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Oid Englisl-í homilies, like those of ¡Elfric and Wulfstan, often serve pa-
renetie purposes in seeking, througb exhortation and admonishment, to elicit
commitments from auditors, whether lay or clergy. A reading of these
homilies also reveals that although many of them encourage righteousness
and a strengthened faith, they do not inirror one another in their methods of
elicitation. This differenee in eliciting responses suggests that homilists liad
available to them a range of grammatical choices to help induce commit-
menis, espeeiafly those associated with what Halliday (1985: 334-9) cal!s
modulation.

la Halliday’s view, modulation is integral to a systcrn of rnodahty, a sys-
tern coneerned with interpersonal exehanges that typically involve auditors’
contingencies ja response to speaker’s utterances. In this system, modulation
specifically coneerns those exehanges that entail the proposais of speakers,
who expeel sorne resistance to comrnitrnents sought from auditors. So modu-
lation presupposes that since speakers need to accommodate eontingency
and to overcome resistance, their proposais are likely to exemplify gram-
matical patterns designed, not to dernand, hut to win conimitment. la al! II-
kelihood, a speaker’s proposais, say a homilist’s urging cornmunieants to re-
form, will shaw, on review, a reliance on grammatical patterns that
encourage thought and a change of heart. Modulation, then, does not in-
dude, in principie, utteranees expecting direct yes or no responses. utteran-
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ces ofien framed, say, in ihe grammar of ihe imperative. To sum np, dic
grammar typically appropriate br modulation comprises clauses thai en-
compass dic probabilities of modality, particularly as it pertains to ihe rnak-
ing of proposais.

I-{alliday’s grammar as a model br analysis assumes, as Winograd says
(1983: 273), thai «ihe siructure of linguisrie behavior potential [nianifesis it-
selil as a property of a speech communhty, not an individual». This emphasis
on community speech. ¡u bis view, differes from grammars that examine
«language as a cognitive processi>, addresscd to «dic knowledge structure and
proccsses of the individual language usen>. Now the grammatieaJ study of
Oid English homilies plainly beneflis from their incontrovertible funetion as
texts designa! for specch communities. Yet to adopt J-ialliday’s grammar and
specifically bis system of modulation is less to endorse it uncritically than to
determine how effectively it elucidates the relevant data of dic homilies. As
the ana¡ysis lo follow shows, sorne distinctions thaI Hafliday makes within
the sysíem of modality, as in íhe immediate contrasí beíween imperative nl-
terances and proposais, require adjustment. N4oreover his discussion of
value requires redesigning te acconimodate Oid English síructures, a tepic
that ihe analysis presented here discusses below.

The issue te explore, Ihen, is whether Haltiday’s framework lcr medula-
tion provides an effecíive strueture in categoriz¡ng the propesais of Oid Eng-
lish honiilies. That bis framework for modulation offers promise is due te jIs
evident suitability to preaching, a genre that urges, raiher Iban orders, cern-
pliance with doctrine ami faith in God. Furiher, HalIiday entunes two vs-
tems intrinsie lo dic properties of moduiation, both aÑo relevant te propo-
sais iii homiletic preaching: diese are systems of orientation ami value. A
briel introduetion lo diese systems precedes a review and analysis of ¡Fifrie
and Wulfstan’s homiletie proposais.

Re systen’¡ of orientation includes dic subjectivc ami dic cbjective. A
subjecíive orientation is ene íhat expresscs dic speaker’s opinion; mi objec-
uve orientation is one atiributable te a helief (In horniletie preacbing, a beliel
identified with church doctrine or Ucd). Further, cadi orientation. subjec-
ube and objective, has features of delicacy thai Halliday identifies as expliclí
and implicil. Oricntaxions are explicil if íhey make plainly manifest through
grammatical forms eliher Ihe sonree responsibie for ube view expressed in ini
utuerance or dic general appropriateness of a proposal. So dic tirst person
singular proncun for Ihe liomilisí as subject of bis proposal is cHe exaniple
of a suhjeetive orieníation ¡nade explicil; dic use of an impersonal verb, say
gedajenaó, ‘it is fitting’, lcr projecting a proposal instances an explica, objec-
tive orientation. lrnplicit orientations rely en tlie use of gramniatical subjects
in the third perseil. Should such a suhjeet appear with a modal auxiliary like
secal, ~ought te’, thai dic orientation is implica ami subiective. for dic cm—
phasis conveyed 1w dic verb is thc speakefs. Should a tbird person subject
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appear in a proposal thai has no oven sign of emphasis en intensity, then ihe
orientation is impileil and objeciive.

Halliday’s system of values, within ihe framewcrk of niedulation, fo-
cusses en ihe degree of commitrnent —high, median, Jow— thai a speaker
wants bis auditor te make. For Modern English, he suggests that ihe ferm re-
quired carnes high value, al/owed relatively Icw, and supposed median. Re
Oid english ccunterparts fon diese forms are nol isemerphic. For example,
Ihe verb biddan means in sorne centexis «te nequire», in ethers, «lo ask»;
wenan has as ene glcss «lo expecí», buí very citen «te think»; and bafian
vanes bctween «te allew» and «te endure». What an Oid English system of
values in a framewcrk of medulation is and whcther dic homilisis employ
them ¡o proposais require analysis.

As a whole, dic propenties of medality, insofar as Halliday defines them
(his exposition cevens «dic bread entunes») constitute a framcwerk nianif-
estly useful ter appreciating hemileíic preposais in Oid English. His articu-
lating ibis framewerk, centered here en dic category cf modulation and dic
related systems of orieniation and value, alse invites a tesí cf lis explicatory
pewer. Se dic ami cf the fcJ)owing analysis is te address feur questiens: firsí,
do ihe propesais in ¡Elfric and Wulfstan’s hemilicis fu effcctively in Halli-
day’s ñ~amewerk; secendly. tIces bis frarnewerk help te identify systernati-
eally simulanities and differences in the gramniatical preperties of ihe homil-
isis’ prepesais; third tIces ihe study of 11w homiletie proposais suggesi ways
of furíher elaborating Ihe franiework. A feurib question has lo do widi Ihe
petentia! reccptivity of Oid Finglish audiences te dic homilies of iElfrie and
Wulfstan. In ihe presentation of hemilies preaehers may hope te win iheir
parishieners’ ecmrnitmenís, buí experienee teaches ctherwisc. As Fiumara
says (1990:43), «One of dic firsí “cegnitive” efiecís of listening suggests thaI
ihere is fol mueh that can reallly be seen frcm ene poiní cf view, and dial
panalleJ penspeclives en ihe same “cbjee¡” may actually reveal different
worlds...» Her recognition of multiple medes of inlerpreting ihe «same “ob-
jecí”» argues thaI hemulisis’ audienees need hardly respeod te proposais with
uniform assenl. So what Ihe study of the homiletie dala with the 1-lallidayan
framework seeks tú determinc is whelher it is robusí enougb te identify nl-
terances likely te enceunter vanieties of inlerpretatien. Re atíention given te
auditors’ views in ihe analysis belexv dees nol preiciíd exhausliveness; it is
enough te indicate how Ihe gramniatical features of utíerances petentially
elidí divergení respenses.

Since diese quesíiens cvenlap, dic melbed adepíed fon examining lhern
is lo lay cuí and analyze preposais in aceord with ihe Hallidayan framewerk.
The sequence of preseníation Iherefore begins widi dic concepí of medality.
followed by medulalion, orienlation, and value.

Allheugh mcdaiity distinguishes between Iingnistic constructicns de-
manding Unu responses —yes er no, compliance en refusal— aná prepesals
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that recognize cenuingency, ihe homilisus override Ihe differcnce. Ir fact, dic
praclice of ~lfnic and Wulfstan illusínales iheir use cf imperatives as part cf
a propesal:

Imperative as projecled in direcí speech-
(1) Ic bidde eow, men ba leefestan, nc ferseo ge Cedes Óearfan, ñeah óe hi

lallíce hwaet gefreniman... ~1urgeyou, dearesí tren, do reí despise Ood’s
needy, although lhey perpetarate what is reprehensible...]

(AElfnic: 332)

Imperalive as projecling clause in direct speech-
(2) An la, leefan men, de~ swa ic bidde, buían gebelge h~ysla6 hwmt ic

secge. [And lo, dear tren, de as 1 urge, withcut anger listen te what ¡
say].

(Wulfstan: 245)

Bcth utíerances (1) and (2) ceníain imperative clanses in propesais ihal
aNo have the venb bidde, assecialed with rnedality. In (1) ihe firsí persen
proncun subjecí is 11w iheme of ube projecuing elause; in (2) ihe reverse oc-
curs, and Ihe imperalive precedes elause cemplexes, ene eonlaining bidde.
Despite Ihe occurrence of Ihe imperative in both, nelíher lakes direcí com-
pliance fon graníed, yeí (2) mere readily iban (1) aims fon an uncendilioned
response. What (1) and (2) demensínale, le begin, is lhat Ihe imperative is
net nnifermly a síruclure thai demands a pelar response, a finin yes en no,
Secondly, when granimauical forms like ic bidde appean with ube imperative,
modalily lakes precedence. Thirdly, Ihe contraslive slrucluring of (1) and
(2), altheugh beíh conlain an iniperalive and ir bit/de, cenveys a differenl
sense cf expecíation. Finally, ube expressien doth swu ¡e bit/de exemplifies a
limited pallern (do/has a pre-verb) and is seareely produclive.

As a caíegcry iníegral le Ihe sírucínre cf medality, modulaijon admils of
considerable vaniety. What is surprising, moreever, is thaI in additicn te pro-
posals everlly designed te gain commilments from audilors, beth Ailfnic and
Wnlfslan have ullenances thai are ambigucus in intení. The follewing utier-
ances disíingnisb belween overí and polential proposais:

Overt-
(3) Wc sceolen don swa swa we on lisurn werdum behataó; ~t is, frel WC

beon mildheorte us betwynan... (Wc ought lo do as Wc promise by ihese
words; thai is, thai wc be chanitable te one aneíher.J

(A5ilfric: 266)

(4) Mid ~ysan mtcgenan wc es sculon wcrian 7 Ourh Cedes fultum deefol
eferwinnan Y his unkeawan ftrstc wióslandan. JWilh ihese pewers wc
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eught te defend ourselves ami evercome Ihe devil threugh God’s help
and firmly withslandhis sins].

(Wulfslan: 203).

Potenlial-
(5) Señe undersíandan ne rntg, he bit secal gelyfan, Nel he bit undersiandan

mzege... [He whe is unable te undersland, be eughl te believe it, that he
may undersland it...]

(iElfnic: 280)

(6) Dhyder sculan mannslagan, 7 Óider seulan manswican; Óider sculan
~rwbrecan 7 ña fulan fonlegenan... 7, hr~edest te secganne, ealle ka man-
tullan ~e ~r yfeI werhten 7 neldon geswican nc wió Ged éingian.

¡Thilher shall murderers, and Ihiíher shall lraiíors; ihjíher shall adul-
terers and Ihe feul fornicalers... and, quickly said. ah Ihe wicked whe
have ever don evil and weuld net cease flor conciliate wilh God].

(Wulfslan: 163).

Ahlhough ah feur citations contain different forms cf *sculan diese la-
belled oven are more inclusive. Ihus ILe firsí persen plural proneuns in (3)
and (4) are subjects that tcgether with ILe modal auxilianies are expressive of
propesals fon ahí auditcrs. So both exemplify overtly ILe category of rnednla-
tien. The subjects of (5) and (6), however, need not be inclusive. If an audi-
Ion in response te (6) negards himself as ene who actnally undenstands, Ihen
dic núterance dees nel urge him lo behieve, buí makes a sialemení aboní
olhers. Ib an andiler in response te (6) behieves thaI he has never sinned,
then he need nct regard it as a warning te refcrm and seekreceneiliation.

Jnst as ILe categonies of pelarity and rnedality Lave fuzzy berders, se
prepesals wilhin the category of medulatien and statements can bear sorne
resemblance. Yet Ihe mechanisms are different, fer 11w incJusien cf a speech
ací verb like it bit/de in an utíerance is enough te affecl ILe usnal force of an
imperalive: ene can respond, keeping contingencies in mmd. The relalion
between prepesais and síalemenís depends, Lowever, rnnch more direcíly
en ILe anditor’s response. Auditens need nct regard ulterances thaI have
lhird person snbjecís, even if accempanied by a modal auxiliany of obhigation
like *sculan as proposais. WLaI utíerances (1) threugh (6) demonsirate is
thai l-Ialliday’s modaliíy síructures Lave affinilies wiiL other systems and that
analysis in funclional grammar, like thaI of medulatien, uncovers revealing,
semiotie patterns.

Conínibuting te medulalien as a calegory of medahity siruclure are lwo
systems cuilined aboye, Ihose of onientalien and value. Onieníalion, in lnrn,
is itself systemic, classifiable as snbjeetive and ebjective. Utterances (1)
lhreugh (4) exemphify in their use of firsí persen pronouns as subjecís a sub-
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jeetive orientation. Utterances (5) ami (6), fon diese audilors whe respend te
Iheni as prepesals, aNo exemplify a snbjective cnieníation. The modal auxil-
iary is ILe verbal group of (5), sceal gelyfen, is indicative of AFlfnic’s deonlie
emphasis in eliciting a eemmitmení of belief. Wnlfstan’s (6), toe, with jIs
series of clauses reiteraíing sculan has an even mere proneunced deontic
emphasis. As fon ebjective onientatien, ulteranees (7) threugh (10) illnstrate
sorne of Ihe possibiliiies:

Impersonal Verb-
(7) Pam spedigurn gedafenañ kael he spende and d~ele; bam w~edlan ge-

dafenañ k~I he gebidde fer ñane d~lere. [It is befitting fon the. successful
tha¡ he spend and distnibute; it is befiíting fon the peor thaI he pray fon
Ihe almsgiver¡.

(iElfnic: 256)

(8) P~ur man secO foreft ymbe fela ~inga; 7 k~r ne gebyrede ~ lh~r 2enig
man sace gehyrde. lThere ene wrangles much lee oflen abeut rnany
tbing.s; aud la thaI respecí it is net fil¡ing lhat anyene enceurage conflicí
there.

(Wulfslan: 247).

Subjunclive-
(9) Do eae swa se cnistena man; beo him unsceaékig and bilewite, and lufige

annysse, and brobirnedene betwux cnisíenum rnannum... [Leí the chnis-
han man de se likewise; let blm be innecení and gently, and leí hi¡n leve
unity and fellowship ameng chnishian men].

(~lfnic: 142).

(10) Se the w~re leassagol, weorée se w~rsagel. [He whe was false, leí him
be canijeus in speech.]

(Wulfstan: 207).

Projectig clauses with such impersonal verbs as gedafenian and gebyrian,
ulterances (7) and (8), eften introduce a precept undensteod te have general,
objective applieaticn. Typieally, teo, ube verbs la the ptojected clause take
ihe subjunctive moed, as in the instances of spende, dw/e, gebid4 and ge-
hyrde. ‘leí many propesais that Lave ILe [orce of a precept, see (9) and (10),
de net begin with an impersonal verb. That ihese ulieranees, Iheir verbs in
iLe subjunctive moed, ecuid readily Lave an initial projeciing clause with an
impersonal verb acceunis fon Iheir síalus as also ebjective in onieniation.

As with ILe conírasis between pelaniiy and modality, belween medula-
tien and síatemení, so, toe, wiih subjective and ebjective, /Elfnic and Wnlf-
stan have proposals thaI are hybrid. Consider Ihe fellowing utíerances:
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(11) Seo is seó lufu, kaet gehwa bis freond lufie en gode, and bis feond ter
gede. [It is true leve, that everyene leve bis fniend in goodness and bis
enemy fon the sake ofgoodness.J

(AJfnie: 528).

(12) and smeage huru gehwa geerne bine sylfne 7 kaes na nc gelatige ealles
te lange. [Asid leí everyone zealously censider himself aud by no means
delay altogether toe long.]

(Wulfstan:26$).

lJtterance (11) presents a deuble ambiguity, first between modulatien
and síatemení, secondly, between ebjective and subjective orieníatien. Andi-
tors may regard (11) as a statement en leve, the initial clause elaboraled by
Ihe fellewing clauses, en as a preposal eliciting, threugb deictie gehwa and
subjunctive lufie, universal obligatiens. If taken as a proposal, then together
deictic gehwa and lufie as desiderative subjunctive have ihe attributes of a
precepí, characteristic of objective onientatien. Yct ítlfric’s use of sed as a
qualifier of lufu suggests a snbjeciive orientatien, ene that conveys Lis atii-
tude ieward tLe leve he is beth presenting and proposing. Wulfstan’s utier-
ance (¡2), cenhaining ílw modal adjuncts hur¿4 georne, asid ea//es lo ¡unge, ex-
presses mere empbatically Ihan xElfnic’s a subjeciive onientation. Yei (12),
like (9) and (10), is readily capable of baving appended an introduciery
elause with an impersonal verb such as gedafenaó, an indicator of ebjective
enieníation. Re cembining of subjeetive and ebjective orientation in (11)
and (12) Las ihe effect of a hemilisí’s manifestly investing a proposal witL bis
ewn endersemení, as Le elicits commiíments.

ThaI intensifying qualifiers and modal adjuncís centnibute te a converg-
ing of iLe subjeeíive and objecíive in (11) and (12) dees net explain iheir
status. In relatien te the defining features of modality, medulation, and
onientation, [bese qualifiers and adjuneis are not determinanís. What is belp-
ful, hewever, is Halliday’s proposing that ihe system of subjeciive and ebjec-
tive enieníation has an inherení contrast beween tLe explicil and iniplicil.
lmplicit, snbjeetive crientatiosis generally Lave a modal auxiliar>’ as pan of
iheir verbal gronp -—-see the pelential preposals (5) and (6). Objective onien-
lation algo distinguishes between iLe explicit and implicit. Proposais thai
Lave impersonal verbs are explicit— see (7) and (8); ihey are impliclí it like
(9) and (10), their subjecís have indefinite reference, and iLe meod of iLe
verbs is subjunctive. New although Halliday does net anywhere discuss ni-
iensifying qnalifiers and modal adjuncis under modaliíy, their funciions in
[he grammar make them genmane te ILe pattern of iLe implicil and explicil.
Fon modal adjuncis «express iLe speaker’s judgment» and qualifiers may re-
veal a «speaker’s subjective attiinde» (Halliday, 1986: 49 and 163). The ar-
gumení Lene is thai modal adjuncis and intensifying qnalifiers, as defined,
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are expressive of subjective erientation. They are aNo implicit because Ihey
are elemenis that are subordinate, typically embedded in nominal asid verbal
greups. Unlike explicil, firsí persen subjects, modal adjunets and iníensifying
qualifiers do nol usualí>’ funetion as Leads of greups in a clause. Ip sum,
modal adjuncís and intensifying adjeetives influence proposais in two ways:
they heighíen propesals that are subjeetive; ihey create implicit, subjective
effects ¡a proposals thai are objective.

How pervasive modal adjuncts are in homileiic preposals is quickly ap-
parení frem iheir ihematie funclicas in prcjecting clauses with impersonal
verb 5:

(13) witodlice forñi gedafenañ kam bearnum kaet hi heora F~eder geefen-
htcen. [Truly, therefore, it is fitting fon Ihe children thai ¡bey imitate
iheir Father.l

(14) Eala, nihie gedafenad cnisíenum rnannum k~et Li Cnisí sylfne geefen-
lircan gorne... rAlas, it is nightly fitting fer chnistian men that they earn-
esíl>’ imitate Christ himself.]

(Wulf?stan: 202).

The twc preposals are exemplars of cbjective enientalien, excepí for ihe
presence in both of modal adjuncis, implielí indicators of ILe homilisus’ sub-
jectivity.

Anoiher form of convergence between ILe explicil and ILe implicil oc-
curs in conlingení preposais addreess directly lo auditors:

(15) Cii ñu kenne kinum cnistenum breñer deredest, konne hxfñ he sum
king engean Oc, and ñu scealt be Cedes Ixcunge hin gegladian, ~r ñu
ñine lace geeffnige. uf yeu han have injured yeur chnistian bnother, ihen
he has something against yeu, and yeu are obliged te gladden him, ac-
cerdingte Ged’s teacbing, before yeu effer your gift.]

(ASlfnic: 54).

(16) Gyf ñu ~enne frut nc dest ac fersuwasí hit 7 nelí felce his kearfe
gecyñan, kcnne scealt ku ealra kaera sawla en demesd~g gescead
agyldan ke kurh ~a±tlesiañ, ke hy nabbañ ~a [are 7 ña mynegunge ke hy
beñcrfton. ~lfycu then de net de thai but pass oven it and wUl net tel)
the peeple of their needs, ihen you musí renden an acceunt of alí their
souls en decnisday, whc are te perish in thai thcy do nct have the
instruction and ihe ‘admonishments that tbey nceded.]

(Wulfstan: 142-] 43).
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These utíeranees, unlike (5) and (6), dc noÉ exhibit aítributes applicable
le siatements. Altheugb the ferce of (15) and (16)is plainí>’ thaI of a propo-
sal, neither in itself identifies tbese wbo are te take Leed. Al leasí twe meeh-
anisms, ihe initial conditional clause and iLe cencemitaní indefinite seepe of
iLe preneun ñu, help audiiers te decide Lew te respond te ulterances like
(15) and (16). An auditer’s decision, toe, determines wbethen ñu is explicii
en impíleil. Re proneun is explicil if auditons decide thaI tIte hemilist is mi-
dressing them; it is implicil, if (15) and (16) are no more Iban warnings in
form. So an auditor wbe hears (15) and (16) as putative warnings is likely te
acknowledge Iheir preneun ~u, from bis penspective, as impiicitly directed al
eíhers. In shont, explietness and implicitness in regard te ñu is due pnimanil>’
te ihe auditor, nel te iLe speaken.

A last variable in die system cf medality, as Halliday explicates it, con-
cerns value, Ibe force íhat a preposal carnes, whether, high, median, en lew.
TLe challenge in examining this variable te Oíd English henúlies is, firsí, te
determine what semantic er grammatical pattern, if any, eerresponds te 1-Ial-
liday’s lliree leveis of value. As airead>’ neted, the fors thaI Le uses te illus-
trate a scalc of value under medulation —required supposed, allowed— Lave
nc direcí eountcrpant in Oid English. Instead, what appears wcrkable fon a
scalc of value nelated le medulatien is a paítern thaI cntails tbe modal auxil-
lar>’ *sculan the subjunctive moed, and the verbal aten, «leí us». The Lead-
ings high, median, and low aceompan>’ iLe fellewing examples of ulterances
witL ihese fonms:

111gb--
(ti) Ure yfelan gcñohtas céñe wcorc we sccelan alysan mid fil scyllingum;

~ is wc sceelon une yfe!nesse behrcewsian mid urum fif andgitum,
k~t sind gesih~. and hlysí, and sw~ec, and stenc, aud hrcpung. Wc
eughí te redceni cuí cvii theughts and werk with cuí uve senses, thai
are sight. ami hearing, ami laste. ami smell. aud teuch.J

(,flfric: 138).

(¡8) kas hedoda 7 lela hertecacan we sculan healdan, be kam kc lis Cnistes
bec gelemílce Izcrañ, gil we Gode willak rihilice hyran, swa sWa us kearf
is... [These cemrnandments and many cíheis besides WC cughí te ob-
serve. in acúcíd with thai Which Chn¡st’s boeks repeated]>’ ¡cadi is, II
WC wish rightly te submi¡ te God, as it is needful ter us..j

(Wulfstan: 201).

Median-
(19) gil WC bxvaer aliden, alisan cfi k~rrih¡e, and betan georne frxt ñ~r te-

brecen biñ. V~ ‘<ve anyxvhere sílde doWn, leí us risc up again straightway,
and carnesíl>’ mend whaí is broken ihere.]

(¡Eltric: 170).
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(20) Den we nc eac geerne sw’a sWa us karl is, secan we gelenie ka cyrican
ke WC nu lichamilce gesecan magan, 7 geearnian kurh k~I ~at we
cuman motan te Ñere ecan ke us behaten is en heofena rice. ILcí us
new aNo dc zealously what is needful fer us, leí us seek eut Ihe church
frequently Which ‘<ve are able bodil>’ new te seek oid, and therehy se
rnenit thai WC are allowed te cerne ¡o Ihe eternity which is premised lis
in ihe kingdem el heaven.]

(Wulfstan: 249).

LOW-
(21) Mine gebreñra, uten we geofirian urum Drihtne geíd. k~t we andetiun

fret he seO Cyning sy, aud &‘ghw~er rixige. jMy brothers, leí us effer eur
Lord gold, in ihal we ackneWlcdge that he is the true King and rules
everywherc.j

(sElfric: 116).

(22) Uton acepan lo Criste 7 bifigendre Leerían clipian geleme 7 geear¡iian
his rnildse. jLet us grovel te Christ and cry repeatcdlv With hearts astir
and mejí bis cempassionj

(Wuufsta¡i: 265).

ThaI ILe forms chosen fon ILe scale seem disparate does nol ceuní
against their apprepriateness, fon, in fact, they are alike inasmuch as each is
inflecled in a verbal phrase. Even tbough ~scu/an is a modal auxiliary, the
subjuneíive moed is pessiblc fon nearí>’ ah Oíd Fnghish vcrbs, and u/vn is a
single form, iheir use makes a clause finite. What makes ihení candidales fur
a seale of value is Iheir semantie and synuacticproperties.

In regard te semantic propenties. tscu/an, ranked high, sL¡ggesIs obliga-
lien, while dic subjunctive meod. ranked as median, emphasizes desire,
ami u/en, ranked lewest, does little more ihan mark dic imperative. One
way te tesí wheíher diese semantie properlies are scalar is lo examine >‘El-
fnic and Wulfsian’s practices in intensifyina diem. Re ulíeranees lisled
aboye, lcr example, reveal thai iLe hemilisís intensil>’ Ihe subjunctive
moed as in (19) an (20) wiIL sucb werds as fairrdute, gelorne. aiíd georne.
The clause swa swa us/tearf ¡sin (18) intesifies iLe verb hyrnn, inflecied as
a subjuncíive. Allheugh utícrances (17) and (18) do col Lave an instance
of tsudun iniensified by an adjunct, examples Iike dic fellowing are cas>’ lo
find:

(23) ~rt tacen k se engel éam hyrdum s~ede Wc secolon symle un omm ge-
rnynde healdan... [The sign that the angel uttered te the shephcrds we
oughtalways keep in oir rencrnbrance...1

(Ariltric: 36).
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TLe form uton, Lowever, dees nol iiself atinad iniensifiers, aliheugL tbe
inuinitive forms íhat follcw it citen dc, as fu ILe example of clipian in (22).
Even in die utierance titan don swa uskrf ix, gelcrstan bit georne, [leí us do
wbat is needful fon us, penferm it earnestlyl (Wulfsian: 181), ILe intensifying
elause is an expansien of iLe pre-verb don. If *scutan and verbs in tbe sub-
juneilve moed draw intensifiers and help te heighten the feree of a propesal,
u/vn, without intensifiers, ix ranked low en dic seale of values.

Mere flexible thai uton and *sculan, ILe subjunctive meod Las syntactic
prepenties of sequence thai accord with jIs median value. As in ulteranees
(19) and (20), ihis meod occurs in principal and dependení elauses; in (18)
it appears in a dependení elause thai is an enhancemení of a principal elause
with a ferm of *scuIan. Dcpendent clauses widi verbal phnases in ihe sub-
junetive moed also afier uton, as fu ibis proposal:

(24) Ac uten nitran kene earfoñran weg, k~t we her sume hwile swincon, te
0>’ j~i WC ecelice been buían geswince. fAnd leí us lake ihe mere diffi-
culí toad, so lhat we labor here fer sorne time, in order thai we may be
elernally witheught burdeus.]

(~tfric: 164%

In cenínasí, nelihen sElfnic non Wulfstan Lave a dependení clause with a
finite ferm of *sculan fellowing uton. Moneoven, ihe eccunrence of *sculan in
a clause tLat enLances a principal elause with a venb inflected fon iLe pres-
cnt, subjuncíive moed is indeed infrequení in iLe Lomilies. 1-lene is ene:

(25) Wite gehwa eac k~t gesel is en cyrclicum keawuni, fruí WC sceeLon en
Oisum d~ege benan une kohl te cyrcan, asid huían hi ñ¡un bletsian... lLel
everyone kneW who is chosen for ecelesiasílcal observances, that we
¡nusí bear oir light te church en ihis <lay ami Jet ¡bern ihere be
blessed...]

(=Etfnic:150).

TLe occurnence of *scu/an, moneover, afíer a vcrb in iLe pnesent subjunc-
tive moed seems restricted te a smafl greup, witan among them. Thc ferm
titen, of ceunse, does nol appear in a dependent clause te initiate a proposal.

If ihis seale of values is tenable, it also Lclps te coninasí ILe Lomilciie
styles of ,Elfnie and Wulfsian. An approximaie eount indicates thai in his set
of bomilies ~,‘Elfnichas more tban two Lundred proposais coniaining forms
of t~cu1an, al leasí balf taking tbe subjeci wc His preference suggests a re-
liance en ihe semanlie fonce of *scula u, bigbesí in ILe seale of values, jeined
te a subjectivc onientation, te elicii commitments. Wulfstan Las fewen than
ene Lundred proposais ccntaining forms of *scu/an, fifleen of whicb Lave we
as subject. Wulfstan’s prefenence, instead, is fon iLe subjunctive moed in ILe
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principal clauses of his prepesais, nearí>’ tLnee hundred of tLem as epposed
te ~lfric’s iwenty. Median in ILe scale of values, iLe subjunetive meod lends
itself te an implicit, objeciive orientailon yei frequenil>’ appears with modal
adjuncts as iniensifiens. TLe cffect thai Wulfstan achieves, ihen, is thai Lis
preposals assume iLe qualil>’ of orthodex teacLings, sanetioned by doctrine
and God, whieh he as Leniilist embraces. Furiher, Wulfsian Las mene ihan a
Lundred instances of propesais, paniculan>’ al iLe clese of heniLes, thai
centain u/en, íwiee as man>’ as ihose feund in iElfnic’s exhontatiens. Since
¿aun Las iLe sense of «leí us’>. inclusive in seepe, it suggests a subjeeiive
onientatien. A chi-square anal>’sis of ihese dilferences in usage nesults in a
significaní finding: p =.001 (X2=261.61, df=2). TLis combination, ihen, of
man>’ propesals insianeing ILe subjuneiivc meod and a large nimben begin-
ning wiíh titan provides Wulfstan with exíraerdinar>’ rheterical powen. For ¡ti

iLe bed>’ of Lis Lomilies Le zealeusí>’ expnesses what seertis te be doctrinal
exboniation, wbile in closing he invites subjeets responses in agreemení with
Lis. Summed up, Lífnie aims le elidí from his audiiors a view of God’s
world complementar>’ te his, whereas Wulfstan regards himself as a proselyt-
izen.

This centrasí fu iLe nheionieal ferce of ¡Elfnie asid Wulfstanfs hemilies,
as implied by ihe significaní diffcncnce in iheir use of *sctilun, ILe subjunc-
uve, and titan, ceinponts wilL inaditienal eniiicism. Thus Fnantzen’s siud>’
(1983: 157-8) of ILe Lomilies as penitential texis finds «[p]nblie penance
ofien discussed fu Wulfstan’s homilies, buí nol iii zElfric’s where iLe greatesí
cencern is wiih ihe interior aspeas of repenience». Wulfstan urges Lis pan-
ishioners lo engage iii publie riluals of penance, whereas ~1fnic’s appneach
15 «extensive, allusbe, and conxpelling’>, eneouraging auditors lo think
íhrough Lis homilies before embracing them. Thus Frantzen’s atíention lo
penance as a iLeme and iLe values identified Lene in zElfnic atid Wulfslan’s
use of verbal phrases Lave a reinfencing cerrespendence.

Thai iLe iwo homilists use a sysiem of niodulation extensivel>’ also
makes iLe siud>’ of iheir texis germane lo ILe framewenk thai Hallida>”s
gramman cullines. As a lesí cf ihat framework, ILe resulis of ibis analysis
suppeni ILe sínucture developed as appJicable te Oíd EnglisL. WLai is mere,
iLe anal>’sis provided offens rwe issues fon funiher considenation. One issue
coneerns ihe nelatien of ILe niodalil>’ síruclure as a whote te olLer s>’stems
wiihin ihe gramman, in particular iLe s>’siem of polanit>’. A second issue, al-
ready necognized b>’ Hallida>’ as an instance of gnammaiical metapLon, cen-
ters en iLe relation of prepesais and síatemenis. BoíL issues, funihenmore,
embrace aspecis of intention. Fon if ah ihe examples in ihis siud>’ illustrale
an intention te elicil cemmiimenls, ihere is alse sorne awarencss of resisí-
anee en tbe pan of auditors. se ILe use of third person subjects as in utieran-
ces (5) and (6) enables auditors te Lean an admonishment without suppesing
thai ihe>’ stand expesed. Whai such uiterances de is le identif>’ a space fon
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reflectien, se lLat auditers can determine ILe relevance of an admonisLment
atid decide fon themselves hew te respond. In effeci, matiens of iniention,
boíL en ihe pan of speakers and audiiors, affecl iLe sinuciunes of modalii>’
and of grammar as a wLole. sueh a penspective, ILe bends between semielie
iníention and linguistie sínueture, cenínally commands ILe undeniakings of
funetional grammar.
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