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Abstract: A great part of King Alfred’s renown cosieom his translations of Latin writings into
Old English. The group of translations that he gegslit for, however, has changed over the
years. Presently four translations are attribubelaiin: thePastoral Carethe Boethiusthe
Soliloquies and the first fifty Prose Psalms. The first thwasgks openly name Alfred as
translator and provide strong internal evidence tiey are Alfred’s work. The Prose Psalms,
however, lack Alfred’s name. Although now widelydemsed as Alfred’s on the basis of studies
by Janet Bately and Patrick O’Neil, the Prose Psalmnot allow the same confidence in
Alfred’s authorship as with the three named traimhs. Bately’s and O’Neill's arguments
exhibit several weaknesses. Their conclusion, maedreaks down when stylometric analysis
is applied to the translations associated withe&lfiThe statistical methods employed in this
study indicate that Alfred should not be regardedhe translator of the Prose Psalms after all.

Alfred the Scholar-King

Alfred he was in enkelonde a king;
wel swipe strong 7 lufsum ping.
He was king 7 cleric;
ful wel he louede godis werc.
He was wis on his word;
7 war on his werke.
He was pe wiseste mon,;
pad was in engelonde on.
Pus quad alfred
englene frowere...
(Proverbs of Alfredlext T 1.17-2.26)

So King Alfred is presented at the outset of theldfi English poem that we call tReoverbs of
Alfred. This poem, as we have it, was written down oliezd hundred years after Alfred’s death

L«Alfred he was in England a king.
An altogether strong and beloved thing.
He was king and clerk.
He loved full well God’s work.
He was wise in his word
And shrewd in his work.
He was the wisest man
That was in England then.
Thus spoke Alfred,
The comfort of Englishmen...”
(Unless otherwise specified all translations ofiaind early English texts are Michael Treschow’s)



in 899. It offers an endearing portrait. The gileay, seated before his assembled bishops,
clerks, nobles, and warriors at Seaford (1.1-Eqbout to address them and offer them his
guidance. And they are ready to listen. For hbesguide of the English peoplenglene hurde
1.10) and their beloved leadenglene derlingl.11). He has come before them as their
cherished possessidafsum ping 1.18). He is their scholar-kingi(g 7 cleric 1.19). Through
his wise words and deeds he is their comfiooiere 2.26). This loving depiction of King
Alfred as scholarly, gracious, and wise complem&viliam of Malmesbury’s earlier
description of Alfred in th&esta Regum Anglorurwilliam the historian 12 century historian
is less effusive than the thirteenth century ploet,he still makes much of Alfred’s learning and
scholarship. He attributes to Alfred the work @irtslating Orosius’slistoria Adversus Paganos,
Gregory the Great’kiber Pastoralis Bede’sHistoria Ecclesiastica Gentis Anglorum,
Boethius’sDe Consolatione Philosophiaand also the excerpts of scholarly writings thahaé
collected in his own “Handbook” d&nchiridion.William adds, moreover, that Alfred translated
a portion of the Psalms shortly before his deat)(2

That is a very impressive list of scholarly tratislas, especially for a man who
successfully and ably managed the burdens of kipgshumultous times and died not yet full
of years, at the age of about 5WVilliam’s list turns out to be a bit too impressi\Alfred no
longer gets credit for translating the Old EngliB#deor the Old EnglistOrosius(Bately 2003,
107-109; Keynes 2003, 179-180). As far as mostEDdiglish scholars are concerned four works
now comprise the canon of Alfred’s own writings:e@ory’sPastoral Care Augustine’s
Soliloquies Boethius’sConsolation of Philosophynd the First Fifty Prose Psalms in the Paris
Psalter® The first three works each actually bear his namgclaim his authorship. But they do
not each name him in the same way or with the dange and directness. The text of Prose
Psalms, however, makes no mention of Alfred at all.

The legendary sage depicted by the Anglo-Normanstigjuite the historical Alfred that
we understand today. We still, of course, tencemtim as a scholarly ruler, though the question
arises whether that image might be too good tou®e Should we believe that Alfred, amidst all
his efforts and troubles, actually laboured throagi translation at all? Is this propaganda
playing to our wishful thinking? Janet Bately qlyetoncedes that possibility at the end of her
important article in which she argues for Alfredisthorship of the Prose Psalms. In her last
footnote she remarks: “I have heard it suggestatiking Alfred’s involvement in ‘his’
translations was possibly purely nominal. Lexidatges cannot, of course either prove or
disprove that theory” (1982, 95). Bately dismisespossibility of any such proof because she
herself has already concluded from her own lexgtadly “that the overall responsibility [for
Alfred’s translations] rested with one man” (1988). Her conclusion does not absolutely
certify that the work is Alfred’s. He may have hadingle ghost writer writing all his books.
That is the particular point, as Bately acknowlexjdleat lexical studies cannot prove or
disprove.

Some scholars now openly suggest that Alfred mayawe been the principal translator
of his translations. Alfred Smyth opines that “én@nay be less of Alfred to be found in works
ascribed personally to him” than we like to thila{yth 1995, 541). Malcolm Godden mentions
the difficulty of knowing whether Alfred himself fane of his courtiers” was responsible for

2 According to current reckoning, Alfred lived fra8d8 to 899.

% All references to thPastoral Carecome from Sweet's edition (1871), to tBeliloquiesrom Endter’s edition
(1922), to theBoethiusfrom Sedgefield’s edition (1899), to the Prose Psarom O’Neill’s edition (2001).
Notations for the word8zetandandhave been expanded.



writing his works (Godden 2003, 150). Janet Bakadyself not lately reiterated that we cannot
prove on linguistic grounds “who the primary autbbthe Alfredian canon was,” but she also
added that neither can we really tell how muchettesnslations depended on the influence of
others, or even on the actual work of a commitBaddly 2003, 111). Although we may be less
assured of Alfred’s direct authorship, it has beeahundantly clear through the criticism of the
late twentieth century that Alfred took great iet&rin representing himself and his ideas through
literature (Keynes 2003). The question of authortate therefore remains important to

Alfredian studies.

Among Anglo-Saxonists today most of us would prdypéike to think that we have
moved on from the Victorian “cult of King AlfredBut that has not stopped us from giving him
acclaim. Take for instance the title of Janet Begelvell-deservedrestschrift Alfred the Wise
(Roberts 1997). Although the word “wise” allows nedor suspicion, since it can mean both
sagacious and clever (or even Machievellian; cfsdle 1986, 68), even so the title of this
Festschriftiooks to the essential point in one of Bately'sags: “The Literary Prose of King
Alfred’s Reign: Translation or Transformation?” 8). The Alfredian Corpus, she explained, is
centred around the getting of wisdom, a real amasfiormative power. Alfred continues to
impress us with the “wisdom” he displayed in hikiagements and writings. Simon Keynes
lately urged us with gentle iconoclasm to demytg@e that old cult of King Alfred and work
instead from a realistic and historical understagaif Alfred’s reign (1999). And yet in arguing
against the “the received tradition of Alfred’ségitness™ (1999, 352) he still concludes that “we
may respect [Alfred] for the promotion during hésgn of an extraordinary scheme for the
revival of religion and learning among his peof£999, 356). Although Keynes adds that this
revival was “driven by the circle of learned meserabled at King Alfred’s court, of Frankish,
Welsh, Mercian and West Saxon extraction,” he dmgsnean to suggest that Alfred took credit
where it was not due. He adds at once in wordBdan iconoclastic, “Yet above it all was the
presiding genius of the king himself, known to t@1 the sympathetic narrative of tAaglo-
SaxonChronicle, from Asser’s extraordinarily perceptikzde,” and from the corpus of the
king’s own writings” (1999, 356).

Genius is indeed a form of greatness. And if weelelthat the writings attributed to
Alfred are somehow or other his own, we find thathill makes a very solid impression. We
have come to understand Alfred as a very giftggt@tnoting himself and his aims. Has any
piece of Old English Prose received half as mutgnébn among Anglo-Saxonists as Alfred’s
Prefaceto thePastoral Car@ And why is it so regularly studied? In large pagtause Alfred
appears so strikingly present and instructive. Vdtiagr king from long gone centuries can still
come to us so personably? Tom Shippey says thegdrd¢fwords in this preface sound like those
of “brilliant natural public speaker,” who isvis wordcwida, full of wise words™ (1979, 355).

Three Writings in Alfred’s name

How assured can we really be that the works cugrastribed to Alfred were really
meant to be understood as his? Among the threeswbéakt bear Alfred’s name tliRastoral
Careeasily makes the clearest and strongest claimfted$ authorship through its epistolary
preface written in Alfred’s first person voice umdigs own name. This preface makes a strong
claim to authenticity. The Hatton Manuscript attext (Hatton 20) is contemporary with
Alfred. It is addressed to Bishop Waerferth of Wester and appears to have come from
Alfred’s own scriptorium (Ker, 15-16).



The OIld English translation of AlfredSoliloquiess a more difficult case. It also has a
preface, written in much the same quality of volmg, without direct attribution to Alfred. Like
the preface to thBastoral Carat moves from the personal to the prescriptivearinextended
metaphor the first person voice describes himsgtigyinto the woods to gather lumber for
making tools and building a homestead. The imabasyto do with the activities of pious
scholarship. Milton McC. Gatch sums up its tengie“writing of a vernacular version of the
Soliloquieds but one instance of the gathering of mater@infthe forest of Christian
knowledge for the building of one’s heavenly hatta’ (1986, 25). In the midst of this
metaphor the author turns to his readers and uihges to the same effort: “Therefore | instruct
everyone who is able and has many a wagon to makedy to the same wood where | cut
down these posts. Let him fetch more there for blfns” (1.8-9) Alfred makes a similar
rhetorical move in th€refaceto thePastoral Care after describing the decline in sholarship in
his troubled times, he urges his bishops with geinistence to share with him in labouring for
its revival (7.6-15). The preface to tBeliloquiesmaintains its exhortational tone to the end. The
author continues to develop his metaphor of seetuimgs heavenly home through good
homesteading here and now, and ends with a digpleyemplary yearning: “May he [i.e. God]
who created both and rules over both grant me suliable for both, yea, to be useful here and
moreover to come there”(2.9-11)n the preface to theastoral CareAlfred likewise puts
himself forward as an example of doing the work tleawants his bishops to help with: “then |
began amidst the varied and manifold tasks ofkimgdom to translate into English that book
that is calledPastoralisin Latin andPastorbookin English” (7.17-19¥.

Unlike thePastoral CareOld English translation of th&oliloquiesdoes not begin in
Alfred’s name. At least it does not do so in oulyaurviving copy, which is in the Southwick
Codex and dates from the mid-twelfth centliyg.this copy the preface to tS®liloquiesbegins
with an incomplete sentence. The first wde&derode has a large red capit@l as if meant to
open the text. But this verb lacks a subject ano\Wth us abruptly into the text. Although some
take the manuscript’s opening at face value andhsepreface as complete (Potter 1949, 28),
such a reading makes little sense. Most scholatsrgtand the manuscript to have descended
from a defective tradition where the opening segaemas lost in transmission (Endter 1922, 71;
Carnicelli 1969, 2).

How then do we judge it to be Alfred’s, aside frdme similarity in voice? There is only
one moment of direct evidence that explicitly linke Old EnglisiSoliloquieswith Alfred. At
the very end of the translation we findexplicit that names Alfred: “Here end the sayings
which King Alfred selected from the book that wél @& ...” (70:20-21)® Since thiexplicitis

* “Forpam ic leere eelcne dara pe maga si and mamigere haebbe, paet he menige to pam ilcan wuda pasic 8
studansceaftas cearf, fetige hym par nia...

®“Se e segper gescop and aegderes wilt, forgifeaaterte to segdrum onhagige: ge her nytwyrde to begene
huru pider to cumane.”

®“da ongan ic ongemang odrum mislicum and manigfeal bisgum disses kynerices 8a boc wendan on Erigis
is genemned on Leeden Pastoralis, and on Englisdébec.”

" The Southwick Codex was later bound with the Nd@eldex into the volume now called Cotton Vitelliiscv.

8 «zerendiad pa cwidas pe zelfred kining alees of paerdéewe hatad on.” So the actual manuscript reads (56v).
The ellipsis provided at the end of that sentendéates that the text in our only surviving copge in the same
way as it begins, with a fragment of the text broké#. Little would seem to be missing, though. Erccompleted
the sentence in his edition by adding “leeden dendd deo, and on englisc: be godes ansiene” (atih De
Videndo Deoand in EnglistOn the Beholding of G&d(70.21). Why does Endter think that the endihgudd
refer to the Augustine’®Pe Videndo Dednstead of th&oliloquie® At the end of the second book of the
Soliloquiesthe Old English text announces that the transiatidl move on to thée Videndo De@65.12-15).



the only direct evidence of authorship that we heavé dates from the very same time that
William of Malmesbury was writing, it may not inspithe greatest confidence. It is possible to
imagine that the attribution to Alfred entered tlet as an interpolation sometime during the
two and a half centuries that separate this maipigoom Alfred. For Alfred’s reputation as a
scholar-king grew over the years and he startg@t@redit for more work than was actually his.
Less than a century after his death Athelwear€tivenicler says that Alfred translated a
multitude of textsuolumina numero ignot®.3). Around the same time Zlfric comments that
Alfred had translated BedeEcclesiastical HistoryGodden 1979, 72We do not know when
the idea started that Alfred also translated Osisidistory against the PaganyVilliam of
Malmesbury either thought it up himself or leariteftiom tradition. Did this sort of mistaken
attribution come to be written into tis®liloquiesas an interpolation? There are good reasons
not to think so. For one thing, the Old Englishttexs arexplicitandincipit to all three books in
the translatiorl. The lasiexplicit, the only one that names Alfred, forms part of géampattern of
incipit andexplicitthroughout the text. It presents itself as patheforiginal form and structure
of the text. For another thing, since Zlfric andI\ifin regarded th8edeas Alfred’s, surely
others did as well. But we find no evidence of aogibal initiative to write such an attibution
into the Old EnglistBede™ No such initiative was taken with ti@rosiuseither.

We should also note that the third person voidbuihg theSoliloquiesto Alfred is
consistent with the two other texts. Both Bestoral CareandBoethiususe the third person
voice in naming Alfred. After Alfred’s first persdatter to the bishops prefacing tRastoral
Carethere comes a short poetic introduction to the aéxihe translation, which finishes with
this sentence:

King Alfred afterwards translated each of my wajids. of thePastoral Carg into

English, and he sent me south and north to hibesrhe commanded them to bring him

more of the same from that copy so that he could sizem to his bishops. For some of

them, those who knew very little Latin, had needt.o©.12-16§*
TheBoethiusopens with a short introduction to the translatibimere are in fact two versions of
this introduction, one in prose and the other irse& The prose is blandly matter of fact. It

Even though the third book turns out to have viljuaothing to do with Augustine’Be Videndo Dedendter
supposes that thexplicit would round out by haming that text all the saBt it could also be the case that this
explicitrefers to the translation as whole

° Book 1 introduces the author and title of the:t&&gustinus, Cartaina bisceop, worhte twa bec iseagnum
ingepance; pa bec sint gehatene Soliloquiorum’3:4:trans.“Augustine, Bishop of Carthage, made two books
about his own inner thoughts; the books are c&@l@idoquioruni). The explicitto Book 1 reads, “er endiad pa
blostman paere forman bocum” (55t&ns. “here end the flowers of the first books”). Tineipit to Book 2 reads ,
“er onginnd seo gaderung paere blostmena paere dfcarf55.10trans. “here begins the gathering of the flowers
of the second book”). Thexplicitto Book 2 reads, “aer endiad pa blostman peerersgfera’ (65.15trans. “here

end the flowers of the second book”). Book 3 dastsbegin with its ownncipit, for Book 2 has already served that
purpose by cueing tHee Videndo De@ammediately before itexplicit (65.12).

19 There is one manuscript of the Old English Bed¢ Ittas a Latin inscription attributing the tranisiatto Alfred
(Bately 2003, 113). But that is in Latin and doesform part of the text. Moreover, according talMer the hand
that wrote the Latin is from the sixteenth centdryis attribution simply follows what was reporteg William of
Malmesbury.

1 «giadan min on Englisc Alfred kyning awende wogg@welc, and me his writerum sende sud and notd; he
him swelcra ma brengan bi deere bisene, deet haseispgum sendan meahte, fordzem hi his sume do&ftode
Leedenspreece laeste cudon.”

2The Boethiussurvives in two manuscripts. The older of the t®ofton Otho A.vi, dates from the mid-tenth
century. It offered both the prose and verse vassaf the introduction . But it is now a badly dayed manuscript
and that evidence is lost to us. But Junius resmbitiis portion of the manuscript in his transioip of Alfred’s



begins by saying, “King Alfred was the translatbtlos book, and translated it from Latin into
English, just as it now has been done” (1.13ZJhe verse form of the introduction is more
engaging. Its reference to Alfred shifts at the Bodh the third to the first person.

Thus Alfred told us old tales,

the King of the West-Saxons uttered his skKill,

the composer his art. It was his great desire

that he recite poems for these peoples,

mirth for men, many kinds of sayings,

lest languor drive away

the smug man, since he for such things

cares little because of his boast. | must stilegpe

gather commonly known counsel into fits,

and speak it to men. Listen up, whoever want¥ to!
Alfred need not have written wrote these briefddtrctions himself> They state Alfred’s
authority over these texts in much the same wakli@alfred jewel declares, “Alfred ordered me
to be made* Whether Alfred or one of his secretaries prep#nede introductions, they were
included in the transmission of the text as a kideal upon his work. In the case of the
Soliloquieshowever, we have only thexplicit at the very end. The lost opening to the
Soliloquiespreface may well have begun like tReefaceto thePastoral Careor thePrologueto
Alfred’s Law Code, by identifying the first persenice as King Alfred’s-’ As it is, however,
thisexplicitis the only direct evidence or claim that we halvAléred’s authorship of the
Soliloquies Not even William of Malmesbury gives us a clettrilaution of this text to Alfred —
whatever his endorsement might be worth. The poggithat William meant Alfred’s
Soliloquiesby the term “Handbook” was carefully considereddmrothy Whitelock. She judged
it unlikely that he meant th®oliloquies(1969, 91)-®

Boethius (Junius 12). The older manuscript, Bodley 18@eslérom the early twelfth century. It preservel/dhe
prose version of the introduction.
13«/EIfred kuning wees wealhstod disse bec, and himofsedene on englisc wende, swa hio nu is gedon.”
14 Pus Alfred us  ealdspell reahte,

cyning Westsexna, craeft meldode,

leodwyrhta list.  Him wees lust micel

daet he diossum leodum leod spellode

monnum myrgen, mislice cwidas

by lees eelinge ut adrife

selflicne secg, ponne he swelces Iyt

gymo for his gilpe. Ic sceal giet sprecan,

fon on fitte, folccudne reed

haeledum secgean. Hliste se pe wille! (Krapp 1233)
15 Allen J. Frantzen strangely attributes the venseéuction to théoethiusto Alfred, bu t not the prose
introduction (2003, 133-4).
18 The Alfred Jewel is a precious ornament made &f gnd cloissonne enamel, and depicting a humanmdigt is
wrapped in golden letters that read, “AELFRED MEEHT GEWYRCAN.”
17 After thePrologueto his Law Code Alfred opens the way into the lalesmselves by twice naming himself as
authorizing this text: “Ic da eelfred cyning...” (49&nd “Ic da eelfred Westseaxna cyning...” (49.10).

18 What William meant by Alfred’s “HandbookEfncheridion, id est manualem librijinve cannot be sure. The idea
that William meant th&oliloquiescomes from the references to “bloomblastma in theincipit andexplicitto
Books 1 and 2 (see footnote 1Berhaps William took thed#ostma to indicate and identify the book composed of
gathered excerptfigsculog described in Asser¥ita. This supposiion also has to take it that Williaamvdit to



In contrast to th@astoral Careand theSoliloquiesthe Old EnglisiBoethiushas no
preface with an authoriét leading the reader (or listener) into the tramstat’ It has only one
moment of internal attribution to Alfred: the shtrird person introduction (whether in prose or
verse) There are also two external witnesses @&k authorship. First comes the witness of
FAthelweard the Chronicler, who mentions Buethiusin his description of Alfred’s many
translations: “Nam ex Latino rhetorico fasmate iogriam uerterat linguam uolumina, numero
ignoto, ita uarie, ita preeopime, ut non tantum etgrebus sed et audientibus liber Boetii
lachrymosus quodammodo suscitaretur motus” {2\8jlliam of Malmesburys'listed is the
second witness. As a librarian William might haeers the Old EnglisBoethiusand read its
introduction.

Alfred’s Voice in these Three Texts

As indirect internal evidence to Alfred’s authorsloif these three texts, we can attend to
the distinctive Alfredian voice that is at worktimem. That voice, that familiac that we know
from the prefaces to tHfeastoral Careand theSoliloquies sounds at times in the translated texts
of each of these three works. For want of any atla@ne we can only call that voice Alfred’s, at
least if we are working under the hypothesis th&ted was to some extent involved in the
writings that went forward under his name.

In the process of translating Boethius’s dialoglfeel’s voice assimilates itself at times
with the voice of the dialogue’s learner. When Atfrcalls Boethius’s plaintive prisonigiod
(Mind) he seems to be generalizing the characterarkind of “everyman.” Alfred himself may
well have identified with the misfortunes that thisaracter complains about and known that
others might do so as well. Alfred did not, howevese sight of the historical figure altogether.
Ten times in the translatidviod is still namedBoetius Alfred sought to preserve the
verisimilitude of Boethius’s character as the tiedbcourtier (Godden 2003, 142). But insofar as
this character is mostly calléddod, he also symbolizes the common human experience of
misfortune. Alfred used this character to work soine of his own political thoughts and
concerns. In reply t&isdom’scomplaint thatMod has misunderstood and misused the
woruldseelpa*gifts of wealth”) that have been entrusted tml{iL9.19-25), Alfred has the
characteModreply as a king with a king’'s problems.

O Reason, look, you know that | never found theedrand the grandeur of this earthly
power at all attractive, nor did | yearn terribtyamgly for this earthly kingdom. But |
wanted the tools all the same and the materiahfatrwork that | was commanded to
perform, so that | could steer and manage the ptve¢ihad been entrusted to me without
disgrace and in a suitable manner. Look, you krwat mo man can exercise any skill or
steer and manage any power without tools and naat@tie material of any craft is that
without which a man cannot perform that craft. Degyn a kingdom a king requires as his
material and his tools that the stations of hisllaa fully manned. He must have men of

call Asser'shook of blooméi.e. florilegium) anenchiridion but it is described as a book that Alfred keptatd for
his own personal use and reflection.

% TheBoethiusdoes have an introduction, quite different in pwgérom the prefaces attached toRastoral Care
and theSoliloquies.The introduction to thBoethiusoffers some historical background to the text thHows. It
explains who Boethius was and how he ended up sopeid, soon to be executed. The translator ofekisanakes
no mention here of himself or his reasons fordiaing.

2 «For from the ornate Latin tongue he turned unknawmbers of books into his own language with starfety
and richness, that not only for scholars, but foy @ho might hear it read, the tearful passiorhefliook of
Boethius would be in a measure brought to litedrfs. Campbell 1962, 51).



prayer, fighting men, and workmen. Look, you kndwattwithout these tools no king can
exercise his skill. By way of material he also reeahave the means to provide those
tools, those three companies, with their sustenartus is their sustenance: land to dwell
in, gifts, weapons, food, ale, clothes, and anghivat the three companies require.
Without these things he cannot hold his tools, witldout these things he cannot perform
any of those things that he is commanded to perfdhmarefore | wanted the material for
managing power, so that my skill and my power wodtlbe forgotten and obscured. For
the exercise of skill and power soon grows old b@ecbmes ignored if it is without
wisdom. Therefore no one can manage any skill witkosdom. For whatever is done
through folly cannot be reckoned as a skill. Letpueit briefly; | wanted to live worthily
as long as | lived, and after my life to leavehoge who came after me a memory of
myself in good works (40.12- 41.86).
Alfred Smyth thinks that in this passage “the gapuhlfred summarizes his personal attitude
toward kingship” (1995, 584). Malcolm Godden, hoeewdoes not hear Alfred’s voice in this
passage. He thinks thisltod is ironically critical of tyrannical kingship arefands at a remove
“from Alfred’s own world” (2003, 145). Godden’s @ben requires a good deal of mental
deftness and Smyth’s seems much more sensilad claims to have experienced personal
difficulty with the demands of kingship, particdiam his need for help and resources. His
complaint accords closely with the cares that Alfegpressed in the preface to Bestoral
Care.So too doed/od's interest in cultivating wisdom. His concludingrgiment here also
accords with that of the prefat®theSoliloquiesthe desire to be useful and beneficial while
living in this world.

Anyone who knows Boethius’s Latin text will seatilfred was not translating at all in
the excerpt just quoted. He shifted away from tagrLand expressed thoughts that we would
have to describe as “his own.” He did this freglyer@nd often at length, in tH&oethius He did
it even more frequently and at greater length irShidoquies Alfred turned this dialogues with
GesceadwisnesgtReason”) into something quite distinctly his ovtven at the beginning of
the Old EnglisiSoliloquies where Alfred was still holding fairly closely the Latin textwe
can sediim shifting his text to express thoughts substdigtdifferent than those in the Latin
text. At the outset of the Latin text, Augustinesdgbes himself as turning some questions over
in his mind when he hears a voice telling him torgst his thoughts to a guardian so as not to
lose them. When Augustine suggests that his megwrl do the job, the voice (namely,

L «Eala, Gesceadwisnes, hwaet pu wast paet me naefigitsang and seo gemaegd pisses eordlican anwealdes
forwel ne licode, ne ic ealles forswide ne girnikses eordlican rices, buton tola ic wilnode peah@andweorces to
pam weorce pe me beboden was to wyrcanne; peetagii fpinfracodlice and gerisenlice mihte steorahrancan
pone anweald pe me befaest waes. Hweet, pu wast pastarane maeg naenne craeft cydan ne naenne anwezdd rec
ne stioran butun tolum and andweorce. paet bid aeteefles andweorc paet mon pone craeft buton wyreanaag.
baet bid ponne cyninges andweorc and his tola migs@nne, paet he haebbe his lond fullmonnad; del $abban
gebedmen and fyrdmen and weorcmen. Hwaet, pu wdtd pegan pissan tolan nan cyning his creeft ne magn.
baet is eac his ondweorc, peet he habban sceal tadeempa prim geferscipum biwiste. paet is ponrardbiwist:
land to bugianne, and gifta, and waepnu, and matkealo, and clapas, and gehwaet paes de pre gpérsci
behofiad. Ne maeg he butan pisum pas tol geheaheaniiton pisum tolum nan para pinga wyrcan pe liboden

is to wyrcenne. Forpy ic wilnode andweorces poneead mid to reccenne, paet mine craeftas and anweald
wurden forgitene and forholene. Forpam &elc craeftaalt anweald bid sona forealdod and forsugodegliid

buton wisdome; fordeem ne meeg non mon neenne criggabrbuton wisdome; fordeempe swa hweet swa purh
dysig gedon bid, ne maeg hit mon naefre craefte geréeat is nu hradost to secganne, peet ic wilnodedfidlice

to libbanne pa hwile pe ic lifde, and aefter minif@ paem monnum to laefanne pe sefter me weeren migrghg

on godum weorcum.” (40.6- 41.6)



Reason) tells him that his memory is not sufficiamdl that he will have to write his thoughts
out. But this does not seem to be a very good isoldither, since he is not well enough for such
exertion. There is nothing then to do but to pmaystrength.
ReasonTherefore, they must be written down. But what ywu to do, since your health
refuses the labour of writing? They should not l¢atied, for they demand utter solitude.
Augustine What you say is true. So | do not know what ldbalo.
ReasonPray for health and help, so that you can make way to your desires, and
commit this prayer itself to writing, so that yoedome stronger minded as a result of your
effort. (1.1f?
When Alfred translated this interaction he madewy telling change. He did not see the task of
thinking deep thoughts as requiring “utter solittid¢e portrayed the frail Augustine’s solitude
as a hindrance to his meditations: if only he hades helpers he would be better able to move
forward.
Then she said, “Entrust it to letters and writéatvn. But it seems to me nevertheless that
you are too unwell to be able to write it all dowdmd even if you were completely well,
you would need to have a secluded place and selitadh every other concern and a few
familiar and capable men with you who would in neawhinder you, but would bring help
to your effort.” Then | said, “I have none of thabéngs, neither the solitude, nor the help
of other men, nor so secluded a place that wouftteume for such a work. Therefore | do
not know what | must do.” Then she said, “Then Indd know anything better than that
you pray for yourself. Beseech for yourself to Gadhealing of soul and body, that
through healing you would be able to receive wiwat gesire. And when you have prayed
then write down the prayer lest you forget it, mer that you might be the worthier of
you)ggeﬁort. And pray deeply for yourself with femords and with full attention.” (3.18-
4.9
So as far as Alfred was concerned a few familiar @pable men would have done poor
Augustine some good. He needed a group of schdlatpers, much as Alfred described himself
to have for the effort of translating tRestoral Care?*

#R. -Ergo scribendum est. Sed quid agis, quod valetuasdribendi laborem recusat? Nec ista dictari iebe
nam solitudinem meram desiderat. - Verum dicis. Itague prorsus nescio quid agdn-Ora salutem et
auxilium, quo ad concupita pervenias, et hoc ip§ttaris manda, ut prole tua fias animosior. (1.1)

23 “ba cweed heo: befaeste hit ponne bocstafum andlatyac me pincd pat peah, paet pu si to unhal Gueee

mage hit eeall awritan; and peah pu seall hal werdgfporftest paet du haefdest digele stoge and seresines
odres pinges, and feeawa cude men and creftigepmide nanwiht ne amyrdan, ac fultmoden to pinurfiecrba
cwaed ic: Ic nebbe nan para: ne ponne a&emenne, re madena fultum, ne swa dygela stowe pset me t@smil
weorce onhagie; fordi ic nat hwaed ic don scealcwed heo: nat ic ponne nanwiht betere ponne [gebielde.
Wilna de to gode, heele modes and lichaman, paeta@e fpurh da hele begitan paet daet pu wilnast; amaepjou de
gebeden heebbe, awrit ponne paet gebed, pi laes faudyite, paet pu si de werder pines creftest, aiyde pe
feawum wordum deoplice mid fulle angitte.” (3.1&A.

% Toward the end of the preface he said, “then bhegmidst the varied and manifold tasks of thig#iom to
translate into English that book that is calRastoralisin Latin andPastorbookin English, sometimes word for
word, and sometimes thought for thought, justlasained it from Plegmund my Archbishop and fromekssy
bishop and from Grimbold my masspriest and froomJoly masspriest” (7.17-22: “da ongan ic ongemangmd
mislicum and manigfealdum bisgum disses kynerieebdt wendan on Englisc de is genemned on Laeden
Pastoralis, and on Englisc Hierdeboc, hwilum waedimrde, hwilum andgit of andgiete, swee swee ic hie
geliornode aet Plegmunde minum aercebiscepe andseteAminum biscepe and aet Grimbolde minum
maesseprioste and st lohanne minum massepreoste.”



Alfred maintained a more consistent verisimilitwdéh Augustine’s persona than he did
with the prisoner in thBoethius Even so, he still used Augustine to his own psegso
Augustine wrote this dialogue shortly after his wersion and during his convalescence
Cassiciacum (around 388), several years beforebanhe a presbyter or bishop. But Alfred
depicted him as being a bishop already (2.13) a@ed his persona in sustained reflection on
lordship. The Latin text uses the wadminusonly three times, twice in the opening prayer
and once at the very end of Book I. Alfred did trahslate the third use of the word directly
(54.14). He did, however, use the tiDehten 18 times throughout his translation: 14 times in
the opening prayer, and four times through theottte text. All those instances bfihten
refer simply to the Lord God, just as the thre¢anses oDominusdo in the Latin text. Alfred,
however, also uses the tehfaford 24 times throughout the translation. Three of ¢hiostances
are found in the compoumndeoruldhlaford(“earthly or temporal lord”). Never does Alfred’seu
of the termhlafordin this text refer immediately to the Lord Godalivays occurs in the midst
of a reflection on the relation of earthly and hezaly lordship. This is an issue that Alfred
imposed on the text while still trying to keep with theme. Toward the end of book 2, by the
time he had completely abandoned the Latin textldwsed a proof for the soul’s immortality
based on Christ’s supreme lordship. He had theackarofGesceadwisnesork this proof up
by comparing Augustine’s earthly lord, the Empeétionorius, with his heavenly lord. Honorius
was indeed Emperor during some of Augustine’s yaarg bishop. But he was not yet Emperor
when Augustine wrote th®oliloquies This anachronism may not be deliberate on Alfgudirt.
All the same, it shows that Alfred sought to makeniderstood that Bishop Augustine was under
royal lordship and readily acknowledged that autitor

Then she said, “I hear now that you trust your loetter than you yourself, and your
companions equally with yourself. You indeed doywightly and very meetly in that you
maintain such good faith with them. But | want youell me whether Honorius,
Theodosius’s son, seem wiser or more truthful tBhnst, God’s son.” Then | said, “No,

by no means, nowhere close. And it seems to meipgpate that you compare them
together. Honorius is very good, though his fatlias better. He was very devout and very
prudent, and very rightly of the nature of my loadd so too is he who still lives on. |
want to honour them, just as one ought to honoatsogarthly lord. And those others
whom you spoke of beforehand | want to honour &saarght to honour their lords and as
the king who is the king of all kings and the coeatnd ruler of all creation.” (61.10-28)

Alfred’s proof builds to the point where Christ'owd in the gospels is presented as the highest
authority, and therefore his promise of immortalityst be trusted more even than the words of
Honorius and his servants: “Now you hear what Glansl his servants said; and | heard before

that you had no doubts about the statements of iHanand his servants. Why do you then have
doubts about the statements of God and of Christ;S3son, and of their servants, which they

% “Ba cwaed heo: Ic gehire nu paet du gelyfst pinuafdntle bet donne pe selfum, and pinum geferum aetranvde
de selfum. Pu dest eac swide rihte and swide gdidsemyd py paet pu swa gooda treowa wid hi héfstic wolde
paet pu me sedest hweder pe dince Honorius, peadssiw, wisra 0dde unleasera ponne Crist, godes Ban
cwed ic: nese, la nese; ne nawer neah. Ac me fpinede paet du hi togeadere metst. Honorius is syadepeah
his feder betere were; he wes swide sefest and se@dfast and swide rihte mines hlafordes kynnebsam is se
pe peer gyt lufad. Hi ic wille wyrdian swa swa maaorldhlaford sceal, and pe odre de pu er embe spsa@eswa
heora hlafordes and swa man pone kyng sceal, p&ymgealra kynga and ealra gesceafta scypend aattiend.”
(61.10-20)



themselves uttered” (62.13-12P)Our concern here is not with Alfred’s argumensash, but

with this example of Alfred making this dialoguen@ans of working out his own reflections.
Alfred’s appeal to the supreme lordship of Chifist,from diminshing the authority of the
earthly lord, validated it as a reflection or iniba of the higher. Such thoughts are nowhere to
be seen in Augustine’s text.

Alfred did not treat thé&astoral Careso loosely as he did the two dialogues. Various
theories have been advanced as to why he held ¢to&regory’s text and did not stray into his
own reflections. Some think that it was his fir§bd at translation and so he held more tightly
to the structure of what he had in front of himm8on Potter goes so far as to say that the
translation of the Old EnglisRastoral Careis so markedly different in approach from thatloé t
Old EnglishBoethius, SoliloquiegndOrosius(which he regarded as Alfred’s own as well) that
it represents an early phase of Alfred’s learnirgere he relied heavily on the help of his
scholars and lacks the assurance to range ouhisitmvn thoughts (1931, 52). But greater
precision does not always signal lesser faciligrh@ps Alfred simply had different purposes in
translating thé>astoral Care It is a manual for leadership and Alfred may havermadeason to
adapt its practical guidance. TBeethiusandSoliloquieswith their more complex philosophical
reasoning may have needed adjusting to suit Aléredltural setting, his language’s range of
expression, his own understanding and his own m@&gdut even though tiRastoral Cares
less adapted and is not a dialogue we still seeedlbringing a strong sense of his presence to
the text. The preface, of course, sets the whalestation under the banner of Alfred’s intention
to teach his people. At times Alfred brought a mmeesonal voice than the Latin text uses.
Gregory made little reference to himself in thisrkvdde set it in motion with a reference to
himself in the opening sentence. After that heméepaside. Alfred sustained Gregory’s personal
tone longer. There is a considerable contrast eti@mality and familiarity as the Latin and
Old English texts declare their purpose.

This book is divided into a four-part disputatien, that it advances toward the soul of the
reader through a set of ordered presentation$ tla®iigh some steps. (134)

Now | want this discourse to climb into the inneowght of the student, just like on a
ladder, through steps nearer and nearer, untamids firm in the upper room of the mind
of those who learn it. Therefore | have dividedifdur parts. (23:16-18)

As Alfred expanded and developed this imagery veehé® assuming Gregory’s voice and
speaking his thoughts, not simply to the reatstdr) but, more engagingly, to the “learner.”
Later in the text where Gregory uses a formal “wefeference to himself Alfred brings this
down to the voice of that more familiat

And though we set such things forth, we do not fendt with power, but we guard the
weakness of the heart from the desire for powst,deme of those who are

% “Nu pu geherst hweet Crist cweed and hys pegnasicageherde aer pzet pu nawuht ne tweodast ymbe Hisnor
segene and hys pegna, hwi tweost du ponne ymbes godkymbe Cristes, godes sunu, and ymbe heragpegen
saecgena pe hy selfe to sprecon?” (62.13-17).

2 «Quadripartita vero disputatione liber iste digiiitur, ut ad lectoris sui animum ordinatis allégaibus quasi
quibusdam passibus gradiatur.” (13A)

% “Nu ic wilnige deette deos spraec stigge on dzetdoge dees leorneres, suae suae on sume hlaedre, stpmeel
near and near, oddaet hio faestlice gestonde on édere $aes modes de hi leornige; and fordy ic hédiedon
feower.” (23:16-18)



unaccomplished seize upon the height of ruling, setdoot on a precipice, even though
they are unsteady when standing on level grounB)f£8

Nevertheless, though | am relating this now, | ahfimding fault with great work or just
power, but | am finding fault with someone who eés&imself in his own mind because of
such things. And | want to strengthen the weakoé#iseir hearts and to restrain such
desire in the unfit, so that none of them daremesascarelessly at ruling or at teaching, lest
they set out on so dangerous an ascent, when gmeyptstand on level ground without
quacking. (41.2-8

A great deal is nuanced more finely in the Old Efgtendering of this cautionary aside,
whether in the distinction between valid authoahd the corrupt pride that such authority can
nurture, or in the more careful attention to tharteeand minds of those imperilled through their
careless quest for authority. And just as withgheasdac wille in the previous excerpt, so too
with ic woldehere Alfred highlights the leader’s personal int@mto guide his followers well.

The three works bearing Alfred’s name offer a senfsAlfred’s voice and presenck.
There is no similar sense of Alfred’s presencéna®Id EnglistBedeor Old EnglishOrosius.
TheOrosiushas a reference to Alfred in the geographical rispairOhthere and Wulfstan
(1.13.29-1.18.3). We read there of things repoiriedlifred’s presence, but not words set down
by Alfred himself*? The removal of these two works from Alfred’s owritimgs has clarified
Alfred’s voice. When accept the textual attribudno Alfred in these three works, we can better
hear the distinctive qualities of what is preserasdhis own writing.

The Question of Alfred’s Authorship of the Prose Balms

What then about the translation of the Psalms\Wiliam of Malmesbury attributed to
Alfred? William said that Alfred not only set abdwmnslating the PsalmPgalterium transferre
aggressugbut also that he managed to “explicate” the faatt before he diegfima parte
explicata, vivendi finem fegi(2.4). A manuscript called the Paris Psalter gmesthe Psalter in
Old English under two different modes of translafid The first fifty are in prose and the
remaining hundred in verse. The first fifty arecadé&companied in nearly every case by a
heading that interprets or “explicates” the psdiat follows. Since the end of the nineteenth
century a number of scholars have argued thatdhis Psalter’s first fifty Psalms are the very

#“Haec itaque proferentes, non potestatem repreéfmersd sed ab appetitu illius cordis infirmitatemmimaus, ne
imperfecti quique culmen arripere regiminis audeangui in planis stantes titubant, in praecip&dem ponant.”
(18B)

“syadeah, deah ic nu dis recce, nze teele ic nd wézec ne ryhtne anwald, ac ic teele dzet hine roodyf
upahebbe on his mode; and da untrymnesse hiersahdomvolde getrymman and gestiran daere wilnursgend
unmedemum, daet hiera nan ne durre gripan sua ticgoog daet rice and on done lareowdom, dylaes dgayoon
sua frecne stige, da de ne magon uncwaciende gest@am emnum felda.” (41.2-8)

3L |t would be very worthwhile to study that voice raelosely and listen to its tone and take stocksdbearing.
Tom Shippey effectively began such a study in bsag “Wealth and Wisdom in tiRrefaceto thePastoral Care”
where he listens attentively to the persuasive pgireAlfred’s voice so as to understand his thdsgmd purposes.

%2 The sequence begins by indirectly quoting Ohth&athere ssede his hlaforde, £lfrede cyninge, [esetra
Nordmonna norpmest bude” (1.13.29-1.18.3: “Ohttsaid to his lord, King Alfred, that of all Norsemba dwelt
the furthest north.”). Wulfstan’s report follows inediately on Ohthere’s and at times shifts fronirext to direct
discourse (1.16.23-29).

¥ Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, MS fdatle 8824.



translation that William was referring ¥ With that argument generally comes the parallel
assertion that these Prose Psalms are also theoivéiiked. The second assertion is, however,
not a necessary consequence of the first. It isiplesthat William saw what we now call the
Paris Psalter or another manuscript of the samelaton, but was mistaken in attributing the
prose portion of that text to Alfred.

As they stand in the Paris Psalter the Prose Rgalesent themselves very differently
than the three translations explicitly ascribedbived. Most obviously, of course, they do not
ascribe themselves to Alfred. This fact does niotparrse, rule out his authorship. The Paris
Psalter is missing its first leaf. We do not kndwhat leaf may have ascribed what follows to
Alfred. Perhaps William saw Alfred’s name in thepgdhat he knew (Whitelock 1969, 89). The
difficulty, however, is that if the text of thesamslated psalms offered an opening attribution to
Alfred we would expect that it would also annouttoe end of his work, especially if it is
leading into someone else’s. But as we have itedkeof Prose Psalms breaks off in a
fragmentary Psalm 50 and moves directly on to P&dliwithout notice of this shift. If this work
is Alfred’s why is there nexplicittelling us so, such as we see in 8adiloquiesor the
Boethiu® Perhaps Psalm 50 is fragmentary because the RalteiPhad been been copied from
a manuscript, or manuscript tradition, where tis¢ $&quence had gone missing (just as the Paris
Psalter’s own first folio went missing). It may th&at both an opening and closing sequence is
lost to us. We know of one patrticular instance eh&lfred’s name is not attached to something
that we believe that he wrote. Cotton TiberiusiAaicompilation of many short excerpted texts,
composed in Canterbury in the mid™dentury, contains two excerpts from the long openi
prayer in Alfred’sSoliloquieg(folios 51r26-52r27). It gives no attribution tofAdd (or
Augustine for that matter), but leaves the textrgmaous. But that is a short excerpt, and this is
a long sustained work. If we believe William, it wd seem to be Alfred’s entire effort in
translating the Psalms. And when we think of hodred carefully cultivated his reputation, as
we heard in the excerpt from tBeethiuswe expect that he would have attached his name to
the text if it were his. And when we see how theane was preserved in the three other works,
its absence here must be taken as a serious ddferidence for any argument that this work is
Alfred’s.

Closely related to the lack of a name is the ldck preface or proem or introduction.
Every other work that we consider to be Alfred’s lsame sort of message preceding the
translation itself. Even though tB®ethiusdoes not have a preface it does haveitemand
lengthy introduction. Even Alfred’s Law Code digjuishes itself among other Old English law
codes with its lengthy prologue and its thoughpiidface in Alfred’s own name. It is
characteristic of Alfred’s writings that they takanoment at the outset to orient the reader or
hearer to what follows (Frantzen 2003). Alfred lagogenchant for opening messages. Even the

3 Richard P. Wiilker asserted that William’s phraging; prima part must refer to the tradition of dividing the
Psalter into three groups of fifty, which accordthwhe shift in the Paris Psalter from prose toseeat Psalm 51
(1885, §8 500-501). Patrick O'Neill takes this empondence as a moment of evidence that Willidiacisurately”
describing the “First Fifty” psalms in the ParisaRar (2001, 73). It may well be true that Williasreferring to this
very text. But the term “accurately” seems to fattee issue. The tradition of dividing into fifti@gas not especially
prominent in Anglo-Saxon, much less Anglo-Normamgland, nor does the Paris Psalter give any nofisech a
division. It does not introduce the first fifty as'First Fifty,” but simply launches straight inRsalm 1. And its
Psalm 50 is incomplete and simply breaks off tédtlewed at once by Psalm 51 without any speciaisitin.
Likewise there is no division at Psalm 100. Williamay simply have been vaguely referring to the ficrtion of
the Psalms, not a sharply defined first segmeniliaii’s point is that Alfred died and left his trslation of the
psalms unfinished. The noyarte seems to refer to a large fragment rather thareaifspsection.



Old English translation of thBialogueshas a short preface in which Alfrétanks those who
translated it for him. Whether or not we think letually wrote that preface we think that he
authorized it (Bately 2003, 114; Frantzen 2003,)1B2t these fifty psalms have no such
opening message, at least as far as we know. Timgyydaunch straight into the first psalm. It
is possible that such a message has gone mistang, \&ith his name. As things stand, however,
we have a serious deficit of evidence.

More serious still, however, is the lack of thattolictive voice, that Alfrediait. The
Prose Psalms do not possess the personal tonglfiteat conveyed in his other writings. Though
frequently meet the pronounin the Prose Psalms, the translator never usegtaatsomething
that identified with himself. The headings alwanystiuct the reader to understand the voice of
the Psalms as dispersed through many people. Daaldiays the psalmist whose words reach
through many other characters: Hezekiah, the Jewsei Babylonian captivity, Christ, the
Apostles, St. Paul, the righteous or Christiandwelis in general. The voice of the psalmist is left
for everyone to identify with. In the headings, fewer, where instructive voice here could make
itself known to the reader as a teacher or a leaepersona is forthcoming. The voice of the
headings always remains detached.

Despite the absence of attribution, introductiord personal voice, there is now a
general scholarly consensus that the Prose Psadéndfeed’s work (Keynes 2003, 180). This is
largely due to Janet Bately’s lexical analysishaf translations associated with King Alfred
(including those that we believe were not by Alftedhself, namely, th®rosius, Bedeand
Gregory’'sDialogueg. She examined the range of Old English words tsé&cnslate a selection
of particular Latin words in these various textse $oncluded that the Prose Psalms have so
many lexical similarities with thBastoral Carethe Boethiusand theSoliloquiesthat they must
have been translated by the same person. Her aayery solid and persuasive. She showed
that the lexical range of the Prose Psalms has imuctmmon with Alfred’s named translations
and concluded that they are all by the same auitl@rconclusion does not not exactly
substantiate William’s statement that Alfred |&i¢ Psalms unfinished because he died — there
might be some other reason for the interruption Wdliam did not know of. But it lends it
some force. And what a poignant end to this scHalag’s career. How fitting to imagine Alfred
translating the Psalms toward the end of his Viferking out his own devotion as his strength
weakens and offering the spiritual power of theli@sdo his people.

Two new editions of the Prose Psalms have since pespared and both in very
different ways cast doubt on the weight of Batebosiclusion. Richard Stracke’s helpful online
edition entirely ignores the question of authorsHilts title, The Paris Prosegltogether ignores
the question as to who translated the text. IncB&'a edition the Old English translation simply
remains an anonymous work, just as the manusasepts it. By leaving her research to the
side, Stracke tacitly suggests that Bately’'s ldxacelysis has not convinced him. In stark
contrast, Patrick O’Neill’s 2001 edition openly aexplicitly attributes the Prose Psalms to
Alfred. His edition’s title proclaims his positioKing Alfred’s Old English Prose Translation of
the First Fifty Psalms-rom such a title one might expect O’Neill to rglyite heavily on
Bately’'s careful lexical study. But he makes no trmof it at all. In his long and involved

% stracke’s edition is not only useful because itailability online, but also for text of the lmPsalter that
accompanies the Old English translation. Althougghthe Paris Psalter’s Latin text is not what tie Ehglish
translation was based on, it is in itself a comjgosf the Roman, Gallican, and earlier Italic regdiof the Psalter
that might have been available to the Old Engliahglator. Stracke’s edition is available at
<http://www.aug.edu/augusta/psalms/




introductory chapter on Alfred’s authorship he leaBately’s research on this question entirely
to the side€’® This is a strange omission. As with Stracke, fiieceagain is to suggest that
Bately’s argument carries no weight and that theoeéinds it irrelevant.

It is unfortunate for O’Neill that he did not appé&aBately and build on her thorough
work. His case is the weaker for it, especiallycsihis own attempt to prove Alfred’s authorship
has several weaknesses. He begins his argumeppleglang to William of Malmesbury’s
authority. Noting that William “is not always a i@ble guide to Alfredian authorship,” O’Neill
nevertheless posits that because William seemesderithe the very text of the Prose Psalms his
attribution in this case “carries some convictigp001, 73). But that argument is a clear case of
special pleading. William was a very active andickgd librarian. He may well have seen any
or all of the texts that he attributes to Alfrede\Are qutie clear about his knowledge of the Old
EnglishOrosiusand the Old EnglisBede for he names them explicitly. But his descriptain
Alfred’s supposed translation of the Psalms isaftmigether distinct. The “first part” is not
necessarily the “first fifty.” And what exactly d@explicatamean? Is it synonymous with his
word for “translate” ransferrg? Or does it mean something more, like “interpi&df
William was actually describing the Prose PsalmthefParis Psalter this word suggests the
interpretive headings. O’Neill, however, thinkstthize termexplicatarefers to the periphrastic
nature of the translation (2001, 73). William atsakes no mention as to whether or not the
Psalms that Alfred translated are prose or versewRat basis he attributes a group of translated
Psalms to Alfred he does not say. Did he read Aléreaame in a preface, like that of the
Pastoral Care or imbedded in the text itself, as we meet in@nesius Or is he repeating a
tradition, like Athelweard’s attribution of tlB®ethiusor Alfric’s of theBedé& We can surmise,
and we can guess, but we do not actually know &isesldor any of William’s claims about
Alfred’s authorship. As Whitelock says, William’staal description “contains no indication
whatever of authorship” (1969, 89). We do not knelat suggested to William that Alfred had
authored a portion of the Psalms.

O’Neill's conclusion to his argument for Alfred’silhorship involves another moment of
special pleading. His summary begins thus:

The agreements betweBs(P)and Alfred’s works in ideas, in the phrasing ofshe

ideas, and in idiosyncracies of translating are eglained by common authorship. Nor

do occasional dissimilarities between the two am$tating the same Latin sources

prejudice this claim, since they reveal, in facsjrailar underlying method of translation.

(2001, 94-95)

To suggest that dissimilarity amounts to similaggems desperately to force the issue. A loose
and flexible style is not an Alfredian singularitye need look no further than the OIld English
Orosius.

Between the opening and closing of his argumentedl|dresents an impressively wide
array of agreements between the Prose Psalms #medi’Althree attributed works. Many of
them are very cogent at first sight, but on clasersideration they do not all have the substance
that O’Neill claims for them. He notes, for instanthe collocation of two verbs for perceiving,
hawianandgeseonoccuring both in the Prose Psalms (13.2) antderld EnglistSoliloquies
(27.12-15). These paired verbs render the Latingraspicioanduiderein the Psalter and
aspicereanduiderein Augustine. O’Neill takes this as a significanbmment where two texts

% O'Neill does, at least, include Bately's lexicalidy in his bibliography. But in his introductorhapter on
“Authorship” he mentions Bately’s article only incauple of footnotes (5 and 39), and then onlydentally and
without any interest in her argument.



“agree in thought and phrasing” (2001, 86). Boté the same verbs “for the two stages of
perception,” namely looking and then seeing (2@¥t88). But the same thought and phrasing is
used in the Old EnglisDialogues where the two Old English verbs pair up to reralsingle

Latin verb of perceptiorattenderg“to consider carefully” or “to examine”), knottirtggether

the same process of looking and seeing.

Qui reversus ad sportam caute ac sollicite attegséd eam jam, sicut vir Dei praedixerat,
serpens tenebat (3.14: PL 248C).

And pa wees eft cyrrende to paere spyrtan and wabidie®de and geseah, paet seo needre
beer in waes, swa swa se Godes wer him zer saed. §F83.1

So this thought and phrase is not special to Alftfeid used in a translation worked up by others
at Alfred’s request. It comes from scholars withia orbit, but not from his own hand.

O’Neill also notes how the translation of Psalh Has a phrase that is very similar to
Alfred’s handling of the same verse in fRastoralCare. The phrade cathedra pestilentiae
become®n heora wolbaerendum seflen their pestilential throne”) in the Prose Pss) andon
daem wolberendan seff®n the pestilential throne”) in thHeastoral Carg(435.19) O'Neill calls
this rendering “idiosyncratic,” based on a “a peadnterpretation or preference” (2001, 91).
He fails to note, however, that similar phrasingesr's to have arisen independently in the
Vitellius Psalter. There the phrase is translatedheahsetle wolberendr@éon the throne of the
pestilential”)*® More significantly still, O’Neill does not obserteat the wordvolberendenhas
quite a special and rare distribution. Even thoitglsognate verhyolberart, is nowhere
attested in Old English literature, this presemtip@ial form occurs 15 times according to the
Old English MicroficheConcordance. Seven of those occurences are indtians associated
with Alfred and his educational reform: three timeshePastoral Carg415.12, 435.19,
435.22), twice in the Prose Psalms (1.1 and 16ri€e in the Old EnglisBialogues(104.30),
and once in the Old Englisdede(48.16)*° Furthermore, the cognate nownlbserne®ccurs
only once in another related text, @eosius(62.32). So half the occurrences of this little dvor
group come from Alfred’s reform, though not allrimcAlfred himself. Again, we meet phrasing
that Alfred shares with others associated withsblsolarly efforts.

O’Neill furthermore states “that the distinctivanslation herestraethighway,” which
reflects the medieval Latin meaningmatea,is found among Old English works only®s(P)

3" *Having returned to the basket he cautiously amdausly examined it, but the serpent already o=, just as
the man of God had foretold.”
3 «And then he was turning back to the basket amdfally he looked and saw that the serpent wakénet, just as
the man of God told him before.”
39 Other differences of phrasing in rendering thisseeshow that the Vitellius Psalter was not bormgfrom the
Prose Psalms. The translation in the Prose Psalaasr
Eadig byd se wer pe ne gaed on gepeaht unrihtwisran pam wege ne stent synfulra, ne on heora
wolbeerendum setle ne sitt.
About a century and a half later (around 1060)\ltellius Psalter reads:
Eadig wer se de ne on gewat on gepeahte arleaznamdge synfulra ne gestod and on heahsetle
wolberendra ne sited.
In the Pastoral CareGregory is only handling a fragment of the verbe;rest does not come into view.
“0The other eight occurences tend also to come franslated work: four times it occursAfiexander’s Letter to
Aristotle (406, and three times over in one sentence 452,488 once in the prose life of Guthlac, oncéhim
Vitellius Psalter (1.1), once Badwine’s Canterbury Psalt€79.14), and once in thEhe Old English Herbarium
and Medicina de quadrupedib(®5).



andCP” (2001, 94)* O'Neill’s phrasing at first glance suggests thatestraebccurs nowhere
else but in these two works. But this word is #elimore widely attested in Old English than
that. Although it is not nearly as common as itsasymherepadts nine other occurrences in
charters and poetry indicate that it had a lifébwn?*? The fact that the one occurrence of
plateain the Prose Psalms is translated with the samd a®&a small cluster of occurrences of
plateain thePastoral Cardends little substance to O’Neill’s claim. For thas, in fact, another
cluster of occurrences pfateaelsewhere in thPastoral Carewhich Alfred translated not as
herestraetebut simply asstraete’ Evidently, Alfred did not have a special devotiorttie rarer
compound. As a counterpoint one might note a destegbes in the opposite direction. The one
occurrence of Latiexprobroin the Prose Psalms is translated quite differantly Old English
than the three occurrences of eherobroin thePastoral Care"* Does such a difference detract
from O’Neill's claim and suggest a different minweork in the two texts? Not necessarily. But
neither does his observation abbatestraetdnave any cogency. There is not a broad enough
swath of data in either case to show any real teémtistinctive style.

O’Neill identifies many other commonalities betwdbe Prose Psalms and the three
named works of Alfred in his effort to establiskeithcommon authorship. But by and large these
commonalities are not particularly distinctive. ionderstand “wicked behaviour as both doing
evil and taking pleasure in it” (2001, 85) can tyatte peculiar to Alfred; it is a commonplace
thought in the early medieval Latin west throughréliance on Augustinian spiritual
psychology. Likewise, O’Neill observes moments attbthe Old English Prose Psalms and the
Old EnglishBoethiuswhich express the idea that those without the meahslp the poor can
still find favour through their goodwill. O’Neillimself adds that “this idea almost certainly
derives from Augustine’Enchiridion” (2001, 85). And if Alfred did have access to ttett or a
text influenced by it, where would that access hangen? The only likely answer would be
among his circle of scholars, where texts and is@add get shared. So too when we meet both
in thePastoral Careand the Prose Psalrftie Gregorian idea ... that evil thoughts are
inevitable but only sinful when carried out” (20@T,) does that show something exceedlingly
rare? If Gregory'$astoral Carewas so prized by Alfred that he sent copies af his bishops
for lending and copying, we should expect thathtsights and expressions could gain some
currency. Similarly, “the theme of reward and ptment proportionate to one’s merits” does
indeed occur frequently in the Prose Psalms an8dethiusand theSoliloquiesas O’Neill
notes (2001, 87). But that is hardly surprisingsiit is a very widespread thought in the
theology of the times.

Among the various commonalities that O’Neill obg=wone deserves special mention,
since Janet Bately singles it out in her revievddfleill's edition as having significant weight
(2003, 128). He sees a parallel to 8wiloquiesn the translator’s handling of Psalm 48:6-8 (7-
11):

*' Ps. 17.43 anBastoral Care373.13-20.

*2The Old English Microfiche Concordanahows six instances of this word in charters anektin poetry
(Andreasl98, 231 ;Exodus283).

“3This is in chapter 18. The occurrencesigetetranslatingplateaare found af33.12, 133.17, 135.2, 135.4,
135.13, and 135.17.

4 In Psalm 41:1%xprobaveranis translated asyspadBut in thePastoral Carethe formexprobrang1.5 col.19b)
is translatedeele(45.6),exprobrandq3.32 col.58b) is translatddrsiod (209.6), andexprobrat(3.37 col.71a)is
translatecbdwat(267.14).



[its] theme of the evil man’s unwillingness andbildy to save his brother’s soul from
Hell's torments does not derive from psalter comtaen it can only be fully understood
by reference to th8oliloquiespassage, part of a long elaboration of the par@l@zarus
and Dives...The inability of one’s friends to help is the commplace patristic
interpretation of the Lazarus and Dives parabléielidea of unwillingness to help is
apparently original to thBoliloquiesBoth the Prose Psalms and B@iloquiescombine
the two ideas with the same phrasing, “nele/nellad.maeg/magon.” (2001, 86).

O’Neill, unfortunately, has misunderstood the téxid while the thought therein does indeed
share in that of th8oliloquiesthat thought is not unique. It is available in amportant
contemporary source. The Old English as present€@Neill’s edition reads like this:

6. Ongitan nu, pa pe truwiad heora agenum meegeddyaare mycelnesse hiora speda
gylpad and wuldrad:

7. beet nan brodor opres sawle nele alysan of malag maeg (peah he wylle), gif he sylf
nanwuht nyle, ne ne ded to goode pa hwile pe heydrGylde for py him sylf and alyse
his sawle pa hwyle de he her sy, for pam se broppe nyle odde ne meeg, gif he sylf na
ne ongind to tilianne peet he peet weord agife teradgse his sawle. Ac paet ys wyrse paet
full neah alc mann pees tiolad fram paem anginnkféssop paene ende, hu he on ecnesse
swincan maege,

8. and naefd neenne fordanc be his deade, ponneswiedgea welegan and pa
weoruldwisan sweltafr,

The flow of thought here does not read altogetheyathly. But careful reading shows that it is
not about an evil man’s unwilingness or inabilitysave someone from hell. It is about the
unregenerate man’s inability to be saved, even tpther. The two sentences that have the
word brodor are in symmetry. Thirodor who cannot or will noalysanis not the one depicted
as evil or in the helplessness of hell. The thiemirences of the wolylIf in these two
sentences do not refer to thdor but to thesawlethat wants release from hell. The logic of the
message is simple: just as wealth and power daval for redemption, neither does
brotherhood; you cannot be helped out of hell, éheough your own brother’s merits, if you
lack a prior effort towards goodness of your owtthéugh O’Neill sees an evil man’s
unwillingness to help the damned as a peculiaufedtere (2001, 86), that is not what is at
issue. The logic of the message becomes a littlret through comparison with the
corresponding passage in theliloquies.The damned are helpless for two reasons: bechese t

%5 “_et them now understand, those who trust in tbein strength and boast and glory in the magninfdbeir
wealth, that no brother will want to redeem thel sd@another from hell, nor can he even if he sdowént to, if he
himself does not want to do anything for good dyitime time that he is here. Let him compensatesfoes for
himself and redeem his soul during the time thasteere, for his brother either will not or canribhe himself
does not begin to work it out that he render tmsoan for the redemption of his soul. But it is veotkat very
nearly every man works out from the beginning afllfe until the end, how he will struggle for etity, and does
not take forethought regarding his death, when iflesee the wealthy and the worldly wise perish.”



wicked friends do not have the power to help theoh lzecause their good friends do not want to
not help then{®

The thought that these two texts share is notuidust as Alfred’s handling of the story
of Divesand Lazarus in th8oliloquiesbears similarities to John Scotus Eriugena’s contsnemn
this parable in Book 5 of thHeeriphyseor{Treschow 1993), the same is true here. John elai
that those who fail to enact any good in this liéee no basis to receive any help or mercy from
the saints in the ne&f.John also explains that the condemnation and smpment of the
wicked is not at all irksome or troublesome togloed?® In fact it helps form their joy and
praise. The good fully and gladly assent to Goddggment. In fact they share in that
judgement. Eriugena quotes St. Paul to this veacefthe spiritual man judges all things”

That is to say, the good assent to the judgemethieofvicked and do not want to release them. If
Alfred indeed did somehow fall under the influemédriugena’sPeriphyseonwhere else

*6“Ac pa goodan nellad heora yflum freondum ariamdam hy nellad heora yfeles geswican, de ma peadHam
wolde pam welegan arian, peh he hys segnes kinres feedam he ongaet pat he goode nees swa eadmahvswa
he myd rihte sceolde. Pa yfelan panne ne magon eaméheora freondum, ne heom selfum nane gootlearg
fordam hy eer on nanre helpe neron nader ne hedonsyle heora freondum pam pe aer heom fordgewit@rerny
da hy on pisse weorulde weron. Ac hym byd ponnesamapam mannum pe her beod on sumes kincgesmarcer
gebrohte, and magon geseon alce daege heora fegmhgeahsian be heom paet peet hy willad, and nemtsgon
peah na nane gode ne beon. Ne hi hym pe ma odaé,medde ne magon.” (Solil 69.1-14: “But the goatl not
help their wicked friends, since they do not wandésist from their wickedness, any more than Abmalvanted to
help the rich man, even though he was of his ownfkor he understood that he was not so humbleotbas he
should rightfully have been. The evil then can dagnod either for themselves or their friends wheged away
before them while they were in this world. But theijl then be like those men who are brought irdams king's
prison, and every day they can see their friendsraquest through them what they want, and theyatane any
good to them. For either they will not be any gemthem, or they cannot.”).

“™ Ex hoc enim loco datur intelligi non solum adhuioentes in carne, uerum etiam spoliatas carneamauxilium
sanctorum petere posse, siue ut penitus liberanp@enis siue ut mitius crucientur in eis; incassamen petere, si
in hac uita in profundum malitiae cecidere, hocsesitullum bonum in hac uita peregerunt, quo mergan
misericordiam in futura.” (5.5318-24: “From thisgsage we are given to understand that not onletbtilsliving

in the flesh but also those deprived of their fleah seek the help of the saints, whether to leelytfreed from
their pains or to be more gently tormented in thend moreover that they seek help in vain if is the they fell
into the depths of wickedness, that is if they perfed no good in this life with which they couldeaercy in the
next.”).

8 «Infernus itaque, qui a graechAH (hoc est tristitia uel deliciarum priuatio) digitdlum per se ipsum
consideratur, malum malis cognoscitur, dum uenanitiersitatis pulcherrima ordinatione constituitamnum bonis
efficitur, quoniam non solum iustissimi iudicis geitas aeternaque sententia in eo manifestaturnuetiam
beatorum hominum et angelorum laus felicitatis ddtgu et pulchritudo cumulatur.” (5.4255-64: “Arsb Hell,
which is called Hades by the Greeks, that is saxaethe loss of delights, is known as an eviltfar evil when
considered in itself, but in so far as it is framiedhe beautiful order of the universe, it briredmut good for the
good, because not only is the severity and etearaknce of the most just judge manifest in it,dvatse also for
the happiness of men and angels is gained andybabotinds.”)

“Est alia ratio quae tristiam et dolorem impioruralennon esse perhibet. Sunt enim ueluti quaedamriaat
copiosissimae laudis aeterni gaudii aeternaequeisajuibus qui in deum transeunt fruuntur.” (2438: “There
is another reason that shows that the sadness @mdfithe wicked is not evil. For they are like ®thing that
furnishes an occasion for the most fulsome prdigtavnal joy and eternal salvation, which thos@phss into
God delight in.”).

49« sicut ait apostolus: ‘Spiritualis homo iudicanaia, ipse autem a nemine iudicatur’.” (5.5005-06just as
the Apostle says, ‘the spiritual man judges ahdisi, but he himself is judged by no one’.”)



would he have met such influence except througls¢hislarly helpers. The shared thought and
expression between tisoliloquiesand the Prose Psalms need not, therefore, beirsglanly
through identical authorship. It could have arigath a different translator within the same
sphere of scholarly influence.

It is important to note that GregoryPastoral Carequotes a part of these same verses
from the Psalm (48:8-9). Alfred’s Old English tréatgon of thePastoral Carenandles the text
very differently than what we see in the ProsemsalGregory’s quotation of the Psalm comes
with a brief explanatory addition, which we preseonly for the sake of context:

enim Psalmista aiton dabit Deo propitiationem suam, nec pretium reggonis animae
suae.Pretium namque redemptionis dare, est opus bomaavenienti nos gratiae
reddere’ (88A)

Alfred’s translation reads quite closely:

Be daem cwaed se psalmscop: He ne sealde Gode natswat for his saule ne neenne
gedingsceat wid his miltse. Paet is donne se metiggddis saule deet he him gielde god
weorc for dzere giefe de he him ser seald839.10-12)

But as we just saw the Prose Psalms translatexberpt very differently:

...gif he sylf nanwuht nyle, ne ne ded to goode ?ﬂehpe he her byd. Gylde for py him
sylf and alyse his sawle pa hwyle 8e he her s@)8

The legal terms which Alfred uses in tRastoral Care, metsceandgedingsceatare emphatic
in their synonymous parallelism. But they are re@diin the Prose Psalms. Indeed the
syntactical structure of Prose Psalms develops diffigrently. The parallelism of the Latin text
is reworked. The second phrase¢ pretium animae supbreaks out into a new clause with its
own expansive parallelism and an imposed hortatpuyction. The only words that these two
translations share agod (good)andsawl. O’Neill recognizes that the two renderings “prdsen
such fundamentally different interpretations aprieclude meaningful comparison” but still
urges us to feel that they share a common wayikitig, in that “both find the same meaning
in placationem suarfsic|, the necessity of good works to save a man” (B8j.that shared
thought signifies nothing special. As already notbd importance of good works was a
prevalent idea in Alfred’s time and easily inferiadhis psalm.

We meet a similar case in another verse from tlaé#squoted in thPastoral Care.
O’Neill works hard to find commonalities in the tv@d English renderings of Psalm 39:10-11.
In Gregory’s Latin text we read this:

Ecce labia mea non prohibebo. Domine, tu cogngyisttitiam tuam non abscondi in
corde meo, veritatem tuam et salutare tuum diiB}%’

0«30 says the Psalmist, ‘He will not offer appeasanfor himself to God, nor the price of the redémpof his
soul.” The price of redemption consists of offerg@pd work in return for the grace that preparasway.”
*L“About this the Psalmist says, ‘He would not ged any compensation for his soul, nor any recom@éar his
mercy.’ That is compensation for his soul that e giood work for the grace which was already gitehim.”
2« if he himself does not want to do anything for daturing the time that he is here. Let him compensa
therefore for himself and redeem his soul durirgttime that he is here.”



In thePastoral CareAlfred’s translation reads like this:

Dryhten, du wast deet ic ne wyrne minra welera,@nd ryhtwisnesse ic ne diegle on
minre heortan; Bine haelo and dine ryhtwisnessedgge. (381.12-13)

But in the Prose Psalms we read a rather différantlling of this verse®

...and minum weolorum ic ne forbeode, ac bebeodépdptet sprecon symle. Drihten,
pbu wast peet ic ne ahydde on minum mode pine rinegise, ac pine sodfeestnesse and
bine heelo ic seedf&.

The additional clause in the Prose Psalms versiotn¢beode paet hy paet sprecon syisla
periphrastic and interpretive gloss that ariseaaount of this translation’s purpose to teach the
text of the Psalms in presenting it. That is npedinent difference here. What is pertinent
though is that the two translations use differeatdworder, along with several different verbs
and nouns. The two translations also understandytii@x aroundu cognovistdifferently. In
thePastoral CareAlfred understands this clause to refer back tgptleeeding clause about the
lips. But in the Prose Psalms it is understoocterrto the succeeding clause about the heart. All
in all these two translations of this verse doedtibit much by way of stylistic or interpretive
similarity. O’Neill argues that such differencesas “from different physical layout of their
respective sources” and “different contexts” intive translations (83). But then he turns
around and urges nevertheless that both transtation

share unusual similarites: omitting a translatibeace rendering perfeatognovisti
with the present of a verpu wast which normally translatescire and CP only)
translatingueritatemwith ryhtwisnessga treatment well attested elsewher@&iP)
(83)

Again O’Neill finds similarity in difference. Heits to pass off one rather curious divergence in
the two Old English handlings of this particularseeas a similarity: namely thagritasis
translated ashtwisnesin thePastoral Carebut assodfeestnem the Prose Psalms.

Wider investigation of this lexical divergence ralgea surprising anomolyeritasis a
fairly frequent noun in both Latin texts. It occumstheCura Pastoraliss2 times. Gregory uses it
34 times as a title for Jesus Christ, which Alfedtays translates &@odfeestneghe 28
remaining occurences Alfred generally translatak sodfeestnegxcept in four places, where
he translates withhtwisnes®’ In the Gallican Psalter the first fifty Psalms useitas16

3 “Behold, I will not restrain my lips. Lord, you he known: your justice | have not hidden in youatieyour truth
and your salvation | have spoken.”

>« ord, you know that | do not hinder my lips, aypour righteousness | do not hide in my heart; \gaivation and
your righteousness | declare.”

*Richard Stracke’s parallel Latin text reads with #ame words as we find in Gergor@ara PastoralisJerome’s
Hebraic version of this verse reads with some sliiifferences from the Gallicaecce labia mea non prohibebo
Domine tu nosti iustitiam tuam non abscondi in medirdis mei fidem tuam et salutare tuum dixi.

*5 And | do not forbid my lips, but | command thaejtspeak that always. Lord, you know that | did lmide in my
mind your righteousness, and your truth and yolvwasian | declared.”

" Two of those other occurences are in immediatgimity with one another in 19.145.11-15 (for PL43B)e
third occurs at 11.69.14 (PL24A). The fourth idia handling of Psalm 39:11, as just shown.



times>® In the Latin text of the Paris Psalter there s@@enteenth occurrencéln the Old
English Prose Psalmritasis translated ashtwisnesten times, but asodfaestnesnly six
times® This is a remarkable difference in rafRihtwisnegranslateseritasin the Pastoral
Careat a rate of about 1 to 15, if we include the us¥¢aritas/Sodfeestnes a title for Christ, or
1 to 7 if we exclude that particular designationtHe Prose Psalms the rate is 5 to 8. Such
incongruity suggests a different habit of mindhe process of translating, if not a different mind
altogether. The numbers in tBeliloquiesandBoethiusfall into line with thePastoral Care.
Veritasoccursl9 times in the portions of tf&#oliloquiesthat Alfred translated. There Alfred
translatedseritaswith rihtwisnesonly once® The other occurrences wéritashe translated
either asodfeestnesr paraphrased aroundftin theDe Consolatione Philosophid&oethius
spoke much about truth, though he preferredimto veritas.The abstract nouveritasoccurs
16 times in the Latin teXt Many of these occurences are in spaces of thehakAlfred did not
directly translate, especially in Book 5. In theese cases where Alfred did translagitashe
never usedihtwisnes.Once, however, he usgdet rihtfor veritas®® He usedsodfaestnetvice *°
the adjectivesodthree time$? and the adjectivgodas a substantive on&Boethius, however
used forms of the adjectiwerusadjectivally and substantivally 55 times (excludthg
adverbial forms oferoandverun). Alfred directly translategterus38 times, usingod26
times® hehstefour times® riht twice,”° rihtwisnestwice,” selestwice,”? eceonce!* andfull
once’® So as a paired word grouipt andrihtwisnesseccur forverusat a rate of about 1 to 9,
andrihtwisnesitself at 1 to 19. Roughly speaking then Bestoral Carethe Soliloquies and
theBoethiusgenerally useiht or rintwisnesfor verusandveritasat a fairly low rate, varying

%5:10, 11:2, 14:3, 24:5, 24:10, 25:3, 29:9, 3023, 35:6, 39:10, 39:11, 39:12, 42:3, 44:5, 5h&lerome’s
Hebraic Psalteveritasoccurs five fewer times than in the Gallican: dfbwe instead reagctum at 11:2fideles
at 30:24fideles at 35:6fides and at 39:1fides

%9 At 36:37, where the Gallican reaiisocentiam(and the Hebraisimplicitaten) the Paris Psalter hasritatem.

® Those ten times are found at 14:3, 24:10, 25:®,2D:6, 30:24, 35:6, 36:37, 39:11, 50:8. Thetishes where
veritashecomesodfeestneare 11:2, 24:5, 39:10, 39:12, 42:3 and 44:5. AD¥eritasis translated negatively with
leasung.

® Alfred renderDeus qui nos in omnem veritatem indydis8) as “pu pe us lerst ealle rihtwysnesse”)(8.5

%2 Sodfeestnesccurs 14 times in the translated portions of thieEhglish text, always in close relation to Latin
veritasor verum (5.13, 5.19, 51.8, 51.9, 51.10, 51.12, 51.14, $152.1, 52.2, 52.&[cin Endter], 52.12, 53.9,
53.15). Whereveritasis not directly translated it is paraphrased (a&laf).Sodfeestnesccurs only one other time
in the remainder of the text (65.12).

63 1p4.24, 1p4.25, 1p6.5, 3p.6.3, 3p10.2, 3p11.4023A5, 4p4.27, 5p2.10, 5p3.11, 5p3.13, 5p3.18,.3p,46p6.14,
5p6.25 (x2).

©494.19 (for 3p11.40).

6599.24-25 (for 3p12.25) and 121.14 (for 4p4.27).

6612.20 (for 1p12.20), 68.19 (for 3p6.3), and 8126 3p10.2).

67141.6 (for 5p2.10).

%8 14.8 (for 1p6.21), 14.18 (corresponding tolm7.23)12 (for 2p4.1), 31.20 (for 2p5.22), 48.2 (2m7.5), 47.16
(for 2p8.3), 48.4 (for 2p8.5), 51.12 (for 3pl.5), B4 (for 3pl.6), 51.17 (for 3p1.6), 51.22 (for 3p151.23 (for
3pl.7), 58.9 (for 3p3.1), 58.12 (for 3p3.1), 63(fi 3p4.11), 74.14 (for 3m8.22), 74.19 (for 3pP9.28.6 (for
3p9.24), 78.10, (for 3p9.27), 118.3 (for 4p4.4).288(for 3p9.30), 78.29 (for 3p9.31), 95.20-21 @on11.15),
103.25 (for 4pl.2), 104.29 (for 4p1.8), 110.30 ¢pR.45).

952,22 (for 3p2.4), 74.31 (for 3p9.4), 90.7 (fol3b).

7911.30 (for 1p6.7), 94.28 (for 3m11.1).

95,17 (for 3m11.11).

284.4 (for 3p10.10), 84.5 (for 3p10.11).

378.25 (for 3p9.30).

488.29 (for 3p10.43).



between 5 and 15 percent, whereas the Prose Pdalstsat a rate of over 60 percent. The Prose
Psalms also differentiate themselves in anotheriw#lyeir usage of theodword group. The
adjectivesoofaeshever occurs in the Prose Psalms, but it doeadh ef Alfred’s three named
translations> And one last minor note: the advererooccurs often in all these Latin texts, but

it is translated with the Old English advestdliceonly once, and that in Psalm 19%.

These texts show a comparable lexical differendbeir approaches to naming God
under the title of Lord. The LatiDominusoccurs as a title for God at very different freqeiea
in the Latin texts. As a title for Gddominusoccurs twice in th€onsolation of Philosophy,
three times in th&oliloquiesand 106 times in theastoral Care’’ In the first fifty Psalms
Dominusoccurs at very high frequency: in the Gallican fsat occurs 310 times, in Jerome’s
Hebraic Psalter it 302 times, in the Paris Psalteatin text 326 times. The pattern of occurences
of Drihten (the corresponding title for God in Old Englisk)quite varied from text to text. The
BoethiususesDrihten seven times, th8oliloquiesl7 times, thé*astoral CareB6 times.Drihten
occus in thé’rose Psalm&81 times in the Psalms themselves, and 22 moestimthe
headings. The reason for such variety in the redataites of occurrence lies in the nature of the
different texts. Like the Prose Psalms, BoethiusandSoliloquiesgenerally us®rihtenin
moments of prayer. Alfred developed such momenboth these texts so as to address God as
Drihten more frequently and intensively, especially in libhveg opening prayer d@oliloquies
where there are 14 occurrence®Poihten (against two occurrences Bbminein the Latin).
Drihtenoccurs less in thBastoral Car,because it lacks direct prayer; there Alfred ofenply
translateddominuswith God The Prose Psalms also have a reduced inciderizehdén to
Dominus for there too the titl&od sometimes displaces the tideyhten.In the Prose Psalms
Godhas increased agairi3eusby a considerable degreguch an increase runs counter to what
we observe in th8oliloquiesand theBoethiuswhere Alfred in prayer tends to address God
more intensively aBrihtenthan simply a&od.® A more telling difference still is that in none
of Alfred’s three texts does he ever trans@minusasHlaford. But in the Prose Psalms
Dominusis translated asllaford three times?

> In theBoethiusat 82.13, in théastoral Careat 213.19, and in th8oliloquiesat 53.10, 53.13, 70.3, 70.13.

" The advertsodliceoccurs one other time in all these texts, but Bat &ranslation ofero (Solil. 6.16).

" In theConsolationwe find Dominusreferring to God only in two metres in the fouibok (4m1.19, 4m6.39). In
the Soliloquiest occurs twice in the opening prayer (1.1.4; D)1aHhd once toward the end of Book One (1.15.30).
The 106 occurrences Bfominusas a title for God in thPastoral Careare too many to list here. Most of them
occur in quotations of Scripture and discussionsiad those quotations.

"8 Alfred in fact used the titl&odin thePastoral Caremore than twice as much as the Latin text u3eds It is

his most common way of referring to the divine is é&xpansive and periphrastic approach. The rét{®onl to
Deusin thePastoral Careis 284 to 109. Th8oethiuss similar, though not quite so dramatic; the rati@Godto
Deusis 174 to 91. Th&oliloquiesfalls out of line here. The ratio &odto Deusin the whole of the Old English
text to the whole of the Latin text goes down iastef up: 84 to 137. Alfred, of course, did nohslate large
swaths of the Latin text. If we take into accountydhe portions of the Old English text that héuatly translated
against their counterparts Latin the ratio falleefurther: 72 to 125. In the Prose Psalms thelémgie ofGod
againstDeusis once again higher, though not so high as irPdmoral Careor theBoethiusThe Gallican has 137
instances obeus,the Hebraic 127, and the Paris Psalter 145 instafidee Prose Psalms have 206 occurences of
God.SoGodto Deusoccurs at a ratio of 260 percent in thastoralCare, 191 percent in tHgoethius58 percent in
the Soliloquiesand 150 percent in the Prose Psalms (based onalliea®).

792.2,11.5, and 23.8. There are a few instancesevhiéred does refer to God &fiaford, but only in rendering
oblique, tropological terms, never as a directdlaion ofDominus. In thePastoral CareAlfred refers to God as
Hlaford twice, once in translatinBastorem(19A) with the doubledone Hlaford and done hean Hier(#3.5) and
once in translatingpotestatenf123C) to indicate the idea of personal authoinife Hlaford 457.24). In the



The Inconclusiveness of Lexical Analysis

We could continue to consider other such lexid¢knces. We could, for instance,
show how the worevisdom,so politically and intellectually important to Add, plays out very
similarly in Alfred’s three named texts, but quitiéferently in the Prose Psalfi$We could
show the same witace,a thematically important word in Alfred’s transtats®' But what

BoethiusAlfred likewise refers to God ddlaford twice, once in translatingectori (3p12.17; 98.7), and once in
translatingcausag4m6.48; 136.28). In th8oliloquiesGod is never referred to under the thkaford. Whereever
that term occurs there it refers very strictly &wtbly lords, just as it mostly tends to do in Bmethiusand the
Pastoral Care.

8 In a rough and quick showing we can point out thatnoursapientiaoccurs 19 times in th@ura Pastoralis and
wisdom46 times in théastoral Care If we include Alfred’sPrefaceto thePastoral Carethat number goes by six
to 52 times. The ratio afisdomto sapientia is well over 2 to 1 for this word that Alfred sajs in thePrefaceas
central to his educational program. TBeethiusshows much the same. Alfred brought wisdom stroimty the
foreground, of course, by renaming the charact&hilbsophiawith the namaVisdomBut even if we exclude all
references to the personified charactewigdom(which amount to 84 occurences), there are 27 ecces of the
abstract nouwvisdomagainst 9 occurences sdipientiain the ConsolationThis is at a ratio of 3 to 1. In the
Soliloquiesthings get a little more complex. Alfred reallylptranslated Book 1 of the Latin text, and thalyon
partially, with large excerpts left out. He traristha very small portion of Book 2, but mostly weet out on his
own, as he does entirely in his Book 3. Againstzheccurences @apientiain the Latin texthere are 35
occurences ofvisdomin the Old English. But if we look more carefullpcatake into account only the portions of
the Soliloquiesthat Alfred translated we meet only 11 occurendesapientia.And if we juxtapose only the
translated portions of the Old English text cormxjing directly with the Latin we find 24 occuresaswisdom.
So the ratio here is something over 2 to 1, muahih the text proper of tHeastoral Care(i.e. 46 to 19). In the
first fifty Prose Psalms, however, there are onfcdurences afapientiaagainst an equal 4 occurencesvisdom.
There are two further occurencesm$domin the headings (Ps. 11 and 13). So the ratiads1lin the translation
proper, or 1 to 1.5 in the text as whole. If tlealty were Alfred’s work there was plenty of oppmity for him to
highlight this overarching concern from his oth@mnslations. For one thing, the headings to théniasavould have
afforded plenty of opportunity to elaborate as & §it (we should note here that there were 11 mames of
wisdomin the sections of th8oliloquiesvhere Alfred was not translating but writing indegently). What is more,
the Prose Psalms themselves are translated gtétpiietively. As we saw in the handling of PsalmlB8911, the
translator of the Psalms is comfortable adding mthetical glosses (cf. Ps. 1:6, 2:4, 2:9, 3:4, 8.2, 4:3, 4:5¢t
passin). The translator took the opportunity to develog anfold the text according to his own lights babwed
little interest in expanding on the idea of wisdom.

81 Even though th&oliloquiess the most directly concerned with the theme efréty, as an attempt to
demonstrate the immortality of the soul, nevertbelall three of Alfred’s attributed translation$isit a similar
interest in the eternal. The abstract neanesoccurs 6 times in thRastoral Care9 times in théBoethiusand 5
times in theSoliloquies.The adjectiveeceoccurs 46 times in theastoral Care4?2 times in thé&oliloquies(along
with 6 more occurences in the preface), and 36gime¢heBoethiusThe Prose Psalms present an opposing pattern.
The abstract nouacnesoccurs 21 times and the adject&@eoccurs 4 times. Scarcely any of these occurences in
the Prose Psalms come from the translator expanagtiog the text. Every instanceednesn the Prose Psalms
occurs in the phrasen ecnesswhich always and only arises as a direct transiadfoa mirroring Latin phrase,
whetherin eternum, in seculunorin finem(which occurs only once at Ps. 15:11). Nowhercisesadded by the
translator. The adjectivecelikewise arises directly from the Latin in two ¢6 ioccurencesn Psalm 23:7-9, where

it translates the twice used phragetae eternales. Ede added to the text of the Psalms only once alnP<24:13,
whereon ece yrfeweardnes gesit eordranslatediereditabit terranias in the Gallican and Hebraic readings) or
perhapsereditate possidebit terragas the Latin text of the Paris Psalter reads). iirtie Headings it occurs
once, when the phragsee restés used in the Heading to Psalm 14. The Old Endfisise Psalms do not show the
same interest in and curiousity around eternity Aifred’s attributed translations exhibit. Certigiiit is not for lack
of opportunity. The Psalms are full of potentiathink about and reflect upatnesBut as withwisdomthe
opportunity is not taken. We do not seem to be mgétere the same sort of mind that broke intottaeslation of
the Boethiuswith a dramatic question like thida cwaed ic: Hwaet is ecne§then | said, What is eternity?”
147.22). We do not sense the concern to conveysaime message as Beliloquies “ymbe sawla seccnesse and
imbe heora undeadlicness€62.19: “about the eternity of souls and their inntality”). We sense no urge to bring



would it avail to continue pitting such differencagainst O’Neill’s observed similarities, except
to leave us in doubt? For the lexical approachgbaks to show identity of authorship of
different texts through similarities in vocabuldepaves an underlying uncertainty that it cannot
overcome. Bately’s article is very straightforwamt clear in its analysis. What she claims to
see we have no argument with. But is the commanidlét Bately observes amidst these four
texts enough to prove authorship? Bately herselinseno longer assured that her lexical
analysis proves one man'’s authorship of Alfrecesstations (2003, 111). Common vocabulary
in different texts need not entail one and the sauatkor, especially in the deliberate and
intentional usage required of translators. Commmeabulary might come from a shared effort, a
shared glossary, or some other shared influeraealteacher or a classroom. It might come
from imitation. Earlier studies of Alfred’s authbirp underline this problem. Wichmann (1889)
and Bromwich (1950) sought to show Alfred’s authigpof the Psalms through comparing
usage and themes in his other known works, whit¢heatime included th®rosius and for
Wichmann also thBede Some of the similarities that they describe aming from one author
are for us now shared between Alfred and a diftesethor.

Stylometric Analysis

There is, however, another way of approaching tlestgon of Alfred’s authorship.
Stylometric analysis provides statistical methoflassessing authorship. Simply put, stylometric
analysis involves the use of statistical modelsaimpare the relative frequencies of function
words in different texts. Function words are diéfetr from the sort of words that Bately
considered in her lexical analysis. A writer usasction words, or non-contextual words,
regardless of context. They include prepositiongsjunctions, articles, and common verbs.
Bately considered contextual words, which occua wer frequency than function words. She
counted and compared her collection of words madyaald individually. Stylometric analysis
is based on the assumption that different autheesunction words at different rates. These
differences may not be noticeable at close rainge,i$, at the level of the sentence or even the
paragraph. But through computational analysis rfddodies of text significant differences
emerge. When two texts exhibit similar relativegfrencies in groups of function words they are

to the forefront of our attention that we have mééissues before us, as we often meet in Alfrattisbuted
translations. Alfred at times adds the adjecéigeadded into phrases so as to emphasize the etéakakgshat we
are dealing with, such @& uplica Dema and se efRC 447. 34) for superna sententigl 19C), orse eca and se
diegla demg27.20) forinternus iudex14c), orundeadlica 7 ec0.26.11) fornullo modo mortale§2p4.28), or
sio sode and sio fulfremede gesaeld de meeg selcum lgeedsellandurhwunigendnevelan and ecne anwald and
singalne weordscipe and ece meerda and fulle géBint78.11-12) foruera est et perfecta felicitas quae
sufficientem, potentem, reuerendum, celebrem lagierperficiat(3p.9.26) Sometimes we meeteadded into a
phrase to draw out its latent sense of etersitgh agieet we mot libban on ecne¢B& 255.9 ) forvivemus!(99B),
or eldiodignesse daes ecean litB€ 389.50) forexsilio (99C). Sometimes we meet such phrases createdftag A
beyond the Latin text as he develops his thoughglation to the text, such d#a libbendu and ec(Solil. 2.23), or
be godes acnesse and be hys almihtih(®elk 59.18-19), offoretacn ecra goodéBo.137.26). When Alfred in
the Pastoral Careexpands upon Gregorytgiod utile es{68C) withnytwyrdlicu ding to underfonnéget is deet we
geearnigen daet e¢PC 255.12), we hear a close echo to the concludingrsent in the preface to ti&oliloquies
Swa gedo se weliga gidfola, se de egder wilt geafleenena stoclife ge para ecena hama. Se de agepeop and
gegderes wilt, forgife me paet me to segdrum onhageber nytwyrde to beonne, ge huru pider to cum@n@-
12). These uses eteand many others like them in these three textsistanontrast with the negligible useexde
the Prose Psalms.



taken to exhibit the same stylistic “voice print’“@ingerprint.” But if the frequencies differ
considerably this suggests different authorship.

Methods of stylometric analysis have been devel@bealg with the increased power that
computers have given us to analyze verbal quangtgt(McMenamin 2001, Smith 2002,
Argemon et. al. 2003, Hoover 2001, Hoover 2003xhv#omputers we can carry out
multivariate analyses of high frequency functiorreg Multivariate analysis involves the
simultaneous comparison of multiple groups of dather than the analysis of single variable
data. Various methods of multivariate analysis Hasen applied in the field of stylometrics.

For example, Principal Component Analysis seelsmplify multidimensional data through
exposing structural relations among the variablsinvthe data. Cluster Analysis, on the other
hand, seeks to sort different objects (e.g. Alfradiritings) into clusters such that objects within
a cluster have greater similarity than objectsiffeent clusters. The purpose of these methods
is to distinguish stylistic characteristics. Johm§b998) provides a good introduction to standard
multivariate techniques such as Principal CompoAsiaiysis and Cluster Analysis. To put it
quite simply, a computer based statistical analysfanction words allows us to supersede the
impressionistic analysis of contextual vocabul&#e can move beyond Bromwich’s advice
regarding the authorship of the Prose Psalms;thvéie convinced or to remain unconvinced of
the underlying similarity of vocabulary between goayr of works, the reader must really
construct his own list” (1950, 296 n.2).

Stylometrics Applied to Alfredian Writings

We came to apply these methods to the body of waskeciated with King Alfred in
order to assess Bately’s conclusions in her 198@earWe wanted to see whether a stylometric
analysis would agree or disagree with her lexicalysis. When Patrick O’Neill’'s new edition
came to light it did not affect our purpose or agmh, since his arguments worked along similar
lines as Bately’s and reached the same conclugierhad several questions in mind when we
undertook this study. We wanted more certaintyoasttether Alfred had indeed translated the
Prose Psalms. We also wanted to see what resuliisl@wadse from the other translations
associated with Alfred’s name. Would they actugligup together? Would we get any further
confirmation that they were indeed by the samea@@tkiVe were uncertain whether we would
get strong results. How well would distinguishingrkers carry across translated texts? These
translations were not all approached in the same WaePastoral Careand theProse Psalms
adhere to the structure of their Latin originaislyeclosely, even though they at times
paraphrase and add interpretive glosses. BuBtie¢hiusand theSoliloquiesmake wide
departures from their Latin originals, and theda# good deal more widely than the former. If
all of these texts were by a single author woutdrttes of function words be stable across those
different approaches? We had some confidence tieat though these texts were translated they
nevertheless could reveal authorial markers. Foerod them were simply translated word for
word. All of them use a great deal of periphraBist what of the fact that Alfred himself said
that he had help, at least in the case oPtstoral Car® No one knows the extent of
collaborative support that Alfred might have reeelvlf that help was extensive and varied,
would distinguishing stylistic markers even arisehie analysis? Would these translations reveal
themselves as from a distinct author?

We omitted from our analysis the poetic versiothef metres oBoethiusand worked
only from the entirely prose version of the textelpoetic version of the metres is in a different



genre and its relation to Alfred himself is uncl@@ately 2003, 112-113). We also omitted the
Prologue to Alfred’s Law Code, since it is substht shorter than these other translations and
therefore provides less of a basis for comparisfée.did, however, consider the other three Old
English translations not attributed to Alfred basaciated with his educational reform. The
translation of Gregory’®ialoguesis clearly not Alfred’s because of the preface mal he
thanked his friends for translating it for him. T@& EnglishBedeand the Old Englisrosius
were once attributed to Alfred but no longer. Thaloguesand theOrosiushave a surer
association with Alfred’s reform, the one becausAlfred’s preface and the other because of
the internal references to Alfred. TBedehas no explicit ties with Alfred apart from Aelfisc

and William of Malmesbury’s later attributions. A@d case can be made that it naturally falls
within Alfred’s interests and fits well within thr@ange “of books most needful for all to know” in
ninth century England, but we have no evidenceitHhatmed part of his reform. Whatever the
case, we found it of value to include in our analy$/e needed contemporary works not by
Alfred to give our analysis range and depth. We #i®ught it would be interesting to see
whether stylometric analysis revealed any unlodkeduthorial associations. Would any of
these three non-Alfredian works line up with onetaer? Would any of them line up with the
Prose Psalms?

We subjected, therefore, a group of seven texstytometric analysis: thBastoral Care,
the prose text of thBoethiusthe Soliloquiesthe Prose Psalms, tBede the Orosius,and the
Dialogues By means of th®ictionary of Old English Corpus in Electronic ForfHealey 2000)
we were readily able to subject each of these texttigital analysis. We copied the seven
documents in ordinary text along with various tégggch as line numbers). We divided the
documents into blocks of about 50 lines, each auog for about 1200 words. This lead to 284
blocks in total. These blocks were the objects useair statistical analysis. In Table 1, we
provide some characteristics of the seven Alfrediacuments under consideration.

Table 1. Abbreviations and sizes of the seven Aife documents.

Text Tptal Size Number of Blocks Mean Block Size
(in words) (in words)

BE: Bede 77,500 58 1340

BO: Boethius 46,200 39 1180

CP: Pastoral Care 67,650 51 1330

GD: Gregory's 91,000 63 1450

Dialogues

OR: Orosius 48,900 40 1220

SO: Soliloquies 15,400 16 960

PP: Prose Psalms 19,400 17 1140




To begin our analysis we obtained a list of the &@3t frequent words common to all
seven texts. We made sure to account for multgpédiags of words such gmeah which also
reads ageah, peh, paeabeah,0eh,anddaeah We refined and reduced the list by omitting all
contextual words. We further omitted all words thaght have depended directly on the
preceding Latin text rather than the translatovis avriting style. Through this process of
elimination we arrived at 17 function words for afiylometric analysisac (but),and (and),bid
(is), eac(also),hit (it), is (is), mid (with), of (of), swa(so),to (to), da (those, then)dses(of the),
deet(that),waes(was),wid (against) donne(then),deah(although). We used WordSmith Tools
(Scott 1998) to count the function words occuriimghe text blocks. The counts were converted
to frequencies per 100 words. Our dataset thenstedsof frequency data with 284 rows
corresponding to text blocks and 17 columns comedimg to function words.

Table 2. Frequencies and Standard Errors (in pgaesas) of the Function Words per 100 Words

BE BO CcP GD OR SO PP

AC 0.30(0.03) 0.85(0.05) 0.70(0.04) 0.54(0.02) (0418) 0.79(0.07) 0.50(0.10)
AND 6.50(0.16) 3.97(0.16) 3.80(0.11) 5.01(0.09) 1%M19) 3.89(0.40) 7.03(0.21)
BID 0.10(0.04) 0.74(0.08) 0.77(0.05) 0.22(0.03) O0.GEP 0.25(0.06) 0.44(0.08)
EAC 0.51(0.03) 0.35(0.03) 0.48(0.04) 0.58(0.04) O0.3®P 0.42(0.07) 0.40(0.17)
HIT 0.17((0.02) 1.06(0.07) 0.87(0.09) 0.72(0.04)52{0.04) 0.96(0.21) 0.24(0.04)
IS 0.52(0.05) 1.07(0.08) 0.81(0.05) 0.45(0.04) (D3R) 0.77(0.11) 0.83(0.13)
MID 1.40(0.06) 0.63(0.06) 1.17(0.06) 1.13(0.05) 1.18D 0.44(0.08) 0.76(0.08)
OF 0.48(0.03) 0.21(0.03) 0.24(0.03) 0.54(0.03) (@4K) 0.20(0.05) 0.41(0.06)
SWA 0.94(0.06) 1.45(0.10) 1.31(0.08) 1.30(0.05) 6(0806) 1.77(0.18) 1.16(0.15)
TO 1.68(0.08) 1.10(0.07) 1.91(0.08) 1.54(0.05) (03W) 1.11(0.14) 1.55(0.13)
PA 3.68(0.13) 2.76(0.16) 2.75(0.14) 4.13(0.11) 3.113p 2.62(0.22) 1.73(0.17)
PAES 0.97(0.04) 0.67(0.05) 0.73(0.05) 1.16(0.05) 7@®H3) 0.56(0.08) 0.29(0.05)
PAT 2.48(0.08) 4.23(0.16) 3.82(0.12) 3.61(0.08) 7@112) 4.45(0.25) 1.96(0.26)
PEAH  0.09(0.02) 0.72(0.06) 0.50(0.04) 0.18(0.02)29¢0.03) 0.64(0.10) 0.36(0.07)
PONNE  0.27(0.03) 1.44(0.11) 2.02(0.09) 0.41(0.04)4900.06) 1.15(0.11) 0.62(0.10)
WAES 2.17(0.10) 0.26(0.04) 0.38(0.04) 1.49(0.07) 9@H0) 0.18(0.05) 0.25(0.05)
WID 0.10(0.02) 0.22(0.04) 0.19(0.02) 0.05(0.01) 3yB06) 0.05(0.01) 0.34(0.08)




As we see in Table 2, we found a wide variatiothmfrequencies of the function words over the
seven documents. Along with the frequencies in & @blwe provide standard errors giving an
indication of the variation associated with eaclthef frequencies. The standard errors provide
additional evidence of the wide variation in theguencies of the function words over the seven
documents.

Principal Component Analysis

In subjecting these frequencies to a Principal Gamept Analysis we found that first two
principal components (PC’s) explain 64% of the afaitity and that ten words make up the most
prominent function words in these PCéasid, hit, is, mid, swa, to, da, deet, waes, dolmEigure
1, we provide a plot of the first two principal cpanents where each point corresponds to a
block of text. The proximity of points suggestsiatyetric similarities in the corresponding
blocks. Therefore, the plot clearly shows the sapam of Alfred’s named works (BO, CP, SO)
from theBede theDialogues and theOrosiuswhich are understood to be non-Alfredian.
However, the most interesting and persuasive reégalrom Figure 1 is that the Prose Psalms
(PP) do not group with Alfred’s named works. Thigling casts doubt on Bately’s conclusion
that the Prose Psalms are Alfred’s translation.

Figure 1. The First two Principal Components
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Traditional Cluster Analysis

To assess the closeness of the frequency of funatowds in various texts, we ran a K-
Means Cluster Analysis on our data. The algoritequires the user to specify the number of
resultant clusters and we experimented with differeimbers of clusters. In the case of three
resultant clusters, the 284 text blocks were divide shown in Table 3. We see that most of the
text blocks fronBoethius Pastoral Care andSoliloquiescluster together (Cluster 3) and the
majority of the blocks oBede Gregory’sDialoguesandOrosiuscluster together (Cluster 2).
We also observe that all 17 blocks of the Prosémi®seeside in Cluster 1. These results are
consistent with our findings from the Principal Guonents Analysis. In particular, there is again
the strong indication that the Prose Psalms wetrérainslated by Alfred. Finally, we note that
there is some indication that some of the segnw@edeand especiallYDrosiusmay share the
same translator as the Prose Psalms

Table 3. Cluster Membership using K-Means Clustgrin

Text Number of blocks in
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3

Bede 13 43 2
Boethius 1 1 37
Pastoral Care 1 2 48
Soliloquies 2 0 14
Gregory’s Dialogues 2 57 5
Orosiut 11 2¢ 0
Prose Psalms 17 0 0

Bayesian Cluster Analysis

A weakness of the above traditional Cluster Analisthat it does not take into account
the special features inherent in our stylometrialysis. Gill, Swartz, and Treschow (2007)
developed methodology specially designed for threstigation of authorship of the Prose
Psalms. Specifically, a Bayesian approach was derei where probabilities were assigned to
the resultant clusters. Also, the approach dide&gtire the specification of the resultant number
of clusters but rather imposed a stopping rulecfostering based on the prior understanding that
Bede Gregory’'sDialoguesandOrosiusare non-Alfredian. Furthermore, the methodologyktoo
into account the multinomial nature of the frequedata. Gill, Swartz, and Treschow (2007)
concluded with probability 0.99 that the Prose Psadlo not group together with the named
Alfredian textsBoethius Pastoral Care andSoliloquies.This finding is consistent with the two
previous multivariate analyses and again runs esuatBately’s and O’Neill’s claim that the
Prose Psalms are Alfred’s work.

Conclusion

This stylometric analysis confirms much of whatheve come to think about Alfred’s
authorship. It confirms that Alfred did not trartslahe Old Englisi©rosius,even though
William of Malmesbury said that he did. It confirrtieat Alfred did not translate the Old English



Bede,even though William of Malmesbury and Zlfric séiadt he did. It also, however,
indicates that Alfred did not translate the Prosaliis of the Paris Psalter, in contradiction of
recent critical analysis of that text.

It is now evident that we do not have strong grauiud attributing the Prose Psalms to
Alfred. The translation in the Paris Psalter lagkyg attribution to Alfred. It lacks the personal
tone that Alfred’s three named works cultivateddAvhile the Prose Psalms share some lexical
similarities with those three named works, it gisesents some significant lexical differences.
The similarities in word choice that Bately and @ilNobserved are not sufficient to entalil
identity in authorship. Our stylometric analysi®®is that at the level of function words the style
of the Prose Psalms stands away from the groupfiddis three named works and shows
authorial style closer to th@rosius® It is possible, perhaps even arguable, that tmeslasor of
the Prose Psalms had associations with Alfredidecof scholars and developed a vocabulary
influenced by that milieu. What is clearer to usvnbowever, is the range of Alfred’s scholarly
efforts. Even though he attaches his name morbkrightly and personally to theastoral Care
we have a surer sense that his ascribed name Isglsigs positively with thBoethiusand the
Soliloquies And even though the latter two works come forwaitth\& much looser approach to
translating than that of tHeastoral Care all three show themselves as the work of the same
hand. We lose something, of course, in coming ttetstand that the Prose Psalms are not
Alfred’s. The scope of his scholarly work has fertldiminished. But we have gained something
valuable as well: a clearer assurance that the theiened works share equally Alfred’s
magisterial authority and represent his thinkingsoThey portray what he set his mind to
reflect upon and what he endeavoured to communiodEaglish speaking people.
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