the clause in the Homilies opens the same way, an 
important factor in light of the possible interference from 
the relative clause in 22, and since as a rule in the Bible 
the second part of a parallel construction illuminates the 
first and may therefore be thought of as psychologically, 
though certainly not grammatically, subordinate, nonetheless, 
this choice is undermined by the fact that the noun phrase in 

Homilies is identical with the one in Verse 22, and cuces 
might be said to translate Ĵe lif hgsfde, as wear 5... adrenct 
might translate wearo adyd on Sam deopan flode. Obviously 
this choice was made with strong reservations.

It should be noted in passing that the problem of past 
participles spelled like preterites, discussed previously 
concerning the Heptateuch, arose in the Homilies too. For 
example, in the passage just cited adrenct is obviously a
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participle, even though spelled like the preterite— the 
participle being spelled adrenced. This discrepancy has 
been ignored because a participle is clearly called for 
and by AELfric's time many syncopated participles had merged 
with preterites in spelling.

Another methodological decision in assigning corre­
spondences, already alluded to but requiring special men­
tion, is that thematic correspondence always took precedence 
over grammatical or sequential considerations. AELfric was 
not against juggling the order of Biblical passages in the 
Homilies when his purpose necessitated this. For this reason 
any two clauses that appear to correspond according to the 
criteria already discussed were accepted as such despite 
their occurring out 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 
Heptateuch.

The problems are particularly acute and the decisions 
less firm when all of these troulesome characteristics ap­
pear in one passage, as usually happens when ALlfric is con­
densing a story for use as a brief example in another con­
text. Such is Gen.7:1-20 as given in OH 11.57.32-35:

On fere oure ylde J>issere worulde woarc eal 
middaneard mid flodes youm adylegod, for 
synna miceInysse, 

buton can ribtwisan Hoe anum, and his seofon
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hiwon Pe on cam arce belocene v/eoron to 
ones geares fyrste. •..

As can be seen frora Chart 3.1, wearS...aflylegod is taken 
as corresponding to Gen.7:19b, "wurdon oa behelede ealle 
oa heahstan duna. under ealre heofonum," and belocene vgeron 
with 7:10b, "and God hi belocen heefde wioutan," even though 
both the problem of thematic correspondence and that of 
clause order had to be solved first. (See Chart 3.1, bote 5.)

3.132. Translations in the Homilies. Finally it should 
be pointed out that certain sections of the Homilies, even 
when not identical to the Iientateuch, are almost without 
doubt translations from the Bible or a source quoting the 
Bible. The story of Gen.22:1-19 as presented in CH 11.60.18-
11.62.13 follows the order of the Biblical story very closely 
and also contains m a n y  echoes of Biblical phrasing. Yet it 
has very few exact correspondences to the version in the 
Heptateuch, as may be seen by comparing the passages with 
the relevant participles. In the Heptateuch Gen,22:17-10 is: 

17a- Ic oe nu bletsige
b- and oinne ofspringe gemenigfylde swa swa steorran 

on heofonum and swa swa sandceosel on sre; 
c- H n  ofsprincg sceal agan heora feonda gatu.

18a- And on J>inum s-rde be00 ealle 5eoda gebletsode, 
b- for J>an oe pu gehyrsunodest minre hnese ous.

In the Homilies this is:
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17a"- ...ic gebletsige oe,
b"- and pinne of spring ic gemenigfylde sv/a swa 

steorran on heofenan, and swa swa sand- 
ceosol on sulicum strande. 

c"- pin seed soolice geagnaS his feoda gatu,
18a"- and on 5inum ssede beo8 gebletsode ealle eorS- 

lice msagSa;
b"- forSan oe Su gehyrsumedest minre stemne. 

Obviously the version in the Homilies is a translation, 
though the differences from the Heptateuch suggest the pos­
sibility of a different text. It is thus important to keep 
in mind when comparing the Heptateuch and I-Iomilies that the 
latter is not devoid of Latin influence. (For an explana­
tion of the inclusion of translations from the Homilies 
see above, Section 1.6.)

3.2. The Investigation.
3.21. Heptateuch-Homilies correspondences. The twenty- 

one clauses for which the Heptateuch and Homilies both have 
past participle + auxiliary verb (ppl a,ux) are listed in 
Chart 3.1* along with a. schematic representation of the 
claxise structure of these two texts and the Vulgate. Direct 
and indirect objects (0 and 10) include only morphologically 
marked nominals in construction with verbs, and do not in­
clude objects in construction with adverbs or prepositions. 
Clauses are marked either independent (i) or subordinate (s).
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Chart 5.1: Past Participles in the Heptateuch and Homilies.

Latin Hent afc eu ch / Homilies
clause type i/s type i/s type i/s O 

1

Gen.l:3 ppl V S i S Y p pI i V S nnl i 1.14.35 ■
7e ppl Yin i S V pnl i V S ppl i 1 .16.2

2. :7c ppi v s i S V ppl i C
kJ V C ppl i 1.12.30 , 

1.14.24bx2 3 d ppl Y s S Y ppl s s Y ppl s
3 :5b Vp 3 s S V p p ! s V S ppl s 1.18.3a ?

1 7 f ppl S i V S ppl i s V ppl I.18.16a
6 :5c

6d
S ppl V 
ppig

S V pnl 
(S) vVol

s
i

Y
Y

S npl 
S ppl b I.20.21b 

1.20.23
7:10 — S 0 ppl Y s O ppl Y B 11.58.3519b ppl V s i Y p p I S i Y S pnl i 11.58.32

21a ppl Y S i Y opl S i V S nnl i 1 . 2 2 . 6
12:3e Yp S i V nnl S i Y S ppl s II. 12.24-, I . 90 . 2 2 d17 s l f V ppl i Y pnl i Y ppl i

5 a Vp  S C i S V nnl C 1 c y S p p l  c i 1.92.3b-, 
I .90.3010c Y p  3 i S Y pol os S Y pol i12a S Yp i S V p p l i Q V ppl i I.92.1b

1 4 a S ppl V s S V ppl s s V pol s 1.94.13
24 Y 6 s S V pnl i V 3 ppl i 1.92.922 :18a Yp S i Y S ppl i Y p p i  s i 11.62.11

I-Tum.21:8d S ppl s S ppl Y S PPI Y c< 11.238.199e Vp i ( S )  V ppl i r«xJ V opl X 11.238.21
i = independent clause s = subordinate clause
Vp ~ passive verb Vim - impersonal verb

Ilotes to Chart 5.1.
^Three of the twenty-one clauses in question (2:23d, 17:lf, 

and 17:10c) are identical in the Heptateuch and Homilies. Tills 
proves that either the passage in tlie Ileptateuch was " ta k e n  from 
the earlier Homilies, or that at least"13!:fric was translating 
from a text when writing these sections of the Homilies. See 
also above, Sections 1.61 and 3.172.
‘“The same sentence occurs in Oil II.4-06.6b
:>The problems presented by this clause are discussed above (3.12)
^Though considered independent for the sake of this part of the 

investigation, this participle actually introduces a correlative 
relationship to the next clause: "Da wearo God to pan swioe ge- 
gremod j r n r h  manna rnandssda. "pat he cwseS pat him oT^uTTfe >aet‘ "lie cefre 
raanncynn gesceoo." Being correlative, these clauses were not 
considered in the statistics of Chanter 2 on subordination.
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GjThe information contained in this clause of the Heptateuch 
is contained in the last clause of Verse 16 in the Latin, v/here 
it is independent and emphatically concludes the section. Ailfric 
onits all of 13-16 except this clause, apparently because the 
passage repeats the previous sentences. (See above, 2.322.)
^This clause has been listed as subordinate, but not without 

some hesitation. The entire verse is: 
a- }>is is chat wed,
b- oe ge heaidon sceolon betwux me and eow and Bin ofsprincg, 
c- hcet selc hyscild betwux eow beo emsniden.

Apparently the comma after ofsprincg represents a pause equivalent 
to what would now be considered a "colon— ’this is my covenant: that 
all children be circumcised’. This translation, which preserves 
the force of the subjunctive beo, does not construe the feet as 
introducing a subordinate clause, but takes the colon plus freet 
as equivalent to subordination in order to maintain strict criteria 
for determining independence. (See above, Section 2.31.)

The differences between the Heptateuch and Homilies 
are striking. To begin, eight different constructions ap­
pear in the Heptateuch, but only five of these occur in' the 
Homilies, which has an additional two lacking in the Hepta­
teuch. The eight constructions of the Heptateuch and seven 
of the Homilies, together with the number of occurrences of 
each, are listed in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Occurrences of Each Construction.

type Heptateuch Homilies
S V ppl 10 6
S V opl C 1 0
S Y C ppl 0 1
S ppl V 1 2
S 0 ppl Y 1 0
(S) V ppl 2 0
V S ppl 2 9Y ppl S 3 1
V ppl 1 1
y s ppi a 0 1

Reference to the table shows that only one construction,
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V ppl, occur,3 the same number of times in both works; and 
reference to Chart 3.1 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_ pnl— being especially 
noticeable. The dissimilarity in the two texts is further 
emphasised when it is pointed out that only six clauses of 
the Heptateuch have the same construction as the thematically 
corresponding clauses in the Homilies, and that of these s ix  

three are identical in both works, suggesting copying or para­
phrasing (see Chart 3.1, Note l). This leaves only three 
similar constructions in eighteen clauses.

It would thus seem fairly clear from even this small 
sample that the Heptateuch and Homilies had little struc­
tural influence on each other, which is to say that, though 
he could have, /Elfric 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 
environments. This fact, of course, supports the premise 
of this investigation— that the Heptateuch, being a trans­
lation, is much closer to the Latin text than the Homilies, 
a paraphrase. Given Allfric’s commitment to the sanctity of 
the text in a translation, he could not very well insert 
passages of a paraphrase into a. translation.

The other side of this premise— the extent to which 
differences between the iientateuch and Homilies arc the re-
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suit of Latin influence— is illuminated by a few compari­
sons. For example, in both the Ileptateu ch and Vulgate 
Gen.17:5a is correlative with 5b:

a- He oin nama ne bye geciged heononforo Abram, 
b- ac Su byst gehaten Abraham.... 
ah- Nec ultra vocabitur nomen tuum Abram, 
b1- sed appellaberis Abraham....

Heptateuch is obviously 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"- He beo ou geciged heonon-foro Abram, 
b"- ac Abraham....

This change is consistent with iflfric *s widely noted prac­
tice of condensation, but, while it would be attractive to 
make a. sweeping statement about his handling of unnecessary 
renetition, there is sufficient counter-evidence to warn 
against pronouncements. In this same section, for example, 
Gen.17:15 in the Latin is:

a1- Dixit quoque Deus ad Abraham:
b'- Sarai uxorem tuarn non vocabis Sarai,
c'- sed Saram.

The Hentateuch follows the diction, but adds a finite verb



129

and its object:
a- God cv©3c> eac to Abraham:
b- oin wif Sa.rai, ne hat oil hi heononforo Sarai, 
c- ac hat hi Sarra. 

likewise the verse in the Homilies adds a clause: 
b"- Ne oin wif ne beo gehaten Sarai, 
c"- ac beo gehaten Sarra.

The alteration of the structure in the Homilies is easy 
to explain. Since the clause comes right after the one 
relating to Abraham, AlLfric cast this too in the -passive, 
making them parallel. When it came to the Heptateuch, how­
ever, where JELfric felt constrained to adhere to the Latin 
(and where ten verses separate the passages concerning Ab­
raham and Sarah), he left the clatise in the active in order 
to conform to the Latin syntax. In. both, the I-Ieptateuch and 
Homilies, however, the unanswered question is why he added 
an extra clause instead of leaving the terse Latin.

Another instance which shows /Slfric's adherence to 
the original when translating the Heptateuch is Num.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 given verbs 

8a'- Et locutus est Dominus ad eum: 
o'- Pac serpent era eeneum 
c ’— et pone eum nro signo: 
d ' - q ui p e r cu s su s
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e'- aspexerit 
f ’- vivit.
9a'- Fecit ergo Moyses serpent era aeneum, 
b'- et posuit eum pro signo: 
c quern cum percussi 
d'- aspicerent, 
e ’- sanabantur#

In 8d 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'. Even with the addition of auxiliaries 
the sentence is awkward English; without them it is impossible. 
HLfric was forced to ignore the whole Latin syntactic exercise 
and render the sentence with one relative clause (with a verb) 
as subject, as opposed to two embedded relatives in the Latin, 
and one coordination:

b- Y/yrc ane serene needdran 
c- and sete upp to tacne, 
d- and se 5e tosliten beo 
e- beseo upp to Ssere nseddran 
f- and he leofaS 
g- sona swa he besyh.8 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 a relative, becomes a temporal. The closest 
English translation would have to be something like: ’...at 
which, when the bitten looked, they were healed*. JElfric's 
sentence is a worthy accomplishment: 

c- and pa 5e tosliten wseron 
d- beheoldon to fere naeddran 
e- and wurdon gehselede.

The treatment of this passage in the Homilies shows the dif­
ference between iElfric’s conception of translation and para­
phrase. As accurately as the Homilies presents all the in­
formation of the Latin, 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 >aerrihte bebead Moyse 
b"- >set he geworhte ane serene naeddran, 
c"- and sette up to tacne,

and pcet he manode pmt folc, 
d"- fet swa hwa swa fram 5am naeddran abiten waere, 
e"- besawe up to fere eerenan naeddran, 
f’1- and hi wurde gehaeled.
9a"- Hit wear5 sv/a gedon. 
c"- La naeddran hi totseron, 
d"- and hi be saw on to fere aerenan naeddran 
e"- and hi wurdon gehaelede fram Sam deadbserum attre fere 

fyrenra nseddryna.
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In this comparison too, then, IBlfric's adherence to the 
Latin for the synta.x of the Heptateuch accounts for the 
difference between this work and the Homilies*

3,22. 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 discossing the full significance of the con­
trasts. Chart 3.2 lists all participles in the Heptateuch 
sample not corresponding to participles in the I-Iomilies; 
also included are the relevant Latin constructions and a 
notation indicating whether the Homilies has a thematically 
corresponding clause lacking a participle or no clause at 
all that can be considered thematically corresponding 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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Chart 3.2: Remaining Participles of the Heptateuch.

Latin Heptateuch Homilies
clause type i/s type i/e no ppl no clause
G-en.l :15c nnl Vim i kJ V ml i *V

22 c Vp i y "Ol i 1.16.3-7
22 e S Vp i S V nnl i o:
23 o nl V 3 i V ppI S 1
24 c ppl Vim i fj V ppl i I.16.4b
3 Id pol V 3 i V pnl S i

2:1a pp 1 V 3 i V pol 0 i 1.14.27-30
23 c S Vp c i V S opl C i I.14.24a

x13 :19c m l  v s d'* pol V s
23d ppl V s s r)T)l s X

6:11 ppl V s9 i V 3 pol i v
12b S V pnl" q V nnl c< X

;_1 hi CD 3 Vp i c< V ool i 1.20.27
7:3 V s" q oo V pol i X

11b S pel V i ckJ V nnl i 1.22.3
17a ppl'V £ i T r ppl' 3 i 1.22.5a
17b ppl V s i C! V ppl i 1C
10 2 Vp i r» V pol i I.22.5b ,-7
22b S pal V •-* o V nnl i 1■V'-•v

8:13c! ppl V S o oo V pol g X
9:16c! ppl V S ppl V o* X

O  O  oL_ J  CA, pnl V S 0 IL V ppl s c i X
15 :13a ppl V 10 i 10 V ppl i II.190.16b

16b pnl V S ‘i Y pnl S i -*r
A17:5b Vp c Cj V ppl c i i

12b 3 Vp i O V nnl i X

14a 3 prl V c; o V pnl c\ I.92.2a
14b S Vp i o V ppl i I.92.2b
171 10 Vp 3 s C! V pnl I0 s X
27 3 ppl V i S V pnl i X

22 :14 c Vp i Y,mi pol i 3 X
Hun,21:4 Vin inf 0 i kJ V pnl i 11.238.10-

9 c ‘ p pl6 c* CU nni V s II.238.20b
6 :5„£~ O — 3 „p j 1 — & — V

Vp passive verb
s = su ooran.ne.te dense 
Vim = impersonal verb

Hotes to Chart 3.2,
As pointed out previously (3.131), Pen.3 :19c is a relative 

clause modifying the final word in 19b, 
b- ...01.1 yov/ende to eoroan 
c- of lore oe 8u genumen voere, 

and for this reason is considered of having no corror.oondenco in 
the Homilies, even though I.18.17a-b is very similar otherwise:
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17a- jhi eart of eoroan genunen,
1- and j'u awenst to eoroan.

2 1 ie decision is not an entirely satisfying one.
2The Latin here, though given as S V pnl, the unique instance 

in tie sample, is really a subject accusative: !!.. .vidisset Deus 
terrain esse cor runt am. ..."

-’Reference to Chart 3.1 will show that OH 1.22.6, "viearc }>a. 
calc J>ing cuces adrenct",*Tr”is talien as tlic correspondence of Gen. 
7:21a., "wearc oa fornuoen eal flkosc," leaving nothing to corre­
spond with 7:22b, "and ielc oin,ye oe lif hrfde rearo adyd on cam 
deopan flode."

^'Though marked independent, 17:5b is actually correlative to 5a:
a- He cin nama ne bye geciged heononforo Abram, 
b- ac tin byst gehaten Abraham.

Though 5b has no corresoondence in the Homilies, 5a does (see 
Chart 3.1), for Alfric has neatly abri dgect' t'lii's' pass aye in CH 
I.92.3b:

a"- He beo oil geciged heonon-for5 Abram, 
b"~ ac Abram....

See also above, Section 3.212.
'It is quite possible that the Vulgate is not Alfric’s source 

for this passage, but it would be very difficult to hnow in any 
case since the Vulgate has a construction completely impossible 
in Old English and /Elfric might not have even attempted a close 
rendering. The Vulgate has an impersonal verb dominating an 
impersonal infinitive that requires on accusative of person and 
genitive of thing: "Et -feedere coepit populura itineris ac laboris." 
The Hentateuch has a fundamentally different sentence: "Feet folc 
v/earo ca aSryt' and oearle geswenct mid Sam siofest." Y/hereas the 
Latin coordinates two sources of trouble, "itineris ac laboris," 
the Heptateuch coordinates two reactions to the journey (itineris), 
"aoryfe" and'.'.", geswenct." The rest of this section reads like a 
close translation of the Vulgate, and the possibility remains 
that the Vulgate is the source of this sentence also. The closest 
passage in the Homilies (11.238.9b-10) is unlilce both the Vulgate 
and Heptateuch:

9'b- ĉot Xsrahela folc, one a hit ferde fram Egypta-lande,
10— wear5 on cam westene wioerrsede ongeon God. 

following Bosworth-Toller, wioerirode is taken to be an adjective.
f,Whether Allfric is here translating the Vulgate is not clear.

If he is, he is being uncommonly loose. The clause in question 
is a clause only in the Heptateuch, corresponding to part of a 
prepositional phrase in the Latin, which is therefore listed In 
the chart as lacking. The Vulgate is:

...apprehend!t ambas por fee fores 
cum postilus suis et sera.

But the Heptateuch lias:
...and genam oa burhgatu 
...swa swa hi belocene weir on.
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Chart 3.3 : Remalniny Participles of the Homilies.

clause clause type i/s
in rlept. - in Horn. ... .
Gen.2 ;16 1.12.34c S V 10 nnl 1

19 1.14.15 S 0 nnl V i
If 1.14.17 S V nnl i
20 11.53.21 S V pnl c‘rr 11.260.17 V S nnl i
21 II.8 .23 , 

I.176.17a
S V ppl i

3 :6 S V pnl i
it 1.176.18 S v -0-1 I
ii I.176.21c S p p l  v s
II 1.176.23b S V ppl i
II II*220.1o V 3 ppl s
19d 1.18.17a41 S V ppl i
21b I.18.19b S V ppl i
23 1.118.24 S V ppl i

6:5 1 . 20.21a V S ppl X3s8 1.20.26b 3 V 0 p-ol
9:14b 1.22.12a V ppl s

-*-c:
17:5b 1.92.5a S V ppl C

5c I.92.5b (S) V ppl c
24:4 11.234.29 S pol V Is}

hum.17:5 II.8.14a 0 S ppl V S21:8f II.258.19 S V ppl s
9 II.238.20a S V pnl i

Judg.16:1 1.226.25b S V C ppl sNot 1.16.9 V S ppl iBiblical 1.16.11 V S ppl i
it 1.18.56 V S ppl i
it 1.18.8 V 3 pnl Iit I.20.10a 10 ppl Vim s
it 1.20.18 S ppl V
it 1.22.7b V ppl S ■ b 

. 8
it II.190.28a S ppl V S

i - independent clause s - subordinate clause 
Vim = impersonal verb

Botes to Chart 3.5.
1Tliis passage reads; "And hi.. .woldon mid idelum gylne be on 

beteran j>onne hi vesceapene waron." The same theme is given an 
active construction in Cti I.lTft"."??: "...he v/olde be on betera 
Sonne hine se iElnlhtiga Scyppend gesceop.11 The two oassaves 
differ in 'number because one ascrib’oV tlie sin to Adam alone, 
while the other includes Eve.



136

''-As pointed out in 3.131, this clause, "pu eart of eor5an 
genumen," and its immediate context are considered thematically 
equivalent to Gen.3:19d-e,

d- for ban be ov. eart dust 
e- and to dust gewyrst, 

which are active. Be cause of this correspondence, the oarticiole 
in 19c,

b- oo out cu gewende to eoroan 
c- of ossre oe cu genumen ware, 

is considered without correspondence in the Homilies. See also 
Chart 3.2, note to Gen.3 :19c.

''Tie question of how to classify "relative" _se is not a simnle 
one. CII I.20.2Sa~b roads:

Da vises hvsepcre an man rihtwis ret foran Gode, 
se wsss Hoe gehaten.

Thorne clearly took se as a relative pronoun, as the comma, at­
tests , and the clause may therefore be translated ’...one right­
eous man, who was named lloah*. But there is nothing to stop an­
other editor from changing the comma to a period, rendering the 
clouse ’He was named Hoah’. Following Andrew's (p.41) conclusion 
that "no part of the demostrative pronoun se seo fret other than 
the neuter nominative can stand at the heacPof a sentence except 
as antecedent, and any supposed instance to the contrary is 
really a relative pronoun," _se is here tahen as a relative, and 
the clause is therefore subordinate.

^CH I.92.5a-b are listed as independent, though they are actu­
ally correlative:

a- He oin v/if ne beo gehaten Sarai, 
b- ac beo gehaten Sarra.

The latter clause is schematically represented as (S3) V ppl 0; 
but there is some reason to consider it V pp! C, that Ts, suT>- 
ject-less rather than a coordinate predicate' of the preceding 
subject. As it stands, this clause is the only one in the pre­
sent sample containing a subjunctive verb b”t lacking its own 
subject. However, if Alfric thought of this as an imperative 
of sorts, the lack of subject would be explained. Since, how­
ever , there is not sufficient evidence to do sit a third person
imperative for Old English, the clause is listed as a unique
suki ect-less suliunctive.

'Two .aspects of this passage should be remarked upon, it is:
.'7- ...he nufro qedafode
77- fat his emu Isaac on het’enre mregoe v/ifian ecocide,
2 7- ac of 2 cm gel caff’ilium folce pe Abraham on af odd wns. 

First, 'ho Pom af eld i r, h m e  as sunel 't'o~l';e a. sy ooiio.tVcT form; 
tl.e- noimal past part :i. dole is ale led. .tec end, though the clause 
if’ listed sw S ppl 7, sane oxpToncXxon is rsqr i m d . ;‘7'w anis­
eed out of _pe T; *rolce , and the clause is ad jectiva 1: *.. . the
:. 17 "o. w ’ e  v hr >rmThp ah aw -■•■a- raised’. L’lni w hel'-;' so, op oan



137

seems called lor. Possibly Alfric avoided that cor struct ion 
because lie did. rot want two adjacent 5am phrases (".. .of 5a-in 
folce on Cam..."), thoogh this reason i? -i.:!.phly conjectural.
Of greaTfor Tujnriance Pore is the question of how to classify 
pe, and subsequently the clar.se. Since as it now stands he is 
tile obj ect of on— equivalent to Hod era English 1 the nation 
(which'j lie Y.ns~7raised in'— -and since it was decided to count 
only mornhologicclly marked components, it was therefore de­
cided to classify the clause as a simple S ppl ignoring the 
admittedly important syntactic connection tcTTlie previous 
phrase. (See above, 3.21.)

r

°Ae discussed in 1-Tote 3, relative se is problematic. The 
present passage is:

6- V/ear5 f»a cslc ping; cuces adrenct,
7a- but on tori ce binnon tarn arce veer on;
b- of tara wear! eft ge~edsta5elod. eall middanyeord.

There is no overwheIminy syntactic reason for not translating 
7b as an independent clause: ’of these....' However, accenting 
Andrew's contention (see TTote 3) requires talcing pam as a rela­
tive, and the clause as subordinate. It should be noted that
this accroach results in the one subordinate V ppl S in the
sample, as against ten independents.

3.221. Condensation in the homilies. It is particularly 
apparent from Chart 3.2 that the Homilies greatly condenses 
its version of many Biblical stories, thereby precluding the 
finding of corresponding participles and in many cases even 
thematically corresponding clauses. When compared to the treat­
ment of the same material in the Heptateuch, these sections 
give a clear picture of the distinction HJlfric maintained be­
tween paraphrases and translations•

hlfric's practice of condensation is readily seen in 
his handling of Gen.1:22-24 and accounts for the fact there 
are relatively few correspondences between the versions in 
the Heptateuch and Homilies. ITote, for example, the phrase 
for phrase correspondence between the Heptateuch and Vulvate :
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21- ...God geseah...
2 2o- and blot s o de hi,

0U8 cv/eSende : 
b- Weaxao
c~ and beoS gemnnifylde,
d- and gefyllaS ooere ss? vceteru,
e- and oa fugelas be on yeiironifylde ofer eoroan.

21•- ...vidit Dens...
22a'- benedixitque eis 

dicens: 
b'- Crescite 
c'- et multiplicaraini 
d'- et replete aquas maris, 
e'- avesque multiplicentur super terrain.

23- And c5a wses geworden ssfen and merigen se fifta dreg. 
23’- Et factum est vesoere et mane dies quintus.

24a- God cv-resb eac swilce:
b- Icede seo eorc3e f or?: cuce nytena on he ore cynne 

and creopende cyn 
and deor oefter he ora hiv.nim. 

c- Hit Woos 5a swa gedon.

24aT- Dixit ouoque Deus:
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b'- Producat terra animam viventem in genere suo, 
iunenta 
et reotilia
et bestias terrra secundum species suss, 

c'- Pactumque est ita.
It will be noticed that except for the omission of iumenta 
'beast of burden' in 24b, /dlfric lias translated every -phrase 
of the Latin, following the Latin order at all times, and 
often following the Latin morphology and vocabulary (e.g., 
dicens; cwe o end e ; aquas maris :sae wseteru; animam viventem in 
genere suo :cuce ny t ena on he ora c.ynne ). On the other hand, 
now note the treatment of the same theme in the Homilies 
(I.16.3L-7);

3b- He c 1-/330 eft, 
c- and het oa eoroan 
4a- pat beo sceolde forolsedan cuce nytenu; 
b- and he 5a gesceop of cbsre eoroan call nytencynn 

and deorcynn,
6a- ealle 6a oe on feower fotum gao; 
b- ealswa eft of vmtere he gesceop fixas and fugelas,
7- and sealde earn fixum snnd, and 6am fugelum fliht. 

',/hile there are clear similarities between this version and 
'the one in the Heptateuch, the Homilies shows great conden­
sation, despite the fact that it also adds material from 
other sources (e.g., clauses 6a and 7).



140

Again in Gen. 17:12 hlfric abridges the version in the 
Homilies. The Heutateuch, foilowing the Latin phro.se for 
phrase, lias three elans es:

12a- LUc hysecild betwux eow heo ywsniden on iara 
ealiteo5an doege hys acennednysse, 

b- and sole werhades man on eowrum roseĝ um 
an d i n b y r d 1 i n c g
and geboht J>eowa beo ynsniden, 

c- Peali he ne beo eowres cynnes.

12a1- Infans octo dierum circumcidetur in vobis, 
o'- ornne masculinum in generation!bus vestris: 

tarn vernaculus, 
quam emptitius circuracidetur, 

c' — et quicumque non fuerit de stirpe vestra.
In contrast, OH I.92.31-1•93.lb edits out all the repetition 
and recasts the sentence:

la- lilc hyse-cild, ]-> onne hit eahta nihta eald bi§, 
b- sy ymbsniden,

fBgoer ge soi’elboren 
ge >eowetling.

iiilfric gives virtually the sane treatment to Gen. 17:27, 
which therefore also appears in Ohart 3.? without corre­
spondence in the Homilies. In the Heptateuch he omits Verse; 
25-26, but stays close to the Latin for 24 and 27:
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24b- -‘oid he self v/earB ymbsncio
b- pa oa he wses nygan and hundnygantig gear a.

27a- And ealle werliades men hys hiredes,
pegBer ye inbyrdliugas ye gebohte oeowan 
and nlceodige men, 
pe him mid wseron; 

b- ealle wurdon fes cteges ymsnidene.
In OH 1.92.9 this reads:

'On Pam ylcan dasge mss Abraham, ymbsniden, 
and eal his hyred....

Finally, iElfric's editing is seen again in 17:14 where, 
after explaining the covenant of circumcision (17:10-13),
God continues, in the Heutateuch:

14a- Se werhades man pe ne bye emsniden on pam fleesce 
hys fylmenes, 

b- hys sawul byB adylegod of hys folce, 
c- for pan pe he aidlode min wed.

As in the previous cases, this phrasing is very close to
the Latin. The Homilies, however, lias: 

a"- ...and seoe pis forgseiB 
b " - hi s s ami 1 1 o s ao , 
cu~ foroan pe he min v/ed aydlode.

In this version both (a) and (b) are shortened into (a")
-and (b").

In all of these instances, it should be noticed, while
the Heotatench is manifestly influenced by the Latin, it con-
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tains nothing that is not perfectly acceptable Old English 
— and. this says a great deal about Hlfric’s skill and tech­
nique as a translator. (A acre complete discussion of this 
type of phrase for phrase influence from the Latin will be 
found in Chanter 4.)

Condensation, of course, is not the only characteristic 
of the Homilies, and it is therefore necessary to balance the 
picture by calling attention to an instance where Alfric ex­
pands the version in the Homilies for stylistic reasons. In 
CH 1. 92.5 a-b, Ci-en. 17 :15b- c apo e ar s as :

bu- lie oin wif ne beo gehaten Sarai, 
c"- ac beo gehaten Sarra.

Hie corresponding passage in the Heptateuch is:
b- din wif Sarai, ne hat ou hi heononforS Sarai, 
c- ac hat hi Sarra.

It will be immediately seen that the Homilies and Heptateuch. 
have different subjects for both clauses, and the Heptateuch 
has in addition what may be called a "dangling introducer" 
(see below, 4.3) which is not syntactical]y part of the sen­
tence and serves only to introduce the tonic: 'as for your 
wife Sarai,....’ The e:: clanation of the presence of both 
differences is found in the Latin: 

b ’ ■
c ’- sod Saraw. 

obviously, the ne In-'t w
vnca.Li.- of tie Latin; 6in wif Sarai lihrvise



143

Garai nroren tram, though 11ds lei!-or ohreee in actually 
the object of oho f ollovdng verb, An for the differoio.cn
oe' roen the Heptateuch and Homilies regarding the subje
ana cooxeo o;: a orovionsly Tvdntcd out (3.31)
t'rat dlf ri c la pro haul y introducing a ousfdve c o v: a t ru c t i on 
into the hor-dlics to make this sentence n. rood el to the 
one her ore it, though this ran eludes If tp ability to con­
dense. And as .fox' the danyliny introducer in ide Hepta­
teuch, it can he sbovn. to he the closest Old Enylish con­
struction to the Latin initial object. do cony tire Latin 
exactly would have required Dlfi'ic to write 0 Y 3 C, rbich 
if not impossible in Old English (see Quirk, pp.92-94) is 
at least unlikely. Add to this AALfric's apparent dislike 
of initial objects, and it is clear why he inserts tire now 
object hi: the Old English is non almost a mirror copy of 
the Latin, out does not begin with an object. (It might 
bo mentioned, in nassing that the three charts in this sec­
tion of the investigation list only three initial objects—  
two indirect and one dii-ect. All three are pronominal ob­
jects or relatives. In Old English these two classes hod 
a tendency to be orenosed— and still there arc only throe 
such in tiiis chanter. )

3 ." A' . Contrasts in participle placement. Ac have just 
seen some of the practical inolicnti no of Alfric's distinc­
tion Lelveon naro.nhra.se and trausl.o.tion: too bbnllies and
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Heptateuch both, handle the same material, but are still 
very different stylistically— the latter mirroring the 
Latin in many respects. In view of this it is not sur­
prising that Charts 5.2 and 5.5 support the initial sug­
gestion, raised in regard to Chart 5.1; that the Hepta­
teuch has constructions that the Homilies does not, and 
vice versa. In addition to the eight structures listed 
in Table 5.1; the Heptateuch has five others appearing 
once each in Chart 5.2:

S V ppl 10
V S ppl C
V ppl S C 
10 V ppl 
Vira ppl

Likewise, Chart 5.5 contains six structures, once each, 
not appearing for the Homilies in Chart 5.1:

S V ppl 0 
S V 10 ppl 
S 0 ppl V 
(S) V ppl C 
0 S ppl V 
10 ppl Vim

It will be immediately seen that the distribution of the 
constructions is now different from that in Table 5.1, and 
this is presented in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2: Distribution of Constructions.
1- • —... . .....

typo
Hentateuch■________

--  __
Homilies 1 .. _ j

ind. sub. total ind. sub, totalj
S V Pol 18 8 26 12 5 17 I
S V ppl c p o P 1 0 1
S V ppl 10 0 1 1 0 0 0
S V C ppI 0 0 0 2 1 3S Y 10 pul 0 0 0 1 0 1
S pul Y 0 6 6 0 6 6
S 0~ pul Y 0 1 1 1 0 1
(S) V ppl 2 0 2 0 0 0
(S) V ppl C 0 0 0 1 0 1
Y ppl 2 0 2 1 0 1
Vim ppl 1 0 1 0 f) 0
V S pul 0 3 13 8 1.6
V S ppl C 1 0 i 1 o 1
V ppI S 8 0 o 2 1 3
Y ppl S C 1 o 1 0 0 0
0 S pul V 0 0 0 0 1 1
10 V ppl 1 0 i-i- 0 0 0
10 ppl Vim 0 0 0 0 1 1
total ; 39 If) 35 18 53

As Table 5.2 shows, the Heptateuch and Homilies each 
haue five constructions not appearing- in the other. Because 
of the small numbers involved, however, it seems highly in­
advisable to five too much weight to this— especia'1 ly when 
it is noticed that S V ppl C, for eramule, occurs under 
the Homilies for Table 3.2 but not for Table 5.1 for which 
the ssnole was smaller. Since there are several other in- 
stc.no os of this tyne on the two charts, the dan mere inherent 
in the small san elos under discussion are continually ap­
parent . Hotvithstandiny this, however, some of the dif­
ferences are interesting;, and oerhaps significant. For 
'm: ample, the two words are quite at odds in relation to
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verb-initial constructions. Aixteen cases of 7 £ ppl ap­
pear in the Homilies, but only throe in the Ileotateuch.
On the other hang, only three cases of Y P_nl S occur in 
the honilies as opposed to eight in the Heptateuch.

3.ip. Latin influence on participle placement. The 
contrast tores °n specie? interest when considered in terns 
of the essential question of whether iHxric's technique of 
translation was in any way mechanical, "’his question is 
important because even if hlfric does not grossly distort 
English syntax, it is still possible that he came to terms 
with the Latin text by creating correspondences between 
Latin and English structures— automatically using the same 
English construction 'whenever a certain Latin one appeared.
If this were done in order to reconstruct in the translation 
the innact of the original, it would be very much in keening 
with the theories of translation presented by Hida, for ex­
am .ole (above, 1.11), that a translator must find the proper 
structure in the receptor language to retain not only the 
referential meaning but also the emotive power of the orig­
inal. And if hlfric did this, it is certainly worth Irnowing 
about. Chart 3.4 therefore presents the Heptateuch:Vulgate 
correspondences (3.41) and Vulgate:Heptateuch correspondences 
(3.4?) in order to establish the probability that a certain 
construction in the Old English answers to a certain one in 
the Latin, and the predictability that a certain Latin struc­
ture will yield a. certain English one.
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Chart 3.4: Correspondences in Participle Placement.
5.41. Heptateuch:Vulgate Correspondences.

Hept at eu ch Vulgate
type total i s type 3 F<
S V ppl 26 10 8 S Vp 

S npl V 
pul V S 
pul Vim 
Vp S 
S V DPI 
ppl V
V S
V 0
Vim Inf 0

6
3 3 
3 1 
3 2*1**

1!***
x. x»

1

S V ppl o 2 2 Vp S C 
Vp C

1

1
S V ppl 10 1 1 10 Vp s 1
S upl-V 6 6 ppl V 

S ppl
ppl

(1 time)

3
1
1

i
S 0 ppl V 1 1 (l time)
(S) V ppl 2 2 ppl

Vp
• - • - -....... ... 91 - 
1

Y ppl 2 2 Vp
V ppl

1
1

Vim ppl 1 1 Vp 1
V S ppl 3 3 ppl V S 

Vp S 
ppl S

1
1
1

V S ppl C 1 1 S Vp C 1
V ppl s 8 8 ppl V S

Vp S 7
1

_ V ppl S C 1 1 ppl v S C 1
10 V ppl 1 1 ppl V 10 1
total 33 39 16 39 14
*One is subordinate in Hept., but independent in Vulg. See Chrt.3.1.
*-̂ Actually subject accusative in the Latin. See Chart 3.2, n.2".
***Indenenaent in the Heptateuch; subordinate in ilie’ Yulgnte.
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Chart 3.4: Correspondences in Participle Placement. 
3.42. Vulgate :IIept at euch Correspond, ences.

Vulgate I-Ieptateuch ..— r*

type total i s type i c»»~i
ppl V S 12 11 1 V ppl S 

S V p p I
V S ppl

73
1

T

S Vp 6 6 S V ppl 6
S ppl V 6 3 3 S V ppl 3 ' 3
Vp s 4 3 1 S V ppl

v ppi s
V S ppl

i
2*

Vp 
. .. __....

3 3 V ppl . 
Vim ppl 
(S) V ppl

1
1
1

ppl v 4 4 S ppl V
S V ppl

3
1

ppl 2 1*-I (S) V ppl 
S upl V

1
1

1 ppl Vim 3 3 S V ppl 3
ppl V S C 1 1 v ppl s c 1
S V ppl 1** 1 S V ppl 1
V ppl 1 1 v ppl 1
ppl s 1 1 V S ppl 1
S ppl 1 1 S pnl V 1
S Vp c 1 1 V S ppl 0 1
Vp c 1 1 S V ppl c “1
Vp 8 C 1 1 3 V ppl C 1
T o .vp.3" 1 '1 S V ppl 10 1
ppl v 10 1 1 10 V ppl 1
V s 1 1 8 V ppl 1****
V 0 1 1 3 V ppl V -!v -A- ■- >'

Vim Inf 0 1 1 8 V ppl 1
t n i  o l' fc.---- ------ 33 y  < > 13
*One is ehoraro.xnr:to 111 rlic llepto/ceocn., xurleuenuert in tho
—  See above, 3.12, for the problems in classifying this n 
—"Actually subject' accusative. See Chart 3.2 , 'Tote P.

'Mil,'•'■ate.
articlpic.
ouch.
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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 S, 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 Old 
English; fifteen of the seventeen passives1 and twenty-two 
clauses beginning with the participle. Since the passive 
verbs of Latin had to become periphrastics and the initial 
participles had to be moved, ADLfric 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 Old 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 Latin items having this 
maximum number of English correspondences, ppl V S and 
I E  S, have the same renderings: S V ppl, V ppl S, 7 S ppl. 
What would seem to be an equation that AELfric made between 
Vp and ppl V is further suggested by the rendering of both 
S Vjd and S ppl V as Old English S V ppl, accounting for 
twelve instances of this construction. This suggestion 
of how jELfric deals with an unacceptable contruction gains
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force when it is remembered that Mfric 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 
jElfric 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 been translated by hat an; see Note l) jELfric 
turned fourteen into the obvious English equivalent— V ppl. 
For the remaining thre^ 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 pnl, by 
transposing V and ppl. Thus in an overwhelming -percentage 
of cases, ^Elfric rejected the possibility of having V fol­
low ppl, or of something interposing between them.
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To return now to the contrast of eight cases of Y opl 
13 in the Heptateuch to only three in the Homilies, it seems 
significant, in terms of JElfric's fairly consistent handling 
of Latin ppl V, that seven of the eight V ppl S in the Hep­
tateuch answer to Latin opl V and the remaining one to IE 
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 JS1- 
fric's sophistication— transposition of ppl V into V pplt 
and periphrase of Vjd 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 
iElfric 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
11.62.11, previously pointed out (Section 3.132) 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 £3 is not rendered 
V ppl S (being instead Y S ppl), this Latin source ia a 
probable explanation for the V ppl S in the Homilies. And 
finally, additional support for the present interpretation 
of the contrast between the two works in respect to Y ppl S

nail mmm

comes from the fact that, as Chart 3.1 shows, the three 
cases of this structure occurring in the Heptateuch in



verses with, corresponding particinles 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 S ppl in the Homilies as against only three in the Hepta­
teuch. Clearly, jElfric’s personal preference was for V S 
ppl; but this structure separates V from npl, 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
ness" in its verbs. In all likelihood here is a situation 
in which ASlfric was attempting to reconstruct the Latin 
syntax that he could not imitate: putting S between V and 
ppl, as was his personal preference, would have detracted 
from the effect that Alfric thought the Latin conveyed 
and which he was trying to reproduce. In summary, then, 
the two major contrasts— eight V npl S in the Heptateuch 
to three in the Homilies and sixteen V S ppl in the Homilies 
to three in the Heptateuch— when taken together show /flfric 
working out a conflict between his personal style on the 
one hand and on the other his~«*«;ated 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 Latin 
verbs, in this instance by having the ppl immediately fol­
low clause-initial verbs.
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The suggestion that jELfric liked to separate the V 
from the ppl helps explain some further contrasts. Only 
four of the fifty-five clauses v/ith 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 pnl (three times) and S V 10 
ppl (once).

Likewise, the suggestion that ,Elfric had mechanical 
or automatic correspondences between Latin and Old 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 ppl 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 /ELfric 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 raay have mechanically rendered a Latin ppl V £ C into 
V ppl S C— producing the unique instance in the sample 
texts of two units following the ppl.

Gen.15:13a seems at first glance to contradict the 
suggestions that AHfric changed as little as possible in 
the Heptateuch and that he had mechanical correspondences. 
Dictumque est ad eum is translated as Him wses 5a gessed
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swutelice 5urh God, viz. , ppl V _I0 becomes _I0 V ppl. Ac­
cording to our previous suggestions V ppl 10 is expected, 
since this is both the mechanical fronting of the V and 
the least change from the Latin. That JlLfric did not use 
this possibility is of considerable interest. Reference 
to the verse in question will show that 10 is a pronoun; 
and pronouns regularly stand before the verb. Granting 
this, the simplest change would have been to move K) to 
the front, thereby avoiding an initial ppl and getting the 
pronoun into the right position. But, as Chart 3.4 shows, 
this clause is independent, and all seven clauses with 
final V are subordinate. This leaves the present order,
12 I as the only one which jElfric 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 AO-fric does not use constructions

2felt to be contrary to good English usage.
V-final clauses being subordinate is without exception 

in the sample. In the Heptateuch there are six IS ppl V and 
one S 0 ppl V, all subordinate. Six more occurrences in 
the I-Iomilies of S ppl V and two apiece in each of the Pre­
faces (see Chart 3.3) are subordinate. In addition, the 
Homilies has one case each of 0 S ppl V and 10 opl 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 POH) only five are perfects— an interesting aside, 
perhaps, about .ELfric's style.

The five V-final relatives answer to latin 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 

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 ELfric's normal style, but the reason 
is not clear.^

A minor contrast that bears mentioning because it is 
so clearly due to Latin influence is the occurrence of two 
(S) 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 (S_) signifies a 
subject carried over from another clause. For the 137 
clauses being discussed in this chapter, jElfric regularly 
repeats the subject or substitutes a pronoun, generally 
avoiding the subject-less clause so common in Latin (see 
Chart 3.4), and (£>) thus appears only three times. Indeed, 
as Chart 3.4 indicates, jELfric 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 of3uhte 5a
b- 5eat he mann geworhte ofer eor3an: 
c- he wolde 5a warnian on ser,
d- and vuses gehrepod mid heortan sarnysse wi3innan. 

a'- Poenituit eum
b'- quod hominem fecisset in terra
d 1- et tactus dolore cordis intrinsecus (...inquit....) 
dn- Ha wearS God to f>an swiSe gegremod....

Num.21:9 is:
a- Moyses 5a worhte 5a aerenan nasddran, 
b- and sette to tacne; 
c- and pa 3e tosliten waeron 
d- beheoldon to 5s3re naddran 
e- and wurdon gehsslede.
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a'- Fecit ergo Moyses serpentem eeneum,
b 1- et posuit earn pro signo: 
c quern cum percuss! 
d 1- aspicerent, 
e !- sanabantur.
e"- ...and hi wurdon gehselede fram Sam attre Ssere 

fyrenra naeddryna.
Gen.6:5d" in the Homilies begins a sentence and is therefore 
not capable of lacking a subject; though one could argue 
that here /Elfric is reordering the clauses to create a more 
pleasing English arrangement, this could not be proved. The 
example from Numbers, however, clearly shows iBlfric avoiding 
the subject-less construction in the Homilies. And in both 
cases the structure of the Heptateuch is obviously following
the Latin. In each case the Latin lacks a subject in the
relevant clause and, in addition, the Latin participles lack 
finite verbs— in the first instance being adjectival ('... 
touched with pain, he said....1) and in the second subjec- 
tival ('...when the bitten looked....), as explained above, 
Sections 3.12 and 3.21. Apparently A21fric is reconstructing 
this syntax with what he felt was the closest acceptable 
English structure: coordinated predicates.^

3.24. The control texts. To briefly summarize, then, 
we have clearly seen that AHfric's skill v/ith 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 significant contrasts it is still possible 
to see how closely M.fric followed the Latin 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 JHfric’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 Latin source and not by 
the theme. Therefore, participle placement for the Pre­
faces is presented and tabulated in Chart 3.3.

Chart 3.5. 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 14V S ppl 4 0 0 0 4 0 4S ppl V 0 2 0 2 0 4 4S V ppl C 1 0 0 2 1 2 3S V C  ppl 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
V ppl 1 0 0 0 1 0 1S 0 V ppl 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
V 10 ppl 0 0 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, PCIi 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 
Homilies.̂

AHfric's consistency is seen again. The four V S ppl, 
all of which occur in the Preface to Genesis, are independ­
ent, following the usage seen in the two previous works. 
Moreover, all four S_ 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 Homilies.

It is probably significant that the Prefaces use S V 
ppl G in both independent and subordinate clauses, whereas 
’t̂ le 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 Latin syn­
tax. Thus, while the contrast does not show iElfric 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 conclusions 
drawn 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 preponderance of this orranyerrient in both the he pin­
ion ch one1 homilies. hubd.iv.id in,y further, we find that, 
whereas eighteen of twenty-sis? in the Heptaten oil and twelve 
of seventeen in the Homilies are independent, here only 
four of fourteen are indenendent. ICver. more strikirr-, end 
fully supportin': the indications of the investiration in 
Chapter 2, is that only one of the seven in 'PCI is inde­
pendent, nakiny this text very different from the other 
Prele.ee, and nakiny these two as a unit different from the 
narratives that they have been seen to resemble in other 
points. It is also siiiificant,that the homilies stands 
more or less between the other works in respect to the ra­
tios of independents and subordinates in this structure. 
for if the :-Tofacec reflect hlfric's style when free from 
interference, and the lieotateuch his style influenced by 
s Latin biblical narrative, the homilies should fall in 
between, beinr a .biblical narrative without a commitment 
to a text.

Further suppoutiny this is the fact that PO and PGR 
both lack constructions with (R), vis., subject-less but 
coordinated predicates, previously shown to occur in the 
Ileotateucu. because of Latin influence. On the other hand, 
taken as a unit they lack none of the constructions con­
sidered significant to the homilies, thou vh PGR. alone 
lacks the important arranr'emeut _7 S. p pi» And. it is worth 
montionin/"; that this latter piece of embarrass in'r evidence
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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.

3.5. Summary.
In this discussion of the placement of past participles 

in the Heptateuch and Homilies it was found that, true to 
his stated aim, iElfric retained the quality of the Latin 
original so long as this could be done without violence to 
English 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 Latin text did not in­
duce jElfric 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., (S) 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 .Elfric accepts 
as good usage but chooses not to use. Of this type we may 
mention V npl 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 Latin influence in this construction was seen 
to be particularly significant, since V ppl S of the Hep­
tateuch— so obviously based on the Latin— 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 narrative 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 Latin influence, but not those of the Homilies 
thought to be significant— thereby reinforcing the belief 
that the Heptateuch, because it is a translation, represents 
a style not jELfric'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 POH on the other reinforces the possi­
bility that in respect to this feature the two former rep­
resent a narrative style that contrasts with vELfric’s ex­
pository style. (This is discussed fully in Chapter 2.)

Finally, 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 
’t*le Heptateuch because of some feature in the Latin source.
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Notes to Chapter 3.
^There 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 Old English with a passive: Gen.2 :23c, "beo 
heo geciged fsemne" for "hsec vocabitur virago" and Gen. 17:5b, 
"ac ou bysf gehaten Abraham" for "sed appellaberis 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 ,”̂ s T h o  is used here. In contrast to these two, 
Gen.17:5a has 'been counted as evidence because hat an does 
not seem applicable:

a- Ne Sin naraa ne byS geciged heononforth Abram,... 
a 1- Nec ultra vocabitur nomen tuum Abram....

Hatan is apparently limited to the person or thing named, 
e.g., se hatte, but not to the name itself, e.g., *5in 
nama halrfce.

2Two indirect objects occur in the Heptateuch sample, at 
Gen.15:13a and I7:17d. 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: "...wearS 
me ge5uhi .. . .11 One might speculate that this has some­
thing to do with the particular verb here, ftyncan, which 
has other peculiarities; but this is only speculation.ĝThe relative clauses are:

Hp: Gen.3:19c, 3:23d, 9:l6d, 17:14a; Num.21:8d, 2l:9c.
(Gen.17:14a is not V-final.)

OH: I.18.16a (same clause at II.406.6b), I.20.26b,
I.22.7b, I.226.25b, II.8.14a. 11.58.35, 11.234.29. 
(The last three are V-final.)

PG: lines 55, 74b, 76a. “
PCH: 2.4, 2.5, 4.21. 4.22a.

Two of the relatives in the Homilies (I.20.26b and I.22.7b)
and one in PCH (2.5) are of the' s'e'declension; the problems
involved in classifying these forms are discussed in Notes 
3 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 /dlfr ic rs 
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.

^The three other subject-less constructions (V pul, 10 V 
ppl, 10 ppl Vim) are not applicable to this discussion, be­
cause all contain imperatives or impersonals— regularly 
subject-less in Old English. It must be admitted, though, 
that the one coordinated predicate occurring in CH 1.92.5,
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(S) V PPl is troublesome because it is more accurately 
not an imperative but a subjunctive:

Ne Sin wif ne beo gehaten So.rai, 
ac beo gehaten Sarra.

Nevertheless, the "fact that beo is both the subjunctive and 
imperative may be responsible for ASlfric's omission of the_ 
subject here. This possibility 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
pletely parallel thematically, and considerably so syntac­
tically. As pointed out in Section 3.21, this parallelism 
may be the reason that /NLfric rendered the passage in the 
passive here, but in the active, following the Latin, in the 
Heptateuch:

15b- Sin wif Sarai, ne hat Su hi heononfteS Barai, 
c- ac hat hi Sarra.

It should further be noticed that the parallel clause in 
the preceding sentence in the Homilies (I.92.3b), 

ne beo Su geciged heonon-forST Abram, 
ac Xbraham...,

contains a subject with a clearly imperative beo. Though it 
is, of course, impossible to know why ACLfric 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 deliberate artistic effect with the thematic and syntactic 
echoes in the second sentence. On the other hand, it is less 
clear whether the parallel usage of subjunctive and impera­
tive beo is symptomatic of a significant element in Alfric's 
grammar, as, for example, the partial merging of the two moods.

Thus, to return to the question 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 
lacking subjects. Nevertheless, that only two (_S) V ppl 
occur in the Heptateuch is sufficient cause for not giving 
too much v/eight to this' contrast.

5The fact that the Heptateuch and Homilies contain thir­
teen constructions apiece, 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 number 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' lTO-- 
the present numbers are small enough to have been determined 
by the size. For example, the first twenty-nine participles 
in the Heptateuch 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 

MISCELLANEOUS CONSTRUCTIONS

The object of this investigation is to discover whether 
Mfric'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 3 the 
details of past participle placement. In both cases it was 
found that the Heptateuch follows the Latin quite carefully, 
resulting in many differences in particulars between it and 
the Homilies. But it was also found that the Heptateuch 
abandoned the Latin when following it would have produced 
unacceptable English.

In this chapter investigation will be made of several 
constructions which, though acceptable in Old English, are 
rare in the Heptateuch and Homilies and can be shown to 
occur in the former because of adherence to the Latin 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 aopearance in the Hep­
tateuch can be traced to some peculiarity in the Latin and 
whose absence from the corresponding passage in the Homi­
lies is 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 
iClfric'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. As will be seen, it is not always possible to de­
cide which of the two is being used; and in some cases the 
very act of deciding prejudges the evidence. Nevertheless, 
the comparison results in significant discoveries about ML- 
fric’s translation technique.

Present participles occur in the samples as predica­
tives, substantives, and adjectivals.

4.11. Predicatives. Predicatives appear in three 
functions: 1) equivalent to Modern English verbal usage;
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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, M o dem Eng­
lish "he blessed them and said" could become "he blessed 
them saying" as is the case in Old English where "God... 
bletsode hi, 5us ewe5ende" (Heptateuch, Gen.1:22) can al­
ternate with "eft clypode se engel... and cwaeS" (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.. .bletsode hi, 5us ewe5ende.... 
a 1- ...benedixitque eis dicens....

2:16a- And bebead him, Sus cweSende....
a ’- Pisecepitque ei dicens....

17:17b- ...Abraham...hloh, ewe5ende on hys heortan.... 
b'- ...Abraham...risit, dicens in cordo suo«...

22:3b- Abraham...ferde...and Isaac samod, on assum ridende, 
b '- ...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 .ffilfric will sometimes follow the Latin. Comparison 
to the Homilies is limited to Gen.2:16 (CH I.12.33b), "God 
}>a hine gebrohte on neorxna-wange.. .and him to cwssS,11 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 1.16.3-7 
and 1.92.4-8 , respectively.

The fourth case, 22:3, is clearly not due to influence 
from the Vulgate; but whether the Vulgate is Allfric's source 
here is an entirely different question, difficult to answer. 
While AHfric'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 jElfric has already been shown to translate. Taking 
just the one verse in question here, we easily see how much 
/Elfric differs from the Vulgate:

3a- Abraham 8a. aras on >eere ylcan nihte
b- and ferde mid twam cnapum to pam fyrlenum lande,

and Isaac samod, 
on assum ridende. 

a 1- Igitur Abraham de nocte consurgens 
stravit asinum suum:
ducens secum duos juvenes, et Isaac filium suum: 
cumque concidisset ligna. in holocaustum, 

b ’- abiit ad locum
quern piseceperat ei Deus.
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It is possible, of course, that ADLfric's source for Gen. 
22:lff. is an Old Latin text, as suggested in 2.3122.

The identification of vElfric's text is further com­
plicated by the version in the Homilies (II.60.20c-22), 
which differs from both the Heptateuch and Vulgate and 
from the apparent homiletic source, Bede's Homiliy XIII.
(The problems involved in determining the homiletic source 
are implicit in the belief, noted in 1.41, that Xllfric 
treats his source loosely.) CH II.60.20c-22 reads:

20c- pa vises Abraham buton elgunge gearo to Godes Iteese,
21- and sicSode arodlice to Ssere dune
22- 6e him God gev/issode, and his sunu samod. 

Establishing A0.fr ic's source in this instance presents al­
most 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 appears once in the Homilies 
and once in POII; no present participles of any kind occur 
in PG.1 The one case in the Homilies sample is 11.62.5 
(Gen.22:15):

iCfter Sisum clypode eft Godes engel of heofonum 
to Abrahame,
>u.s cweoende....

This particular example is interesting because the corre-
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sponding verse in the Heptateuch was previously cited as 
an instance in which MIfric coordinated two finite verbs 
instead of using a participle. It is certainly important 
to note that this verse in the Vulgate has a participle:

Eft clypode se engel Abraham, and cwseS....
Vocavit autem Angelus Domini Abraham secundo dicens....

The one case in PCH (2.15) is most similar to the 
present participle usage in G-en.22.:3 » the one not following 
the Latin, since these two are more parenthetical than the 
other examples:

For >isum antimbre ic gedyrstlgehte, 
on Gode truwiende....

To summarize what we have seen about present participles 
in verbal constructions,thafcMfric uses participles in two 
places where Latin influence is unlikely and that Visser 
(flSlOll, 1013) gives examples of similar usage in Old Eng­
lish proves that JSlfric 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 yELfric 
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 Old English, 
though this construction gave rise in late Old English to
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what became the progressive forms in Modern English. While 
only this latter form will concern us in this section, it 
must be pointed out that the same ambiguity that exists in 
Modern English between the two, as "the masses are revolting," 
existed to a greater extent in Old English, where the inde­
finite article was seldom used. Thus, hit is fleodende 
means both ’it is flying1 and 'it is a flying creature', 
since the final -£ 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, Hum.17:18b:

a- (Moyses...) eode on eeme merien in to oam getelde, 
b- and efne 5a wass growende Aarones gyrd on blostmum 

and on leafum on hnutbeames wisan.
This case cannot be traced to the Vulgate, which reads: 

a'- (Moyses...) sequenti die regressus 
invenit

b'- germinasse virgam Aaron: 
et eruperant flores,
qui, foliis dilatatis, in amygdalas deformati sunt.

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 wees >a sume hwile anstandende." Now, Bosworth-Toller
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lists anstandende as a participle meaning 'one standing 
alone', giving Alfric'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 Old Eng­
lish had the same meaning of 'exist' that it has in Mod­
ern English stand corrected or thus the matter stands 
for which Bosworth-Toller quotes "3us hit stod on Sam 
daegum 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 too fits into our ex­
ample. Since, as already pointed out, final -e_ marks 
the verbal function of the participle 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 jElfric; but his example, GH 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 Alfric 
in the Homilies it would be impossible to say whether 
he made use of the verbal ancestor of the progressive.
For 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. CI-I 1.20.6, corresponding to the non-AELfrician Gen. 
5:4-5, reads: "Adam pa vises wunigende on >isum life mid 
geswince." Though there is a word wunigend 'inhabitant1, 
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 ASlfric's writings, and also 
making it— in conjunction with the evidence previously 
given in this section— impossible to trace AHfric's use 
of the progressive to his Latin source.

4.113. 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- 
ple x example of the latter occurs in the Homilies; none 
in the Heptateuch. No examples 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, but -whereas verbal usage 
has tmderlying it coordinated finite verbs, noun complementa­
tion has underlying it a relative clause. For 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 
city" but not *"burning the city fire" (verbals), it is 
acceptable to say "boolcs interesting to the public" but 
not ^"interesting to the public books" (adjectivals). How­
ever, because generally adjectives precede their nouns in 
Old 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 beoS Sonne englum gelice,

god yfel. 
d'- et eritis sicut dii

scientes bonum et malum.
and Gen.9:11b:

b- ne heononforS ne biS flod 
tosencende 5e eorSan.

witende segSer ge
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b'- neque erit deinceps diluvium 
dissipans terrain.

It should be immediately obvious that the present parti­
ciples in the Old English 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 corresponding 
passage in the Homilies (1.18.4) has the much more common 
auxiliary + infinitive construction:

3b- j>onne beoS eowere eagan geopenode,
4- and ge rnagon geseon and tocnawan segoer ge god

yfel»
5- and ge beo5 englurn gelice;

and this despite the other strong echoes of the original.
The participle is likewise missing from the corresponding 
version in the Homilies (1.22.13) to the second example, 
though in this case the paraphrase is somewhat looser:

12a- >onne biS eeteowod min renboga betwux pam wolcnum,
12b- honne beo ic gemyndig mines v/eddes,
13- ket ic nelle heonon-forS mancynn mid wsetere adrencan. 

Visser (glOlOb) gives examples of this construction in other 
Old English v/orks (though not by /HLfric), proving that the 
construction existed in £lfric’s period; but its infrequency 
in the sainnle would suggest that .Elfric did not find it at­
tractive and included it here because of its presence in his 
text.
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4 .1132. following be on. 'I1 his is something of an ad 
hoc classification, containing as it does only one example,
OH II.8.14b:

pa. ..wses Aarones gyrd geraett 
growende raid bo gum 
and blowende 
and berende hnyte.

As nointed out in Section 4.112, this construction is dif­
ferent from that, since the previous section dealt with the 
ancestor of iiodern English progressive constructions, and 
this example is clearly something else. 7/hat it does approx- 
raate is the structure that '/isser terras "indirect consecution 
of two verbs of the tyoe 'Ic geseah hine wepende' (J5J1015).
The very obvious difference, however, is that our example 
is in the passive periphrastic, and the participles are 
therefore complementing the subject of the verb, not the 
object. The construction under investigation here would 
seem to be a type of linking predicate, and the partici­
ples would thus stand 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 a predicate ad­
jective construction, which is not the case here since the 
participles dominate objects.

Y/hile it would be desirable to be able to arrive at a 
more satisfying description of the construction, it is not 
essential to our purpose, since the structure is in the Horn-
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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 is often difficult to disting\>ish from agent 
nouns in -end, most of the inflections being the same. Both 
examples in the Heptateuch are subject to this ambiguity, as 
is one of the two in the Homilies, the second perhaps 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, actually being 
coordinated with another substantive-, -

All the members of this class may be considered, as in 
Visser §1012, adjectives being used substantivally; but this 
would seem to be nothing more than adding an unnecessary 
middle term, since Visser himself recognises tha.t the ad­
jectives in question are merely adjectival uses of present 
participles. Therefore, rather than saying; that participles 
are used adjectivally and adjectives include substantival 
usage, it was decided to say simply that present partici­
ples may be used substantivally. On the other hand, the 
construction under discussion is equivalent to the sub­
stantival use of adjectives in Hodern English, e.g., "the 
poor shall inherit the earth."

The two examples in the Ileptateiich are Gen.3 :20c, 
c- ...heo is ealra libbendra modor 

c '— eo...mater cunctorum viventium
and 6 :?c
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b- Ic adylgie 5one man, 
c- 5e ic geseop..*

fram Sam men oS 3a nytenu.,
fran Sam slincendum oo 5a fugelas. 

b*- Delebo...hominem 
c q u e r n  creavi...

ab homine usque ad animantia, 
a reptili usque ad volucres cocli.

As noted before, both libbendi'a and slincendum can, by 
their inflections, be either participles or agent nouns, 
and -in fact Bosworth-Toller cites tbis instance of the 
latter under the entry for slincend, a noun, though the 
other two citations, slincende and slincendu are subject 
to the same ambiguity.

i'he classification of libbendra is more complicated, 
and no more certain. Bosworth-'Eoller gives many cases of 
libbende as an attributive adjective, and there are even 
several in our sample (see 4.13). however, there are no 
clear examnles of the form as a substantive. The closest 
instance given is from the Secular Lav/s of Xing Cnut: "nan
man nan ]>±ng ne bycge ofer feower oeninga weoro ne libbende 
ne ligende." But insofar as there is an adjective unlibbende, 
this occurrence may well be an object complement, not a sub­
stantive. The use of libbendra in the Heptateuch would 
therefore seem significant.

Though it is impossible to prove that the forms in
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question here are present participles, their presence is 
significant even if they are nouns. For as nouns libbend, 
though not cited, would mean ’living thing' and slincend, 
as Bosworth-Toller says, 'crawling thing', both of which 
are conspicuously participial in contrast to the more com- 
raon manncynn and deorcynn occurring in CH 1.20.27-34, and 
corresponding to Gen.6:lff. This contrast between the two 
versions of the Noah story in the Heptateuch and Homilies 
is reinforced by the realization of the close similarity 
between the Heptateuch and Vulgate versions quoted above; 
for ealra libbendra is clearly mirroring the present par­
ticiple in cunctorum viventium, and slincendum rnay have 
been used to bring out the participial force of reptili.
This latter hypothesis is strengthened by the fact that
the three examples under slincend in Bosworht-Toller are

2all Biblical renderings of reptile♦~
As for the two cases of present participles in the 

Homilies used substantivally, one, 1.14.26, is the passage 
corresponding to Gen.3:20, and contains the phrase ealra 
lybbendra inodor, the whole passage being very similar to 
the Heptateuch. The second case, 1.12.31b, "he wses 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).

'..Nile it is obvious that the exact classification of 
the forms in this section is difficult, we have nevertheless
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shown that their very presence is probably clue to yflfric's 
reconstructing the diction of his Latin source.

4.13 Adjectivals. There is considerable evidence for the 
use of present -participles as adjectivals— including their 
occurrence with the entire range of adjective inflections.
It is significant, therefore, that participles occur as at­
tributive adjectivals only in the Heptateuch sample (though 
they also appear in the homilies outside of the sample).
The significance of their occurrence in 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 participle as an adjectival is 
thus rendered in the Heptateuch.

The cases in the Heptateuch fall into two main groups: 
those that translate Latin adjectival + noun; and those that 
translate participles standing as substantives, usually ren­
dered into Old English with the addition of cynn. Since the 
same phrases appear repeatedly, only a single example of 
each will be given.

The first group includes:
Gen.1:21- lybbende fisccyn and styrigendlic 

animam viventera et motabilen 
2:7- on libbendre sawle 

in animam viventem 
19- lybbende nyten 

aniiiEe vi vent is
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9:16- eallura libbendum fleesc
omnem animam viventem universes carnis 

The second group includes:
Gen.1:20- swymmende cynn...fieogende cynn 

reptile...volatile 
24- creopende cyn 

reptile
Clearly, the nartieiples in these examples translate 

participles in the Latin, though as mentioned before not 
every Latin participle is rendered by an English one. No­
table instances of this are Gen.1:24 where cuce n.ytena 
translates animam viventem; 2:20, where nytena and fugelas 
render anlmantia and volatilia; and the rather mixed group 
at 7:21 where ’vol'llcrum, animantium, bestiarum,omniunique 
reptilium” is rendered “manna, and .fugela, nytena and creop- 
endra.

Again, the significance of these correspondences is 
highlighted by the absence of similar circumlocutions in 
the relevant passages in the Homilies, where on sawle and 
on licharnan (1.12.30) is equivalent to on libbendre sawle 
(2:7); nytencynn, deorcynn, fixas, and fugelas (1.16.5-6) 
appear instead of the Latinate lybbende nyten, libbendum 
flasc, swymmende cynn, and fieogende cynn; and gslc ping 
cuces (1.22.6) replaces the whole list of creatures in 
Gen.7:21 (see previous paragraph).

Here, then, as with the other uses that £lfric makes
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of present participles— ranging from those thoroughly 
common in Old English to those exceedingly rare— his sty­
listic choices are clearly influenced by a desire to recon­
struct the diction of the Latin original.

4.2. We rked Infinitives.
This group is easy to identify, consisting of all, 

and only, verb forms oreceded by t£ and having the inflec­
tional ending -enne or -ne. As with all the constructions 
in this chapter, marked infinitives are infrequent, this 
being both an advantage and disadvantage. And as with 
present participles, this verb form is often difficult to 
divide into subcategories, the two major ones being occur­
rence with a finite verb and occurrence with a noun or ad­
jective (what Quirk and Wrenn, §136f, call "specificatory").

4«21. >«ith a finite verb. There are three cases of 
this in the Heptateuch sample, and one in PG. There is 
also one in the Homilies, not in our sample, very similar to 
a fourth in the Heptateuch at Gen.ll:6 , a questionable, and 
thus omitted, AILfrician passage.

The example in PG is the easiest to describe. In 
"Crist...began to bodienne his halige godspel" (1.33b), 
the infinitive is in construction with a verb of inception, 
a very common construction.

Somewhat similar to this is an infinitive in construe-
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tion with a verb of motion, as in the Heptateuch, Gen.22 :5c, 
"ic and >aat cild ga5 unc to gebiddenne." This construction 
cannot be attributed to Latin influence, since the Vulgate 
reads: "ego et puer illuc usque properantes, postquara adora- 
verims, (revertemur)," a much different, and much more comp­
licated, structure.

An instance that is obviously due to the Latin is the 
Questionable passage, "and hi begunnon 5is ibo wyrcenne," 
which translates "coeperuntque hoc facere." As mentioned, 
the same construction appears in the Homilies, 1.22.21, in 
a paraphrase of the same passage: "and begunnon pa tô  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 ./dlfric 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 Heptateuch are more 
difficult to describe, one, Gen.22:4b, reads:

...hi 3a dune gesav/on,
Sser 3®r hi to sceoldon to ofsleane Isaac.

The problem here is accounting; for the first tjo and then 
the infinitive in relation to sceoldon. The only explana­
tion seeras to be that sceoldon is here used, as in many 
other pi' ces in the Old English corpus, to denote obliga­
tion, with the verb omitted. If this is the case, then to
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is an adverb of motion towards something, its only possible 
desitnaYion being 5ser. And this would mean that the infini­
tive is in construction with an omitted verb of motion! In 
other words, the only apparent explanation of this sentence 
is that it is an elliptical form of ' ...oaer oaer hi to gang an 
sceoldon to ofsleane...', and a nossible meaning would be 
'then they saw the hill, (there) to_ which they had to go to 
sacrifice...1.

'the difficulties in tliis verse cannot be traced to the 
Vulgate, which reads: "...elevatis oculis, vidit locum proc'ul." 
Y/hen it is noticed that the previously quoted "gaS to gebiddenne" 
is from the same passage, it 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- And God gebletsode 5one seofoSan dseg 
b- and hine gehalgode
c- for San 5e he on oone dseg geswac his weorces,
d- 8e he gesceop to wyrcenne.

a ’- Et benedixit diei septimo 
b 1- et sanctificavit ilium
c 1- quia in ipso cessaverat ab oinni opere suo
d'- quod creavit Deus ut faceret-.

As in so many other cases, the close correspondence of the 
Heptateuch to the Vulgate is highlighted by comparing /HLfric's
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rendering of the same passage in the Homilies (I.14.30-32a): 
30- and on 5am seofoSan ckege he geenciode his we ore,
31a- and geswac 5a

b- and gehalgode 5one seofoSan dreg,
32a- forSan 5e he on 5 am dsege his we ore geendode.

Having established the debt owed by the Heptateuch 
version to the Vulgate, it is easy to see that the infini­
tive in this verse is reconstructing the Latin subjunctive 
of purpose introduced by ut. But while this is a valid func­
tion ir Old English of the infinitive, it is a strange usage 
of the verb gesceop. Significantly, the same untidiness
.exists in the Latin; for the verse must be translated '...he
finished his works that he had proposed to make*, but neither 
creavit nor gesceop really has this meaning. The Vulgate is 
apparently doing the best it can with the Hebrew phrase

/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 
"translation stock" or automatic equivalences, since the 
formula /bara'/ - creavit is responsible for that most famous 
of mis-translations: "In the beginning C-od created." host 
Hebrew grammarians on the other hand, are now agreed that 
/bara'/ is a noun in this verse which 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 he liaht. 1 " 
Similarly, i£Lfric, faced with a Latin phrase that must 
have been unintelligible to him and fearing; lest he break 
his word "na mare awritan on Englisc ponne oeet Leden htufB," 
did exactly what Jerome had done to produce that Latin—  
he translated word for word, producing the strange locution 
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 dependent 
infinitival nexus. As the construction is well attested in 
Old English, aijpearing for example in Beowulf 48b, "leton 
holm beran", and 68-70, " .. .heall-reced hat an wolde/ rnedu- 
cern micel, menn gewyrcan/ j’anne ielda bearn sefre gefrugnon", 
and as the one example in the Heptateuch is clearly not a 
case of Latin influence, the examples will be only briefly 
mentioned. It should also be noted that the examples in the 
Heptateuch and Homilies are not marked infinitives. But 
since those in PG and PCH are, the construction is included 
here for all four samples.

Q?he instance in the Heptateuch is Gen.22:6a, in a 
chapter already shown to be fairly free from direct Latin 
influence in respect to the use of infinitives: 

a- Abraham het Isaac beran pone wudu 
a'- ligna holocausti imposuit super Isaac 
a"- Isaac pa bur wudu to forbesrenne 5a ofirunge.
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Obviously, neither the Heptateuch nor Homilies is depen­
dent on the Vulgate for this verse, (i'he infinitive in 
the Homilies, in construction with the noun, will be dis­
cussed in the following section,)

For Gen.24:2 the Heptateuch follows the Latin, though 
loosely, and has:

a- ...he clypode him to hys yldestan gerefan, 
b- pe ealle hys Sing bewiste, 
c- and cwseS to him: 
d- Sete pine hand under min 80oh.

3 a- And swera me ap as....
But the Homilies reports this speech indirectly and thus 
produces (II.234.25b-26):

...pa clypode he his yldestan cniht him to, 
and het hine settan his hand under his Seoh, 

and swerian....
The two cases in the Prefaces are PG 1.104b,"...Grist 

sylf and his apostolas us tsehton aegSer jto h e a l d e n n e and 
PCH 4.30, '"...God geSafaS pam arleasan Antecriste to wyr- 
cenne tacna."

In light of those examples there seems little doubt 
that the subject-accusative construction does not show 
Latin influence in AfLfric's usage. As pointed out earlier, 
the infinitives in the Heptateauch and Homilies are not 
marked, while those in PG and PCH are; it is unclear 
whether this is significant.
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4.22. \vith a noun or ad jeci.ive. The relationships 
between the infinitive and noun or adjective in this group 
are of various kinds, and because of the problems involved 
in describing their differences without giving examples of 
the constructions, the approach here adopted will be to 
list the constructions and discuss them simultaneously.

Gen.2 :18b reads:
Nis na pod Sisum men ana to wunigenne.

As explained by Visser (J(903)fhis construction is identi­
fied by the infinitive standing as complement to the im­
personal phrase, in this case nis na pod. Thus ana is in 
construction with the infinitive which in turn could have 
been the subject of the sentence, just as in Modern Eng­
lish '.It is not pood for this man to be alone' is vir­
tually interchangeable with 'Dor this man to be alone is 
not pood'. The construction is widely recorded in Visser, 
but despite this its occurrence in this verse is clearly 
due to the Latin: "Non est bonum esse horninem solum.11 The 
Homilies, significantly, renders this passage "Nis na ge- 
dafenlic pset pes man ana beo" (1.14.17c-18a), with a re­
lative clause in place of the infinitive.

Gen.3:ob is:
Da geseah oaet wif &et art treow wess pod to etenne.... 

The major characteristic of this structure is that the sub­
ject of the verb was is the object of the infinitive phrase 
pod to etenne, tantamount in this respect to Chomsky's "He
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is easy to please." visser (|f940), whose analysis of the 
structure is the one just given, has many examples of this 
also, hut again its presence in this verse is directly 
traceable to the Latin: "Vidit igitur mulier, quod bonum 
esset lignum ad vescendum,11 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 t£ (be) eat(en)1 which is lost in the normal Old 
English equivalent, the version in the Homilies (I.18.8-9b) 
is too free a paraphrase for valid comparison, for it total­
ly rewrites this verse: "V/earS peah jhot wif 5a forspanen 
Purh Sses deofles lare, and genam of Sees treowes wasstrne, and 
gent."

j.s further proof of the acceptabiliy of this construc­
tion to ^Ifric is the fact that it occurs three times in PC:

7- ...Pest weorc is swioe pleolic me oo3e aenigum 
men t£ underbeginnenne.

42- ...seo hoc is swipe deop gastlice to_ understandenne.
101b- ...hit bi5 swy8e gedwolsum to mdenne 8am oe Ssss 

Ledenes wise ne can.
Gen. 9 :15 b reads:

Be by5 flod to adylgienne eall fleesc.
In this construction the infinitive is what Visser (J905) 
calls an adjunct to the noun and has underlying it a normal 
subject-predicated relationship between flod and adylgian.
The construction is not listed as such in Visser, for in the
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type that he cites, "a man to soweyn kokyl betoknith 
euelis and stryf," the noun and its infinitive stand as 
subject to a linking verb follov'ed by a predicate noun, 
equivalent to Modern English "for a man to sow cockle 
betokens evil and strife." In the Heptateuch verse, how­
ever, the noun phrase is subject of beon, with nothing 
else in the predicate, and must be translated as 'there 
will not be a flood to drown all flesh'. Moreover, the 
semantic relationship between flod and t£ adylgienne is 
similar to that in "a figure of things to come,” in which 
"the infinitive has a clear connotation of futurity, and 
semantically approximates to an attributive clause open­
ing with that or which" (Visser §927). But in both cases, 
Visser cites no examples earlier than Middle English. 
Nonetheless it does not seem fair to say that the present 
construction is not normal Old English, since all of its 
parts are perfectly acceptable— ne by5 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 aquse diluvii 
ad delendum universam camera." The debt to the Latin is 
again shown by the absence of the construction in the Homi­
lies (1.22.13): "ic nelle heonon-foro manrcynn mid wsetere 
adrencan."

These are the infinitives occurring in the Heptateuch.
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As can be seen from the fact that examples are also found 
in the other sample texts, these constructions are accept­
able Old English. Nonetheless, the influence exerted by 
the Latin source is clear in most instances.

J?or the sake of completeness, the infinitive found 
in the other samples, but having no corresoondence to con­
structions in the Heptateuch, are briefly noted.

CH II.60.26a has:
Isaac b®r wudu to forbesrnenne 8a offrunge. 

Visser (§929) explains that "here the infinitive speci­
fies the use that is made or can be made of the thing de­
noted by the noun it modifies,1' and lists several examples 
of this construction in Old English.

PG 76.3 reads:
8a puhte me hefigtime pe t_o tij?ienne pees.

This construction is a fusion of the one in which, as 
characterized by Visser (§939), "the person or thing per­
forming the action denoted by the infinitive is identical 
with the person or thing referred to by the subject of the 
sentence" and the one in which "the to-infinitive functions 
as the complement to ’impersonal' phrases" (Visser, §903), 
since me is the logical or conceptual subject, but is the 
object of both "8a puhte me" and "hefigtime (is) me."

A final example of the use of the marked infinitive 
occurs tv/ice, at .PG 80.101b and PCH 2.14b:

PG- Is eac to witene Sset....
PCH- (...buton pan bocum...) pa synd to hubbenne.
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This construction is unusual for several .reasons, and 
investigation has failed to discover a significant discussion 
of it. first of a.11, the infinitives carry passive force: 
•this is to be known *; 'books to be had'. Visser gives two 
constructions in Old English in which this passive force is 
rendered by the infinitive: $940 where the infinitive comple­
ments an adjective, as in the previously cited Hertateach 
verse "god to etanne,11 and $947 where it complements a noun, 
as in "he bore his sword to the cutler's to grinde.11 However, 
neither of these is similar to our examples, which have no 
adjective or noun. Moreover, these examples from the Pre­
faces do not fit into the category of imnersonals since the 
verb is beon and the subject is either the relative oa or 
understood it_. Suffice it to say therefore that the con­
struction occurs in the Preface samples but not in the Hep­
tateuch, and, though difficult to analyse, at least can be 
assumed to be good usage.

One final infinitive occurs in PCH, but in a passage 
(2.20.b-4.hb) obviously composed of scattered verses of Park 
19 or Matthew 24, and therefore, as exolained (Section 2.39), 
not included in the investigation.

4.3. "Dangling Introducers".
A final syntactic peculiarity is the construction pre­

viously described as a "dangling introducer." Nichols (p. 
211) sets up two contrasting classes— duplicated subject and
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duplicated object, -but this classification is not ade­
quate to the valid description of the syntax of the Hep­
tateuch. Apparently Nichols is motivated by a desire to 
fit these constructions into normal Old English syntax, 
a desire supported by the analyses of Visser and Jespersen, 
who show that the structure has been and still is common in 
standard English. Thus Visser (076) cites examples 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 extraposition, gives many 
examples in Modern English. But whereas Jespersen's class 
includes too much, Nichols' two classes are not sufficiently 
differentiated; nor do they account for all the relevant 
verses in our sample. And most important, Nichols fails to 
see that jElfrie uses this construction here because it is in 
the Latin, and the Latin has it in the first place because 
it is in the Hebrew or C-reek (which is following the Hebrew), 
where it is emphatic. Nor these reasons it was decided to 
recommend the new label "dangling introducer" which is, how­
ever, identical in composition to Visser's category: "In this 
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 supposed subject is left in
the air." The main reason for rejecting Visser's use of the
term "subject" is that the dangling unit really functions as
a topic introducer, as reference to the Latin and Hebrew
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makes1 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 Homilies, one from each text al­
most certainly due to Latin influence, the other three very 
orobably due to it. The absence of examples from the Pre­
faces reinforces the likelihood of Latin influence in the 
latter cases.

Gen.17:14 reads:
a- Se werhades man

Pe ne byo ernsniden on pam flsasc hys fylmenes, 
b- hys sawul byS adyledgod of hys folce.

To follow Visser !s definition: the sentence begins as if se 
werhades man is the subject, but after the perfectly normal 
relative clause there appears no verb for this group of words, 
and instead a new subject, hys sawul,is introduced, followed 
by its own verb, adylegod. The only logical way to trans­
late this sentence therefore is: 'As for the male him an that 
is not circumcised on the flesh of his foreskin, his soul 
will be erased from his nation*. The influence of the Latin 
is obvious:

a'- Mas cuius,
cuius prseputii caro circumcisa non fuerit, 

o'- delebitur anima. ilia de nopulo suo.
An interesting sidelight is the rendering of anima ilia 
as h.Ys savail, which actually translates anima illius. ’then 
it here translates the Hebrew /nefeS/ as 'soul',
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the Vulgate is following its usual practice that was car­
ried over into the King James version and accounts for 
Modern English expressions like "poor soul"; but the Hebrew 
term actually means also ’person, body, s e l f — the first 
being the correct choice for this verse. EtLfric, apparent­
ly was unable to make sense out of ’that soul will be erased’
and therefore changed it to ’his soul’.. This change is par­
ticularly interesting since Dlf,ric follows the Latin so clo­
sely for the diction of the rest of the sentence, as in mas-
culus; werhades man (instead of just wer) and caro prseputii: 
flee sc hys fylmenes.

The version of this passage in the Homilies contains 
this sentence twice, once when the story is told, and a 
second time when .Elfric explains its significance. The 
second occurrence, though not a quotation, seems to rely 
closely on a text. CH 1.92.13-14-a reads:

Swa hwyle hyse-cild swa ne bi5 ymbsniden on r’an 
fylmene his flaasces 
his sawul losaB.

The changes that exist in this rendering are obvious,e.g., 
hyse-cild instead of werhades man, losaS instead of the 
passive periphrastic by5 ad.ylegod (=de'lebitur), and the 
introduction of the indefinite swa swa. Nonetheless, the 
similarities are also marked, most noticeable being the 
loose relationship between the opening clause, swa hw.ylc 
hyse-cild...flsssc, and the final one, his sawul losaS—  

i.e., the dangling introducer.
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The other occurrence of this verse (I.92.2a-b) also 
has a dangling introducer, hut the looseness of the -para­
phrase makes it difficult to suggest that Alfric was work­
ing closely from a text:

se5e j>is forgEeiS 
his sawul losa5.

Though viilfric is being very free, that he had a text is 
clear from the recurrence of his sawul losaS, and from the 
fact that the following clause in both passages in the Homi­
lies and the one in the Heptateuch is almost identical: 

17:14c- for i>an pe he aidlode min wed 
1.94- foroan pe he aydlode min wed 
1.92- forSan £e 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 :19a-b is:

a“ wif Sarai,
ne hat 5u hi heononforS Sarai, 

b- ac hat hi Sarra.
This must be translated, according to the method proposed: 
'As for your wife Sarai, don't call her Sarai henceforth; 
call her Sarah’. The Latin, however, does not have this 
construction:

a'- Sarai uxorem tuam non vocabis Sarai, 
b'- sed Saram.

Here, the opening phrase Sarai 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 Heptateuch in which 
the object of hat is hi. On the other hand, it is very 
possible that ilfric began his version with oin wif Sarai 
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.pa) this verse is arranged in such a way 
that Sarai is not the second of two objects, but is the 
predicate nominative:

a"- He oin wif he beo gehaten Sarai 
(The contrast of sed Saram to ac hat hi Sarra is discussed 
above, 3.21. )

The final instance in the Heptateuch also shows signs 
of being the result of an attempt to mirror the Latin and 
a subsequent decision that the opening phrase was too long. 
17:2'/' reads:

a- And ealle werhades men hys hiredes,
cegGer ge inbyrdlingas ge gebohte Seowan 
and csloeodige men, 

pe him mid wsaron; 
b- ealle wurdon pees dseges ymsnidene.

This verse too lends itself to the rendering: 1 And as for 
all the males of his household.,. all were circumcised that 
day.1 And it seems fair to say that the extensive opening 
phrase is due to the L- tin, which, however, does not bother
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inserting another subject, being content with the one in­
herent in the verb:

a 1- Et omnes viri domus illius,
tarn vernaeuli, quarn emptitii 
et alienigenaa, 

b ' - pariter circuracisi sunt.
It is certainly worth mentioned in this discussion 

of ifLfric's awe-inssired treatment of the Latin that, though 
we are maintaining that he attempted to stay as close as Eng­
lish allowed to the Latin, his liberties with the text must 
also be acknowledged, as in this chapter which contains i21f- 
ric's own comment, following this verse: "Mu secge we betwux 
pisurn peet nan Oris ten 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 
"subject Repeated" (j§§57-75) > and thus is also the one case 
that fits Michols’ category "duplicated subject." Among 
the obvious faults in M.i.c hols ' classification— e.g., it 
does not account for any of the se_ wer hades.. .hys sawul-type; 
nor does it sufficiently expose the emuhatic nature of the 
construction— may now be added her failure to realize the 
extent to which the Latin influenced /ELfric’s style, s'hus, 
in her analysis of the duplication in G-en.24:7 (not in our 
sample) she seems to recognize that
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Se hefanlice Sod
pe me hot far on j’anon
and minum ofspringe behet me pisne eard to agenne, 

he asent his eng el estforan pe 
is based on the Latin

Dominum Deus coeli... 
ipse mittet angelum suum..., 

but then goes on to say that in the Old English "the lengthy 
clause...may account for the duplication." Now, while it is 
orobably true, as pointed out above, that the length of an 
initial clause may have caused /ilfric to insert a pronoun or 
change the subject, Nichols makes a basic error by suggesting 
that that is what /HLfric is doing in this verse. Here it is 
almost beyond question that the source of he in the second 
clause is ipse in the second clause in the Latin—  and this 
is not dependent upon the length of the clause.

finally, the emphatic nature of this dangling intro­
ducer may be seen by realising that the Latin has it in 
imitation of the Hebrew, which, having no present tense forms 
of mn/hoveh/ 'be', used the pronoun for emphasis with pre­
dicate nouns and adjectives and subsequently for emphatic 
purposes. Thus, ton/hu'/ 'he* placed before the predicate 
noun turns /davicl meleh/ 'David is king' into /david hd'
meleh/ 'David is_ king', and likewise in 24:7, the inser- 

• ™ “J "r

tion of /hu'/, translated ipse, turns 'the heavenly hod... 
will send his angel' into 'the heavenly hod...will send his
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angel* or, more in keeping with Modern English emphatic 
usage, 'the heavenly God...he (is the one who) will send'.

And it is this same construction in Gen.17:14 that 
the Vulgate tries to copy by including the strange locu­
tion "masculus...delebitur anima ilia,11 for wrhat in the 
Hebrew is a simple repetition of a new subject in apposi­
tion to the first:

t d t >nsn
iu/d dk Via’ xV "iwx

n’ ava K?nn wsan nmaai

/v*arel zahor
aSer lo yimol et bsar ' orlato 

vnihratah hanefeS 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 Heptateuch and Homilies is a clear case 
of borrowing Biblical Hebraisms— even when Hlfric does not 
use them conciously or correctly.'
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4.4. Diction.
It is the premise of this investigation that in the 

Heptateuch iilfric felt that he was translating, while in 
Homilies he was paraphrasing, and that the practical 

consequence of this theoretical difference is that the 
Heptateuch attempts to retain the mysterium veriorum 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 tha.t when 
they differ the reason may often be found in the Heptateuch's 
closer rendering of the Latin. Moreover, to make the case 
as strong as possible, we have been concerned almost ex­
clusively with syntax— features of subordination, participle 
placement— and morphology— the distribution and comnosition 
of nominal phrases. In this section will be presented a 
brief list of lexical choices obviously influenced by the 
Latin. It goes without saying that a translation will gen­
erally attempt to follow the source as carefully as possible 
— particularly in terms of vocabulary, which is perhaps the 
easiest aspect to follow. For this reason it did not seem 
necessary to belabor the similarities between the Heptateuch 
and Latin in vocabulary. On the other hand, the importance 
of lexical equivalences cannot be ignored in establishing 
whether a rendering is a translation or paraphrase. Thus, 
in this final section brief notice will be taken of these 
instances where the lexical choices in the Hertnteuch are 
clearly Latin influenced in contrast to the Homilies.
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It should be readily understood that this list is 
somethin," of c. miscellany, containing as it does many, 
but certainly not all, otherwise unrelated cases where 
the Heptateuch follows the Latin very closely in vocabulary.
Likewise, the items require little comment end are therefore 
s i nply  ̂i a t e d :

Cren. 1:14- heofenan fsestnysse/ firmamento coeli 
CH- heofon (1.14 and passim)

1:20- swymmende cynn / reptile (see 4.1)
CH- fixas (1.16)

cucu on life / aninm viventis 
CH- cuce nytenu (1.16)

fleoyende cyn / volatile 
CH- fugelas

1:22- weaxaS and beoS gemssnifylde / crescite 
et multiplicamini 

CH- sealde 5am fixum sund and 5am fugelum fliht (1.16.7) 
sse v/ateru / aquas mar is 

CH- watere (1.16 and passim)
and fugelas heon gerannifylde ofer eoroan / 

avesque multinlicentur surer terram 
(cf. fuyelas/aves to fleogende cyn/volatile)

CH- omitted
(It should be noted in parsing that, as striking as the 
co:rresoondence is between particular unusual nhrases, the 
siuilaritv is even more striking when the phrase for phrase
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correspondence of the passage taken as a whole is contrasted 
to the summarized paranhrs.se of the Homilies. )

2:7 - anbleow on his ansyne lifes orounge /
inspirit in faciem eius soiraculum vitae 

CH- him on ableow sawle (1.16.13)
2:16- treowe oises orcedes / ligno paradisi

CH- pinga pe on neorxna-wange sindon (1.12.34')
2:17- treowe ingehydes godes and yfeles / 

ligno scienti honi et mail 
CH- treow Pe stent on niddan neorxna.-wange (1.12.35) 

2:19- Psere lyfte fugelas / volatibus coeli 
CH- fugelcynn (1.14.15)

3:21- fellene reaf / tunicas oelliceas 
CH- reaf of felluin (1.18.19)

6:5 - yfelnys manna / malitis. horainem 
CH- yfel (1.20.22)

gecSanc manna heor-tena / cogitatio cordis 
CH- omitted 

6:7 - eoroan ansyne / facie terras 
CH- raiddangeard (oassim)

6:19- eallura nytenuin ealles flassces / cunctis 
animanti bus uni versa? earnis 

CII- a?lc ping cuces (1.22.6)
6:15- on lenge, on bnsde, on heahnysse / 

longitu.do, latitudo, altitudo 
CH- lana, wid, heah (1.20.31-32)
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7:4 - eor5a.n bradnyss / superficie terns
(of. e or San ansyne / facie tern®)

CH- mi d d anr e a.r d (passim)
7:7 - flodes waterurn / aquas diluvii 

CH- flod (1.20.36 and passim)
7:11- wyllspringas Gsere mi elan nyv/elnysse 

and fcere heofenan wssterSeotan / 
fontes abyssi magnae 

et cataracts coeli 
CH- wyH-soringa

and wsster-peotan of >sre mi clan niwelnysse.
(1.22.3-4)

8:21- andgyt and ge^oht menniscere lieortan / 
sensus et cogitatio humani cordis 

CH- manna mandsda (1.20.23)
17:7 - (ic sette min wed...) ecum wedde /

(statuam pactum meum...) foedere semoiterno 
CII- (ic sette min wed...) omitted (1.90.24)

17:14- flease his fylmene / caro ursputii (also 17:11) 
CH- omitted (see 1.90-92)

17:27- ealle wer hades men hys liired.es / omnes viri 
domus illius 

CH- eal his hyred (1.92.10)
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There are many more examples of the Heptateuch fol­
lowing the Latin closely in respect to lexicon. These few 
examples were chosen because they show unusual locutions in 
the Heptateuch that are lacking in the Homilies. it is of 
course not possible to say what exists outside of the sample; 
the label "omitted" means, therefore, that the locution in 
question does not appear anywhere in the Homilies sample, 
not merely that it does not appear in the particular corres­
ponding verse. It is thus fair to conclude that the occur­
rence of these phrases in the Heptateuch is something more 
than the usual effort to find the right word .in the target 
language: it is almost tantamount to a neologism. Though 
the words are all standard Old English, .Elfric’s arrange­
ment and juxtaposition of then may be novel (though proving; 
this is beyond the limits of this investigation) and are 
certain!y strange for him. The only explanation for this 
strangeness, as the comparison to the Latin shows, is his 
effort to retain what he could of "Bam gastlican andgyte."

4.5. Summary.
This chapter explored several different types of con­

struction to establish whether their inclusion in the Hep­
tateuch was due to Latin influence. It was found that there 
could be little doubt that wlfric's use of present partici­
ples and marked infinitives in the Heptateuch, though, seldom 
breaking the rules of good usage in Old English, very often
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reflects an attempt to mirror or capture the effect of 
present participles and marked infinitives in the Latin. 
Moreover, his inclusion of "dandling introducers" provides 
insight into the workings of translation and the long-range 
consequences of a particular choice in a particular trans­
lation: in these occurrences of the introducer, JLLfric, 
without knowing Hebrew, is reconstructing in Old English 
a Hebrew structure that he found reconstructed in the Latin.

This latter fact, in conjunction with such strange in­
finitive constructions as gesceop to wyrcenne, and the list 
of unusual lexical items, can provide strong support for 
our argument that .Elfric believed that the Heptateuch, as 
a translation, had to adhere to the original. Eor in many 
of these cases iEIfric seems to be mechanically rendering 
locutions that cannot possibly have been meaningful to him 
— e.g., gesceop to wyrcenne— in the hope that if he retained 
the Y/ord, the Truth would ultimately emerge from it.
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Notes to Chapter 4.
^Por a clearer under standing of the problems involved in 

adequately and accurately defining the subclasses in present 
participles following the verb, see Visser, gglOlOb and 1015.
But the'thrust 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.

p While slincend could be an adjective used substantially, 
two things suggest that Allfric considered it a real substan­
tive: first, it translates reptili, a noun; second, it is 
coordinated with fugal, a noun. The nominal nature of reptili 
is proved by its translating Hebrew /remes/ ’rodent', and "by 
its being coordinated with avis. The validity of using 
acknowledged nouns like reptile and motabile to prove Latin 
influence in Old English present participle use may be de­
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 part, gerunds became the normal present participles, re­
placing the Classical -en(t)- forms. See, for example, Palmer, 
Latin Language, pp. 167-8 • For an analogous shift in Old Eng­
lish' from participle to agent-noun, see Wright, Old English 
Grammar, on nouns in -nd (Secs.416, 601).

The term "translation stock" is discussed in Quality in 
Translation, p.142.

The exact meaning of m w y >  kid is still not agreed upon; 
but it is significant that almost every Medieval Hebrew gram­
marian and Jewish exegete rejected the interpretation ’created 
to make1— creavit ut faceret. Among the simplest alternatives 
is that of Nahmariides, who belived that there are sufficient 
supporting instances to interpret the phrase as if the verbal 
noun mwy>/la,asot/ complemented the main verb mw/Sabat/ 
’rested', and not the verb of the relative clause kpd /bara'/ 
'created'; viz., as if it read K73 *iwk iodkVo >3 mg?y>a npw id *3 
/ki bo gabat mela’asot kol mlahto aSer bara */ 'for on it he 
rested from making all the thiAgs he (had) created1. In ad- 
diiioh There are those who believe that when Kna/bara’/ and 
nwy/»asah/ occur in the same verse, then /bara’ / means 
’creatio ex nihilo’ and /*asah/ ’construction from substance’ 
or ♦reproduction'• Thus the Klei Yaqar says that the verse 
is contrasting the end of the miracle of creation ex nihilo 
Cl’Ko w ’ nK’aa)to the beginning of the natural order "of re- 
production. He therefore translates the phrase as if it were 

rgl migyfr *73 K73 ’(he rested from the things) which he 
created to reproduce’, where the infinitve does not complement 
the finiTe 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
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verb, "ix’ /yasar/, usually translated 'created' is coordi­
nated with /bara'/ and />asah/. Kimchi translates /bara'/ 
'created ex nihilo1 , /yasar/ 'formed (the limbs)', and 
/»asah/ 'prepared food'.* Finally my own translation of 
/bara' la'asot/ 'proposed to make' is based on the Llishnaic
use of the word. (All references to Jewish exegetes will be
found, ad Inc., in the comprehensive Rabbinic Bible,
Mikra' ot Gdolot.)

^The comparisons made in this section between the Latin and 
Hebrew are not fortuitous. For while there is considerable 
disagreement 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 least Jerome is true to the Hebrew when it dif­
fers from the Septuagint. For example, the immediate source 
for Gen.17:14 is equally likely to be the one as the other, 
for the anacoluthic subject of the Latin appears in the Greek 

ho.I a'XEp EwariToc; d ^ q p v . • . _
E^oXodpEoopaeTcu n poyp exeCvp ex too yevovc, auTpq.

and Hebrew
“idt Vnsn inViy “upd nx Via’ xV -iwx 

n’ava x’nn wain nniDji
On the other hand, the structure of Gen.17:15 in the Latin, 

Sarai uxorem tuam
non vocabis Sarai sed Saram,

can be traced only to the Hebrew
“inwx ’iw 

’"ny nx xnpn xV 
naw m u  ’D

but not to the Greek, which has Sdpcc as the subject of the 
verb. 2d pa r]_ yuvp o'o u  o u  xXpGpcreTUi t o  ovo.ua auwpq 2dpa.... 
Similarly, for Gen;17:27, the inclusion of a final verb in 
the Vulgate

Et omnes viri domus illius,
tarn vernaculi, quam emptitii 
et alienigerce, 

pariter circumcisi sunt, 
can be attributed only to the following Hebrew:

in’D ’wax Vdi 
n’D *r*>* 

"iD3 id nxn pod nnpai 
. m x  i Vdi

The Greek, as can be seen, makes the noun nhrase of Verse 
27 pai't of the subject of the verb in Verse 26:



209

(26) ev 6e t u xaipy xgr; r)jiepâ  exavr^ nep iemn9ri *Appaau 
xal JI□'p.a.fjX o uloq auTOu 

(27) xct hiIvtsc ot av&peq too oTxou a,ui:ou 
xal ol olxoYEVstq auTou
x a i  ol opYopujvrj-to i s£| aXXoYev-Lv e9vcov.

A filial and particularly interesting examole is Gen. 17:4,
•jnx n3n ?3X_ /> ani hineh briti 'itah/ 'as for me, behold
my covenant is with yon', which is in emohatic contrast to 17:9, 
pawn ’n ’PD nx nnxi /y'atah et briti tiSmor/ '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 pactum rneurn tecum." It is also clear that this 
rendering cannot be traced to the Sentuagint which correctly 
translated the Hebrew emohatic introducer as xa\ lyv, a con­
struction that Jerome would not have rendered ego sum. In line 
with what we have already seen Allfric do when the Latin has a 
strange construction, he translates this verbatim: "ic eom and 
min wed mid 5e." Thus, these few examples show that Jerome 
did indeed use the Hebrew text at least here, and orove again 
that Xllfric keot the Y,7ord even— or perhaps especially— when 
he v/as not sure of the sense.
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Chanter 5 

SU1,AVIARY AND CONCLUSION

The object of this study has been to see what stylis­
tic consequences, if any, arose from Elfric's distinction 
between translation and paraphrase.

As shown in Chapter 1, jElfric intellectually distinguished 
translation from paraphrase, considering the Heptateuch the 
former and the Catholic Homilies the latter. It was also 
shown that v/hen in the "Preface to Genesis" he swore never 
to translate again his motiviation was the rather sophisti­
cated realization that no translation can caoture the many 
levels and nuances of a carefully wrought original, and 
AlLfric was convinced that the Bible, being God's word, was 
carefully wrought. It was then pointed out that any stylis­
tic consequences of Alfric'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 Latin source of the l-leptateuch would be the first 
place to look for the cause.

Chapter 2 compared the types and amounts of subordina­
tion in the two Old English works. It was found that in
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overall distribution of subordination structures at transi­
tional points and of subordinate clauses the two were ex­
tremely similar. This was particularly interesting because 
the Heptateuch was also found to be following the Latin 
quite consistently. However, in certain details, for ex­
ample the amounts of paratactic independent transitions and 
temporal subordinate ones, the Heptateuch and Homilies dif­
fered. Again, the Heptateuch, was shovm. to be following the 
Latin. The conclusions drawn from the material in this chap­
ter were that the Heptateuch indeed adheres to the Latin, as 
evidenced by the contrasts to the Homilies, and that there 
was reason to believe that the amount of subordination in a 
text may be a function of language style or text style, as 
evidenced by the overwhelming similarities between the three 
texts.

In order to avoid the possibility that further similari­
ties .might be traced to text style, Chapter 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 position not acceptable 
in Old Hnglish, and therefore something Alfric would have to 
alter. The study of participle placement proved especially 
rewarding, for it was shown that the Heptateuch and Homilies 
have clearly different preferences, and in most cases the 
difference could be attributed to aifric's attempting in the
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Heptateuch to reconstruct in an acceptable way an unaccept­
able la.tin arrangement. Past participle placement was thus 
proved to be an area that unquestionably shows the stylistic 
consequences of Hlfric's considering the Heptateuch a trans­
lation and the Homilies a paraphrase.

Chanter 4 analyzed three more syntactic items whose 
presence in the Heptateuch were directly traceable to the 
Latin. Particular uses of present participles and marked 
infinitives, and the occurrences of "dangling introducers" 
were all shown to stem from Latin influence on the Heptateuch. 
In addition, this chapter presented a list of words and phrases 
that do not occur in the Homilies sample, and whose every ocur- 
rence in the Heptateuch can be traced to the Latin.

It therefore seems beyond doubt that our original pre­
mise is correct: Hlfric considered the i[eptateuch a transla­
tion and the Homilies a paraphrase, and the practical conse­
quence of this is that when writing the Heptateuch he aban­
doned his personal style in an attempt to have this work re­
tain as much as possible of the Latin style, which he con­
sidered divinely inspired.
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Appendix

TEE SAMPLE TEXTS

To ensure that the conclusions of this study may he 
properly evaluated, this Appendix presents 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 verses.

Heptateuch = Homilies
C-en. 1:3, 6-7, 14-17 1.14.27-1.16.17

20-27, 31. 1.12.28-301.100.9-10
I.288.13-14

2:1-3, 7, 15-25, I.12.31-1.14.241.20.14-18
II.206.4-6 
II.8.22-24 
11.58.20-25 
11.260.17

3:1-6, 17-23. 1.14.25-26
I.16.31-1.18.20
I.176.17-24II.220.1-2 
11.330.32-3311.254.7-8 
II.406.5-7
1.300.7-9 
1.118.24-27

6:5-22. 1.20.21-36
1.22.1-16

8:13. II.58.32-11.60.1
9:8-17, 28-29.
12:3. II.'l2;23-25
15:13-16. 11.190.16-24
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Heptateuch = Homilies
Gen.17:1-7, 10-17, 19 1.90.18-1.92.9

23-27. 1.94.13-14
21:4-5. 1.92.9-111.92.20-21
22:1-13, 15-19. 11.60.18-11.62,13
24:1-4. 11.234.24-29

Hum.17:1-8. II.8.10-14
21:4-9. II.238.9-21

Judg.l6:l-3, 19. 1.226.23-281.488.7-10
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