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them. The three texts I analyze in the study are: The Middle English
Glossed Prose Psalter (first half of the 14th century), the Middle French
Glossed Psalter (the only extant manuscript dated to the 15th century)!
and the Montebourg Psalter (1110-1115), which is an Anglo-Norman
text. This is a peculiar choice of texts, one could say, and in fact it does
seem slightly odd, but there are reasons behind this choice and there is
a context which renders the suggested connections probable enough to
delve into the issue.

The incentive to investigate the issue came from, as is suggested
above, claims present in the literature pertaining to The Middle English
Glossed Prose Psalter (hereafter MEGPP) and the Anglo-Norman Psal-
ters. In particular, the MEGPP is considered to have been influenced by
the Middle French Glossed Psalter (henceforth MFGP), and similarities
between the two renditions are undeniable as far as both syntax and
lexis are concerned (St-Jacques 1989; Black, St-Jacques 2012).2 However,
the more one reads, the more puzzling the picture becomes, and Rector
(2010: 25), upon the authority of St-Jacques (1989), states that it was not
the Latin Gallican Psalter but rather the Oxford Psalter that “served as
the base for The Middle English Glossed Prose Psalter.” Interestingly, I
cannot find any statement explicitly to this effect in St-Jacques’ (1989)
work. There are, nevertheless, some grounds for the claim. Both the texts
and the issue of the relationship between them are discussed in section 1.

Since it is impossible to compare the three texts in detail within
the confines of this paper, the study concentrates on the nominal layer of
the first 50 Psalms of the renditions and aims to establish how much of
the gathered data is in agreement between the texts. In order to ascertain
that the convergences are not accidental, another ME Psalter rendition
from the early 14th century was juxtaposed with the Middle French
and Anglo-Norman texts as well. Thus, first the degree of convergence
between the Middle French and Anglo-Norman renditions is measured
and then the two are juxtaposed with the MEGPP and the control group.
The results are presented in section 3, with section 2 providing method-
ological information regarding the study. The conclusions that can be

1 Asisevident in light of the discussion in Sutherland (2015: 120-135), another copy
of the text, this time in Anglo-Norman, dated to the third quarter of the 14th cen-
tury, is preserved in the British Library (MS Additional 44949).

2 For some information on the text, see section 1.
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drawn on the basis of the analysis of the data are discussed in the final
part of this paper.

1. The texts and their cultural background

Among Middle English prose psalter renditions, the MEGPP is one that
anyone, given the chance to juxtapose all of them, would point to as
peculiar. The Psalter is known under a variety of names,’ one of them
being The Middle English Glossed Prose Psalter (MEGPP), the labe] that
is adhered to also in this paper. Its peculiarity in comparison with the re-
maining Middle English prose psalters stems from its being anything but
a standard psalter rendition. Standard biblical translations were literal
and strove to preserve as much of the underlying Latin text as possible,
even when it came to the syntax, because the biblical text was recognized
as sacred, i.e. both the words and their order (Hargreaves 1965: 123).
This sanctity could not be interfered with, whereas such interference is
precisely what one encounters in the MEGPP, which not only employs
a predominantly English word order but the translation is far from literal
as it even substitutes glosses for the original lemmata.* The author of
this early 14th-century rendition is unknown and only four manuscript
copies of the text have been preserved, two of which (the Dublin® and
the London® manuscripts) are analyzed in this study. Furthermore, both
manuscripts are only copies of an archetypal manuscript, with other, un-
preserved copies of the text intervening (Black, St-Jacques 2012: Iv-1lvi,
part I). The French text, the MFGP, was derived from Latin at an even
earlier date, although its extant copy studied here (Paris, Bibliothéque
nationale de France, MS fonds fran¢ais 6260) might be more distant
from the Latin archetype than the MEGPP (Black, St-Jacques 2012: lv,

3 See Charzynska-Wojcik (2013 and in prep.) and Lis (in prep.) for an overview of
these.

4 One of the characteristics of this Middle English rendition is the presence of glosses
in the Latin verses of the Psalter whose function is to paraphrase the text, thus
providing a ready interpretation. In the course of the translation the glosses were
predominantly substituted for the original reading of the text. For information on
glossing, see Dodson (1932) and Black and St-Jacques (2012).

MS 69 preserved in Dublin, Trinity College, referred to henceforth as the MEGPP D.

MS Additional 17376 kept in the British Library in London, which will be referred
to as the MEGPP L.
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part I). Opinions concerning the extent of the MEGPP’ indebtedness
to the MFGP differ — from those perceiving it to have been translated
from French (Deanesly 1920: 143) to those acknowledging the influence
of the French source but emphasizing the MEGPP’s independence at
certain points (Reuter 1938; St-Jacques 1989).

With respect to the claim concerning the influence of the Montebourg
Psalter” on the MEGPP, the issue is even less straightforward and stems
from a variety of factors, all of which combined to create an environment
conducive to the production of the texts under discussion here. First, it
should be emphasized that English can boast “one of the longest con-
tinuous traditions of biblical translation of any of the modern Western
languages” (Marsden 2011: 272), and yet this vibrant biblical translation
culture came to a halt because of the Norman Conquest and the subse-
quent change in the status of the English language. The language which
once was fit to transmit the Word of God was now perceived as an inap-
propriate medium for such purposes, and this opinion continued to be
valid into the first quarter of the 16th century, when William Tyndale’s
work came into existence (Delisle, Woodsworth 1995: 32-35). However,
a different language appeared in England in the 11th century whose
status seemed sufficient to serve as the transmitter for the biblical texts;
a language that back on the Continent was overshadowed by the pres-
tigious Latin (Thomas 2003) - French, and, more precisely, its Anglo-
Norman variety. It would have been unthinkable in 12th-century France
to employ this vernacular for such purposes, but in England, where
a different vernacular, OE, set the precedence for such use of a language
different than Latin and where the status of Anglo-Norman was unpar-
alleled to its status on the Continent and with respect to the English
language, the necessary conditions arose for the use of Anglo-Norman as
a language of the Bible (Rector 2009 and 2010). It was only after the first
Anglo-Norman renditions of parts of the Bible appeared that continental
French began to serve such purposes. And yet, as reported in Berger
(1884), the first Anglo-Norman translation of any part of the Bible, i.e.
the Montebourg Psalter, found its place in the Bible du treiziéme siécle
and then remained the translation of the Psalter (in different shapes)
in all French biblical renditions until the 16th century. There were,
certainly, some translations that can be considered independent of

7 'The Montebourg Psalter is also frequently referred to as the Oxford Psalter.
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the Montebourg Psalter® but, on the whole, one can safely assume, after
Berger (1884) and Black and St-Jacques (2012), that even if the MFGP
was not immediately based on the Montebourg Psalter, some influence
of the latter should be present in it. Therefore, to refer back to Rector’s
(2010) claim, elements of the Montebourg Psalter need to be detectable,
to some extent, in the MFGP and, by extension, in the MEGPP inspired
by this Middle French rendition. To quote Rector (2009: 206), “[w]e
could thus see the Oxford Psalms as an accomodation of the vibrant
culture of the Anglo-Saxon Psalter to the new sociolinguistic dynamics
of post-Conquest life” However, independence from Latin - the manu-
script does not contain the Latin source text’ — is a radical innovation
and, since the Psalter lacks “illumination, a colophon or any distinctive
markings by which we could firmly locate its production,” it can only be
hypothesized, as is done for instance in Hunt (2008: 372), that the place
where it came into existence was the Canterbury Cathedral Priory.

8 'The texts in question are the following, listed here after Rector (2010):

1. the Orne Psalter (Paris, Archives nationales, AB XIX, 1734): considered less
conservative than the Oxford Psalter as regards style and grammar: “although
laid out interlinearly, is actually a freer and much more literary rendering of
the Gallican Psalter” (Rector 2009: 202);

2. the Arundel Psalter (London, British Library, MS Arundel 230): dated to
the second half of the 12th century and regarded as “a largely word-by-word
translation of the Psalms presented inter-lineally with a Latin text” (Rector
2009: 201); Berger (1884: 16-17) considers it to be a faithful copy of the Mon-
tebourg Psalter, though one which differs with respect to syntax, as this is re-
quired due to the gloss-nature of this Psalter translation;

3. Psalms quoted in the translation of Gratian’s Decretals (Decretum Gratiani)
which are based on some earlier translation;

4. a psalter contained within the body of the Romanz Psalter commentary pro-
duced for Laurette d’Alsace (1165): the first 50 Psalms received interlinear
translations, whereas the remaining 100 Psalms can be regarded as a loose
translation; the manuscript (Durham Cathedral Library, A II 11-13) is dated
to ca. 1165; the translation is independent, although “echoes of the Oxford
Psalter have long been observed” (Rector 2010: 16);

5. Psalter in MS Harley 1770: the Latin and French texts are set in two columns
facing each other; the text is not as pure as the one in the Oxford Psalter but
the vocabulary used there is modernized with respect to the former; the text is
dated to the 14th century (Berger 1884: 17-18).

9 It should be emphasized that the manuscripts of the MEGPP contain the glossed
Latin text they render but the text has never been edited in its entirety.
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2. Methodological issues

An analysis of the nominal layer of the texts from the perspective of
lexical convergence between them is to be performed on a database
consisting of exclusively corresponding lexical items from all of the ren-
ditions. This was achieved by means of using the common Latin source
text, i.e. the Gallicanum (the second of Jerome’ revisions), as the point
of reference for the translations. Due to the fact that the original Latin
text underlying the MEGPP has not been edited so far and the Latin
source texts of the MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter are not known,
the text employed here was actually a collation of four Gallican Psalters
edited in Charzynska-Wéjcik (2013) which, however, exhibit only minor
divergences. Corresponding lexical items for all nouns from the first
50 Psalms of this Latin text (with the exclusion of proper nouns) were
sought out and juxtaposed with the Latin lemmata. However, since not
all of the contexts could be subject to further analysis because of some
methodological inconsistencies, the number of sets of nouns actually
compared equals 1969. Contexts which did qualify for the study were
those in which both the MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter employed
items labeled as nouns in dictionaries which provided the lemmata,
i.e. Dictionnaire du Moyen Frangais and the Anglo-Norman Dictionary,
respectively.'® Lexical items which were thus excluded were those which
were not labeled as members of this grammatical category or consisted
of noun phrases made up of something more than a noun, preceded or
not by an article. Also, some erroneous forms which could not be lem-
matized to nouns appropriate in the given contexts, or translations of
glosses rather than lemmata in the case of the MFGP, were not further
analyzed.'"'" Moreover, items translating the following Latin lemmata -

10 The dictionaries employed for Latin and Middle English were, respectively, Whita-

ker’s Words: Latin-to-English and English-to-Latin Dictionary and the Middle Eng-
lish Dictionary.

11 For information on the presence of glosses in given Latin verses, I relied on the only
source that provides the relevant information, i.e. Black and St-Jacques (2012), who
edited, alongside the Middle English and Middle French translations, the glossed
parts of the Latin Psalter. However, in places where the Middle French rendition
appears to provide items which do not correspond to the Latin lemmata and they

seem to be rather renderings of glosses, it was also decided to exclude them from
further analysis.
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Deus, Dei, dius, dii and dominus, domini — were excluded, as these do not
introduce much information as regards convergence between the texts,
and divergences in their renderings would rather reflect some minor
differences in the actual underlying Latin text to which I had no access.
This is highly probably, as the Gallican Psalters collated in Charzynska-
Wojcik (2013) differ in this respect, thus suggesting possible variation in
other copies of the Gallicanum.

The complete database was analyzed from the perspective of conver-
gences between the MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter; the results of
which are presented in section 3.1. Then the groups of convergent and
divergent nouns were juxtaposed with data from the MEGPP (section
3.2); the number of convergences with the MFGP and the Montebourg
Psalter were established independently. Affinity between the Latin and
French/English data was also taken into consideration to determine
how many of the nouns employed in the renditions could actually be
ascribed to the influence of the Anglo-Norman tradition. Additionally,
as was mentioned above, another translation, i.e. Richard Rolle’s Psal-
ter, was used as a control group to establish how many similar choices
between the MEGPP and the French texts might have occurred even if
the texts were not interconnected in the manner described in section 1.
The results of this analysis are presented in section 3.3. Rolle’s Psalter
(henceforth RRP) appears to be the most suitable of the available Middle
English translations for this purpose as it is the closest to the MEGPP
as far as the approximate date of translation is concerned, but also, and
most importantly, because the text of this rendition has never been re-
garded as overly Latinized, in contrast to what has usually been stated
with respect to the late 14th-century Wycliffite Bibles (e.g. Slater 1911:
233; Hargreaves 1969: 399; Bruce 1984; Norton 2000: 7; Lambert 2002:
263)."* Additionally, no affinity between the RRP and the MFGP can be
suspected and, therefore, convergences as regards noun choices between
this text and the French translations will be indicative of the established
status of these borrowings within the English language or of the influ-
ence of the underlying Latin text.

12 For a discussion on all of these Middle English Psalter renditions, see Charzynska-
Wéjcik (2013).
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3. The study proper

3.1. Con-/divergences between the French Psalters

The MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter should not be expected to be ex-
tremely divergent as there are many nouns in the Psalms, such as manus,
manus ‘hand, which are necessarily rendered by the same items in both
texts, both being in French. However, the number of convergent items
might be surprising. Of the 1969 analyzed contexts, 1512 (77%) agree
between the MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter, which means that only
23% (457) of all the cases differ. Nevertheless, not all of these instances
of convergences need to be indicative of an interdependency between
the texts. In fact, only 259 (17% of 1512 cases) of these convergent pairs
diverge from the Latin lemmata they render in the sense that they are not
items derived from the nouns employed in the Latin Psalter. Therefore,
it may well be that the extent of convergence between the MFGP and
the Montebourg Psalter is predominantly a reflection of the influence of
the underlying Latin text.

However, it has to be noted that there are other aspects that will need
to be taken into account in the further stages of the study conducted
here to conclusively determine the actual extent of the probable influ-
ence of the Anglo-Norman tradition on the lexical choices in the MFGP.
First, the type of nouns exhibiting convergences (and divergences) will
be closely analyzed. On the one hand, there are nouns such as os, oris
‘mouth’ whose default rendition is always bouche ‘mouth, just as it is
mouth in the English translations, and thus convergences at these points
are not very telling. All such nouns will be separated from contexts which,
on the other hand, can actually be meaningful in relation to the study of
this type, e.g. abjectio, abjectionis ‘dejection, which could be rendered by
both abjection <abjeccioun>" and dejettement <degetement> or afflictio,
afflictionis ‘affliction, which is translated by means of torment [m] <tur-
ment> and affliction <afflictiun>. Additionally, the results obtained in
this manner will need to be subjected to statistical analysis in order to
determine whether the values are in fact statistically significant.

At this stage, all that can been tentatively inferred from the data is
that there appears to be a great extent of correlation between the nominal

13 The Anglo-Norman lemmata are given in pointy brackets.
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choices of the MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter which may or may not
stem from the Anglo-Norman Psalter translation tradition.

3.2. Con-/divergences between the MEGPP and the French Psalters

Having analyzed the extent of convergence in the nominal choices
between the MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter, I will now juxtapose
these tentative findings with data from the MEGPP to establish whether
Rector’s (2010: 25) claim regarding the connection between the MEGPP
and the Montebourg Psalter can be corroborated with reference to
lexical choices. The data concerning the number of both convergent and
divergent occurrences between the MEGPP and the two French Psalters
are presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1. MEGPP vs. MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter

Ne Type of convergence MEGPP L MEGPP D
1. | nouns convergent between three texts 391 (26%) vs. | 352 (23%) vs.
1121 (74%) 1160 (77%)
2. | nouns convergent nouns convergent 109 (24%) vs. | 106 (23%) vs.
with the MFGP only with this text 348 (76%) 351 (77%)
3. all nouns convergent | 500 (25%) vs. | 458 (23%) vs.
with the text 1469 (75%) 1511 (77%)
4. | nouns convergent nouns convergent 13 (3%) vs. 9 (2%) vs.
with the Montebourg | only with this text 444 (97%) 448 (98%)
It
5. Psalter all nouns convergent | 404 (21%) vs. | 361 (18%) vs.
with the text 1565 {(79%) 1608 (82%)

It has to be noted at this point that in order to maintain the same
number of analyzed cases with respect to the MEGPP, the MFGP and
the Montebourg Psalter, cases in the MEGPP (and in section 3.3 in
the RRP) that were not congruent with the methodological consider-
ations presented in section 2 were simply treated as instances of diver-
gent cases. Also, it needs to be emphasized that due to the divergences
between the two manuscripts of the MEGPP, an analysis for each of them
had to be conducted independently and the results are thus presented
separately for each manuscript.
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The table with the data was constructed in the following manner:
the first of the rows provides information concerning the number of
convergent vs. divergent cases between the MEGPP, the MFGP and
the Montebourg Psalter, i.e. it gives the number of items, from among
the 1512 presented in section 3.1, which are also attested in the Middle
English text; the percentage data being given in parentheses. Rows (2)
and (3) provide data concerning convergences between the MEGPP and
the MFGP. Row (2) presents the number of items attested in the MEGPP
which find a related noun in the MFGP but not in the Montebourg
Psalter. These are nouns from the group of 457 cases that are divergent
between the French texts. Also here, the percentage data concerning their
participation in this group is given in brackets. Row (3), on the other
hand, sums up the number of convergent cases presented in rows (1) and
(2), providing the total number of convergences between the MEGPP
and the MFGP, the percentage value being given here with reference
to the total number of analyzed cases — 1969. Finally, rows (4) and (5)
provide the same information as rows (2) and (3), but with respect to
the Montebourg Psalter.

What transpires from the data presented in Table 1 is that the con-
vergent noun choices between the MEGPP and the MFGP constitute
approximately a quarter of all the analyzed cases, and the percentage par-
ticipation of convergent choices does not correspond to the convergen-
ces between the MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter. There is, however,
a striking correlation between the convergences between the two French
texts and the convergences between the MEGPP and the Anglo-Norman
text since, when the group of items divergent between the Middle French
and Anglo-Norman renditions is analyzed, the number of convergences
between the latter and the Middle English translation drops dramatically
— to 3% in the case of the MEGPP L and 2% with respect to the MEGPP
D. Therefore, Rector’s (2010: 25) statement does not appear to find much
support as far as nominal lexical choices are concerned.

One remark which is relevant in this context is that the number
of items that are convergent between the three texts but diverge with
respect to Latin is 45 (3% of the 1512 analyzed cases, 12% of the con-
vergent nouns from row (1)) for the MEGPP L and 34 (2% and 10%,
respectively) in the case of the MEGPP D. As regards analogous data
for items convergent between the MEGPP and the MFGP but divergent
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with respect to the Montebourg Psalter and the reversal thereof, these
are as follows: among the nouns convergent between the MEGPP and
the MFGP, both the MEGPP L and the MEGPP D employ 79 items which
are not related to nouns employed in the Latin source text. These consti-
tute 16% of all 457 cases of nouns divergent between the French Psalters
and, respectively, 72% and 75% of such convergent nouns from row (2).
On the whole, nouns in the MEGPP that are convergent with the MFGP
but such that cannot be ascribed to the influence of the Latin source text
constitute 25% of nouns convergent between the two renditions for both
the MEGPP L (124 in total) and the MEGPP D (113 in total).

As regards the convergences between the MEGPP and the Mon-
tebourg Psalter, their total number equals 53 for the London MS and
41 for its Dublin counterpart, thus constituting, respectively, 13% and
11% of all nouns convergent between these texts. When it comes to
the number of such items among those convergent between the MEGPP
and the Montebourg Psalter but not attested in the respective verses in
the MFGP, these are 8 nouns for the MEGPP L (62%) and 7 in the case
of the MEGPP D (78%).

All of these findings clearly indicate that the majority of attested
congruencies between the Middle English translation and the French
Psalters can be ascribed to more than one source, i.e. it could have been
the influence of the Latin source text, of the MFGP or, as Rector (2010:
25) suggests, of the Anglo-Norman tradition. The picture is far less vague
when it comes to the cases of nouns that differ between the MFGP and
the Montebourg Psalter, as then not only the number of convergences
is indicative of the actual interdependencies but also the fact that many
among these nouns cannot be suspected of having been a suggestion
to the Middle English translator through their presence in the Latin
base text. However, caution is necessary as the two aspects mentioned
in section 3.1 still need to be taken into consideration before definitive
conclusions can be drawn. As these data are not available yet, I analyzed,
as was mentioned earlier, a control group in order to determine how far
the results obtained so far can be taken to be valid.
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3.3. Con-/divergences between the RRP (control group)
and the French Psalters

In order to determine the number of lexical choices convergent between
the RRP and the MFGP/Montebourg Psalter, the same methodological
procedures were applied as those described for the previous analyses.

The numerical and percentage data concerning this text are provided in
Table 2 in a manner analogous to Table 1.

Table 2. RRP vs. MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter

N° Type of convergence RRP
1. | nouns convergent between three texts 333 (22%) vs. 1179 (78%)
2.

nouns convergent only | 76 (17%) vs. 381 (83%)
nouns convergent with | with this text

3 | the MFGP

all nouns convergent 409 (21%) vs. 1560 (79%)
with the text

nouns convergent only | 15 (3%) vs. 442 (97%)
nouns convergent with | with this text

5. | the Montebourg Psalter

all nouns convergent 348 (18%) vs. 1621 (82%)
with the text

It might be surprising to notice the extent of correspondence between
the data presented in Table 1 and that given here. The number of nouns
convergent between the RRP and the two French translations (333) is
strikingly similar to the number of such items, especially in the Dublin
MS of the MEGPP (352). Also, the number of items convergent between
the RRP and the Montebourg Psalter is in close correlation to the data
obtained in this respect for the MEGPP. Thus the total number of cor-
respondences between the RRP and the Anglo-Norman translation
(348) neatly correlates with that resulting from the analysis performed
for the MEGPP D (361), constituting 18% of all the analyzed nouns in
both texts. The only substantial differences that can be observed between
the data for the RRP and the MEGPP relate to convergences between
these texts and the MFGP. The lexical choices in the RRP resemble those
attested in the MFGP but not in the Montebourg Psalter in 76 cases
(17%) and, on the whole, the two texts exhibit similarities with respect to
409 noun choices (21%), whereas the relevant numbers for the MEGPP
were higher and convergent choices constituted 25% in the MEGPP L
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and 23% in the MEGPP D. The number might be lower but the extent
of convergence between the RRP and the MFGP as regards over 20%
of the analyzed cases clearly points to the fact that nouns of Romance
origin were felt to be legitimate parts of the Middle English lexicon since
no connection between the MFGP and RRP can be argued for.

Interestingly, there is also a neat correlation between the MEGPP
and the RRP as regards the number of items convergent with the French
text(s) that cannot be ascribed to the influence of Latin. These are 22
nouns among those convergent between the RRP, MFGP and the Mon-
tebourg Psalter (1% of 1512 nouns shared by the MFGP and the Anglo-
Norman rendition and 66% of those are also convergent with the RRP,
i.e. 333 items), 56 convergent only with the MFGP (12% of all nouns
divergent between the French translations and 74% of those which con-
verge only between the RRP and the MFGP) and 8 converging exclusively
with the Anglo-Norman translation (2% of nouns divergent between
the MFGP and the Montebourg Psalter and 53% of those among them
which agree between the RRP and the latter of the texts). In total, such
nouns constitute, for the RRP, 19% of items convergent with the MFGP
(78 such cases) and 9% of those related to nouns attested in the Monte-
bourg Psalter.

Conclusions

The conclusions that can be drawn from this study at its present stage
clearly point to some correspondences between the lexical choices in
the MEGPP and the MFGP that do not appear to be clearly accidental.
The data does not, however, seem to indicate a similar correlation with
respect to the Montebourg Psalter and the Middle English translation
since all lexical correspondences between the MEGPP and the Anglo-
Norman Psalter at points where the latter diverges from the MFGP
are extremely sparse. Certainly, a conclusive answer as to the presence
and extent of the influence of the Anglo-Norman Psalter tradition on
the MEGPP should be withheld until the remaining stages of the research
have been completed, i.e. the type/s of vocabulary most frequently ex-
hibiting convergences has/have been established and the statistical sig-
nificance of the con-/divergences has been determined. The conclusions
proposed here are thus only tentative and may prove to be questionable.
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Additionally, the fact that the incentive for employing a particular noun
of Romance origin might equally have stemmed from the presence of
the item in question in the Latin source text rather than its being at-
tested in the MFGP or being sanctioned by the Anglo-Norman tradition
should also be borne in mind.

An additional piece of evidence whose objective is to aid the interpre-
tation of the data obtained for the MEGPP has been offered in the shape
of the analogous analysis of another early l4th-century, thus nearly
contemporaneous, psalter whose translator has never been claimed to
have been influenced by French psalter renditions. In fact, Richard Rolle
has never been regarded as susceptible to the influence of Romance bor-
rowings, in which Middle English abounded, and some scholars would
see his translation as making recourse to borrowings only when neces-
sary (Partridge 1973: 21)."* Therefore, the fact that the multiple choices
between the RRP and the two French renditions converge may point
to the nouns in question as already being rooted in the Middle English
lexicon and thus constituting what appeared to be natural choices in
the relevant contexts. Most importantly, however, the results obtained
with respect to the RRP seem to support the conclusions drawn above -
the noun choices convergent between the MEGPP and the Montebourg
Psalter can be accidental, whereas its correlation with the MFGP does
not appear to be questionable.
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