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Introduction

1. Chaucer and his language

In TheRegiment of Princefl411) Thomas Hoccleve praises Chaucer for behey *
firste fyndere of our fair langage’ (I. 4978). Thims a decade after Chaucer’s death
(1400) and now, more than six hundred years later, still praise Chaucer’s
innovative use of the vernacular in his literaryrk& though we know little about
his language, and in particular about his speltiagits. A great deal of research has
been devoted to the subject, yet scholars tendstmgoke on various features of the
poet’s spelling (cf. Samuels 1988a, Benson 1992pbin 1998). This is due to the
fact that none of Chaucer’s original manuscripts bame down to us, with the
possible but very much contested exception ofEfeatorie of the PlanetisviS.
Peterhouse, Cambridge 75.1, a manuscript which 8EM((1983) believes to be a
holograph, while Benson (1982) and Rand Schmid®g) %hink it is a scribal copy.
All conclusions drawn about Chaucer’s languageaschave thus been based upon
the language found in a number of Chaucerian maiptisccopied by different
scribes, as well as upon the comparison of suchusaaipts with a number of non-
Chaucerian texts of the same period (see Samuelg, 19988a). The extant
manuscripts offhe Canterbury Talesepresent an invaluable source of information
for linguistic research. There are more than eigtitthem, including both complete
manuscripts and fragments of the text, which datenfthe fifteenth century. In
addition, there are four incunabula from the endheffifteenth century, which can
likewise be used for linguistic analysis, sincetatt time printed versions of texts
were mere imitations of manuscripts (see the fistlldifteenth-century witnesses of
The Canterbury Taleim Appendix 1).

Chaucer wroteThe Canterbury Talebetween ca. 1387 and 1400, and many
scribes produced numerous copies of it throughletfifteenth century. This is a
period in which English was a patchwork of diale@ther than a single variety of
the language, and consequently dialectal variasofound in the language of the
extant copies of this work. In spite of the largeoaint of data that is available, it is
very difficult to draw conclusions about the langeathat was attested in the
original version, that is, Chaucer's own languagkke (1985:167-178) suggests
that the author’s original draft was the exemplsedifor the early manuscripts of
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The Canterbury Talesthat is, those copied shortly after Chaucer’stidethus
implying that these manuscripts are authoritatieesions of the text because they
preserve authorial spelling features. Yet the sidionducted on some of these
early manuscripts so far have not led scholarsréovdhe same conclusions about
Chaucer’s spelling. Horobin (1998), for instancentcadicts Samuels’ (1988b)
conclusion that Chaucer spelled the waghIN(ST) asayein(s)/ayeyr{s), showing
instead that thdorms again(s)/ageyrfs) ought to be considered archetypal, i.e.
preserved directly from the author’s original cofry.addition, recent studies (e.g.
Robinson 1997) have revealed that authorial readamg also found in manuscripts
dating from the end of the fifteenth century, asythre either very closely related to
the original version or at just one remove from(dt the description of the ‘O
manuscripts’ in the next section).

One of the early copies @he Canterbury TaledAberystwyth, National Library
of Wales, Peniarth 392D, the Hengwrt manuscriph¢eéorth referred to as ‘Hg’),
has received a great deal of attention since 1@#@n Manly and Rickert (1940,
vol. 1:276) suggested in their edition Die Canterbury Talethat it was ‘a MS of
the highest importance’. More recent studies hawefiamed the superiority of
Hengwrt over the other manuscriptsTdfe Canterbury Taleby proposing that this
‘is the earliest extant manuscript’ (Blake 1985;8Md that its exemplar might have
been Chaucer’s holograph itself (Robinson 1999nugds (1988b:25) also argues
that the scribe who copied Hengwrt seems to haeetad a spelling system similar
to the system used by Chaucer himself. This sdnée long been referred to as
‘Scribe B’, because, according to Doyle and Pa(k838), he was the second of the
five copyists who collaborated in the production mfe manuscript of Gower’'s
Confessio AmantisCambridge, Trinity College, MS R.3.2 (James 5@Enceforth
referred to as ‘Tr’), of which he copied only thrgeires (folios 9r—32v). Scribe B
was also known as the ‘Hengwrt/Ellesmere scribetduse, according to Doyle and
Parkes (1978, 1979), he was the main copyist ofjiennas well as of another copy
of The Canterbury TalesSan Marino California, Huntington Library, MS EL
26.C.9, the Ellesmere manuscript (henceforth reéeto as ‘El’). The hand of Scribe
B has also been recognised in the Hatfield Housgnfient (Cecil Papers, Box S/1)
from Troilus and Criseyd€Doyle and Parkes 1979:xxxv), and possibly in haot
fragment, Cambridge University Library, MS Kk 1.8/2vhich contains some lines
from the Prioress’s Prologue and Prioress’s Ta{®oyle and Parkes 1979:xxxv,
Doyle 1995:60). Only very recently, as will be dissed in the next chapter, was
this copyist identified as Adam Pinkhurst, and fotler manuscripts have so far
been attributed to him (see Chapter 2, 81 forigteof the manuscripts presumed to
have been copied by this scribe).

Most studies carried out on the spelling systenSofibe B before the latest
discoveries focus on some or all of the texts tially ascribed to him: the
Hengwrt and Ellesmere manuscripts, the three Gaweduires and the two
Chaucerian fragments. Results obtained from thdysisaof these texts, and the
differences found between Hg and El in particulsayve led scholars to make
assumptions about this copyist’s scribal habits Befrnley 1983, Samuels 1988a,
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Doyle 1995), even to the extent of suggesting tHgtand El were copied by
different scribes (cf. Ramsey 1982, 1986). Suchresting opinions are partly due
to the fact that different methods of investigativare adopted: some studies were
carried out upon selected parts of the texts (eim&ls 1988a), while others
entailed the analysis of a number of features winout each manuscript (cf.
Ramsey 1982, 1986, Burnley 1983). What has beekingcso far is a
comprehensive analysis of Scribe B’s language eémtlanuscripts copied by him, in
order to draw even more precise conclusions abiswggelling practice and possibly
to gain indirect information about Chaucer’'s lamggiaSuch an analysis is now
greatly facilitated by the availability of an ineing number of texts copied by
Scribe B in computer-readable format, which allsesarches that would otherwise
have been too time-consuming.

2. The Canterbury Tales Project

The recent application of computer technology ® ltumanities in general and to
Middle English texts in particular has offered deln® new perspectives on the study
of these texts. In the past few decades, this agprbas resulted in the emergence
of a number of projects that aim to produce digdisrersions of Middle English
texts, making it possible for scholars to carry msearch on the original versions of
the texts instead of being forced to use lateri@dit The Canterbury Tales Project
is the leading project as far as the study of Ceasidalesis concerned and, as its
director Peter Robinson (2003:127) explains, its @i ‘to explore the textual history
of the Talesby transcribing, collating, and analyzing the msoripts of theTales
using computer methods’. The Canterbury Tales Eragsues CD-ROMs that
contain images and transcriptions of all fifteeo#mtury witnesses, i.e. manuscripts
and printed editions, ta’he Canterbury Talgsword-by-word and line-by-line
collations of the text of a tale in all its witness spelling databases in the early
productions only and stemmatic commentaries imibee recent ones, thus offering
countless possibilities of searching for variargswaell as a wealth of information
about each and every witness. As of 2008, four CIMR had been issuedhe
General Prologue(GP), The Miller's Tale (MI), The Wife of Bath’s Prologue
(WBP) andThe Nun’s Priest’'s Tal¢NP), and several publications have already
been based on the data gathered with these nesv tool

A precursor of this project was the work startgdManly and Rickert in 1920,
culminating in 1940 in the publication of their bigrolume edition of théext of
The Canterbury Tales; Studied on the Basis of All Kndlenuscripts Manly and
Rickert likewise studied the textual tradition ®he Canterbury Talesand by
collating all extant manuscripts they tried to deti@e the line of descent of each of
them from the archetype, i.e. the manuscript regmésg the head of the manuscript
tradition. They classified most of the manuscripts four genetic groups, referred
to as A, B, C and D, and they observed that thexirgimg texts formed independent
pairs. By discerning authorial from non-authoriaftiants, Manly and Rickert aimed
to reconstruct the archetype of the extant mamptscralthough in their view this
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was not Chaucer’s original copy, which they bel@dweauld not be recovered, but
instead the text from which subsequent copieshaf Canterbury Talegrere made.
This is at least what can be deduced from thevigiig statement:

comparison of the MS readings affords no means asfsipg beyond the
archetype to the author’s original except wheredhsgrreason to believe that
certain variants transmitted by extant MSS havenbpeeserved by direct
derivation from the author’s original.

(Manly and Rickert 1940, vol. 2:40)

Recent studies conducted by the scholars of thee@amy Tales Project proceed
from the assumption that, as suggested by Robi(@0d0a:§3.2.3), ‘O is Chaucer’s
working draft’. These studies have shed new lightlte relationship between the
extant manuscripts by establishing, for instanbe, @xistence of two more genetic
groups, referred to as E and F, in the textualiticad of WBP and, more
significantly, by isolating the so-called O growyhich consists of a number of texts
that are very closely related to O, i.e. Chauceriginal text (see Robinson 1997:80,
Barbrook et al. 1998:839 for the stemma of WBP)ertEthough the O manuscripts
are referred to as a group, it should be observadthey do not belong to the same
genetic group, since they do not descend from antmmancestor below O, as the
manuscripts in all the other groups do. Each O reenipt represents an independent
line of descent from O, and is a precious sourcefofrmation about the language
that must have been attested in the archetype.

The research carried out so far on the fifteemthiury witnesses of th@eneral
Prologue theMiller's Tale, theWife of Bath’'s Prologu@nd theNun'’s Priest’s Tale
has led to the identification of a number of O nemipts for these tales, although
not all manuscripts are classified as O in eaah & shown in Table 1 beldv@nly
four manuscripts, Ch, El, Hand Hg, belong to the O group in all of the fcales
above. The other manuscripts are classified aslpimthe tales that seem to derive
directly from the archetype, while in the otheretathey belong to different genetic
groups. This is probably due to the use of diffeetemplars for some tales, which
therefore show a different affiliation in the samanuscripts. These data should,
however, be used with caution, because not ah®tales have been analysed yet. It
is expected that further research will shed magktlbn the relationship among all
the witnesses ofhe Canterbury Talesas well as on their different lines of descent
from Chaucer’s original version. For the purposehid study, it must be stressed
that Hg and El each descend from O independendlg Bobinson 2000a:83.4.1),
which rules out the possibility that El was copfeain Hg. The relationship between
these two manuscripts is crucial for studies alfghéucer's language because, as
Robinson suggests:

Y In this study the manuscripts are referred to Ijrthigils (abbreviated names); a list of
all extant witnesses of ti@anterbury Talesind their sigils is provided in Appendix 1.
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these two are among the earliest of all the mamitscdf the Tales, possibly
written within a decade of Chaucer’'s death or evemiwihis lifetime. Hg
presents a text of uncommon excellence throughwaféles... but the tale

order in El is usually regarded as superior to thaHg. ... Hg and El are
excellent copies, and they preserve many readireggept in O and lost in other
copies.

(Robinson 2000a:83.4.1)

GP Ml WBP NP
Ad* Ad* Ad*
Ad® Ad® Ad®
Bo? Bo? Bo?
Ch Ch Ch Ch
El El El El
Er’ Er’ Er’
Gg Gg Gg
Gl
He
Ha' Ha' Ha' Ha'
Ha Ha
Hg Hg Hg Hg
Hk Hk
Ht
li
Lot
Ln
Ps Ps Ps
Py Py Py
Re
Ra’ R&
Tc
To' To'

Table 1. The O manuscripts in GP, MI, WBP and NP

For the sake of clarity, in this study | will useetterms ‘O’ and ‘archetype’ as
synonyms for Chaucer’s working draft; | will likesé refer to the ‘O manuscripts’
when discussing those texts which, according tditttings of the Canterbury Tales
Project, originate directly from Chaucer’s origimahnuscript in one or more of the
four tales mentioned above.

3. Varieties of English and Chaucer’s London Englis

The problem of reconstructing the language of tis¢ &rchetype ofhe Canterbury
Talesis further complicated by the fact that severahuszripts that have come
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down to us are written in different varieties ofddie English. In fifteenth-century
England a standard variety of the language hadyabtdeveloped and, as | will
explain below, scribes often translated their edanspinto their own dialects, thus
introducing dialectal variants into their manustsipA large number of Middle
English dialects have been identified through thevey that resulted in the
publication of thd_inguistic Atlas of Late Mediaeval EnglighALME) (Mcintosh et
al. 1986). An important contribution of this survisythe identification of four types
of written incipient standard, which Samuels (1968)s Types | to IV. Type | is
mostly associated with the language of the majarfitWycliffite manuscripts of the
second half of the fourteenth century, and is thedard literary language, which
was found in texts from the Central Midlands, andvived until 1430. The other
three types are more strictly speaking varieties arfidon English. Type Il is the
dialect of seven mid-fourteenth-century texts, thg.Auchinleck manuscript, which
are from the greater London area; Type Il is doreglage recorded in London in a
number of documents written between 1385 and 1&€2afibers and Daunt 1931),
as well as in literary texts such as Hoccleve'ogmphs, the text d?iers Plowman
in Trinity College Cambridge MS B.15.17, and thengert and Ellesmere
manuscripts offhe Canterbury TaleSype 1V, also known as ‘Chancery Standard’,
is considered to be the precursor of Standard &mghnd is the language of the
numerous government documents that were writtear af130. As this study
primarily focuses on the language of Hengwrt arlddghere, | will often allude to
features of the London dialect Type Ill. In additiareferences to the two other
varieties of London dialect, Types Il and IV, wik inevitable when discussing old-
fashioned and probably authorial variants fountiémgwrt and Ellesmere, or when
comparing the literary language of these manuscrifith the bureaucratic language
with which Scribe B was very likely to be familiar.

4. Aims and methodology

This study aims to analyse the language of the sw@ipis that have traditionally
been attributed to Scribe B, namely Hengwrt, Ellesam Trinity, the Hatfield
fragment (henceforth referred to as ‘Hatfield’) attee Kk fragment (henceforth
referred to as ‘Kk’). | have decided to leave oticonsideration five further texts
that have recently been ascribed to this copyise (Ehapter 2, 81), first and
foremost because my research was already well wagewhen the articles that
reported the new discoveries were published (Horelid Mooney 2004, Mooney
2006). Furthermore and perhaps more importantljinigeexamined some images of
the new manuscripts | was not entirely sure whetliesf them were indeed copied
by the same scribe. Although it would have been irgeresting to look further into
this matter, this would have gone far beyond tlepemf my research.

Through an analysis of the language of the tdwsform my corpus, | intend to
shed more light on Scribe B’s spelling practicepinder to find out why he often
used different variants in Hg and El, and to whetmet the language of either of
these two manuscripts can be evidence of the lgegtizat was in the exemplar.
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Since it is possible that Hg in particular was eitbopied directly from Chaucer’s
original drafts or from the first exemplar &he Canterbury Taleproduced from
them (Robinson 1999:203), and since El is closelsted to Hg, any new findings
about the language of these two manuscripts asvaet to current research on
Chaucer’s language. By investigating Scribe B’s@graphic practice, | also aim to
determine what kind of copyist he was. To do swill make use of Mcintosh’s
classification of Middle English scribes into difémt types depending on how
faithful they were to their exemplar, a classificatwhich is further discussed in
Chapter 2. | therefore hope to be able to explendifferences between the spelling
of Hg and El, which in the past have been justifgtther by arguing that El is an
edited text (cf. Manly and Rickert 1940, vol. 1:15@arsall 1985:10, Mann 2001:73
n.11), or by considering the spelling in El as dldaptation of the scribe’s practice to
the ongoing spelling changes in London English (&sle11988a:40), or even by
claiming that Hg and El were the work of two di#fat scribes (Ramsey 1982,
1986). This study entails an extensive survey efdbpyist’s written production in
order to isolate significant spelling variants attén to define which of these
variants are scribal and which are or might be @idh | chose to approach the vast
amount of data at my disposal selectively, and eguently | have carried out my
research according to the following methodology.

| first collected facsimiles of the manuscriptsolam to have been copied by
Scribe B when | started my research, that is, Hg,TE, Hatfield and Kk. For
reasons already explained, the other five manuscdftributed to this scribe were
left out of consideration here. For the purposehid study, | needed to be able to
consult the manuscript itself as well as a comprgadable and searchable version
of all five texts in my corpus. Although | did nbave direct access to any of the
manuscripts, | was able to make use of ilengwrt Chaucer Digital Facsimile
(Stubbs 2000), and the electronic transcription$he Canterbury Tales Hg and
El, which were made available to me by the CantgrifialesProject researchers.
Whenever | needed to check images of Hg and Effelrired to théHengwrt Digital
Facsimile as well as to the facsimile edition of Hg (Ruggi€r979) and to the
Ellesmere Chaucer Monochromatic Facsimii&oodward and Stevens 1997). For
Tr, | had digital images of the manuscript at mgpdisal; on the basis of these |
transcribed quires 2—4, which represent Scribedhid, i.e. the portion of the text
copied by him, in this manuscript. | transcribed tHatfield and Kk fragments as
well, although for these texts | had to rely on theages provided in Campbell
(1958:307) and Doyle (1995:61), respectively. Reillg the example of most
transcriptions of Hg and El made by the Canterbligjes Project, | used the
program BBEdit® to transcribe Tr, Hatfield and KRBEdit® is a commercial
computer program that, among other things, is blatéor making quick searches
through large sections of written text. It alscoal users to store the results of
multiple searches in files that can be saved amdwdted at different stages of the
research. | did this for all of the lexical itemsat | deal with in my study.
Throughout this study, | will refer to Chaucer’des by means of the same
abbreviations used in the publications issued leyGanterbury TaleRroject (see
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Appendix 2). Likewise, | adopt in my text the satimeation system used in the
CD-ROMs, which starts with line 1 at the beginnofgeach tale and link (see Blake
1997c, for the correspondences with the tradititinaktion system).

The corpus on which this study is based consistive® manuscripts of different
length. Hg and El are the longest texts, but whlleontains the entire text dhe
Canterbury Tales Hg lacks theMerchant’s Prologue(Link 15), the Canon’s
Yeoman’s ProloguéLink 33) and theCanon’s Yeoman's TaléA whole quire of
possibly ten leaveas been lost at the end of the manuscript; itadshbcontained
half of the Pardoner’'s Tale from paragraph 477 to the end as well as Chasicer
Retraction In addition, other lines are also missing thraughthe text, either
because they were not copied, e.g. some passatfes\Wife of Bath’'s Prologueor
because they were on leaves that were damagetipas dy the lower section of
folios 210-212, which was probably gnawed by micerais (Doyle and Parkes
1979:xxii). For the present study, | compared dhby variants occurring in the texts
that are present in both Hg and El, even thoughdl bt exclude the variants
attested in those sections that are in El but maid. | believe that even if they do
not have a counterpart in Hg, variants that arendoanly in El are qualitatively
significant, as they represent part of Scribe B'adpction, and as such can give
information about his writing practice. Variantsrin El that belong to sections that
are missing from Hg are thus acknowledged in thidys but they are distinguished
from the others by being presented separatelydrtahles as numbers that follow a
plus sign, as shown in the example below.

Hengwrt Ellesmere
REASON | reson 57 13+2
resoun 24 70+17

Table 2. Example of variants in El that are missindrom Hg

The texts of Tr, Hatfield and Kk are much shortert those of Hg and El, because
Tr consists of three quires of eight leaves, whetba Hatfield and Kk fragments
are specimens of just one leaf each. Neverthelasgrovided enough material for
comparison, and variants from Scribe B’s quirestheeefore frequently put side by
side with those from Hg and El. Variants from Heltli and Kk, by contrast, are
taken into consideration less often, as these twauscripts represent just a small
contribution to the corpus, and only a few lexitams in them reveal significant
spelling variation. In a previous study by Samuy@@88a) on the development of
Scribe B’s spelling practice through time, the Klgment in particular was not
even taken into account, probably because DoyleRarlles (1979) had attributed
this manuscript to Scribe B with some reservati@eg Chapter 2). However, Doyle
(1995:64-65) suggested in a later study that theufe which made this fragment
somewhat different from the other four manuscriptpied by Scribe B, i.e. the
broad differences of the appearance of his hanigriin Kk, was due to
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modernisation of the scribe’s writing style. | thilecided to include this fragment in
my study, because | believe that, where possibeecomparison of the language of
Kk with the language of the other manuscripts can & means to assess
palaeographical evidence.

I have developed the following method for searghhre texts. Since words were
going to be the object of my investigation, | stdrbff by conducting a thorough
analysis of the spelling variants of adverbial ferrselected adverbs because they
form a large word class, through which | could gtether word classes as well, as
exemplified by the wordight, which is an adverb as well as an adjective and a
noun. Another reason for starting with the advedbshat according to Samuels
(1988a:39), the linguistic profiles of Hg and Erag on most variables in spelling,
while disagreeing on eleven items, five of whichn daehave like adverbs, i.e.
agayriayeyn heighéhye muryémyrie neighiny and noghtnoughtnat | expected
that a thorough analysis of the class of adverbddvprovide me with relevant data
about Scribe B’s spelling practice and especiddigut possible changes in his habits
through time. Hence, by using adverbs as a windowother word classes, |
collected data which would be useful for an extemsinalysis of my corpus.

My first observations about Scribe B’s orthograppiactice were thus based on
the selection and descriptions of those adverbs eRhibited different spelling
variants in my corpus, which | performed as followgst, | selected the adverbs to
be studied by consulting both the CD-ROM of tidfe of Bath’s Prologue
(Robinson 1996) and\ Chaucer GlossaryDavis et al. 1981). These resources
provided me with spelling databases in which wardsurring in theWife of Bath's
Prologueas well as in the whol€anterbury Talesvere labelled according to the
word class they belonged to. | excludegriori from my analysis those adverbs that
occur fewer than six times ifihe Canterbury Talessuch aorby meaning ‘by,
past’, as they were too few to provide significantdence unless they presented
relevant spelling variation, as shown, for instarime the wordssTeep (Chapter 3)
and APART (Chapter 5). Subsequently, | looked for all ocenoes and different
spelling variants of the adverbs thus selectedénthree longest texts, Hg, El and
Tr, and collected all occurrences of the more §iicgmt ones; these were stored in a
document bearing the name of the relative advedncH, all instances @fgain(s)
ageyn(s)and ayeyn(s)in Hg, Tr and El were saved in a file calledaiN. The
adverbs that | considered relevant for the preaaatysis were those that exhibited
spelling differences in the three texts, such aheéige)vs. Elheer(e) or those that
were spelled as two words in Hg, e(m)euere mo(ore)but as one word in El and
Tr, e.g.(n)eueremo(ore)By contrast, adverbs likeoone which were spelled in the
same way in all manuscripts, were not relevant wace thus excluded. Finally, |
described all data collected in this way. In dadiog | compared the relevant spelling
variants found in Hg, El and Tr among themselves arfen necessary, also against
the spelling forms in the Hatfield and the Kk fragms. These two manuscripts
were not included in the main search for spellimgiants, because they are very
short texts in which all relevant spelling variaotsild be easily identified.
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The analysis of the adverbial class described hevealed that some spelling
variants appeared more frequently in one or morauseipts, or in one or more
sections of the same manuscript. Examples of thés the preference foro-
and ow- in Hg and euw- in EIl in words likeynoghanddownin Hg andynoughand
dounin El, as well as the clustering of the variamtschil andmychelonly in the
Tale of Melibeeén Hg, while mucheandmuchelare used throughout in Hg, El and
Tr. These findings are important for various reasofihe presence in two
manuscripts of spelling variants that may with Isigtit be considered as either old-
fashioned ynogh myche) or modern ynough muché could be a sign that some
years had passed between the copying of these takeswise, the occurrence of
both old and modern variants in the same manuscoipid indicate that some tales
were older than others. However, the inconsisteet af such variants in the same
manuscript raises questions about the scribe'dispedystem as well as about his
faithfulness to the original text. In order to cdight on the significance of the
variation in Scribe B’s spelling practice, | fiisblated the following five groups of
spelling variants, which | noticed recurred contlfeim the adverbs that | analysed:

(1) a. Variants characterised by a variable usehefvowels. To this group
belong:
i. words in which the vowel may be spelled wittsiagle or a double
graph, as imnonvs.anoon
ii. words displaying a shift from Hg-, -u- and ew- to El -ou-.

b. Variants characterised by a number of diffesptllings. These are words
that primarily occur with a default spelling, eyerke but which also
exhibit one or more alternative variants, avigke, werche wirche

c. Variants characterised by a one-word spellmgwo-word spelling or
both, as irmoreouervs. moreouer.

d. Variants whose spelling is determined by thgntd constraint because
they are placed at the end of the line, agliveywithin the line vsalway
in rhyming position.

e. Variants characterised by a different form #wdifferent function, in
which the grammatical function of the word therefeeems to influence
the spelling of the word, as in the case fwft (adverb) vs.firste
(adjective).

| then extended the search for such spelling variatto all words in the corpus at
my disposal, so as to determine whether the firglilgfained from the analysis of
the adverbs were also confirmed by items belonginthe other word classes, and
thus whether these variants were the results obwamall change in the scribe’s
spelling practice or whether there were other nesigor them. The decision to select
these features as representative examples of repellariation was made for

practical reasons; it was soon clear that the maigplan of dealing with all instances
of spelling variation in the manuscripts copied ®gribe B was too ambitious. In
addition, such an extensive study would have redulin a lengthy work
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characterised by repetition, as different featuregardless of their number, would
ultimately lead to the same conclusion.

The present study therefore consists of an armalgsithe above-mentioned
spelling features in a considerable number of Extems in the corpus; the criteria
applied are outlined in what follows. First of alNyords were selected as
representative samples of each feature they exBmplhus, for the variants
characterised by a variable use of the vowels @&i.jlabove, for instance, several
lexical items were collected, first by looking faords spelled with a double graph
in the entire Hg and El manuscripts, and then Hgcsieag only those items that
presented variation between Hg and El. Items tleakewpelled in the same way in
Hg and El were disregarded. These words were tbherpared with the same items
in Tr, Hatfield and Kk. The search for more wordaswhalted when the new data
clearly did not add any new information, but simpbnstituted further evidence of
what had already been found. In addition, the asislyvas limited to words
containing e-, -0-, as ingre(e)neandano(o)n and a few examples containiregy,-
such asla(a)te because the other two vowel$; and -, did not show any
significant variation between the two largest manipss. The data gathered in this
way are displayed in tables like Table 3 below,alihéhow only the data obtained
from Hg, El and Tr, while the data found in Hatfielnd Kk are discussed in the text
only when relevant.

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
CLEAN clene 20 22+3 (L33, CY,PA) 4
cleene 2 (GP) - -
LESSON lesson 1(GP) - 1
lessa 1(L29) 2 -
lessoun - - 1
STEEP stepe 1(GP) 2 (GP) -
steepe 1(GP) - -

Table 3. Frequency of variants in Hg, El and Tr

In the tables, words in Middle English are arrangedlphabetical order, and each
of them is preceded by its closest translation Mtmwlern English in small capitals,

although the meaning may sometimes be old-fashienddhve grown to differ, as

shown below bysTEEP for stepe an adjective occurring iffthe Canterbury Tales

with the meaning of ‘staring’, as in (2):

(2) Alarge man he was with eyen stepe Hengwrt GP I. 753

The number that follows each Middle English variamtthe tables indicates the
number of occurrences of that form; when signiftcéine abbreviated name of the
tale or tales in which the variant occurs is als@iy in brackets (see Appendix 2 for
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the list of abbreviations for the tales). As alngatkentioned above, the numbers that
follow a plus sign refer to the occurrences in lidttare attested in those sections
which are missing from Hg. Hence, the data provigdtedable 3 above show that
Middle Englishclene as a variant ofLEAN, occurs twenty times in Hg, twenty-two
times in the text of El that is also present in Hgee times in the sections that are
missing from Hg and four times in T€leeng by contrast occurs only twice in Hg,
in the General Prologue

A discussion of the lexical items thus presentdtbfvs each table; the variants
in question are not always considered in the alptiedd order in which they are
listed in the tables, however, because items si#hni& same characteristics are often
dealt with together. Finally, images from manuscppges of Hg, El and Tr are
often provided in this study to illustrate relevardints discussed. The source of
most images is thelengwrt Digital Facsimilefor illustrating details of the Trinity
College R.3.2 manuscript of GowerBonfessio Amantjsl copied some of the
digital images that | used for my transcriptiortted three quires copied by Scribe B,
while images from El were copied from thi@e Nun’s Priest's Tale on CD-ROM
(Thomas 2006) or they were downloaded from the itelo$ the B. Davis Schwartz
Memorial Library, Special Collections and Archivest, Long Island University.
Finally, several lines of Hg and El were copiediirtheHengwrt Digital Facsimile
and used as examples in this study; punctuatioksrizave usually been removed,
unless they were necessary to the discussion axamples in question.

The discussion is primarily based on the dataectdld in the manuscripts that
form my corpus, but | will regularly refer to othixts. First of all, the variants of a
given item in the table will often be compared wille occurrences of the same
word in the other extant fifteenth-century witnessd the General Prologugethe
Miller’s Tale, the Wife of Bath's Prologuand theNun’s Priest’'s Talecollected in
the respective CD-ROMs. In particular cases | allo collate the witnesses Bie
Tale of MelibegTM), which | received as separate files from @enterbury Tales
Project. Some early manuscripts and some lateutbbstative manuscripts of these
tales in particular will be checked for orthograpfeatures that may derive directly
from Chaucer’s original draft. In addition, comgam will be made witlvariants
recorded inAn Anthology of Chancery EngligACE) (Fisher et al. 1984), which |
also consulted in its online version. Thethology consists of a collection of
documents written by the scribes of the SignetyyP8eal and Chancery offices
mostly between 1417 and 1462; only a few lettesiadentures are dated between
1384 and 1408, i.e. around the period during widblaucer wrote higales These
texts are therefore of particular interest for mualgsis, and | consulted them when |
needed to know whether a certain form in my corpas also typical of the
bureaucratic language, thus assuming it would béalcrather than authorial.
Although most of these documents postdate the neaipts copied by Scribe B, |
do not exclude the possibility that the languag®rmged in them was very similar to
the language that Scribe B was accustomed to thrbigywork as a professional
scrivener at court (see Chapter 2). Finally, | wilhke use of thdliddle English
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Dictionary (MED), which | mainly consulted for information abobetuse of words
in Middle English in general.

The results of my investigation of Scribe B'’s x&let spelling variants described
here represent the central part of this book, wrdtructured in the following way.
Chapter 2 provides general information about SdBitesd his manuscripts. Chapter
3 deals with variants characterised by a varialglellisg for the long vowels
(variants in 1a.i. above). Chapter 4 considerssttift from Hg o-, (-u-) and ew- to
El -ou- (variants in la.ii. above). Chapter 5 describagants that show different
degrees of spelling variation, as well as the preseor absence of word division
(variants in 1b—1c above). Chapter 6 is devotegetweral issues related to spelling
variation in Hg and El, including the relations Wween spelling and rhyme
constraint and between the spelling and form andtfon of words (variants in 1d—
le above). Chapter 7 contains my conclusions aladesee my work to previous
studies on the same subject.

Through the analysis of the spelling variants qathd El, | will proceed to show
that the differences between these two manuscaif@snot due to changes in the
scribe’s orthographic practice, but to the scrilwifferent attitude towards the two
texts.






Scribe B and his manuscripts

1. Scribe B

During the past thirty years the scribe of the Hemgnd Ellesmere manuscripts of
The Canterbury Talesas well as his manuscript production, have reskia great
deal of interest from scholars, and this has régentiminated in the discovery of
his identity and in the identification of other mmaripts which might have been
copied by him. According to the latest findings @hey 2006), the scribe’s name
was Adam Pinkhurst; furthermore, he was not ondy ¢bpyist of Hg and El, but
also the Adam mentioned in the following poem byadder:

Chaucers Wordes unto Adam, his Owne Scriveyn

Adam scriveyn, if ever it thee bifalle

Boece or Troylus for to wryten newe,

Under thy long lokkes thou most have the scalle,

But after my makyng thow wryte more trewe;

So ofte adaye | mot thy werk renewe,

It to correcte and eke to rubbe and scrape,

And al is thorugh thy negligence and rape.
(Benson 1987:650)

This is, however, not the first time that Adam Pinkst has been proposed as a
possible identity for ‘Adam Scrivener’ in this poem the past the names of Adam
Stedeman, Adam Acton and Adam Pinkhurst were puiveal by Bressie
(1929:383), Manly (1929:403) and Wagner (1929:47d$pectively. The name of
Adam Pinkhurst was first suggested in a short tlwiewas published in an issue of
the Times Literary Supplememt June 1929. In this note, Bernard Wagner claimed
that he had found Pinkhurst's name in the recofdle Scrivener's Company and,
in particular, that he had come across it

in a list of some forty men who “appear to have beege Brotherhood [of

writers of the Court Letter of the City of Londorgtlveen 1392 and 1404”. As
this is the earliest list among the records, ihé known if Pinkhurst was a
member of the Brotherhood at the time Teilus was being written. However,
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if he were a member in 1392 he would have been edgaghe profession as
an apprentice since 1385 — as a minimum of sevars yeas required.
(Wagner 1929:474)

Wagner's suggestion was confirmed by Mooney (208)6:@ho shows that Adam
Scrivener and Scribe B, or the Hengwrt/Ellesmemibec were one and the same
person: Adam Pinkhurst. Mooney'’s evidence for tes Pinkhurst’s signature to an
oath in the earliest records of the Scriveners’ gany, which the scribe joined
shortly after 1392, as she noticed that the harichgrin the oath and the signature
matched the handwriting in the Hg and El manussriptooney also believes that
the scribe was from Surrey, and that his surnamiete from Pinkhurst’'s Farm,
near Abinger Common, between Guildford and DorKeeg Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Map of Surrey (from www.Al1Tourism.com)

This implies that his dialect would not have diffégrmuch from the London dialect
that was presumably spoken by Chaucer. In addiktmgney writes that

Adam Pinkhurst also seems to have had regular emmglotywith the Mercers’
Company of London, whether on a part-time, full-tiraepiece-by-piece basis.
His affiliation with the Mercers is attested by thiegal documents in which
his name is linked with those of several mercerskantdis handwriting both in
a petition from the Mercers to the Lords of the génCouncil and in accounts
of The Mercers’ Company. Together these documesteodstrate a long-
standing affiliation with the Mercers from at led885 and lasting until at least
1395 and possibly as late as 1427.

(Mooney 2006:106)
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As a result of this discovery, it can be assumett ®inkhurst was active as a
professional scribe at the time when Chaucer waposing hisCanterbury Tales
that is, between ca. 1387 and his death in 1409 ksw). He was apparently both
a literary and a bureaucratic scribe, because seveihe ten manuscripts that
Mooney attributes to him are literary works andethmore are bureaucratic ones.
The ten manuscripts that Mooney ascribes to Adankheirst are listed on her
website of thd_ate Medieval English Scribé¥oject, and are the following:

Aberystwyth, National Library of Wales, Peniarth 392Beoffrey Chaucer,
Canterbury Talegthe Hengwrt manuscript)

Aberystwyth, National Library of Wales, Peniarth 393Beoffrey Chaucer,
Boece

Cambridge, Trinity College Library, B.15.17 (Jang%3), William Langland,
Piers Plowman, B-text

Cambridge, Trinity College Library, R.3.2 (Jameslj8folios 9-32v, John
Gower,Confessio Amantis

Cambridge, University Library, Kk.1.3, Part 20 (siadgaf), Geoffrey Chaucer,
Canterbury Talesend ofPrioress’s Prologueand beginning oPrioress’s Tale

Hatfield House (Marquess of Salisbury), Cecil PapBsx S/1 (fragment of
one leaf), Geoffrey ChauceFroilus and Criseyde

Kew, National Archive, SC 8/20/997, Mercers’ PetittorKing’s Council, late
1387 or early 1388

London, Guildhall Library, MS 5370 (Scriveners’ Comon Paper), page 56,
oath of Adam Pinkhurst

London, Mercers’ Hall Archives, Accounts 1391-1464liofo vi-x verso,
accounts for 1391-1393

San Marino, California, Henry E. Huntington LibraMS EL 26.C.9, Geoffrey
ChaucerCanterbury Talegthe Ellesmere manuscript).

(http://www.medievalscribes.com/scribes.html)

In the previous chapter, | pointed out that fivetiofse manuscripts, Hg, El, Tr,
Hatfield and Kk, had already been attributed togame copyist, even though Doyle
and Parkes (1979) express some doubts about KlpitBeke fact that they find
many similarities between this and the other foanuoscripts, they hesitate to state
that Kk is in Scribe B’s hand as well (Doyle andkea 1979:xxxv, Doyle 1995:60).
As for the other texts, Stubbs (2002) describesBibecemanuscript as a possible
work by Scribe B or somebody with very similar hamiting, while Horobin and
Mooney (2004) unequivocally ascribe tReéers Plowmanmmanuscript to Pinkhurst.
The hand of this manuscript had already attradtechttention of other scholars (cf.
Kane and Donaldson 1988:13 n.91 and Doyle 198&38articular), who noted a
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strong similarity with the hand of the Hengwrt a@Bitesmere scribe but did not find
this enough evidence to attribute that manuscripPiers Plowmanto the same

copyist (see Horobin and Mooney 2004:68—-69). Astfar legal documents, the
page containing the oath and the signature of ABamkhurst, the seventh item in
the list above, is the document that has reveassthibe’s identity. Together with
the other two manuscripts, this document providédesce that Pinkhurst was also,
and probably primarily, active as a bureaucratitoscbetween late 1387 and 1393.

In the almost thirty years between Doyle and Parkkentification of Scribe B's
hand in three quires of Tr and Mooney’s discovefrhis identity, very little new
information has come to light about this copyistd amis writing practice. By
analysing the evidence from his manuscripts, séwerholars agreed he was a
professional scribe (Doyle and Parkes 1979, Ble&d@5). According to Doyle and
Parkes (1979:xxi), Scribe B was somebody who knatinLand was familiar with
contemporary English poetry, although he probabbswot a full-time literary
scribe. Blake (1985:59) speculated that ‘he mayeHsen employed, like Hoccleve,
in some semi-official capacity as a scrivener’. ussibility that he was a clerk
working for the government would explain why he vimgolved in the production
of Tr together with Hoccleve, who is ‘Scribe E’getfifth copyist, in that manuscript.
It would also account for a link between ScribedBaucer and Gower, who worked
as government officers as well, and who might hgiven him texts to copy because
they knew him.

The language of Hg and El places Scribe B in thedon or Westminster area
(LALME, vol. I, Linguistic Profile 6400, Blake 1997a;8nd it has been identified
as London English Type lll, the dialect that waslyably used by Chaucer (Samuels
1963:87, Smith 1995:73). Yet the two manuscriptsash certain degree of spelling
variation, which has been explained by Samuels§a9®—-41) as an adaptation to
the milieu in which the scribe lived. At that timéhe London dialect was rapidly
changing, because of massive immigration from teat@l Midlands. London was
also the place where Chancery English, the newdatdnlanguage, was emerging,
and becoming the model to be imitated (Samuels 1%&ibes who were neither
speakers of the London dialect nor faithful copyist their exemplars — the latter
being fairly uncommon (see the classification ofdmeal scribes below) —
contributed to this linguistic confusion. In paiar, scribes who came from other
parts of England often used alternative spellingmfy either by retaining their
regional spelling variants and thus translating lHmeguage of the exemplars into
their own dialects, or by trying to conform to whlaey thought was the acceptable
London dialect.

In the midst of such a linguistically unstable ikorment, it seems likely that
this scribe, who was probably familiar with the dom dialect, also changed his
practice in the course of time. This is at any rak@t Samuels (1988a) concluded
from his analysis of Scribe B’s spelling in sampdé$ig, El, Tr and Hatfield, which
he believed had been copied in this sequence withperiod of eight to ten years
(see the dates of the manuscripts in §2). Samugled that the further this copyist
proceeded in his career, the more he tended thissmvn spelling, as he did in El,
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instead of copying faithfully what was in the exdampas he did in Hg. Hence, if it
is true that Scribe B, like Chaucer, spoke or astlavas familiar with the London
Type 1l dialect (see Samuels 1963), it followstthe was faithful to Chaucer’'s
spelling in Hg simply because he found in the eXamfhe same variants that he
would have used himself. By contrast, he did natsprve the spelling of the
exemplar when he copied El, because at that poititie, perhaps some years later,
his habits had changed. Burnley (1982) drew anogaais conclusion in his earlier
study about the use of finad in the monosyllabic adjectives of Hg and El, angui
that

although the languages of Hengwrt and Ellesmere ssengially similar, they
nevertheless exhibit a degree of variation botspielling and with regard to the
representation of inflexionak4in adjectives; and this is evident in the fact tha
Ellesmere both omits, and tends to ad@dn-positions where it is unjustified by
grammar. Hengwrt's deviations from the grammaticalrnm are almost
exclusively by omission of finale: Since the contemporary history of the
spoken language is one of the progressive losimalf £, both in pronunciation
and as a grammatical sign, the implication of tEgation in practice between
Hengwrt and Ellesmere is that the former is closeratéorm of spoken
language than the latter, at least in this respiéwt. addition of an unjustified
inflexional - indicates a desire to conform to a grammaticaimwahich is no
longer fully understood from the experience of speethe omission of
inflexional €, on the other hand, implies only the acknowledgenierthe
written language of developments currently takingicpl in the spoken
language.

(Burnley 1982:174-175)

The desire to conform to a grammatical norm thahdnéonger fully understood was
very likely due to the fact that the scribe wantedoreserve finale, a distinctive
feature of Chaucer’s language, even though it wsapgearing from the language
of his time, in order to lend authority to his copfyThe Canterbury Taledn my
study of all fifteenth-century versions of thiééife of Bath’s Prologu¢Caon 2002), |
show that throughout the century a few scribesilike preserved adjectival finad -
in their copies of th&Vife of Bath’s Prologuein spite of the fact that finak-was
already a rather old-fashioned feature in Chaudéarie (see Samuels 1988c), and
was definitely obsolete at the time when these eppiere made. In the case of
Scribe B, who was a contemporary of Chaucer’'sudeof final e in the text of El

in environments where it was not needed may thexdfe a sign of hypercorrection,
a sociolinguistic phenomenon which, as Horobin aix3,

describes the process of overcompensation by wipebkers who are weakly
tied to their own linguistic network attempt to imé@ahe speech patterns of a
different social group. It seems that in copyingtk$ scribe or editor was
attempting to emend the spelling of his copytextoading to a system that he
did not fully understand.

(Horobin 2003:58)
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I will provide further examples of hypercorrectionChapter 4.

Spelling variation between Hg and El has beendhgct of several studies
which have tried to determine what Chaucer’s lagguaas like, and to what extent
Scribe B changed Chaucer’s original text. As memt above, these studies have
led to different conclusions, which is not unusues, one of the most common
problems encountered when doing research on Migldggish texts is that it is often
difficult to establisha priori whose language it is that is found in a manuscHpt
could be the language of the exemplar, the langoddlee copyist or a mixture of
both, as very often both the exemplar, includingdlathorial one, and the copyist of
a manuscript are unknown. Mclntosh (1963:8-9) ssiggkin his influential article
on Middle English dialectology that Middle Engligéxts were very often more or
less systematically translated from the dialedhefexemplar into the dialect of the
scribe. Subsequently, in the first volume of t#d ME, MclIntosh argued that

it is necessary at the outset to state the varimegments that are open to a
copyist whose exemplar is in a dialect differenifrbis own. Such a scribe
may do one of three things:

A. He may leave the language more or less unchanged linodern scholar
transcribing such a manuscript. This appears tpémpnly somewhat
rarely.

B. He may convert it into his own kind of language, makinnumerable
modifications to the orthography, the morphologyd ¢he vocabulary.

This happens commonly.

C. He may do something somewhere between A and B. Thlidhalgpens
commonly.

(Mcintosh 1986, vol. 1:13)

In their further description of these three scritygles, Benskin and Laing added the
following:

the categories represeitypes rather than absolute distinctions, and the
characterization is in detail clinal. Nevertheleds practices of most M.E.
scribes may usefully be described in these terrs. degree of inconsistency
admitted by categories A and B is clearly much senalhan what may be
contained in C: by definition, C is anything thatriot sensibly described as
either A or B.

(Benskin and Laing 1981:56)

In the light of this classification, several schielaonsider Scribe B to be a more or
less consistent translator, a Type B scribe, afihothe proposals of the faithful
scribe, Type A, and the mixed scribe, Type C, hastebeen rejected altogether.

As one of the supporters of the scribe as a @torsISmith (1995:78-79) studied
the various orthographic differences between Hg Bhdind argued that Scribe B
‘more closely followed Chaucer’'s own practice’ ingHhan in El, where he
consistently used his own orthography. It is pdssibat when Scribe B copied El
he intended to preserve Chaucer’s spelling, whiltha same time unconsciously
introducing forms that were not in the exemplamy because he considered them
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to be correct. In an earlier study on the languafghe fifteenth-century copies of
the Confessio AmantjsSmith (1988b:108 num. 5) attributed the languaig8cribe
B’s stint in the Trinity manuscript to the scribémiself. In fact, according to
Samuels and Smith (1988:19), ‘Gower’s dialect iseesially based on the two
regional dialects of Kent and Suffolk, not on tbat.ondon’, and Scribe B seems to
preserve little of it in his manuscript. Samuel8§8b:25) had already noticed that
‘as a copyist of Gower, this scribe is very unudsunathat he translates his Gower
exemplar thoroughly (with a few notable exceptioimgp the normal Hengwrt-
Ellesmere spelling’. This means, for instance, ti@&wer’'s oghne regularly
becomesowene which is the form that is used consistently ie tBhaucerian
manuscripts. Samuels (1988b:25) also wrote thaib&dB ‘transforms Gower’s
spelling with such obviously practised ease andsistency that it is difficult to
believe that he was acting any differently whercbpied Chaucer'.

Benson (1992:3) considers the scribe of Hg aral Bipe C copyist, i.e. a mixer,
for he argues that: ‘Scribe B, probably like masilses, is not regular in his habits.
Sometimes he translated all the forms with pradtesse ... sometimes he translated
inconsistently ... sometimes he translated paytialhd sometimes he did not
translate at all'. Likewise, in a more recent stublprobin contests the idea that
Scribe B was a translator of Gower’'s language Hgrreg to the Fairfax and
Stafford manuscripts of th@onfessio Amantiésee §2.3 below), which are reliable
samples of Gower’s language, and by pointing cait th

while the claim that the Fairfax and the Stafford Bnguistic autographs may
be authoritative, we can be less sure that thegsept the immediate exemplar
of the Trinity Gower. To assume therefore that ScBbeonsistently translated
the Trinity exemplar is similarly open to debatedasimplifies the problem
further. The subsequent assumption that Scribe Bldvbahave identically
when presented with the Chaucer's exemplars regaigmilar leap of faith.
Any intermediary copy between the Gowerian archetype #re Trinity
manuscript could transform the authorial languaged alterations in the
frequency and distributions of authorial forms woulte inevitable.
Identification of a consistent translator must benmliy based on factual
evidence from an immediate exemplar, and as thés dot apply to Scribe B it
is safest to assume that he was more likely to tpexs a Type C copyist,
mixing transcription with translation.

(Horobin 2003:40)

Later on, however, Horobin (2003) refines his tlyedo the extent of arguing in
favour of Scribe B as a faithful scribe (Type Al Bomparing the spelling of all
fifteenth-century manuscripts dhe Canterbury Talede was able to isolate some
spelling variants, such as/eyrayein andtofor-, which are clustered in the same
sections of several manuscripts. He believes ttestet forms were also in Chaucer’s
autograph copy, because it cannot be a coincidénatedifferent scribes chose one
and the same spelling variant in the same sectdribeir manuscripts. Horobin
(2003:138) therefore concludes that: ‘the presafigenumber of such forms which
appear to derive from Chaucer’s language suggkatsScribe B did not translate
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his copytext into his own language, but rather thatcarefully preserved certain
minor details of his copytext in both Hg and El'e Wvould therefore behave like a
faithful scribe either because he spoke Chaucéalea, or because he learned his
spelling habits from Chaucer while working undes Bupervision, as indeed the
poemChaucers Wordes unto Adam, his Owne Scrigeguests.

Clearly there is no agreement as to which kindagyist Scribe B was, and now
that it is known that this copyist was ‘Adam Scgimg Chaucer’s own opinion on
the matter should be added to those mentioned ahotee poem that he wrote for
his scribe (see above), Chaucer reproached Adanedoitarly changing the spelling
of his words due to negligence and haste. AccortbhnGhaucer’s criticism, Scribe
B was therefore neither a faithful copyist, noranslator, but a Type C scribe, who
in this case mixed authorial and scribal variaresduse of carelessness. In this
study | will likewise argue that this copyist wasTgpe C scribe according to the
classification proposed by Mclintosh, although heltdeith the texts of Hg and El
differently. When Scribe B copied Hg, he probablyxed authorial and scribal
forms because he was working quickly. By contradten he produced the more
carefully planned El; he tried to reduce spellirgriation in this manuscript by
selecting from the language of his exemplar thoseiamts that were more
characteristic of Chaucer’s spelling, some of whiomcided with variants from his
own practice.

Despite the fact that Chaucer’s scribe produced early versions ofThe
Canterbury Taleghat are not alike, his regular though not meatelrfiandwriting
(see Doyle and Parkes 1979:xxxv) suggests that && avvery proficient and
accurate copyist. El is generally considered tthieebest manuscript of this text, but
Blake stresses how skilful the scribe’s work hadrbin the less spectacular Hg as
well, when he argues that

the scribe of Hg was conscientious and experiencedie.imposed an order
on the fragments and provided the parts of the paémrubrics and running
heads. He provided KtT and PsT with subdivisions &kenthe material more
manageable; and he evidently found no difficultythis type of work. He
corrected many of his mistakes as he went alongigthdie made few to start
with. He copied only what was in front of him and taak liberties with the
text and did not seek to edit the contents. Thezefew omissions in his text.
Passages which are not in Hg and which appear im tagnuscripts are
consequently likely to have been introduced in®téxt after Hg was written.
The scribe of Hg did not know the poem well beforestested copying. How
far he was responsible for the order in which thestalppear is difficult to say,
but it is not likely that he composed the extr&dinvhich were copied late into
his manuscript. The evidence suggests that thetexiplie had to work from
was not in a good condition for it contained gapd imad not been put into a
final form. Nevertheless he made an excellent jopre§enting its material in a
coherent and accurate text.

(Blake 1985:95)
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According to Blake, the few mistakes that the semtade in Hg seem to have been
caused by the fact that he was pressed for tinthdonot receive clear instructions.
The layout of Hg, as well as the tale order (sepefpulix 4), suggest that Scribe B
was very likely given a pile of papers to copy, ehiwere left unarranged by
Chaucer and had gaps in the text. It is therefossiple that during the process of
copying he encountered various difficulties. Evidemwf this is provided by the first
line of theParson’s PrologugL37 I. 1), in section five, where he changed nhene

of the pilgrim who told the previous tale and wrdezciple instead, as shown in
Figure 2.

Figure 2. Maiiciple written on an erasure in Hengwrt, fol. 235r

The wordMaiciple is now written on an erasure; different suggestibave been
made for the name that was there before, nafedpkeleyn(Manly and Rickert
1940, vol. 1:276-277) an8omnour(Doyle and Parkes 1979:xxviii). Whatever it
was, what matters is that in this folio the scribed to make some changes,
presumably in order to insert tRarson’s Taleat that point of the manuscript.

The scribe also left gaps in the text when linksaeen tales were missing which
he expected to receive (e.g. folio 128v betweenMla® of Law’s Taleand The
Squire’s Talewas left blank for thévlan of Law’s Endlink or when entire lines or
just parts of them were lacking or were hard talr&éhis can be seen, for instance,
in folio 150r of Hg, represented in Figure 3.

Figure 3. A line supplied by a different scribe inrHengwrt, fol. 150r

In this folio Scribe B left a space for line 986ME, probably because the line was
missing or was illegible in his exemplar, and thenk line was filled by a different
scribe, namely Doyle and Parkes’ ‘Hand F’, who wwasbably Thomas Hoccleve
(see Doyle and Parkes 1979:xlvi and the descripifdig below). The line that was
added in Hg reads:
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(1) Whos answer hath doon many a man pyne ~ Hengwrt ME |. 986

and, according to Manly and Rickert (1940, vol. 84483), Hg is the only
manuscript that displays this reading, while El amdfairly small number of
manuscripts, A Bo?, Ch, Dd, Eh, Er?, Gg, H& and Hk, share the following
reading:

(2) Ech after oother right as a lyne Ellesmere ME I. 986

Manly and Rickert (1940, vol. 3:477-478) also ribigt in El this line is written in a
different ink, a detail that however cannot be sietihe monochromatic facsimile.
Line 986 of The Merchant's TalgME) was apparently still missing from the
exemplar of El, or the text was not clear enougbddranscribed, but unlike what
happened in Hg, this line was added in El lateSbsibe B himself. The presence of
line 986 of ME in manuscripts that either belonghe O group in other tales, i.e.
Ad', Bd%, Ch, EA, Gg, H& and Hk, or that date from the first quarter of fifieenth
century, i.e. Dd, suggest that the reading is aigho

Another example, illustrating this time the omissbf part of a line, is on folio
83v of Hg in which, as the detail in Figure 4 shpluse 340 ofThe Summoner’s
Tale (SU) was begun by Scribe B and ended once agaibdye and Parkes’s
‘Hand F'.

Figure 4. A line completed by a different scribe irHengwrt, fol. 83v

In this case the text of the line is the same it lbtg and El, which read:
(3) Alord is lost if” he be vicius Hengwrt/Ellesmere SU 1. 340

The text in the exemplar of Hg must have been anale damaged at this point, so
that the scribe could not copy any further thanfitst two words of this line. For
El, the scribe may have used a different exemplamore likely he had the same
one, which had in the meantime been edited andabnigined the missing words.
The differences between Hg and El should be sedremng due to the purpose
for which these manuscripts were produced. AccortinManly and Rickert (1940,
vol. 2:477), ‘Hg represents the earliest attemf@raChaucer’s death to arrange in a
single MS the tales and links left unarranged hw'hiEl, by contrast, is a later
manuscript, which ‘must have been carefully supedithough almost no traces of
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supervision are now visible’ (Manly and Rickert 0940l. 1:148), and which was

commissioned as a high-quality edition of the t@&kte idea that, unlike Hg, El is an

edited text has been accepted by many scholardMaea 2001:73), although it is

unclear whether the editor was the scribe himsetfoanebody else who supervised
his work. Horobin (2003:141-142) analyses the listit differences between Hg

and El, and he explains them as a sign of diffeseribal attitudes towards the text.
He believes that the scribe was more faithful t® ¢éxemplar when he copied Hg,
while he was less tolerant of spelling variation &nded to normalise the language
of the text when he copied El. In addition, Horolsinggests that such linguistic
differences might point towards different functiosisthese manuscripts as books,
when he argues that

the Hg manuscript demonstrates greater consistartyesgularity with regard
to features which affect the pronunciation of the,tevhile the EI manuscript
appears to be more concerned with regularising pgpearance of the text.
Such a distinction may be suggestive of the functibthe books themselves.
Perhaps Hg was designed for reading the text alould \Ehiwas produced for
silent reading?

(Horobin 2003:144)

Mann (2001), however, contests the idea that Bhigdited text, and proposes that
the differences between Hg and El are due to theotia different exemplar for the
two manuscripts. Furthermore, she believes thanif text was subjected to an
editorial process, it was the Hg manuscript. Shevigdes several examples to
support her claim; an interesting one is that 20k between th&quire’s Taleand
the Merchant’'s Tale and Link 17, between thiderchant’'s Taleand theFranklin’s
Tale were adapted in Hg in order to fit into the ineat tale order of this
manuscript. In fact, in Hg thBlerchant’s Taleis placed between tHequire’s Tale
and the Franklin’s Tale while the correct order is that of El, in whichet
Merchant’'s Taleis followed by theSquire’s Taleand then by thé&ranklin’s Tale
(see Appendix 4). The adaptation of the links inrddguired changing the name of
the pilgrims mentioned in them, with subsequent alzento the metre. By contrast,
the Merchant—Squire Linkand the followingSquire—Franklin Linkin El reflect the
authoritative order, as they retain the originamea of the pilgrims and they are
thus characterized by a regular metre.

The recent discovery of Scribe B’s identity comfirthe results of several studies
that have been carried out so far about him andmaisuscript production, and it
also helps to cast light on the circumstances inchvhihe first copies ofThe
Canterbury Talesvere produced. Scattergood (1990:501) arguedhbkanention of
‘Boece or Troilus’ inChaucer’'s Wordes unto Adam, His Own Scriveyggested a
date of around 1385 for this poem. At that time $ieribe had already copied two
major works by Chaucer, and was probably goinga@ame more work for him. It
is unlikely that Chaucer would have written a pdemAdam if he had thought that
he would no longer employ him as a scribe. Furtlmeensome scholars think that
the scribe copied Hg under Chaucer’s supervisiamuls’ (1988a) and Manly and



26 CHAPTER2

Rickert's (1940) traditional view that both manupts should be dated after 1400,
with Hg being the first post-mortem effort to pr@géua manuscript ofThe
Canterbury Talesand El the later de luxe production of the samg teas thus been
recently challenged. Blake (1997b:105) and Stul#¥0@: Observations) believe
that Hg may actually have been copied during Chaaidiéetime and under his
supervision. This opinion is supported by Scott98)9 whose dating of the Hg and
El borders, i.e. the decorative motifs drawn arothnal text on a manuscript page,
points to an earlier date for both manuscriptswben 1395 and 1400 for Hg and
between 1400 and 1405 for El (see §2.1 in this temppThis implies that Hg, the
earlier manuscript, must have been copied beforu€¥r’'s death and not after. In
the light of her recent findings, Mooney likewisgggests that

the scribe of Hengwrt and Ellesmere had been Chaumavhe scriveyn’ from
as early as the mid-1380s, and this identificatr@ans that he would probably
have known the poet’s idea about @Banterbury Talesas a whole through
close contact with him in the late 1380s and 13@0=n Chaucer was writing
theTales ... The identification also supports arguments @lzaucer may have
supervised the preparation of a portion of the Hehgmanuscript before his
death in October 1400. Since Pinkhurst would have lrea position to know
how much of thelales Chaucer had written, he would hardly have left space
for the completion of the Cook’'s Tale (fol. 57v) lile were writing after
Chaucer’'s death. And since he later came back tottaglanarginal note, ‘Of
this Cokes tale maked Chaucer na moore,’ in thetliak he used at the last
stages of production of the manuscript, as note8thipbs, it seems likely that
Chaucer died while Pinkhurst was working on it.

(Mooney 2006:105)

In addition, the identification of Scribe B as anmoyee of the Mercer's Company
of London places him in the bureaucratic milielWChiaucer’s time. However, Scribe
B was not only a government clerk: he must havenbesy active as a literary
copyist as well, perhaps as a freelancer, sincedwengaged in the production of
texts by Chaucer, Gower and also by Langland, iindeed was the copyist of the
Cambridge, Trinity College Library, B.15.17 manugtrof Piers Plowman
Accordingly, he must have been familiar with botip& Il and Type IV of the
London dialect. Finally, if Chaucer supervised fhieparation of Hg, or part of it,
this should be evident from the language of thisusaript, which may therefore be
expected to contain authorial forms. The differebetveen Hg and El might thus
not be due to a change in the linguistic practi¢eth® copyist, but to the
preservation of authorial forms, possibly mixedhascribal variants, in Hg and to
the attempt to normalise the spelling in El acaogdio criteria that need to be
determined.
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2. The manuscripts

Scribe B’s handwriting has been recognised in abmrmof manuscripts on the basis
of palaeographical evidence. Doyle and Parkes ibesitras follows:

The most distinctive qualities of this hand lieit size, and its agile duct with
a vertical impetus which leads to irregularitiesttie height and slope of the
letters. Its individuality is most apparent in thofeatures of the duct
exemplified in such letter forms gsand final ‘8’-shaped in which the ends of
component strokes frequently fail to join up, lemysmall gaps or ‘loose ends’
at the points of contact ...; the ‘tilteg’ in which the left limb is vertical and
the fork drops below the general level of the boflyhe other letters ...; the
letterw...; | with its slope, prolonged head-stroke and incip@oss bar ... .
Descenders dfand longs are frequently short, minims are often asymmeéirica
and the hand contains frequent accidental bitings §onvergence of parts of
two letters] (e.g. betweem and a following letter).

(Doyle and Parkes 1978:170-174)

Examples of these letterforms are provided in Fdubelow, in the worddroghte

(I. 2), his (I. 1), ever, veyne (I. 3), swich (I. 3), Inspired(l. 6) andblisful (I. 17). In
what follows, | will describe the five manuscriptsat have been traditionally
attributed to Scribe B: Hg, El, Tr, and the Hatlieind Kk fragments. | will supply
general information about the manuscripts themseglwvehile at the same time
drawing on studies that have been carried out eméttiure of these texts in the past.
In addition, | intend to discuss what has been estggl so far about Scribe B as a
copyist of literary manuscripts, in the light ofriéer studies by scholars who have
analysed his work on the above-mentioned copi€halicer and Gower’s texts.

2.1. Aberystwyth, National Library of Wales, Peniath 392D, the
Hengwrt MS

Hengwrt is believed to be the first extant manysoof The Canterbury Taleand
probably represents the first attempt to put togiethhat Chaucer had left behind
after his death, most likely a pile of papers with@ny discernible order. It is
incomplete, because it lacks t@anon’s Yeoman’'s Prologue and Taés well as
some links and passages, and is defective at tthehaning lost the second half of
the Parson’s Taleand possibly thé&retraccioungDoyle and Parkes 1979:xix). On
the basis of the spelling of the manuscript, Sam(988a:46) proposed 1402-1404
as the possible period of time within which Hg veapied, but an earlier date has
since been suggested by Blake (1997b) and Stub®80)2 In addition, Scott

! Detailed descriptions of Scribe B's handwriting irffeient manuscripts are also
provided in Doyle and Parkes (1979:xxxiv—xxxvii), D@y1995:53-55), Horobin and
Mooney (2004:102-104) and Mooney (2006:123-138).
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(1995:119 n.55) studied the sole border of Hg, Wwhias shown in Figure 5,
decorates folio 2r.

Figure 5. Opening page ofrhe Canterbury Talesin Hengwrt, fol. 2r
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By comparing the style and structure of this bondith that of another manuscript,
Oxford, Keble College, MS 47, which is dated 138884, she argues that ‘the
Hengwrt border was probably not made after ca. 28980. The implication is of
course that Hengwrt was made before the death afi€’.

The suggestion that Hg represents the first attemput together Chaucer’s
original text is supported by the theory that tmianuscript might have been copied
without much planning and in a short period of tiraed that haste occasionally
prevented Scribe B from paying sufficient attenttondetails. Doyle and Parkes
(21979:xlii) note that ‘the copyist was obviouslyreful in catching and neatly
correcting his mistakes, usually (to judge from thk) soon after they occurred,
perhaps because he checked his own work page leyqrdegaf by leaf’. There are
other indications that lack of time and carefulnpling are the reasons why Scribe B
did not provide this manuscript with a uniform layoFor instance, he ruled the
pages for a single column, which would host thermext, but this column was of
variable length, i.e. thirty-nine, forty or fortpidr lines, on different folios. In
addition he left a wide outer margin and a narromer margin on both sides of the
leaf (visible in Figure 7 below), with the resultat marginal texts, such as Latin
glosses or sidenotes, were often cramped when wWere written in the inner
margin, as the space left for adding them was ficseit (Doyle and Parkes
1978:186-187).

Scribe B is the main copyist of Hg, but the haaotifive other fifteenth-century
scribes have been identified in this manuscriptyl®@nd Parkes (1979:xliii—xlvii)
refer to them as ‘Supplementary Hands B—F’, ang #ve responsible for supplying
missing lines or making minor additions to the terpied by Scribe B (who is
‘Hand A’ according to Doyle and Parkes’s nomencle}u Scribe B left gaps in
several parts of the text of Hg; some of them wi#lesl by another scribe, as shown
in the detail from folio 83v in Figure 4, while @lts were left blank, as in paragraph
(par.) 807 of th&ale of Melibegshown in Figure 6:

Figure 6. Gaps in the text of thelale of Melibee in Hengwrt, fol. 233r

Occasionally Scribe B even failed to copy largedtises of text, as shown by the
omission of the entire ‘Adam stanza’ from thenk’s Tale which was added in the
outer margin of folio 89v by Doyle and Parkes'’s fidaC’ (see Figure 7). Scribe B
also added the running titles for three tales omhe Nun's Priest's Tale the

Manciple’'s Taleand theParson’s Tale while another copyist, referred to by Doyle
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and Parkes as ‘Hand B’, supplied running titles &irthe other tales, with the
exception of th&eneral Prologugwhere there are none.

Figure 7. Lines added by a different scribe in Hengrt, fol. 89v

As said, Hg is scarcely decorated, with the exoapdf the border on folio 2r
(see Figure 5) and the illuminated capital at tegibning of each tale. The script,
by contrast, is very regular, and typical of a h&maghed in the second half of the
fourteenth century (Doyle and Parkes 1979:xx). ¢nStribe B used two varieties of
script, each of them with different functions, tisat

(1) Anglicana Formata for the main body of the Estyherse and prose and the
longer Latin sidenotes; (2) Bastard Anglicana foadiegs, colophons, Latin
and French quotations within the text, and sometshsidenotes.

(Doyle and Parkes 1979:XXXiV-XXXV)

Anglicana Formata (see Figure 6 above) is a stnigt was used in England from
the thirteenth to the fifteenth centuries. It depeld as a relatively informal
handwriting that was initially considered suitalbte writing documents and that
was later used for copying books, especially vastactexts. Bastard Anglicana
(see the heading in folio 2r in Figure 5 above)dleped in the second half of the
fourteenth century as a more formal script, whidswsed for manuscripts of very
high quality, as well as for those parts of a marips that the scribe wanted to
emphasise, such as incipits and explicits (ParRé9:Xkvi—xviii).

Hg has long been underestimated because of @svely poor condition — the
manuscript has suffered from lack of care and vea#iypgnawed by rats — and also
because of its incorrect tale order. The wrong oml¢ig was due to the absence of
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geographical and temporal consistency among sotae taee Blake 1985:81-84
and the discussions about Links 17 and 20 in tleipus section), and to the
misplacement of entire sections (see discussionutaBtructural Sections in Hg
below). However, after Manly and Rickert’s editiohThe Canterbury Talesvhich
was basedn all known manuscripts (1940), the publicationtlod facsimile and
transcription of Hg with variants from El as thesfi volume of theVariorum
Chaucer(Ruggier 1979), and in particular Blake’s editmihnThe Canterbury Tales
based on this manuscript (1980), Hg became thecbbfescholarly interest, as well
as scholarly debate. Supporters of the Hg manusasighe text that is closest to
Chaucer’s original version are divided into two mgroups, according to their more
or less strong opinions on the matter, which Har{t889) labelled ‘soft
Hengwrtism’ and ‘hard Hengwrtism’. According to Ham ‘soft Hengwrtism’

takes Hengwrt as a guide (sometimes absolute angahteaof error) for all
textual readings. However, in consonance with a Idgageng tradition in the
editing of theTales ‘soft’ Hengwrtism in effect evokes split authorfiyr the

text: it takes the tale-order from a source othentHengwrt, but follows the

local readings of the Hengwrt manuscript. ... ‘Hard’ Hertgsm accepts this
one manuscript as an absolutely accurate recor€haucer’'s text in all
particulars.

(Hanna 1989:65)

Blake (1995:212), who is the strongest supportethafd Hengwrtism’, explained

that he regards ‘the order of tales in Hengwrt @ibal and not Chaucerian; the
Hengwrt order simply represents the first attengppuit the tales left by Chaucer
into some sort of order’.

The amount of attention paid to Hg has grown i st decades; in the past,
British Library MS Harley 7334 (Haand later El were believed to be the best texts
of The Canterbury Taleshat is to say, the texts that were closest taucar’'s
version. El in particular gained the favour of delns, not only for its tale order but
also for its spelling. Yet, the apparently lessutagspelling of Hg may be closer to
the original than the polished spelling of El. Aegent, it is not clear whether Hg
contains samples of the language that Chaucerinskei@ original papers, because
there are different opinions on this. As | arguedwe, Burnley (1982) showed that
the scribe of Hg preserved finaé in monosyllabic adjectives rather faithfully,
despite the fact that this ending was disappedrimm his own language. Samuels
(1988b:35) claimed that ‘Hengwrt preserves a higiteportion of early spellings’.
Benson (1992:4), however, categorically rejectesh8ds’ view, suggesting instead
that the exemplar of Hg was not Chaucer's own cofhye crucial question of
whether Hg displays a spelling system that is estetly scribal or to what extent it
preserves authorial forms has not yet been answEregh so, much of the research
so far conducted on this subject, including the tmesent studies carried out on the
basis of computer-readable material made availaplthe Canterbury Tales Project
(Robinson 1996, 2004, Solopova 2000, Stubbs 20B6iRs 2006), has shown that
Hg should not be overlooked in the search for aighwgariants.
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The manuscript is divided into five structural tsenes, | to V, each containing a
different number of linked and unlinked tales (#gpendix 3). Structural Section |
is a rather stable one, because it preserves thme sale order, i.eGeneral
Prologue Miller's Tale, Knight's Tale and Cook’s Tale throughout the textual
tradition of The Canterbury Talesvhereas the tale order that characterises the res
of Hg is not preserved in any fifteenth-century mmaoript. Changes in the tale order
had already been made by Scribe B himself whenopéd El (see Appendix 4),
and it is generally assumed that the order in mhéuscript is the intended one.
Moreover, the five structural sections in Hg aré¢ imothe sequence in which they
were copied, probably as a result of the fact tth@tmanuscript was misbound in the
past. There is no doubt, for instance, that Sedtioshould follow and not precede
Section IV. Evidence for this is provided by thettebecause in théMonk’s
Prologue(L29), the first text of Section IIl, Chaucer thiggfim says that hiFale of
Melibeehas just ended, while in tharson’s PrologudlL37), which is the first text
of Section V, the narrator says that the Mancigle just finished telling his tale. In
addition, the scribe did not copy the tales in esirthctural section consecutively.
Section lll, for instance, can be divided into tparts: the first one containing the
Monk’s Taleand the second one tiNun’s Priest's Taleand theManciple’s Tale
the colour of the ink differs in the two parts, wihiindicates an interval in the
copying process. According to Stubbs (2000: Inkts,following five different inks
were used in Hg:

(4) Ink 1: a dark brown ink for most of the manugstr

Ink 2: a lighter brown ink for part of thMiller's Prologue (L1) and the
Miller's Tale until I. 620;

Ink 3: a grey shade ink for parts of Structuradttem 1V;

Ink 4: a lightest brown ink for the note at thedeof the Cook’s Taleand
Section II;

Ink 5: a yellowish ink for the opening title, paf Section 11l and Links 17
and 20.

The different colours of ink are suggestive of érgtervals in the progress of
copying, caused, for instance, by changes of examplbsence of the text that
should have followed, or later additions to thettéi/hat is crucial is that the
codicological evidence provided by the divisionHy into five structural sections,
by the unique order of the tales and by the diffefeues of ink can sometimes be
supported by the data supplied by the spellingl Adll show in the course of this
study, spelling changes may occur where the maipasdrows changes in its make
up; for this reason | will often refer to the figructural sections, the tale order and
the different inks used in Hg while discussing ogtraphic features in this
manuscript.

Hg has been available since 2000 as a digitairfales (Stubbs 2000), which
contains, among other features, the collation & émtire text of Hg with the
corresponding text in El. Even though nothing agplace the actual examination of
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a manuscript, the possibility of viewing the image#fsHg on a screen and of
searching the digitised transcriptions of freeshas enabled many more scholars to
study this manuscript, whose text is of great digance for the textual tradition of
The Canterbury Tales

2.2. San Marino, California, Huntington Library, MS EL 26.C.9, the
Ellesmere MS

The current point of view is that Scribe B copié@ £l manuscript several years
after Hg and, according to Samuels (1988a:46} dtsposition is traditionally dated
between 1410 and 1412. Scott (1995) proposes dieredate on the basis of the
illumination, as she identified the style of twanhers who decorated several pages
of El in the borders of another manuscript, Oxfd@dgdleian Library MS Hatton 4.
Scott (1995:105-106) dates the Hatton decoratioorar 1400 to 1405, and argues
that

the Ellesmere borders are stylistically even lesedern” and should be placed
on the earlier end of the Hatton range ... from thesgective of border
decoration, it would be more appropriate to plaeceEHesmere limners’ work
earlier than in the period 1410-12, better to ledain a period beginning in or
just after 1400 and ending no later than 1405.

(Scott 1995:105-106)

El was commissioned as a de luxe editioriThé Canterbury Talesunlike Hg it
provides evidence of ‘planning beforehand’ as wasl of ‘close collaboration
between [the scribe and] the artists’ who decor#t€Barkes 1995:42, 45), all of
which is probably due to the fact that somebodgftély supervised the production
of this manuscript (Manly and Rickert 1940, vol148). The layout is uniform:
Scribe B ruled all pages for a single column (amnshin Figure 8) of forty-eight
lines of text; unlike in Hg (see section 2.1 abowe)this manuscript he left enough
space in the outer margin, where he ruled a sep#&matne for the marginal texts,
though without providing lines for them (Doyle aRdrkes 1979:xxii). He wrote the
entire text in what Parkes (1995:43) calls a ‘latdisplay” version of Anglicana
Formata script’, and in this manuscript he providedning titles throughout.
Furthermore, the illumination in El is excellenfdaeach pilgrim is portrayed by
means of a miniature placed at the beginning ofaleein question.

Clearly the text was edited, because, comparéthidScribe B modified the tale
order, added th€anon’s Yeoman'’s Prologuend Tale as well as four additional
passages in th@/ife of Bath’s Prologueand made several changes in the text of
other tales. Blake (1985:67) observes that the @&l runs more smoothly than
that of Hg as a result of scribal or editorial damis, but that such variations were
often made at the expenses of the metre. Stubli®)2Ziggests that some of these
changes might be revisions made by Chaucer hima#ipugh no convincing
evidence for this claim has been provided. Sineeethd of the nineteenth century,
editors have considered El to be best texfTloé Canterbury Talebecause of its
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appearance and thoroughly edited text (Blake 1995ulith the result that most of
the editions that are now used for scholarly pueppsuch as thRiverside Chaucer
(Benson 1987), are based on El. However, opinidrautathis manuscript have
started to change in the last decades, to the tetkter) as Blake (1985:67) suggests,
‘since the time of the Manly and Rickert editior][Ras been accepted as an edited
text which does not reflect its copytext adequately

Figure 8. The layout of the Ellesmere manuscript,dl. 225v
(from www.liunet.edu/cwis/CWP/library/sc/chaucedcicer.htm)

As for the spelling found in El, it was mentionaldove that Ramsey (1982,
1986) analysed a number of features in the ergitedf Hg and El, arguing that the
scribes of these two manuscripts were two diffepple. Samuels (1988a) and
Doyle (1995) reacted to this by showing on linguistnd palaeographical grounds
that the variations in the spelling of the two mseripts reflect changes in the
practice of the same scribe. Samuels also anal@e@ orthographic features in a
section ofThe Canterbury Taleésee Chapter 3) and showed that Scribe B spelled
the same words differently in Hg and in El. Thid lém to conclude that

in Hg the scribe is likely to preserve more of Chalsc metrically intended

forms but in El to spell words according to his owabitual practice. ...

Overall, the scribe’s practice remains the same. Hewethere was a
considerable period — perhaps almost a decadewebetthe copying of the
two manuscripts, and each was produced for a vefgrdift purpose, Hg being
a cheaper and more makeshift volume, El a largergroarefully planned and
expensively produced one. It is not at all surpgsitherefore, that the scribe
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should have set about each task differently, in ldgasionally mixing the
exemplar's form with his own, in El taking more care present his own

orthography consistently.
(Samuels 1988a:48)

Ramsey'’s theory has not found any supporters savfate Samuels’ theory has not
yet been disproved. If it is indeed true that Epihys Scribe B's own spelling

practice, it means that the comparison of the laggun this manuscript with the
language found in Hg and in other authoritative ns@nipts could give indirect

information about the language of Chaucer. In fattidies in Middle English

dialectology (see Mcintosh 1963, Benskin and LdiB§1) have shown that a scribe
who did not copy his exemplar faithfully, but tréated the dialect of the exemplar
into his own dialect, might occasionally preserte tspelling of words as they
occurred in the original text instead of transigtithem. The presence of such
variants, called ‘relicts’, in a manuscript couldry according to the degree of
translation of the text, because, as Benskin aimuglexplain:

a relict is a form not part of a scribe’s own dialect, bat exotic that is
perpetuated from an exemplar whose dialect diffensfthat of the copyist. ...
Relict forms comprise a smaller or larger propartiof a copyist's text
according as he translates from the dialect of éxiemplar more or less
thoroughly. In normal use, ‘relict’ implies the ocgcurrence of two separate
dialectical elements in the same scribal outputl #re mirror-copyist of a
dialectally homogeneous text thus presents a trigése of relict usage;
usually, of course, it is inherently unrecognizalble such. A scribe who
translates very consistently might yet reproduce adien form from his
exemplar by mistake. Such a relict would be a veojated occurrence, and
might be described as a ‘show-through’, the languafjthe exemplar here

showing through the language imposed by the copyist.
(Benskin and Laing 1981:58)

Hence, a comparison of Scribe B’s spelling in Hg &1 should not only throw
further light on Scribe B’s practice, but also rai@rms that are representative of

Chaucer’s language.

2.3. Cambridge, Trinity College Library, MS R.3.2,folios 9-32

Cambridge, Trinity College, MS R.3.2 (Tr) contai@®wer’s Confessio Amantis
followed by a number of Latin and French piecesthry same author (Doyle and
Parkes 1978:163). Like Hg, Tr is an incomplete nsaript, for a number of quires,
probably as many as five, has been lost from tlggnbéng of the book. Tr has been
dated ca. 1407-09 (Samuels 1988:46) and is onéefséveral copies of the
Confessio Amanti€commissioned by Gower himself. As was briefly nméd
above, Tr was copied by five scribes, referredytdbyle and Parkes (1978) as A,
B, C, D and E, according to the order in which tthginds appear in the manuscript.
Tr is thus an interesting manuscript becauseanigxample of collaboration among
fifteenth-century professional scribes. The begigrof the fifteenth century saw an
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increasing demand for vernacular texts and theesplsnt need for speeding up the
commercial production of books. This made statisrgt for simultaneous copying
of manuscripts, which was done by teams of profesdi scribes chosead hoc
among those who were available at the moment, dheagh they were not
necessarily full-time copyists of literary booksoipe and Parkes 1978:198—-199).

Little is known about Scribes A, C and D of Tr, ileh as already discussed
above (section 1), Scribe B’s identity has beermtdyg discovered. Scribe E was
Thomas Hoccleve, a Privy Seal clerk between 1387a+88 around 1426 (Brown
1971) and also a poet himself. Scribe D’s idenstgtill unknown, but his hand has
been identified in several other medieval manuserifcf. Doyle and Parkes
1978:177, Smith 1985), whereas Scribes A and Gaufar completely unknown to
palaeographers. It is also unclear in what wayetfa® people were linked: very
likely they were all professionals, but not all hiem may have been full-time
copyists of literary texts. In fact, Doyle and Res1978:198) found that Scribe A’'s
stint reveals imperfections typical of somebody vibmot experienced in copying
literary texts, and that the style of Scribe C'sidhariting is similar to that found in
legal documents. Furthermore, the presence of Thomaccleve and Adam
Pinkhurst in the group suggests that some or gth@fther three scribes might, like
them, also have been working in court chancellefibsse clerks were perhaps keen
on copying manuscripts in their spare time in oribeearn an extra income, since
they were not paid regular salaries as chancelbepyists but instead received
grants and annuities (see Brown 1971:265, 267).

Despite the fact that Tr was copied by profesdisoebes, it is not a work of
high quality. The collaboration among these scribesms to have lacked any kind
of supervision, with the result that a number ofpé@rfections characterise this
manuscript. For example, the scribes were giveferdifit amounts of text to copy,
and the transition between one hand and the othemot always smooth. In
particular, Scribe B’s stint is made up of justethrquires of eight pages each, and
lacks the last sixty-four lines of text, which weater added by Scribe C. Scribe E
copied just two and a half leaves, and left a gapne column which was never
filled, with the result that that portion of texd missing altogether. In addition,
running titles are not always present, and marginaave been left out in some
sections. Mooney suggests about the making of &r th

Scribe D appears to have continued preparing cagfigSower’s Confessio
Amantisafter Gower's death, even perhaps calling upon iiends Thomas
Hoccleve and Adam Pinkhurst, with two other Londonb&sgj to prepare a
hasty copy — to preserve a reliable exemplar?TFiirity College R.3.2.
(Mooney 2006:122)

Scribe B wrote his three quires in Anglicana Faarend Bastard Anglicana: the
former was employed for the text and the commentdwy latter for the marginal
headings, incipits, explicits and the Latin versgthin the text (Doyle and Parkes
1978:170). In the text, however, he rarely usedditnigble-compartment <a> typical
of Anglicana Formata for minuscuke as in the naméaar in folio 10r, I. 3.819,
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shown in Figure 9. Instead, he chose the singlepeotmenta typical of Secretary,
a script that was commonly used from the fifteezghtury onwards, as in the words
anotherand place in the previous line. For this manuscript the serruled each
page for two columns, a layout that was very liketyposed by Gower’s exemplar,
since it appears in at least fifteen of the foiighé manuscript copies of the
Confessio Amanti§Macaulay 1900-01, vol. 1: cxxxviii—clxvii; Doyland Parkes
1978:165). However, in the first two quires he dutbe pages for forty-six lines,
while in the third quire he ruled them for justtiefour lines. As a consequence, he
lacked the space for copying the last sixty-foned of his exemplar, and left this
quire unfinished. This is very strange for a sctike him, who seems to have been
very experienced and accurate, and who ought te healised that his stint was
lacking the final section. However, it is possibitat he simply preserved the layout
which he found in his exemplar and accordingly acdpied the text that was there,
assuming that the missing lines would have beeedddsequence at the beginning
of a new stint by himself or another scribe (Dogtel Parkes 1978:165). It must be
noted, however, that the last two quires displagynsiof hasty copying, such as an
increased use d¢finstead oth, which is peculiar, since was becoming obsolete.

T — T T T
i

o g el iy ]

Figure 9. Different shapes of the lettea in Tr, fol. 10r

According to Samuels (1988b:25), Scribe B did pretserve the language of the
exemplar in his stint of Tr, even though he propatapied it from a conventional
Gower exemplar. This claim relies on the identtiima of Gower’s language in two
manuscripts of th€onfessio Amanti€Oxford, Bodleian Library MS Fairfax 3 (the
‘Fairfax’ manuscript) and Huntington Library, Sarakho, California, El 26 A 17,
i.e. the ‘Stafford MS’ (Samuels and Smith 1988:18ything more precise can be
said about the spelling of the exemplar of Tr, heave since it is still unknown
which manuscript was used by Scribe B. It can drdynoticed that the presence of
Gowerian relicts likaakth andmakthin Tr, instead of the ususdkethand maketh
found in Chaucer’s manuscripts, suggests that tkemplar of Tr contained
authorial variants. Since these forms are not tetleacross the board, the overall
spelling in Tr very likely reflects the scribe’s owpractice. In his study on the
development of Scribe B’s spelling habits, Samy&888a:44) argued that ‘the
Trinity manuscript stands somewhat more than midinagy progression from Hg to
El', meaning that Scribe B changed his scribal tsaipi the period of approximately
ten years between the copying of Hg and El, antttiespelling in Tr represents
the intermediate stage of this process. On thestidghe additional data from Tr, it
would thus seem that Scribe B started off as &ffaitopyist, and then reverted to
his own spelling practice, regardless of the lagguaf the exemplar. Since, unlike
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Chaucer’s, the language of Gower is known to uss ipossible to distinguish
authorial forms from scribal forms in Tr, whichtisus a manuscript that contains
important evidence of Scribe B’s own spelling. Tinghout this study, variants used
in Tr will therefore be compared with variants usedHg and El, in order to
determine whether the changes between the two @hancmanuscripts are really
due to changes in the scribe’s orthographic halits other factors.

2.4. The Hatfield House fragment (Marquess of Salmry), Ceclil
Papers, Box S/1

The Hatfield House fragment, also called ‘Cecigfreent’, consists of a single leaf
of vellum. It was partly cut and sewn into the spiof a sixteenth-century book
found in Lord Salisbury’s library at Hatfield Houge 1958 (Campbell 1958). The
page belongs to an unknown manuscripfadilus and Criseydend contains ten
stanzas from Book 1, lines 764-833; some text ssimg at the edges, where the
page was trimmed. Despite the fact that thererg ktle material to analyse, Doyle
and Parkes (1979:xxxv) attribute this fragment toili® B, on the grounds of the
aspect of the handwriting being very similar tottb&dHg, El and Tr. Like these
three manuscripts, Hatfield is written in AnglicaParmata, and on the verso side of
the fragment the scribe used the angular Secreataag he did in Tr (see Figure 9).
Unfortunately, these are the only relevant featwkshis fragment, since neither
side is decorated, apart from a red line that @isidach stanza, and the initials have
been cut out. Any further findings provided by thealysis of the spelling in the
Hatfield fragment could therefore be significantsapporting the palaeographical
evidence, and could be compared with the data geolvby the other manuscripts
copied by Scribe B.

2.5. Cambridge, University Library, MS Kk 1.3, Part 20

Cambridge, University Library, Kk.1.3 is also agnaent; it consists of a single leaf
of vellum containing five stanzas from tReioress’s PrologueandPrioress’s Tale
on each side (PR Il. 8-77 according to the CTPatine system), and belongs to a
miscellaneous collection of fifteenth and sixteecgmtury manuscripts (Manly and
Rickert 1940, vol. 1:302). At least two scribes avegsponsible for this manuscript:
one scribe wrote the text in Anglicana Formata,levttie other added the incipit, the
explicit and the running titles at a later stagke Tapitals and the paragraph marks
are in red ink, and, unlike in Hg, El, Tr and Helid, the initial letters of each line
are also touched with red (Manly and Rickert 1948, 1:303). Doyle and Parkes
(1979:xxxv) are hesitant about attributing thisgfreent to Scribe B, although its
spelling and punctuation are close to those fonrmther manuscripts copied by him
(Manly and Rickert 1940, vol. 1:303). According Boyle (1995:60, 64), the
scribe’s handwriting shows a considerable influeocthe Secretary style, which is
not found in the other manuscripts, not even inviiiere the scribe makes regular
use of the angular Secretaay Furthermore, the appearance of the handwriting
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makes Doyle think that the scribe held the pen idifierent way, as if he were
practising the use of a different script. This nimy possible, since Secretary is a
more modern script than Anglicana.

Because of the extremely limited amount of texttamed in Kk, it is difficult to
draw general conclusions about the spelling of ttagment. It is not uncommon
that the spelling changes in different stretchea ofianuscript for various reasons,
such as a shift of exemplar (as | will show abolt ih Hg in Chapter 5) or the
translation of the copytext, as well as the acdigear deliberate introduction of
changes in the text by the scribe himself. It seg¢hesefore, worthwhile to compare
the language of Kk with the language of the fodmreotmanuscripts that were copied
by Scribe B, in order to see whether this can contihat Scribe B is really the
copyist of this fragment, and also whether this wusanipt contains forms that
belong to Chaucer’s language.

3. Concluding remarks

In this chapter | have introduced the scribe wheeigponsible for the two earliest
copies ofThe Canterbury Taleand whose spelling system is going to be the objec
of this study. Even though the name of the scribea longer unknown, | will
continue to refer to him as ‘Scribe B’, as thishis name that has been used by other
scholars until very recently and therefore occuarsniost of the works cited in the
present study. | have also provided descriptiorfsszefof the manuscripts copied by
him, i.e. Hg, El, Tr, Hatfield and possibly Kk. Ag the other five manuscripts that
have recently been attributed to this scribe, Ipdymacknowledge their existence
according to the evidence provided by others.llbAthem are indeed by the same
scribe — ChaucerBoecein Aberystwyth, National Library of Wales, PenfaB93D

is a doubtful case, for instance — it will certgifde worthwhile to analyse their
language in a future study in order to support plaédaeographical evidence, as
Horobin has already done fBiers Plowmarin Cambridge, Trinity College Library,
B.15.17.

The discovery of the scribe’s identity has vettjdieffect on the outcome of my
research. As | argued above, knowing the scribatenand being certain that he
was employed in London as a so-called writer ofcihiert letter, i.e. a scribe ‘trained
in the correct wording and presentation for varikimgls of legal documents, as are
modern notaries’ (Mooney 2006:109), has confirmdshtwseveral scholars had
already suggested in the past. What is crucial o study, however, is the
possibility that Chaucer was still alive when ttogilse was copying Hg and may
have therefore supervised its preparation. Thisldvonean that, as Blake has
repeatedly suggested, Hg is the best texthad Canterbury Talesand accordingly
should preserve most of the authorial spelling. Elesv, we are not sure about the
relationship of Hg with Chaucer’s original versiofithe text. Studies of the stemma
of The Canterbury Taleplace Hg very close to the original, possibly atyoone
remove from it. They thus confirm the superiorifyHg over the rest of the extant
manuscripts, although they do not exclude the emct of an intermediate copy,
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one that is now lost, between Chaucer’s draft agd ¥€t, in a study on another
witness toThe Canterbury TalesBritish Library, MS Additional 35286 (A%,
dating from the second quarter of the fifteenthtegn Horobin (1997:20) suggests
that neither Hg nor El is ‘theCanterbury TalesHe argues that studies dre
Canterbury Taleshould look beyond the evidence provided by Haariel the other
manuscripts of the first quarter of the fifteen#ntury, in order to devote ‘more
attention to individual manuscripts beyond the Hgi€adlock’. However, since this
study concerns the language of the scribe of HgEnthese two manuscripts, Hg
in particular, will be the focal point of my invéegtion. Still, as | explained above,
the data collected from Hg and El will be compareith the data from other
authoritative texts throughout the entire textuatlition of The Canterbury Talesn
order to gain insight into the spelling system c¢fil%e B and indirectly into what
variants might have been in Chaucer’s working draécordingly, the analysis of
different groups of spelling variants that showiaon between Hg and El will be
the subject of the next four chapters.



Variation in the spelling of long vowels

1. Introduction

In Chapter 1, | noted that no manuscript in Chasdeand has come down to us,
and that Hg and El are believed to be the besteecel we have of Chaucer’s
language. Despite the fact that both manuscripthé same linguistic profile, i.e.
the inventory of the variants in théLME (1986, vol. 111:299, LP 6400) that typify
the language of a scribe in one or more manuscrgntd are example of Type Il
London dialect, they exhibit a number of signifitdifferences as far as the spelling
is concerned. In the same chapter, | also pointedhat some of these differences
induced Ramsey (1982, 1986) to claim that Hg andhdfl been copied by two
different scribes, whereas Samuels (1988a) forcbfjued against this suggestion,
asserting that Hg and El were the products of #imeescopyist. Ramsey (1982:138,
1986) noticed that the first six words in (1) (i®m to f.) were spelled differently in
Hg and El, so that, for instandbowin Hg corresponded tinouin El. In addition,
he showed the presence of ‘both graphetic and grajgthvariations between the
two manuscripts’ (Ramsey 1986:116), that is, défdr spelling forms thogh
though but also different letter typeghpudi) for the same words. These are listed
in (1) (tems g. to t.). On the basis of his fingkn Ramsey claimed that these
spelling features reflected the practice of twavitiial scribes:

(1) a. thowthou k. &/and
b. ellislelles l. -on/-oun
c. thoghthough m. pYthat
d. downdoun n. single vowel/double vowel
e. towntoun 0. ayley
f. at thdatte p. dle
g. hih qg. Vi
h. did r. -er/abbreviateder-
i. -ogh'-ough S. din
i -ow/-ou t. withw!
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Samuels likewise carried out an analysis of ScBhespelling in Hg and El, and
concluded that the differences found in these tvemuscripts were not, as Ramsey
had claimed, evidence of two scribes copying theaauscripts. Instead, he argued
that the discrepancies were the result of ongadimgulstic changes as well as of a
single scribe’s different attitude towards the tvexts (see also Chapter 2). To
defend his first claim, Samuels argued that

in London ca. 1400 there was as yet no specificdstahfor scribes to aim at,
but there were pressures on them to alter theitdabkivertheless. The spelling
practices current in London had only recently ugdee a complete
metamorphosis in the change from Type Il to Typeinl addition, the period
from 1400-20 was crucial for the development of &sad English, for it was
from the competing and changing fashions in spgléibthis time that the new
written standard was to evolve. Some typical chamgegin at this time are
the replacement db and 3 by th, y andgh, of e ando by ee and oo when
denoting long vowels, dbeigh by poughandthough and ofsayseigh ‘saw’,

by sawandsaugh
(Samuels 1988a:40)

Samuels (1988a:46-47), therefore, showed that @sairy the scribe’s spelling
practice took place from Hg to El in the decadd #®parated the copying of these
two manuscripts. To find evidence of such progmesdie investigated, among other
features, a number of spelling changes in severelions of four of the five
manuscripts known to have been copied by ScribétBeatime, i.e. Hg, Hf, Tr and
El. Samuels proposed that these texts had beemgeddn this sequence, and dated
them as follows: ca. 1402-1404 for Hg, ca. 14079140 Tr and ca. 1410-1412 for
El. He did not suggest any specific date for Hatfibut he thought that it could fit
linguistically between Hg and Tr. The changes asedyby Samuels (1988a:47)
were the following:

(2) a. ytoi h. htor
b. aytoey i. b' to that
c. & toand B dtod
d. towntotoun k. -onto -oun
e.  er-to abbreviateder- l. -oghto -ough
f.  single vowel/double vowel ~ m. with tow'
g. thowtothou

Samuels saw that all of these changes occurrecebatig and El, though not at the
same time. To give some examples, the vat@anh is found in Hg only, while the
other manuscripts haweun, whereas the extended formwith is common in Hg,
Hatfield and Tr, with the abbreviated foshbeing mostly used in El.

Samuels also noticed that other differences betwég and El could not be
explained as the result of scribal progression tdwa certain spelling system, but
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that they constituted distinct scribal choices. Miiespect to the greater use of
final -e and final n in El, for instance, he suggested that

if we are to concentrate only on the differencegait nevertheless be shown
that this scribe has the same tendency throughoatdd final e and n when
they contravene the metre and are not presensiexemplars. This latter can
be proved from the Trinity Gower, which at 4.375 re&ssouen alle othere
men as tho’: the metre clearly requir@soye] with final -e elided, and the
Fairfax manuscript hasboue

(Samuels 1988a:47)

He also commented upon the preference foséigandsawagainst Esaughfor the
past tense of the vedgEas follows:

There are good reasons for believing that Chaueeris forms weresay and
saw, and these are commoner in Hg; but the scribe’smavmal form issaugh
(with seighas his earlier variant), and these, though alsonoon in Hg, are
usually in Tr and EI.

(Samuels 1988a:48)

Samuels (1988a:48) concluded that some dissindariietween the spelling of Hg
and El were not due to a progress in the scribghographic practice, but they were
the result of his different approach towards thexnsaripts he was copying. Hence,
in Hg, the cheaper volume, copied without too muglanning, Scribe B
occasionally mixed Chaucerian forms with his own; El, the more carefully
planned and expensive production, he used onlpuuis spelling and tried to do so
as consistently as possible.

Both Ramsey and Samuels carried out their analygtésthe help of traditional
methods, but the spelling differences that theycedtcan now be investigated more
thoroughly, thanks to the recent application ofitdigtechnology to the extant
witnesses ofThe Canterbury Taled his has made it easier for scholars to seareh th
texts for any kind of linguistic data as well asdompare several versions of the
same text when needed. Thus, in my analysis of iiyE, for instance, | noticed
that Hg generally exhibits several spelling vasafar the same word, while El is
characterized by a more uniform spelling systemarfples are Hggrene and
greenevs. Elgrene The overall impression given by the presencéhe$é forms is
that Hg was produced for the sake of issuing a dem@pversion, perhaps the first
one, of The Canterbury Taleswhile El was supposed to be a de luxe copy of
Chaucer’'s work from the beginning. Hence, not dhky spelling, as suggested by
Samuels, but also the layout and the abundandeustrations and decorations that
characterise El are means to obtain a high-quéfigl product. In addition, some
spelling variants in Hg look rather old-fashionsdch as the use ffinstead ofth,
or the occurrence aheighfor ‘though’ in WBP, FR and SQ, and this couldthken
as evidence that in the textual traditionTée Canterbury Talethe exemplar of Hg
was very close to Chaucer’'s working copy. In hisdgt of the Wife of Bath's
Prologue Robinson (1999:202) argues that, as far as thit gf The Canterbury
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Talesis concerned, it is possible to postulate thahbidy and El derive from the
same archetype, the ‘O’ manuscriptTéfe Canterbury TalesHowever, while Hg is
probably a direct copy of O, El is a copy of anotheanuscript, the alphao)
exemplar, which directly descends from O, as ithatstd below:

0

o

/ Hengwrt

Ellesmere

The fact that Hg is at one remove from the origicaby while El is at two would
explain why the spelling of the/ife of Bath’s Prologuén Hg and El differs at some
points.

Although it is generally accepted that Scribe Bhis copyist of Hg and El, it has
not yet been determined whether the language fomndboth manuscripts is
Chaucer’s language, the scribe’s or a mixture @hb8amuels believed that much
of it was the scribe’s own language, because higatbthat certain spelling forms
that were typical offhe Canterbury Talewere also used in Scribe B’s stint of the
Confessio AmantisAn example of this is the consistent usenafin Tr, while the
Gowerian form attested in the Fairfax manuscripios He therefore argued that

this imposition of an entirely different spellingstem on the Gower text is in
itself interesting because it suggests (thougtoitdd: hardly be held to prove)
that the spelling so familiar to us from the Hengamid Ellesmere MSS is
really that of Scribe B, not that of Chaucer. Thewy, of course, have been a
closer similarity between Scribe B’'s and Gower’s, and could even posit the
extreme view that Scribe B had learnt, or developési spelling system from
continually copying Chaucer. However, Middle Englishribes fall into
various categories according to the consistency wthiich they copy literally
or translate into their spelling, and Scribe B diedelongs to the latter
category. He transforms Gower’s spelling with such obsiy practised ease
and consistency that it is difficult to believe tiee was acting any differently
when he copied Chaucer.

(Samuels 1988b:25)

In this study | intend to verify whether Scribe & Samuels suggests, was really a
translator who changed his spelling practice betwelg and El: in the present
chapter, | am going to examine those differencéwden Hg and El that involve the
spelling of vowels. | have decided to focus on visweere because | noticed that
there are interesting differences between Hg andsHlar as the spelling of long
vowels is concerned, but that these differencesal@lways entail a shift from one
graph in Hg to two graphs in El, as suggested bygugds. In what follows, | will no
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longer refer to Ramsey’s study; on the one handdgtee with the claim that Hg
and El were produced by two different scribes, andhe other hand Samuels drew
his conclusions on features that had also beerysatlby Ramsey. Two of these
features, the shift from single to double vowel fioe spelling of long vowels and
the shift from ew- to -ou-, particularly attracted my attention because tteynot
seem to occur regularly. | therefore intend to ®on these changes because | doubt
that they take place as systematically as descriaed because | want to verify
whether they are indeed due to a shift in the atpbactice. To do so, | will analyse
in this chapter the following two features in a rhenof words:

(3) a. The alternation between single and doubépls in the spelling of long
vowels, such as Hgeneandcleenevs. Elclene
b. The shift from a single to a double graph inrdgothat contain long
vowels, such as Hpgenvs. Elbeen

while | will discuss the above-mentioned shift fréfg -0-, -u- and ew- to El -ou-,
as in Hgtownvs. Eltoun in the next chapter.

It should be pointed out that according to Mildle English Dictionarythe
majority of the lexical items presented in whatdwls contain long vowels. Some of
them are loanwords from French, in which the usa dbuble graph seems to be a
device to indicate not only that the vowel is ldmgt also that it is stressed, as in
crueelandtextueel(see Table 8). In addition, there are words whosssed vowel
is short in Modern English but was long in Middledlish, such asoong seelde(n)
andyeerd The long vowels in these ME words are the resfu#t sound change that
occurred in late Old English and according to whiah Moore and Marckwardt
explain,

all short vowels were lengthened when they were follobaettl, mb, nd, ng,
rd, rl, rn, [rz], or [rd]. Lengthening did not occur, however, before the
consonant group if a third consonant followed, sat the have MnEt[aild]
from late OEc¢ild, ME [tfi:ld], but MnE Lfildran] from OE ¢ildru, ME
[tfildran].

(Moore and Marckwardt 1990:68)

Finally, a few words such d®lp andwel (see Tables 3 and 5) are also included in
my analysis, in order to show that the short voveelstained in them may also be
represented as if they were long ones.

2. The alternation between single and double graphs for long
vowels

According to Samuels (1988a:46—-47), one of thesthffices between Hg and El is
the spelling of words that contain long vowels, d&aexe the scribe tended to write
these vowels with a single graph in Hg and withoailde graph in El. Samuels
argues that in the course of his career the seadlagted his spelling practice to the
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ongoing change from single to double vowel for #pelling of long vowels, in
particular ofe and o. However, | have noticed that in Hg, El and algon®t all
words containing long vowels undergo this shift.m&o of them, in fact, are
systematically spelled either with one graph oaly,infrely andhomward or with
two graphs only, as ialmoostandoonly, while in a third group of words both single
and double graphs are used for rendering the lawgelk The words belonging to
the last group lend themselves to further invetibgaand are therefore divided into
the following two categories:

(4) a. words in which the long vowel is mostly regpented by a single graph, as
in anon and whose variant with a double graph, aarioon is used less
frequently;

b. words in which the long vowel is mostly reprasel by a double graph, as
in yoore and less often with a single graph, agare

A third category consists of those words describgdSamuels which exhibit a
clearer shift from variants spelled with a singtagh in Hg to variants spelled with
a double graph in El; they will to be discusse@&3nof this chapter.

2.1. A singlegraph for long vowels

Almost all words in which the long vowels are gealigrspelled with a single graph
in both Hg and EIl have a variant spelled with aldewgraph as well; however, this
variant is found exclusively or more frequentlyHig than in El, as in the case of
greene which is only attested in Hg, in GP and KT. Thieans that for this
particular group of words there is evidence ofréneerse of what has been described
by Samuels (1988a:47), as it can be observed thatible graph for the long vowel
in Hg becomes a single one in El. In addition, salvanstances of words spelled
with a double vowel in Hg are clustered in GP, Kidasometimes MI, and some
forms are only attested in Hg and in no other exteitnesses offhe Canterbury
Tales as shown by the varianéechandlaate in 82.1.1 below. It is worth noting
that GP, KT and MI are the first three parts ouStural Section | in Hg (cf. Blake
1985:45-46). This is considered to be a very staddtion ofThe Canterbury Tales
because the texts included in it, GP, KT, MI, RE &0, occur in this sequence in
all but one of the witnesses ®he Canterbury TalesAd®, in which CO is placed
elsewhere in the text. This suggests that it iy Vigely that GP, KT and MI were
always the first tales to be copied, and theretbet most scribes, even the less
faithful ones, probably followed their exemplargwelosely in these sections. The
presence in Hg, especially at the beginning of rienuscript, of variants that
decrease in El or disappear altogether is reletantetermining whether such
variants are relicts from the exemplar or are stifitrms. Another observation to be
made is that the spelling used in Tr for these woudually agrees with the
predominant spelling of Hg and EI.
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As discussed in Chapter 2, Scribe B has usualpnbzonsidered a Type B
scribe, hence a translator. According to Benskih laaing,

a copyist whose habit is to translate text intodvis dialect takes time to get
used to the language of his exemplar. The phenomehbworking-in’ when
reading unfamiliar hands is probably well-known toy estholar who has
transcribed texts from old MSS. ... The mediaevalibscrin these
circumstances begins by copying fairly closely, relieratim, until he reads
his exemplar fluently and at a glance. For the fiess folios or so, he produces
a text of which the language is not his own, but tfdis exemplar. As he gets
used to his copy-text, so he converts with increpdimency the language of
the subsequent text into his own. It may well be thanany such cases what
happens is that the scribe moves from copying ipueely visual way to
copying via ‘the mind’'s ear’. Instead of reprodugia perhaps laboriously
interpreted visual image, the visual image is naterpreted at a glance; and
what is held in the mind between looking at the examgnd writing down the
next bit of text is not the visual symbols, but 8poken words that correspond
to them.

(Benskin and Laing 1981:66)

Hence, once the scribe feels more confident ablmhandwriting of his copytext,
he unconsciously becomes less faithful to the oaigiext and begins to introduce
his own spelling variants. According to this thedtycould be argued that the forms
with double vowel found in the first section of Hge Chaucerian, and that the
spelling with double vowel in El can be interpretesian attempt to reproduce what
Chaucer’s spelling was like and to regularise tidnagraphy according to that
model. Alternatively, one could posit that Chauses conservative in his spelling
of long vowels and represented them with one gaapiy, while the scribe, who was
already following the new fashion of doubling theagh to indicate vowel length,
imposed his own practice on Chaucer’s spellindhatiieginning of the manuscript,
thus producing a mixture of old and new spellingtéiees. Perhaps this could be
attributed to the fact that the scribe already k@haucer’'s handwriting, because he
worked with him or he had already copied some ohutler's works; he was
therefore able to read his exemplar easily and dopithout hesitation.

Words in which the long vowel is usually spelleihwone graph and more rarely
with two graphs in both Hg and El can be categdrazfollows:

(5) a. one graph for the long vowel in both manipssr the alternative variants
with two graphs are found only in Hg;

b. one graph for the long vowel in both manussrifhe alternative variants
with two graphs are found more often in Hg tharkinas the number of
these forms decreases dramatically in El;

c. one graph for the long vowel in both manussrifte alternative variants
with two graphs occur in both manuscripts as wellighly with the same
frequency and sometimes even in the same lines;
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d. one graph for the long vowel in both manussriph Hg there are no
alternative variants with two graphs or only veewf whereas they do
occur or increase in El

2.1.1. One graph in Hengwrt and Ellesmere; variants with two graphs in
Hengwrt only

The lexical items chosen to represent categoryahave, in which variants with a
double graph exclusively appear in Hg, are theofailhg: BROTHERHOOD CLEAN,
EACH, GREEN LATE, NOWHERE STEEP and THREADBARE. An overview of the
occurrence of their different forms in Hg, El andig provided in Table 1.

Hengwrt Ellesmere  Trinity
BROTHERHOOD | bretherede 2 3 -
breetherede 1 (GP) - -
CLEAN clene 20 22+3 4
cleene 2 (GP) - -
EACH ech 44 51+3 4
eech 6 (3GP, 2 MI, PD) - -
GREEN grene 31 39 2
greene 8 (4GP, 4KT) - 1
LATE late 7 7+1 2
laate 1 (GP) - 1
NOWHERE nowher 8 10+1 1
nowheer 2 (GP) - -
STEEP stepe 1(GP) 2 (GP) -
steepe 1 (GP) - -
THREADBARE | thredbare 1 3 -
threedba(a)re 2 (GP) 0+1 -

Table 1. Double graph for the long vowel mostly in Hg

The variantbretheredeoccurs twice in Hg and three times in El (GP, BR), while
the scribe spells this nodmeetheredence in Hg, in the line of GP that reads:

(6) Or with a breetherede to been withhoolde Hengwrt GP I. 513
Or with a bretherhed to been withholde Ellesmere GP I. 513

The line in Hg in (6) illustrates an overall preface for vowels spelled with double
graphs in Hg, while botbretherhedandwitholde occur with one graph in the same
line in El. The related worbretherenis used ten times in both manuscripts with this
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spelling, and one of them is in line 254 of GP.sTlme belongs to a couplet that
reads:

(7) And yaf a cteyn ferme for the graunt’ Hengwrt
Noon of his bretheren cam ther in his haunt  GP Il. 253-254

This couplet is missing from El, and is actuallieated in only eight witnesses of
GP, i.e. Ch, C% Hg, Ld, Pn, Py, Tt and Wy, all of which however exhibit the
variant with a single graph for the first vowelliretheren It is thus very likely that
bretherenas well asbretherhedwere the original spellings for these words. The
variant clene appears in Hg, El and also Tr. Hg, however, has itwetances of
cleenein GP (ll. 133, 369). The first of them rhymeswéeenesEEN and it is also
found in Cp, Hg and Py, while the second occurresfagdeeneis used in Hg only,
althoughcleenis also attested in NI. The use aéeneandseeneat the end of the
line in Hg implies that words containing an opefeéng and a closesgeng long
vowel can constitute a rhyming pair. This is notammon inThe Canterbury Tales
(cf. Kokeritz 1954:12-13), and it also shows thatilled vowel graphs are not used
to distinguish between open or close long mid vewdhe wordech is usually
spelled with a single vowel in the three manussriptit there are also six instances
of eechin Hg (three in GP, two in MI and one in PD); aflthem are found within
the line, so that rhyme cannot have played a rete.HThe three instanceseaschin
GP (ll. 39, 371, 429) and the two in Ml (ll. 3183 are only attested in Hg and in
no other fifteenth-century witnesses, thus sugggsthat this is a scribal variant.
The adjectivesReEENis usually spellegrenein both manuscripts, but it also occurs
eight times agreenein Hg. Four of these occurrences are in GP andifoT, and
seven of these eight instances are at the encedint. The variangreenein GP is
attested in Hg only in I. 116, while it is shared@p and Hg in Il. 103 and 153, and
by Cp, Hg, NI (readingreen and St in I. 609. Almost half of the occurrences of
grenein Hg and El are rhyme words as well, which melia$ neithergreenenor
grene was specifically employed for rhyme purposes. diditon, grene rhymes
three times in Hg and eight times in\EGth words spelled withee, such aseene
andqueene

The adverblate is usually spelled in this way, although the varikate is
employed once in Hg (GP I. 77) and once in Tr 252).Hg is the only witness of
The Canterbury Tale$o exhibitlaate, and the occurrence in Tr is also peculiar
becausdaate never occurs in the Fairfax manuscript. Sincel khave pointed out
(Chapter 2, 81), Fairfax contains the language oWwé, laate is not a Gowerian
form either. Likewise, the variamowheeroccurs twice in Hg, in GP (ll. 251, 362).
This reading is attested in no other witness of Bereasnowheris found in Hg,
El and Tr, and occurs in GP as well. A word whiclewrs only twice in GP (ll. 201,
753) is the adjectivetepe meaning ‘staring’. In Hgtepeis used in |. 201, where
the word occurs in the middle of the lirsteepeoccurs in I. 753, where the adjective
rhymes withchepe while in El both occurrences are speltépe It is possible that
stepeis the authorial spelling, since it is used witthie line, i.e. in a position that is
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not subjected to the rhyme constraint. This woudt e supported by most of the
fifteenth-century witnesses of GP, in whigtepeis the most frequently used
spelling. In fact, in I. 205teepeoccurs in Hg, Ps, Py and £xandsteepis used in
Cx4, Ha" and Pn, while in . 753teepeis found only in Ad and Py. Finally, the
variant used more often in El tisredbarewhile in Hg it isthreedba(a)re The two
instances spelled witlee in Hg are in GP, and comparison with the othénesgses
of GP reveals that the variaiireedbarein GP |. 262 is also found in ExCx and
Ld? while in GP I. 292 Hg readsreedbaare Ch, CX and CX threedbareand Ld
threede barAll of the other witnesses exhilifiredbarein both lines.

2.1.2. Onegraph in Hengwrt and Ellesmere; more variants with two graphsin
Hengwrt than in Ellesmere

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
ANON anon 195 224+22 25
anoon 47 20+2 2
BEARD berd 18 21 -
beerd 5 (GP, KT) 1 -
LEAN lene 9 14+3 -
leene 4 (3GP, KT) 1+1 (GP, CY) -
leen 1 (KT) - -
SEEK/SICK | seke 25 27+9 3
seeke 3 (GP) 1 1
SANG/SONG | song 46 55+2 1
soong 16 4 -
SPEAK spek 3 4+2 3
speke- 153 158+25 31
speek(en) 6 3+1 1
WERE were(n) 414 479+12 86
weere(n) 63 (41GP,12KT) 6 3

Table 2. Lower frequency of a double graph for the long vowel in El

In the second group of words that regularly disglag graph for the long vowel in
both Hg and El, the alternative variants spellethwiouble vowel occur more often
in Hg than in El: the number of forms with a doulgleph sometimes decreases
dramatically in El. The words areNON, BEARD, LEAN, SEEK/SICK, SANG/SONG
SPEAK andwWERE.

As Table 2 illustratesanonis the preferred form in Hg, El and Tr, while the
variant anoon occurs less frequently thaanon in Hg and even less so in El.
However, in Hganoonis used more often thamonin GP (5 occurrences in Hg vs.
1 in El) and KT (21 occurrences in Hg vs. 12 in. Eikewise, the nOUBEARD is
mostly spelledberd while beerdis used five times in Hg, three times in GP and
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twice in KT, but only once in El (KT |. 1557, whidimasberd in Hg). Comparison
with the other witnesses of GP reveals that thdlisgebeerdis shared by some of
them, namely by CxCx, li, Ld*, NI, Pn, Té Wy, Td"in |. 408, by DI, HAand Ma
in I. 554 and by DI and Erin I. 590. None of these occurrences is foundhatend
of the line. The variantiene andleen(e)for both ‘lend’ and ‘thin’ are used in Hg,
while leneis the preferred spelling in El. As in the casenbon the forms of this
word that are spelled with double vowel occur iniHgGGP (Il. 289, 593, 613) and
KT (Il. 504, 2218). Some other manuscripts besidgsreadleenein GP, as this
variant occurs in El, EnPy, Ad, NI (leer) in I. 289, in EA, Py, Nl'in |. 593 and in
Py in I. 613.Leeneoccurs once more in El, in CY, hence in a tale ihaot in Hg.
Se(e)kas a word that in Hg similarly exhibits three oo@mces of the variant with a
double graph in GP. One of them rhymes wsithein the lines of Hg and El in (8):

(8) The holy blisful martir for to seke Hengwrt
That hem hath holpen whan p' they weere seeke GP Il. 17-18
The hooly blisful martir for to seke Ellesmere
That hem hath holpen whan p' they were seeke GP . 17-18

The lack of visual rhyme suggests that in both nsanpts the spelling is a means to
distinguish the wordseek andsick, since both of them contained a long vowel in
ME (OE szcan> ME seke> MnE seek OE seoc > ME seke> MnE sick). However,
this is true only for El, Ha Hg, Ps and Py, as the other witnesses of GP sekel
twice in these lines. The other two occurrencaddn(GP Il. 13, 512) are variants of
the verbseek The instance in GP |. 13 is spellseekern Ha' and Hg andeeken

La and Py, whereas the instance in GP |. 512 ibespseekerin Erf, H&', Hg and
Py andseekean Cp and Mm. The variasioong used for the noun and the past tense
of the verbsING, is found sixteen times in Hg, where it occursngkide the form
song-especially in GP, KT and MI, and just four timesHl, in GP, KT, NP. Three
of the five instances in GP (Il. 710, 711, 714) fanend in Hg and nowhere else; the
other two (Il. 122, 672) occur in Hg and El onlydauble graph is also employed to
write speek(en)which is found six times in Hg (MA, ML, twice i8Q, PD, TM)
and four in El (SQ, TM, MA, PA) as the alternatisqgelling for the most frequently
used formspek(en)Finally, the verbweRrE is also spelled with eithee-or ee. In

Hg there are 63 instances of the variamere(n)mostly in GP (41 occurrences), as
illustrated by the three examples provided in & in KT (12 occurrences).

(9) In felaweshipe and pilgrymes weere they alle
That toward Caunterbury wolden ryde
The chambres and the stables weeren wyde ~ Hengwrt
And wel we weeren esed at the beste GP II. 26-29
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In felaweship and pilg'mes were they alle

That toward Caunfbury wolden ryde

The chambres and the stables weren wyde ~ Ellesmere
And wel we weren esed atte beste GP II. 26-29

All of the instances ofveere(n)clustered in GP in Hg are not attested in anyrothe
fifteenth-century witnesses of GP, with the exaaptof one in DI. In Elweereis
found only six times, five of which are rhyme worddree of these occurrences
(CL 1. 882, MO II. 178, 574) have the same spelimdig, while the other three (CL

I. 168, TM par. 94 and MO |. 60) are speligdrein Hg.

2.1.3. One graph in Hengwrt and Ellesmere; alternative variants with two
graphsin both manuscripts

The third group of words to be discussed consikitems which usually exhibit a
single graph for the long vowels in both Hg and Biit which also display
alternative variants with a double graph in botmuosgripts. The number of forms
spelled with a double graph is approximately th@esan Hg and El, with some of
them even occurring in corresponding lines, as shioywthe wordspeed(epelow:

(10) a. Go now thy wey and speed thee heer aboute  Hengwrt Ml I. 376
Go now thy wey and speed thee heer aboute  Ellesmere Ml |. 376

b. Hym thoughte he was nat able for to speede ~ Hengwrt PH I. 134
Hym thoughte he was nat” able for to speede Ellesmere PH |. 134

The words in question arBEEP, HUNG, HELP, KEEN, KEEP, SPEEDandYARD, and are
displayed in Table 3.

The preferred spelling faveep in Hg and El isdepe Deepoccurs twice in both
manuscripts, in the same lines of FR and L30. Tdr@amtdeeperhymes withkeepe
once in Hg, in GP Il. 129-130, and the same sgeibnused for both words in two
more witnesses, Cp and Hawhile Ry exhibits in these line the rhyming pair
deepe: metewhich is found in few other witnesses {C€x%, Ht, li, Pn, Té and
Wy). By contrast, the varianteengandheengfor the past tense of the venlangen
seem to be interchangeable and neither of thersad in rhyming position; in Hg
heengis found in GP (ll. 160, 360, 676) and MI (ll. 6437), in other words only at
the beginning of the manuscriptengeis used once in GP I. 677 as well, but it also
occurs in MA and ME, and only two of these threeuwrences preserve their
spelling in El. A closer look at the other manugtsiof GP and MI reveals that
heengis not a very common form, as only El and Lc, a-aothoritative manuscript
dating from the second quarter of the fifteenthtegn share most of these readings
with Hg. More preciselyheengis found in GP in |. 160 in Hg and Lc, in |. 360K&I,
H&?, Hg, Lc, Mg, in |. 676 in Hg and El; in Ml it occsiin |. 64 of Hg and El only,
while in I. 437 it is attested in AdH&’, Hg, Lc and Mg.
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
DEEP depe 17 17 1
deep(e) 3 (1GP) 2 -
HUNG heng 3 5 1
heeng 5 (3GP, 2MI) 4+1 1
HELP help- 88 86+9 19
heelp 4 4 -
KEEN kene 4 5 -
keene 4 (GP, 2KT, MO) 3 (ME, SQ, MO) -
KEEP kepe 76 72+15 -
keep(e) 21 (2 GP) 22+1 -
SPEED spede(n) 9 8 1
speede 5 6 18
spedde 7 7 3
YARD yerd 9 7 -
yeerd 3 5 -

Table 3. Words spelled with a double graph in both Hg and El

Though the actual number of occurrences of thelwegeN is small, the variants
keeneandkenealso seem to be used interchangeably; inkeigneis found in GP,
KT and MO, whilekene occurs in FR, SQ, ME and FK. Almost all of these
occurrences are at the end of the line, and thenehwords,gre(e)ne se(e)ne
queeneandsustengare accordingly spelled with either a single atoaible graph.
The only variant within the line (SQ I. 49) reaklsnein Hg andkeenein El. By
contrast, the distribution of the variarkspeandkeepfor KEep reveals that while
the former is the most common spelling for this dyothe latter occurs more
frequently at the end of the line. All instanceske&pin Hg, eleven of which are
rhyme words, are preserved as such in El, whileethwccurrences of the same
variant that occur within the line in El (once i @nd twice in MA) correspond to
kepein Hg. One of these three instances is found énlihe from Hg in (11), in
which both variants occur alongside, while in teresponding line of El the scribe
wrote keeptwice.

(11) My sone keep wel thy tonge and kepe thy freend Hengwrt MA I. 215

Likewise, the varianspede meaning ‘assist’, ‘prosper’, is used slightly mor
often thanspeeden Hg and El. In line 796 of GP Hg reaggedewhile El reads
speedethe same spelling with a double graph is alsmébim Cp, H4 and Py. It is
interesting to note that the variaspeedas preferred in Tr. Finally, the noyerdis
spelled bothyerd andyeerdin Hg and El, and ten of the twelve occurrencethisf
noun are clustered in NP, not surprisingly, sirtie tale is set in a farmyard. As
illustrated in Table 4 (below), the scribe usexuid alongsideyeerduntil line 177 of
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this tale in Hg, while he always usgderdin El; from the next occurrence, in line
355, to the end of the tale he consistently wyetel in both manuscripts. Hg and El
thus mostly agree in the use of the spelling vasiaand a striking change occurs
around line 355, since from that point onwards gmid is attested in both of them.
The only clue provided by Hg is that the first Bistances of this word are found in
quire 14 and the last of them, in line 355, ishgming position, whereas the other
four occurrences are in quire 15, and the lastisrikkewise a rhyme word. It is
possible that a shift in spelling practice had adetaken place in the exemplar of
Hg and El, assuming it was the same one, as clshdwn by El. Alternatively, the
change of spelling variant might correspond witthange of the exemplar used for
both Hg and El at this point of NP, as | will argueChapter 5 for TM. A third
possibility is that in Hg the scribe copied his mpdar more faithfully in quire 15
than he had done in the previous one.

Nun’s Priest’'s Hengwrt Ellesmere
Tale

l. 27 Quire 14  yeerd yeerd

I. 79 yeerd yeerd

l.131 yerd yeerd

I. 146 yerd yeerd

I.177 yeerd yeerd

I. 355 yerd:aferd yerd:aferd

I. 399 Quire 15 yerd yerd

I. 411 yerd yerd

I.434 yerd yerd

l. 602 yerd:aferd yerd:aferd

Table 4. Occurrences of ye(e)rdin NP

It seems at any rate unlikely that the differgrglbng forms are due to a shift in
the scribe’s own practice, because in both Hg drficiibe B began witlyeerdand
then switched tgerd which is the opposite of the ongoing change fima to two
graphs for the spelling of long vowels. In additibdP was probably one of the last
tales to be copied in Hg, as indicated by the dffie colours of the ink used by the
scribe (cf. Stubbs 2000: Observations). It is timygrobable that at that stage Scribe
B needed to get used to the handwriting of the gama possibility that | raised
above in connection with the use of variants witthoable graph in the first section
of Hg. Comparison of all fifteenth-century witnessd# NP shows thaterd is by far
the preferred spelling, witheerdbeing attested only in a few manuscripts, mainly
Ad® whose scribe was generally very fond e&; El, Pw (five occurrences each)
and Hg (three instances). Furthermore, the spelliitly a single graph is shared by
all witnesses when the word occurs in NP in rhynpogition, in lines 355 and 602.
This would suggest thaterd is the authorial spelling after all, whileerd was
introduced by the scribe. | will return to this pbin Chapter 6.
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The wordHELP, which occur more frequently as a verb than asumpis the odd
one out in this section, because this is a moraisil word containing a short
vowel. Accordingly, it is usually spelledhelp with the exception of four
occurrences found in the middle of the same lirfdsTg RE, MO and ML in both
Hg and El, which are spelldteelp The use of a double graph for a short vowel, as
well as the agreement among the two manuscripggest that in this case the four
instances are possibly authorial, and that a eedagree of variation apparently
characterised Chaucer’s orthographic practice ds we

2.1.4. Onegraph in Hengwrt and Ellesmere; most variants with two graphsin

Ellesmere
Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
MEEK(LY) | meke 21 13 -
meeke - 8 -
mekely 10 9+1 -
NEED nede 45 40+11 9
neede 1 (GP) 4+1 4
SHE she 940 937+35 239
shee 2 (GP, CL) 9 -
THREE thre 68 63+7 3
three 5 10+5 —
WELL wel 624 576+55 86
weel 10 53+2 5

Table 5. Words usually spelled with a singlegraph in Hg and El

The words chosen to exemplify the last groMggK(LY), NEED, SHE, THREE and
WELL, are usually spelled with a single graph for tlwevel in both manuscripts.
Unlike what has been shown so far, the variants witlouble graph are very few, if
any, in Hg, whereas they do occur or increase inHelwever, like many of the
variants spelled with a double graph that have lgeseribed so far, several of these
occurrences are clustered in GP and KT.

The first example isneke(ly) which is always spelled in Hg with a single graph
while the varianmeekeoccurs eight times in El. None of these occurrsnoeEl is
in rhyming position and three of them are clusteredTM, hence in prose.
Furthermore, the occurrencerageken GP |. 69 is the only instance of this spelling
variant in all of the extant witnesses of GP, ttigeo witnesses all displayingeke
Similarly, nedeis the preferred form faxeeD in all three manuscripts, whileeede
is the variant used only in rhyming position, withe occurrence in Hg (GP I. 306),
five in El, one of which is not attested in Hg (€Y532), and four in TrNeedein
GP is also attested in Cp, El, Had?, Ps and Py, andeedis found in EA. The
related wordsiedes nedeful(le)andnedelyare never spelled witree- except once
in El, which is shown in (12):
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(12) For he noght helpeth needfulle in hir neede  Ellesmere ML I. 14

The vowel in the pronousheis regularly represented by a single graph, wthite
variantsheeis attested only sporadically in Hg and El. Ondhaf two occurrences
of sheein Hg is found in GP I. 453, where it rhymes witiariteg and there is only
another witness of GP, Bjavhich also readsheein this line. Likewise, the spelling
threeas a variant othre is found in five lines of Hg and fifteen lines Bf. All but
one of these occurrences are rhyme words in bothustaipts. Four of the ten
instances ofhreein El are found in NU, where they are attestecetbgr with four
occurrences ofhre. However,threeis used at the end of the line or, in one case,
before a virgule, thus before a pause, wiiile is employed within the line and in
particular when this word occurs as a determindorBea noun. In addition, the
readings in NU Il. 226-228 Hg and El in (13) shdwattthe text changed between
the copying of Hg and El, and that the spellingaihe words did likewise, since El
threg rhyming withbee replaced Hgjuod he a phrase in in which the pronobe
rhymed withbe

(13) Kepeth ay wel thise corones quod he

Fro Paradys to yow haue | hem broght Hengwrt

Ne neuere mo ne shal they roten be NP Il. 226-228
Kepeth ay wel thise corones three

Fro Paradys to yow haue | hem broght Ellesmere

Ne neuere mo ne shal they roten bee NP Il. 226-228

The last word in the present categorywisl. Unlike the previous wordsyel,
mostly used for the adverkELL, contains a short vowel, and yet the variaatlis
also attested, especially in El. In particulaeelis employed in Hg and Tr only as a
rhyme word, mostly rhyming with other words spelieith -ee, with the exception
of one instance in SQ, in whieteelrhymes withnaturel, as shown in (14).

(14) This Steede of bras that esily and weel Hengwrt
Kan in the space of o day naturel SQ Il. 107-108
This steede of bras that esily and weel Ellesmere
Kan in the space of o day natureel SQ Il. 107-108

When it occurs in Elweelis mostly found at the end of the line, althoughlso
appears within the line. In addition, the use ofs thariant increases in this
manuscript, thus showing a tendency to shift frosingle to a double vowel for the
spelling of this word, even though the shift isatht unjustified, sinceweLL
contains a short vowel.

In this first section | have shown that words whare usually spelled with a
single graph for the long vowel in Hg and El alsspthy alternative variants with a
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double graph. These variants, however, may occuhéntwo manuscripts in four
different ways. There are, in fact, words in whtble variants with a double graph
are almost exclusively found in Hg, words in whtbl variants with a double graph
are used more often in Hg than in El, words in Wwhike variants with a double
graph are equally used in Hg and El, sometimes @véme same lines, and finally
words in which the variants with a double graph rarely used in Hg, where they
are mainly attested in GP and KT, while they oamare often in El. It seems that
the spelling with a single graph for the long vosvisl authorial, as clearly suggested
by bretherenandbretherhedech late, stepe heng yerd sheandthre. Variants with

a double graph may be authorial when they are useayming position, as shown
by cleene or in exceptional cases such laselp which is occasionally spelled
with -ee even though it contains a short vowel; otherviigey are very likely to be
scribal. This shows that for the words analysethis section, the spelling with two
graphs for the long vowel is more common in Hg thanEl. In addition, the
instances spelled with a double graph in Hg arenofbund at the beginning of the
manuscript, where they signal a difference betwherfirst tales and the rest ©he
Canterbury Tales This is very likely the result of scribal intenteon. More
evidence for the correctness of this conclusiontrbassought in the analysis of the
other spelling variants, that is, those in whicthoable graph is preferred to a single
one for the spelling of long vowels.

2.2. Double graph for therepresentation of long vowels

In the previous section | dealt with words in whtble long vowel is mostly spelled
with a single graph, while the spelling with a dleugraph represents the alternative
and usually less common variant. However, in Hg Bhthere are also lexical items
in which the long vowels are only or predominamépresented by two graphs, such
as ee and oo-. Scribe B does so consistently in such wordalm®ost leest oonly
and soone for instance, which only occur in this spellingdado not exhibit any
differences between Hg and El. In another set afigjohowever, he usually writes
the long vowels with two graphs and employs a simgghph spelling less frequently.
Examples of these words are presented in Tableh&hwshows that in all these
words the spelling with a double graph is prefeiirethe three manuscripts, while
the alternative spelling with a single vowel isheatinfrequent.

There are, however, some observations to be madeeming this apparent
preference for using a double graph to write loog/@ls. The first one concerns the
word de(e)d for ‘dead’, which is primarily spelled with twargphs in Hg and El,
even though the variantded and dedeare attested as welDed occurs just five
times in Hg: twice within the line (MA, CL) and #e times (RE I. 369, NP I. 81,
MA |. 169) at the end of the line, where it rhymeg&h hed red and lustihed
respectively. All of these instances are spetleddin El, and the rhyme words are
likewise written with two graph®ed is also found once in Tr, and is very likely to
be the form used by Gower, since it regularly osdarthe Fairfax manuscript. It
would seem that the change from #fgdto Eldeedwas a deliberate choice made by
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the scribe, who in this way tried to limit the dpg of this word to only two
variants, deed and dede in El. This is also suggested by a comparison of all
witnesses of GP, which reveals that the three micsts ofdeedthat are attested in
GP II. 145, 148 and 781 in Hg and El are shared bynall number of manuscripts,

CHAPTER3

among which Cp and Haall other manuscripts readingd(e)in those lines.

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
DEAD deed 69 74+1 (3GP) 15
dede 15 14+1 -
ded 5 - 1
EKE eek 340 332+97 23
eke 22 29 3
ek 4 (GP, KT, FK, TM) - -
HELD heeld 25 24 5
held(e)(n) 6 5 1
MORE moore 355 358+62 60
more 3 (PD, SH, TM) 2 (PD, TM) -
mo 109 107+17 4
NONETHELESS | nathelees 52 57+7 17
natheles 5 3 1
NEARER neer 12 14+2 2
neere - - 1
ner 5 3 2
SORHLY) soore 49 58+4 9
sore 8 1+1 1
YEAR yeer(e) 72 71+6 -
yer(e) 8 5 -
yeres 5 13 -
yeeres - 1 -
yerislyerys 9 1 -
yeeris/yeeris 1 1 -
YORE yoore 13 13 -
yore 2 2 -

Table 6. A double graph for long vowelsis preferred to a single graph

The variantdedeis not only the less common spelling fagAD, but also the only

variant used in both Hg and El for the nmgeD, as shown below:
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
DEED dede 48 46+17 18
deede — 2 3

Table7. Variantsof DEED in Hg, El and Tr

The itemDEED is discussed in this section only for the sakecahparison with
DEAD, as this is a word in which the long vowel is detently spelled with a single
graph in Hg and virtually always in El. The variagedefor DEED occurs only
twice at the end of the line in El, in Ml . 405ca€L |. 1073; the instance in Ml
exhibits the same spelling in AdEl and ERA, while it is spelleddedein all other
witnesses of this tale. It is thus worth noting en¢hat these two words behave
differently despite the fact that they are to s@wint homographs. In Tr the form
deedseis only used twice at the end of line and oncéiwithe line for this word.

The second observation to be made concerns tlentaiof the high-frequency
adverbeek, meaning ‘also’, which is spelleek eekandeke Ek is recorded just
four times within the line in Hg, and its preseneeGP, KT and TM suggests that
the four occurrences are relicts from the exempiace these tales seem to display
features that are old-fashioned (cf. §2.1 abovg@arAfrom Hg, the occurrence in
GP is only attested in three other manuscripts, Gg, which like Hg and El date
from the first quarter of the fifteenth centurydaRy, a text dating from the second
quarter of the same centurigke is the variant used in Tr to rhyme wisekeand
cheke while in Hg 12 of the 22 instances of this spgjloccur at the end of a line,
where they form rhyming pairs withiseke cheke meke seke and speeke All
instances oékethat are found at the end of a line in Hg presdéineesame spelling
in El, and so do two more occurrenceshkéthat are used in prose, in TM par. 269
and PA par. 385, while the eight remaining instangkthis variant in Hg become
eekin El. However, in El there also are fifteen otlestances ofke which are
spelledeekin Hg. Two of them are found within the line in WB. 1220 and SU
I. 566, and the other thirteen are clustered instheion between paragraphs (pars)
299 and 306 of PA (folios 213v—-214r in El), whiale ahown in (15).
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(15) eek’ whan he herkneth nat benygnely pe copleynte of the pouere 7 eek’
whan he is in heele of body / and wol nat faste whan oother folk” fasten /
with outen cause resonable 7 eek / whan he slepeth moore than nedeth / or
whan he comth by thilke encheson / to late to chirche / or to othere werkes
of charitee 7 eek / whan he vseth his wyf / with oute souereyn desir of
engendrure / to honour of god / or for the entente / to yelde to his wyf the
dette of his body 7 eek whan he wol nat visite the syke / 7 the prisoner / if
he may 7 eek / if he loue wyf or child / or oother worldly thyng” moore than
reson requereth 7 eeke if he flatre / or blaudise moore than hym oghte / for
any necessitee 7 eek if he amenuse / or withdrawe the almesse of the
pouere ¥ eek if he apparaileth his mete / moore deliciously / than nede is /
or ete it to hastily / by likerousnesse 7 eek / if” he tale vanytes / at chirche /
or at goddes seruyce / or p' he be a talker of ydel wordes / of folye / or of
vileynye / for he shal yelde acounte of it” at the day of dome 7 eek / whan he
biheteth / or assureth to do thynges / p' he ne may nat pfourne 7 eekr whan
b he / by lightnesse / or folye / mysseyth / or scorneth his neighebore eek?
whan he hath any wikked suspeciou of thyng ther he ne woot of it no
soothfastnesse

Hengwrt PA pars 299-306

91 Eke / whan he herkneth nat benignely the compleint- of the poure [ Eke /
whan he is in heele of body and wol nat faste whan hym oghte faste / with
outen cause resonable | Eke / whan he slepeth moore than nedeth /. or
whan he comth by thilke enchesou to late to chirche / or to othere werkes of
charite | Eke / whan he vseth his wyf with outen souereyn desir of
engendrure to the hono' of god /. or for the entente / to yelde to his wyf” the
dette of his body- [ Eke / whan he wol nat’ visite the sike and the prisoner if
he may - [ Eke / if he loue / wyf or child* /. or oother worldly thyngz. moore
than resou requireth q Eke / if he flatere or blandise / moore than hym oghte
/ for any necessitee [ Eke / if he amenuse or withdrawe the Almesse of the
poure q[ Eke / if he apparailleth his mete moore deliciously / than nede is / or
ete to hastily by likerousnesse [ Eke / if he tale vanytees at chirche / or at
goddes seruice / or that he be a talker of ydel wordes / of folye / or of
vileynye /. for he shal yelde acountes of it” at the day of doome 7 [ Eke /
whan he biheteth / or assureth to do thynges / that he ne may nat pfourne
Eke / whan that he / by lightnesse or folie / mysseyeth / or scorneth his
neighebore  Eke / whan he hath any wikked suspeciou of thyngr ther he ne
woot of it no soothfastnesse

Ellesmere PA pars 299-306

This particular section of PA contains multiple exdes of words in which the long
vowel is represented by a double graph in EleR(and by a single one in E2K9,

as described in 82.1 above. Interestingly, the weages in question are found in
PA, which is another tale that generally displaygiated features. A comparison of
the folios in Hg and El, where the thirteen insemofeeklleke occur, reveals that
there are also other differences besides the sgedfi the vowels in these passages.
First of all, eekis written with a lower-case initial in Hg (seegbie 1), whileeke
displays an upper-case initial in El. In additioam,Hg the occurrences aekare
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preceded by a small wedge, which probably standarounexecuted paraph sign,
while the corresponding instancesaiein El follow a decorated paraph sign like
one of those illustrated in Figure 2, which is tale®m another section of PA, since
the image of the manuscript leaf containing theesgamt in El was not available to
me.

Figure 1. Instances of eekin the Parson’s Talein Hengwrt, fol. 245r

fifie- s fgekelhaffe B fo el SyirBjrisgeefine ik
manﬁg‘y h ¢)-#he wiarHe. S e S&ali-eum-'qt on

&M Fh s e

Al mﬁﬂsﬁt Paan o fo &ﬂﬁﬂi‘r
18- 8 e tale to windhe ougy~
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Figure 2. Paraphsin the Parson’s Talein El, fol. 225v
(from www.liunet.edu/cwis/CWP/library/sc/chaucedcicer.htm)

That the wedges in this section of Hg stand forxenated paraph signs, rather than
being punctuation marks can be seen in the detedl folio 248v provided in Figure
3. Here, similar wedges are placed just before mbau of words, and are still
visible under the paraph signs (which are darkénénimage, as they are drawn with
blue ink in the manuscript), both in the first aindthe second line. By contrast, a
wedge used as a punctuation mark, and thus indgcati pause, is visible in the
second line after the wordmimblesse of spechehile in the following line, before
the wordsAnd whan there is another instance of a paraph sign wkiak not
executed (both of them are lighter in the imagethey are written with the same
brown ink of the text).

Figure 3. Paraphsin the Parson’s Talein Hengwrt, fol. 248v
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Paraphs are marks that in manuscripts are oftendf@t the beginning of smaller
textual units, such as strophes, but in this cdrtteey seem to function as markers
for the intonation, by indicating that the word yhgrecede should be stressed. This
function is reinforced in El by the use of the t¢abietter after the paraph sign.
However, it is unclear why in El the scribe wrdie instead ofeek between
paragraphs 299 and 306 of PA, simakis the spelling that he used for the other
112 instances of this word in the rest of the tMereover, only seven of the 112
occurrences ogekin El, six of which are in the section of PA thsihot attested in
Hg, also begin with an upper-case letter preceded paraph sign. An explanation
for this problem could be provided by the analysisthe context in which the
thirteen instances adkeoccur. They are clustered in a section of eightews of
text, and each of them is followed byvagula, i.e. a comma (punctuation is
preserved in (15) and (16) for this reason), anditherwhanor if, as in (16):

(16) a. Eke/whan he is in heele of body Ellesmere PA par. 300
b. Eke/ if he loue wyf or child® Ellesmere PA par. 302

In the two examples, the fixed expressi&he whanandEké if could be rhetorical
devices employed for pronouncing the clauses witpleasis. These occurrences of
the adverb are therefore spellE#e to distinguish them froneek which mostly
occurs in non-emphatic positions, and in PA is née#towed bywhan andif. This
may be an archetypal feature, and it could exphMig the only two occurrences of
Ekein PA in Hg that are likewise placed at the begigrof two sentences (in pars
385, 387) are written with an upper-case letter arelpreceded by a wedge. It is
therefore possible that the thirteen instanceselfEkediscussed here are spelled
eekin Hg because the scribe did not understand ttegt were deliberately spelled
Eke as they were the first words of a series of eripls@ntences. As a result, when
he copied Hg, he wroteekin those lines as he had done in the rest ofatee thus
ignoring the spelling of the exemplar, which prolyaleadEkeas in El.

The past tense of the vehwldenis usually spellecheeld the variantheld
occurring only twice in Hg (KT, CL) and once in @l0). Helde(n) by contrast, is
found four times in both Hg and El, although ortiyete times in corresponding lines
of KT, FK and SH. The fourth occurrence in El iseated in WBP |. 272, where
heldestands for the present tense of the same verip, theigh in Hg there is the
more commonly used variahblde Thus, lines 271-272 in WBP read as follows:

(17) And seyst’ itis an hard thyng for to wolde Hengwrt
A thyng that no man wol his thankes holde ~WBP Il. 271-272

And seyst it is an hard thyng for to welde Ellesmere
A thyng” p' no man wole his thankes helde ~ WBP Il. 271-272

The variantavoldeandholdeare not restricted to Hg, as they are attestehiiteen
and fourteen other manuscripts, respectively, atwiCh, H4, Hg and Rabelong
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to the O group, and as well as in all incunabuleepk CX. According to theMED,
woldeis a northern form of the veskelden‘control’, and it cannot be excluded that
both wolde andholde are due to scribal misinterpretation of tlee as an e- at an
early stage of the textual tradition. However,stalso possible that the word is
authorial, as Chaucer often employed dialectalavasi in rhyming position, e.g.
murye myryeandmeryefor MERRY. In addition, we know that some Northern forms
belonged to his repertoire, as shown by his praterefor the Northern variant
agayninstead of the Southeayein(see Chapter 5 for bothERRY andAGAYN).

The wordMORE for the comparative form of the adjective andtfoe adverb is
normally spelled eithemo (from OE ma) when it means ‘more in number and
refers to count nouns, @no(o)re (from OE mara) when it means ‘larger, greater’
and refers to mass nouns, as shown in (18):

(18) it hadde ben necessarie mo conseilours 7 moore Hengwrt
deliberaciod TM par. 285

Moore is the most frequently used variant both aloneianmbmpounds likenoore
ouer, whereas there are just three instancesafe in Hg (PD I. 66, SH |. 149 in
namoreand TM par. 413 iimore ouey and two in El (SH I. 5 and TM par. 591 in
more ouey. It is possible that these occurrences in bofiistare relicts from the
original manuscript, especially as two of them iar@ M. The third variantmo, is
also attested in Hg, El and Tr, and is often udetieend of the line, probably for
rhyme purposes. The widespread use of the faworein The Canterbury Tales
seems to be a characteristic of Hg and El in paef¢c as a search for this word and
compounds in all other witnesses of GP, MI and WBRals thatnoreis the most
frequently used formMoore, however, occurs alongsiageorein a small number of
manuscripts, three of which, AdCh and H3 are very close to Hg and El in the
textual tradition of The Canterbury Talein at least two of the three tales. In
addition, the only two occurrences of this wordhe Hatfield fragment are spelled
moore which is also the preferred form in Tr, althougltannot be a Gowerian
feature, as it never occurs in t@Benfessio Amantis the Fairfax manuscript. It is
worth noting that in the rubric added later in e margin of folio 57v in Hg,
under the text of the unfinishgdook’s Tale(see Chapter 2, 81), the scribe wrote
‘Of this Cokes tale maked Chaucea mooré (Figure 4), suggesting that the
spelling with double vowel must have been the ssilpreferred form.

Figure 4. Scribal note added under the unfinished Cook’s Talein Hg, fol. 57v
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The advermatheleess usually spelled withee in the final syllable, with the
exception of five instances in Hg, three in El amk in Tr, where it occurs as
natheles One of these instances is in paragraph 337 ofirPBoth manuscripts,
hence in a prose section. Similarly, the advesder is preferred in all three
manuscripts, whilener occurs more rarely and mostly in rhyming positidine
occurrences afierin Hg and the corresponding rhyme words are thevitng:

(19) That Theseus hath taken hym so ner : Squier Hengwrt KT I. 581
And with the staf she drow ay ner and ner : voluper Hengwrt RE I. 384
And as he dorste he drow hym ner and ner : Anthiphoner Hengwrt PR |. 68

Both instances afierin PR |. 68 are preserved in El, and one is atsmd in KK, in
which the same line reads:

(20) And as he durste he drow hym ner and [erasure] Kk PR 1.68

The other three instances are spefiedrin El. Two of them are at the end of the
line, and the rhyme word is adapted only in RBB# 3where it becomeslupeer In

El there is another instance rér in KT 1. 992, which readseerin Hg; in this case
the rhyme word is the samaaunger in both manuscripts. In addition, there is one
more occurrence afieer at the end of the line in PD I. 638, which rhynwveigh
Pardonerin Hg and El. The evidence provided by the rhyimewss thater is used
more often thameer at the end of a line, and that wheeeris used instead, the
scribe fails to achieve the visual matching of rieymords. This suggests thagr
might be the authorial spelling, or at least that the variant employed for the sake
of rhyme.

The adverbsooreis another example of a word that is mostly speléth a
double graph in all three manuscripts. The varianthich the long vowel is spelled
with one graph onlysore occurs primarily in Hg, while only one and tweiances
are found in Tr and El, respectively. All of thecacrences o$orein Hg are attested
in tales wheresooreis used as well: KT, Ml, WBP, MO, NP, ME and NUh&two
instances o$orein El are provided in (21):

(21) a. This knyght auyseth hym and soore siketh Hengwrt WBP |. 1201
This knyght auyseth hym and sore siketh Ellesmere WBP |. 1201

b. - (Hengwrt lacks CY)
Supposynge though we sore smerte Ellesmere CY I. 152

In Hg sooreis often found at the end of the line, whdereis found as a rhyme
word only once, in WBP |. 610, where it rhymes vitfore:



VARIATION IN THE SPELLING OF LONG VOWELS 65

(22) That euere was me yeuen ther before Hengwrt
But afterward repented me ful sore WBP Il. 609-610
That euere was me yeuen ther bifoore Ellesmere
But afterward repented me ful soore WBP Il. 609-610

In El soorealways rhymes with words that are spelled wittoalde vowel, such as
bifoore, moore goore and hoore while in Hg there are two occurrences of this
variant as well, which rhyme wittore (NP |. 68) andyore (TT I. 78). This suggests
that sore may have been the original spelling for this wdsimilarly, yeeris the
most frequently used form for the novpAR in Hg and El, and the variangereand
yeereare always found in rhyming position, as shownttgse examples in (23)
from Hg and El, respectively. Normally, howeveereis preferred in Hg angeere
in El; in the latter manuscript there are also teaurrences ofeerein prose, in the
section of PA that is missing from Hg. By contragr occurs three times in both
Hg (KT, CL, PD) and El (all of them in KT), and twaf these instances ggr in
each manuscript are rhyme words. The long vowekiglly spelled with a single
graph in the inflected formgeresandyeris with the exception of Hgeerysand El
yeeresn KT |. 1964, and Eyeerisin FK I. 567, where Hg displayseris

(23) a. This passeth yeer by yeer and day by day Hengwrt KT |. 175
This passeth yeer by yeer and day by day Ellesmere KT I. 175

b. And fully .xx. wynter yeer by yere Hengwrt MO |. 61
And fully twenty wynter yeer by yeere Ellesmere MO |. 61

c. That from hir burthe knewe hir yeer by yeere Hengwrt CL I. 402
And from hiP birthe knewe hir yeer by yeere  Ellesmere CL I. 402

Finally, the advertyo(o)reis usually spellegoorein Hg and El, whileyore occurs
in both manuscripts only twice. The fogmoreis usually a rhyme word, as in:

(24) And doon hir nedes as they han doon yoore Hengwrt/Ellesmere ML |. 76

Ten of the thirteen instances in Hg and elevethefthirteen instances in El are
found at the end of a line, where they rhyme wWattre, (ha)mooreandsoore Yore
by contrast, occurs in the same position only anckelg, in CL |. 1140, where it
rhymes withther forg while in El the corresponding rhyming pair readsre
therfoore In Hgyoreis also found within the line in Ml I. 351, andspelledyoore
in El, although this is the only witness of Ml thathibitsyoorein this line, as all
other witnesses have variants with a single graptttfe long vowel. In Eyore is
found in KT Il. 955 and 1083, and in both casesoitresponds witlyoorein Hg.
Since three of the four occurrencesyofein Hg and El are attested in KT and Ml,
it is possible that they are relicts.
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The words described in this section show a cleafepence for the spelling with
two graphs, while one graph is used in a smallenber of variants. However, even
though the spelling with one graph is less comnibmay be authorial, as these
words are often found at the beginning of Hg, in &M KT, as shown bgk and
yore, as well as in prose in both manuscripts, as shoymoreandeke The reason
why the tales at the beginning of Hg differ frone ttest has been explained in §2.1
above. As for the prose tales, they are relevachlme they consist of rather long
texts, in which constraints such as rhyme and nukiraot operate. It is possible that
when the scribe copied these long texts, he pretkedry mechanically, and this
may have induced him to to preserve authorial spelfariants more often than he
did in the verse sections. It is also possible that prose sections contain old-
fashioned spelling forms because, as | will argueChapters 5 and 6, Chaucer
probably wrote PA and TM some time before he stiaidework onThe Canterbury
Tales and that the scribe preserved them simply beddesewere clearly authorial.
In addition, the presence of a single graph in rimgnwords, such aser, as well as
anomalies in the spelling of rhyme pairs, assoore rore, suggest that forms
spelled with a single graph may be authorial.,Ihmvever, impossible to determine
whether the spelling with one graph is the only tiveg can be considered authorial,
as the possibility cannot be excluded that botliewmés were in Chaucer’s language
as well as in the scribe’s repertoire. It is frolmes such as the spelling of words in
rhyming position and the clustering of similar antis in one or more tales, possibly
in more witnesses, that one can try to establishctwispelling forms were
presumably attested in the archetype. | lookedtHese clues when analysing the
words | discussed in the previous sections, amd gaing to do the same in the next
one, where | will deal with words that show a clshift from a single to a double
graph for the spelling of long vowels.

3. Theshift from single to double graphsfor the representation of
long vowels

Having dealt with words in which the long voweln®stly represented by either a
single or a double graph, in this section | wilhe@er those words in which the
scribe’s practice generally tended to shift frormgsne vowel in Hg (as iben to
using two vowels in El (as ibeen. In such words, the spelling with a single graph
is generally preferred in Hg. In some cases, sischi@modervs. Elmooder the
variant with a single graph is the only one thafosnd in Hg, while it is either
completely or almost completely replaced by théardrwith a double vowel in El.
In the vast majority of the cases, however, siraglavell as double graphs are used
for indicating long vowels in both Hg and El, eviough the single graph is very
often preferred in Hg, while a double graph is pradant in El. This is shown by
the preference fdnromuponhoomin Hg, while the reverse is attested in El.
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3.1. The shift from one graph in Hengwrt to two graphs in Ellesmere
for long vowels

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
CRUEL crewel 3 (2KT,CL) - -
cruel 18 2 -
crueel — 20+2 5
MOTHER moder 59 - -
mooder — 60+5 11
SELDOM selde(n) 7 2 1
seelde(n) - 5 2
TEXTUAL textuel 3 - -
textueel — 3 —

Table 8. Shift from one graph in Hg to two graphsin El

Some examples of words whose long vowel is exedligispelled with a single
graph in Hg are provided in Table 8. The wordsder and textuel exhibit the
spelling with one graph in Hg and occurrasoderandtextueelin El. It is striking
that each manuscript displays only one of the tagawnts, and comparison with the
other fifteenth-century witnesses at line 607 of(MI25) shows that, apart from El,
only H& and Efireadmooderand moodir, respectively. All other withesses of Ml
agree with Hg and exhibihoderin this line.

(25) My moder yaf it me so god me saue Hengwrt Ml I. 607

My mooder yaf it me so god me saue Ellesmere Ml |. 607

The shift from one to two vowels also occurs in Ward textue| which shows this
spelling three times in Hg, twice in MA and once.Bi7, all of which correspond to
textueelin El. Similarly, the adjectiveruel always occurs in Hg with one graph for
the e, which according to thMED is a long vowel, while in Etrueelis by far the
preferred variant. Only twice in El did the scripeserve the spellingruel, one of
them is in line 293 of SU, whereruel rhymes withfel, which contains a short
vowel. It is possible that rather than indicatingwmel length, the spelling with a
double graph ircrueel is meant to be a marker of stress, since this kseach
loanword. Many words that were borrowed from Frepdserved the original stress
pattern in Chaucer’s language, axinél andlicour; these words are thus stressed
on the second syllable, which contains a fully catited long vowel (Davis
1987:xxvi—xxvii). The variantrewelis attested three times in Hg, two of which are
in KT, and it is not preserved in El. | will refés crue(e)lonce again in Chapter 5,
when dealing with items that show the use of attive spelling variants alongside
a default one. In that context, | will argue tlca¢éwelis possibly a somewhat old-
fashioned spelling, and since both this variant emetl are spelled with one graph
in Hg, it is likely that these forms with a singjeaph are authorial, while those with
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a double graph found in El are scribal. In Tr, siceibe used a double graph for the
adjectivecrueelas well, while all occurrences of this word in terfax manuscript
are spellectruel. This suggests that Gower did not use a doublehgfar the e- in
these words; it follows that if the Fairfax manugtand Tr are closely related, the
spellingcrueelin Tr is very likely to be a scribal variant. Filyathe advertselde(n)
occurs in Hg with merely one vowel, and this spellis preserved only twice in El,
while the other five instances of this word chamge seelde(n) This is also the
spelling used for two of the three occurrencesrin T

3.2. Partial shift from one graph in Hengwrt to two graphsin Ellesmere
for long vowels

The words discussed so far provide examples offlg fagular shift from one graph
in Hg to two graphs in El for the spelling of longwels. However, in a larger group
of lexical items this shift is only partial, as theribe did not systematically use only
one variant of these words in each manuscript,geuerally preferred to spell the
long vowels with one graph in Hg and with two grapih El. Thus, in the items in
Table 9, the double graph is often used in bothusenipts; however, what deserves
attention is that the number of words spelled witkingle graph for the long vowel
clearly decreases in El, and sometimes they arevest attested.

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
BE be(n) 1098 870+178 165
bee(n) 430 659+162 84
CLEAR(LY) cler(e) 9 1+1 -
cleer(e) 12 21 -
FLEE fle 14 3+1 -
flee 13 23+2 -
GREAT gret(e) 186 122+15 29
greet 214 288+33 38
HEAD hed(e) 6 1+1 -
heed 84 90+5 6
HEED (taken) hede 11 - 2
heede 1 11+6 —
HOT(LY) hote 8 - -
hoote 21 29 12
SEE see 40 67+2 6
seen(e) 69 69+9 18
se 122 96+4 21
(y)sen(e) 8 8 -

Table 9. Partial shift from one graph in Hg to two graphsin El
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The verbbe(e)nis one of the words in which the shift from onetwm graphs for
long vowels takes place. All variants g found in the manuscripts analysed here,
i.e. be bee benandbeen may stand for the infinitive, the indicative pees plural,
the imperative singular, the present subjunctivd #re past participle ofE. In
some cases, the same variant can even be used Withisame line for different
verbal forms, as shown in the line represented?),(wherebe(e)noccurs twice,
first as the present indicative and then as thepgmasiciple.

(26) Housbondes been alle goode and han been yoore Hengwrt ML I. 174
Housbondes been alle goode and han ben yoore Ellesmere ML |. 174

Although beenis the commonly preferred spelling in Hg and B humber of
occurrences of this variant increases substaniialgl. By contrastbenis used 220
times in Hg, but occurs just 31+3 times in El. Ofilye of these occurrences in El
are also spellebbenin Hg, while all the other instances occurb@&or beenin this
manuscriptBeenis also by far the preferred spelling in Tr. Like®,be andbeeare
found in Hg, El and Tr, and even thoudie is the preferred choice in all
manuscripts, the occurrences of this variant dijgtiecrease in El, wherbeeis
used as a rhyme word, whiken or beenoccur within the line, as shown by the
following lines:

(27) a. If I so ofte myghte han wedded be Hengwrt WBP I. 7
For | so ofte haue ywedded bee Ellesmere WBP I. 7
b. Thou shalt be wedded vn to oon of tho Hengwrt KT 1. 1493
Thou shalt ben wedded vn to oon of tho Ellesmere KT I. 1493
C. But be a leow bothe in word and dede Hengwrt KT I. 917
But been a leow bothe in word and dede Ellesmere KT I. 917

In Hg the varianbeeoccurs only twice, in GP I. 60 and FK I. 746; #gelling of
the instance in FK is preserved in El, whikeein GP |. 60 becomesein El. In this
line the variantbeeis also found in Enand La, while the readinige is shared by
most witnesses of GBeeis attested more often in El, and is also founddftimes
in Tr, wherebe is the predominant spellingn all three manuscriptdee always
occurs at the end of a line, and it rhymes with dgothat are likewise spelled
with -ee such aschastiteg pardee and see thus suggesting that this spelling is
chosen for the sake of the rhyme. The interestiimgyt however, is thdieedoes not
seem to be an authorial form, but a scribal vatibat was probably used to achieve
regularity at the end of some of the lines thatmtl match orthographically in Hg.
In fact, in Hg several occurrences lné rhyme with words that are spelled with
double ee some of them retain their spelling in El, ashia tines from RE in (28a),
while others change inteeg as in the lines from MO in (28b).
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(28) a. A gilour shal hym self bigiled be Hengwrt
And god that sitteth heighe in magestee RE II. 401-402
A gylour shal hym self bigyled be Ellesmere
And god p' sitteth heighe in Trinitee RE Il. 401-402
b. With tonge vnnethe may discryued be Hengwrt
He twies wan lerusalem the Citee MO II. 148-149
With tonge vnnethe may discryued bee Ellesmere
He twyes wan lerusalem the Citee MO Il. 148-149

In addition, if the occurrences bkenandbeenin Hg are compared, it can be
seen that they have a different distribution acthesmanuscript. Most occurrences
of benare clustered in Section Ill, in NP (seventeerejnand MA (six times), as
well as in Sections IV and V, in TM (88envs. 81beer) and especially in PA (104
benvs. 12beer). By contrastpeenis attested only fourteen times in Section Il of
Hg, in L29 and MO, and never in the ensuing pafrthis section, i.e. L30, NP, L36
and MA, where the only variant that is usethén The different distribution dben
andbeenin Section Il of Hg suggests an interruption e tcopying process; this
conclusion is confirmed by the fact that two diéfiet inks were used in this section:
one for L29 and MO and another for L30, NP, L36 bt as shown in Figure 5:

Hgfol. 98v (theend of MO) Hg fol. 99r (the beginning of NP)

Figure5. Different inksin Structural Section |11 of Hengwrt, quire 14
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Folio 98v of Hg is written in a darker colour, whithe ink used for writing the
rubric ‘Here is ended the Monkes Ta# the end of this folio as well as the entire
folio 99r is much lighter. The same lighter inkused until the end of folio 111v,
which simultaneously corresponds with the end of, MASection IIl and of quire
15. On the basis of the codicological aspect oti8edIl of Hg, which comprises
quires 13 to 15, Stubbs (2000: Observations) arghes ‘quires thirteen and
fourteen which contain the Monk’s Tale may haverbpeepared some time before
the texts of the Nun’s Priest and the Manciple watded’, implying therefore that
NP and MA are later additions to this section. Téuggestion is substantiated by
my data on the distribution denandbeen Beenis employed regularly in the other
four sections of Hg: it is virtually the only vaniafound in Structural Sections | and
Il, where there are just one and eight instarmas respectively, and is also widely
used in Section IV. In Bbeenis employed systematically, whileen occurs more
rarely, being found primarily in KT (1benvs. 47beer), Ml (4 benvs. 13bee,
ML (4 benvs. 25beer) and four times in the quire of PA that is missirgm Hg.

Comparison with the manuscripts dating from thist fquarter of the fifteenth
century shows thateenis a variant that is not frequently used in GP,avtl NP.
On the whole, fewer than ninety occurrences aesttl in all withesses of GP: they
occur mainly in El (21), Hg (15), DI (8), Ps (7)daNI (5). In Ml approximately one
in three occurrences of this form is spelbn this variant is mainly found in Hg,
El, DI and Ps. As to NFheenis never attested in Hg, while it is always usedti;
in this tale only DI and Gg share the readimgen with El throughout. Other
witnesses reatbeenin some of the seventeen occurrences of this véadse in
which it occurs more frequently thamenare PA and Ps (11), Ma (10), Emnd NI
(8), Ad and Ad (6). Hence, it would seem thhenis an older form thabeen as
also confirmed by thé®xford English Dictionary It is peculiar to find only the
old-fashioned variarttenin NP and MA, which are tales that were copiedrldihan
most of the other tales, since the spelling suggistt Chaucer had already written
these texts or drafts of them some time beforedmtes! to work orThe Canterbury
Tales but inserted them in hiSalesonly later.As | will argue in Chapter 6, a
possible explanation for these variants is thatsttredbe adhered to the exemplars of
these two tales and relative links more faithfulan he had done in the previous
part of Section Ill. In additionbeenis attested in a small humber of fifteenth-
century witnesses of GP, MI and NP, which makesiikely that this was the form
present in Chaucer’s original manuscript. The vdribeen must have been
introduced at an early stage in the tradition, #issted by Hg and El, and was
subsequently retained in several witnesses, inctudome O manuscripts, such as
Ad*, Er and Ad, which directly descend from the original papend ¢hus contain
archetypal features.

For the adjectiveLEAR and the related advethEARLY, the variants with single
and double graph are used interchangeably in Hbpwagh the formcleer(e)is
preferred toclere In El cleer(e)is the most frequent spelling; there are just two
instances otlere, one of which, in L7 I. 11, is spelledeerein Hg, while the other
is not attested in HgCleereandclere (cler is found only once in Hg) appear very
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often in rhyming position, but in both manuscrigtsee use of either variant
sometimes results in mismatching pairs of spellaighe line ends, as those in (29):

(29) And after that” he song ful loude and clere Hengwrt
And kiste his wyf and made wantown cheere ME ll. 601-602

Cecile may eek be seyd in this manere
Wantynge of blyndnesse for hir grete light” Ellesmere
Of Sapience and for hiP thewes cleere NU II. 99-101

One occurrence of this word in GP in Hg, shown3id)( readsleere and the same
variant is also attested in El.

(30) Gyngle in a whistlynge wynd as cleere Hengwrt GP |. 170

Cleereis also found in this line in Cp and H#hat is, in the two manuscripts copied
by Scribe D, who was one of the four other scrilbe®lved with Scribe B in the
production of Tr. All other witnesses of GP reddre in this line, and this may be
an indication thatleereis a scribal variant.

The double graph is also frequently employed fer wordsFLEE, GREAT and
HEAD. In Hg, fle occurs once at the end of a verse line and tesstim prose, six in
TM and four in PA, whiléleeis found nine times in rhyming position and twine
TM. The fact that in Hdle is often found in the prose sections, wHike is the
variant employed in rhyming position, suggests thath variants might have been
part of Chaucer’'s repertoire. In El, by contrai¢e is generally the preferred
spelling, and one of the few occurrences of théawéfle in this manuscript is in the
line of MI that reads:

(31) This Nicholas anoon leet fle a fart Hengwrt MI I. 618
This Nicholas anon leet fle a fart” Ellesmere Ml |. 618

In this line,fle is also found in Hg as well as in 22 other witeasssvhileflee occurs

in just twelve manuscripts. It is possible, therefahat the shift from one to two
graphs of this word reflects an attempt to use guit spelling variant in El, rather
than preserving the spelling of the exemplar. Astli@ wordGREAT, greet(e)is the
variant used more frequently in Hg, El and Tr, altih it regularly occurs alongside
the form spelled with a single gragret(e) The variangrete (114 instances in Hg
vs. 120+14 in El) is well preserved in El, as itged for the weak declension of this
adjective and for its plural forms. By contragtet, used for the strong declension of
this adjective, almost disappears in El (72 insganin Hg vs. 2+1 in El); this
manuscript displays only three instancegrmt in the prose sections: one in PA par.
723, hence in the part of PA that is missing frogy End two in TM. Only one of



VARIATION IN THE SPELLING OF LONG VOWELS 73

these two occurrences is similarly speliget in Hg, while the other one reads
greet as shown in (32).

(32) a. Now as to the seconde point” where as youre wise

. ) . Hengwrt
conseilours conseiled yow to warnestore youre hous w TM par. 363
gret diligence par.
Now as to the seconde point f Where as youre wise
conseillours conseilled yow to warnestoore youre hous Ellesmere

y y TM par. 363

with gret” diligence

b. And for ther is greet pil in werre therfore sholde a man ~ Hengwrt
fle # eschewe werre in as muchel as a man may goodly TM par. 700

And for ther is gret pil in werre therfore sholde a man
flee and eschue werre in as muchel as a man may
goodly

Ellesmere
TM par. 700

The spellinggret is therefore typical of Hg, as almost all of theseurrences are
spelledgreetin El (214 instances in Hg vs. 288+33 in El) sltikely that bothgret
andgrete are authorial, whilgreetis a scribal variantGreetin fact occurs fifteen
times in GP and five times in MI, but it is used vary few fifteenth-century
witnesses of this section, two of which are Hg BhdSimilarly, the spellindeedis
mostly used foHEAD in Hg and El, as well as in Tr, whileed(e)is found only
occasionally in Hg and even more rarely in El. Hgpthys five instances dfed all
of which are spelletieedein El, and one ohedein KT I. 196, which is a rhyming
word forrede and it is preserved in El, as illustrated in (3®)second instance of
hedeis found in El, in the section of PA that is miggifrom Hg.

(33) She gadreth floures party white and rede Hengwrt
To make a subtil gerland for hir hede KT Il. 195-196
She gadereth floures party white and rede Ellesmere
To make a subtil gerland for hir hede KT Il. 195-196

In a number of words the long vowels are spell@t either one or two graphs
in Hg, but only with two graphs in El, as shownthg itemsHEED andHOT. Unlike
the wordHEAD, which occurs mostly dseedin all manuscripts, as shown above, the
NOUNHEED, in the expressiotaken heedis spellechedeeleven times andeedgust
once in Hg, while it is always spelldteedein El. Similarly, the varianhoote is
preferred in Hg for the adjectiveoT and the related adverBOTLY meaning
‘passionately’, althoughote occurs in this manuscript as well; El, by contrastly
exhibitshoote The variant with a double graph is consistentigdiby Scribe B in
Tr, despite the fact it is never found in the Ratrfmanuscript, wherboteis used
instead. The sole occurrence tafte in Tr I. 4.1247 (fol. 27v) is a verb, meaning
‘was called’. In Hghoot(e)occurs in several tales, among which GP, winerte is
never used, and KT until line 953; after that lthere are only three instances of
hote (KT Il. 1461, 1525, 1998), which seems to sugdjest a shift took place at this



74 CHAPTER3

point of the manuscript. These are, in fact, thly @ccurrences of this variant that
are clustered in a certain part of the text; tHeert occur at random in different
tales.

Finally, although both a single and a double graghemployed in Hg and El for
a number of forms of the ve”EE as inse(e) se(e)nandse(e)nethe spelling with
one graph is widely used for the varigetin Hg, as well as in Tr, but decreases in
El, whereseeis preferred instead. It is worth noting that afi¢he variants spelled
with a single graphsen occurs only in Hg and a few other manuscriptsthie
following lines:

(34) a. Heere may men sen p'dremes ben to drede Hengwrt NP |. 243
b. Affermeth dremes and seith p' they ben Hengwrt
Warnynge of thynges p' men after sen NP II. 305-306

The same spelling is also attested in Ln antf@icNP |. 243 and in Dd, HaCh, Ht
and Td for NP |. 306, while most witnesses resabr seein the first line andeen
or rarelysenein the secondSenis probably a relict from Chaucer’s original pagper
as this old-fashioned variant is also found in Bd,early manuscript, as well as in
Ch and H3 two manuscript of the O group in NP. In additias, the examples in
(34) show, the spellingenis used both within the line and in rhyming pasiti
where it rhymes wittben which, as | argue above in this section, is naotadern
form either. Interestingly, both occurrencesseh are in NP, hence in Structural
Section Il of Hg, which is written with the samellpw ink used for the title of the
poem in folio 2r. According to Stubbs (2000: Obsdions), ‘the material in the
yellow ink was the last part of the Hg manuscriptbe copied, since it seems to
include certain “finishing” features’. Even so, gtdection does not merely display
forms of the language that are considered modemm four perspective, as in my
analysis | found several examples of outdated isigeilariants in NP, such as the
spellinglowdefor loude(cf. discussion ofouD in the Chapter 4; 84.2) or the use of
benfor been discussed above. The presence of variants thgirabably archetypal
in a section that was copied after the other talsen the scribe had become
accustomed to the hand of the exemplar, suggesthénhpreserved the variarsesn
that very likely were in Chaucer’s original copgsiead of changing them inseen
as he did in EI.

Among the variants spelled with a double graph,seeandseen(e) all of the
five occurrences o$eeneattested in Hg are rhyme words that are clusteme@R
and KT, and most of them becomsenein El. In particular, the readirgeenan GP
. 134 is shared by Cp, Hg, £,dVMim and Ry, while all other witnesses of GP read
sene similarly, three of the four instances s#enen KT are spellegenein El. By
contrast, three of the four occurrencessehein Hg (in SQ, ME, FK), which are
rhyme words as well, preserve their spelling ingfig only the instance in line 1218
of WBT becomeseendn El. Some of these changes are probably meacdrect
disturbances of the rhyme pattern in Hg, as in mhésuscriptseenerhymes twice
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with grenein KT, while senerhymes once witlQueendan WBT. The latter instance
is shown in (35):

(35) And but | be to morn as fair to sene Hengwrt
As any lady Emperice or Queene WBT II. 1218-1219
And but | be tomorn as fair to seene Ellesmere
As any lady Emperice or queene WBT Il. 1218-1219

In El, conversely, all occurrences sénerhyme with words spelled with one graph
only, such agirene kene for instance, whilseeneahymes once only witkene The
presence o$enein El might thus signal an attempt to preservedtiginal spelling
as well as to match the spelling of rhyming worddthough orthographic
consistency is not always achieved in the two menipts when this word is used at
the end of a line, as illustrated in (36):

(36) And blynd he was as it is ofte seen Hengwrt
A bowe he bar and Arwes brighte and keene KT II. 1107-1108
And blynd he was as it was often seene Ellesmere

A bowe he bar and Arwes brighte and kene KT Il. 1107-1108

3.3. Preference for one graph in Hengwrt vs. two graphs in Ellesmere
for long vowels

A drastic shift in the spelling of long vowels ca@ seen in the words in Table 10, in
which the single graph is predominant in Hg, ansluigstituted by a double graph in
El in the vast majority of the cases. Some of tleeds in which this pattern can be
observed have induced scholars to claim that thalisp habits of the scribe
changed through time (Samuels 1988a:46), that lsemvaae faithful to his exemplar
in Hg and less so in El (Blake 1985:67), or eveat the different spelling variants
should be attributed to two different scribes (Rayn£982). | collected a number of
relevant examples of words that testify to thisrg®in Table 10, in order to see
whether my analysis could cast more light on thigter.
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Hengwrt Ellesmere  Trinity
DEADLY dedly 26 1 -
deedly 6 32+20 9
DEAL (-)del 24 4 3
(-)deel 6 31+2 -
DISCREET(LY) discret- 11 3 -
discreet- 6 (2GP, 3CL, PH) 14+4 -
INCREASE encres 14 8 -
encrees 8 14+2 -
FEAST feste 47 17 1
feeste(s) 6 37+2 -
GREATLY gretly 6 0+2 -
greetly 5 11+2 3
HE he 2536 2548+387 690
hee 6 (4GP, 2ML) 11+1 1
HERE her(e) 123 6+2 1
heer(e) 93 208+26 21
HEAR here 11 2 1
heere 61 69+2 28
HEST heste 13 3 1
heeste 1 11+2 2
HOLY holy 70 3 -
hooly 2 (GP, SU) 72+34 6
HOME hom 44 7 1
home - - 1
hoom 15 52 13
HOMELY(NESS | homly 4 -
hoomly 1 (GP) 5+1 -
homlynesse 1 1 -
MEAD/MEADOW | mede 10 5 1
meede 3 7 8
meeth 2 3 -
MEAN mene 26 9+1 2
meene(s) 2 19+3 7
NATURAL(LY) naturel(ly) 13 4 -
natureel(ly) 1 10+3 1
SIEGE sege 3 1 -
seege 1 3 1
SHEEN shene 6 3 -
sheene 4 7 -
SWEET swete 48 3+2 -
sweete 8 (GP, KT, MI, L30) 55+1 4

Table 10. Preference for one graph in Hg vs. two graphsin El for long vowels
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Unlike the related adjectiveeaD (see §2.2), the forrdEADLY, which functions
both as adverb and as adjective, shows a very slaéirfrom one graph in Hg to
two in El, since only one of the 26 occurrencedefdly in Hg, in FK I. 332, is
preserved in El, where otherwideedlyis used throughout. Almost all instances of
this adverb are clustered in PA, and only threthef25 occurrences attested in Hg
readdeedly the rest being spelletedly In El, by contrastdeedlyis the only variant
found in PA, and since El contains the entire wersif this tale, this form is also
used for the occurrences that are not attestediritHs interesting to note that such
a systematic shift frondedly in Hg to deedlyin El occurs in a prose section, in
which the scribe simply copied his exemplar withdwving to take into
consideration features such as rhyme and metreerifmless, he regularly used one
variant in Hg and the other in El, and this strgrgliggests that the choice of either
a single or a double graph was the result of adrite plan. As | have already
discussed with reference to other forms, the variaith one graph might be
authorial, and in this case, if it can be showrt tha contains other old-fashioned
spelling forms, it would be possible to argue tiedlywas in Chaucer’s manuscript
Deedlyis also the only variant found in Tr, despite thet that this form is never
attested in the Fairfax manuscript.

Similarly, the spellinglel, meaning ‘part, amount’, occurs primarily in Hghile
deelis by far the form more frequently used in El. Thisrd occurs both as a single
word and as part of such compound adverbsuasy de(e)lneuer a de(e)andsom
de(e)l In El there are only four instances of the varidel, always in the word
somdel In addition, the adjectiveISCREET, also when it is a part of the adverb
DISCREETLY, is usually spelledliscretin Hg anddiscreetin El. Two of the six
instances ofliscreetin Hg are in the following lines of GP:

(37) a. Discreet he was and of greet rel’ence Hengwrt GP |. 314
b. Butin his techyng” discreet” and benygne Hengwrt GP |. 520

In line 314 the same spelling is used in El andwisle in line 520 it also occurs in
Ch, CX, El, H&, Lc, Mg and Wy, thus showing that in Glscretis the preferred
variant in most of the other witnesses, and thatdpelling with a double graph
probably was not present in the ancestor of Hg Bhdrhe same can be argued
about the itemINCREASE, both noun and verb, because, even thoaigtresand
encreesoccur in both manuscripts, the variamicresis used more frequently in Hg,
while encreesis preferred in El. Accordingly, the variaehcreesin GP, which is
found in Hg, in the line that reads:

(38) Sownyngr alwey thencrees of his wynnyng” Hengwrt GP |. 288

is attested only in Hg, El, AJEr® and in no other fifteenth-century witness of GP.
Fe(e)stis another word in which the spelling with oneras less frequent in El,
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and yet the collation of MI I. 498 in all fifteenttentury versions of this tale shows
that in this line the varianfeesteis shared by only ten witnesses. The most
authoritative of them are Hg, El and Adwhich is also an O manuscript that
descends independently from the archetypeTlodé Canterbury TalegRobinson
1997:80). In this case, the fact that most manp&cegree in displaying the variant
spelled with one graph suggests tfesteis an authorial form, wheredsesteis a
variant introduced at an early stage of the textaalition of MI.

The adverbGREATLY occurs asgretly and greetly in Hg, while greetly is
preferred in El. The only two occurrencesgoétly in El are found in the section of
PA that is missing from Hg (in paragraphs 806 am8)8althoughgreetly occurs
twice in this section as well. In Hg each varianaitested once in the middle of the
verse linegreetlyin MO |. 384 andyretly in ME I. 585. The other occurrences are
in the prose sectiongretly occurs four times in TM, whilgreetlyis found twice in
TM and three times in PA. The two forms are usuéfiierchangeable in Hg,
although it may be noted that in the prose sectibeg are clustered in a particular
way, since the scribe wrotgetly in TM, paragraphs 53 and 133, then switched to
greetly in paragraphs 385, 398, 577 and 695, and finallgtavgretly again in
paragraph 848 of TM as well as in paragraphs 29 268 of the subsequent
Parson’s Tale The first two occurrences of this word in TM attéested in quire 28,
while all the other ones are in quire 29 of Hg. IAsill argue more extensively in
Chapters 5 and 6, these two quires present codijcalodifferences that are to some
extent supported by variation in the spelling ofrd# all of which might be caused
by a shift of exemplar. In such cases, thgretly and greetly might have been
attested in two different copytexts. Even thoughha light of what was argued
above,gretly would look like the authorial form, it is possilileat both forms were
in the author’s repertoire, perhaps as old-fastdaar®d more modern variants of the
same word, and that the presence of one or the adn@nt inThe Canterbury Tales
merely suggests different dates of composition tef texts in which they are
attested. In Tr the scribe spelled the adwgndetlyin all three occurrences of this
word.

The use of the double graph is also attestederptbnourHg, which is usually
spelledhe in both manuscripts, although there are six inarofheein Hg and
twelve in El. All of these occurrences, which apeeptions with respect to the
overall preferred spellinge, are rhyme words. Four of the six instancehedin
Hg are used in GP, in lines 215, 341, 437 and wB@e the other two are in ML, in
lines 390 and 397. None of these spellings is shhgeEl, although the rhyming
words arecontree(twice), superfluytegpardee Nynyueeandtreein both Hg and El.
Apart from Hg and Elheeis attested in GP in just a few manuscripts, anlgl &I
shows this reading in all the lines mentioned,altyh this is due to the fact that its
scribe usedheefor almost all occurrences of this pronoun in GBee also Chapter 6
for heeas a word subjected to the rhyme constraint.)

The variantsher and here for the advertHERE are likewise used in Hg more
often thanheer and heere but their number decreases dramatically in Elthis
manuscript, the forms spelled witee- are clearly predominant, while there are
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merely six occurrences bkr, two of which are not attested in Hg, and twdefe

in KT and TT. In Hg 25 of the 63 instanceshafereare found at the end of the line,
and almost all of these occurrences preserve $peifing in El. By contrastereis

a rhyme word only in five lines, as 46 occurrencéshis variant are found within
the line and the other 54 at the beginning oftitisIworth noting that in Hg the
scribe consistently wroteHere bigynnetliendeth..” in the incipit and explicit of
each tale, while in El he always wroteldere bigynnettendeth..” in the same
contexts.The spelling with the double graph found in El seedimerefore to have
been intentionally chosen for these expressions¢chwlxplains its consistent use
throughout the entire manuscrigtieere is also the only form attested in El in
thirteen lines of GP, MI, and NP that are neitmeipits nor explicits of tales, and in
which Hg read$ieresix times andeer(e)seven times. Comparison of these thirteen
lines in all fifteenth-century witnesses of GP, hd NP shows thditereis used in
most of them. By contrasheer(e)is primarily found in Cp, Ha Dd and Gg among
the early manuscripts, as well @ Ad', and especially En among the late
manuscripts which, like Haand Gg, belong to the O group. Finakhger(e)is the
preferred spelling for the adverb in Tr as welleethough the Gowerian form used
in the Fairfax manuscrips hier(e)

Unlike the adverlHERE, the verbHEAR is predominantly spelledeerein both
Hg and El, and most of the occurrences, 50 of 6Hgnand 52 of 69 in El, are
rhyme words. The variant spelled with a single grapcurs less frequently; there
are eleven instances bérein Hg, only three of which are in rhyming positjand
two in El, both of them within the line. In additipthe varianther and heer are
never used for the verb. The collation of severdirin whichHEAR occurs in
rhyming context, i.e. GP Il. 169 and 858, MI I. 45&° Il. 432 and 444, WBP Il. 802
and 830, in all the fifteenth-century witnessegh#fse tales shows that just a few
manuscripts support the readihgerefound in Hg and El. In line 169 of GP, the
variantheereis shared by Cp, El, Hand Hg:

(39) And whanne he rood men myghte his brydel heere Hengwrt GP I. 169

andheerein line 858 is also found in AdCp, EA, Hg and S, while El exhibits a
different reading, as shown in (40), a reading Wheccording to Robinson
(2000a:82) is a scribal innovation.

(40) And he bigan with right a murye cheere Hengwrt
His tale anoon and seyde as ye may heere  GP Il. 857—858
And he bigan with right a myrie cheere Ellesmere
His tale anon and seyde in this manere GP Il. 857-858

Likewise, in the five above-mentioned lines of MIP and WBFheer(§ is attested
in Hg and El and only a few other manuscripts, agnahich the early Cp, Haand
Dd and the late but authoritative Adnd EA. Hg and El also agree at NP |. 57,
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where they display the variaherewithin the line, like most other fifteenth-century
witnesses, but unlike AdCp, Ef and Gg, which reatheer(e) Conversely, they
disagree in the lines shown in (41) heseis only found in Hg.

(41) a. Yis god woot lohn | here it euery del Hengwrt Ml |. 183
Yis god woot lohn | heere it euery deel Ellesmere Ml I. 183
b. Lo here the wise kyng” daun Salomon Hengwrt WBP |. 35
Lo heere =¥ the wise kyng” daun Salomon Ellesmere WBP I. 35
c. From hous to hous to here sondry tales Hengwrt WBP |. 547
Fro hous to hous to heere sondry talys Ellesmere WBP |. 547

In these three lines, non-rhymihger(e)is also found in Al Erfand H4 in MI, as
well as in Dd and Etin WBP

It can thus be observed that in Rigereis generally preferred toereas a rhyme
word, although it may also rhyme with words spelith single e- such adrere,
manerg matereandprayere as shown in the following example:

(42) And stille he sit and biddeth his prayere Hengwrt

Awaitynge on the reyn if he it heere Ml II. 455-456
And stille he sit” and biddeth his preyere Ellesmere
Awaitynge on the reyn if he it heere Ml Il. 455456

In addition, in Hg bottheer(e)andher(e)occur in free variation within the line, and
here is used line-initially for the adverb only, whii@a El heer(e)is the most
frequently used variant, and forms with a singledimle-e- are simply rare. In Hg
and Elheereis also used more regularly for the verb thantlfier adverb: this may
simply be due to the fact that most occurrenceshef verb are rhyme words.
However, it may also indicate a specific functiohtbis variant as, unlike the
adverb, only forms with finale; i.e. hereand especialljeere are employed for the
verb. The evidence provided by the collation ofumber of lines in GP, MI, WBP
and NP shows thdtereis the variant that is generally preserved by nfiftstenth-
century scribes, whilaeer(e)is found only in a number of early manuscripts] an
the authoritative Aland ER, both in rhyming and in non-rhyming positions. §hi
could be evidence of the possibility that bb#r(e)andheer(e)in Hg are authorial,
with he(e)r as the preferred variant fofERE and he(e)re for HEAR, while the
widespread use dfeer(e)in El suggests more strongly that this form wagpsaely
chosen by the scribe for his later manuscript. Siceelly, the use of the common
variantheerefor both the adverlhe(e)rand the verthe(e)reinduced the scribe to
gloss some lines in order to avoid confusion betwibe two meanings of this word,
‘hear’ and ‘here’. This is shown by the glosseslire andhic added in WBP [. 35 of
El in example (41) above, as well as in the follogviines from PH in Hg:
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Fig. 6. Glosses for two instances of heerein fol. 193v of Hengwrt

The formshesteandholy are primarily used in Hg, whereas the scribe prete
the variantsheeste meaning ‘command’, anidooly in El. The only occurrence that
at present can be compared with all fifteenth-agnwitnesses ofrhe Canterbury
Talesis hestein Ml |. 402. The collation of this word shows theeest(e)s found in
just nine manuscripts, among which the authoritathe®, Ch and Elhest(e)being
the variant more commonly used in all the othemesses. The same goes for the
varianthooly, which seems to be characteristic of El. This agion can be drawn
from the analysis of six occurrences of this adyegtfive of which are in GP, in
lines 17, 178, 481, 739 and 517, and one in MPR.3n Hg the scribe wrotloly
for the first four instances in GP and the one ih &hdhooly in line 517 of GP.
Most of the witnesses of GP and MI reladly in all these lines as well, whereas
hooly occurs almost exclusively in El.

The wordHOME and its derivativesioMELY (adjective as well as adverb) and
HOMELINESS are also affected by spelling changes between mdgEd. Thus, the
varianthomdecreases markedly in El, whiieom which is also used in Hg but to a
lesser extent, increases. In addition, four insanaf homly (one in SU, three in
ME) for the adjective occur in Hg alongside oneéhobmly(in GP), but the variant
spelled with one graph completely disappears innElerehoomlyis used instead.
Likewise, the sole instance dbmlynessen Hg becomesioomlynessén El (TM
par. 716). The shift from one to two graphs doesafiect all words derived from
HOME, though, because the advérimwardis always spelled with a single graph in
all manuscripts. As for the distribution of the reats homandhoom | found that
both of them are often used in the same tale. Simeéwo forms occur in GP and
WBP, | compared all fifteenth-century witnessegfhefse sections and noticed that
the readinghoomis attested in only a few manuscripts, among whichand El,
which suggests that the variant with a double gnawpist have been introduced by
Scribe B. More interestingly, when these two maripse readhom in GP |. 116
and WBP |. 528, most witnesses agree with thenms tmplying that this reading
must have been in the original text. Finally, tlaeianthoomis the preferred one in
Tr, even though onljhomandhomeare used in the Fairfax manuscript, and is also
the only spelling found IMCE This suggests th&ioommight be a scribal variant,
thus leavinghomas the form used by Chaucer.

The shift from one graph in Hg to two graphs indah also be seen in the
following items: MEAD and MEADOW, MEAN, NATURAL(LY), SIEGE and SHEEN
Me(e)deis mostly used fomeaD and MEADOW, but it also stands for Modern
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English ‘bribery’ and ‘reward’; the variant spelladgth one graph is preferred in Hg,
while meedemostly occurs in EIMedeis preserved in the latter manuscript mainly
when it stands fomeAaDow, and once foMEAD. This word is also spelletheeth
twice in both manuscripts (MI Il. 75, 192), a diéat spelling variant with a double
graph for the long vowel, andedeonce in Hg (KT I. 1421); the latter occurrence is
spelledmeethin El. The wordvEAN, used for the verb and the noun, exemplifies an
even more complete shift fromenein Hg tomeenen El. Yet, an analysis of three
instances of this word in the lines from Hg disgldyin (43) shows thaheeneis
attested in just a few manuscripts, whiteeneis the preferred variant in most
fifteenth-century withesses of GP and MI.

(43) a. To Caunterburyward® | mene it so Hengwrt GP I. 793
b. By Seinte note ye woot wel what | mene Hengwrt
This Absolon ne roghte nat a bene Ml Il. 583-584
¢. He woweth hir by meenes and brocage Hengwrt Ml 1. 189

In examples (43a) and (43lmeenadoes not occur in Hg and El either, while it does
so in example (43c). However, these two manuscaptsli are the only witnesses
that display this variant in line 189 of MI, whiéh not enough to claim thateene
was the form used by Chaucer. The non-authorialreaif meends also suggested
by the evidence that in El five of the ten occuceshofmeneare clustered at the
beginning of the manuscript, in GP and KT, wherytbccur within the line, and
three other instances (Ml I. 583, L7 |. 93, CY 05] rhyme withbeneandclene By
contrast, the variamheeneoccurs in El alongsidaenein Ml and ML, but from ML
on is virtually the only form used in the rest loé tmanuscript.

The shift from one to two graphs for the spellofghe long vowels also affects
the adverb and adjectiveaTURAL(LY), which are spelled much more often with a
single graph in Hg than in El. The variant with tgiaphs is used for the sake of the
rhyme only once in both manuscripts, in GP |. 488gere natureelrhymes with
deel However, this spelling is found in just a fewmésses apart from Hg and El, in
Cx*, C¥ and Wy (readingnatureel), the corresponding rhyme word being likewise
spelleddeel in all of them. In this line all other fifteenttentury witnesses of GP
exhibit variants whose long vowels are spelled wattsingle graphnaturel(e)
naturell(e)andnaturalle As | have argued in §3.1 above for the vari@nee| the
double graph imatureel could also be a way to indicate stress, rathen the
quality of the vowel. The spelling with a doubleagh prevails in El also for the
word SIEGE, as three of the four instances that are attést@the Canterbury Tales
are spelledegein Hg, butseegen El. The sole occurrence séegen Hg, in GP |.
56, also exhibits the same spelling in El*tdad Mg. Other than that, the variant
seegés not found in any witnesses of GP.

Similarly, the scribe preferredhenein Hg andsheenein El for the adverb
SHEEN meaning ‘brightly’. All occurrences of this woede at the end of the verse
line, but their spelling does not always agree it of the rhyme word, as shown
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in (44). The distribution of this variant is quitgeresting, because in Hg the scribe
wrote sheendour times from the beginning of GP until KT [.@&and then, still in
KT, he switched tshene which he subsequently used in the rest of theusaipt.
The spelling variants employed in GP and KT arestime in both Hg and El, with
the exception of KT |. 210, which readseendn Hg andshenein El. By contrast,

in the four instances found in ML, SQ, ME and FIg sheneregularly changes into
El sheeneThe variansheeneccurs twice in both manuscripts, in the lineédi):

(44) a. Axpofre on his brest of siluer sheene Hengwrt
An horn he bar the bawdryk” was of greene GP Il. 115-116
A Cristophere on his brest of siluer sheene Ellesmere
An horn he bar the bawdryk was of grene GP . 115-116
b. A peyre of bedes gauded al with greene Hengwrt
And ther on heengr a brooch of gold ful sheene GP Il. 159-160
A peire of bedes gauded al with grene Ellesmere
And ther on heng7 a brooch of gold ful sheene GP II. 159-160

Yet, apart from Hg and El only three other fiftedeaentury manuscripts, Cp, NI and
Py, show this variant in the same lines; Cp, re@adtheenen |. 160, is the most
authoritative among them. The rhyme woskeeneseem to be a problem in the
lines from El in (44), as the use of the doublepgrarevents them from matching
orthographically withgrene The rhyming paisheenegreneoccurs twice more in
El (in SQ and ME), while it readshenegrenein Hg; however, also in Hg there are
two occurrences of a mismatching pahene queene(in ML and FK), which
becomessheenequeenein El. This is an example that illustrates a mgemeral
issue concerning Scribe B’s treatment of rhyme wondHg and El, which will be
discussed in Chapter 6.

The last example of the shift from one to two ¢yafor the spelling of long
vowels in Hg and El is provided by the itesweeT, which is mostly used for the
adjective but may also occur with the meaning ‘dlyeeand ‘sweat’, as in the
following lines from Ml

(45) a. To smellen swete er he hadde kembd his heer Hengwrt Ml |. 505
b. That for youre loue | swete ther | go Hengwrt Ml . 516

This word is primarily spelledwetein Hg andsweeten El. In El there are only five
instances o$wete four of them are verbs (Ml Il. 516, 517, L33 6 and CY I. 467)
and one is an adjective (WBP I. 708). The threauenices found in Ml and WBP
are also attested in Hg, where they exhibit theesspelling, probably because, with
the exception of Ml I. 516, they are rhyme worddl & the eight instances of
sweeteattestedn Hg are preserved as such in El, where the numbeccurrences
of this spelling variant increases dramatically.efiéh is, moreover, only one
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manuscript besides Hg and El, Ps, which agreesthithreadinggweeten GP Il. 5
and 267 and in MI Il. 20, 75, 119 and 159. This may be coincidental, especially
because Ps is a manuscript that was copied froonflated exemplar, i.e. a text
copied from more than one manuscript source, buthith numerous corrections
were inserted on the basis of ‘a manuscript of héttual quality’ (Crow 1942:98—
99). The presence cfweetein the same lines of Hg, El and Ps could thus be
evidence of a link between Ps and Hg or El, poggibh direct line of descent from
O for all three manuscripts, as suggested by Rohims his stemmatic analysis of
GP (Robinson 2000b), although this would be limitedreadings likesweetein
which such agreement can be shown. Among the emtwscripts, Cp and Fleead
sweeten four and three of these six lines, respectivellile sweteis the preferred
spelling in the majority of the other witness8sveteoccurs twelve times in Hg at
the end of the line, twice as a verb and ten tiasean adjective, and it rhymes eight
times with words that likewise contain a long voveeld that are also spelled
with -e-, such agete Crete quieteandlete In three lines, howevesweterhymes
with words that are spelled witlee (swete meetein CO Il. 9:10, SH Il. 363:364
and PR Il. 230:231), while the remaining instantthis word occurs in the rhyming
sequencawete quiete heetein the following stanza of ML:

(46) With his Custaunce his holy wif so swete
To Engelond been they come the righte way
Wher as they lyue in ioye and in quiete Hengwrt
But litel while it lasteth | yow heete ML Il. 1031-1034

Similarly, a few words that rhyme wigweeten El are spelled with single~ such
as prophete(another French loanword, used in ML |. 126 indtsbreviated form
Dphete) andfor lete (PR I. 206), as shown in the examples in (47).

(47) a. Wedden his child vnder oure lawes swete Hengwrt
That vs was taught by Mahoun oure pphete ML Il. 125-126
Wedden his child vnder oure lawes sweete Ellesmere

That vs were taught by Mahoun oure pphete ML II. 125-126

b. q This welle of nPcy Cristes moder swete

| loued alwey as after my konnynge Hengwrt

And whan p' | my lyfr sholde forlete PR Il. 204-206
9l This welle of mercy Cristes mooder sweete

| loued alwey as after my konnynge Ellesmere

And whan p' | my lyf sholde for lete PR Il. 204-206

Finally, a search for the instancessafe(e)tan all fifteenth-century witnesses of
GP, Ml and WBP, amounting to a total number of tiyesccurrences, shows that
sweeteoccurs mainly in El (17 instances) and Hg (6 ins&s), in Cp (11 instances)
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and H4 (7 instances), both copied by Scribe D in thet fifsarter of the fifteenth
century, and in Ps (12 instances), while seven mooarrences are found in other
manuscripts. The tendency to spell long vowels veitilouble graph, therefore,
seems to be a peculiarity of El in particular afich dew other manuscripts besides
El. As | have argued above, the presencevafetein Cp, H&and Ps might suggest
that it is an authorial form. However, since thédewce for this is found in just a
few manuscripts, | prefer to argue tlsateetewas probably introduced at an early
stage in the textual tradition of the tales congdéhere, perhaps in Hg and El, and
then preserved by just a few other witnesses.

3.4. Summary

My findings for this section may be summarizedakivs: the examples that | have
discussed here show that there was a change frentootwo graphs which took
place between Hg and El in a number of words comgia long vowel. The most
striking example of this shift is provided by thestematic use dfierein the incipit
and explicit of each and every tale in Hg, whildtiese lines El always reallsere
However, this is not a shift that affects all longwels systematically, because |
have explained that Scribe B often used a doubdptgifor the spelling of long
vowels in both manuscripts, as well as in Tr. Weat be noted is that the scribe
generally tended to use one graph in Hg and twel;ifiurther evidence is however
necessary to argue that such a shift indicatesthieatscribe partly preserved the
spelling of the exemplar in Hg, while fully adogihis own spelling in EI.

The analysis of the items presented here shows séneral words that are
spelled with a double graph in Hg are found atethe of the line, such a$eereand
heere There is clearly a constraint on the selectioor@ form over another; | have
referred to this above as the ‘rhyme constraintiisTthyme constraint could be one
reason for the persistence of spelling variantsig manuscript, despite the fact that
they are no longer current in positions elsewhar¢he line or, indeed, in prose.
However, this also begs the question of why th#sarvould change the spelling in
El, sometimes at the expense of what would otherviiave been instances of
spelling consistency at the line ends. In rhymiogition words can, in fact, exhibit
forms like cheereandpeere(which are always spelled witkee), but alsomanere
prayere matereandswere(which are always spelled witk-}, as well aspperevs.
appeere clerevs. cleere herevs. heereandyerevs. yeere(which occur with both
spellings). It seems therefore that the spellinthwine or two graphs for the long
vowel is an authorial device used for rhyming psgs) although this is not fully
understood or preserved by the scribe, whose chaioeoften seems to depend on
his own spelling preference. | will explain this radully in Chapter 6. Furthermore,
he(e)r is frequently followed by a preposition likef, about or inne to form
compound adverbs likeeer aboutewhile he(e)re neveris. This distribution is so
consistent that it can be seen either as a spdilatit shared by both author and
scribe, and thus a feature that the scribe predefaithfully, or as a feature that
Scribe B, who was a trained copyist, used regularg thus introduced in these
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manuscripts as well. Finally, sineeando are the vowels that show a significant
change from one to two graphs, | also consideredptissibility that the variation
attested might reflect a different pronunciationtteése sounds, i.e. open vs. close
long vowels (cf. Kokeritz 1954:13-14). In some woid Hg, e.g. likebEAD and
DEED, HEAD andHEED, the open long is primarily spelled with two graphs, as in
deedandheed while the close long is spelled with one graph, asdedeandhede
Other words, however, do not exhibit such a cledrdifference, as exemplified by
the verbHEAR and the adverBiERE, which apparently were already homophones at
the time. In Hg the verkBEAR is mostly spelledheere while the adverlBiERE occurs
more frequently aker(e)thanheer(e) Even though the stressed voweHerr and
HERE is a close long, they are thus spelled in either way. The usensf or two
graphs for the long vowels is very likely unrelatedthe quality of the vowels, as
suggested by Elliot (1974:32). In order to find outre about this, it is necessary to
understand to what extent the language of Hg iefleation of Chaucer’'s own
language and how much of this language is preseirveéel. On the basis of the
analysis of the items discussed in this sectisygdgest that the following variants
are very likely to be authoriatruel, ben clere, fle(e) gret(e),sen dedly, discret
encresfeste gre(e)tly he(e)re hom meneandswete

4. Concluding remarks

In this chapter | have discussed the use of sirgld double graphs for the
orthographical representation of long vowels; nmdiings can be summarized as
follows. First of all, | have not found any evidenihat the shift from a single graph
in Hg to a double graph in El took place systenadliic as the complete shift can be
seen in just a small number of words. However, ticed that both variants are
employed for the spelling of long vowels, and imsowords the use of the double
graph increases in El, especially when this spginalready used frequently in Hg.
In those words that are commonly spelled with oraly in Hg, the same spelling is
often preserved in El as well, and the correspandariants with a double graph are
well represented in Hg and are sometimes evenfilegaent in El. In addition, the
widespread use of words spelled with a single grat shows that this convention
for representing long vowels was still in use. 3eltp, comparison with all
fifteenth-century witnesses of GP, MI, WBP and N®ws that often Hg or El, or
both, disagree with most other witnesses with retsfzethe use of a double graph
for long vowels, thus suggesting that this variaas introduced by the scribe in one
or both of these manuscripts. Thirdly, Scribe B mmidpave chosen to adopt a
spelling system that was as regular as possiblig in order to lend more authority
to a text that was supposed to become a prestigiditisn of The Canterbury Tales
However, it cannot be excluded that for certain dsoboth variants were in
Chaucer's exemplar as well. We know that Chaucepleyed different spelling
variants such as Midlandsyrie, South Eastermury and West Midlandsnery for
the wordMERRY, mainly for the sake of rhyme (Burnley 1983:128gnce, it is very
likely that he also used forms with either a simglea double graph when necessary,
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especially in rhyming position. The evidence preddy forms that occur at the end
of the verse lines shows that the rhyme constcaiotd be one reason for using two
spelling variants in Hg, but this does not exphaimy Scribe B sometimes changed
the spelling in El without regard for consisten@tieen rhyme words.

| thus believe that the linguistic differences ceming the spelling of long
vowels in the Hg and the El manuscriptsTdfe Canterbury Taleare due to the
scribe’s different attitude towards these two teatsl not so much to a development
in his spelling practice resulting from the ongosgglling changes. It is very likely
that Scribe B partly copied his exemplar and partigosed his own spelling on the
language of Hg, while he paid more attention todpelling in El, to the extent of
showing signs of scribal hypercorrection when hedus double graph in words that
would normally not exhibit it, as ihee sheeandthree The scribe clearly had more
time to copy El than he had for Hg, since in Elvm®te many letters with extra
strokes that are sometimes abbreviations, but wéign just decorative marks.
Examples of these marks are the tails added tagbenders of the lettergt) andd
(¢, and to other letters like(f) andg (g7), the bar drawn across the ascender of
crossed h#), and the hook often added to final(F). In addition, a double graph is
often found in El at the end of words that occuthatline end or within the line but
in proximity of a pause, thus beforeviagula (/), which, as mentioned before, stands
for both a comma and a period (as in Fig. 6 abafter the wordcalle). In these
cases the double graph could also have a decofaticéon, serving as a line filler.
Alternatively, a final double graph could simply tee to the fact that when a short
pause occurred in the process of copying, the esasiéds automatically induced to
produce a somewhat more elaborated version ofdtierlin questionLastly, a
double graph seems to be used in French loanwsudb, acrueelandnaturee| to
indicate syllable weight.

On the basis of my findings, | therefore propdsat the presence of a double
graph in the spelling of long vowels in Hg and Eynbe influenced by the fact that
the shift from a single and a double graph for espnting vowel length was taking
place at the time in which Scribe B was active ggadessional copyist. However,
what we see in Hg and El is not a change in thiacpractice that reflects an
ongoing linguistic change, but rather a scribaératit to normalise the spelling of
El, to the extent of using a double graph even whevas unnecessary, asshee
andthree It is very likely that all this was done for tlsake of producing a high-
quality manuscript.
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Variation between -ow, -0- and -0ou-

1. Introduction

As discussed in Chapter 3, 81, Samuels (1988a:d43}ribes a number of shifts
which took place in Scribe B's spelling practiceridg the time that elapsed
between the copying of Hg and El, and argues they twere the result of the
linguistic changes which were occurring in the Londlialect at the beginning of
the fifteenth century. In the previous chaptergaltl with the changes that affected
the spelling of long vowels in particular; in wHatlows | am going to examine the
shifts from ento -oun(as inresonto resour), from -ow- to -ou- (as intownto toun,
thow to thou) and from egh to -ough (as inthoghto though. | believe that these
three types of change exemplify a more generahtian that took place between
Hg and El, namely the tendency to replace big--0- and less frequently- with

El -ou-. Consequently, as in the case of the shift fram o two graphs for the
spelling of long vowels (Chapter 3), | would like argue against Samuels that this
is not a linguistic change, but a change in spglpractice that reflects the scribe’s
intention to impose a regular pattern on the lagguaf El. As | will proceed to
show in this chapter, what appears to be goingsathat Scribe B regularised this
spelling feature in El, because in this manusdr@tmade sure that he spelled words
more consistently than he had done in Hg. It i® alery likely that in order to
decrease spelling variation in El, the scribe madelection among authorial forms,
when more of them were attested in the exemplar tlaat he employed in this text
only those variants which he considered more reptasve of Chaucer’'s usage,
basically regularising the authorial spelling whetessary.

The above-mentioned spelling changes mostly afteetords containing the
sounds [u] and [u:], which in Chaucer’s spellingteyn could be represented loy, -
-u-, -OW, -ou- and o(u)gh Examples are the wordg®nneandbut, which contain
[u], as well asgrow, shouresanddroghte which contain [u:]Sonnealso exemplifies
the practice, introduced by Anglo-Norman scribeshia thirteenth century (Scragg
1974:44), of using instead ofu in order to avoid misreading, and thus misspelling,
words in whichu was adjacent to the lettems n, andi. With the letteri not being
dotted, words likesumeandsinnecould easily be confused because of the series of
minims, i.e. the basic lowercase down strokes athithe letterau, v, m, n andi
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were composed. To prevent mistakes, scribes cogthdébe top and the bottom of
the minims of the lettem with two horizontal strokes, and thus wre@meinstead
of sume This spelling change was just a graphical dewdsch did not reflect a
change in pronunciation for the vowel in question.

In Hg and in El, words containing the sounds [odl §u:] may have either one
and the same spelling or different spelling formMsre precisely, while some words,
such asvow and ouT, are consistently spelled in just one way, thatigh -ow
or -ou, respectively, other words, such ®SUTH, are written in either way, i.e.
mowthor mouth The use of two or more spelling variants for $aene word is not a
feature characteristic of the Chaucerian manuscopty, as it is also found in Tr.
Yet, by comparing Tr with Hg and El, it can be séeat there is more evidence of
this practice in Hg than in El. In Hg the scribeeof spelled the same words with
both -ow- and eu-, as inbrown/broun, down'doun and town'toun, while in El he
either wrote these words witlow only, as inbroun anddoun or he had a clear
preference forou, as illustrated by the very frequent uséamfn and the rarer use
of townin this manuscriptLikewise, Scribe B preferreau- in El for several words
that he had spelled with simple--and, to a lesser extent, simple in Hg, as
exemplified by Hgesonandhonurvs. Elresounandhonout As for the differences
in the spelling of words that displagghin Hg, it can be seen that the scribe tended
to change this intooughin El. The shift from Hgew- to El -ou- generally occurs
more often than the shifts froron to -oun or from -oghto -ough unless the words
spelled with ew- are inflected, as shown by the variatwtwngs) andynowe These
words, in fact, exhibit theow- spelling in Hg, as well as in El, in the followiriwo
cases. The first is when they retain the firalypical of a ‘petrified’ dative, which
is usually found in phrases consisting of a prepmwsifollowed by a noun (cf.
Moore and Marckwardt 1990:61), as in the exampid4);

(1) a. And ther with al he broghte vs out of towne  Hengwrt GP |. 568
b. For out of towne was goon Arueragus Hengwrt FK I. 643

The second is when they display endieg ef the genitive case and the plural
number, as shown in the following two lines, respety:

(2) a. Andright at the entryng of the townes ende  Hengwrt FR I. 237
b. The grete townes se we wane and wende Hengwrt KT I. 2161

The figures in Table 1, which give the number ofdgspelled withew- and ou-

in Hg and El, show that thew- spelling is not the preferred one in either & thvo
texts, although it occurs more often in Hg thaEinBy contrast, theou- spelling is
by far the most frequently used one in both marpts;rand is the preferred one in
El. As previously explained, the larger numberaf-words in El is due to the fact
that not only words that are spelled witw-in Hg, are written witheuw- in El, but
also words that are spelled wittr and u-.
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-OW words -ou- words
Hengwrt 3029 5604
Ellesmere 2402+2% 6611+915

Table 1. Words spelled with -ow and -ou- in Hg and El

Scribe B’s treatment of lexical items that contdire sounds [u] and [u:]
therefore looks rather peculiar and calls for fartBxplanation. The use of different
spelling variants for the same word, even in thmesaext, is not uncommon in
Middle English (see Scragg 1974: chs 2-3). Thisallgueflects the presence of
various spelling forms for the same word, eithethia scribe’s exemplar or in the
scribe’s active repertoire, that is, the kind ofidethat a scribe chooses when he
writes freely, thus without copying from an exemmplAlternatively, a scribe can
also resort to his passive repertoire, which cosggriall those words that are known
to him but that he writes only under the constrainan exemplar, increasing in this
way the number of possible spelling variants inteig. Scribe B did not differ from
other scribes in this respect, as he often usedrakgpellings for one word, as
exemplified, for instance, by the presence of kbttu andthow in the following
line of theReeve’s Talén Hg:

(3) He seyde thou lohn thow swyneshed awak”  Hengwrt RE I. 342
He seyde thou lohn thou swynesheed awak  Ellesmere RE I. 342

However, his behaviour in copying Hg was differotn El, because his preference
for using ou- in El for words that are spelled witbw-, -0- and u- in Hg cannot be
caused by a simple shift in practice. The reasomfaking this assumption is that he
did not turn all words spelled witlow-, -0- and u- in Hg into ou- words in El
consistently; as a result, Hgow largely changes into Ehou, whereas Hgow is
preserved as such throughout El.

In addition, the widespread use oi+- in El as compared to Hg cannot be the
result of a linguistic change, as suggested by ®&&nif this were the case, most
forms that in Samuels’ view would be consideredfakhioned, such g®ow, would
exclusively occur in Hg, the older manuscript, whihodern forms, such g®u,
would be used in El, the later manuscript. Thieds what we find in Hg and El, as
only in certain cases, such as gtgwnd/groundvs. Elground does the choice of
-ou- entail the adoption of the modern spelling. Ihestcases, such as Hgown/
broun vs. Elbroun and Hgtoun/townvs. Eltoun the scribe opted for what is in
retrospect the old-fashione@u variant in El. TheMED entries for the words
brown andtown show that these words may occur with either the -or the eu

! As explained in Chapter 1, the figures occurringratite plus sign indicate instances in
El that are found in those sections which are misgiom Hg.
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spellings in texts written before 1400, whiten is the most common spelling after
that date. Th&ED lists nine occurrences tdwnin pre-1400 texts, seven of which
are inflected formst@wne towne3; similarly, brown occurs only twice in texts that

are dated before 1400. As to the bureaucratic deatsnthe preferred form lCE

is town(e) which occurs almost twice as oftentasn(e) From all this it appears

that Scribe B did not follow the current practice the spelling of these words, but
that he instead spelled them according to a p#atiqueference. By doing so, he
went against the general trend of developmentesfelling forms in question.

The opposite is found as well, however, becaussemeral occasions Scribe B
wrote the same word with what is now consideredotder spelling in Hg and with
the modern one in El, as shown by the following repke from the General
Prologue in which the abbreviated forms femrsoN found in Hg and El are
respectivelypsow andpson:

(4) Than p' the pso gat” in Monthes tweye Hengwrt GP |. 704
Than p' the pson gat in Monthes tweye Ellesmere GP I. 704

This is further evidence for the fact that othestéas must have been at play in the
spelling differences identified here, and that ifereased use obw in El is not
simply the result of a linguistic change, as sutggedy Samuels. There are three
factors that might have played a role here, i.e.gtribal adherence to the copytext,
the scribe’'s own spelling habits, and possibly th@éoption of a particular
orthographic convention that was not part of thabsts own repertoire. | will
further explore these possibilities by analysingraples of the relevant spelling
variants found in Hg and El as well as in Tr. Aplained in Chapter 2, Samuels
(1988a:46) suggests that Tr was copied after Hgbefiore El, thus representing an
intermediate stage in the development of the seripgelling habits. Accordingly,
data from Tr will also be included in the followirapalysis, in order to find out
whether there was any development in scribal practind, in view of the general
question addressed in this study, whether thesegelsacan provide any evidence of
Chaucer’s practice. The words in which there isift §om Hg -0-, -u- and ew- to

El -ou- are here divided into the following three catég®rwhich will be discussed
in the subsequent sections:

(5) a. itemsinwhich Hg(Hon in Hg corresponds to Efi}oun
b. items in which Hgor and ur corresponds to Ebur
c. items in which Hgow- in Hg corresponds to Ebe-

2. Wordsendingin -(i)on and -(i)oun in Hengwrt and Ellesmere

The analysis of words ending iilou)n shows that the suffixegi)on and-(i)oun are
used in free variation in Hg, whilgi)oun is usually the preferred choice in El
There is no evidence of any regular shift fromiypn to El -(i)oun, as only some
lexical items displaying this inflection undergdosal change from Hefi)on to El
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-(Youn (82.1). In a small number of words this shift magcur alongside other
spelling changes (82.2), whereas most words arng affécted by a partial change,
meaning that the number of words spelled w{tjon decreases in El but does not
disappear altogether (§82.3). It must be noted tiexein both Hg and El the endings
of many lexical items that are discussed in thigise are graphically represented
by the lettero followed by two minims, and that there is eithetad after the two
minims (@) or a macron above them)( as shown by the wordRa/amon, opiniou
andymaginacioin Figure 1:

Figure 1. Abbreviation marksin Hengwrt, fol. 15v

Robinson and Solopova (1993:37) observe in thededmes for the transcription of
the manuscripts of th&/ife of Bath’s Prologu¢hat the tail after two minims ‘could
be a diacritic mark used for distinguishing n frarn thus not a macron, i.e. an
abbreviation mark drawn above the fimalwhich signals that the following lettar
is missing. Yet, the evidence from Hg and El i4 theribe B was not consistent in
his use of a tail after two minims preceded byl#tero, and that in words such as
the rhyming paifatourt dounin Ml Il. 65-66, he wrote four minims in a row ftire
ending un, without any mark to distinguish the final from the previousu-. In
addition, he never added a tail to the finalin other words, such amgayn been
and(a)doun | therefore conclude that the combination forrbga followed by two
minims with a tail or a macroro®, ou”) should be considered as an abbreviated
form of the endingeun
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2.1. Total shift from Hengwrt -(i)on to Ellesmere -(i)oun

CHAPTER4

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
CcOMPOSITION | composicions 1 (SQ) - -
composicia(s) 2 (GP,KT) 3(SQ,GP,KT) -
LATTEN laton 1 - -
latoun 1 1 -
laton 3 4 -
LION leon(s) 2 (MO, SQ) - 3
leonesse - - 1
leoun 5 6 -
leoa 19 22+1 3
lioa 1 - -
LESSON lesson 1(GP) - 1
lessai 1(L13) 2 1
SESSION sessions 1(GP) - -
sessiouns - 1(GP) -

Table 2. Items showing a total change from Hg -(i)on to El -(i)oun

The total shift from Hg(i)on to El-(i)oun affects the words presented in Table 2; if
a word occurs in Tr as well, it is listed in thédhcolumn. In most cases the spelling
-()oun is already attested in Hg alongside a few instarafe(i)on, which change
into -(i)oun in El. This is shown by the variartomposicio(u)nof the item
COMPOSITION which is only used in rhyming position and occtwice with -ou-
and once withe- in Hg, but is always spelletbmposicia in El. Likewise, the word
LATTEN? occurs three times datoiz (GP, FK, PD), once datoun (MI) and once as
laton (TT) in Hg. Four of these occurrences are speiegdiz and one is written
latounin El. LION is a word that displays only-in two instances in Hdeonsin
MO I. 263 andeonin SQ I. 257; the variaéounoccurs in just five lines, while all
other occurrences are likewise spelledun but with an abbreviated finah.-In the
three lines of Hg represented in the examples)ing€6unrhymes withadowntwice
and withsownonce, and it is the ending of these rhyme words lecomesounin

El. In this manuscripteoun is the only spelling variant employed for this npu
mostly in its abbreviated fortaow.

2:A mixed metal of yellow colour, either identical wjtlr closely resembling, brass;

often hammered into thin sheets. Now oafgh. andHist.’ (OED s.v.Latten.
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(6) a. Thatin oure fyr he fil bakward adown Hengwrt
And he vp stirte as dooth a wood leoun WBP Il. 767-768
That in oure fyr he fil bakward adoun Ellesmere
And he vp stirte as dooth a wood leoun WBP Il. 767-768

b. That myghte han late a fart” of swich a sown Hengwrt
The frere vp stirte as dooth a wood leoun SU Il. 443-444

That myghte haue lete a fart” of swich a soun Ellesmere
The frere vp stirte as dooth a wood leoun SU Il. 443—-444

C. He slow and rafte the skyn fro the leoun Hengwrt
He of Centauros leyde the boost adown MO Il. 100-101
He slow and rafte the skyn of the leoun Ellesmere
He of Centauros leyde the boost adoun MO Il. 100-101

The variantessonthat is found in GP I. 709 in Hg correspond¢etsa: in El, while
in L13 I. 17 both manuscripts exhilhitssai. The readindessonin the line in (7):

(7) Wel koude he rede a lesson and a Storie  Hengwrt GP |. 709

is shared by 21 witnesses of GP, two of which, Hd ka, are the only early ones.
By contrast, the wordession®ccurs once in the line in (8):

(8) At sessions ther was he lord and sire Hengwrt GP |. 357

and this spelling is also found in most witnesséG®, especially in the early
manuscripts, with the exception only of El and ®djich readsessiounsThe
presence of this variant in El confirms my hypotbeisat the widespread use ofr

in this manuscript is the result of Scribe B’s &liacratic choice for the spelling of
[u] and [u:].

2.2. The shift from Hengwrt -(i)on to Ellesmere -(i)oun and other
spelling changes

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
COMPLEXION | complexcion 1(GP) - -
coplexions 1 (NP) - -
complexiai 2 (KT, NP) 2 (GP, FK) -
coplexion 1 (FK) - -
compleccias) -— 3 (KT, 2NP) —
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
OPINION opynyon(s) 2 (GP, KT) - -
opinion(s) - 2 (KT, WBT) 1
opinioa 2 9 1
opinyol 1 - -
opynyai 5 - -
opynyoun 1 - -
SALVATION sauacion 3 (PA) - -
sauacia 7 8+2 -
saluacion 1(TM™M) - -
saluacia 1 5+3 -

Table 3. Various spelling changesin the same words

Table 3 shows that in certain words, such casnplexio(u)n opinio(u)n and
saluacio(u)n the shift from Hg @)on to El {i)oun occurs alongside other changes
that seem to contribute to the intention of achigva more regular spelling in El
than in Hg. The wor@oMPLEXION displays four spelling variants in Hg, while in El
it is spelled eithecomplexi@ or compleccia. The two endingsxioun and €ioun
must have been interchangeable, since, as illastriay the examples provided in
(9), words ending in either of them could form amiing pair without any
consequences for the pronunciation.

9) Hengwrt Ellesmere
KT I. 1617: 1618 complexia : diuisioi compleccia : diuisioz
NP Il. 104: 103 coplexions: replexions ~ compleccias: replecciais
NP I. 135: 136 complexia : Ascencia compleccia : Ascencia
FKI. 74:73 coplexiai : constellacia@  complexia : constellacia

OPINION is an example of a lexical item in which the dpeglichanges between Hg
and El do not affect only the ending but the whelerd; in Hg there are five
different forms of this word, as shown in (10) a@minst two in El (see below):

(10) opynyon(s) GP |. 183, KT I. 1949
opynyounl opiniou -opynyo GP |. 339, KT I. 622, WBT I. 836,
NP I. 415, ME I. 265, PD I. 273
opinyodd opiniou-opiniotD KT Il. 235, 411, 1269

| treat variants likegpiniou and opinio@ as abbreviated forms of the same word,
opinioun because, as | have argued above and as exewhplifiethe words
Palamoi, opiniou andymaginacio in Figure 1, finalu with a macroni) and final

-u with a tail (@) seem to have been allographs for this scribeisédinces presented
in (10) are spelledpinioulopinio in El, with the exception of those in KT I. 1949
and WBT I. 836, which readpinion(s) In El, therefore, the scribe preferred to write
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this word with final eunand mediali-, as he spelled it with finaba(s)only twice,
and never used media}t-Opinion is never a rhyme word in either manuscript, as in
the line from El in (11), while the abbreviated rfer of this word are found both
within the line, as in the example from Hg in (1&hd at the end, as illustrated in
Figure 1.

(11) This was the olde opynyo as | rede  Hengwrt WBT I. 836
This was the olde opinion as | rede Ellesmere WBT I. 836

Likewise, in Tr there is one occurrence @finion within the line, and one of
opinio@in rhyming position, as shown in (12):

(12) a. Diuerse opinion ther is Trinity I. 3.2114
b. The trouthe of myn opinio Trinity |. 3.2246

The last item considered here, in which the dhiftn Hg {on to El {oun takes
place alongside other spelling changesaisacio(u)n The spelling withien occurs
in Hg in the variantsauacion(PA pars 19, 211, 443) asdluacion(TM par. 203),
and disappears in El, while the variant endingi@un is used most frequently in
both manuscripts. In particulasauaciounis the preferred choice in Hg as well as in
El, while the variant with medial- saluaciaz, occurs once in Hg (ME I. 443) and
eight times in El. Five of these occurrences (NUBL. TM par. 203 and PA pars 211,
213, 443) are in sections that are also preseardginwvhile the remaining three occur
in the part of PA which is missing from Hg. Hentlee spelling of this word in Hg
and El varies in two respects: thienending disappears and the variants beginning
with salua increase in El. Only once, in ME I. 433, does $#duacia: correspond
to El sauaciai. It is worth noting that the change fromonr to Houn affects only
those occurrences that are in the prose sectiotsording to theMED entry for
savacioun the spellingsauacio(u)nand saluacio(u)nwere interchangeable in ME,
while in ACE i.e. in the bureaucratic language of the petibele are four instances
of sauacionand only one o$aluacion

2.3. Partial shift from Hengwrt -(i)on to Ellesmere -(i)oun

In the examples discussed so far, the scribe alnmosiriably replaced the
ending {i)on in Hg with {i)oun in El. There are, however, several words in which
he did not always do so, since the endifijor decreases in El but does not
disappear altogether, thus showing no more thamilbas tendency to prefepw- in

El. These words are presented in Table 4.

The first example is provided by the woaNDITION. Despite the fact that
condicio(u)nis mostly spelled withou- in Hg and El, there are four occurrences of
condicionin Hg. Three of them are in TM, and corresponccéodiciounin El,
while the fourth one is found in the first line L, and is spellec¢ondicionin both
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manuscripts. It is possible that these four vasiamtHg are authorial, and that only
the occurrence in ML preserves its original spgliin El because it is positioned at
the beginning of a tale, a point at which the sefiibobably slowed down to follow
his exemplar more carefully (Benskin and Laing 1881 Another instance of
condicionoccurs in El, but it is not attested in Hg. Intfie scribe wroteondicia:
in all four occurrences of this word, althoughtie t~airfax manuscrighere are two
instances o€ondiciounand two ofcondicion

The partial shift from Hg (Hon to El -()oun can also be seen in the items
PARSON and PRISON For the wordPARSON the scribe preferredersonin Hg and
persounin El, mostly in their abbreviated formgso(u)n although he preserved
three instances gbersonin El, in RE Il. 23, 57 and L37 I. 23. There awurf
occurrences of this noun are in GP (ll. 480, 7@2, 706), and three of them exhibit
the shift from Hg e- to El -ou-, while in lines in (13), the pattern is reversed.

(13) Than p'the psol gat” in Monthes tweye Hengwrt GP |. 704
Than p' the pson gat in Monthes tweye Ellesmere GP I. 704

In these four lines of GP, the varigrgrsoun(in its abbreviated and unabbreviated
forms) is shared by most of the manuscripts datingh the first quarter of the
fifteenth century, i.e. Cp, Dd, Hand Gg, and only La reagersonin GP II. 702,
704 and 706 (unabbreviated only in the first lirg)th variants are used in all other
fifteenth-century witnesses of GP, amersonis well attested in several late
witnesses, such as AdCX" and C¥, all dating from the last quarter of the century.

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
CONDITION | condicion 4 1+1 -
condicial 12 17+7 4
condicioun 2 - -
PARSON persongson 9 4 -
persa/psoi 3 9 -
PRISON prison 14 8+1 2
prisoun - 1 1
prisai 28 33 -
REASON reson 57 13+2 31
(TM31,PA12) (TM 6, PA 2+2)
resoun 1 0+1 -
resa 23 (TM5,PA11) 70+16(TM 30, 3
PA 21+17)
SAMPSON | sampson 9 5 -
sampsoun 2 - -
sampsa 4 9+1
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
SEASON seson 5 3 1
sesa 5 7+1 —
TREASON treson(s) 3 3 5
trayson 3 - -
tresai 3 5 1
tra(y/i)sai 1 2 -

Table 4. Partial change from Hg -(i)on to El -(i)oun

For the wordPRrISON the variantprisoun is preferred in both manuscripts, while
prisonis used less frequently. Nine occurrences ofpHgon are spellegrisounin

El, although the reverse is found as well, as t@airrences of this word in KT (ll.
237, 492, 734) are spellgdisounin Hg butprisonin El. The varianprison never
occurs in rhyming position, whilprisounis found both within and at the end of a
line. The scribe’s tendency to prefer tloer-variant seems to be part of a general
development, since, according to thEED, prisoun is the most frequently used
spelling, as opposed twison whichis the variant employed for the inflected forms,
such agprisonsandprisone and toprisun, which is an early spelling variant of this
word. In Hg and El there are only the following timstances of inflected forms of
PRISON one in each manuscript:

(14) a. But now is he in prisone in a Caue  Hengwrt MO |. 75

b. visytinge in prisone and in maladie  Ellesmere PA par. 975 (not in Hg)

By contrast,prison is the only variant attested BCE, and this suggests that the
modern form had already been adopted in the buragtitanguage.

The marked preference faru- in El is also shown by the no®EASON as most
of the occurrences of the variargson are found in Hg, whileresoun almost
exclusively spelled in its abbreviated foresai, is definitely preferred in El. There
is no evidence thatesonis employed for rhyming purposes, since most & th
occurrences of this variant in Hg, 31 in TM andidPA, are in the prose sections,
and almost all are spell@dsounin El. Likewise, twelve of the thirteen instanads
resonin El exhibit the same spelling in Hg, and fivetbém occur within the verse
line, while the other eight are found in prose is&st The remaining occurrence of
resonin El is in PA par. 449, and corresponds to ridgai. Resonis the preferred
spelling in Tr, whereresai occurs only three times, all within the line. Imist
respect, Tr resembles Hg more than El, and doeseflett the language of Gower
as represented in the Fairfax manuscript. In tg, tin whichresonis found 21
times andresoun13 times, the two variants are interchangeable twnsiderable
extent. Finallyresonis the only spelling found IACE

The nameSampso(u)ns spelled in either way in both manuscripts, @ligh the
scribe preferreampsornn Hg andSampsouiin El. Most of the occurrences of this
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name are in MO and PD. In thdonk's Tale there are three occurrences of
Sampsonin Il. 17, 25, 33 in folio 89v, and three 8ampsounin Il. 54, 57, 77 in
folio 90r of Hg, all of them within the verse lind. is interesting to see that the
different spelling variants occur on two conseaelfiwaves, and that at the bottom of
folio 89v the colour of the ink is lighter than tie top of folio 90r, as shown in
Figures 2 and 3.

Figure2. Lighter ink in fol. 89v of Hengwrt (bottom)

Figure 3. Darker ink in fol. 90r of Hengwrt (top)

As in a similar instance discussed in Chapter 3beh vs. beer), different hues of
ink could suggest that the scribe took a breakng br even a short one — perhaps
just to stir the ink — and when he resumed copytegspelled the name in a different
way, possibly no longer according to the exempdae (example in (16) below). The
same explanation, however, does not apply to te diccurrences dbampso(u)n
that occur in PD, and that are given in (15).
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(15) a. And thurgh thy dronke nose semeth the soun

As thogh thou seydest ay Sampsou Sampsoun Hengwrt

And yet god woot” Sampson drank nel’e no wyn PD Il. 225-227
b. Nat at the Rochel ne at Burdeux toun Hengwrt

And thanne wol he seyn Sampson Sampsoun PD Il. 243-244

These words are clustered in folio 198v of Hg, & that does not display any signs
of interruptions of the process of copying, and W&t noun is spelled variably as
well. The spelling of the two occurrencesS#gmpsourthat are found at the end of a
line is very likely determined by the rhyme consttasoun and toun being the
rhyme words. As for the other three instances, 8tew a preference f@ampson
as most of the non-rhyming occurrences of thisavdrilo in Hg. The distribution of
this word suggests that bofampsorandSampsounvere in the original text, but in
different positions in the line, and that the serimostly preserved both of them,
instead of normalising their spelling as he dicgefsere. The first occurrence of the
noun in the sequen@ampso Sampsorin PD |. 226 is thus another exception, like
the three instances in MO Il. 54, 57 and 77 desdribove. This word was probably
spelledSampsornn the exemplar, but the scribe wr@ampso under the influence
of the following instance of the same word, whiltew lines below, in PD |. 244, he
did not make the same mistake in the same corétkbugh Sampsons used more
frequently in Hg than in El, the reverse can bendaethe following line from MO,
in which Sampsommay be a relict from the original text:

(16) This Sampsou nel’e Ciser drank ne wyn Hengwrt MO I. 57
This Sampson net’e Ciser drank ne wyn Ellesmere MO |. 57

The wordsseso(u)nandtreso(u)nare the last two examples of partial change
from Hg -onto El -oun Bothsesonandsesounare, in fact, used frequently in Hg,
whereassesounis the preferred variant in El. Only one of theeth occurrences of
sesonin El has the same spelling in Hg, the other tmgidnces, in GP I. 19 and KT
I. 1626, being spellesesourin Hg. The wordrREASON is characterized not only by
changes in the ending but also within the wordabee in Hg this word is normally
spelledtreso(u)n but also occurs agaysonin NP |. 503, SQ IIl. 131, 498 and
traysai in NP I. 297. In El the variaritaysondisappears altogether, whilesonis
attested only three times in this manuscript, dnehach is spelledresaz in Hg (PH
I. 91). All other occurrences in El are the varsaahding in eun i.e.traysounand
tresoun

To conclude, the data presented here show-fhan is employed more often in
Hg and much less frequently or not at all in El,ewd(i)oun is used instead. In
addition, in Hg the ending(i)oun is found more often thar(i)on in words that
occur at the end of the line, and almost all ofrtrere preserved in El. By contrast,
the suffix-(i)on, which mostly occurs within the verse line andha prose sections
in Hg, that is, in positions that are not subjedtethe rhyme constraint, often turns
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into -(i)ounin El. Finally, abbreviated forms of th@)oun ending are widely used in
both manuscripts. Although the words analysed sti@at; on the whole, there is a
tendency to replace Hgi)on with El -(i)oun, there are cases in which the ending
-()on is found in El while-(i)oun is used in Hg for the same word, as in PA par.
449, which readsesai in Hg andreasonin El, or WBT I. 836, which readspynya:

in Hg andopinion in El. There are also cases in which the Hiypn spelling is
preserved in El, as ircondicion occurring in the first line of ML in both
manuscripts, despite the fact thaindiciounis the generally preferred spelling.
Even though there are just a few instances of id&nvariants in Hg and El, they
show that the shift from Hgi)on to El-(i)oun may not reflect a shift in the scribe’s
practice after all. On the basis of the evidenaevigded by Hg and El, it might be
argued that botk(i)on and-(i)oun were present in Chaucer’s spelling repertoire. In
particular, given the distribution of the words kg in either way in Hg, it would
seem that Chaucer used both endings, althoughdae Bhght preference fefi)on

in prose and within the verse line and fyoun in rhyming position.

3. Wordsin which Hengwrt -or- and -ur- become Ellesmere -our-

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity

HONOUR(ABLE) | honur 2 - -

honurable 9 9 -

honorable - - 1

honour- 89 92+3 5
HONOURED honured 2 1 -
RETURN retorne(th) 2 (TM, PA) 0+2 (PA)

retur- 2 (PA) 2 (PA) -

retour- 10 13 -
TREASURE tresor 23 18+4 -

tresour - 5 (4 TM, MO) -

Table 5. Change from Hg -or and -ur to El -our

The tendency to useout- more often in El than in Hg also affects a venya#l
number of words that are spelled witr,--ur and eur in Hg, and which occur more
often with the eur spelling in El. Some examples are presented ineTab

Two instances of the varianbnurare found inTM, in pars 711 and 718 on folio
231v, while all other occurrences of this word spelledhonourin both Hg and EI.
The related verthonuredexhibits this spelling twice in Hg, in GP |. 50 a@l
I. 1120, but only once in El, where it is preseniadthe same line of CL. The
corresponding adjective is always spellethurablein Hg and El, whereas the sole
instance found in Tr read®norable

The various forms of the vekETURN are usually spelled with mediadur- in
Hg and El; medialor- in the two variantsetorne (TM) andretorneth(PA) in Hg
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becomesour- in El. Two instances aktornethare attested in El, but both of them
are in the section of PA that is missing from Hdpefle are no spelling changes
affecting the two occurrences spelled with media) returneandreturnyngin PA,
which exhibit the same spellings in Hg and in Blcbntrast, the spellingesor for
the word TREASURE is always found in Hg and very frequently in EheFe are,
however, five instances afesourin El: four of them are clustered in TM, where
tresoris never used, and one is found within the lin®1i@ (see 17a), whereesor
also occurs, but now in rhyming position, as shaw(iL7b). The widespread use of
the varianttresor in both manuscripts, three instances of whichragene words
(WBP II. 203:204stoor: tresoor MO II. 145:147tresor: Nabugodonosoand ME

Il. 25:26 hoor: tresol), suggests that this form was preferred both bguchr and
the scribe. It is very likely thatresour simply reflects the scribal tendency to
transform mediale- into medial eu-.However, the occurrence wésourin TM and

in medial position in MO, that is, in two oldereal in El may also indicate that
these variants are relicts from the original papearsl thattresour is therefore a
Chaucerian variant as well.

(17) a. Glorie and honour regne tresor rente Hengwrt MO |I. 213
Glorie and honour regne tresour rente Ellesmere MO I. 213
b. The myghty trone the pcious tresor
The glorious ceptre and roial maiestee Hengwrt
That hadde the kyng Nabugodonosor MO Il. 145-147
The myghty trone the precious tresor
The glorious ceptre and Roial magestee Ellesmere
That hadde the kyng” Nabugodonosor MO Il. 145-147

In this section | have argued that the items dbedriin this section show that
variants spelled withou-, which are often already present in Hg, remaigame or
increase in El. It is not entirely clear whetheistis due to the preservation of the
original spelling or to the introduction of scribadriants. It seems also improbable
that the use ofou in El is due to a systematic change from Hginto El -ou-. The
presence of the variattesourin TM in El, for instance, suggests that variants
spelled with eu- might have also been in Chaucer’s original text.

4. Words mostly spelled with -ow in Hengwrt and with -ou- in
Ellesmere

The words analysed in what follows have been sedie¢d find evidence of a
possible change from Hg@w- to El -ou-. They show that while the use aw is
rather common in Hg, this spelling decreases apgisars altogether in El, the text
where ou is preferred. Words that are spelled witw in Hg may be old-
fashioned variants, such bswnteeandbownde but they may also be forms found
in Modern English, such aswn anddown Likewise, the eu- spellings of some
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words in El correspond to what we now consider moderm of the language, as in
bountee but also to old-fashioned variants, suchias1anddoun In addition, there
are words which are no longer spelled witw- in El and words that preserve
the ow spelling in this manuscript, such &sow All this suggests that the
replacement of Hgow- with El -ou- does not reflect a systematic change from an
old-fashioned spelling to a modern one, but onlgreference for using theu
spelling in El. The scribe’s main aim in El wasnormalise the spelling rather than
innovate it or adhere to current developments éndfthography. In what follows, |
have divided the words chosen to exemplify thegregfce for ew in Hg and eu-

in El into three groups: a first one which contathese words that are no longer
spelled with ew- in El (84.1), a second one which consists of éhasrds in which
the -ow- spelling mostly decreases but does not entirlgppear in El (84.2), and a
third one which comprises those words in whidw-- occurs alongside ot
and o(u)ghin both manuscripts (84.3).

4.1. Wordsthat are never spelled with -ow in Ellesmere

The words that occur withow and eu- in Hg but are never spelled witbw- in El
are presented in Table 6. Some of these words awdyronce inThe Canterbury
Talesand in all of them Hgow becomes Elou-; some examples are the items
EMBROIDERED, CICLATOUN ® andYOWLING.

In the case of the iteraICLATOUN in lines 22-23 of theéTale of Thopaghe
spelling change affects the rhyme word as welinake example in (18):

(18) Of Brugges were his hosen brown Hengwrt
His Robe was of Syklatown TT IIl. 22-23
Of Brugges were his hosen broun Ellesmere
His Robe was of Syklatoun TTIl. 22-23

In addition, the use obt+ in El does not always correspond to a moderrlisgehs
shown by Hgyowlyngin KT |. 420, which changes intoulyngin EI. Yowlingis, in
fact, the form that is still used in Modern Englifdr this word as the present
participle of the vertrowL: ‘to cry out loudly from pain, grief, or distres€DED,
s.v.yowl, v.).

% ‘A precious material much esteemed in the Middle sAge perhaps “scarlet cloth” ...
cloth of gold or other rich materialOED s.v.CiclatounObs.).



VARIATION BETWEEN -OW-, -O- AND -OU- 105
Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
ARMOUR armowre 1 - -
armour 1(TT) 2 -
BOUNTY bowntee 2 (PA) - -
bountee 34 34 -
bontee - 2 -
BOUND bownde 1 (PA) - -
-bound- 24 25+3 -
EMBROIDERED browded 1(MO) - -
(em)brouded 1 (GP) 2 (GP, MO) -
BROOK browke 1 (NP) - -
brouke 1 (ME) 2 (NP, ME)
BROWN brown 2 (GP,TT) - -
broun 4 6
DOUBT dowte 2 (SH, PA) - -
doute 27 29+3 -
DOWN (a)down 55 - -
(a)doun 120 176+8 9
GROUND grownd- 3 - -
ground- 24 2745 8
MOUTH mowth 3 (PA) - -
mouth 29 32+9 -
moup - 1(TM) -
POUND pownd 1(GP) - -
pound 9 10+6 -
RESOUND resown- 2 (KT, SQ) - -
resoun- — 2 (KT, SQ)
ROUND rownd 1(GP) - -
round(e) 12 13 -
SHOUTING showt- 2 (NP) - -
shout- 1 (KT) 3(KT,2NP) -
SUPPER sowpe 2 (PA) - -
soupe- 11 5 -
soper 5 13 -
CICLATOUN syklatown 1 - -
syklatoun - 1 -
THOUSAND thowsand 1 (FK) - -
thousand 40 42+1 -
WOUND wownd- 3(2KT,PA) - -
wound- 25 28+5 -
YOWLING yowlyng 1 (KT) - -
youlyng - 1(KT) -

Table 6. Wordsin which -ow never occursin El
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Almost all of the other words are found more tbace inThe Canterbury Tales
Some of these instances are spelled with- -in Hg, although this variant often
represents the exception with respect to the momnwn spelling with ou-.
Examples of this are the words that are spelleHgrarmowre bowntee bownde
browke brown dowte grownd mowth pownd, resownemownd sowpe thowsand
wownde(sandwownded In Hg botharmowreandarmouroccur in TT at the end of
lines 107 and 154, respectively; both of them aedledarmourin El, although the
rhyming word in line 110sowre meaning ‘sour’, remains unchanged in El, as
shown in (19):

(19) Whan | haue myn Armowre
And yet | hope p ma fay
That thow shalt w' this launcegay Hengwrt
Abyen it ful sowre TTIl. 107-110

Whan | haue myn Armour

And yet | hope p ma fay

That thou shalt w' this launcegay Ellesmere
Abyen it ful sowre TTI. 107-110

Likewise, the two occurrences @bwtein Hg, in PA par. 17 and SH |. 406, become
doutein El, even though in SH I. 405 the rhyme wordri®wtein both Hg and El,
as shown in (20). In all other cases the word &lsgdoutein both manuscripts.

(20) What yuel thedam on his Monkes snowte Hengwrt
For god it woot” | wende with outen dowte SH Il. 405-406
What yuel thedam on his Monkes snowte Ellesmere
For god it woot” | wende w' outen doute SH Il. 405406

The variantbownteeoccurs twice in PA, in pars 294 and 319, and in p@3 of the
same tale there is also the only occurrencleosindein this manuscript. The other
instances of these two words are spelled witls in both manuscripts. In Hg the
word browke meaning ‘use’, in NP |. 480, occurs alongsii®uke meaning
‘enjoy’, in ME |. 1064, but in El both words areedlgdbrouke as shown in (21).

(21) a. So mote | browke wel myne eyen tweye ~ Hengwrt NP I. 480
So moote | brouke wel myne eyen tweye  Ellesmere NP I. 480

b. As euere hool | mote brouke my tresses ~ Hengwrt ME |. 1064
As eUe hool | moote brouke my tresses Ellesmere ME |. 1064

In addition,brown is used twice at the end of line in Hg, whileoun occurs four
times in non-rhyming position, and all of thesetamges are spelleldroun in El.
Similarly, the nourcROUND is spelledgrownd(e)in Hg, whileground(e)is the only
variant used in Hg for the verb and in El for botbrd classes. The three instances
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of grownd(e)in Hg are in GP I. 455, ML I. 1055 (both rhyme was), and SQ I. 631.
Ground(e)is the only spelling used in Tr for the noun adlvas the verb. The
variant mowthis used only three times in Hg, all of them in Rihile all other
occurrences of this word are writtemouth The spellingmowthdoes not occur in
El, but in TM par. 533 there is the only instan¢enmwj used at the end of a line of
prose.Powndin GP I. 456 rhymes witlygrownd and becomes Hbound like the
other nine occurrences of this wolRlesownethn KT I. 420 andresownedin SQ

I. 405 are the only two occurrences of the veHSOUND in Hg: both words are
spelledresoun in El. As will be shown below, the nolsDuUND can also occur as
sowndandsoundin Hg, while only the latter spelling is used ih Rowndis found
once in Hg, in GP I. 591, though elsewhere thigetilie is always spellesbund in
Hg and El.Showtyngeandshowtesare found in NP Il. 567 and 575, and they occur
in Hg alongside one instance sifioutyngein KT I. 2089. Both Hg and El display
instances of the verkoupe(n)spelled with eu-, while the variansowpeis attested
twice in Hg only, in PA par. 216, and beconsesipein El. However, botrsoper
and souperare used for the related noun in Hg, whers@geris the only variant
that is found in EIThousands the regular spelling for this word in Hg, Eldaalso
Tr, although in Hg in FK |. 897 the scribe wrdk®wsand Similarly, Hgwownde(s)
in KT Il. 152 and 897 andvowndedn PA par. 456 are spelled witbu- in El, and
wound is the variant used more frequently for the na@nd the verb in both
manuscripts.

Finally, the wordbowN, which occurs very frequently ifthe Canterbury Tales
shows variation betweeww and ou- in Hg, but is always spelled witlow in EI.
The variants §)down and @)doun are thus found in Hg, whereas or(lg)doun
occurs in El as well as in Scribe B’s stint of Where all nine occurrences of this
word are spelledloun The change fromow- to -ou- likewise affects the adverb
downwards which exhibits this spelling in Hg but occurs @sunwardsin EI.
Variants spelled with eithepw- or -ou- are found only in the following tales: KT,
MI, RE (Section I), WBP, WBT, SU (Section Il), MGéction IIl), ML, FK, TT and
TM (Section 1V), while only one of the two forms issed in the other tales.
Interestingly, PA (Section V) displays onlgw forms, while NP, MA (Section 111),
SQ, NU, CL, PH, PD, SH and PR (Section V) exhiity -ou- forms. Hence, the
distribution of the spelling variants in the fiveugtural sections of Hg reveals that
the scribe tolerated variation betwe@)downand (a)dounin Sections I, Il and in
the first half of Section Ill. However, from NP oawds until the end of Section IIl,
where there is also evidence of a change of inkudedl only(a)doun with the
exception ofvpanddowrin L36 I. 2, which is a rhyme word. In Section 8¢ribe B
employed both variants in some tales, although éeelly preferreda)doun
while (a)downis the only form that he used in Section V. Itddobe noted here
that the five sections were not copied in the ofdevhich they are arranged in Hg,
and that Section 1l should follow Section IV (€hapter 2), but the presence of
(a)downin the first two sections in particular as wellindPA suggests that it may
be an archetypal spelling.
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However, there is even stronger evidence thatounis an authorial variant. In
Chapter 3, | discussed the variation betwbenandbeenin Section Il of Hg, and
argued that even if the second half of this seotvas probably one of the last parts
of Hg to be copied, it contained the old-fashiospdlling varianben which might
therefore be authorial. A similar pattern can bdiced for the distribution of
(a)downand @)dounin this section, and the collation of the fivetarees of this
word in all fifteenth-century manuscripts of L30daNP reveals thga)dounoccurs
in almost all of them. In the light of this evident believe thafa)dounshould be
considered an authorial variant as well. The var@uounis generally preferred in
Hg, where it occurs twice as often @down and is also the only one used in El,
the manuscript that was copied later, even thohighform is older thaifa)down It
seems likely that both variants were in Chauced aind that onlya)dounwas
deliberately chosen for El, because the scribettv@deserve the more old-fashioned
spelling of the exemplar in order to give authotitythe text of El. Evidence for
possible scribal intervention is provided by themie, as only three of the 28
occurrences ofa)downthat are found at the end of a line in Hg rhyméhwvords
ending in ewn, i.e.crownin RE |. 121 andownin SU |. 70 and L36 I. 2. All other
occurrences ofa)downrhyme with words that end iun, such aglisposiciounin
KT I. 520. This suggests that the two spelling aat$ were pronounced in the same
way and thus were perfectly interchangeable, atléax Scribe B, whose active
repertoire must have included both forms, sincevhs a bureaucratic scribe and
down(e)occurs alongsideoun(e)in ACE However, it is very likely thata)doun
was the word used in the exemplar in order to ab&gioustic and visual rhymes.
This is something that, according to Burnley’'s geil of selected passages from
The Canterbury Tale1989:29), Scribe B did not always preserve in big
successfully restored in El, possibly because pérgonal concern for orthographic
consistency at the end of the lines or, more likegcause he understood or was told
that this had been Chaucer’s intention to begih {gee also Chapter 6).

4.2. Wordsin which the use of -ow- usually decreasesin Ellesmere

After having dealt with words which exhibit botbw and eu- spellings in Hg but
which are never spelled witlow- in El, | will analyse words in whichow usually
decreases in El but does not disappear altogeitbeshown in Table 7. In all these
words the spelling withow- is attested in Hg as well as in El, even thoughally
there are fewer instances written in this way i itter manuscript. In most cases
this is due to a partial change form Hiyw to El -ou-, as a result of which some of
these words still preserve thew spelling in El. Examples of this are the words
c(o)rown powped* prowd-, rowm sown thowandtown There are, however, a few
words, such akowthe lowde sowdedandsowple which are spelled withow- in El

*To produce a short blast of sound, as with a htwnhlow, toot; to make a gulping
sound in drinking’ Obs.(OED s.v.Poopv.})
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and ouw- in Hg. They are rather interesting as a classheg show once again that it
is improbable that a categorical shift from Hgw to El -ou- was taking place in the
scribe’s practice. Rather, it is more likely thiag¢ tfrequent use obe- in El simply
reflects a deliberate choice for one spelling iadteof the other, while some
exceptional ew- variants in this manuscript may testify to thelspg that was used
in theexemplar, and may thus reflect Chaucer’s own practi

The partial change from Hgw- to El -ou- can be seen in the woakownN, both
a noun and a verb, which is usually spelled withand eu- but which also occurs
with -ow- in Hg and El.Corown-is found once in Hg (MO |. 367), and corresponds
to coron in El, whereascrown occurs five times in Hg and three times in El
Hence, only two of the six occurrences that arelleghewith -ow in Hg are
preserved in El as such; the others becom@El A third occurrence of Edrown-
(KT 1. 169) corresponds to Hgoroun- The variantcorones(s)is found almost
exclusively in NU in both manuscripts, and it isathe only spelling variant used in
this tale. In addition, the verb forpowpedoccurs twice in Hg, in NP 1. 579 and in
L36 I. 90. The first occurrence rhymes withwpedand the spelling of both rhyme
words is preserved in El, while the second one euthin the line and reads
poupedin El. Likewise, the varianteowm and rowmeroccur in Hg, in RE Il. 206
and 225, respectively, but only the first instarecpreserved in El, while the second
one is spelledomer, which might be a scribal mistake.

The spelling variantsown- and soun- for SOUND are used in Hg and El in
different ways. In fact, in Hg both formare employed for the nousounD and
sowndeoccurs once in ML I. 1052 as an adjective, whileEl sourr is the only
spelling that is used for both word classes. Bytrest, the related verbownen
invariably occurs with theow spelling in both manuscripts. This means that the
change from Hg ow- to El -ou- only affects nouns and adjectives, which
consequently are always spelled withu-in EIl, but not verbs. It could therefore be
argued that in Hg, and especially in El, differesggellings indicate different
grammatical categories of words. In other wordsatwhe see here is a restriction of
particular forms to particular grammatical categsyias a result of which the verb is
always characterised by thew spelling, which is most likely authorial, whilbe
noun and the adjective are, at least in El, alvepgdled with eu-.

The second person pronoun singular displays skespedling variants, i.epow,
pou, thow, thou As will be shown below, forms spelled wihi.e.powandpou, are
rarer in Hg and El than in Tr. In the Chauceriamuoszripts there is evidence of a
scribal preference fahowin Hg and forthou in El for the singular pronoun, even
though the two variants co-occur in both manussrgatd sometimes even in the
same line, as in example (22).

(22) Thow mayst” syn thou hast wisdom and manhede Hengwrt KT I. 427
Thou mayst” syn thou hast wisdom 7 manhede Ellesmere KT |. 427
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
CROWN corone(s) 8 (7 NU) 9 (7 NU) 4
c(orow- 6 3 -
c(orou- 5 7 -
HOW how 251 264 107
hou 1 (KT) 20 7
COULD kowde 3 (NP, L36, MA) 2 (GP, PA) -
kouthe 2 (GP) 3 (GP, 2KT) 7
koude 133 135+12 13
couthe - - 1
LOUD lowde 2 (NP, L36) 0+1 (L30) -
loude 25 26 -
POOPED powped 2 (NP, L36) 1 (NP) -
pouped - 1(L36) -
PROUD(LY) | prowd- 2 (SU, NU) 1 (PA) -
proud- 25 24 -
ROOMY rowm 1 1 -
rowmer 1 (RE) - -
romer - 1 (RE) -
SOLDERED | souded 1 (PR) - -
sowded - 1 (PR) -
SOUND sown- 21 11+1 -
soun- 10 20+1 1
SUPPLE sowple - 1(MO) -
souple 1 (MO) - -
THOU thow 497 64+38 12
pow 1 - 4
tow 1(TM) - -
thou 39 477+51 126
pou - - 15
verb+tow 82 76+1 17
verb+tou - 7
TOWN town 47 - 1
towne(s) 12 11+1 -
toun 18 66+5 4
YOU(R) yow 666 654+50 29
yowre 4 (SH, 3TM™) 2 (ML, NU) -
you 3 14 -
youre 594 605+32 10
YOUTH yowthe 2 (GP,L7) 6 -
youthe 16 12 7

Table 7. Itemsin which -ow mostly decreasesin El
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The incidence othow decreases dramatically in El, because in this saipt
this variant is found in some tales only, few ofiethdisplay more than five
instances of this spelling. The only exceptionskife NU and PA, in whictlthowis
found 26, 11 and 36 times respectively, thoughushbe noted that all but one of
the occurrences in PA are in the section that ssimg from Hg. In the cases in
which the pronoun is suffixed to the verb and digplthe variant with assimilation
of the consonant, i.etow as inhastowor -tou as inshaltoy -tow is the form that is
almost always used in all three manuscripts, wide is scarcely used at all. The
seventeen occurrence @bu in El, seven in TM, three each in Ml and SU and one
each in KT, ML, ME and MA, are very likely examplefscribal hypercorrection,
exactly as it happens in El for the spellindhofv (see below).

Thouis also the preferred spelling in Scribe B’s stifitTr, where this variant
occurs alongsidgou, thow andpow. However,thou is surely a scribal form, since
only pou andpow, the variants that are consistently used in thigfadsamanuscript,
correspond to Gower’s usage. The widespread upenstead oth in the Fairfax 3
and ‘Stafford’ manuscripts of thEonfessio Amantigs one of the several features
analysed by Samuels and Smith (1988:16) who coadlndt these manuscripts are
reliable examples of Gower’s language. Samuels§4983—44, 1988hb:25) believed
that even though Scribe B largely imposed his opaillisig habits on his stint of the
Confessio Amantjse also preserved several Gowerian forms, sufjowandpow.

It is on the basis of these relicts that Samuelddcargue that the scribe’s copytest
was ‘a conventional Gower exemplar’, possibly tlaérfex manuscript. The idea of
an authoritative exemplar for Tr is reinforced bpdhey (2006:122, n. 97), who, as
| observed in Chapter 2, has recently proposedTthatay be a hasty copy prepared
after Gower’s death in order to preserve a goodngiar of theConfessio Amantis
for commercial purposes. Proportionally, there ey more words spelled wifh

in Scribe B’s three quires of tligonfessio Amantithan in his two entire versions of
The Canterbury Talegnd the numerous instancesofvandpouin Tr against just
one instance dbowin Hg are examples of this. Incidentally, the sobeurrence of
powin Hg is in par. 786 of TM, in a line in whidchow occurs as well, and must be
a scribal feature. As can be seen in the detaih fiaio 232v in Hg in Figure 4pow

is the last word of the second line and, despiteute ofp, the word still extends
beyond the right margin.

Figure 4. bowwritten beyond theright margin in fol. 232v of Hengwrt

Clearly, the scribe chose this variant in ordeuse less space and write as little as
possible beyond the vertical ruling that delimitkd right margin. It is interesting to
note here that the scribe could have also writtea instead ofpow, and take up
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even less space on the parchment. Yet, as | willagx in Chapter 5, §3, Scribe B
never employs the variahou for the personal pronoun in quire 29, where this
instance ofpow occurs, while he does so in the previous one. Thiprobably
caused by a change of exemplar between the copyitig two quires.

In Tr p not only occurs in the spelling of pronouns, Heban other words, such
aspat, panne, feinep, pandforpi. By contrast, in Hg and El Scribe B udedery
frequently for writingp', the abbreviated forms aHAT (see Chapter 6), and only
occasionally for the inflectiorep of the third person singular present tense ofsjerb
or for words such agou andpilke. These variants that are spelled witm Hg and
El are mainly attested in the prose sections. ésehtales, they are mostly found at
the end of the lines, thus confirming the suggestimde above with respectfiou
that the scribe employdgawhen he needed either to write quickly or to fitraany
words as possible into a line, as in the followéaxgmple from TM:

(23) and if ye wol werke wikkednesse and youre wyf
restreynep bilke wikked p'pos Hengwrt TM par. 124

As can be seen in Figure 5 belawestreynepandpilke are the last two words of the
last line in folio 219r of Hg, and it is clear thtate use op here is meant to fit these
words in the line and the page. By contrast, thedesoothly fifthe andthilke in the
previous lines are all spelled witth. On the whole, the use df decreases
dramatically in El, as it occurs only 1061+173 tdnagainst 2178 occurrences in
Hg, while the extended form @HAT is found 3616+715 times in El and 2502 times
in Hg.

Figure5. Words spelled with pin fol. 219r of Hengwrt

The variants attested for the second person phr@houn areyow, you ye
yowre andyoure The scribe wrotgowin Hg and El fairly consistently, and this is
also the only spelling found in Tr. The varigiou occurs only three times in Hg, in
FK |. 821, TM pars 86 and 306, all of which areliggkyow in El, and fourteen
times in El, ten of which are in KT, two in TM, ome WBT and one in L10. In
contrastyoureis the most frequently used spelling for the pssise in Hg and El,
and it is also the only form occurring in Tr. There four instances gbwrein Hg,
one in SH and three in TM, which are speledirein El, and two in El, i.e. in ML
and NU, which are spellegburein Hg. The small number of these variants suggests
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that they are relicts from Chaucer’s original drafthough it should be noticed that
YOu and YOUR were treated differently in Hg and El, wiylow being preferred to
youandyoureto yowrein both manuscripts; this pattern is also confurbg Tr.

The shift from Hg ew to El -ou- also affects the worthow, which usually
occurs with this spelling in both manuscripts. Ehare, however, several instances
of hou one in Hg (KT I. 1426) and twenty in El (six inTKthree in ML and TM,
two in SQ and PD, one in MI, RE, WBP and WBT).ACE there are only four
occurrences ohou, against 47 ohow The presence diou instead ofhow in El
may be seen as a form of scribal hypercorrectibnQleapter 2), as | argued for the
verbal suffix tou above, because it shows that the practice of phefe-ou- to -ow-
for words that displayed both variants was extenttedvords that were usually
spelled in just one way.

The last item in which a partial change from Hgv-to El -ou- can be seen is
TOWN. This word is spelled bottown andtoun, with a clear preference feown in
Hg andtounin El. All 47 occurrences dbwnin Hg becomdounin El and the sole
instance oftown in El is in PA, but is not attested in Hg. In c@st, the eleven
occurrences ofowne(s)in Hg retain the same spelling in El; only once,KT
I. 2161, does Hdownescorrespond to a different word in El, iteures Town is
thus the preferred form in Hg, and is preserveBllionly when the word is inflected
as intowneandtownes all other occurrences being always spettath In Tr there
are four instances dabun and one oftowneswhere the Fairfax manuscriias
tounes(l. 3.1380), the variartbwn never occurring in this manuscript. One instance
of tounis also attested in |. 804 of the Hatfield fragteom Troilus and Criseyde

The shift fromtown to tounis therefore not, as Samuels believes, the re$uait
modernising process, becausavn is the modern spelling whiloun is the old-
fashioned one, and very likely also the authowaif. Evidence for this conclusion
is provided by the occurrences that are found ymihg position in Hg, sincéeown
mostly rhymes with words that end ioun, as in the following example from GP:

(24) And eek’ with worthy wommen of the town
For he hadde power of confessioun Hengwrt GP Il. 217-218

Only three of the 23 occurrencestofvn that are found at the end of a line in Hg
rhyme with a word spelled withow-, namelydown as shown in (25). This,
however, does not constitute a pattern, since initd@L I. 1005town rhymes with
doun (in I. 1003). By contrasttowneis used four times at the end of a line, and
always rhymes with words that are spelled in thaesavay, i.esowne(GP |. 589),
rowne (FR |. 272, TT I. 123) andowne(SU |. 586); all these spelling variants are
preserved in El. The presence of modern forms éndller manuscript could be
explained by the fact that the scribe was a cleokkimg for the government, and
that he introduced forms that were current in thieehucratic language in his literary
manuscripts. In the documents collected AQE, town andtowneoccur 34 and 72
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(25) a. And eek his scrippe and sette hym softe adown Hengwrt
His felawe was go walked in to town SU Il. 69-70
b. Woot ye nat where ther stant a litel town Hengwrt
Which p' clepid is Bobbe vpanddown L36 Il. 1-2
C. [..] whan she saw that Romayns wan the town Hengwrt
[.]ne took hir children alle and skipte adown FK Il. 693-694

times, respectively, whiléoun andtouneare found 23 and 33 times, respectively.
Town(e)is therefore the predominant form in bureaucrktiguage, althougtoun
has not yet disappeared. This is not surprisingesit is the bureaucratic language,
not that of Chaucer, which is claimed to be theeatar of Standard English
(Samuels 1963:88).

It is interesting to compare the spelling TwN with that of DOWN (see 84.1
above), because even though both words are affegtéte change from Hgw- to
El -ou, in Hg town is preferred taoun, anddounto down while in Eltoun and
dounare the only variants used for both words, with &xception of the inflected
formstowneandtownes This is recapitulated in Table 8:

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
DOWN (a)down 55 - -
(a)doun 120 176+8 9
TOWN town 47 - 1
towne(s) 12 11+1 -
toun 18 66+5 4

Table 8. Occurrences of DOWN and TOWN

Such preference for different variants of two wotkat are actually minimal pairs
(TowN-DOWN) induced Ramsey (1982:137) to argue that Hg anddfé copied by
two scribes with obviously different spelling habiHowever, what emerges from
the comparison of these two words is just anotkample of what has been shown
so far, namely thatow tends to be used alongsid®+ in Hg, while ou- is very
often the preferred or only spelling in El. Thisedonot necessarily mean that two
different people copied the same text, since sgglivas not yet standardised at the
time, and — as Mann (2001:97) has shown — a scadléd change the spelling of
some lines even when by mistake he copied thenetasicthe same page. Scribe B
did so, for instance, in the text of thiein’s Priest’'s Taldn El that is reproduced in
Figure 6, as he accidentally copied line 480 twize] wrotemootethe first time but
mootthe second time.

It could be postulated that botbw and eu- were used by Chaucer in certain
words but that he had a preference far-and that the change from Hoyw to El -
Oou- was just a scribal attempt to reflect such pesfee. This would also explain
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Figure6. Scribal mistakein Ellemere, fol. 184r
(from Thomas 2006)

why the wordstowN andDOwN exhibit the formsounanddounin El, thus in effect
showing the older spelling. The analysis of the¢hoccurrences of the varidatvn

in GP (ll. 217, 240, 622) in the fifteenth-centuritnesses ofrhe Canterbury Tales
shows that Hg always reattsvn while other early manuscripts, such as El, Cp and
Ha' display toun Hg is therefore the exception when compared vither
authoritative manuscripts. In addition, the occaeces ottownin GP Il. 217 and 240
rhyme withconfessiourandchampiounrespectively, exactly likeounin GP |. 480,
which rhymes withreligioun. Similarly, the use oflown in WBP in Hg is not
supported by comparison with the early manuscriptsle the use oflounis. Down
occurs, in fact, three times in WBP, in Il. 753,77@hyming withleour) and 777
(rhyming with Alisour), and only three manuscripts, Hg, Ht and',Rgxhibit the
same spelling in all three lines. A few other witses, B4 He, NI, Si, S To and
Wy, readdownin one or two of the three lines, but none of ¢htexts is an early
one, while all other manuscripts redolun By contrast, the variagtounis used five
times in WBT in Hg: four of these occurrences dr¢ha end of a line, where they
rhyme with words ending ineun; this spelling is also found in the vast majooty
the fifteenth-century manuscripts of WBP, includthg early ones.

In this section | have provided examples of woirdsvhich a total or partial
change from Hgow- to El -ou- took place. | have also presented various kirfds o
evidence that suggest that it is probably incortectonsider this change to be
linguistic, because the different spelling variaséem to result from a deliberate
choice. The absence of a linguistic shift can thxslain why in certain casesw
forms are found in El, while the corresponding wamdHg is spelled with ou-.
Examples of this are the wostbuded meaning ‘united’, in Hg, PR I. 127, which is
spelledsowdedin El, and the rhyming paisouple vncouplein MO Il. 414-416,
which is spelledsowple vncowplein El, even though both manuscripts readiple
for another occurrence of this word in GP |. 203aiBples are alskowdeand
kowth(e) the two exceptional spelling variants used far tthird person singular of
the perfect tense @onnen Kowdeis found three times in Hg, in NP, L36 and MA
(all of them readoudein El), while kowth(e)occurs twice in El, in GP |. 1&¢uthe
in Hg) and in PA par. 692 (not attested in Hg), beter in Hg. Bothkowdeand
kowth(e)are old-fashioned forms, because the regularispatif this verb in both
manuscripts ikoude Yet, while the presence &bwdein Hg may be explained by
the fact that theow- spelling is often used in this manuscript, thesgnce of
kowthein El is exceptionalKoude is also the preferred spelling variant in Tr,
occurring alongsid&outheandcouthe In Hg the wordkowderhyme twice, in NP
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I. 513 and L36 |. 94, withowde a word that is otherwise spellézldein both Hg
and El. The varianbwde which is found once in El in a line that is ntteated in
Hg, L30 I. 4/11, seems to be an old-fashioned spelfor this word. A similar
spelling is that of the nourlowde which occurs twice in Hg and EI (MO 1. 680, PA
par. 111) and once in El only (L30 I. 4/12, rhymingh lowde), and which is never
spelledcloude in any of the manuscripts dfhe Canterbury Taledt should be
noticed that all occurrences kdwdeandlowdein Hg are in quire 15, in folios 106r,
108v and 109r, respectively. This is a quire ehtiveritten in the same yellow ink
that is used for the heading of the first page Bf G30, NP (in quire 14), L20, L17
and twelve lines of FK (see Stubbs 2000: Inks imd¥ert). In her observations on
section Il of the Hengwrt manuscript, Stubbs swsg¢hat

the material in the yellow ink was the last part lo¢ tHg manuscript to be
copied, since it seems to include certain ‘finighifeatures. However there are
other possibilities and a definitive order of copmyis impossible to establish at
the present time

(Stubbs 2000: Observations, Section ).

It is therefore possible that the exceptional $pgliof these words indicates that
these lines were written by Chaucer before 138% y#ar in which he presumably
started to work oifhe Canterbury Taledut were added to thealeslater.

Other examples of old-fashioned use ofw- variants in Elare the single
occurrences of Etrowned(KT I. 169), which corresponds to Hgprouned and El
prowdly in PA par. 355, which is spellggtoudly in Hg, whereas Hgrowdein SU
I. 519 and Hgprowdly in NU |. 473 correspond to Eproude and proudly,
respectively. Likewisewowkefor WEEK occurs twice in El in KT I. 681, where Hg
readswyke and in FK |. 453 where Hg has a different reading day. Finally,
youtheis the regular spelling for this noun both in Hgl&l, although there are two
instances oyowthein Hg, in GP and L7 (spellegbuthein El), and six in El, in ML,
WBP, ME, L20, MO and NU (spellegouthein Hg). There is evidence from the
rhyme words that both spelling variants represeiedsame sound, as rhyming
pairs like yowthe nowthein GP Il. 463-464 in Hg anglouthe nowthein El are
attested alongside pairs whose spelling was chaogeletely, as in TT Il. 22-23,
which readsSyklatownbrownin Hg andSyklatounbrounin EI.

4.3.Words in which -ow occurs alongside -ou- and -o(u)gh in both
manuscripts

In the two preceding sections | have shown that-blg is either completely or
partly substituted byou- in El. In a third group of words, variants spdlleith -ow-
occur alongside variants spelled withu -ogh and eughin both manuscripts; also
in these words the use afu- generally increases in El. This is exemplifiedlable
9 by the itemENOUGH, LAUGHED, LOW, PLOUGH, SLOW, SWOUGHand THOUGH.
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
ENOUGH ynow 28 1+3 2
ynowe 5 4+1 1
ynowh - - 1
ynogh 21 5 1
ynoch - 23+2 3
ynough 3 1 -
ynouc 3 25+7 5
LAUGHED | lowe 1 - -
lawe 1 - -
logh 2 - -
lough(e) 4 2 -
lough 2 7 -
laughe- 15 16+3 1
LOW lowe 32 27+2 4
logh 3 1 -
logh - 1 -
lough - 1 -
lough - 3+1 -
PLOUGH plow 2 (NP, SH) - -
plogh 2 - -
plogh - 2 -
plough 1 - -
plouch - 3 -
SLOW slow(e) 36 34 -
slough - 4 (2KT, L30, L36) -
SWOUGH swod 2 1 -
swogh - 1 -
swowdh 1 - -
swoudh 1 4 -
THOUGH thogh 187 42+2 18
thoch - 25+2 6
though 27 68+9 6
thoudh - 91+20 -
theigh 7 - -

Table 9. Itemsin which -ow- occursalongside -ou- and -o(u)gh

In each of the three manuscripts considered ISméhe B employed most of the
seven different variants for the adverb and adje@NouGH listed in Table 10, in
which the manuscripts are arranged in chronologicdér of copying, starting from
Hg, the earliest one:
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ynogh ynof§ ynough ynouly ynow ynowe ynowh

Hg 21 0 3 3 28 5 0
Tr 1 3 0 5 2 1 1
El 5 2342 1 25+7 1+3 4+1 0

Table 10. Variants of ENOUGH in Hg, Tr and El

As the distribution of this word in Hg, Tr and Bows, the variantgnoghandynow
are preferred in Hg, whilgnod: andynoud: are used much more often in the other
two manuscripts. The ‘crossed h’ found in the vatsgno(u)d: is, as | discussed in
Chapter 3, one of the several decorative strokasahound in El, and its presence
suggests that the scribe had more time to copymiaisuscript than Hg (see also
Chapter 6). The use of variants written with eithew or -o(u)gh for the item
ENOUGH does not reflect different functions of the samerdv In fact, bothynow
andyno(u)ghare used in Hg for either the adjective or theealdywhile in El, where
ynow has almost disappeared, the adjective as wellhasatlverb are spelled
yno(u)gh as shown by the lines in (26):

(26) Hengwrt Ellesmere
adjective
And haddest gold ynow and Emelye ynough KT 1. 1972
Certes Grisilde | hadde ynogh plesance  ynogh CLI. 792
Thus endeth my tale and god vs sende
Taillynge ynough vn to oure lyues ende  ynough SH Il. 433-434
adverb
That ye han seyd is right ynow ywis ynough L301. 2
Were in this world is right ynogh for me ynogh WBP I. 2
Namoore of this for it is right ynough ynough PDI. 634

In addition, the variangnowe which is listed in theChaucer Glossanas a plural
form, is used as such in all three manuscriptd e sole exception of the line in
Hg shown in (27) below. In the line in Fhogh collocates with the noufolk,
which, according to Benson (1987:xxxiv), usuallycais in combination with a
plural verb, and therefore should be followedympwe as indeed happens in Hg.
Ynoghin El could therefore be a mistake made by thibscr

(27) And oother folk ynowe this is thende Hengwrt ML I. 157
And oother folk ynogh this is thende Ellesmere ML I. 157

As for the distribution of specific variants inolamanuscript, in Hg there are
three instances ofnoughwithin the line and three gfmougd: in rhyming position.
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Very likely the crossed in these instances is not an abbreviation for edvfioal €,
as it was in Latin manuscripts, because — as P#tia69:xxix) suggests — the stroke
on the ascenders of letters li@gend# in English manuscripts of the late fourteenth
and fifteenth centuries was often employed as abe#iishing mark. Crossed is
found in yno(u)g: as well as in other words in Hg, and this praciicereases
significantly in El. Ynowis used 28 times in Hg, while this variant almuxally
disappears in El, where these occurrences aresdpeitherynod: or ynoudi, with
the exception of one instance in L20 |. 36. Thisgke occurrence oynow is
preserved in El, together with its rhyme wardw, in a somewhat problematical
section of both manuscripts. The section in quagsd.ink 20, which is th&quire-
Merchant Linkin Hg, but theSquire-Franklin Linkin El, and thus contains the
words addressed to the Squire by the Merchant immthby the Franklin in EI (cf.
Chapter 2, 81). The colour of the ink used to wkitgk 20 in Hg shows that it was
one of the last additions made by the scribe te thanuscript, and this has led
scholars to question the authenticity of theseslifef. Blake 1985:87—89). In
addition, the attribution of the speech to two eliféint speakers in Hg and El
indicates that changes were made between thesem@scripts. According to
Mann (2001:82—86) the version in Hg is not a veopdj adaptation of the original
text, and was made by the scribe to fit the linkween two tales that he had copied
in the wrong order. By contrast, the version ini€lthe original one, because it
connects the tales in Chaucer’s original orderctvhivas SQ and FK, and is better
in terms of metre and meaning of the té«towoccurs three more times in El, in
CY, always at the end of the line, but these oenaes are not attested in Hg. The
variant ynowe is always found within the line in Hg, and in foof the five
occurrences that are attested it corresponds tsahree word in El. Probably, as |
previously showed with reference timwnes this is due to the fact thghoweis a
plural form, and is thus inflected. Only one instamf Hgynowe in (27), becomes
El ynogh and one more instance yrioweas a rhyme word is attested in El but not
in Hg, because it is in CY, a tale missing fronsthianuscript. In Hg, forms spelled
with -ow-, ynowandynowe are the only variants that are used for this wordiM,
in folios 225r and 234ryfow), and in folio 225v ynows. In El the first two
occurrences are spelleghod: and ynoud:, respectively, while the third one
preserves the spellinmowe

The variantsynoud: and ynod: are frequently used in El, whilgnoughis
attested only once anghoghoccurs five times altogether: three of them, in IGP
375, M1 I. 443 and WBP I. 336, display the samdlspein Hg, while the other two,
in ML Il. 157 and 774, are spellgthoweandynowin Hg. In one line, MO I. 47, Hg
ynoghcorresponds to Enon this is probably a scribal mistake, @sonoccurs in
the preceding line:
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(28) Out of a wang tooth sprang anon a welle Hengwrt
Of which he drank ynogh shortly to seye MO Il. 46-47
Out of a wang tooth sprang anon a welle Ellesmere
Of which he drank anon shortly to seye MO Il. 46-47

Variants spelled with: (crossed h) are common in Tr as well, as thereedaylat
instances ofyno(u)gi as against only one gfoughin the three quires copied by
Scribe B. These are very likely not Gowerian forgiace the variant that is found
more often in the Fairfax manuscrifg ynowh and only one example of this
spelling, which is thus a relict, is found in Tn, i 3.2462. Other variants spelled
with -ow- that are attested in Tr agaowe which occurs once, rhymes witlowe
and is also found in the Fairfax manuscript, and taccurrences ofynow.
Apparently, Chaucer’'s language influenced the s&ilpractice much more than
Gower’s language did, becaugaowh does not occur either in Hg or El while
ynow(e)andynoughare found in Tr. Since th@(u)gh spelling is the preferred one
in Tr, either Scribe B had an exemplar whose lagguaas no longer Gowerian,
which would therefore exclude the Fairfax manugcaip a possible exemplar (see
Samuels and Smith 1988:13), or he changed thergpéil his copy, as proposed by
Samuels (1988hb:25). Moreover, in Tr the scribe aitbe final b of this word with

a bar on the ascender, which is something he dittim El as well.

Another word that is spelled variablyl@ve/lo(u)gh which is employed for the
adjective and adverb ‘low’ as well as for the pstse of the verltaughen The
variantlogh occurs three times in Hg as an adjective in thedirxpressiomeigh
and logh and twice as the past tenselafighen In El the spellinglogh in the
adverbial phrase is preserved twice in ML and ithanged intdougs once in GP.
The other occurrences of the adjective and advextspelledowe in Hg and only
three of them, GP I. 524, WBT I. 1074, TM par. 888ange intdough andlougs in
El, while the others remain unchanged. There algtaro exceptions in Hg, one in
MO I. 378 and another in CL I. 425, which have ctatgly different readings in El,
as shown in (29):

(29) a. As any feend that Iyth ful lowe adown Hengwrt MO |. 378
As any feend that lith in helle adoun Ellesmere MO |. 378

b. And for he saugh p' vnder lowe degree Hengwrt CL I. 425
And for he saugh that vnder heigh degree Ellesmere CL I. 425

In addition, the occurrence in GP |. 524 is raih&resting, because in Hg it reads:
(30) What so he weere of heigh or lowe estaat Hengwrt GP |. 524

This variant is preserved as eithhew or lowe in almost all other witnesses of GP,
while lough s found in El only, suggesting that this is ails@ change, possibly in
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agreement with the authorial spelling of the fixegbressiorheigh and loghin GP

. 817 Hg has adjectivabgh as in St Loughis found in Ad, Pw, Ch, El, L4, and
lowghin Fi; all other 35 witnesses halawv(e), while low# is only attested once in
Ry’. Lowe is therefore the most frequent spelling for th¢eeiive, while logh is
probably an old-fashioned variant that is mainlggarved in fixed expressions, even
though it often undergoes the changdaingh As mentioned abovdogh is also
used twice in Hg for the verb; these two occurrerme spelledbugh in El. Logh,
however, is never a verbal form in El, whiteigh(e)andlaugh(e)are.Loughis also
used in Hg alongsidiegh for the same verb, and is preserved in El, wiile more
forms appear in Hglowe (L2 I. 4) andlawe (PD |. 639), which are respectively
spellediougheandlaughein El.

A similar change from Hgow- to El -oughalso affects the wordslo(u)ghand
slow(e) the last one of which is the adjective ‘slow’ethoun ‘mud’ and the past
tense of the verlslay’. The wordplo(u)ghbelongs to this group because it has three
variants, one of whictplow, occurs twice in Hg, in NP |. 177 and SH |. 288d és
no longer attested in El, as both instances beqao{e)g: in this manuscript. The
other two variants in Hg anglogh (KT I. 29, Ml I. 574), spellegloud: in El, and
plougi (L1 1. 49), spellelogi in El. Henceplogi andploudi are the only spelling
variants found in El for this word. Four of thesstances occur at the end of a line,
and the spelling of the rhyme words is changedraiiegly, as in the lines in (31):

(31) And wayke been the oxen in my plogh Hengwrt
The remenant of the tale is long ynogh KT IIl. 29-30
And wayke been the Oxen in my Plough Ellesmere

The remenant of the tale is long ynough KT Il. 29-30

The spellingslow(e)occurs several times in Hg and El, but three ntsta of Hg
slowcorrespond to Blough as shown by the examples in (32):

(32) a. He faught and slow hym manly as a knyght’ Hengwrt KT |. 129
He faught” and slough hym manly as a knyght Ellesmere KT |. 129

b. Al thogh the slow hadde nel’e ben so deep Hengwrt L30 |. 12
Al thogh the slough had nel” been so deep Ellesmere L30 1. 12

C. To kepen hym and his capil out of the Slow Hengwrt L36 I. 64
To kepen hym and his Capul out of slough Ellesmere L36 I. 64

Sloughis never attested in Hgloghis never found in any of the three manuscripts,
while slewis used once in Hg for the past tense, in MO 4, Mthere EIl readslow.
Spelling variants other than those witw- and ou- are also employed for the item
SWOUGH, meaning both ‘sound’ and ‘swoon’. While the rethtverb ‘swoon’ is
regularly spelleda)swown in Hg, El and Tr, the noun shows variable spghin
especially in Hg. In this manuscript, the scribet@rswoud: (KT |. 1121), swodi
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(CL 1. 1100),swowandswowne(SQ Il. 469 and 468), all of which occur swoud
in El, as well aswowd: (WBT . 773) andswod: (Ml . 433), which correspond to
El swogd: andswogh respectively.

Finally, a word that shows a change from kg to El -ou-, though it never
occurs with ew, is THOUGH. This word is spellethogh thoughandtheighin Hg,
while it occurs ashoghthogi andthoughithoud: in El. Scribe B preferrethoghin
Hg butthoughin El, and he never wrote this word with a croséed Hg, whereas
he did so very often in El. There are only 27 ooences othoughin Hg; eleven of
them are found in Section lll. As the figures irbleall showthoghis the preferred
variant in the first part of this section, while time second part the two variants are
used interchangeably, with a slight preference tfarugh | argued in Chapter
3, 83.2, that the second part of Section 1l gelherdisplays spelling variants that
are authorial as well as rather old-fashioned, Wwhitay indicate that these tales
were copied from exemplars that had been writtenestime before Chaucer started
to work onThe Canterbury Taledn this case the variation betwe#rogh and
thoughsuggests that very likely both forms were in tReraplar. Comparison with
all witnesses of L30 and NP shows that most fiftleex@ntury scribes wrotihough
with or without crossed, in these lines, while only a few of them wrdtegh Ad®
and He are the only two manuscripts among themdisatay this variant in all of
these lines.

Tale thogh though
Link 29 2 1
Monk’s Tale 7 2
Link 30 1 2
Nun’s Priest's Tale 2 3
Link 36 1 1
Manciple’s Tale - 2

Table 11. Variants of THOUGH in Section 111 of Hengwrt

It may thus be concluded that apparently not omgb® B but also most fifteenth-
century scribes consideratiough to be more Chaucerian thahogh and they
therefore preserved it in their manuscripts. InSkribe B used botlthogh and
though/thoug; thoghis however the preferred form here, as well athéFairfax
manuscriptthus suggesting that this is a Gowerian variantc8ytrast, forms with
medial ou- are used less frequently and are probably scribhagigh is an
old-fashioned form characteristic of the Londonatia Type Il, which appears only
seven times in Hg in three tales, WBP, FR and S@obin (2003:34) shows that
the same variant is also attested in FR I. 27,IS8LV, 604 and WBP |. 53 in other
authoritative witnesses of these tales, i.e®, Bb%, Ch, H& and H3 and he argues
that although by the early fifteenth centtingighhad been superseded thpughin
the London dialect, it had not yet completely disgred.Theigh was possibly
preserved by fifteenth-century scribes becausedt & literary connotation, while
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thoughwas the spelling commonly used in written recotd<sEl three of the seven
instances otheigh in WBP I. 53 and FR Il. 27, 166, are speltbdgh while the
other four, in FR Il. 226, 311 and SQ Il. 317, 66#adthough

To conclude, the items analysed in this sectiamwsthat in the case of words
whose variants spelled witlow occur alongside variants spelled withu- and -
o(u)gh the use ofu- increases in El. Once again, the preferencedorin El may
yield what we now know are modern forms, such agnBughvs. Hgynowand El
thoughvs. Hgthogh as well as old-fashioned forms, such atokgh (adjective) vs.
Hg lowe and Elsloughvs. Hgslow. As explained in the previous chapter, spelling
variants that are occasionally found in a manusénipwhich the scribe constantly
translated the language of the original text alietse(Benskin and Laing 1981:58—
59), and are indicative of the language that wathénexemplar. Hence, the words
that are spelled withow- in Hg but not in El might be relicts from the Cicarian
exemplar that disappeared in the heavily nhormalBSed hus, the fact that variants
such adoun, dounandlough, which are old-fashioned from to our modern paihit
view, are used very frequently in the manuscript thias copied later, suggests that
the scribe deliberately chose to use them systeallgtiin El. Both variants were
very likely attested in Chaucer’s original manugtrand it is possible that in Hg the
scribe added even more variants which were homahdhough not homographs.
Evidence for this is provided by rhyme words, aslin-ow and ou- are adjacent in
rhyming pairs, such asown confessioun As a result, Hg displays a higher
incidence of orthographic mismatch at the end médithan El, while in the same
context El exhibits a more consistent, although netessarily more modern,
spelling.

5. Concluding remarks

In this chapter | have examined the spelling ofdgathat contain long and shart
and have tried to establish whether the changes fom to -oun from -ow- to -ou-
and from eghto -oughreflect a systematic change from Hgw and o- to El -ou-.

I did not find any evidence of a change from ldgand ow- to El -ou- as a result of
a scribal progression towards a more modern sgellia suggested by Samuels (see
Chapter 3, 81). | did notice, however, that spgllariants with eu- are much more
common in El than in Hg, even though some of them aow considered
old-fashioned forms of the language. | regard thesents as a sign of the scribe’s
intention to normalise the spelling in El, irrestyee of the direction in which this
spelling would eventually move. In addition, coripan with the other fifteenth-
century witnesses of GP, MI, WBP and NP shows H@gtand El to some extent,
often disagree with most other witnesses when éxéybit variants witheu- for [u]
and [u:], thus suggesting that these forms areanttorial but were introduced by
the scribes in their manuscripts. This assumpt®rini agreement with what |
proposed in Chapter 3 with respect to the use @duble graph for the spelling of
long vowels in El.
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The data presented in this chapter, thereforaolgupport Samuels’ theory that
the shift from Hg e-, -u- and ew to El -ou- is one of the linguistic differences
between the Hg and the El manuscriptsTbie Canterbury Taleshat show a
progression in the scribe’s spelling practice. @& whole, it seems that the scribe
only tried to impose a regular pattern on the gpglbf El, and that he aimed to
regularise it as much as possible by using fewelling variants than he had done
in Hg, even though he did not entirely succeed.



Degrees of spelling variation in
Hengwrt and Ellesmere

1. Introduction

In the previous two chapters | suggested that bamges that affect the spelling of
words containing vowels in general and long andrtshg in particular could be
caused by an attempt on the part of Scribe B toosepa regular pattern on the
orthography of El. Spelling variation in Hg woultls result on the one hand from a
mixture of Chaucerian forms plus scribal forms andthe other hand from the use
of different variants by Chaucer himself. In costrahe spelling in El, which is
more uniform though never wholly regular, couldches to a deliberate choice by
the scribe, or perhaps by an editor who supeniigedvork (see Chapter 2), or even
by the author himself, who wanted a high-qualitpyof The Canterbury Tale®

be produced. El is thus a manuscript in which phedling received also considerable
attention, and an effort was evidently made to mtée regular as possible. The use
of different spelling forms in Hg and El, howevir not only restricted to the words
discussed in Chapters 3 and 4. A comparison oftakes of the two manuscripts
reveals that several other words display more tiraa spelling form, and that the
use of these variants may differ between Hg an&&Veral studies that attempted to
cast light on the language of Chaucer have dedh wiich spelling differences
between Hg and El (cf. Samuels 1988b, Benson 196&bin 2003). Even though
the words investigated are often the sam@IN, WORK andsaw are some of them,
scholars have not always agreed on which of thexwar attested were likely to be
authorial.

Since the object of my study is to try and distisguauthorial forms from scribal
ones in order to determine which spelling changesiobetween Hg and El and
why, | will now turn to those words that for the sagart exhibit different spelling
variants in Hg and whose spelling may not be pxegein El. In doing so | will
identify three categories of words, as listed if, @nd | will deal with them in
sections 2, 3 and 4 of this chapter:

(1) a. words for which a default spelling is mosiked, with alternative variants
occurring only occasionally, such as defahiirchevs.cherche
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b. words for which two or more spelling variante ased in free variation,
such adifore vs. biforn;

c. words that either do or do not show word dasisisuch ago day vs.
today.

2. Onedefault spelling alongside one or mor e spelling variants

Like other Middle English manuscripts, Hg and Ehiait different spelling variants
for the same words. A number of lexical items ulsudisplay one form which is
used commonly, the default spelling, and one orenalternative variants that are
attested less frequently. This is shown, for insarby moost(e) which is the
default spelling fomosT, with the varianimeesteoccurring only three times in Hg
and twice in El. The most exhaustive descriptiowofds belonging to this category
is provided by Horobin, who argues that when idmitispelling variants are
clustered in the same portions of text in Hg andliigy are probably copied from a
common exemplar. Horobin (2003:42-44) discusses, ifstance, the word
AGAIN(ST), showing that in both Hg and El the variantstgigrwith ag- are used
more frequently than those starting watj. These less common variants are usually
clustered in the same sections of the two manuscrignd Horobin (2003:43)
suggests that ‘the most likely explanation is thatuse of these spellings reflects a
change in usage in a common exemplar for thess, tatea change of the exemplar
itself, preserved by direct scribal transcription’.

In my analysis of lexical items that show one msggelling and one or more
secondary variants, | noticed that this is a everencomplicated issue than Horobin
suggests. By selecting those words that displagrs¢spelling variants in Hg and
El, | established that in some cases the use ¢f gaigants in El is similar to that in
Hg (82.1), that in other cases the main spellingiava is the same in both
manuscripts, though the alternative spellings diffensiderably between Hg and El
(82.2), while in some other cases, the variantddgnand El may differ completely
(82.3).

2.1. Similar spelling variantsin Hengwrt and Ellesmere

The words discussed in this section show a numbepelling variants which are
approximately used in the same way in both Hg ahddg all of them, a main
variant is normally found in both manuscripts, whilne or more alternative forms
may occur, but less frequently. Relevant forms frbimare, as usual, provided for
comparison. The lexical items that were chosen eprasent this feature are:
AGAIN(ST), ARE, CHURCH, MIRTH, MOST, OFTEN, SO, SUBTLE, TAUGHT, THEN,
TOMORROW, WHEN, WORK and YET, and the number of occurrences of each is
provided in Table 1.
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity

AGAIN(ST) again(s) 1 0+3 -
agayn(s) 173 172+51 -
ageyn(s) 16 17+3 -
ayein(s) 9 10+1 37
ayeyn — — 4

ARE/BE (pres. ar(e) 4 4+1 -

ind. plur.) arn 2 2+2 -
beth 1 5 -

CHURCH chirche 37 42+30 3
cherche 6 1 1

MIRTH myrthe 14 15+2 -
murthe 4 (2GP, ME, CL) 3+1 (ML, CL,—

L28, L33)

MOST (adverb) | moost 45 43+11 15
mooste 11 12+1 2
meeste 3 (KT, SQ, CL) 2 (KT, CL) -

OFTEN ofte 91 84+30 (1 oft) 38
often 13 19 3

o] o] 1163 1164+172 318
(al)swa 3 4 -

SUBTLE(LY) subtil(e) 17 14 1
soutil - 2 (KT) -
subtilly 16 16+1 -
sotilly 1 (WBT) 1 (ME) -

TAUGHT -taught(e) 29 29+3 5
taght(e) 1 (PD) - 2

THAN/THEN than 289 284+44 36
thanne 281 279+63 53
thane - 7 7
tho 39 40+3 40 (1 po)
then(ne) 1 2+1 (1 8) -

TOMORROW tomorwe 12 16 4
to morwe 8 5 -
tomorn 2 2 -

WHEN whan 572 586+81 135
whanne 20 12+5 10

WORK werk- 116 116+36 8
wirk- 5 4+1 -
werch 7 5+2 5
wirche 5 9+1 -

YET yet 245 255 65
yit 8 5 6

Table 1. Similar spelling variantsin Hg and El
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The wordAGAIN(ST), meaning both ‘agairénd ‘against’ in ME, exhibits two main
differences in its spelling variants: in both Hgdal it is more frequently spelled
with initial ag-, i.e. again(s) agayn(s) agein(s)and ageyn(s) and the alternative
spelling is provided by variants that begin witi#, i.e. ayein(s)and ayeyn(s) In
addition, the medial vowel can either le--or -ei-, as shown by the examples
provided above. These different variants have it with in several studies,
leading to somewhat contradictory conclusions, hews by the contrasting
opinions of Samuels (1988b:26), who argues that forims starting with initiabg-
should be considered to be authorial, and Hora2®93:44), who proposes that ‘the
spelling ‘ayeinayeyri represents at least part of Chaucer’s own usage’.

The study of all occurrences of this word in Hgl &1 reveals thaaGAIN(ST) is
predominantly spelled with initigdg-; this is illustrated by the following overview
of all the spelling variants afGAIN(ST) attested in Hg, El and Tr, which | have also
classified according to their grammatical function:

Variant Word class Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
again adverb 1 0+1 -
agains preposition - 0+2 -
agayn adverb/preposition 125 131+24 -
agayns preposition 48 41+27 -
ageyn adverb/preposition 14 17+3 -
ageyns preposition 2 - -
ayeyn adverb/preposition - 8 4
ayeyns preposition - 2+1 -
ayein adverb/preposition 8 - 37
ayeins preposition 1 - -

Table 2. Spelling variants of AGAIN(ST)

Agaynis by far the preferred spelling in both manudstipoth when it is used as an
adverb in the sense of ‘again’ or ‘back’, and whemepresents the preposition
‘against’. The varianageynoccurs less frequently, and it is primarily emg@dyin
Hg and El for those adverbs that occur in rhymingition. Only four instances of
this variant in Hg are prepositions; they are foimd prose section, TM, where the
only two occurrences afgeynsare also attested, but neither variant is preseive
El, where the six words are spellagayn(s) Prepositionahgeynoccurs just once in
El, in the middle of the following line:

(2) Wher fore agayn this lusty sonTes tyde Hengwrt SQ |. 134
Wherfore ageyn this lusty Sontes tyde  Ellesmere SQ I. 134

Forms ending ins i.e. agaynsand more rarelyageyns are only used for the
preposition and never for the adverb, as in:
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(3) Itis agayns the proces of nature Hengwrt FK I. 637

The variants spelled with initialy- areayein(s)in Hg andayeyn(s)n El, and the
few occurrences ending in a finalare prepositionsAyeinandayeynare employed
eight times in each manuscript, though not alwayghie same lines, with the
function of adverb as well as preposition, as in:

(4) a. And ther | lefte | wol ayein bigynne Hengwrt KT I. 34
And ther | lefte | wol ayeyn bigynne Ellesmere KT I. 34
b. And loude he soong- ayein the sonne shene Hengwrt KT I. 651
And loude he song” ayeyn the sonne shene Ellesmere KT I. 651

In Hg ayeinis attested twice in KT and ME (in |. 1069, whétehymes with
certeyn, and once in RE, NP, SQ and TM, that is, in Stnat Sections |, Il and
IV of this manuscript. Only four of these occurreadKT Il. 34, 651, SQ |. 662, ME
I. 1016), none of which is a rhyme word, are presdrasayeynin El, while the
remaining four instances are spelled eithgayn when they are within a line or in a
prose passage (RE |. 147, NP I. 589, TM par. 26Brgeynwhen in rhyming
position (ME I. 1069). The other four occurrencésageynin El (CO I. 16, SQ Il
88, 119, PA par. 375) are spelled with initg- in Hg. Likewise, the preposition
ayeinsoccurs just once in Hg, in CL I. 320, while intlere are three occurrences
of ayeynsin KT I. 929 (spellecagaynsin Hg), CL I. 320 and L1 I. 46/1 (not in HQ).
In Tr there are no forms of this word with initedr, while ayeinis used for both the
adverb and the preposition, amyeynis employed four times for adverbs in
rhyming position. This very likely reflects Gowesgelling, since forms with initial
ag- are also not attested in the section of Fairfet torresponds to the three quires
copied by Scribe B, and occur very rarely in th& of this manuscript.

Some observations can thus be made on the usesd spelling variants. First
of all, the use of different forms does not conelavith different grammatical
categories, as both adverb and preposition shomereinitial ag- or initial ay-.
Secondly, according to th®IED, ME again was chiefly a Northern and North
Midland form until 1400, when it became establisted.ondon English, whereas
ME azein and ayein were mainly Southern and South Midland forms (ats®
LALME vol. I, map 220 for forms withg-, map 221 for forms withy- and map 222
for forms with 5-). The widespread use afjaynin the Chaucerian manuscripts is
therefore rather innovative, especially in viewtlod fact that forms with initiahg-
are found less frequently than those with iniagd in the Signet, Privy Seal and
Chancery documents collected ACE and dating from the period 1417-1462. In
these texts, the adveRBGAIN is spelled 22 times with initiag-, eight times with
initial ay- and twice with initiala3-, whereas the prepositi®tGAINST is spelled 59
times with initialay-, thirteen times with initiak3 and only nine times with initial
ag-. Forms beginning witlay- are used more regularly than the others, asnaria



130 CHAPTERS

spelled with initialag- make up just one third of all occurrences. Thiggests that
initial ay- was still the most commonly used form in the lauceratic language of the
fifteenth-century. In addition, forms with initighy- are also characteristic of
Gower’s language, as they are always used in tlidakamanuscript, with the
exception of three occurrences ajaynin Book 5. In his stint of th&€onfessio
Amantisin Tr, Scribe B preserved Gower’s spelling, aneérethough it is not
known which manuscript served as the exemplar focbpy, it seems obvious that
ay- forms must have been present in it. Hence, ifstrdbe preserved the original
spelling in Tr, why would he translate, rather thmmerely copy, the text of Hg and
ElI? Moreover, if he really was a bureaucratic cleak Mooney (2006:106-112)
claims, why would he usag- forms against the common practice of his collesgu
and probably his own? | believe that Scribe B ditl nanslate this word in Hg and
El either, but that he simply preserved the formhss@AIN that he found in his
copytext. This begs the question of why, in thisscaChaucer himself used a variant
that was rather modern and typical of northernedia, instead of the form that was
currently used in London. The most appropriate @nste this question is that
provided by Samuels, who argues:

It is thus difficult to escape the conclusion thgayn(s)was an exceptionally
progressive form for Chaucer to use. Since it wafotm part of the written
Chancery Standard in the fifteenth century, it wasibdless well enough
known as a spoken form in the late-fourteenth-centuwndon. We may
surmise that Chaucer’s adoption of it was due tdhisng encountered it more
than most Londoners as a man of travel and afflairs,since so pronounced a
feature is more likely to have been adopted eairighis life, it might equally
well be due to his period of service as a page dfigthit Yorks., in the later
1350's.

(Samuels 1988b:30)

Forms beginning witlay- may have been present in Chaucer’s repertoiveetisas
these forms were typical of the London dialect & time, and occasionally he
might have used them, too. The fact that a smatiber of occurrences afyein(s)
in Hg andayeyn(s)in El are attested in the same lines in these sw@ipis may
mean that such forms were present in a common tamcaisd were preserved as
such. Perhaps better evidence for the possibl@atytiof ay- variants is to be found
in the agreement of Hagyeirn) with Cp, H& (azein) and La &3eine) in NP |. 589, a
line in which Hg disagrees with Ehdayn. Likewise, the varianayeynsis attested
in the following line of theMiller's Prologue (L1) in El, a line that is not present in
Hg:

(5) And el a thousand goode ayeyns oon badde Ellesmere L1 I. 46/1
Interestingly, this is the second line of a couplleat occurs in just thirteen

manuscripts in the entire tradition: Ad\d®, El, Er?, Gg, H4, H&, Ht, li, NI, Ps, Py
and Td. According to the stemmatic commentary providedhiemn CD-ROM of the
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Miller's Tale, all of these, except Ht and NI, are O manuscriptich suggests that
this couplet must have been in the archetype of@#ly three other O manuscripts
lack these two lines, Hg, Ch and Hk, probably beean Chaucer’s original text it
was unclear whether the couplet had to be copiembrAs Robinson argues,

it appears too that some pages may have had bmeshole passages, either
first written within the text but marked for deletiocor written elsewhere on the
page but marked as additions to the text. This triban at each such point, the
scribe would have the option of deleting or addihg passages in question.
Each of the first generation of copyists from thesiginals seems to have
made a slightly different set of decisions.

(Robinson 2003:131)

Hence, if line 46/1 of th#liller's Prologuewas in the archetype, it follows that the
variantayeynscontained in it must be authorial.

The influence of a Northern dialect on Chauceaisguage is not only shown by
the variantagayn but also by other forms that are found in bothdig El, such as
the spellingsar, are and arn for the present indicative plural @RE instead of
be(e)n which is the dominant form f@Ee. In Hg there are very few occurrences of
ar (RE twice, SH)are (ML) and arn (CL, TM), and all of them are preserved as
such in El, with one exception given in (6):

(6) Now ar we dryuen til hethyng 7 til scorn Hengwrt RE |. 190
Now are we dryue til hethyng” and til scorn Ellesmere RE I. 190

According to LALME, the distribution of these forms in Chaucer's tiseas
follows: ar is a Northern variant (sdeALME, vol. |, map 118)arn is sporadically
used in the South East Midlands, Southern and Sagst Midlands (seeALME,
vol. 1, map 120), whilebe(n)is a Southern variant @& (seeLALME, vol. I, map
124). The use oér in RE is thus justified by the fact that Northdeatures are
employed in this tale in order to characterise sofrte speakers. By contrast, there
is no such explanation far(e) andarn in the other tales; they simply seem to be
alternative variants to the predominant forbefe)n However, even thoughr(e)
and arn occur so rarely in Hg, all instances of theseargts are attested in El as
well. This suggests that they are relicts from ahiginal exemplar, and thus forms
that belonged to Chaucer’s repertoire, but wera wsey infrequently. If Scribe B
really came from Surrey, as Mooney (2006) belieaes, would have been in the
scribe’s repertoire, since this form was attestethé dialect of that area.

One more variant dE, beth should be mentioned here, even though this is not
a Northern but a Southern form (de&LME, vol. I, map 128), as it is occasionally
used in Hg and El for the present indicative plwalBE as well. In Chaucer’s
languagebeth mostly stands for the imperative plural g, and as such it is also
spelledbeethin two lines of Hg (in SQ, PD) and in four of B3, MA, twice in
CY), although two instances in CY are not attesteldg. In both manuscriptdeth
the imperative plural, is sometimes employed tor@sklone person formally, as can
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be concluded from the use of the polite prongaw (see Burnley 1983:17-22) in
line 644 of CL:

(7) This warne | yow p' ye nat sodeynly
Out of your self for no wo sholde outraye
Beth pacient” and ther of | yow praye

Hengwrt
CL Il. 642—644

However, the Southern variabéth standing for the indicative present plural is also
attested once in Hg and five times in El insteadhef more commobe(en) The
sole occurrence dbethin Hg is in the paragraph from TM that is shown(&),
although in this instancieethis not retained in El, whergeenis used twice in the
same paragraph instead.

Hengwrt
TM par. 145

he seith that wordes p' been spoken discreetly Ellesmere
by ordinaunce been honycobes TM par. 145

(8) he seith pt wordes p' ben spoken discretly by
ordinance beth honycombes

El, by contrast, exhibits five instanceshafth meaning ‘are’, found in the following

lines, in all of which Hg readse(en)

(9) a. That seith p' hunterys been none holy men ~ Hengwrt GP I. 178
That seith that hunters beth nat hooly men Ellesmere GP I. 178
b. | sey this p' they maked been for bothe Hengwrt WBP |. 126
| sey yis that they beth maked for bothe Ellesmere WBP I. 126
C. As been thise tydyues terceletz and Owles Hengwrt SQ |. 640
As beth thise tidyues tercelettes and Owles  Ellesmere SQ I. 640
d. for Ctes gold ne siluer” ben noght so muche  Hengwrt
worth as the goode wyl of a trewe freend TM par. 192
for Ctes gold ne siluer beth nat so muche Ellesmere
worth as the goode wyl of a trewe freend? TM par. 192
€. p'we be w' oute synne we deceyuen vs Hengwrt
selue and trouthe is nat in vs PA par. 275
that we beth with oute synne we deceyue Ellesmere
vs selue and trouthe is nat in vs PA par. 275

Interestingly, the variartbethin GP |. 178 is only attested in AcEr, El, Ht, R&

and T¢, while La is the only early manuscript to rdaepe Ad' and Efdate from
the last quarter of the fifteenth century but thene classified among the O
manuscripts in a number of tales, as Bad T¢, two texts dating from the third
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quarter of the century (cf. Barbrook et al. 1998bRson 2000a). As to the presence
of bethin WBP 1. 126, the fornoccurs only in El and Ch, another O manuscript,
although in Ch (fol. 73v) this variant is struckdbgh andwereis written above it,
while bepis found in Ln. It would seem that despite thet thatbethis not a form
typical of Chaucer’s language, its presence inyeard in late but authoritative
manuscripts, as well as in the exemplar of Ch, mdigate that this is a relict from
Chaucer’s original papers.

Another word that displays Northern features is #iuverbso, which appears
consistently aso in all three manuscripts; the dialectal variamta occurs only in
RE, in the speeches of the two students Aleyn ahd,Jwho are thus characterised
as Northerners. It occurs three times in both Hg Bh in lines 110, 120 and 165
(here inalswg), while a fourth instance is spelle@ain El butsoin Hg:

(20) Iis thyn awen clerk’ so haue | sel Hengwrt RE I. 319
| is thyn awen clerk” swa haue | seel Ellesmere RE I. 319

Since in this line too, the speaker is one of the students from the Nortlswais
the authorial form, while the reading in Hg is pably a correction or a mistake
made by the scribe, which was restored in El. Mareh changes made by Scribe B
and concerning the Northern variants found in R&Ed®scribed by Horobin (2000b,
2001).

Hg and El display the same spelling variants fer wordMIRTH, myrthebeing
the most frequently used spelling, whiteurthe occurs only four times in both
manuscripts, always in the middle of a line, algjothe only occurrence actually
shared by both texts is in CL |. 1123. The variagttheshows the reflex of OBy/-
in -i- typical of the East Midland dialect, whereasirthe exemplifies the reflex of
OE - in -u-, which is characteristic of the Western and Sdlfstern dialects, as
shown in the map in Figure 1. Two occurrencesnafthein Hg are found in GP,
where the wordvIRTH occurs four times within fourteen lines (Il. 759-3], and a
comparison of all witnesses of this section shdws this variant is used in only two
manuscripts of GP other than Hg, i.e.Ashd Td. More preciselymurtheis
attested in line 759 in AdHg and T4, in lines 766 and 767 in Adand Td, and
finally in line 773 in Hg only. The presence miirthein Hg as well as in Atand
To' suggests that it may be an authorial variant, esitese three manuscripts
possibly descend from the archetypelrbg Canterbury Tale&f. Robinson 2000a:
84.1.2). This evidence is further supported by Hord2003:147), who argues that
even though the central features of the orthographd® correspond to the London
Type lll and IV dialects, there are also some Wdglland features, which are
clustered in the opening folios of the manuscriptaaresult ofliteratim copying.
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After Crystal 1995: 50

Figure 1. Reflexes of OE yin ME dialects

Hg and El likewise agree in the spelling of therdvelosT, whether it refers to
the adverb as in

(11) To yow my lady p' I loue moostt  Hengwrt KT |. 1907

or to what Davis et al. (1979) refer to AnChaucer Glossaras the ‘superlative
‘greatest”, which it is regularly spelleshoostwhen it is indefinite (as in 12a), and
moostewhen it is definite (as in 12b).

(12) a. Of studye took he moost cure and moost heede Hengwrt GP |. 303
b. In al his wele and in his mooste pryde Hengwrt KT I. 37

All but two occurrences of this variant are attdstéth the same spelling in the
corresponding lines of Hg and El. The variant ad thord that occurs more rarely is
meestewhich is attested only three times in Hg, in KTL840, SQ I. 292 and CL
I. 131. The first two instances are found withie tme in the fixed expressidno the
meeste and (to the) leestée third occurrence is at the end of the lindere it
rhymes withhestebut also witHeeste
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(13) That new’e yet” refuseden thyn heste
And we wol lord if p' ye wol assente
Chese yow a wyf” in short tyme at the leeste Hengwrt
Born of the gentileste and of the meeste CLIl. 128-131

The varianimeestds preserved in El in KT and CL, but not in SQshswn in (14):

(14) Hath plentee to the meeste and to the leeste  Hengwrt SQ |. 292
Hath plentee to the mooste and to the leeste Ellesmere SQ I. 292.

The presence aheestawithin the line as well as in a rhyming context gests that
this is an authorial variant, possibly one thatusnly in fossilised expressions as
shown in (13) and (14) above. This might also lreason why this variant never
occurs in Tr, where onlgnoostandmoosteare attested.

For the wordoFTEN, the scribe used the main spelling variafte, as well as an
alternative but rarer spellingftenin both Hg and El. These two variants occur in a
number of tales, in particular in GP, MI, WBP, WBWML and FK in both
manuscripts, and in KT and ME only in El, althouthfe variantoften is never
attested in TM and PA. This could be due to the tiaat in Chaucer’s language the
final -e of ofte could be elided before a vowel (cf. Kdkeritz 198); often was
therefore only employed when an extra syllable mexessary for the rhythm, which
was never the case in prose. In additioften does not seem to have been
specifically chosen to prevent elision of finalin pronunciation when the following
word begins with a vowel, as botite and often equally occur before words that
begin with a consonant or a vowélfte is regularly used in Tr as well, whitdten
occurs only three times, in lines 3.890, 3.894 arkB01. These are also the only
three instances obften that are found in the section of the Fairfax maripsc
corresponding to the three quires copied by Sdéiband they show that here the
scribe probably preserved the spelling of the examipom which he was copying.
The spellingofte is also the preferred one in the expressitia tyme(s)the variant
often tyme(spccurring only three times in Hg, all of which grneeserved in El, and
six times in EI.

Alternative spelling variants are also used aladesubtilly andsubtil(e)for the
adverb ‘subtly’ and the adjective ‘subtle’. Thesariants aresotilly in Hg WBT
I. 929 and in EI ME I. 759, arsbutil, which occurs twice in El within the line in KT
(Il. 1172, 1191). The sole occurrence of the adjedn Tr is spelledsubtil, although
the reading in the Fairfax manuscripsoubtil Likewise, there is only one instance
of taghtein Hg, sincetaught(e)is the form that is normally used in this manyscri
Taghteis very likely the archetypal spelling, which iseperved in rhyming position,
as shown below, where it rhymes wittaghte This is the preferred spelling for the
word DRAUGHT in Hg (see 82.3), whildraughteis preferred in El, as can be seen by
the fact that the scribe adapted the spelling d@h bwords in order to obtain full
rhyme in the lines from PD in (15):
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(15) Drynketh a draughte taak kepe eek what | telle
If p' the goode man p' the bestes oweth
Wol euery wike er p' the cok hym croweth
Fastynge drynken of this welle a draghte Hengwrt
As thilke holy lew oure eldres taghte PD Il. 32-36

Drynketh a draughte taak kepe eek what | telle

If that the goode man that the beestes oweth

Wol euery wyke er that the Cok hym croweth

Fastynge drynke of this welle a draughte Ellesmere
As thilke hooly lew oure eldres taughte PD Il. 32-36

The varianf(y)taghtis also attested twice in another manuscript @bpieScribe B,
the Kk fragment of theéPrioress’s Tale in which it occurs once within the line,
hence where the rhyme constraint does not opexatepnce at the end of the verse
line:

(16) As hym was taght” to knele adoun and seye
His Aue Marie as he goth by the weye
Thus hath this widwe hir litel child ytaght
Our blisful lady cristes moder deere
To worshipe ay and he forgat it naght Kk PR Il. 55-59

In Tr there are five occurrencestafight(e) while taghteis found twice in the
following lines:

(17) And after pat he taghte hym selue Trl. 3.2497

Which crist vpon this erthe taghte
Now may men see moerdre 7 manslaghte Trl. 3.2543-2544

It is unlikely that these are Gowerian forms, beeain the Fairfax manuscrifite
spelling consistently used for ‘taught’ tewht(e) with the exception of four
occurrences ofaght(e)in the Prologue and in Books 2 and 8, hence itigethat
were not copied by Scribe B. However, given thahbiastances ofaghtein this
manuscript occur consecutively in folios 19r and,liBcannot be excluded that they
are relicts from the exemplar used for Tr, and thatscribe, who was familiar with
this variant because of his work on the Chaucemanuscripts, preserved them as
such.

In Hg, El as well as in Tr the wordsiAN andTHEN are commonly spellethan
andthanne even though some differences in the use of th&sevariants can be
noticed, and less commontho. In Hg and Elthan does not often occur at the
beginning of verse lines (59 times out of almodd &fstances in Hg and El each)
and never at the beginning of prose sentences irmAdIPA. The variarthanne by
contrast, is found both at the beginning and withim verse lines, and it is also the
only form found at the beginning of prose sentendéss variant also occurs in Tr
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and El in its abbreviated versiotinane in El it is found once in KT and TM and
five times in PA, three of which are in the secttbat is missing from Hg. Finally,
there are tales in which the two variants do nebecour. Hence, WBT only exhibits
thanneandtho but notthan, while all three variants occur in WBP, atfidn but not
thanneis the variant attested in CO. The variant thabisd alongsidehan(ne)
and that is used more rarely in both manuscrigtthd. Almost all occurrences of
this form are found in the corresponding linesefesal tales in Hg and El (KT, M,
WBP, WBT, L10, L11, ML, SQ, L17, FK, NU, CL, TM and37), but never in any
of the tales belonging to Structural Section IlIHf. The only exceptions are in the
following lines, in which the two manuscripts altisplay textual differences:

(18) a. Yet soong the larke and Palamon right tho Hengwrt KT I. 1354

Yet song the larke and Palamon also Ellesmere KT I. 1354
b. Thus shewed he the myghty dukes wille Hengwrt KT I. 1678

Tho shewed he the myghty dukes wille Ellesmere KT |. 1678
c. Ten of the Clokke it was so as | gesse Hengwrt L37 |.5

Ten of the Clokke it was tho as | gesse Ellesmere L37 1.5

Twelve instances aho are clustered in NU, and are the preferred forrhis tale,
wherethan(ne) occurs only eight times. Cooper (1989:358) suggdsat NU was
written before 1386—87 and was includedTime CanterburyTalesonly later. It is
possible, therefore, th#to was in the original papers and that the scribsqed

it. This would be partly due to the fact that thgelling of the adverb is found in the
same lines in Hg and El, and partly to the fact thaften occurs in the same
positions in the line, i.e. at the beginning andyrencrucially, at the end. Of all
occurrences in Hg, for instance, sixteen are faainthe beginning of a line, fifteen
at the end, and only the remaining nine withinlthe. The occurrence @ghoin Tr

is proportionally higher than in either Hg or Eledause even thougthan and
thanneare the variants that occur more regularly in taid, tho, once spellegbo, in
line 4.1438, is often employed as an alternativiiamé. Moreover, in Tthanis used
more often at the beginning of lines thianne(29 vs. 11 instances, respectively),
which is the reverse of the pattern found in Hg BhdThis suggests that the choice
of the variants in the Chaucerian as well as in@wverian manuscripts is very
likely to be authorial rather than scribal.

Unlike THAN andTHEN, the wordwHEN is usually spelledvhanin Hg, El and Tr,
while whanneis used less frequently. Furthermore, despitesthmlarity between
than(ne)andwhan(ne) the distribution ofwvhan(ne)is totally different from that of
than(ne) aswhanis the most commonly used form, regardless opthgtion in the
sentence, though of course it never occurs in rhgnmosition. In Hg ten of the
twenty occurrences affhanneare clustered in TM, one instance in quire 28 and
nine in quire 29, and they are used alongside 8@umtes ofvhan while the other
ten occurrences afhanneare found in GP, KT (three times), MO, NP, SQ ¢&Yi
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and PA (twice). Apart from Hg, the readimdpanneis attested in GP I. 169 in three
other fifteenth-century manuscripts: La, Pw and. Tikewise, in NP |. 538vhanne
also occurs in DI and Phin El whanneis used even more rarely than in Hg: the
first occurrence is found in WBP, and the others ar ME, SQ, TM (seven
occurrences), MO (twice), CY, PA (four occurrrerjcéhe instance in WBP |. 59
exhibits substantially different readings in Hg d&fldas shown below:

(19) Where kan ye seye in any maner age
That heighe god defended mariage Hengwrt
By expres word | pray yow telleth me WBP I. 59-61

Whanne saugh ye euere in manere Age
That hye god defended mariage Ellesmere
By expres word | pray yow telleth me WBP I. 59-61

In this linewhan(ne)occurs instead afthereonly in Bd', El, H&, PH and Si, and
these manuscripts share similar readings of thdenlme as well. This is very likely
due to scribal revision at an early stage of thausaript tradition, since BpPH
and Si, together with Gg, belong to the same grofipvitnesses, i.e. group e
according to recent studies on the extant withnes$§e&/BP (see Barbrook et al.
1998). In addition, Robinson (1997:86) argues tiparticularly notable is the
frequency with which group manuscripts are joined by El and (to a slightskr
degree) H& which explains why the same reading is found these two
manuscripts as well. In her study on Chaucer’s enatd scribal editing in the early
manuscripts offhe Canterbury TalesSolopova (1997:147) explains that in this line
of WBP the textual changes produce a less regiigthm, and therefore she
excludes the possibility that they could be autdoAll this suggests that WBP |. 59
in El is not Chaucerian and also that the vari@h&nneis probably scribal. This
may be also why the reading attested in the ecemtdine in Hg was adopted in
Benson’s edition oThe Canterbury Taleglespite the fact that the base text for this
edition is El. In the light of this assumption, dbuld be argued that the other
occurrences of this variant are also scribal. Tée efwhannedecreases in El, and
most occurrences are found in TM both in Hg andsHige this is the old-fashioned
form (OEhwann@, it is possible that this variant was delibenafatroduced to give
a more authoritative — because old-fashioned —cagpethe textWhanis also the
most frequently used form in Tr (135 occurrenceg)ile whanneoccurs just in ten
lines: this reflects the relationship between tie wariants in the entire Fairfax
manuscript, although in the section of Fairfax t@tresponds to Scribe B’s stint of
Tr there are roughly twice as many occurrences ¢2thanneas in Tr (10).

Similarities between Hg and El are also found he spelling of the adverb
TOMORROW, which occurs as eithegomorweor to morwein these manuscripts as
well as in Tr. There is, however, another variiat readdomornand is found only
twice in Hg and El, in the following lines:
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(20) a. And but | be to morn as fair to sene Hengwrt WBT |. 1218
And but | be tomorn as fair to seene Ellesmere WBT I. 1218

b. To morn bifore the Erchedeknes knee Hengwrt FR |. 288
Tomorn bifore the Erchedeknes knee Ellesmere FR |. 288

These two occurrences are glossed in Rinerside Chaucefl1.1245 and 1588,
respectively) ‘in the morning’, this interpretatianay account for the different
spelling, and would also suggest that they weresidened authorial forms, even
though according to the MED battbmorweandtomornsimply mean ‘tomorrow’.

The last two items exhibiting a default spellintprey with one or more
alternative variants in both Hg and El to be disedshere ar&'ORK andYET. The
variantwerkis by far the most frequently used form for theimand the verb, and |
assume it is authorial. The alternative spellingnf® arewirk, werch and wirche
The formwirk- is uncommon in both Hg and El, and is mostly usedhe gerund
wirkyng(e) The variantsverche(njandwirche which are only used for the verb, are
likewise rather infrequent, and often serve as mdaymords for the two variants of
CHURCH attested inThe Canterbury Tales.e. chercheandchirche which are thus
included in this discussion. In Hgerche(n)occurs within the line as well as at the
end of it, whilewirche is always a rhyme word, as in example (21) belovEl all
instances ofverche(n)except one (NU I. 545) occur within the line, vehilirche is
preferred as a rhyme word, as this variant is fowittin the line only twice, in
WBP |. 347 (Hgwerkg and in PA par. 608 (not in Hg). All of the fivea@urrences
of wirchein Hg are preserved in El, as illustrated in ihed in (21):

(21) | seigh to day a corps born to chirche Hengwrt
That now a monday last” | seigh hym wirche Ml Il. 243-244
| saugh to day a cors yborn to chirche Ellesmere
That now on monday last | saugh hym wirche Ml Il. 243-244

whereas three occurrences of Wgrche(KT |. 1899, Ml I. 478, ME |. 417) turn into
El wirche very likely because of the change of the rhymedwioom chercheto
chircheg as shown in the following example:

(22) And he drogh hym a part” out of the cherche Hengwrt
And seyde | noot” | saugh hym here noght werche MI Il. 477—478

And he drough hym a part” out of the chirche Ellesmere
And seyde | noot” | saugh hym heere nat wirche  MI Il. 477-478

In Ml I. 478 only eighteen witnesses of this tatare the readingierch(e)with Hg,
but some of them, AdCh, Cp, Dd, Ef) Gg and La, are either early or authoritative
manuscripts, while most of the other witnessesluiting also El and Ha read
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wirche Similarly, the rhyme word in I. 477 hirche in the vast majority of the
witnesses, with the result that in several of theva-mentioned authoritative texts
wercherhymes withchirche while the paimwerche chercheis only attested EnGg
and Hg. The same discrepancy between the spelfittgese rhyme words is shown
in lines 121-122 and lines 244—245 of MI, whereydal and H4 agree with Hg,
which, however, readwirche: chirche This suggests that bottercheandwirche
must have been in the original teX¥erchewas probably Chaucer’s preferred
spelling for this word, sometimes also in rhymiragsition, because it is attested in
several authoritative manuscripts. By contragtche was the variant employed as a
rhyme word forchirche which is the most frequently occurring spelliing EHURCH

in both manuscripts. As the figures provided in [Eabshow, the variarghercheis
attested only six times in Hg and once in El (N846). Four of the six occurrences
of cherchein Hg are found in rhyming position, while the etliwo occur within the
line in the wordholicherchesn RE Il. 63—64, two lines before another occuceenf
the same word, which is spelletirche

(23) For holicherches good moot been despended
On holicherches blood p' is descended
Ther fore he wolde his holy blood honoure Hengwrt
Thogh p' he holy chirche sholde deuoure RE Il. 63—-66

For hooly chirches good moot been despended

On hooly chirches blood that is descended

Therfore he wolde his hooly blood honoure Ellesmere
Though that” he hooly chirche sholde deuoure RE Il. 63-66

It follows that ifwirche always rhymes witlchirchein Hg and El, the four rhyming
pairs werche cherchein Hg (KT I. 1900, MI I. 477, ME I. 418, NU |. 536are
probably relicts, in which the spelling cHURCH had been adapted to rhyme with
the authorialwerche In El the first three pairs were turned intérche chirche
while the spelling of the last one, in NU Il. 54865 was preserved, as shown by the
collation of the two lines in (24):

(24) Thise soules lo and p' | myghte do Werche Hengwrt
Here of myn hous ppetuelly a cherche NU Il. 545-546
Thise soules lo and p' | myghte do werche Ellesmere
Heere of myn hous ppetuelly a cherche NU Il. 545-546

In Tr, werk(es)and werche spelling forms that are also attested in the f&air
manuscript, are the two variants employed for thennand the verb, respectively,
andwercherhymes once witltherche This is likewise the only variant used in the
Fairfax manuscripfor CHURCH, althoughchercheoccurs just once in Scribe’s B
stint of Tr, whilechircheis found three times within the line, where theeire of
the rhyme constraint allows the use of a non-Gaaweform.Chircheis the variant
preferred by Chaucer as well as by the Chanceilgesgras it is attested 62 times in
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ACE as against six occurrences dffierche and six of churche two reasons,
therefore, for supposing that the variahirche was introduced in Tr by Scribe B
himself.

Finally, the adverlyeT is spelled eitheyet or yit, two forms for which there is
evidence in the London dialect of the fourteentd &fieenth centuries (Samuels
1988h:27).Yetis definitely the preferred variant in Hg, El ahd while only a few
occurrences ofit are attested in these manuscripts and are vegly lth be relicts.
Yit occurs in rhyming position three times in Hg arldakd always in Tr, which
suggests that it is an authorial variant, both au€krian and a Gowerian one. This
can be argued to be the case especially in vietheofact that the instances yit
that are found at the end of the line in Hg ares@need in El, and thateT is
consistently spellegit in the Fairfax manuscriptyith the exception of fourteen
occurrences ofet eight in the Prologue, five in Book 1 and oneBook 5. The
three instances ofit that are rhyme words in Hg and El are in the liskswn in
(25): the occurrences in (25a) and (25b) rhyme witht, while yit in (25c) rhymes
with smyt

(25) a. But nathelees | wol nat telle it yit Hengwrt L3 1.37
But nathelees | wol nat telle it yitz Ellesmere L3 1.37
b. I fayled neuere of my trouthe as yitr Hengwrt FK |. 861
| failled new’e of my trouthe as yit Ellesmere FK I. 861

¢. And thogh youre grene youthe floure asyit  Hengwrt CL |. 120
And thogh youre grene youthe floure as yitt  Ellesmere CL |. 120

The other instances git are found in non-rhyming position: five of thenean Hg,

in Ml (2), NP, Link 17 and Link 20, while two ara El, in ME |. 1029 and TM par.
720. None of these occurrences is spejliédn the corresponding line of the other
manuscript. The collation of all variants Ye#T in all fifteenth-century witnesses at
lines 347 and 493 of Ml and at line 588 of NP, ihieh Hg readyit and El reads
yet within the line, shows that even ykt is usually the preferred variant, even
among most early manuscriptst is probably archetypalit is found in all three
lines in Ad, Erf and La, in two of the three lines in Adnd Gg, and in one line
only, in Cp, MI I. 493. These are manuscripts tha very close to the archetype
because they are either O manuscripts'(At®, Er’ and Hg), or because they
belong to the first quarter of the fifteenth cegt(€p and La). Finallyyit is attested
in Hg in Links 17 and 20, which according to Blg{®85:45) are scribal and were
added later to this manuscript, while accordingSamuels (1991) and Mann
(2001:83-90) they are Chaucerian and were onleediy the scribe to adapt them
to the tales they introduced in Hg (see the disonsa Chapter 2, 81). The evidence
of yit within the line suggests an authorial nature ek#hlinks and, as far as these
occurrences are concerned, the scribal preservatiGhaucer’s spelling in Hg:
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(26) a. | haue my sone snybbed and yit shal
| haue my sone snybbed and yet shal

b. And yit she hath an heep of vices mo
And yet she hath an heep of vices mo

Hengwrt L20 1.16
Ellesmere L20 1.16

Hengwrt L17 1. 11
Ellesmere L17 I. 11

In the bureaucratic languagé is the preferred form, as BCE there are nineteen
instances of this variant, together with elevenz@fwhile there are only thirteen
occurrences ofetand one ofet .

To conclude, in this section | have identified théowing spelling features as
possible authorial formsigayn(s)andayeynfor AGAIN(ST); ar, arn andbethfor the
present indicative oBE; chirche for cCHURCH murthe for MIRTH; moost(e)and
meestefor MOST, swa for so; taghte for TAUGHT; tho for THEN; to morn for
TOMORROW, wercheandwirche for woRk; whanfor wHEN andyetyit for YET.

2.2. Similar default spelings in Hengwrt and Ellesmere but different
alternative variants

In the previous section | showed that for someckaixitems the scribe frequently
used the same main and alternative variants in itgE. In what follows, | will
discuss those words in which the default variarthegse manuscripts is mostly the
same, while the alternative spelling varies coasity between the two texts. The
words represented in Table 3 have been chosenetop@ify this tendency, as they
show discrepancies between the main and the segomddants in Hg and El. In
addition, | will discuss the same kind of spellimgriation in a number of
inflectional morphemes, i.e. the plural endings ys and es as ineris, erysand
eres as well as the inflectiongth-ith and ed-id for the present and past of verbs,
as inclepethandclepid

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
ASK axe- 58 47+7 20
axing(e) 2 1 1
axynge 1 2 -
aske- 11 (5FK, 21+1 (2KT, 4MI, 2
5CL, T™M) 4ML, CL, 5FK,
5TM, CY)
CHEER cheere 63 47+1 2
chere - - 1
chiere 2 (GP, WBP) 18+1 1
CRUEL cruel 18 2 -
crueel - 20+2 5
crewel 3 (2KT, CL) - -
cruwel 1(TM) - -
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity

CRUELTY crueltee 5 6+1 1(crueeltee
creweltee 1 (PA) - -

CRUELLY cruelly 3 4 -
crewelly 1 (KT) - —

MERCHANT | marchant- 23 52+7 -
marchaunt- 24 5+2 -

SITH sith(e) 69 64+8 2
sithen 8 7 5
siththe 1 1 -
sitthe - 5 -

SUCH swich(e) 344 343+55 -
swilk 4 (RE) - -
slyk 1 (RE) 4 -

Table 3. One default spelling but with different minor variantsin Hg and El

In Hg and El, the verbsk is usually spelled with initighxe, as inaxe axeth
axed although a few occurrences with initedke are also attested. In Hg these less
common variants are clustered in three tales iti@etV, FK, CL and TM, while in
El they are found both at the beginning of the nsaript, in KT and MI, and in
other parts of it, in ML, CL, FK, TM and CY. All @crrences oéske in FK, one in
CLI. 103 and one in TM par. 713, are likewise Bubaske in Hg and El, while Hg
axe corresponds to Ehske twice in KT and four times in Ml and ML. Forms
spelledaske are twice as frequent in El as in Hg; the inceglsse ofiske instead
of axe in El is exemplified by the line from MI shown {@7), in which the scribe
did not use the same variaamte for both occurrences of the word in El, as he had
done in Hg:

(27) Axe noght why for thogh thou axe me Hengwrt Ml 1. 371
Axe nat why for though thou aske me Ellesmere Ml I. 371

The distribution of the two variants in Hg and Eiggests a preference faxe,
although it also shows that bo#skenand axen deriving respectively from OE
ascianandaxian were still used in Middle English. It is, howeyeglevant to note
thataske occurs alongsidexe at the beginning of El, in KT and MI, as well ias
TM, where Hg always showaxe, with the exception of one instance agkenin
par. 713. In addition, Edske completely replaces Haxe in ML, while only one of
the five occurrences of Hgske in CL is preserved in El. It is not clear which
variant is authorial, but some insight in this reattan be obtained by comparing the
seven occurrences of this verb in Ml in the maripsziof this tale dating from the
first quarter of the fifteenth century. As shownTiable 4, all instances of this word
in Ml are spelledaxe in Cp, Gg, Hg and La, while this spelling varigsattested in
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five of the seven occurrences in“Hind three of the seven in Dd and El, although
not in the same lines.

Cp Dd El Gg HA Hg La

MII. 9 axed asked asked axed axed axed axed
MI I 11 axed asked asked axed axed axed axed
Ml I. 227 | axed axed axed axed axed axed axed
MIl. 359 | axeth asketh asketh axeth axeth axeth  axeth
MII. 371 | axe aske axe axe aske axe axe
MII. 371 | axe axe aske axe aske axe axe
Ml I. 475 | axed axed axed axed axed axed axed

Table 4. Axe- in the early fifteenth-century versions of M|

The predominant use @ixe, and the occurrence of the same spelling in mbst
these early manuscripts, suggest that this muthéauthorial form, whereaske
is probably scribal. This suggestion is supportedhle clear preference faiske in
ACE, where 35 instances of this spelling are attestgdinst only four oéixe, thus
indicating thataske must have been the form adopted by the Chanceityes.Axe
is also the preferred variant in Tr, but in thiseave are certain that it is authorial,
because this is the form that is predominantly usetie Fairfax manuscript; there
are just two occurrences askethin Tr: one in |. 3.2747, which readskethalso in
Fairfax, and one in |. 4.1940, which is speléegbthin Fairfax.

The default spelling for the wordHEER in Hg and El ischeere the variant
chiereoccurs twice in Hg at the end of a line in GP W8P, where it rhymes with
manere as shown below:

(28) a. And peyned hire to countrefete chiere Hengwrt
Of Court” and been estatlich of manere GP I. 139-140
And peyned hir to countrefete cheere Ellesmere
Of Court” and to been estatlich of manere GP |. 139-140

b. Nat of my body in no foul manere Hengwrt

But cteynly | made folk swich chiere WBP Il. 485486
Nat of my body in no foul manere Ellesmere
But ctein | made folk swich cheere WBP Il. 485-486

Comparison of all witnesses of GP and WBP shows ¢h&ere in GP I. 139 is
attested in Cx Hg, Py, Té and CX (chyerd, while chier(e)in WBP I. 486 occurs in
Bo? Gl, Hg, La, Mc, Mm, Py and RaHence, with the exception of Hg and La, this
variant is not found in any of the other early msoripts. In addition, even though
recent findings about the textual tradition of WBRd GP (see Barbrook et al.
1998:839, Robinson 2000a:§3.4) have shown thataid Raare O manuscripts in
GP and WBP, the use ohierein line 486 of WBP is unlikely to be authorial, as
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there is too little supporting evidence from thenomscripts for this claim. In fact,
R& also exhibits the variarthiere in the three lines of GP (Il. 728, 747, 857) in
which almost all other witnesses realeere thus showing that this spelling is
probably scribal; by contrast Beeadschiereonly once in . 486 of WBP, while all
instances of this word in GP are speltéere

The variantchiere also occurs 18+1 times in El, in several taledy awo of
these occurrences are at the end of the line, wtierg rhyme withfrere and
matiere as shown in (29):

(29) a. This worthy lymytour this noble frere Hengwrt
He made alwey a manere louryng cheere L1 I.1-2
This worthy lymytour this noble frere Ellesmere
He made alwey a maner louryng chiere L11.1-2
b. Ifthat | lye or noon in this matere Hengwrt
Mayus that sit” with so benygne a cheere ME |. 497—498
If that | lye or noon in this matiere Ellesmere

Mayus that sit w' so benyngne a chiere ME I. 497-498

The evidence provided by the rhyme wondanerein Hg in (28) andrere in El in
(29) suggests that in three of four occurrencesttiegraphic rhyme witkhiereis
spoiled, and that in ME I. 498 the equally mismatgtrhymematere: cheerén Hg
is restored in El by spelling both wordsraatiere: chiere Since, as will be shown
in §2.3,matiereis exclusively used in El, and since the variaanierenever occurs
in any of the witnesses of GP and WBP, it follolwattthe original spelling must
have beertherg while chiereis probably scribal in Hg as well as in El.

The variantchiere was also used by Gower, as it is the form thatiecenost
frequently in the Fairfax manuscript, whithereis found only seven times, six of
which are rhyme words. In the section of the Fairfeanuscripthat corresponds to
Scribe B’s stint of Tr, there are only three ocenges othereand one othiere in
I. 4.747, but in Tr Scribe B employetiierefor the non-rhyming instance in (30):

(30) With pat hir chiere awey she swerueth ~ Trl. 4.1408
andche(e)refor the three rhyme words in (31):

(31) a. Shal no man knowe by his cheere Trl. 3.1081
b. That | ne make hem alle cheere Trl. 3.1194
c. Whan he has come and made hichere Trl. 4.747

Although it cannot be concluded with certainty tblierewas introduced by Scribe
B, as it might already have been in his exemptas, very likely thatcheerereflect
his habit of using a double graph for representmg vowels (cf. Chapter 3).
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The spelling of the adjectiveRUEL ‘cruel’, as well as of the derivativeRUELLY
and CRUELTY shows that the variant spelled with medial, -cruel, is vastly
preferred in both Hg and El, with the variamtieel being regularly employed only
for the adjective in El. The spelling with a doulgeaph is probably a way to
indicate that the stress should fall on the secsyithble, this being a French
loanword, as already argued for the same item iap@&hm 3, 83.1. Such forms with
double e- are very likely to be scribal; this is also susfgel by their presence in Tr,
where they do not reflect Gower’s spelling, sinte@ecurrences of this word in the
Fairfax manuscripire spelledcruel, while for the noun we findtrualte In Hg,
forms with medial w- are used as alternative spellings, though thexemeccur in
El. In Hg crewel(ly)is primarily attested in KT (ll. 445, 799, 144%kence at the
beginning of the manuscript, and the variargwel is found in CL I. 539, while
cruwel andcrewelteeoccur once in TM par. 677 and in PA par. 134, eetipely,
thus in two tales that are at the end of the maiptsand that, like GP, exhibit old-
fashioned spelling variants. According to k=D the spellingcrewel is attested
before 1400 in thélouse of FameAll other occurrences are recorded in quotations
dating from the fifteenth century, including onerfr theLegend of Good Women
another work by Chaucein thelLegend of Good Womgeecrewel occurs nine times
against one instance ofuelly, while in theHouse of Faméhere are three instances
of cruel against one ofcrewel These figures are provided by tlghaucer
ConcordancgNe Castro 2007), which is based on the text eRiverside Chaucer
(Benson 1987), and are employed here for the sél@mparison with variants
from The Canterbury Tale€ven though it is undeniable that the texts ch@fer's
Worksin Benson'’s edition display the language of a neirdf selected manuscripts
which have undergone a certain degree of editingedls they support the evidence
from Hg that the variantsrewel(ly) cruwel and crewelteein Hg might be relicts
from Chaucer’s original version.

The nounMERCHANT is discussed here because it displays two spéfitimgs in
Hg and El,marchant andmarchaunt, the first of which, as | will explain below, is
the default variant in both manuscripts. They ocbath in the text and in the
running titles of theMerchant's Taleas follows:

marchant- marchaunt-
Hengwrt text 23 10
running tites - 14
Ellesmere | text 26+6 4+2
running titles 26+1 -

Table 5. Marchant- ver sus marchaunt- in Hg and El

As the figures in Table 5 show, the spellingarchant is preferred in both
manuscripts, whilenarchaunt occurs more frequently in Hg than in El. However,
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the spelling Marchaunt is found in the heading of every recto folio ofeth
Merchant’'s Talein Hg, whileMarchantis the corresponding form at the top of each
page of the same tale in El. The explanation feruse of different spelling variants
in the running titles of the two copies of the satale is that in Hg these headings
were added later by another scribe, who, accordirigpoyle and Parkes (1979:xliii),
‘worked as a partner or supervisor’ of Scribe Byl2q1995:52) also explains that
in El ‘running titles are provided on or acrosshgiges of each opening by the
main hand in the same ink as the text below’. Heiifcéhe instances from the
running titles in Hg are excluded, as the titlesemeot written by the main scribe, it
follows thatmarchant is the preferred variant in both Hg and El. Thewrences
of marchaurt in El may be relicts from the original text, whids possibly the
reason why this was the spelling chosen for thaingtitles in Hg. This theory is
supported by the evidence provided by lines 27-£8.iok 20, which in Hg
erroneously connects thequire’s Talewith the Merchant’'s Taleinstead of the
Franklin’s Tale and which, as | noticed above, was probably athpy the scribe
to suit the wrong tale order (see Chapter 2):

(32) That knowe | wel sire quod the Marchant cteyn ~ Hengwrt L20 Il. 27-28

| prey yow haueth me nat in desdeyn (SQ-ME link)
That knowe | wel sire quod the Frankeleyn Ellesmere L20 Il. 27-28
| prey yow haueth me nat in desdeyn (SQ-FK link)

Even though in Link 20 in Hg there are two occucesiofmarchant and two of
marchaunt, which are not attested in El because in this usaript the word
Frankeleynis used instead, the metre in line 27 is cleaflgcaéd by the substitution
of Frankeleyn by Marchant cteyn, which, as Mann (2001:83) suggests, ‘is a lame
attempt at patchwork, as empty of meaning asrntegrically inept; it loses balance
by juxtaposing two unstressed syllables (Méntiosrtéyn) in a very clumsy way’.
This change is therefore likely to be scribal, déne€ same can also be suggested
about the use of the spellingarchantfor this word.

Differences in the use of minor variants in Hg &dre also shown by the word
SITH, which primarily stands for the conjunction ‘sih@ad less frequently for the
adverb ‘then’, as in SH |. 48 in (35) below. Thdeatative spelling in both
manuscripts isithen which is a form that is used occasionally for #uverb with
the meaning ‘afterwardsas in:

(33) This child Maurice was sithen Empour  Hengwrt/Ellesmere
Maad by the Pope and lyued cristenly ~ ML |. 1023-1024

In addition, the scribe used two other forms o$ thord: siththeandsitthe Siththe
occurs once in El, in the line in (34), and onceHip, although in another tale, as
illustrated in example (35€) below.
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(34) If he ne may nat lyue chast his Iyf Hengwrt ME I. 202
Siththe he may nat lyuen chaast his lyf Ellesmere ME |. 202

By contrastsittheis attested five times in El and never in Hg:he tines that read
sitthein El, Hg exhibits eithesith, sithenor siththe as shown in (35):

(35) a. If euer sith | highte hogge of ware Hengwrt L3 1.12
If el’e sitthe | highte Hogge of Ware Ellesmere L3 .12

b. He yaf the lord and sith al his meynee Hengwrt SH 1. 48
He yaf the lord and sitthe al his meynee  Ellesmere SH I. 48

c. And sith of Rome the Empour was he Hengwrt MO |. 591
And sitthe of Rome the Empour was he Ellesmere MO I. 591

d. And sithen hath he spoke of el’ychone Hengwrt L7 |. 58
And sitthe hath he spoken of euerichone  Ellesmere L7 |. 58

e. Fortune was first freend and siththe a foo Hengwrt MO |. 637
Fortune was first freend and sitthe foo Ellesmere MO I. 637

In view of the fact thasitthe occurs more than once in El, and thus cannot be
considered a mere scribal mistake, it is probdidé these instances are relicts, just
like the two occurrences afththe which is the variant that is closest to the spell
of its OE antecedessippan

The variants used fosuUCH are also interesting, becauseich is the default
spelling, whileswilk and slyk are attested in RE only, in the language of the tw
Northern scholars. | have argued in this chaptet tWorthern spelling features
occurring in RE are likely to be authorial. Howevilre examples in (36) show that
swilk andslyk are used differently in Hg and El:

(36) a. Swilk as he fyndes or tak swilk as he brynges Hengwrt RE I. 210
Slyk as he fyndes or taa slyk as he brynges Ellesmere RE I. 210

b. Herd thow euere slyk a sang er now
Lo swilk a couplyng” is ymel hem alle
A wilde fyr on thair bodyes falle Hengwrt
Wha herkned euere swilk” a ferly thyng” RE I. 250-253

Herdtow el’e slyk a sang er now

Lo whilk a cowplyng” is ymel hem alle

A wilde fyr vp on thair bodyes falle Ellesmere
Wha herkned euere slyk a ferly thyng” RE I. 250-253

The formswilk never occurs in El, whilslykis attested only once in the same line
of Hg and El (RE I. 250), and is found three mamget in El only, in lines that
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displayswilk in Hg. Both variants are typical of the Northeialéect, although they
have different originsslyk deriving from Old Norseslikr and swilk deriving from
OE swilc/swelc The formslyk from Old Norse is thus regularly employed in Eida
replaces the native English foiswilk used in Hg, with the exception of line 251, in
which El whilk, a Northern variant fowHICH deriving from OEhwilc, is used
instead of Hgwilk, with the result that two words of OE origin araoyed in the
same line in both manuscripts.

According to Horobin (2000c:17), ‘a number of diftnces between the Hg and
El texts of theReeve’s Taleeveal attempts by the El scribe or editor toease the
representation of Northern dialect, and to regséainconsistencies found in Hg'.
An example that is often used to exemplify suchbstrinterference in El is the
improved spelling of the adjectivang with final -e in the line from El in (37):

(37) This lang” nyght” ther tydes me na reste Hengwrt RE I. 255
This lange nyght ther tydes me na reste Ellesmere RE I. 255

This instance shows that the scribe did not redtiatlang in Hg was the required
form, which was supposed to stand for the Northemiant of this adjective, as in
the Northern dialect finale- was no longer pronounced (see Mossé 1952:35).
However, the use dflykin the lines of El discussed above cannot be disad as
yet another correction made by the scribe or edigen though botklyk andswilk
are attested in the Northern dialeglyk the form that derives from ON, seems the
best variant for characterising the two scholar®i as Northeners. It is possible
that slyk was in the author’s original papers, and was thezechosen for El,
because, likeagayn it was one of the Northern forms that belongedCtaucer’'s
repertoire.

In the rest of this section | will deal with spet] variation in a number of
inflectional morphemes which present the same cheniatics as the words
described above. | will focus on the morphemes thatk the plural of nouns, for
which Hg and El usually agree on the widespreadofiskee plural endingis/-ys as
in erys ‘ears’. However, as exemplified by the womEsRrs, TEARS and, to a lesser
extent,YEARS, there is a second spelling variant endingei§ as ineres which is
frequently used in El. In addition, | will discussrbal inflections in order to show
that edis the default spelling for the past tense venbdg and El, even though the
inflections yd/-id are also found, in Hg in particular, as shawitable 6.

The variantge)erysare the only spellings used in Hg for the plufatar, while
in El erysis used alongsidée)eris and eres Two of the ten occurrences ending
in -is or ysin El are in GP and five are clustered in TM, altgh one instance of
eresis attested in this tale as wedkes by contrast, is found once in KT, WBT, SU,
L28, TM, and three times in CL.
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
EARS (e)erys 18 5 -
(e)eris - 5 -
eres - 8 -
TEARS teeris 4 14 -
te(e)rys 17 - -
teeres - 7 -
YEARS ye(e)ris 5 2 -
ye(e)rys 5 - -
ye(e)res 4 13 3
ENDING-ED -ed default default default
-yd 22 - 1
-id 42 2 1
CLEP- clepyn 2 -
clepith 5 - -
(y)clepyd 14 - -
(y)clepid 30 2 1
clepe(n) 23 25+8 4
clepeth 8 13+1 -
(y)cleped(e) 5 44+7 12

Table 6. Spelling variation in inflectional mor phemes

Similarly, variants of the itemEARS ending in esare only found in El: there are
four occurrences are in KT, one in CL and two in FAree of these instances occur
in rhyming context, and the rhyme word for eachheim is changed accordingly, as
shown in (38):

Of olde folk and eek of tendre yeeres

. With flotry berd and ruggy asshy heerys

In clothes blake ydropped al with teerys
With flotery berd and rugged Asshy heeres
In clothes blake ydropped al with teeres

. Ful lyk a moder with hir salte terys

She batheth bothe hir visage and hir herys

Ful lyk a mooder” with hir salte teeres
She bathed bothe hir visage and hir heeres

(38) a. Infinite been the sorwes and the teerys Hengwrt
Of olde folk” and folk of tendre yeerys KT Il. 1963-1964
Infinite been the sorwes and the teeres Ellesmere

KT IIl. 1963-1964
Hengwrt
KT Il. 2019-2020

Ellesmere
KT Il. 2019-2020

Hengwrt
CL Il. 1084-1085

Ellesmere
CL Il. 1084-1085
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The variantyeresfor the plural forms o¥EAR is attested four times in Hg, although
yeris and ye(e)rysoccur twice as often, whilgeresandyeeresare almost the sole
forms found in El. In this manuscript, only two ocences ofye(e)risdisplay the
ending is, probably because both of them are at the end lrieaand on this
occasion the scribe preserved the original spetiitfpe two rhyming pairs:

(39) a. This white top writeth myne olde yerys Hengwrt
Myn herte is also mowled as myne herys L2 1. 15-16
This white top writeth myne olde yeris Ellesmere
Myn herte is mowled also as myne heris L2 Il. 15-16
b. Neither his collect ne his expans yeris Hengwrt
Ne hise rootes ne hise othere geris FK Il. 567-568
Neither his collect” ne hise expans yeeris Ellesmere
Ne hise rootes ne hise othere geeris FK Il. 567-568

The variantyeresis also used in Tr for the three occurrencesasrs in (40), and
comparison with the Fairfax manuscrgitows that this spelling in also used in the
corresponding lines of this text, suggesting teaesis a Gowerian form:

(40) a. The tyme of yeres ouergeeth Trinity I. 3.1962
b. And seuene yeres bisynesse Trinity 1. 4.239
c. So that with Inne tyme of yeres Trinity |. 4.481

The situation in Hg and El, however, is differems, the evidence provided by the
variants ofEARS, TEARS andYEARS is that forms ending insfys which are mostly
found in Hg, are likely to be authorial. In El tkeribe tolerated greater variation,
against the general tendency discussed above, laodemployed the endinges
which occurs rarely in Hg, in the words analyseteh&he use ofesin El may be a
scribal feature, a possibility which is supportgddvidence from the bureaucratic
language, as iIACE the itemYEAR is spelledyereseighteen times angerysonce. It
may however also be an example of a more geneealgehfrom Hgis to El €5
which is better exemplified by the preference &lis in Hg andelles in El,
discussed in the next section.

A substantial difference between Hg and El can &lks seen in the spelling of
the ending of the simple past and past participieenk verbs. The default variant
for these tenses i®d in both manuscripts, which is why no specific figsl are
provided for this ending in Table 6. Alongside tbefault spelling, Hg exhibits also
a small number of inflected verbs in which the egdid/yd is primarily used for
the past participle, as shown in (41):

(41) This clerk was clepyd hende Nicholas Hengwrt M1 I. 13
This clerk” was cleped hende Nicholas  Ellesmere Ml I. 13
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and only a few times for the simple past, as in:(42

(42) He clepyd it valerie and Theofraste Hengwrt WBP |. 649
He cleped it Valerie and Theofraste Ellesmere WBP |. 649

This confirms Horobin’s (2003:53-4) claim that ‘teeis a greater tolerance of
variation in the Hg treatment of unstressed vowgigch may be written <e, i, y>,
while El shows a clear preference for <e>'. Howevemust be noted that this
claim is made on the basis of the evidence providgdhe variantyy)cleped
(y)clepid and (y)clepydof the verbclepen which is one of the few verbs ifhe
Canterbury Taleghat shows variants with unstresséd for the inflection of the
simple past and past participle in Hg. | thus heithat there are two separate issues
that need to be dealt with here. The first concérasunstressed vowel that occurs in
the verbal endings of the past and past participlgeneral; the second is the
spelling of the verlelepenin Hg and El in particular, which is not represgive of
the spelling of all verbs, and therefore cannotused safely as evidence for
generalising about verbal inflections. | will camhar both issues in what follows.

As | said above, the ending that is almost alwesed for the simple past and the
past participle of weak verbs in Hg and Elasl -although a search of all verbs that
exhibit the inflectionsid and yd in Hg revealed that there are 64 instances of them
in total. Most of theid and yd inflections in Hg are used to form the past of the
verb clepen i.e. clepid and clepyd while only seventeen of them indicate the past
tense of a small number of other verbs, suchegs)lydor ywoundidin (43), which
usually occur with theed ending in this manuscript:

(43) a. That” he ne wol nat suffre it helyd be ~ Hengwrt MI I. 569

b. For he was heelyd of his maladye Hengwrt NP I. 235
¢. and han ywoundid thy doghter in the
forseyde manere Hengwrt TM par. 458

In Hg the inflection yd is found more frequently thand-at the beginning of the
manuscript, in Structural Sections | and 1l, asvahdelow, while id is preferred to
-yd in the rest of the text, especially in the prosetisns, whereyd is attested only
twice and id 27 times.

Inflection | Section| Sectionll Sectionlll Sectitvi Section V
-yd 9 2 2 8 1
-id 2 1 6 22 12

Table 7. -yd-id inflections for the past tensein Hg
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By contrast, the inflectioned is the only one used in El, with the exceptiorthef
two occurrences dflepidthat are attested in the following lines:

(44) a. And by that lord that clepid is Seint yue Hengwrt SU I. 235
And by that lord p' clepid is seint yue Ellesmere SU I. 235

b. And by that lord that clepid is Seint Yue Hengwrt SH |. 227
And by that lord p' clepid is Seint Yve  Ellesmere SH |. 227

For the sake of comparison, | carried out a seafeitl verbs ending inith and yth,
instead of the defauleth, for the third person singular of the presentdative in
the entire Hg manuscript. This showed th#t eccurs in verbs such agith'seyth
from seyn and lith/lyth, from lyen but is also attested five times in the variant
clepith, which is found once in SQ and four times in TMg®xample (45) below).
Clepith occurs in Hg along with eight other instances he tverbclepen which,
however, are spelledepeth whereas it is never attested in El. Thereforsgégms
that in Hg there is a certain degree of variatiorthe use ofi-, -y- and e- in the
inflections of the present and past tense of velrlmavever, this concerns only a
small number of verbs, among whickepenshows this variation most frequently.
All this shows that, when compared with most otlwerbs in Hg, clepen is
characterised by different inflectional endingsd aherefore deserves particular
attention.

The forms for the past and past participle of vkeb clepenare spelled both
(y)clepid (y)clepydand(y)clepedin Hg, while(y)clepedis the variant that is almost
always used in El, with the exception of the twmwamentioned instances of
clepidin SU I. 235 and SH |. 227, which are probablyctsl The use of spelling
variants in which the unstressed vowel in the guffi the verb is represented by
either i/y- or - is, however, not random in Hg, as these varigetsm to have
different functions in this manuscript. Forms shogviunstressedi/y- in their
endings, such ag)clepid are used 46 times, mostly for the past particgil¢éhe
verb; the only exceptions to this are the occuresrin the following lines, in which
unstressedify- is used in the inflections of the third persongsilar (in 45) and
plural (in 46) of the present indicative:

(45) a. Hir maistresse clepith wommen a gret route Hengwrt SQ I. 374
b. And yet more ouer of thilke word that Tullius Hengwrt
clepith consentynge TM par. 413
c. Lat vs now examyne the .iij°. poynt that Tullius Hengwrt
clepith Consequent TM par. 419
d. And as touchynge the .iiij°. poynt’ that Tullius Hengwrt
clepith engendrynge TM par. 422
e) Now sire as touchynge to the poynt that” Tullius Hengwrt

clepith causes which p'is the laste poynt TM par. 425
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(46) a. Bisyde atown men clepyn Baldeswelle Hengwrt GP |. 622
b. Of .vj. feetr whiche men clepyn Exametron Hengwrt L29 I. 91

Conversely, the formslepe(n) clepethand(y)cleped(e)displaying the vowele- in
their suffixes, are employed 38 times in total ig &hd very rarely for the past tense.
The variantsclepe(n)and clepethare the infinitive, the imperative and the present
indicative forms of this verb, while only five oatences of(y)cleped(e)are used
for the simple past tense (in PA par. 215), andtlier past participle (in GP, TM,
KT, NU), as shown in (47):

(47) a. |was at the dore of thyn herte seith ~ Ihus 7 Hengwrt PA

clepede for to entre par. 215
b. This worthy lymytour was cleped huberd Hengwrt GP |. 271
C. That whilom was ycleped Scithia Hengwrt KT I. 9
d. Which that ycleped was Valerian Hengwrt NU I. 129
e. vp on the sentence of Ouyde in his book pt Hengwrt TM
cleped is the remedie of loue par. 10

Comparison of these exceptional lines with theregponding lines in other
fifteenth-century witnesses is possible only fore8 271 and 622 of GP, since the
collations of all witnesses to the other talesrakyet available in digital format. In
line 271 the variantlepedfor the past participle is found in eighteen manipss,
among which four early ones, Cp, Dd, El and La,vesl as two late but
authoritative manuscripts, Adnd EA. In line 622, by contrast, the variatiepyn
for the present plural indicative is only attested\d’, Bo?, Erf, Hg and Ps, all of
which are manuscripts that are very close to tlehedype of GP (cf. Robinson
2000a:83.4). It should also be noted that in these lines variants of the verb
clepenare used in several witnesses along with variahthe verbcallen which
suggests that greater changes were made here aargnstage in the textual
tradition of GP than just at the level of spellivgs for the use otlepith for the
present indicative in Hg, four of the five instasa# this variant are clustered in a
small section of TM, between folio 225v and folid&2, and they always occur in
the clausethat Tullius clepith The formclepethis attested in this tale as well,
though only once before this section, in par. 28®)} once after it, in par. 594. Since
the four instances aflepithin TM are in quire 29, which is a section of Hgwhich
other anomalous variants, suchraschil neigheboreandney/ny are attested (see
below), and they are found in what appears to fdeed expression, | am inclined to
treat them as relict@\ll this suggests that the several occurrence§/)afepid and
(y)clepydmay likewise go back to the archetypeTdfe Canterbury Taledn this
text they were spelled either with the inflectioyd,-which was partly replaced
with -id in Hg, or with yd and id, thus showing variation in Chaucer’s language. In
El, all variants of this verb were reduced to juste, whose inflection was
systematically spelled with unstressed as in(y)clepedin this line from GP:
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(48) His barge yclepyd was the Mawdelayne Hengwrt GP |. 412
His Barge ycleped was the Maudelayne Ellesmere GP I. 412

The possibility cannot be excluded that the useedffor the past participle of
clepen which is attested only four times in Hg, buthe horm in El, reflects some
aspects of Chaucer’s usage. The preservation gfréfex y- in ycleped which is the
spelling of eight of the 45 occurrences of the asticiple in El, would corroborate
the assumption that these forms are probably aathokccording to Horobin
(2007:109), ‘the <y> prefix derives from the OE =garefix and was in the process
of being dropped during Chaucer's lifetime. This rieflected in Chaucer’s
inconsistent use of the <y> prefix, which he fremfle manipulated for metrical
purposes’. In Chaucer’s languagietherefore had a metrical function, as it provided
an extra syllable when necessary, and could ne@lsgy omitted without impairing
the metre of the line. It follows that instancesvefbs that exhibit this prefix are
likely to be archetypal. Comparison with the buiratic language that is recorded
in ACE reveals just one occurrence aépid against eight o€lepe(d) In addition,
clepidis found in one line of Scribe’s B stint of Tr,evif neitherclepid nor clepyd
is used in the Fairfax manuscript, and thereforaatdelong to Gower’s repertoire.
In this section | have discussed forms that disglianilar default variants but
different alternative spellings in Hg and El; myalysis suggests that the following
forms are probably authoriabxen for Ask; chere for CHEER crewel(ly) and
crewelteefor CRUEL(LY) andCRUELTY; marchauntfor MERCHANT,; sittheand siththe
for sINCE andslyk for SUCH. In addition, it is likely that the inflectional erphemes,
-is/-ys for the plural ending andid/-yd for the past tense of verbslepenin
particular, derive from the archetype.

2.3 Different default spellingsin Hengwrt and Ellesmere

In the previous two sections, | showed that wotts display a default spelling
variant alongside one or more alternative varigmtdg and El may show a certain
amount of agreement between the two manuscriptsagr differ with respect to the
use of the forms that are employed alongside tHauttespellings. The words
analysed in this section and presented in Tableo8 ghat in certain cases Hg and
El may also disagree as to the main spelling vesiahwords.

The four occurrences of the watdULTER, all clustered in Ml (ll. 575, 588, 597,
624), show a disagreement between the spetiidipur in Hg andkultour in EI. It
must be noted that El is the only fifteenth-centuiyness of this tale that has the
readingkultour. Variants of this word beginning witk are generally uncommon;
beside the four instances attested in El and itioedi of The Canterbury Talethat
are based on this manuscript, erpus of Middle English Prose and Ve(2©06)
lists just another occurrence lkidltour in Passus Il . 308 dPiers Plowman This
variant is attested in Schmidt's (1978) editiontloé B-Text, which is based on
Trinity College Cambridge MS B.15.17, the manudctifat according to Horobin
and Mooney (2004) was copied by Scribe B. In addjtiaccording to thtMED,
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there is one occurrence of the spellikaddtre in line 195 of theGlosses in Walter de
Bibbesworth’s Treatisg1325), MS Cambridge, University Library Gg.1.1s A
Michael Benskin suggests (personal communicatibrrgnnot be excluded that the
variant used in El is authorial. The unusual spglkultour, in fact, may have been
deliberately chosen by Chaucer to characterise¢etler of the tale, the Miller, as if
he was an uncouth person. This was probably no¢rstmbd by any of the scribes
who copied theMiller's Tale, including Scribe B when he copied Hg, and the
presence of the variant in El may suggest that ¢bjzyist was told, perhaps by
Chaucer himself, to writkultour and notcultour in this manuscript.

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
COULTER cultour 4 - -
kultour — 4 —
CuT kitte 3 3 -
(for)kit(eth) 4 - -
(for)kut(eth) - 4 -
kutte - 1 1
cutte 1 — —
DRAUGHT | draght 8 1 1
draught 2 9 -
ELSE ellis 114 14+2 1
elles 1 104+32 14
MATTER matere 69 18 4
mateere - 34+2 14
matiere — 16 1
TOWN town 47 - 1
towne(s) 12 11+1 -
toun 18 66+5 4

Table 8. Different default spellingsin Hg and El

A preference for initiak- in El is, however, also visible in the spellinfjthe
verb curT, although the more relevant feature in this wardhe difference between
the spellings with mediai-and medialu-, which represent reflexes of QEn the
East Midland Kit) and West Midlandkut) dialects, respectively (see map in §2.1. of
this chapter). On the whole, forms of this verbt thee spelled with medial--are
preferred in Hg, while medialu- is used more frequently in El. However, the
collation of all withesses of WBP at line 696, whieads:

(49) Slepynge his lemman kitte it w* hir sherys Hengwrt WBP |. 696
Slepynge his lemman kitte it w' hir sheres Ellesmere WBP |. 696

in Hg and El, shows that the readikitfe occurring in this line is the preferred one
in these two as well as in most of the other wisess while forms with medial-
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are attested in thirteen manuscripts, of which dté§ belongs to the early ones. In
this case the use of medial is surely not authorial, because the scribe df s
an immigrant from the South West Midlands (Smitl83&59), and thugutte is
most likely a feature of his dialect. The same asatriis attested once in Scribe B’s
stint of Tr, but in this case it is a Gowerian $ipgl askutteis found in the Fairfax
manuscript. On the whole, the spelling of wordstaming a vowel that derives
from OE y, such asMIRTH, MERRY and MUCH, shows different patterns of
distribution of mediali- and medial u- in Hg and El. As | showed in section 2.1,
mirth is the preferred variant for this word, whiteurth occurs very infrequently in
both manuscripts. By contrast, the distributiontied variants ofuERRY shows a
clear preference for mediali-in Hg and mediali- in El, while MUCH is mostly
spelledmuche(l)in both Hg and El, with just four instancesmychelin Hg (cf. 83
below for both words). | will return to this spalfj variation in Chapter 6.

The wordDRAUGHT andELSE further exemplify the use of two different variant
for the same word in Hg and Edraght is the main variant in Hg, whildraughtis
used only twice, in the following lines:

(50) a. A draughte of wyn ye of a rype grape Hengwrt L36 1. 83
A draghte of wyn ye of a ripe grape Ellesmere L36 |. 83

b. Drynketh a draughte taak kepe eek what | telle  Hengwrt PD 1.32
Drynketh a draughte taak kepe eek what | telle  Ellesmere PD 1.32

By contrast,draught is the only form attested in El, with the exceptiof one
occurrence offraghtein the line from Link 36, shown in (50) above. &nthis
word occurs three times in GP (Il. 135, 384, 398) @nce in WBP (I. 459), |
compared Hg with the other fifteenth-century wites of these two tales and
noticed thatdraghte is almost exclusively used in Hg. In GP |. 135 theo
manuscript, Ht, agrees with Hg except for the rhywoed, which israghtein Hg
butraughtin Ht, as shown in (51):

(51) Of grece whan she dronken hadde hir draghte  Hengwrt

Ful semely after hir mete she raghte GP |. 135-136
Of grece whan she hadde dronken hir draght Hatton donat. 1 (Ht)
Ful semely aftre hir mete she raught GP |. 135-136

According to Robinson (2000a:83.1.1) Ht derivesnfrthe alpha exemplar (see
Chapter 3), and is thus very close to O. In GRB# 8nly Erf and Mm agree with
Hg, in GP |. 398 Mm readsrasite, and in WBP |. 459 He, Erand Ld read
draght(e) none of these manuscripts is, however, author@afll occurrences of
this word in the other witnesses are charactertsedpellings with medial au-
or -aw. The use ofa in Hg and au in El for this word is comparable to the
preference fore- in Hg and euw- in El, which | interpreted in Chapter 4 as a jiuss
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attempt on the part of the scribe to regularisesgedling in El according to what he
thought — or was told — was Chaucer’s usage.

The variantellis for ELSE is likewise preponderantly used in Hg, whikesis
attested only once, in SU |. 158 at the end of, limeere it rhymes wittbelles The
opposite is found in El, wherglesis the favoured variant, whilellis occurs only
fourteen times in a number of tales, i.e. GP, KT, M, ML, FK, PH, SH (3), TM
(2), L29 and MO. All of these occurrences are altested with the same spelling in
Hg, except one, which is represented in (52):

(52) And it bihoueth p'a man putte swich attempance in his
defense / p' men haue no cause ne matere to repreuen hym
pb' defendeth hym of excesse 7 outrage 7 Pardee ye knowe
wel pt ye maken no defense as now for to defende yow but ~ Hengwrt TM
for to venge yow / pars 565-567

And it bihoueth that a man putte swich attempance in his

deffense / that men haue no cause ne matiere to repreuen

hym that deffendeth hym of excesse and outrage / for ellis

were it agayn resou | Pdee ye knowen wel that ye maken no Ellesmere TM
deffense as now for to deffende yow but for to venge yow /  pars 565-567

The collation of the same paragraphs in Hg anchBWs thatllis in El occurs in a
phrase that was either omitted in Hg and reinstatdsl or simply added in El, and
which displays the variant that prevails in Hg. Tdisagreement shown by Hg and
El for the spelling ofELsE is found in the whole tradition athe Canterbury Tales
as far as it can be established through the asabfsall withesses of GP, L1, M,
L30, NPT and WBP. In these tales and links, whichtain seventeen occurrences
of ELSE altogether, both variants are regularly used. Agnitre early manuscripts in
particular, Cp, Haand La agree with El by exhibitingllesin most of the lines,
whereasellis occurs in Gg alongsidett as well as in Dd alongsidelles
Furthermore, in Al and EA, two O manuscriptsellis is clearly the preferred
spelling, whileelles is used only twice in Ad The presence o#llis in early
manuscripts other than Hg, and especially in laterbliable manuscripts like Ad
and EA, suggests that this variant must have been présehe archetype of the
tradition. Ellis was thus the form used by Chaucer, whelkes was the variant
chosen by the scribe for El, once again in ordegite a uniform character to the
spelling of this manuscript. It follows that thecocrences otllis in El should be
treated as relicts from the exemplar. There isende in other texts that both forms
were still in use in the fifteenth century, althbuallis was becoming old-fashioned.
In ACE there are ten instances elfis against seventeen efles in addition, the
Chaucer Concordancehows thatllesis the form generally preferred in Chaucer’s
works, with the exception ok Treatise on the Astrolab&hereellis is used more
commonly, andrroilus and CriseydandThe Romaunt of the Rqse whichellis is
often used along witblles Finally, comparison of Hg and El with Tr revetiat in
the latter manuscriptllesis also the preferred form. This is probably atdea of
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Gower’s spelling, not a scribal one, ellesis the default variant in the entire text of
the Confessio Amantig the Fairfax manuscript, whikglis occurs only once.

The spelling variants employed for the wordTTER show that the scribe was
extremely consistent in Hg, where he always speliedvordmatere while in El he
employed the three variantsateere matereandmatiere There seem to be several
reasons for such variation in El. First of athateere the variant used most
frequently, almost exclusively occurs in rhymingrpan which the other word is
likewise spelled with ee, such asheereand cheere with the exception of two
instances of this word in WBP I. 810 and SU |. 5deremateererhymes with
frere:

(53) a. Loo goode men a flye and eek a frere Hengwrt
Wol falle in euery dyssh and matere WBP II. 809-810
Lo goode men a flye and eek a frere Ellesmere
Wol falle in euery dyssh and mateere WBP II. 809-810
b. To shewe swich a probleme to the frere Hengwrt
NeUe erst er now herde | swich matere SU Il. 511-512
To shewe swich a pbleme to a frere Ellesmere

Neuere erst” er now herde | of swich mateere SU Il. 511-512

In addition, all of the four instances that arerfduwithin the line occur before a
virgula, i.e. a punctuation mark that indicates a paus@ the following line:

(54) Of this matere / it oghte ynow suffise Hengwrt PD |. 106
Of this mateere / it oghte ynogh suffise Ellesmere PD I. 106

It seems plausible, therefore, to argue that thedlisg with double ee in El is a
scribal variant employed at the end of lines an@dg@phs, in other words at the end
of stretches of text that were followed by a paasel which, as in the case of entire
lines, the scribe probably read and copied one . @he other two variants,
matereandmatiere may also occur before a pause, but not so rdgulamateere
Moreover, since the varianthatere and mateeresimply are two orthographic
representations of the same long mid vowel [efhesattention should be devoted to
the third form, i.ematiere This spelling is attested in El sixteen timegveh of
which are clustered in TM, while the other five ogences are in ML, ME and PD.
The clustering of this form in TM, which displayssf one and two instances of
matereand mateererespectively, is significant and may be taken msnaication
that matiereis authorial. TM is very likely to be a close tstation of Renaud de
Louens’Livre de Mellibee et Prudengcehich is the French version, translated after
1336, of Albertanus da Brescialsber Consolationi et Consili(1246) (Benson
1987:17, Cooper 1989:314); it is thus possible thatspelling of the French word
influenced Chaucer’s own spelling. In additionisitargued that TM was translated
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around 1373 to stand alone as a political traat,vaas revised later to be inserted in
the frame ofThe Canterbury Talesee Cooper 1989:311-312, Matthews 1985): this
could explain the presence of somewhat outdatetlirgpevariants in this text.
Comparison with the other early witnesses of GB,WBP and NP shows that Dd
is the only manuscript that, like Hg, exhibits omhatere while bothmatereand
matiereare attested in the other manuscripts. These dwod were certainly in use
at the time, as they both occur in the documenisated inACE, althoughmatere

is by far the preferred choice (100 occurrencetoial), followed bymatiere and
matire (26 and 10 instances, respectiveMptiere is also the only variant used the
Fairfax manuscript of th€onfessio Amantidhhence the Gowerian form, although it
occurs in B’s copy only once, in the following line

(55) The matiere in so litel throwe Trinity I. 3.2117

All other instances of this word in Tr are spelladtere when within a line, and
mateere when in rhyming position, the latter being thestiequently used variant,
and, as | argued above, probably a scribal one.

Finally, the last example of a word that showsi§icant differences between
Hg and El isTowN. As | discussed in Chapter 4, when | dealt witis thord in
relation to the shift from Hgow to El -ou, the variantownis commonly used in
Hg, but it almost totally disappears in El, whergyathe inflected formgsowneand
townesare preserved. Despite the great number of oaueseoftown in Hg, this
variant was most likely introduced by Scribe B atemrly stage in the tradition of
The Canterbury TalesThis can be assumed by comparing all witness&aRqfMI,
NPT and WBP, as thirteen of the 47 instanceswhin Hg are found in these tales.
The same variant occurs in other witnesses as Wetl,hardly ever in the early
manuscripts; by contrasbun is generally used more often thwn in the other
manuscripts, and almost always in the early onesaddition, seven of these
occurrences are at the end of a line and their ehywords almost always end
in -oun as inconfessiourandchampioun An exception to this tendency can be seen
in DI, a manuscript dating from the third quartdrtioe fifteenth century, which
always agrees with Hg in the spellingmafwn, but in which the scribe also changed
the spelling of some of the rhyme words accordingl/shown bguspeciowrin the
following example:

(56) As soone as day he wente out of the town Hengwrt
This man gan fallen in suspecioun NP Il. 211-212
As sone as day hee wentte owt of thee town Delamere
This man gan falle in greet suspesciown NP Il. 211-212

This is probably due to a scribal preference ém-over ou-, as illustrated by the
spellingowt for the wordouT in the previous line. The fact that Hgwn is largely
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replaced bytoun in El may therefore indicate that this was thenfoused by
Chaucer.

In this section | have discussed variants thaallysexhibit different spellings in
Hg and El. My findings suggest that both manussriptay contain authorial
variants, such dsultour for COULTER, draghtfor DRAUGHT, for ELSE, ellis for ELSE,
matiere (and probablymaterg for MATTER andtoun for TOWN. It is interesting to
note, however, that some of these variants areatiested in Hg, while they do
occur in El, suggesting that in those cases thibesavas definitely making an effort
to preserve Chaucer’s language as much as possilele copying this manuscript.

2.4. Summary

In section 2 of this chapter | discussed a numlberards which display a default
spelling as well as one or more alternative vasiamtboth Hg and El, showing that
this pattern differs between the two manuscriptisdrtain cases the differences are
not substantial, because the frequency of the sétlings and the minor variants
of those words is comparable in both manuscrigsstewn bywerk wirk, werch
andwirch for woRrK. In other cases, however, the default spellirthéssame in both
manuscripts, whereas the alternative variant cltange shown by default variant
cheereand the alternative varianhiere which is used more often in El than in Hg.
Finally, in a third group of words, the default Bipg may vary between the two
manuscripts, because either the scribe preferredranant over the others in El, as
Hg ellis but Elelles or one of the two manuscripts contained authamaalants, as
shown by Hgoultour and Elkultour.

3. Two or more spelling variantsused in free variation

In the previous section | dealt with words that allsuexhibit a default spelling
alongside minor spelling variants. In this sectionill describe words that occur in
both manuscripts in free variation, i.e. words thegularly display two or more
spelling variants which simply co-occur for no apgrd reason, even though the
number of these forms varies between Hg and El. Wbels which most clearly
exemplify this aspect of the language of the twahusaripts, and that have thus
been chosen to represent this category, are pessantTable 9.

The variants that are commonly used in Hg andoEltlie wordBEFORE are
bifore andbiforn. Slightly different variants areifor, occurring once in Hg, in ML |.
750, andbyforn, which is found twice in Hg, in GP I. 592 and TMrp332, and
once in El, in PA par. 570. Although the two magriants generally co-occur in
Hg, biforn is the only spelling attested in a number of taledRE (three instances),
SQ (five instances), NU (three instances), SH (pacel PR (three instances); it is
also the most frequently used form in the proseises; TM and PA. As for the
distribution of these two formsiforn is found more often thapifore line-initially,
while both variants are similarly used in the m&ldb well as at the end of a line.
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
BEFORE biforn 84 87+14 -
byforn 2(GP, TM) 0+1 -
bifor 1 - -
bifore 40 32+6 -
bifoore 2 9 -
toforn - 1(SQ) -
tofore - - 21
afore - - 4
FURTHER-) | ferther- 13 7+1 -
forther 21 25+6 7
ferre(r) 4 (GP, KT) 4 (GP, KT) -
ferreste 1 (GP) 1 (GP) -
MERRY merye/merie 5 5 -
murye/murie 32 17 1
myrie/myry(e) 14 31+4 -
MERRILY myrily 8 6 -
murily 2 4 -
MUCH muche 69 63+19 1
muchel 37 57+13 11
muchil 12 (TM) - -
mychel 4 (TM) - -
NIGH neigh(e) 20 4 1
ney 5 — -
ny(e) 8 29+3 1
nyh - - 1
NEIGHBOUR | neghebore 11 - -
neighebore 20 32+11 -
NOT noght 233 177+12 181
naght 1 - -
naught 11 9+2 -
nawght 2 (PA) - -
nat 819 882+180 32
SAW seigh 13 3 2
saugh 31 119+6 20
saw(e) 43 5 -
say(e) 48 10 -
s(e)y 2 0+1 -
sigh(e) - - 10

Table 9. Two or more spelling variantsused in free variation

All occurrences obifore in rhyming position are preserved in El, whereenof
them are spelletifoore a variant that is used only twice in Hg, in tldldwing
lines:
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(57) a. Whit was hir smok and broyden al bifoore Hengwrt Ml I. 52
b. Ne hadde soothly knowen ther bifoore Hengwrt CL |. 689

In both manuscriptbifooreis exclusively employed at the end of verse linedine
52 of Ml this variant is found in Hg and El andriane of the other fifteenth-century
manuscripts of this tale, while in WBP |. 609 itatested in El and Gg only. Even
though Hg, El and Gg are authoritative manuscripis,occurrence dfifoore at the
end of a line, a place in which the scribe tendednite double vowels in any case
(see Chapter 6), suggests that this spelling cabeotwuthorial. Moreover, the
instance in CL rhymes witimoore which | argued in Chapter 3 is very likely a
scribal variant. The only occurrence toforn is found in the line in El shown in
(58), and, according to Manly and Rickert (1944, 6631), also in Gg.

(58) Biforn hym gooth the loude Mynstralcye Hengwrt SQ |. 260-263
Toforn hym gooth the loude Mynstralcye Ellesmere SQ I. 260-263

This might be a relict as well as a scribal charayg] only a comparison of all
witnesses of SQ can cast more light on this mattewever, according to the
Chaucer Concordancthe formtoforn is attested twice iBoeceand nine times in
Troilus and Criseydein this text the variant always occurs in thesfixexpression
God toforn which is spelledGod tofore only once in rhyming context, thus
suggesting thatibforn could be a relict. According to the poem writtgn ®haucer
to Adam Scriveyn, the scribe had copied bBteceandTroilus and Criseydeand
must therefore have been familiar with this spglvariant. In additiontoforeis the
preferred form in Tr, whileafore occurs just four times in the section copied by
Scribe B; the spelling of these four instances jimacdy the same in the
corresponding lines in the Fairfax manuscript. Bhase thus certainly Gowerian
forms, and it is possible that the scribe, who wasd to copyindgofore from the
Gower manuscript as well, did not hesitate to pres@fornin line 260 of SQ in El.
The formafor(e) is widely used iPACE (156), along with other variants such as
bifore (15), byfore (26), biforn (3), before (55) andtofore (4); its presence in Tr
might indicate an influence from Chancery English @ower’s language. In the
Chaucerian manuscripts it occurs only twice inwmwed aforeseydwhich is found

in TM both in Hg and in El, in pars 386 and 861shswn in (59):

(59) a. whiche conseilours been ynow repreued

bi the resons foreseyd Hengwrt TM par. 386
whiche conseillo's been ynogh repreued
by the resous aforeseyd* Ellesmere TM par. 386

b. to be doon on hem by the causes aforeseyd Hengwrt TM par. 860
to be doon on hem by the causes aforeseyd Ellesmere TM par. 860
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The two variant$orther andfertherare usually employed for the woFdRTHER,
both when used alone, as in (60):

(60) a. She gropeth alwey forther w' hir hond Hengwrt RE I. 302
b. Er that | ferther in this tale pace Hengwrt GP . 36

and when in combination withorE, as in (61):

(61) a. And forther moore | pray yow looketh wel Hengwrt NP |. 307
b. Yet peynted was a litel ferther moor Hengwrt KT I. 1211

The only exception is the worfdrther ouer which is attested only once in PD and
eleven times in PA. In this wordURTHER is always spelledorther, as in the
example in (62), sinckertherouernever occurs in Hg and El:

(62) And forther ouer” | wol thee telle al plat’ Hengwrt PD I. 320

In both manuscripts there is evidence fleatheris preferred when the word occurs
alone, whileforther is more frequently selected for compound advenbace when
either mo(ore) or ouer follow; on the wholeforther is used more regularly than
ferther. The collation of lines 307 and 333 in NP andio&l757 in WBP in all
witnesses of these tales reveals fhaher is the variant that occurs in both lines in
all early manuscripts except Gg, which reéeither(e) Fertheris also the variant
found in both Hg and El in GP I. 36, a line thabmitted in twenty witnesses, three
of which, Cp, Dd and Gg, are early manuscriptehtnsame line Hareadsferpere
while La displaysforther. Ad* and ER exhibit ferther in all these lines, and since
they are closely related to the archetype it isiiis that this was the variant used in
the original versionFerther is also the only form that is recorded in thi&D,
together with just one occurrencefefther ouer which is attested in line 2.26.11 of
Chaucer’sTreatise on the Astrolabgn the Benson-Robinson edition). Moreover, in
ACE, forms that begin wittier- (15) are more frequent than forms beginning with
fur- (4) andfor- (1). Forther is the only variant attested in Tr; it occurs setienes

in Scribe B’s stint, although the Fairfax manustceghibits bothforther andfurther

in the same lines. There is thus enough evideroa feveral texts to suggest that
ferther was the form used more commonly, but it is diffida dismiss the presence
of forther in the Chaucerian manuscripts as simply scribaé dccurrence of both
forms in free variation in Hg and El suggests thath of them were probably in the
archetype.In addition, the meaning ‘further’ is also carrikby the more old-
fashioned variantterre andferrer, two forms for the comparative of Mier, while
the superlative form ierreste all of these spellings are found in the followifogir
lines from GP and KT:
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(63) a. And ther to hadde he ryden no man ferre Hengwrt GP |. 48

And ther to hadde he riden no man ferre Ellesmere GP I. 48

b. The ferreste in his parisshe muche and lyte Hengwrt GP |. 496
The ferreste in his parisshe muche and lite Ellesmere GP I. 496

c. Now draweth cut er p' we ferrer twynne Hengwrt GP |. 835
Now draweth cut” er p' we ferrer twynne Ellesmere GP I. 835

d. Thus was it peynted | kan seye yow no ferre Hengwrt KT 1. 1202
Thus was it peynted | kan sey yow no ferre Ellesmere KT I. 1202

The collation of the first three lines in all fiiath-century witnesses of GP shows
that the readinderrer in I. 835 is found only in Hg and El, while thehet
manuscripts mainly rea@rther. In contrastferre in GP |. 48, a line that is missing
from eighteen manuscripts, is found in all withesdet display this line because of
the rhyme withwerre The same may be expected for the variant in Kickv
rhymes withsterre although this is not quite certain, as the digitalation of this
word in all fifteenth-century witnesses is not yavailable. Finally, several
witnesses, Ch, Cp, Hand La among them, agree with the readergestein line
496 of GP in Hg and El, although the varidétthestoccurs in a number of other
texts, including the authoritative AdAd®, Er’ and Gg. These isolated variants,
attested at the beginning of the manuscript botthimithe line and in rhyming
position, may be relicts, which were replaced bydera forms in most witnesses of
GP, unless this was prevented by the rhyme constrai

The wordMERRY occurs in more than one spelling form; the thregnnones are
murye myrie andmerye Murye is preferred in Hgmyrie in EI andmeryeoccurs in
both texts, although very infrequently and mosttytlee end of a line. Burnley
(1983:128) suggests that the presence of thesanmtsirin Chaucer’s language was
due to Chaucer’s need to resort to words from aiffe Middle English dialects for
rhyming purposesneryebeing a South Eastern formyrie an East Midlands form
and muryethe West Midlands equivalent (see the map in Eiduin this chapter,
and Chapter 6 for a more comprehensive discussiepalling variation in lexical
items containing vowels that are reflexes of QE Indeed, four of the five
occurrences ofmeryeare found in rhyming position, and the rhymingrpanyrye
pirye (and alsamurye puryg andmurye Mercurie are likewise attested. However,
murye and myrie are the most frequently used forms in Hg and &t m the vast
majority of the cases they are found in the midatid not at the end of a line. The
co-occurrence of these two variants in Hg is exéiagl by the line in (64), while
the corresponding line in El shows the adoptiothefu- form for both variants:

(64) His voys was murier than the myrie Orgon Hengwrt NP I. 31
His voys was murier” than the murie Orgon Ellesmere NP I. 31



166 CHAPTERS

The use ofu- variants of this word in El is uncommon, as instnof the cases there
is a change from Hoghuryeand Elmyrie for the preferential spelling of this word.
Horobin (2003:50-52) argues that the shift from rHgryeand muryeto El myrie
was caused by the pressure of ongoing linguistianghs on the scribe’s
orthographic practice. As a result of this, Scribgreferred to useify- in El for
representing the reflex of Of as exemplified in this case by MByrie deriving
from OE myrige However, it should be pointed out that in Elfale instances of
Hg merye four of which are rhyme words, are preserved, #rat murye still
represents one-third of the total number of oceuwres ofMERRY. In addition, it is
interesting to note that Scribe B would have bebka only copyist ofThe
Canterbury Talesvho was affected by this linguistic pressure, sifit is the only
manuscript in which variants spelled withx occur frequently. Comparison of Hg
and El with all other manuscripts of the first geaiof the fifteenth century and with
Ad', Ad®, Ch and Ef} four later but authoritative texts, shows tmaery(e)is
undoubtedly the preferred variant in most of thedaesses.

line Hg El Ad Ch
GP 208 merye merye merye merie
235 murye murye - mury
757 murye myrie mury mury
764 murye myrie murye meri
782 murye myrie mury mury
857 murye myrie mury merye
Mi 32 murye myrie mery mery
139 murye myrie mery merye
158 murye myrie mery mery
389 murye myrie murye mery
392 murye myrie mery mury
WBP 42 murye myrie mery mery
479 murye myrie mery mery
L30 29 murye murie mery merie
31 murye myrie mery merie
NP 31 murier murier murier mirier
31 myrie murie mury myrye
146 merye mery myry myrye
148 myrye myrie myry merye
251 myrye myrie myry murie
439 myrye myrie myry mery
450 myrier murier merier mirier
471 myrie myrie mery mery

Table 10. Variantsfor MERRY in Hg, El, Ad®*and Ch
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More specifically, 23 occurrences RERRY, attested in 22 lines of GP, MIl, WBP,
L30 and NP, show that Hg and El are unique in the& ofmuryeandmyrie, while
only Ad® and Ch, dating respectively from the second amdl thuarters of the
fifteenth century, agree with Hg in a number ofein As Table 10 shows, Ad
exhibits the same readings attested in Hg in tes|iwhile Ch does so only in six,
irrespective of whether the variantrisiryeor myrie. In contrast, Adand Ch differ
from Hg in the two lines in which this manuscripsplays the single occurrence of
meryethat is not a rhyme word, as shown by the follapéxample:

(65) Of herbeyue growyng in oure yerd ther merye is Hengwrt NP 1. 146
Of hbe yue growyng in oure yeerd: ther mery is Ellesmere NP |. 146
Of herbe yue growyng in our yerde there myry is Ad®> NP I. 146
Of herbe yue growyng in oure yerde there myrye is Ch NP I. 146

The evidence provided by the collation of Hg ardviEth the above-mentioned
manuscripts is also corroborated by the comparigith all fifteenth-century
witnesses ofThe Canterbury TalesHg and EIl definitely differ from the vast
majority of them because of their preferencerfarrye or myrie instead ofmerye
This raises the question of whether these varianktg and El are authorial or not,
given that Samuels and Smith (1988:19) argue thlaaucer useis y normally bute
occasionally in rhyme’ in words showing the refl@xOEy. The distribution of the
two forms in Hg shows thahuryeis frequently found in Structural Sections | and
IV and very rarely in the other three sectionshié tmanuscript (see Chapter 2, §2.1
for Structural Sections in HgMyrie and twicemyry, by contrast, occur primarily in
Sections Il and 1V, especially in NP, where fivgstances ofmyrie are attested
alongside one ahyrier, and in all links, i.e. L29, L21ngyry), L24, L25, L28 (nyry)
and L37. The table below shows the occurrencebeflifferent variants in the five
Structural Sections of Hg:

Structural
Section murye murier myrie myrier
[ 13 1 1 -
Il 3 - - -
n 2 1 6 1
v 13 2 6 -
\ 1 - 1 -

Table 11. Variantsfor MERRY in each Structural Section of Hengwrt

As | explained in Chapter 2, quires 13-15 in Strtadt Section 1ll of Hg were

probably misbound at some point in time, and thiemvidence in the text of Links
29 and 37 that Section Il should actually folloattrer than precede Section IV
(Stubbs 2000: Observations). By inverting the omfeBections Ill and IV and thus
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by re-establishing the sequence in which the quiree originally arranged, |, I,
IV, lll and V, we can see that the variants charased by medialu- are preferred
in the first three sections, I, Il and IV, and tlilagir use decreases in the last two
sections, Il and V, in whicmyrie becomes the dominant form.

In El, wheremyrieis preferred, Hgnuryeis preserved in nine of the 32 instances
of this word. This variant is also used in El farecoccurrence of Hmyry and four
of Hg myrie two of them are in the following headings of Link4 and 25 in El, in
which the text of both lines was modified to some=at:

(66) a. Herke the myrie wordes of the worthy Hoost Hengwrt L24 1. 0
Bihoold* the murie wordes of the Hoost to the Ellesmere
Shipman and to the lady Prioresse L241.0

b. Bihoold the myrie talkyng” of the hoost” to Chaucer ~ Hengwrt L251. 0
Bihoold the murye wordes of the Hoost to Chaucer  Ellesmere L25 I. 0

In addition, there are three further instancemafyein El, which are found in two
lines that are not attested in Hg, once again mlimks, L14 and L29, as well as in a
line that shows a different reading in Hg:

(67) So loude cryde they with loude steuene Hengwrt KT I. 1704
So loude cride they with murie steuene Ellesmere KT |. 1704

Hence, even thougimyrie is preferred tomurye in El, both variants are still
frequently used in this manuscript, amdrier is the only form that occurs in El for
the comparative form of the adjective. This suggéisat bothmyrie and muryein
Hg and El are very likely authorial variants, biuatmyrie was probably the variant
that was preferred by Chaucer, whiteirie was likely to be a conventional spelling
used for this word in Chaucer’s and especiallyhim $cribe’s orthographic practice.
It is thus possible that the preference fimuryein Hg is scribal, and the rhyming
pair purye muryein ME Il. 973-974 would confirm this, as this ickar example
of scribal hypercorrection. This is no longer ttese in El, as the rhyming couple
pyrie: myrieis attested in these lines instead. In El, SdBlmpted to usenyrie more
systematically, as this was probably the authovealiant, even though in this
manuscript too he preserved and even introducadrder of instances ofiurye in
lines where the exemplar very likely readyrie and possibly alsomerye
Interestingly, it seems that bothyrie and murye were not considered Chaucerian
forms by other scribes, who therefore used theegidarly. This would explain
why, as evident from by the tales mentioned abdtlrese variants are not well
preserved in the textual tradition ©he Canterbury Tale€Only the agreement of
Ad® and Ch with Hg and El in some lines shows thas¢himrms must derive from
the archetype. Atand Ch are two O manuscripts that generally skemtufes of the
East Midland and London dialects (Blake 1997a:64&0bin 2003:147-148), and
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which are closely related to Hg. In particular, teeemmatic analysis of GP
(Robinson 2000a:83.4.2) shows that Ch probably efeds; together with Hg and
Ha’, from a common exemplar that was copied betweamd®Hg, which must have
been a very good copy of O, and according to Ralbi®000:83.4) ‘was a third
copy of theTaleswritten by the same scribe who wrote El Hg, sciieBy the
same token, as | already pointed out in my disomssf murthe (in §2.1 above),
Horobin (2003:147) argues that Adxhibits several South West Midland forms in
its opening folios, hence in GP, which are probahlg toliteratim copying: this
would also explain the presencenatiryein GP in Ad.

Variants with medial y and medial u- are also employed for the adverb
MERRILY, althoughmyrily is the preferred spelling for this word in both Higd El,
while murily is found in two lines from Hg and four from EIl. dwof the four
instances in El (SH |. 301, PR I. 101) are likewspelledmurily in Hg, while the
other two (SH I. 110, L25 I. 8) readyrily in Hg. These four lines occur in both
manuscripts in three consecutive texts: SH, PRL&&d which belong to Section IV
of Hg, where, as | have shown f@erRY, forms with medial u- are predominant,
very likely because of scribal interference. By ttast, myrily is attested twice in
Section Il and four times in Section IIl of Hg, aall of these instances, which are
possibly authorial, are preserved in El. Scribe @'aference fomurie can also be
the reason why the only occurrenceM#RRY in his stint of Tr is spelledhurie in
the following line:

(68) And tho thei ladde a merie lif Fairfax I. 4.504
And tho they ladde a murie lyf  Trinity |. 4.504

In the Fairfax manuscript this word is spelleterie not only in this line but
throughout the manuscript, showing therefore thatie is the authorial variant in
the Confessio Amantigsee Samuels and Smith 1988:19 for the treatmktheo
reflexes of OBy in Gower’s language).

Hg and EI show several variants for another wbiat ts spelled witly in OE,
namely,MmucH from OE myce] four variants of this wordmuche muche] muchil
andmychelare employed in Hg, while only the first two océarEl and Tr.Muche
andmuchelare not exactly the forms to be expected in twousaripts written in
the London dialect of the late fourteenth centufgcording to Horobin and
Mooney, who discuss the linguistic features of ifyirCollege, Cambridge, MS
B.15.17, a manuscript éfiers Plowmarthat they attribute to the Scribe B,

the spelling ‘muche(l)’ is comparatively rare irethondon dialect during this
period; the majority of texts copied in Types lidall use the more common
forms ‘moche(l)’ and ‘miche(l)’. The ‘muche(l)’ far is less common in the
Eastern dialects of Middle English and is more dtfly found in the West
Midlands.

(Horobin and Mooney 2004:83)
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Indeed, comparison of the spelling variantsotH in GP, WBP, L30 and NP in all
early manuscripts offhe Canterbury Taleseveals that Hg and El are quite
exceptional because of their usenmficheand muchelwhere the other manuscripts
read moche] mecheland more rarelynyche] as well as several other variants of
these forms spelled with media-; -e- and u-. The only manuscript that agrees
with Hg and El is La, which usually displaysuch(el) although this is a dialectal
feature, since, according to Horobin (2003:152)e ‘tmajority of the linguistic
features of La point to a localisation in the Sewtast Midlands’. In Ad and Ad,
two late and authoritative manuscripts, there aspectively two and three instances
of muche(l) while in all other witnesses of GP, WBP, L30 axdg& mucheand
muchel are rarely preservedMuche is, however, the predominant form in the
documents collected iMCE, where 61 occurrences of this variant are attested
against 43 ofmoche six of mychand one ofmech Moche in contrast, is found more
frequently in the earlier London documents, writtestween 1384 and 1425, and
thus closer to Chaucer’s time, which are colledted\ Book of London English
(Chambers and Daunt 1931). Batlucheandmochewere therefore employed in the
bureaucratic language, and Scribe B, being a simiesl copyist, must have been
familiar with these two variants. Nevertheless,apparently preferredhuche and
accordingly introduced this variant in the Chaumenmanuscripts. He probably did
the same in his stint of theonfessio Amantisbecause Tr readauche(l)in all of
the twelve lines in which Fairfax readsoche(l) The scribal adoption of a form that
might have been in Chaucer’s language, albeit sdha dominant variant, would
also explain whymucheand muchelwere not preserved in the textual tradition of
The Canterbury Taledn spite of the fact thatucH was going to be the standard
form, most fifteenth-century scribes did not redagmucheand muchelas typical
Chaucerian features, and thus did not use thegentsin their copies of thEales

In addition tomucheand muche] Hg exhibits twelve instances afuchil and
four of myche] all of which are only attested in TM and are tdusd in quire 29.
This is the last quire of Section IV but it is alBo anomalous one; it consists of ten
leaves instead of eight, folios 225 to 234, andvits outer leaves, folios 225 and
234, differ from the others as they are not ruléith @ plummet (a lead pencil). This
outer bifolium was probably added later to a qtlie was ready for use, in order to
have enough pages to copy TM until the end. Intamdieach of the first five folios
is marked in the bottom left-hand corner with them&n numerals | to V, and the
numeral V is repeated in the same position on #rsovside of the fifth leaf; this is
unique, because despite the regular use of catdswior Hg, the scribe did not
employ Roman numerals in footers anywhere elskisgnmhanuscript. Stubbs argues:

There are immediately several observable inconsisge in the make up of the
one leaf and two quires which comprise Chaucer’s dalglelibeus. This tale
may already have been copied in a flexible bookkfbre the Hg texts were
joined. The text extends from the last leaf of &7, through quires 28 and
29. ... To adapt such a booklet for use in Hg, thenopgetext needed to be
recopied onto the last leaf of the previous quire.

(Stubbs 2000: Observations, Section 1V)
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| suggest that it is possible that the scribe heal different exemplars for this tale:
one from which he copied the text in quires 27 28af Hg and another one for the
text in quire 29. Codicological evidence for thisamption is provided by the last
folio of quire 28, folio 224v, which is reproducedFigure 2.

«darker ink

«longer
| lines
|

Figure 2. Longer linesat the foot of fol. 224v in Hengwrt

From the sixth line from the bottom, the colourtieé ink becomes slightly darker
after the paraph sign that precedes the waémis vnderstondethus suggesting an
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interruption in the process of copying, probabkhart one since the ink is basically
still the same. In addition, the last four lines &nger than the preceding ones and
among the longest of that page, possibly becawssdtibe needed to fit more text
than he had expected within that page. Differeniaws of the same words in quires
28 and 29 likewise indicate that something charigetie transition from one quire
to the other. A shift of exemplar would thus explaihy the formsmuchil and
mychelare exclusively found in quire 29, where they ecalongsidemucheand
muche] while mucheand muchelare the only variants employed in the preceding
part of the tale, in quires 27 and 28 (see Tab)ea2vell as in the rest of Hg.

Quire 27 Quire 28
folio 216| 217 218 219 220 221 222 223 2?4
muche | — 1 - 1 1 1 - 1 1 -
muchel | — - 1 - - - - - - -
Quire?29

folio 225 226 227 228 229 230 231 232 233 234
muche | — 1 - 2 - - - - - -
muchel | 1 - - - 1 - 5 - = 3
muchil | 1 2 7 1 - 1 - - - -
mychel | — - - - 2 1 - = - 1

Table 12. Variants of MUCH in the Tale of Melibee in Hengwrt

Mychelis an old-fashioned spelling variant deriving framch which is a form that
according to Samuels (1963:85) is characteristithefLondon dialect Type I, the
literary standard used in the majority of the WHité manuscripts.Muchil is a
fairly uncommon variant: only sixteen instancestto$ variant are recorded in the
Corpus of Middle English Prose and Ve(2006), of which twelve are in Hengwirt,
in TM, and one in Hoccleve'®orks two samples of London dialect Type Ill. The
other three instances are in John Wycli&rks (London dialect Type I), iThe
Proverbs of Alfred(number 15) contained in aBld English Miscellany which
shows Northern features lilgal for SHALL as well as the use of thorn fiby, and in
the Cursor Mundi Cursor Mundiis a poem written in a Northern dialect in theslat
thirteenth century, although the manuscript comgirthis variant, Bodleian Library
MS. Fairfax 14, dates from the fourteenth centdriierefore, whilemucheand
muche] which are used systematically in Hg and El, agbably scribal forms (see
below), the variantsnuchil and mychelthat are attested only in Hg are rather
puzzling. Given that they are clustered in a feawés of TM, they might be relicts
that in part illustrate Chaucer’'s own practice wihich muchil represented an old-
fashioned variant, or possibly a Northern form aaitogether witragain during
the time he spent in Yorkshire (see §2.1 in thigptér). However, the archetypal
variant formucH must have beemoche(l) as this is the form that is found in most
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authoritative manuscripts, also for some of theuo@mnces that reachuchil in Hg.
This is also the spelling that according to fbaucer Concordancés widely
attested in most of Chaucer's other works, with theeption ofTroilus and
Criseyde which has onlynuche(l)

The hypothesis that TM was copied from two digtiexemplars is also
supported by differences in the spelling of thenptmyou. In TM, as in the rest of
the manuscripthowis used more frequently théimou, with 87 occurrences dfiow
against nine ofhou (see Chapter 4, 84.2 for the overall figures). Yitile thowis
used throughout the tal#houis only found in quires 27 and 28, and five of tiee
occurrences are at the end of a line. It seemsith#tiese two quires the scribe
deliberately opted fothou, the shorter variant, at the end of those lines ¥ould
otherwise become too long and would therefore sihail layout of the page. An
example of this is provided in Figure 3, in whiefotoccurrences dhouare visible
at the end of two long lines, whileowis employed within the line.

<« thow
<« thou

<« thou

Figure 3. Thow vs. thou in fol. 221v in Hengwrt (TM)

In the following quire 29, however, the scribe usatly thow, and on one occasion,
in folio 226r, he wrotedhow at the end of the last line, regardless of thé ttaat by
using this variant he would go beyond the rightehamargin, as shown in Figure 4
in which the lines drawn for ruling the page antirdiéing the space for writing are
clearly visible:

Figure 4. Thow written across the right margin of fol. 226r in Hengwrt (TM)
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We can speculate about how the scribe proceedkis icopying of TM by looking
at the variants of the wordEIGHBOUR, which is spelled botmeghebore(sknd
neighebore(sin Hg, while only the latter variant is used in E quire 28 of Hg, the
scribe began to writaeghebore(s)which occurs twice in pars 40 and 52, and then
shifted toneighebore(s)which is found in the third line from the bottawmh folio
224v, the last leaf of quire 28. This is one of litreg lines of folio 224v, a group of
lines which, as | argued above (see also Figurd&)iate from the overall layout of
this page. The are four further occurrenceseaifihebore(s)n the following quire
29, in pars 370, 381, 675 and 806 and fourteemigsts of the same spelling are
attested in PA. The shift from one variant to amotim such a crucial point of the
manuscript proves that something, most likey thengplar, changed between quires
28 and 29, and that the scribe preserved the sgelle found in the two different
exemplars.

There are likewise a number of spelling variamts the adjective and adverb
NIGH meaning ‘close’neigh(e) ny andneyin Hg, andny(e)andneig: in El. In Hg
the formsneigh(e)are used more frequently thag while neyis found in NP, PA
and TM. In TMneyis attested in three paragraphs, all of themlio 225v, the first
leaf of quire 29, in which | argued that old-fasted forms of the language are often
employed. In this quire there are also two instarad@y, in folios 226r and 229r. In
addition, comparison of line 330 of NP in all wisses of this tale shows that Hg is
the only manuscript that exhibits the variaaly. In El NIGH is fairly consistently
spelledny, except for four instances oéigi and two ofnye Two occurrences of El
neigh in SQ Il. 423 and 430, show the same spellingdgn while the other two are
spelled differently, as shown in (69):

(69) a. For he was ny his exaltaciow Hengwrt SQ II. 413
For he was neigh his exaltaciou Ellesmere SQ Il. 413

b. ne cosyns germayns ne noon oother ney kynrede Hengwrt TM par. 400
ne cosyns gmayns ne noon oo’ neigh kynrede  Ellesmere TM par. 400

Moreover,nyeoccurs twice in El, in the following lines:

(70) a. Men seith right thus alwey the neighe slye Hengwrt Ml I. 206
Men seyn right thus alwey the nye slye Ellesmere Ml I. 206

b. This neighe Nicholas stood in his lighte Hengwrt Ml 1. 210
This nye Nicholas stood in his lighte Ellesmere MI I. 210

In his stint of Tr Scribe B spelled this wongigh ny as well asyh the form used
by Gower must have beenyh as this is the variant attested in the Fairfax
manuscript for all three occurrences\ogH.
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Scribe B employed two main variants for the walr, nat andnoght writing
naught nawght and naght occasionally. According to Burnley (1983:61), ‘the
variation betweemnat andnoghtis a feature of the London language of the peiiod,
which the more northerly format was gradually replacing the earlieoght. This
can be clearly seen in Scribe B’s copie§bé Canterbury Talesand much less so
in his stint of theConfessio AmantidNat, which is a feature characteristic of the
London dialect Type Il and also a more modern favith respect to all the other
ones, is used primarily in both Hg and El. The nambf occurrences ofiat is
greater in El than in Hg, thus reflecting the irmsed use of this variant over time.
The more old-fashioned spellimgoght is likewise attested in both manuscripts,
although to a lesser extent, and the occurrendei®form decreases in El. There is,
however, something striking about the distributidmoghtin Hg, as almost 50% of
the occurrences of this variant are found in StmadtSection |, where it is used
even more often thatat, which occurs more frequently in the other fouctems.
The difference in distribution betweesat noghtand the more uncommon variants
naughtandnaghtin the five Structural Sections of Hg is summatigeTable 13:

Structural Section noght nat naught naght
I 105 91 4 -
Il 27 123 - -
1 17 76 3 -
v 81 437 4 1
\Y 3 92 1 -

Table 13. Variantsfor NOT in each Structural Section of Hengwrt

Noghtis seldom found in linking passages, and only \& &currences of this
variant are attested in Links 1 and 2 in Sectioasl,well as in Links 7 and 28 in
Section IV. Each of the first two links exhibitsx®ccurrences afioght but in Link

1 noghtis the preferred form, withat being used twice as well, while in Link 2
noght is the only variant that is attested. ConverselyLinks 7 and 28nought
occurs only once, whileat is attested five and four times respectively, enthus
the preferred variant. Moreoverpghtis employed as a rhyme word in seventeen of
the 233 occurrences abT in Hg, all of which are preserved in El, whilat never
appears in rhyming position. Scholars who haveyaeal the spelling variants of
NOT in Chaucerian manuscripts tend to agree that battand noght seem to be
used in free variation in Hg and thus reflect atitdausage, although they disagree
on which of the two variants was Chaucer’'s prefitrome. Samuels (1988b:27)
proposesnat as the preferred variant antbght as a convenient rhyme word,
whereas Benson (1992:16) believes that mathandnoghtwere in the exemplar —
or exemplars — of Hg, but ‘suspects’ thaight was Chaucer’s preferred form.
Finally, Horobin (2003:70-76) does not deal witbghtin particular, but compares
all occurrences ofloT in all fifteenth-century manuscripts of WBP anawis that
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the London Type Il variannat, is found in a large number of them becauseanis
authorial form. He argues that

this form is quite widespread in dialects of Mid&eglish and is found in texts
copied in a variety of areas including both the Wasd East Midlands (see
LALME, vol. I, map 276). Therefore it may be that itegance in these
manuscripts is due to coincidence with the scribettve repertoire rather then
the deliberate preservation of an archetypal Typefdrm. However its
consistent use in manuscripts of the period 147861§ striking as in this
period dialects forms of this kind were generallgessive and it may be that
these scribes are more consciously reproducingtivmdl Chaucerian features
rather than simply using their own forms.

(Horobin 2003:72)

The study of the other tales issued in digitaihfat by the Canterbury Tales
Project shows thatoghtis not preserved in all withesses of these taither The
collation of the 21 lines of GP which displapghtin Hg with the corresponding
lines in all other fifteenth-century witnesses shaatnoghtis used consistently
only in Hg, and that eight and eleven occurrenddhis variant are preserved in El
and Ad, respectively, while this form is hardly ever atesl in all other witnesses.
In GPnoghtoccurs in rhyming context only once, in the followline:

(71) And of a myrthe | am right now bithoght Hengwrt GP
To doon yow ese and it shal coste noght Il. 767-768

and also in this case the same spelling is foumgiomAd®, El, Ert, Hg, Ht, Ld and
Tc?, while noughtis preferred in most other witnesses, and otheanss, such as
nowht nouzt, noute and not, are used eight times altogether. The lack of
preservation ofioghtin the vast majority of the versions of GP, whighs almost
certainly the first text to be copied in all mantts and is thus the part of the
manuscript that most scribes would probably copthfially, does not support the
hypothesis thabhoghtwas the preferred authorial spelling. Likewise ghiesence of
the same reading found in Hg and El in an authiréamanuscript such as Ad,
in this case, not enough to prove thaight is authorial. The collation of all
occurrences afioghtin Ml and WBP in all fifteenth-century witnessefstioese tales
does not provide evidence that this is an authwaeghnt.Noghtis preserved only in
a small number of manuscripts, among which Hg add #hile it must be noted
that apart fromnat and not several other variants ofoT are attestedpf which
noughtis the closest taoght

| argued above that the clustering of most occeesrofnoghtin Section | of
Hg cannot be used as evidence that this was aretgpei form which Scribe B
preserved through a procesdit#ratim copying at the beginning of the manuscript,
and which he partly abandoned once he had becamaiawith the handwriting of
the exemplar. The use ofoghtin Section Il of Hg likewise suggests that this
variant is a scribal feature. Asexplained in Chapter 3 with respect &g, the
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presence of eitheben or beenin this section of Hg supports the codicological
evidence that L29 and MO were copied first, whefd®s MA and their prologues
were added at a later stage. The authorial vatianis mainly attested in NP and
MA, the texts that were copied last, and my expianafor this is that Chaucer had
probably composed them some time before incorpayatiem into the frame dthe
Canterbury TalesThe figures reported in Table 14 show that the saam be
observed for the variation betweeat and noght Even though in this case the
difference is not as obvious as in the caséeafg)n it should be noted thatat is
attested throughout, whiteoghtis used more frequently in MO than in the texts th
were copied later. Therefore, if one excludes #& bccurrences that appear in
rhyming position, which may be authorial, it isdli that most of these instances of
noghtare scribal.

Tale noght nat been ben
Link 29 - 10 5 -
MO 12 (1 in rhyme) 21 9 1
Link 30 - 1 - 1

NP 1 (in rhyme) 26 - 17
Link 36 - 9 - 2
MA 4 (1 in rhyme) 9 - 6

Table 14. Variantsfor NOT and BE in Structural Section 111 of Hengwrt

Apart fromnat andnoght a small number of minor variants are attesteHdn
naught nawghtand naght The formnaughtcan mean ‘not’ as well as ‘nothing’
and, likenoght it is a rhyme word in the pairsaught caughtandnaught ytaught
There are only eleven instances of this varianH six of them are preserved
without spelling changes in El because they aremehywords. Four other
occurrences, in KT |. 1163, L30 I. 16, ML |. 302daRA par. 405 are spelletgit
in El, and the last one, in MA |. 43, is replaceithvanother reading in El, as shown
in (72):

(72) But al for naught for it auaileth noght Hengwrt MA . 43
But al in ydel for it auailleth noght” Ellesmere MAI. 43

Five occurrences afaughtare also attested in the middle of a line in &lHg three

of them are spelledat (KT I. 1905),noght (CL I. 647) andnaght(TM par. 694),
respectively, while the two instances in WBP |. B74nd CY |. 682 are missing
from Hg. The single occurrence naghtin Hg, which becomesaughtin El, as
shown in (73), is rather interesting for two reasdfirst of all, this instance ofght

is found in folio 231r, and thus in quire 29, whias | suggested with respect to the
spelling ofMuUcH, contains old-fashioned forms of the language oBely, naghtis
not a Chaucerian variant: instead, it is charastierof Hoccleve’s language, which,
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according to Samuels (1963), is another exampleontion dialect Type lll, like Hg
and El, and in whiclnaghtis attested alongsidet andnoght(cf. Horobin 2000Db).

(73) b'god yeue hym victorie or naght after that

Salomon seith Hengwrt TM par. 694
that god yeue hym victorie or naught” After that
Salomon seith Ellesmere TM par. 694

I have shown that the same quire 29 contains aheftwelve instances ofiuchil
that are attested in Hg, which is also a variamatt ik attested at least once in
Hoccleve’s language (see above), although his peafespellings werenocheand
mochil (Samuels 1988b:29). Interestingly, Doyle and Panké79:xlvi) identified
Hoccleve’s hand as Hand F in Hg (see Chapter X)easccasionally supplied some
missing words and lines in this manuscript. Althlouge is not responsible for
writing naghtin folio 231r, as this is clearly the hand of $eriB, one may wonder
whether Hoccleve had any influence on the exentae. A second occurrence of
naghtin my corpus is found in the Kk fragment of tReioress’s Tale as shown
above in (16), where it rhymes with the Northernasat ytaght

An apparently older forrmawght is attested only twice in Hg, in PA pars 165
and 320, but this spelling is not preserved invilere each of these occurrences is
instead spelledoght

(74) a. whan we doon dedly synne it is for nawght thanne to

reherse or drawen in to memorie the goode werkes p Ezng;:frt165
we han wroght” biforn par.
whan we doon deedly synne it is for noght” thanne to Ellesmere
rehercen or drawen in to memorie the goode werkes

PA par. 165

that we han wroght biforn

b. Ypocrite is he that hideth to shewe hym swich as heis  Hengwrt

and sheweth hym swich as he nawght is PA par. 320
Ypocrite is he that hideth to shewe hym swich as he is  Ellesmere
and sheweth hym swich as he noght is PA par. 320

The variantsnaught nawghtandnaghtare not accounted for in Horobin’s (2000b,
2004:81) analysis of Scribe B’s spelling in Hg dglgl | believe that they should
have been, as they are probably relicts from tleengkar used by the scribldaught

in particular must have been another variant Chagserted to for rhyme purposes,
and, according to the evidence provided by theatiol of lines 755-756 of GP in
(75), the same variant is attested in line 756 Bf i@ four early manuscripts (Hg,
Ha®, Cp, El) as well as in two late but authoritatbrees (Ad, Ch):
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(75) Boold of his speche and wys and wel ytaught
And of manhode hym lakked right naught Hengwrt GP |. 755-756

Several other witnesses show variants with medialthe O manuscripts Adand
Er’, readingnowht as well as Gg, readingpst, are among them. These forms spoil
the orthographic rhyme wittawht, which is spelled with mediak- in all fifteenth-
century witnesses. It should thus be concluded tltwas surely Chaucer’s
preferred variant fonOT, and thatnoghtwas employed alongsidwat for rhyming
purposes. However, this does not account for tbetf@at most occurrences wbght
that are found within the line may not descend afiyefrom the archetype. It is
possible that other variants fawoT were used alongsid@at in Chaucer's
manuscript, as shown by the occurrenceagfht naughtandnawghtin Hg, and that
Scribe B changed the spelling of most of thermdéghtin Hg, and subsequently
changed some of these occurrenceasaton El.

The variant that is commonly used in Scribe Bistsdf the Confessio Amantis
in Tr is noght which must derive from the exemplar, simmghtis almost the only
spelling attested in the Fairfax manuscript antherefore the authorial form that
this scribe would tend to preserve. In the entiairfBx manuscript, there are two
instances ohoughtin the Prologue, one in Book 5 and sixteen in B8plk which,
however,noghtis still predominant. The spellimtatis found only in 32 lines in Tr,
and, in his discussion of Scribe B’s spelling in Benson (1992:3) suggests that
‘this was apparently his own preferred form. It diot come from his exemplar; it
had to come from Scribe B himself. It is a relict of his exemplar but of his own
usage’. There is little doubt as to the non-Gowenature of this variant, as it is
never attested in the Fairfax manuscript; howewethe light of what | just argued
about the variation betwearat andnoghtin the Hg and El, | do not exclude the
possibility thatnat became part of Scribe B’s linguistic repertoireaaesult of the
influence of Chaucer’'s language on his orthograpyistem. This variant is also
attested in Chancery English; even though (128) is the preferred form IACE,
nat (28), noght (22), nought(12) andnaught(1) are employed as well. This means
that the scribe was familiar with this spelling iaat from his work on bureaucratic
manuscripts as well.

Multiple variants are used in Hg for the past éeobthe vertsee say(e) saw(e)
and saughare the preferred oneseighoccurs less frequently, arsyis attested
only twice. In El, by contrassaughis the preferred spelling for this verb and just a
few alternative variants occur alongside it;daughreplaces most instances of Hg
say(e), seighseyandsaw(e) even though it is very likely that these werehaual
variants. This can be safely argued, as insdgis always used for the past tense
singular, whilesaweis used in seven of the eight occurrences of #s¢ tgnse plural
of the verb, the distinction between singusamw and pluralsawe shown in (76),
being an old-fashioned one:
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(76) a. Thow saw thy child yslayn bifor thyne eyen Hengwrt ML I. 750
b. Thy blisful eyen sawe al his torment Hengwrt ML I. 747

The variantsaweis used only once for the past singular, in GRH.:
(77) She wolde ™ if p! she sawe a Mous Hengwrt GP |. 144

All occurrences osaware spelledaughin El, and only four of the seven instances
of saweused for the past tense plural are preserved,iwliith indicates that they
are relicts, as Scribe B no longer made any distincbetween singulasaw and
plural sawe in this manuscript. In El he useshugh also for the other three
occurrences of the past plural, and on one occaa®shown in (78), he mistakenly
wrote sawefor the past singular:

(78) Thow saw thy child yslayn bifor thyne eyen Hengwrt ML I. 750
Thow sawe thy child yslayn bifore thyne eyen Ellesmere ML I. 750

Sayandseighmust be authorial variants as well, because irthég are used both
within the line and in rhyming position. The scribad to preserve in El the spelling
of nine occurrences aay, two of seighand one ofey the latter with a change in
ML I. 711 from Hgseyto El say (see (79c) below), because these were rhyme
words: if he had changed their spelling istugh he would have spoiled the rhyme.

(79) a. Was risen and romed in a chambre anheigh Hengwrt

In which he al the noble Citee seigh KT Il. 207-208

Was risen and romed in a chambre an heigh Ellesmere

In which he al the noble Citee seigh KT Il. 207-208
b. Alite er he was mordred on a day Hengwrt

His mordre in his auysion he say NP Il. 293-294

Alite er he was mordred on a day Ellesmere

His mordre in his Auysiou he say NP Il. 293-294
C. And whan p' he this pitous lettre sey Hengwrt

Ful ofte he seyde allas and weilawey ML Il 711-712

And whan p' he this pitous lettre say Ellesmere

Ful ofte he seyde Allas and weylaway ML II. 711-712

The variantseighis thus preserved twice in rhyming context in &though a third
instance of this form, which is not attested in i$galso found within the line in GP
l. 193:
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(80) I saugh his sleues p'filed at the hond* Hengwrt GP |. 193
| seigh his sleues ypurfiled at the hond Ellesmere GP I. 193

The spellingseighattested in this line in El is shared by only & féteenth-century
manuscripts: Cp, Mm, Pw, Ryand Lc; La shows the variant with final (seigh@,
while Dd and Gg reasdey By contrast, some authoritative manuscripts} &tal Ch,
agree with Hg and reashugh while others, A4 Er?, and Ad, display the variant
saw(e) Although the evidence from these manuscripts as very helpful in
determining which variant is authorial, it is lilgethat this instance odeighis a
relict, because it occurs in the first lines of GPa point in which the scribe was
still getting used to the language of the exemplas,phenomenon that Benskin and
Laing (1981:66) call ‘working-in’ (see Chapter 2.8).

The faithful preservation of variants from thegimal version can also explain
the presence afeighandsaughin Hg. As the distribution of the variants $4w in
Table 15 shows, not all of them occur in each eaatif in Hg.

Structural Section|  seigh saugh saw(e) | say(e) sey
Hg EI| Hg ElI | Hg ElI| Hg ElI| Hg EI
| 9 2 16 35| 10 - 2 1 - -
Il - - - 21 2 - 19 2 - -
1l - - - 6 - - 7 7 1 -
v 4 1 13 55| 31 5 20 -1 -
V — — 2 2 - - - - - -

Table 15. Variantsfor saw in each Structural Section of Hengwrt

Most occurrences afeighare clustered in Section I, and only four of themfaund

in Section IV. Likewisesaughis preferred t@awin Section I, while the reverse can
be seen in Section IV. This may indicate that ttrébe preserved most instances of
seighand saughin the first part of Hg because he was not yetilfamwith the
language of the exemplar, and thus copied it falthf In addition, whileseigh
saughandsaw(e)are for the most part used in sections | andsi¥(e)is found in

all of the first four sections, but is almost th@yoform used in sections Il and Il
This largely coincides with the different stagegha process of copying of Hg that
are described by Doyle and Parkes (1979:xxvi—xpo@ection Il and half of Section
11l were written with two different inks, both ofié¢m lighter than the brown ink used
for most of the tales in the other three sectians, must therefore have been copied
later than Sections I, IV and V (cf. Stubbs 200tks). Given thasay, saw and
saughare East Midland forms for the past tenssaf which were used in London
as well (see LALME vol. I, maps 511, 512), all bése variants could have been in
Chaucer’'s as well as in the scribe’s repertoireweleer, saweis the sole variant
used in the Chancery Standard (see Samuels 198&8&p8&nd thus the form with
which Scribe B must have been most familiar, wisitg/(e)and saw(e)are used
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more frequently thasaughin Hg, suggesting that these were most likelyftrens
preferred by Chaucer. It follows that, despite tlaet that saugh represents
Chaucer’s usage only in part, it is this form tee¢ntually was chosen to normalise
the spelling ofsaw in El, probably because, as | have already ardaedther
lexical items, it was regarded as the old-fashionadant that best represented the
author’s spelling.

To conclude this section, the evidence presenterk hindicates that the
occurrence of two or more variants of the same wandHg and El shows that the
scribe, and probably also Chaucer, tolerated aioedegree of variation in their
orthography, which is not unusual since at the tiheze was no standard spelling.
In addition, different spelling variants may alse mstances where the scribe
adhered less strictly to the spelling of the odjirext, and allowed his own spelling
practice to prevail. The evidence is not alwayslaar-cut as one would like, as the
spelling habits of the scribe and the author opertal to some degree, either
because they wrote in the same dialect or becanaadér’s spelling influenced the
scribe’s practice to such an extent that it fumeid as a model. The forms that |
have identified in this section as possible autilorariants are the followindifore,
biforn andtoforn for BEFORE forther andferther for FURTHER myrie andmuryefor
MERRY; myrily andmurily for MERRILY; mychelandmuchil for MUCH; nat, nought
naughtand nawghtfor NOT as well assay(e), saw(e), seigénd possiblysaughfor
sAw. In addition, | have shown that in certain casifferences in spelling may be
due to a shift of exemplar. The best example &f ihithe transition between quires
28 and 29 in TM, which is characterised by a nundfe@momalous variants in quire
29, often clustered in the first folios. | have posed that the use of different
spelling variants in these quires, as shown for therds mucH, you and
NEIGHBOUR, was probably caused by a change of the exempled €or copying
TM. All the pieces of evidence collected in thictien make it possible for us to
distinguish variants that occur in free variation Hig and El because they are
instances of authorial variation from forms thatywhetween the two manuscripts
because of scribal variation, a distinction thatrigcial in allowing us to gain some
insight into the spelling system of the author &4 as of the scribe.

4. Lexical items affected by word division

In the previous sections | dealt with variationitems displaying a default spelling
alongside one or more alternative variants, andeqently with variation in items
whose different spelling forms occur at random.ill mow turn to a third group of
words that show orthographic variation between lHd &l: lexical items whose
spelling may be affected by word division. In batlnuscripts, Scribe B frequently
divided words that consisted of at least two leliteans, mostly compound adverbs,
prepositions and conjunctions, into their composgtiius writing, for exampléher
fore (see Figure 9 below for this wordt the and wher as Although the scribe
usually left a space between the two words, forrgia betweemvherandas there
are numerous instances of words which, despiteati®®nce of an obvious break
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between the two components, should be considerembrasisting of two separate
items. | will discuss them in what follows. Moreayé¢here is evidence that for a
number of words, mainly adverbs, Scribe B also eygd compound variants, as
shown, for instance, by the occurrencetwdrby alongsidether by Although these
words frequently display both undivided and dividedns in Hg and El, two-word
spellings are generally preferred in Hg, while eveed spellings are more common
in El. The different pattern of word division seetase a scribal feature rather than
an authorial one, yet the data collected do nattgoiwards a radical shift in scribal
habits between Hg and El. Rather, they suggestibas¢endency to replace two-
word spellings, which | will argue are probably lawrial, with one-word spellings,
which are most likely scribal. In doing so, howevitre scribe did not succeed in
imposing a more regular pattern on El than he didHg. In contrast, there is
evidence that word division may similarly affectms® words in both manuscripts,
and especially that the scribe often used botHispalariants in El. For the purpose
of the discussion, | divided the items in questioto three groups, each of them
representing one of the three possibilities of lapglvariation exhibited by the
words analysed. In what follows, | will thus dissugems showing a similar use of
word division in Hg and El (in 84.1), items showiagpreference for two-word
spellings in Hg but for one-word spellings in Bh 84.2) and items showing two-
word spellings only in Hg against one-word and tward spellings in El (in §4.3).

4.1. Similar use of word division in Hengwrt and Ellesmere

The spelling of adverbs and conjunctions that begth ther, wher andwith as in
ther vpon wher(e) asandwith in(ne) shows little variation between Hg and El. For
the most part the two constituents of these worgsveitten separately in both
manuscripts and, when attested, in Tr as well. lzee a few exceptions to this
pattern, which will be dealt with in 84.3 below. btontrast, a slight degree of
variation between Hg and El is found in the spgliirf the items listed in Table 16.

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
APART a part 4 3 1
apart - 1 -
OVERALL ouer al 20 17+1 3
oueral 2 4 3
TODAY to day 12 9 -
today - 2 -
UPRIGHT vp right(e) 11 10 -
vpright(e) 4 6 1 (vpribtes)
WHEREOF | wher of 4 4+1 -
wherof - 0+1 75

Table 16. Some degree of variation in word division in Hg and El
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These items usually display the two-word variant$lg as well as in El. The one-
word variants are often absent in Hg, or are usey infrequently, whereas in El
they occur more regularly, even though they negprasent the main variants. As a
result, the spelling of these words shows greatmiation in El than in Hg,
suggesting that, as far as these items are corthetime scribe was probably not
aiming at imposing a regular pattern on the lateanascripts. This is also
exemplified by the words discussed in the following sections.

4.2. From two-word spellings in Hengwrt to one-word spellings in
Ellesmere

The items in this group show that the scribe useied as well as undivided
spelling variants in both Hg and El for compund @grlin Hg, however, he clearly
preferred to write these words as two separatedéxiems, such asom de(e)l
while in El he often wrote them as one word. In poomd words composed of three
items, such as the adverbialsthe fulleandat the lasteword division affected only
the first two morphemestt the This is exemplified by the items in Table 17.

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
AT (-) at the fulle 3 1 -
atte fulle 4 6 -
at the laste 26 8+1 -
atte laste 20 39+2 18
at the le(e)ste 11 6+1 -
atte le(e)ste 5 10+1 —
(N)EVERMORE (n)euere mo(ore) 43 13 -
(n)eueremo(ore) 10 40+5 10
SOMEDEAL som de(e)l 6 3 -
somde(e)l 2 5 -
WITHIN in with 6 4+2 -
inwith 3 5 -

Table 17. Preference for two word-spellingsin Hg and one-word spellingsin El

As the examples in the table show, the adverkialsuLL, meaning ‘completely’,
AT LAST andAT LEAST are spellecht thefulle, at the lasteandat the leestén Hg and
El, although variants spellegite fullg atte lasteandatte leestere attested in both
manuscripts as well. Word division can occur betwieo of the three components
of these adverbials: on the prepositairand the article¢he, which may merge in the
assimilated formatte This variant is found much more frequently in e later
manuscript. Accordinglyat the/atte fulleas well asat the/atte leestare invariably
used in both Hg and El, although variants vatte are preferred in El. Likewise,
bothat the lasteandatte laste occur in Hg, sometimes in the same tale and dnce,
PA, even in the same paragraph:
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(81) for he maketh alwey a wikked knotte atte laste ende Hengwrt
alwey he maketh a but” at the laste ende PA par. 420

for he maketh alwey a wikked knotte atte laste ende  Ellesmere
alwey he maketh a but atte laste ende PA par. 420

In El also atte lasteis used more frequently thaat the laste which however
represents the alternative variant in KT, MI, REl &MBT as well as the only form
employed in CY, even thougitte lasteoccurs in the prologue of this tale, Link 33.
Atte lasteis also the only expression found in Tr and must lmerrected version of
the Gowerian variardte laste which is attested in Fairfax. There is no indimatn
either Hg or El as to whatte lasteshould be preferred @t the lasteLack of space
on the page is often a reason for using contraftteds of a word, but there is no
evidence of this in relation to the use of these wariants in Hg, and especially in
El. It seems likely that both forms were attestedthie original papers, possibly
because Chaucer’s spelling habits changed in theseoof time or more simply
because he did not use a standard spelling. lathite lastas used more frequently
in Structural Sections | and IV, for instance, whéroccurs nine and fifteen times,
respectively, whileatte lasteis used only four times in Section | and five tgria
Section IV. In the other three sections the refeiop between the two variants is
inverted andatte lasteis the preferred spelling. Sections | and 1V iddutales that
were composed earlier and for this reason oftertagorold-fashioned, and thus
probably authorial, spelling forms. Even though skeibe preferreditte lastein El,
he preserved four instancesatfthe lastan KT, as shown below:

(82) a. Til at the laste aslaked was his mood Hengwrt KT |. 902
Til at the laste aslaked was his mood Ellesmere KT |. 902
b. That at the laste Cteinly they dye Hengwrt KT |. 1962
That at the laste certeinly they dye Ellesmere KT |. 1962
c. And at the laste he took conclusiold Hengwrt KT I. 1993
And at the laste he took conclusiou Ellesmere KT I. 1993
d. Yet at the laste wasted is the tree Hengwrt KT I. 2156
Yet at the laste wasted is the tree Ellesmere KT I. 2156

Scribe B also changed Hgjte lasteinto El at the lastethree times in the lines in
(83), thus preserving or reinstating what was pbbbthe original spelling:
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(83) a. And atte laste he hadde of hym a sighte
Til at the laste he hadde of hym a sighte

b. And atte laste the wardeyn yaf hem leue
And at the laste the wardeyn yaf hem leue

C. And atte laste he chees hym for to wende
And at the laste he chees hym for to wende

Hengwrt Ml 1. 257
Ellesmere MI |. 257

Hengwrt RE I. 92
Ellesmere RE I. 92

Hengwrt WBT |. 888
Ellesmere WBT |. 888

The increased use aftein El clearly suggests that this is a scribal deat The
preference foatte may be due to the influence of Chancery Englishhenscribe’s
practice. Comparison with the language of the damisthat are collected /&CE
shows thattte is used twice as often as the even though both expressicaisthe
last andatte lastoccur just once. Professional scribes were apfigrerre used to
writing atte, and Scribe B, who was one of them (see ChaptgL),evidently did
so in his literary manuscripts as well. Moreovég thoice for the variamttte may
also be a means through which the scribe intendewitmalise the spelling of the
above-mentioned adverbials. A more comprehensiadysis of all occurrences of
at thein The Canterbury Taleshows that this sequence is mostly affected by the
change from divided spelling in Hg to undivideddhwhenat theis followed by the
wordsbestefulle, lasteandle(e)stei.e. in fixed expressions similar to the one give
in (85) below. When the same sequence is usedchier @bntexts, as shown by the
example in (84), it rarely changes between Hg and E

(84) In Southwerk” at the Tabard? as | lay
In Southwerk at the Tabard* as | lay

Hengwrt GP I. 20
Ellesmere GP |. 20

The figures for all occurrences af theandatte, both in fixed expressions and in
other contexts, in Hg and El are provided in Tabk where they clearly
demonstrate the point | made above:

Hengwrt Ellesmere
at thein fixed expressions 40 15+2
at thein other contexts 67 63+8
attein fixed expressions 29 55+3
attein other contexts 8 12+1

Table 18. Occurences of at + thein Hg and El

The distribution of all divided and undivided varia ofat thein Hg and El shows
that even thought theis generally preferred form in both manuscripite humber
of occurrences oétte almost doubles in El. The higher figures in El, drewever,
determined by the increased number of fixed expesgshat are spelled witktte in
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this manuscript, rather than by a general tendeéoayseatte instead ofat the It
would thus seem that, as | argued ab@teheis the authorial variant, which was
often spelledatte in several instances of the above-mentioned adygrtssibly by
Chaucer and certainly by Scribe B. Robinson (20Gffajvs the same conclusion
about the authority of this variant in his stemmatommentary on particular
readings in GP, when he comments on the variaitotne bestevs. atte bestqan
expression that occurs only three timeJve Canterbury Talgsn all witnesses of
the following line of GP, which reads:

(85) And wel we weeren esed at the beste Hengwrt GP |. 29
And wel we weren esed atte beste Ellesmere GP I. 29

In his analysis of this line Robinson argues that

the pattern of distribution suggests that scribels ffee to writeatte/at the
regardless of what was in the exemplar. However, thghiveif support folat
the across the lines of descent and in manuscriptstheehead of each line of
descent makes it unlikely thatte was the reading of O.

(Robinson 2000b:8§2)

The adverbgueremo(oreandneueremo(oreloth in their extended and in their
abbreviated formsewvemo(ore), are usually split into two words in Hg but joined
into one word in El. In Tr, by contrast, Scribe Biays wroteeueremo(oreps well
asneueremo(oreas one word; this is also the way in which mdsthose variants
are spelled in the Fairfax manuscript. The fact thare is no such variation in Tr
suggests that both divided and undivided variantstese words were part of the
scribe’s repertoire. However, undivided spellingerev probably in his active
repertoire, and must have been the variants thatdutd have used himself, as well
as the forms he would always preserve when he fthew in an exemplar.

The last two words exemplifying the preference dadivided adverbs in El are
somdeland inwith, meaning ‘somewhat’ and ‘within’. Neither word used very
frequently inThe Canterbury Taleandinwith is the alternative variant for the much
more widely usedvith inng which is always represented as two separate words
Even though the figures for these items are vergllsmven smaller after removing
the occurrences ah with that are attested in El but not in Hg, they shiwat t
divided forms are employed more often in Hg tharhi& corresponding text in El,
while the number of undivided forms increases atiogty from Hg to El.

4.3. Two-word spellings in Hengwrt vs. oneword and two-word
spellingsin Ellesmere

The forms described in what follows only exhibitotwword spellings in Hg, which,
as | will argue below, derive from the original tewhile undivided forms are used
alongside divided ones in El. The only exceptiomwisEREFORE which, as | will
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explain below, is spelledher forein Hg but displays only the undivided spelling
wherforein El. The items in question are listed in Tab®e 1

Hengwrt  Ellesmere Trinity
EFTSOON eft soone(s) 8 5+1 -
eftsoone(s) - 3+1 1
FURTHERMORE | forther mo(ore) 12 7 2
forthermo(ore) — 5 2
SOMETIMES som tyme 67 36+2 2
somtyme - 26+16 14
SOMEWHAT som what 19 9+3 -
somwhat - 10+4 1
THEREBY ther by 14 7+3 3
therby - 6+4 1
THERETO ther to 39 24+1 11
therto - 17 2
THEREWITH ther with 45 35+2 -
therwith - 9 -
UPON vp on 303 234+13 9
vpon - 64+5 136
WHEREFORE wher fore 39 - -
wherfore - 40+11 -

Table 19. Two-word spellingsin Hg one-word and two-word spellingsin El

The wordeftsooneoccurs in its two-word variangft soongin Hg and only five of
eight occurrences of this spelling are preservedlifThe collation of all fifteenth-
century witnesses in WBP |. 782 and Ml I. 303, boththem readingeft soonesn
Hg, shows that this spelling is preserved in mdghe early manuscripts, such as
Cp, H4, Gg and La, as well as in later but authoritatives, such as Adand Ch.
Undivided forms of this word are however very conmtbroughout the textual
tradition; they may suggest different lines of adegcfor the texts in which they are
found, although they may also reveal the scribafggence for a given spelling of
this word. Eftsonesis, for instance, attested in line 782 of WBP imotO
manuscripts, Aland Ef, which usually contain archetypal readings, ad @®lin
line 303 of Ml in Efalone.

The adverlforthermo(ore) as well as the adverb and conjunctamerfore are
consistently divided into two words in Hg, wherdasEl the one-word spelling
either predominates, as in the case of the fornmedwor is the only one, as in the
case of the latter. It is interesting to note tinatlg the scribe sometimes wrote the
two words that composed these adverbs so closgctoaher that they look like one
word; this can be seen in the examples providddgares 5 and 6.
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Figure5. Forther moin fol. 199r of Hengwrt (PD I. 226)

Figure 6. Wher forein 195r of Hengwrt (L211. 8)

Instances like these are transcrifedhermo and wherfore respectively, in the
digital facsimile of the Hengwrt manuscript, altigbul believe that they should be
treated as two-word variants, spelfedther moandwher fore This can be inferred
from the way in which the scribe wrote the lanig these words. In their description
of Scribe B’s handwriting in Hg, Doyle and Park&879:xxxvi) observe that ‘long r
is always joined to the following letter (or abbiaion) and stands out in final
position by the wide sweep of its upstroke andtragtm’. The longr in the words
forther mo andwhe fore in Figures 5 and 6 (to be distinguished from tloaind r’
that follows the lettep in the same words, i.éorther mo andwher fore) is clearly
not joined to the following letter, and also hasasher wide right arm. Similar
examples in which long does not occur in word-final position are providgdthe
wordssarmonein folio 202v (in Figure 7) anBoterflyein folio 151r (in Figure 8),
in which longr is likewise followed bym andf, respectively, and in both of which
there is no doubt as to the fact that the loigjoined to the letter that follows, and
thus does not have a ‘right arm’ following the upke.

Figure 7. Sarmonein fol. 202v of Hengwrt (PD |. 551)

Figure 8. Boterflyein fol. 151r of Hengwrt (M E |. 1060)

In words likeforthermoandwherfore in which word division can occur after the
‘long r, it is sometimes difficult to decide wheththey display a divided or an
undivided variant, which is why my findings disagravith some transcriptions
provided in the Digital Facsimile of Hengwrt. Inode instances in which Scribe B
left some space between the two constituents obra vas inther forein Figure 9
below, it is obvious that this is a two-word vatiadowever, when there is little or
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no space between the two components, aforither moin Figure 4 above, the
presence of the right arm in the ‘long r’, is th@yocriterion adopted to decide that
this is a two-word spelling, since in the one-weediant the ‘long r’ does not have
this extra stroke. | would like to argue that tleengewhat ambiguous representation
of words likeforthermoandwherforeindicates that these words probably occurred
in their divided form in the exemplar, whereas $hebe was accustomed to writing
them undivided. In the process of copying, thebscnivould read these adverbs,
repeat them in his head and then write them dowiit, @ormally was the case with
the copying of manuscripts (see Greetham 1994:8®-2However, between
repeating these adverbs and writing them down enpidge, the scribe probably
intended to preserve their original two-word shdp#,at the same time he was also
influenced by his own spelling habits. As a reshk, allowed enough space for
writing the long finalr with a wide right arm, left a slight gap afferther andwher,

as if he were writing two separate words, and theste the ensuing wordmo and
fore, so close to the preceding one that they actgakyn to be attached. This would
not happen all the time, however, because, aslladmve, Scribe B also wrote other
words of the same kind in an unambiguous two-wdrdps, as shown by the
instance other forein Figure 9.

Figure9. Ther forein fol. 195r of Hengwrt (PH 1. 285)

The same problem characterises the representafitimee wordssomtymeand
somwhat both of which are only spelled as two words in, kidhile one-word
instances are used alongside them in El. This tiheeletter that suggests a break in
the flow of the pen is the finaimof som, the first constituent of the adverbs. The
letter does not show any connecting stroke, nonewehairline, after the third
minim, as would usually be the case when anothteriéollowed and the scribe
carried on writing without lifting the quill fromhe parchment. This can be seen in
the example provided in Figure 10, where the wawoh occurs both in the adverb
som whain folio 215v, and in the adjectiv@mthat precedes the wordsyrtheand
doctrinein the following line. In both case the word iseBpd exactly in the same
way, thus showing that the instancesofn whatin L28 |. 16 must be treated as a
two-word spelling.

Figure 10. Som what in fol. 215v of Hengwrt (L281. 16)
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Further down the same page another occurrencsomf whatprecedes the word
moore As illustrated in Figure 11, there is no strokéning the letterm to the
following w in som whatwhile a stroke is clearly visible between the amim of
the initial m and the followingo in moore thus indicating that, unlikeom what
there was no interruption between the writingrodind the next letter.

Figure 11. Som what in fol. 215v of Hengwrt (L28 1. 37)

Comparison of two instances sbm whatin L30, in folio 99r of Hg with the
equivalent lines in folio 178v of El shows that oth instances in El the third
minim of the lettem finishes with a stroke that joins this letter wille followingw,
and therefore the spelling heres@mwhat

Figure 12. Two instances of som what in fol. 99r of Hengwrt
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Figure 13. Two instances of somwhat in fol. 178v of Ellesmere
(from Thomas 2006)

Most of the adverbs beginning witer, such asher inandther of are regularly
attested with the two-word spelling in Hg as wallia El, and only three of them,
ther by ther to and ther with are exceptional, because they also display the
one-word variant in El. There is no clear explaomatior this, as there is nothing in
the distribution of the two forms that may suggéifterences in the exemplar or
changes in the process of copying. Some obsergasioould be made, however, the
first one being that in most of the adverbs stgrtiith ther- that are always spelled
with two words in Hg and El, the second componegits with a vowel, as ither
aboute ther afterandther out In just three exceptional itemiber by, ther to and
ther with, the first componenther is followed by prepositions starting with a
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consonant. Secondly, the adverbeRETO is always spelledherto in the Fairfax
manuscript, suggesting that this is the Goweriaraag while in Tr it is consistently
split into two words. Two debatable occurrenceswinich there is virtually no gap
betweerther andto, are shown in Figures 14 and 15:

i B E‘.? -

Figure 14. Ther toin fol. 16r in Trinity (l. 3.1976)
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Figure 15. Ther toin fol. 21r in Trinity (l. 4.29)

Yet, on the basis of what | argued above aboushape of ‘long’ in word-final
and word-medial position, | consider these occuresras consisting of two words,
like all the other ones in Scribe B’s stint of th®nfessio AmantisFinally, the
varianttherwithis attested only in El, where nine of the 44 ooences of this word
display the one-word spelling. This variant ocdess frequently thather withalso
in all the other fifteenth-century witnessesltie Canterbury TaleS he collation of
all occurrences of this adverb in NP and MI showatta few authoritative
manuscripts, A Erf and Gg, contain one-word variants, whereas motteéarly
texts display the two-word spelling that is alwaged in Hg.

The last example concerns the adverb and prepositton, which is always
spelledvp onin Hg, while about one in four occurrences in i arittenvpon The
one-word spelling is also preferred in Tr, and siwgonis the only form attested in
the Fairfax manuscript, this may indicate that tleeibe was influenced by the
spelling of the exemplar of Tr, which very likelprtained the Gowerian one-word
variant, and thus prevented him from usimg on as freely as he did in the
Chaucerian manuscripts.

To conclude, the items discussed in this sectimwsthat in El Scribe B did not
achieve any regularity with respect to the spellfigadverbials, conjunctions and
prepositions that exhibit multiple variants as auteof word division. One reason
for this is that although one-word spellings weeediming more popular at the time,
two-word variants must have still been extremelynowmn, as shown by the
presence of two-word variants in the bureaucratiggliage, as well as in numerous
fifteenth-century witnesses dthe Canterbury TaledHowever, even in the variety
used by the Chancery scribes, the incipient stahidaguage, there is evidence of a
certain degree of variation between one-word and-word forms of the same
lexical items. In addition, even though it is védilely that Chaucer employed both
variants, but had a preference for two-word spglfiirms, it is possible that scribes
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did not after all consider word division as a sfmaint indicator of authorial
spelling. Scribe B could thus opt for the variahtaoword that he preferred, often
adopting the one with which he was more familiar.

5. Concluding remarks

In this chapter | have argued that the distributidrspelling variants often differs
between Hg and El either because one default taisansed in each manuscript
along with one or more minor variants, or becawse or more spelling variants
occur in free variation in both manuscripts, ordiese lexical items may or may not
be affected by word division. The words that haeerbanalysed for this purpose
show that in all these cases old-fashioned formdoin Hg, such aslepyd are
usually relicts that occur among other variantsclwtdre used more frequently, such
ascleped Relicts are found occasionally in El as well, ghdy may sometimes
even be variants that are not attested in Hgseigh in GP I. 193. However,
old-fashioned forms in El, such asght seem to have been chosen deliberately to
represent Chaucer’s language, even if they werbaily the recessive variants in
the poet’'s own orthographic practice. The pattdravard division is an additional
feature that shows the adoption of the undividedllisyy of words in El, as in
forthermore instead of the two-word spelling in Hg, asforther more which,
however, is likely to be authorial.

On the whole, it seems that the scribe tolerapedling variation in El less than
he did in Hg, and that he often selected for thismascript variants that were rather
old-fashioned at the beginning of the fifteenth toeypn All this supports the
suggestion already made in the previous chaptestiie scribe generally tried to
normalise the spelling in El; he did so either legucing the number of variants
employed for a word, or by using one variant oéxdal item more frequently and
the alternative variants sporadically. In additiony findings also confirm that
authorial spellings, such asw(e)in Hg, were often preserved from the exemplar,
while variants such esaughwere often introduced in El deliberately, in ortleiuse
in this manuscript a spelling system that was aseclas possible to Chaucer’s
orthographic practice.






Other aspects of spelling variation in Hengwrt
and Ellesmere

The present study aims to establish to what extéstcopyist preserved Chaucer’s
language in Hg and El by means of an extensiveyaisabf Scribe B’s orthographic
practice in the two manuscripts. This approachsrest the assumption that the
exemplar, or exemplars, which he used for copyittgeeHg or El or, possibly, both
of them, contained authorial language. Spellingavds which agree in the two
manuscripts are usually irrelevant to the purpddeis research, as most of the time
they represent authorial forms. This is also sutggklsy Robinson, who argues that

We should treat El Hg as representing two distine¢di of descent from O.
This, together with their early date and their ciess to O, mandates any
readings which are present in both El Hg as virtuabytain to have been
present in O. Where El and Hg agree, whatever otheusceaipts have is likely
to be of historic interest only.

(Robinson 2000a:83.4.1)

Robinson makes here a strong claim about the imapoet of the agreement of
readings in Hg and El, although this does not resrdg mean that the readings in
the other witnesses are irrelevant. As | explaime@hapter 1, the comparison of all
witnesses toThe Canterbury Taless crucial in determining which readings are
archetypal. In addition, this is a general statamiiat does not exclude the
possibility of exceptions. My findings have revehléor instance, that occasionally
Hg and El agree in displaying variants, suchiésore andmuch(el)(see Chapter 5),
which are not attested in any other witnesses, lictware preserved in just a few
manuscripts. In these cases, Hg and El containngadhat are not authorial, but
that were introduced by someone else, possiblyb8dsi, at an early stage of the
textual tradition ofThe Canterbury Talesret, the importance of similar readings in
Hg and El ought to be emphasized here, becausepfiesite situation, the presence
of considerable variation between the spellinghafse two manuscripts, is a clear
sign of scribal interference, and therefore indisahat changes must have occurred
between the copying of Hg and El. This makes itemdifficult to establish which
variants were authorial and which were scribal. HViespect to this problem
Robinson suggests the following:
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The key to decision about what readings may have pessent in O is the pair
of manuscripts written by *hand b’, Hg and El. ... Wé¢hey do disagree, and
neither reading is an obvious error or is arguatdye difficult, one can use the
recension ... to indicate which reading is presera iarger number of lines of
descent and so is more likely to have been présedt Where the reading in
either Hg or El seems more difficult, one could tse principles oflifficilior
lectio and diffraction to justify this as likely to habeen present in O.
(Robinson 2000b:81.2)

In this context, ‘recension’ is the result of a garison of the readings in Hg and El
with all other witnesses of th@eneral Prologuen order to establish which readings
are archetypal, and, in view of this, to group thanuscripts in different lines of
descent from O. ‘Diffraction’ refers to the scrilpabctice of substituting a difficult
or unusual worddjfficilior lectio) with an easier or a known one. Yet, in addition t
the spelling differences between Hg and El, therevidence of spelling variation in
Hg alone, which strongly suggests that the exergdl#nis manuscript, and possibly
the archetype, was far from being characterise@ lbggular orthographic system.
Even though the previous chapters were mainly éevtd the analysis of various
spelling differences between Hg and El in particulaoccasionally also raised a
number of general issues that are relevant to stafedting more about Scribe B’s
influence on these manuscripts; these issues willlibcussed more extensively in
what follows.

A common issue in Hg and El is the absence of mgylar pattern for the
spelling of lexical items that are reflexes of OBrds containing the vowgl OEY,
as inmyrghp could be represented in ME By (mirthe) in the East Midland dialect,
by u (murthg in West Midland and South Western, and éymerthg in East
Anglian and South Eastern (see map in Chaptergur&il). A survey of some items
containing a vowel that derives from GE that iSBIRTH, BURY, BUSY, CHURCH,
MIRTH, MERRY, MERRILY andMUCH, shows that all three reflexes of Qfre attested
in Hg and El as well as in Tr. However, in the t@baucerian manuscripts some
variants exhibit dissimilar patterns of distributjcas exemplified in Table 1. Most
of these words show a preference for variants epetlithi/y in both Hg and El, as
in bisy, bisynessechirche myrily and myrthe These spellings are likely to be
authorial, as they are East Midland forms, whicheafairly common in the London
Type lll dialect and therefore in Chaucer’s langualgorms spelled withu- or €-,
by contrast, may be either rhyme words or reliass] argued in Chapter 5 for two
non-rhyming occurrences afurthein GP, and otherwise they are simply scribal
spellings, in spite of the fact that Chaucer andb®&cB were probably speakers of
similar dialects. Examples of this are the varibisly for BUusy and its derivative
bisynesse which are consistently used in Hg and El, thudidating a clear
preference fori-. In Hg, however, there are the following two epiiens:

(1) a. Asglad as humble as busy in seruyse Hengwrt CL |. 603
b. In busynesse of myrthe and in solas Hengwrt Ml I. 468
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Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
birthe/byrthe 2 3 -
burthe 3 2 —
biry 2 - -
bury 10 12 -
bery 2 2 —
bisy 18 19+1 7
busy 1 - 13
bisynesse 28 29+3 -
busynesse 1 — —
chirche 37 42+30 3
cherche 6 1 1
myrie/myry(e) 14 31+4 -
murye/murie 32 17 1
mery(e)/merie 5 5 —
myrily 8 6 -
murily 2 4 —
myrthe 14 15+2 -
murthe 4 3+1 -
mychel 4 - 12
muche/muchel 106 120+32 -
muchil 12 - -

Table 1. Words showing the reflexes of Ol in Hg, El and Tr

The readingbusynessén Ml is shared only by Cp, Haand Py, while all other
witnesses show readings with eitherer 4/y-; in addition, according to th@orpus
of Middle English Prose and Ver§2006), the variarnibusyin CL is also attested in
Ha'. Both Cp and Hhaare written by a scribe from the South West Midgnwhile
Py contains some Western dialect features that bior(2003:158) argues are not
scribal. Even though in the stemmatic commentarylbRobinson 2004), Haand
Py are classified among the fourteen manuscripthieftale that belong to the O
group, this evidence is not enough to conclude llnaynessandbusyin Ml and
CL are relicts. Moreover, Scribe B consistently tefoisy andbisynessén Tr, even
though these were not the Gowerian forms, as delyi for the adjective and
besinessédor the noun are attested in the Fairfax manusdtifis therefore possible
thatbisy was the variant shared by Chaucer and by Scrilam@ that for this reason
the scribe used it systematically Tine Canterbury Talesand introduced it in his
copy of theConfessio Amantias well. The instances bisy(nesse3hould instead
be considered scribal variants.

The language of Hg and El also displays words whilewise derive from an
OE ancestor that containegl,-and which are preferentially spelled withk enly in
Hg, as shown byurthe and murye or in both Hg and El, as shown bwry and
muche(l) These variants need further explanation, as dioetyot seem characteristic
of Chaucer’s repertoire, and are often the redudtcdbal intervention. In Chapter 5
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I showed thatnuryeandmyrie occur in free variation in Hg and El, whiteeryeis
mostly attested in rhyming position. However, thstribution of these variants
differs in the two manuscripts, asuryeis preferred in Hg, whilenyrie is preferred
in El, even thougmuryein El is also found in a number of lines that ig Ebntain
myrie or that are missing altogether. In addition, therfsmuryeandmyryeare not
common in the vast majority of the fifteenth-cegtwitnesses offhe Canterbury
Tales in whichmeryeis attested more frequently. | therefore suggestatinurie is

a scribal variant, possibly representing Chaucasage only when the word occurs
in rhyming position, probably becaussurie was a conventional spelling for this
word. Evidence for archetypal forms is providedthg use of variants afiERRY
andBURY in the following rhyming pairs:

(2 Hengwrt Ellesmere
GP Il. 207:208 berye(‘berry’): merye berye merye
KT Il. 2203:2204 serye(‘argument’):merye serye merye
CLIl. 615:616 merye herye(listen’) merye herye
PDII. 77:78 beryed(‘buried’): blakeberyed beryed blakeberyed

The choice ofneryein GP |. 208, KT |. 2204 and CL |. 615, andh#ryedin PD
I. 77, is clearly dictated by the rhyme constrasmicemuryeor myryeandburyedor
byryedin each of those lines would be less effectivewbaywords.

By contrast, the lines in (3) show that differeatriants are involved in three
rhyming pairs (3a—c), although not all of them an¢horial, and thanery(e)occurs
once also within the line (3d). In ME |. 974 andRD |. 555 there is no particular
reason for usingnurye and merye as the rhyming pairmyrie pyrie and murye
burye would have been perfectly acceptable, and also d&septional, sincpyrie
and bury(e) are the variants for these words that are use@d rmommonly inThe
Canterbury Tales An explanation for this is that the pgurye murye in ME
Il. 973-974 is an example of scribal hypercorrettias | suggested in Chapter 5.
Apart from this single occurrence pfirye the wordPEAR is usually spelled in Hg
eitherpirye, both in rhyming position and within the line, perys the plural form
occurring within the line. By contrast, the spallimerieis necessary in PD I. 555
for rhyming with berye which is thus an authorial variant; this explawisy both
merie andberyeare preserved in El. The only instanceradry(e)in the middle of
line 146 of NP is, therefore, an authorial variast well, since it occurs in an
environment that is not subjected to the rhyme taimd, and yet it displays the
same spelling in Hg and in El. Unlike the rhymingirppurye murye described
above, the rhymepyriec myrie in ME Il. 1081-1082 must be authoriahyrie
probably being a relict in Hg, because it is thie sostance of this variant against
the six occurrences ahurye one ofmurtheand one ofmurier that are attested in
ME. In addition, myrie is the variant that is used more frequently in the
manuscript for which | believe the scribe selectieel variants that more closely
reflected Chaucer’s practice.
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(3) a. And thus I lete hym sitte vp on the purye Hengwrt
And lanuarie and May romynge murye ME Il. 973-974
And thus | lete hym sitte vp on the pyrie Ellesmere
And lanuarie and May romynge myrie ME Il. 973-974
. Now lat vs sitte and drynke and make vs merye Hengwrt
And afterward we wol his body berye PD Il. 555-556
Now lat vs sitte and drynke and make vs merie Ellesmere
And afterward* we wol his body berie PD Il. 555-556
. Til he was come agayns thilke pirye Hengwrt
Wher as this Damyan sitteth ful myrye ME Il. 1081-1082
Til he was come agayns thilke pyrie Ellesmere

Wher as this Damyan sitteth ful myrie ME IIl. 1081-1082

d. Of herbeyue growyng in oure yerd ther merye is Hengwrt NP |. 146

Of hbe yue growyngr in oure yeerd* ther mery is Ellesmere NP |. 146
Finally, two variants of the verlBURY, which render respectively the past
participle and the present tense, are spgfieyedandbiryethonly in Hg:

(4) p'men seye nat p' youre richesses been ybiryed wherto Hengwrt
and why biryeth a man his goodes by his grete Auarice  TM pars 639-642

that men seye nat p' youre richesses been yburyed
1 Wherto 7 why burieth a man hise goodes by his grete
Auarice

Ellesmere
TM pars 639-642

These are the only two instances of this verb wisigh characterised by an East
Midland spelling in Hg. This is rather exceptionbgcause they occur in a prose
text, where their spelling cannot be justified bg thyme constraint, thus suggesting
that they must be archetypal variants. In additibase are the only two occurrences
of BURY in TM, which, as | suggested in the previous cbgps probably among the
texts that were composed earlier than the reshefCanterbury Talesnd therefore
often displays old-fashioned variants. Comparisbpawagraphs 639 and 642 of this
tale in Hg with other authoritative manuscriptseals that variants beginning with
bur- are used in both paragraphs in Ch, Dd, Gg, CpHefd while biryed occurs
alongsideburieth in Ad®, beryedandberith are attested in Adand En, andybered
and berip are the variants used in La. It is possible that presence of variants
spelled with ie- in the above-mentioned manuscripts, instead ®fitbre common
forms spelled with u, is due to the scribal preservation of one orerauthorial
forms.

The same problem is posed by the spellingwtH, since the variants attested in
Hg and El aranucheandmuche] with only twelve occurrences afiuchiland four
of mychelin Hg, all of them clustered in TM. However, theeling muche(l)is
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shared neither by the early manuscripts nor byrdtie and authoritative texts, in
which the variantenoche(l) and to a lesser extemtechel(l) are preferred instead. |
argued in Chapter 5 thatuchelwas not Chaucer’s preferred spelling, even though
both Hg and El display this form, but that the aatiemployed more often in the
original draft of The Canterbury Talesvas in all probability moche(l) Forms
spelled with u- must also have been in Chaucer’s repertoire,thnsl in his own
manuscript of th&alesas well, since there is evidence of the presend&/edtern
variants in the London dialect of Chaucer’s timée3e spellings were introduced
by scribes who were immigrants from the West Midignan area in which there
were two important centres of scribal activity, \&ester and Gloucester (Samuels
1991:3-5). Some of the variants attested, suchuahe(l) were also adopted in the
Chancery Standard. As a result of this, Westermg$ooccurred in the London
dialect alongsidemoche(l) meche(l)and myche(l) (seeLALME 1986, vol. II: 80,
item map 16-[6]), and all these variants were vedtested in both literary and
bureaucratic texts. However, whiteucheandmuchelwere probably just two of the
variants used by Chaucer, they were certainly ohe$ preferred by Scribe B, who
therefore systematically wrote them Tie Canterbury Talesvhenever he found
eithermoche(l) moch(il) or muchil It was only in Hg that the scribe did not replace
the instances afychelandmuchil thus preserving forms that most likely were in
the exemplar. Scribe B’s preference fiouche(l)abovemoche(l)can also be seen in
his stint of theConfessio Amantisn which he changed all instances of Gower’s
moche(l)into muche(l) thus showing that he introduced in his literargnmscripts
the variants with which he was familiar from hisrw@s a bureaucratic copyist. The
variants used fomMucH as well as for the lexical items discussed ab&werefore,
show that words containing reflexes of @En the Hg and El manuscripts do not
always display the vowel/y- that would be typical of Chaucer’'s London dialect
Some of the spelling variants found in the manpssrcopied by Scribe B are thus
archetypal, but most of them are due to the scridiption of forms that were
conventionally used in the bureaucratic languagd, subsequently imposed on the
language of literary texts. Even though variantsllsed with u- might have been
present in Chaucer’s repertoire, the more or lgstematic use of such forms in Hg
or El, or in both of them, should therefore beiltiied to the scribe and not to the
author.

The second issue that has emerged from the asatysvariants that differ
between Hg and El is that spelling discrepanciddgrare due not only to a mixture
of scribal and authorial forms, but also to vadatin Chaucer’'s own orthographic
practice. Examples of this are on the one handetkis that were the last ones to be
copied in Hg, as shown by part of Structural Sectib and on the other hand the
tales that derive from more than one exemplarxamelified by TM. In these cases
the evidence provided by the language is substedtiby codicological data, as
spelling changes correspond to changes in the qddysiake up of the manuscript.
Section Il consists of three quires, quires tldrnteo fifteen, and can be divided into
two parts according to the different colours of thwe inks used for copying them.
The first part, containing L29 and MO, is writtertiwthe brown ink used for most
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of the texts in Hg, while the second part, contagni30 and NP, as well as L36 and
MA, displays the same yellow ink that was also uimEdwriting the heading-ere
bygynneth the Book of the tales of Caunfbury in folio 2r, and for copying Links 17
and 20. These links are later additions to Hg, Widccording to Blake (1985:88—
89) and against the opinion of most scholars, pueicus texts. NP and MA are thus
among the last parts of Hg to have been copiedt likety because their exemplars
were made available to the scribe some time a#tends given the copytexts of the
other tales. In addition, the folios containing dhewo tales, together with those
containing PA, are the only leaves in Hg in whibb tunning titles were written by
Scribe B himself and not by another scribe, ahérest of the manuscript. Finally,
Stubbs notices that some folios in quire thirteenraled in grey lead and that

the majority of the manuscript is ruled blind withygboint so the incidence of
the lead ruling might indicate batches of folioggared and tales copied at
much the same time. The only other extensive rutihfplios with lead is in
the Tale of Melibeus, fols. 226-233, which may sisgdbat the preparation of
the Monk's Tale and part of the Tale of Melibeus raveundertaken
consecutively.

(Stubbs 2000: Observations)

These codicological details contribute to the ideat in Hg NP and MA are
somewhat anomalous texts with respect to the piegedO. Further evidence for
this is provided by the language, as the spellihgoone words varies between the
first and the second parts of Section Ill, and ea@lveld-fashioned variants are
attested in the second part. In Chapter 3, foants, | pointed out that of the two
variants used for the wordARD in NP, yeerdis probably scribal, whereagrd is
almost certainly authorial because it occurs meoeguently in Hg, is preserved in
five of the ten instances in El, and is also thdava occurring twice in rhyming
context. In addition, | have also shown in the seuof this study thabten myrie
nat, naughtandthough all of which are authorial variants, are more cwonly or
exclusively used in NP and MA, whilgeenandthoghare predominant variants in
MO, andnoughtoccurs alongsideat more frequently in MO than in the other two
tales.

Apart from showing that an interval occurred betwehe copying of the first
and the second parts of Section lll, the above-imeetl spelling differences may
also indicate that the exemplars used for MO, enatlie hand, and for NP and MA,
on the other, might have been composed at diffgreinits in time. In particular, the
exclusive use adbeenin MO andbenin NP and MA would suggest an earlier date of
composition for NP and MA. This seems to be in asit with the evidence
provided by the contents of these tales, whichthencontrary, suggest a late date
for NP and MA and an earlier one for MO (see Codi#89, Baker 1984 for MA
and Pearsall 1984 for NP). The following lines fré&d®, in particular, contain a
reference to Jack Straw, a leader of the PeasRetglt of 1381 in which many
Flemish merchants were killed, suggesting thtesminus post querior NP:
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(5) Certes he lakke Straw and his meynee
Ne made neuere showtes half so shrille
Whan p' they wolden any flemyng kille Hengwrt NP Il. 574-576

In addition, L30 and NP also contain several refees to TM and MO, the two
tales that precede NP in El, in the following lines

(6) L30Il. 15-16 refer to TM par. 81
NP |. 436 refers to TM par. 128
NP |. 344 refers to TM par. 138

NP I. 318 refers to MO Il. 641-674
NP I. 550 refers to MO Il. 377-464

Given that El is likely to display Chaucer’s inteabtale order (Cooper 1989:351), it
follows that TM and MO were written before NP. Hoage, if it is true that MO is
an earlier tale, and since, as | explained in Ghapt TM was translated around
1373 (see Matthews 1985), it is still possible tR& was composed after this time
but before Chaucer began work ©he Canterbury Tales ca. 1387, and that the
text of the tale was revised later. Such a chrapoleould allow the author to insert
the reference to the Peasants’ Revolt, and wowsld @kplain why the scribe could
not copy NP immediately after MO, but had to wait the exemplar of this tale. If
this were the case, both variantsgen in the first and the second half of Section Il
could be authorial. As | suggested in Chapter B likely that Chaucer used both a
single and a double graph for indicating a long @bwand that the spelling with a
single graph represents an older stage of the &eguOtherwise, in the absence of
more convincing evidence for this, it could also &rgued thaben was the only
form used in the original texts of all three talbésit that the scribe copied the
exemplars that he received later, those of NP aAd fdore faithfully than he had
done with MO, preserving in this way several arghat forms attested in these two
tales.

As for the use of different exemplars for TM, Siab(2000: Observations)
notices that, on the basis of codicological evidertbere are ‘several observable
inconsistencies in the make up of the one leaf v quires which comprise
Chaucer’s Tale of Melibeus’ in Hg. This observatisrsubstantiated by a number of
spelling variants used in this tale, which indicttat the scribe probably changed
the exemplar from which he was copying betweenlaise leaf of quire 28, folio
224, and the last leaf of quire 29, folio 234, vehéne tale ends. | pointed out in
Chapter 5 that the last lines of folio 224v argytgliy longer and are written in a
darker ink than the one used for the rest of tlgepthus giving the impression that
the scribe needed to fit in more text than allowgdhe page layout. It is possible
that the change of exemplar took place at this tpofnthe manuscript, perhaps
coinciding with the cross that is drawn before siezenth line of folio 224v (see
Figure 2 in Chapter 5). As far as the languageascerned, TM is generally
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characterised by the presence of several old-fasHdispelling features, but some
lexical items show considerable spelling variatfoom folio 224v onwards, and a
number of linguistic oddities are found throughguire 29. The most significant
examples of changing preferences between quiren@&9 are listed in Table 2:

Quire 28 (folios 217-224) Quire 29 (folios 225-234)
ben 48, been 18 ben 2, been 62
muche(l) 6 muche(l) 12, muchil 12, mychel |4
neghebore(s) 2, neighebore(s) 1 neighebore(s) 3
reson 16, resol reson 20, reso3
thow 49, thou 7 thow 38
whan 27, whanne 1 whan 29, whanne 9

Table 2. Spelling changes between quires 28 and @@Hengwrt

The figures show that the varidmnis preferred tdeenin quire 28, but it is almost
totally replaced bypeenfrom 224r onwards, with the exception of two imstas of
benat the end of the tale, in folio 233. Likewise thbthou andthow occur in quire
28, althoughthou is no longer employed in quire 29. Two variants &kewise
attested fowHEN: whan which is regularly used throughout TM, antlanne one
occurrence of which is found in quire 28, whileeare in quire 29. Similarlyeson

is the default spelling in the entire tale, white tess common variant of this word,
resoun occurs just once in quire 28, but three times imegR9. As for the spelling
of MUCH, mucheand muchelare the default variants in TM, wittnuche being
preferred in the first part of the tale amdichelin the second, whereas the variants
muchilandmychelare only attested in quire 29; this is also thky gaction in which
they occur in the entire manuscript. A clear shdt displayed by the item
NEIGHBOUR, as the use of the varianeghebore(s)s limited to quire 28, whereas
neighebore(spccurs from the last lines of folio 224v, whicle also the last lines of
quire 28, onwards. Besides the above-mentionedsoanmumber of clearly singular
spelling variants that occur in TM are attestedquire 29 only, i.ebiryeth and
ybired, bitwene clepith, cruwel honurandnaght All of them differ from the forms
that are used more commonly in the rest of the ¢alén Hg itself, i.e.buryed
bitwix(en) clepeth cruel, honour and natnoght thus showing that quire 29 in Hg
must derive from a different exemplar than the oéshe tale.

The possibility that the scribe used a differexeraplar for copying quire 29 in
Hg is also supported by the fact that two O maripsrAd-and En, as well as Hk,
which has O as its direct ancestor in Ml and WRIeklthe same substantial portion
of text in TM. This concerns the lines that in Hzror between paragraphs 389 and
476, beginning in the middle of folio 225r, thesfiof quire 29, and finishing in the
third line of folio 227r, as in A Erf and Hk these lines are omitted altogether.
Since the section of text that is missing from ¢hésee manuscripts stops and starts
again in the middle of two sentences, and sinaEdupies slightly less than two
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leaves in Hg, it seems very likely that this pdrf™ must have been written on the
inner bifolium of a quire which, however, was lastthe archetype (see Seymour
1997:114). In quire 29 of Hg two extra folios wexdded to the regular quire of
eight leaves, probably to make space for this telkich was apparently copied from
another exemplar than the one used for the rettieofale. This new exemplar for
quire 29 must have contained signs of correctiahramision, as shown by a gap of
almost a line left in another folio of Hg, folio 28(see Figure 1), which suggests
that Scribe B was not sure at this point about treor not to copy a number of
words in paragraph 807.

Figure 1. Missing words in theTale of Melibee, fol. 233r of Hengwrt

In El the scribe did not fill the gap but omittdtettext of paragraph 807, which in
Hg begins withAnd he seittand ends wittknowelicheth jtas shown in (6).

(6) for confessiou is neighebore to Innocence 7 And he seith in
another place [ ] that hath shame of his synne 7 knowelicheth Hengwrt TM

it 7 And therfore | assente 7 conferme me to haue pees? pars 806—808
For Confessiou is neighebore to Innocece And therfore | Ellesmere TM
assente and corforme me to haue pees pars 806—-808

The missing words were most likely the English $fation of those in bold
characters in the equivalent passage fromHlstoire de Mellibéeby Renaud de
Louens in (7), the text from which Chaucer traresiat M:

(7) car confession est prouchaine a innocence: etittié aHistoire de Mellibée
part: cellui est presque innocentui a honte de son et Prudence
péchié et le recongnoist. (Picton 1846:231)

The collation of Hg with other authoritative mantgts of The Canterbury Tales
shows that some of them, such as'A8ld®>, Ch, Dd and Eh agree with El by
omitting the incomplete sentence of Hg. Other manpts, such as Cp and Ha
agree with Hg, even though the sentefind he seith in another plag¢e ] that hath
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shame of his synne and knowelichethwnihich is attested in Hg, and not in El, is
copied without leaving a space for the missing wddtweerplace andthat, as
shown by the example from Cp in (8):

(8) for confessiou is neighebor to Innocence 7 And he saith in anoper place he
bat hap shame of his synne and knowelichep it 7And p fore

Corpus Christi Oxford MS 198 (Cp) TM pars 806—808

These readings produce a sentence that is symtifctiorrect, but that has lost the
meaning it had in the original text, since two amtes of the pronouhe were
necessary for a good English translation. The firshounhe in Hghe saith refers
to Seneca, who is mentioned in the preceding papagibut the second instance of
the same pronoun, which translatediui in the French text, and should precéugt
hathin Hg, refers to ‘man’ in a general sense.

A third group of manuscripts, among which Fi, lral& ¢, dating from the third,
first and fourth quarters of the fifteenth centurgspectively, agree with Hg, but
they also include paraphrases, rather than tramstatof the missing words, which
are, therefore, never the same. The text found is particularly interesting, as it
reads:

(9) For confessyou ys neyghtbour to Innocence. And he seith in a nother plase.
he ys worthy to haue remyssyor? and for3yfnesse that hath schame of his
synne and knowlecheth it And therfore y afferme and cause me to haue pees

Fitzwilliam Museum MS Mc Lean (Fi)181 TM pars 80®83

The additional words in this manuscript (here itdpaould easily fill the gap left in
Hg (see Figure 1), which suggests that they migheheen in the exemplar of Hg
as well, but that Scribe B could not read it orlated its correctness and preferred to
leave a space, hoping to fill it in later. This pibdity seems to be confirmed by the
reading of the same passage in La, here in (1ad¢mdisplays a shorter paraphrase,
is worpi haue mergyof the extra text found in Fi and possibly preserfrom the
archetype, even though the extra words in La (id)odo not occur afteplace but

at the end of the paragraph:

(10) For confession is neyhbo' to Innocence 7 And pe wiseman seipe in anop’
place he pat hath schame of his sinne 7 knowleche it is worpi haue mercy.
And ple fore | assent 7 conferme to haue pees

BL MS Lansdowne 851 (La) TM pars 806-808

Likewise, the scribe of Ferovided a text for the missing words, and plaited the
end of the paragraph, although this is a differesion of the text missing from
Hg:
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(11) For confession is neigbour to Innocence 7 Andt he saith in an othir place he
that” hath shame for his sinnes 7 knoulageth it” is reson to be for youen be
penaunce 7 grace. And: therfor | assent 7 conferme to haue pees.

Trinity College Cambridge MS R.3.3 (¥)cTM pars 806—808

A problematical reading in the archetype musteaf@e be the cause of the two
different versions of paragraphs 806—808 in Hg Bhdas well as of the several
readings deriving from each of them, and offeriagious solutions to the problem
of the gap left in paragraph 807 of TM in Hg. Itpigssible that the exemplar used
for Hg had been corrected at this point, and was tinclear, or that the paragraphs
in question were marked for expunction in the migixt, and were written again
with corrections in the margins; this could havdueced different scribes to take
different decisions when they copied this pass#iges however strange that the
entire paragraph 807 is omitted in El, despitefétw that it must have been in the
archetype, since part of the original version igsied in Hg. The reading in El
could simply be a scribal mistake, but a shift aémplar for quire 29 of Hg is
probably a better explanation for this, as it womldan that Scribe B had access to
two different exemplars when he copied these papgr in Hg and El. It is
unfortunate that even though my analysis of speglifariation in TM strongly
suggests the possibility of a shift of exemplartfis tale in Hg, it does not provide
me with any clues about the manuscript that reptegethe second exemplar. It will
be possible to cast more light on this subject anfen the digital collation of all
fifteenth-century witnesses of TM is available this will make it possible to carry
out a systematic analysis of all variants occuriimgll texts of this tale.

A third issue that has repeatedly emerged in shisly is the relevance of the
rhyme constraint for the spelling of words. In rtigm contexts Chaucer seemed
very keen on using variants that showed a correspure between both sound and
spelling, in order to achieve an auditory as wslkavisual effect with his rhymes.
Accordingly, he often resorted to different vargof the same words, and it is for
this reason that imMhe Canterbury Talesvords may exhibit different spellings
within the line and in rhyming context, even thougbth forms are authorial.
Examples of this are the variarativay, certayn champiounandwirche, which are
typically used as rhyme words, whereas the varialmiey, awey certeyn champion
andwercheusually occur within the line, as illustrated by texamples in (12):

(12) a. Hys table dormaunt in his halle alway Hengwrt GP
Stood redy couered al the longe day Il. 355-356
b. Atwrastlynge he wolde haue alwey the Ram Hengwrt GP |. 550

When lexical items such as the above-mentionedyfaonsistently display one
variant in rhyming position and another in the ntéddf the line, it can be safely
concluded that both forms are authorial, and thatscribe preserved the spellings
of the exemplar. However, neither in Hg nor in il &cribe B always behave as a
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faithful copyist, often introducing his own spetiirvariants alongside the authorial
ones. He generally made more orthographic changd#snwhe line, tending to
retain authorial variants at the end of the lineoider to preserve the full rhyme.
Yet, since it is known that Chaucer did not hesitatuse old-fashioned or dialectal
variants in rhyming position, words at the endhaf lines of verse must have posed
a problem to the scribe, especially when he copibdnd tried to regularise the
spelling of this manuscript. Scribe B must thuseh&een facing two contrasting
problems when copying rhyme words: the preservaifaauthorial forms on the one
hand and of orthographic consistency on the oteeidence from Hg and El shows
that he was aware of the importance of the visuathing of line ends, and tried to
achieve this as often as he could, either by rietgiall authorial variants, as in the
lines from Hg in (13), or by systematically replagiauthorial variants for the rhyme
words with scribal ones, as in the lines from H18):

(13) His norice hym expowned euery del
His sweuene and bad hym for to kepe hym wel
For traysou but he nas but .vij. yeer old Hengwrt
And therfore litel tale hath he told NP Il. 295-299

His Norice hym expowned el’y deel

His sweuene and bad hym for to kepe hym weel

For traisou but he nas but .vij. yeer oold* Ellesmere

And therfore litel tale hath he toold NP Il. 295-299

There is also evidence that Scribe B first chantpedspelling of rhyming pairs in
Hg by using his own variants alongside authorisdxgrand then made the rhyme
words match again in El by using two scribal foras.shown in (14). There, scribal
estaatoccurs with authorial g7at- (prelat) in Hg, while two scribal variants constitute
the rhyming pair in El:

(14) Hise bootes souple his hors in greet estaatr  Hengwrt

Now certeynly he was a fair plat’ GP Il. 203-204
His bootes souple his hors in greet estaatr Ellesmere
Now Cteinly he was a fair prelaat’ GP Il. 203-204

The variantpZat, with a single graph for the long vowel, must l¢harial, because
the collation of all withesses of GP at line 204wh that El is the only manuscript
that exhibits the variargrelaat moreover, the only other occurrence of this wisrd
in Link 21 I. 22, where it is spelled with single-in Hg and El. As for the variants
esta(a)t the form with one graplestat is the preferred one in Hg (&tatvs. 17
estaa}, while estaatis regularly used in El (50+1&staatvs. 7esta). Five instances
of this variant are attested in GP, and in Hg they spelledestaatin rhyming
position (ll. 203, 524)thestaatline initially (I. 716) andestatlichor estaatlyas an
adverb within the line (Il. 104, 283). The collatiof these lines in all withesses of
GP shows that Hg is the only manuscript that digpléour occurrences of the
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spelling with a double graph for this item. El smthese readings in lines 203 and
716, and Ch does so in line 716, while all othemesses exhibit variants with
medial a-, as Hg and El do in line 104. | therefore consieltatto be the authorial
spelling, which means that the rhyming coupktat prelat must derive from the
archetype of GP.

Occasionally, Scribe B also achieved matchinglisigsl of rhyming pairs by
introducing variants that were in actual fact doéypercorrection. An example of
this is provided by th@ronounHg, which is spelledheesix times in Hg and twelve
times in El, all of them at the end of the verse liAs already mentioned in Chapter
3, where | discussed the shift from one graph t gwaphs for the spelling of long
vowels, four of the six instances loéein Hg are clustered in GP, and the other two
are in ML, but none of them is preserved in EIGRA the same reading is attested in
only six other fifteenth-century manuscripts: Dllime 215; DI and Tbin line 341;
Ch, DI, Nl and Tdin line 437 and AY DI and H& in line 566. The rhyme words for
these occurrences in Hg ammntree (twice), superfluyteeand pardee which
suggests thdte was the authorial variant, and that the ushe#in these lines had
merely an aesthetic function. DI is the only withésat agrees with Hg in displaying
these readings for the rhyme words, with the exeepif pardein line 565. It must
be noted, however, that the scribe of this manpssgems generally to be very fond
of ee as he consistently uses this digraph for botlp#rsonal pronouheeand the
definite articlethee as shown by the lines in (15):

(15) Thus twyes in his slepynge dremede hee Tokyo, Takamiya MS 32
Yit atte thee thridde tyme com his felawe Delamere (DI) NP I. 192-193

Scribalheeis also found twice in ML in Hg, but not in El, gfgte the fact that both
rhyme words end with a double graph in both marnptsgras shown below:

(16) a. Til he was spowted vp at Nynyuee Hengwrt
Wel may men knowe it was no wight but hee ML |. 389-390
Til he was spouted vp at Nynyuee Ellesmere
Wel may men knowe it was no wight buthe ML |. 389—390
b. Anoyeth neither see ne land ne tree Hengwrt
Soothly the comaundour of that was hee ML I. 396-397
Anoyeth neither See ne land ne tree Ellesmere
Soothly the Comandour of that was he ML I. 396-397

Likewise, the twelve occurrences loéein El are rhyme words, but do not exhibit
the same spelling in Hg, showing once again tied does not derive from the
archetype. Further evidence for this is providedthoy collation of the following
lines in all fifteenth-century witnesses of NP:



OTHER ASPECTS OF SPELLING VARIATION 209

(17) Hym thoughte his dreem nas but a vanytee Hengwrt
Thus twies in his slepyng dremed he NP I. 191-192
Hym thoughte his dreem nas but” a vanitee Ellesmere
Thus twies in his slepyng” dremed hee NP I. 191-192

which shows thaheeis attested only in DI, El and T,cand that the rhyme word is
spelledvaniteein El andvanyteein Dd, DI, Er, Hg and Ps. It is thus likely that the
authorial rhyming couple in these lines whas: vanyte and that Scribe B first
spoiled the orthographic rhyme in Hg by writimgnytee and then created a new
rhyming pair in El by using scribal variants fortbavords, and thus writinpee:
vanytee

Yet, as | argued above, and as the examples inafd® (17) show for both Hg
and El, the scribe did not always succeed in pvasgrthe full rhyme in these two
manuscripts. This issue is also discussed by Bui/@89), who analyses a number
of selected passages from a number of early maptsaf The Canterbury Tales
(Hg, El, Cp, Dd, Gg and Hpand Caxton’s second printed edition fCxand
concludes that

El can be seen to represent a distinct advance dn tégms of the matching of
spellings in rhyme. Not only is there a tendencynatch rhymes even more
carefully, but the proportion of failures to dowshbich arise from observance of
traditional spellings is higher still than in Hg. it as though the scribe is
attracted by two competing kinds of consistencyt tfahe spelling tradition
and that of the aesthetics of rhyme.

(Burnley 1989:29)

Evidence for the scribal solution to the confligtiproblems of matching rhyme
words and preserving authorial spellings (Burnleytiditional spellings’) is
provided by words containing long vowels, as bahiants spelled with one graph
and variants spelled with two graphs may be emplogehyming context. | argued
in Chapter 3 that even though it is probable thhaucer had a preference for
variants with a single graph, he may have speltatylvowels in either way,
especially at the end of lines, where he resorteddth variants for rhyming
purposes, and where a double graph would indidegestressed syllable of the
iambic foot that characterises most of the line$he Canterbury Talesvioreover,
since the difference between forms likkl and oold or be and bee was purely
graphical, with the pronunciation being the samegannot be excluded that in
certain cases forms with one graph occurred aldegiose with two graphs in
rhyming pairs, and that Chaucer’s original drafbtedned lines like the following,
which the scribe rightly preserved in both Hg atd E



210 CHAPTERG

(18) As for a souereyn notabilitee Hengwrt
Now euery wys man lat hym herkne me NP II. 389-390
As for a souereyn notabilitee Ellesmere
Now euery wys man lat hym herkne me NP II. 389-390

However, most of the spellings that do not matckthatend of lines are probably
scribal, and since they are more common in Hg thatl this is further evidence
that the scribe was more concerned with the appearaf the manuscript when he
copied El than when he copied Hg. Words in rhyniegition certainly played an
important role in this, and when the scribe madenges which spoiled the rhyme in
El he often did so to preserve authorial variah& he had not retained in Hg, such
asgrenein (19).Greeneis a scribal form (see Chapter 3, 82) that is @tigsted in
Hg, and lines 115:116 of GP in El contain one @f thur instances of the rhyming
pair sheene: grena this manuscript:

(19) A xpofre on his brest of siluer sheene Hengwrt
An horn he bar the bawdryk” was of greene GP Il. 115-116
A Cristophere on his brest of siluer sheene Ellesmere
An horn he bar the bawdryk was of grene GP . 115-116

Alternatively, the scribe emended an authorial Isgglsuch aghre in line 396 of
NP in Hg, in order to obtain a matching rhyme be&mwan authorial and a scribal
variant in El, as in (20):

(20) A Colfox ful of sley Iniquitee Hengwrt
That in the groue hadde woned yeres thre NP Il. 395-396

A Colfox ful of sly Iniquitee Ellesmere
That in the groue hadde woned yeres three NP II. 395-396

Hence, rhyme words in Hg and El are very helpfudientifying both authorial and
scribal forms, because the rhyme constraint limttesl scribe’s freedom to change
the spelling of words and often made him presergbetypal variants.

In this study | have occasionally raised the issfuine relationship between form
and function of some spelling variants employedHig and El. In the previous
chapters | suggested that spelling differencesgraid El may be authorial or due
to scribal intervention, and that they may eitteggresent alternative spellings of the
same word, or be functional to the rhyme and mefrthe verse lines. However,
there is also evidence that different variants rhayemployed in Hg and El to
indicate different grammatical functions of worégcordingly, | showed in Chapter
3 that the fairly consistent use leéerein El, for both the verlsEAR and the adverb
HERE, is most likely scribal. In Chaucer’s language istidction must have been
made betweete(e)r for the adverb anthe(e)refor the verb, but this distinction,
which is partly preserved in Hg, is totally lostih Moreover, in Chapter 4 | argued
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that in El the variansounis employed for the noun and the adjective, winileoth
Hg and Elthe verb is systematically spellsdwn, suggesting that this form, and
not soun, was supposed to represent the verb in the gqobetn Chapter 5 | also
pointed out that Hg displays the old-fashionedinlision betweersaw and sawe
which respectively stand for the past tense singuid plural of the verBee These
are very likely to be authorial variants which wer preserved in El.

Further evidence of the difference between themfand function of some lexical
items in Hg and El is provided by the following exales, in which the spelling
indicates whether the same words are used as i@dgar as adverbs. In Chaucer’s
language, adverbs of manner may derive from adgstby means of the suffie -
(Davis 1987:xxxi), as shown by the advefbge andfastein (21), which derive
from the adjectivefair andfast

(21) And spak so faire and profred hym so faste Hengwrt Ml 1. 103

However, in Hg and El, as well as in Tr, the adveeistandfirst are never spelled
with final -e, with the exception of one instanceféte in the line from El in (22),
which must be scribal. In this line thein firste is not pronounced, or it would add
an extra syllable to this line, while the followititat ruins the metre:

(22) That first he wroghte and afterward he taughte Hengwrt GP |. 499
That firste he wroghte and afterward that he taughte Ellesmere GP I. 499

The variantsesteandfirste are, by contrast, employed very consistently wihen
two words are adjectives, thus showing one of ipécal features of Chaucer’s
language, i.e. the use of fina as a marker to distinguish monosyllabic adjectives
of the weak declension, such bsste firste in (23), from those of the strong
declension, which had no suffikést first):

(23) a. He was the beste beggere of his hous ~ Hengwrt GP I. 252
He was the beste begger in his hous Ellesmere GP I. 252

b. Lat se now who shal telle the firste tale  Hengwrt GP |. 831
Lat se now who shal telle the firste tale  Ellesmere GP [. 831

In addition, besteoccurs in fixed expressions suchatte/at the bestandfor the
beste as shown in (24):

(24) a. He serued vs with vitaille at the beste Hengwrt GP II. 749
b. Lordynges quod he now herkneth for the beste Hengwrt GP Il. 788
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andfirste is used in a similar context, in the adverbialfiedt’, as shown by the line
from Trin (25):

(25) Thanne atte firste wolde he bynde Trinity 1. 4.895

In these expressions bdiksteandfirste behave like weak adjectives, and the use of
the variant with final e must therefore depend on the preceding definitieler

Similarly, the presence or absence of medialistinguishes the advehertely
from the adjectivénertly in Hg. In this manuscrigtertelyis used for the adverb four
times, in GP I. 762, SU |. 93, L30 I. 7 and TM p&®, whilehertly is an adjective,
occurring three times in L17 I. 27 and CL Il. 1B82. The three instances of the
adjective are found in the phraseih hertly obeisanceandwith hertly wy) a fixed
expression meaning ‘wholeheartedly’. This distiootibetween adjectives and
adverbs is not preserved in El, as in this manpshgrtelyis employed nine times,
three of which are found in lines that are missiram Hg, while hertly is only
attested in L17 I. 27, the sole instance of thisdabat exhibits the same spelling in
Hg and El.

By contrast, Hg and El agree in showing differfamictions for the variantsy(e)
andheig(e)for HIGH, ashyeis mostly used for the adverb, whitegh(e)is preferred
for the adjective, as shown in Table 3:

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity
HIGH (adverb) hye 24 23 -
heigh(e) 9 10 -
HIGH (adjective) heigh(e) 80 94+6 2
high(e) - - 5
heye 2 - -
hy(e) 30 34+1 -

Table 3. Variants for HIGH

Adverbs are therefore usually spellege and the few instances bkigh(g are
found in the following contexts. Adverbialkeigh(§ occurs as a component of the
variantanheigh(KT 1. 207, MI I. 385, FK I. 141), as in the lirie (26):

(26) Was risen and romed in a chambre anheigh Hengwrt KT I. 207
Was risen and romed in a chambre an heigh Ellesmere KT I. 207

In addition, heigh(§ is found in the fixed expressiomeigh and logh(GP I. 817,
ML I. 895) andlowe or heighgFK I. 327 rhyming witheighe‘eye’), althoughheye
or loweis attested in MA I. 257 as well, aheighealso occurs in the phrabeighe
in magested¢RE |. 402, MO I. 682). All of these instancesHd heigh(§ preserve
their spelling in El, with one exception, Hegpighein MO I. 682, which is spelled
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hyein El. In this manuscript there are two more ocences oheighe(SQ I. 52, NP

I. 597), which are spelletlyein Hg. Conversely, in both Hg and El the adjective
are more frequently spelldieigh(e) less frequenthjhye and occasionallyy and
heye(only twice in Hg, in MA and NP). In THIGH is used only as an adjective, and
is spellednheigh(e)andhigh(e) though none of these variants is Gowerian, sihee
spelling attested in the Fairfax manuscript fos thord ishyh(e) On the whole, the
distinction made in Hg and El betweéwye for the adverb andhigh(e) for the
adjective seems to be authorial, and the scribsepved this system in both
manuscripts, with the exception of a few lines ihichh Hg hye corresponds to El
higheand vice versa. These are likely to be scribahghka, as | have argued for the
variants attested in Tr.

Finally, a clear difference between form and fiorctof lexical items is shown
by the use of the variantsoostefor the adjective superlativenoostfor the adverb,
and most(e) for the verb. The only exception to this obviougoidance of
homographs is in El, in TM par. 887, where oneanse ofmoostused for the verb.
This is probably a scribal mistake made under tifieence of the advenmoostthat
occurs in the same line:

(27) For it is writen that he p' moost curteisly comandeth to hym Hengwrt
men moste obeyen TM par. 887

For it is writen p' he p' moost curteisly comandeth to hym men Ellesmere
moost obeyen TM par. 887

The examples provided above are by no means amustiw®inventory of all lexical
items in which the spelling is characteristic ofcertain grammatical function.
However, they suggest that when Hg and El agreesing different variants for
words that have distinct grammatical functions, hsas hye for the adverb but
heigh(e)for the adjective, osowndas the only spelling for the verb though not for
the noun, it is very likely that the distinctionttween the form and function of those
words derives from the archetype, and is theredothorial. At the same time, when
Hg and El disagree, as shown by stmundandsownd but Elsound for the noun
SOUND, it is very likely that the loss of distinction taeeen form and function of a
word is the result of scribal interference, and tiiakes it more difficult to establish
which variants were the authorial ones.

A final point to consider here, as it has comefrgguently in the discussion of
spelling differences between Hg and El, is the ofspecial characters. Special
characters can be found in variants that repres@meviations of words, such p's
for that They are also found in variants that displayelettwritten with different
kinds of flourishes, described by Parkes (1969)x&x ‘additional strokes which in
a Latin text would indicate an abbreviation, butishhmay or may not do so in
English’, as ineve for euereand 7abaro® for Tabard These characters occur in both
Hg and El, but in El the number of abbreviationsénd (7) andthat (p") decreases,
while the number of other abbreviated forms antktstwith flourishes increases,
sometimes substantially. Hence, while the use ofremfbourishes and fewer



214 CHAPTERG

abbreviations forand andthat in El supports the theory that in El the scribeswa
more accurate and had more time at his dispogaladduce a good manuscript, the
increased number of flourishes functioning as alibtiens marks contradicts this
theory. The items that may display abbreviated foam well as the letters with
additional strokes that are most frequently empdoyeHg and El are listed in Table
4.

Hengwrt Ellesmere Trinity

and 6345 7197 +1007 1078
7 900 206 +100 32
that 2502 3616 +715 520
p' 2178 1061 +173 240
pat - - 78
with 970 932 +65 159
w' 244 308 +28 49
abbreviatecam/an[a] 1 11+7 8
abbreviatecem/en[€] 10 35+12 14
abbreviatedm/in [1] 1 23+1 35
abbreviatedbm/on[o] 158 276+81 32
abbreviatedbun[oa] 425 613+181 3
abbreviateder-/-re- [] 948 1196+249 200
tailed d[d*] 49 605+83 49
crossed hi] 196 2446+241 416
p with macron j] 164 234+19 24
tail [7] 4001 47924914 902

Table 4. Abbreviations and letters with flourishesn Hg, El and Tr

As the data in the table show, the scribe regulanployed the charact@r i.e. the
‘Tironian nota’, forand as well as the abbreviatign for that in Hg, and even
though these two forms are still attested in Ejrtfrequency is much lower than in
Hg. This could be considered a sign of scribal emcyin El, in that it shows the
tendency to avoid abbreviated forms. It must beeeshdhat the use of the Tironian
nota in Hg is almost entirely limited to the prdsgts, as they display 91.8 % of the
occurrences of this character. Conversely, theeatitionsp' andw' are used more
regularly throughout Hg, even though also in thisec42 % of the occurrencespbf
and about 50 % of the instancesabfare clustered in TM and PA. This suggests that
the widespread use &fin these tales does not represent what was iextemplar,
but is a scribal expedient to speed up the copgfribe long texts and probably also
to fit as much text possible on a leaf. The usp'@hdw' in the prose sections may
be motivated by the same reason, but unlike thenid@n nota, these abbreviations
are also widely used in the rest of the manuscplpip particular. It is thus likely
that the variantp' andw' were in the scribe’s repertoire but also in thereplar of
Hg, as a result of which the scribe used them yréelHg. However, in El he
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reduced the occurrence pf considerably, writinghat in its extended form more
often, but he used/ even more frequently than in Hg. While the usepah the
abbreviationp' generally decreases from Hg to El, it remainslyfagonstant (36
instances in Hg, 38+11 in El) in a small numbetesical items other thap', such
as verbs in the third person singular of the presarse indicative, and words such
asper andforp. As | explained in Chapter 4, 84.2, there is entethat Scribe B
spelled these words wifnto save space on the page, as most them are &uhd
end of lines in TM and PA. In these prose talesstirbe completely filled the lines,
and in order to obtain a regular layout he trieavtde as far as possible within the
margins set by the ruling of the page, sometimgs @sorting to abbreviated forms.
In Tr the use ob in words other thaf' is much higher than in Hg and El (252
occurrences), becaupds a Gowerian feature that Scribe B preservedsrstint of
the Confessio Amantisee Chapter 4, §4.2).

The other abbreviations listed in Table 4 likewigerease in El: most of them
consist of a macron, a horizontal stroke set alaovewel to signal the omission of a
nasal consonant, i.e.ra or n as inmanes hi, he, woman and opinioi, while the
other one is a superscript ‘hook strokg; vhich stands forer-/-re-, as inev’e and
pche. It is puzzling to see that these abbreviatiortseiase in El, since this is the
high-quality manuscript in which the scribe shotlave avoided them altogether.
The only explanation for this seems to be that salghreviations were used in a
similar way by Chaucer and Scribe B, as a resulvlith they were introduced or
simply copied in El as authorial features.

The occurrence of characters that are not ablirewimarks can be accounted
for in the same way. In both Hg and El the scribeotes several letters with
flourishes, i.e. additional strokes drawn on orasrthe ascenders (asailerd, yet
and March), or just added to the letters without ascendess if wyf,, wrong,
coleryk, colour, sheep andkeep), but they are far more common in El than in Hg.
The abundance of such embellishing strokes in Ekry likely to be for aesthetic
reasons, which once again supports the idea thacitibe took particular care of the
appearance of this manuscript. It is however ptsditat letters with flourishes
were attested in the exemplar. In their study efgpelling of Ch and HaBlake and
Thaisen (2004) analyse the distribution of a numblespelling features in Ch,
among which tailed (¢ and crossett (%), and they conclude that the letters with
extra strokes were copied from the exemplar, wisetlea plain letters were scribal.
Since Ch belongs to the O group of manuscripts,abuld be further proof that the
archetype offhe Canterbury Talesontained letters with flourishes; however, while
these characters were preserved from the exemplaHg, they were often
deliberately added by the scribe in El.

To conclude, the issues discussed in this chagtst more light on possible
reasons for the spelling differences that existveen Hg and El. They support the
impression already emerging from the previous araphat both Hg and El display
authorial features alongside scribal ones, becadisgifferent criteria that were
applied to the copying of either manuscript. Ivexy likely that in Hg the scribe
preserved the spelling of the exemplar — or exersgla the case of TM — more
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often than he did in El, while in El he seemingtihared to a scheme that had to be
imposed onto this manuscript in order to normatigespelling. In either case Scribe
B must have been very concerned with the final ltesince he tried to give
authority to his text both by preserving Chauceriariants and by imposing
spelling forms that he considered representativel@ucer’s language. There is also
evidence that he employed variants which were famid him through his work as
a bureaucratic scribe, such amiche] which may have not been Chaucer’s first
choice, even though such variants very likely bgizhto Chaucer’s repertoire. This
confirms that the scribe did not translate the lmuge of the exemplar
systematically, but rather that he often made donscchoices about which spelling
to use, which ultimately leads to the conclusioat ttwven when Hg and El disagree
on the spelling of words, they still remain veryodowitnesses to the language that
must have been in the archetype.



Conclusion

This dissertation consists of an analysis of theglmge of the Hengwrt and
Ellesmere manuscripts dfhe Canterbury Talesand folios 9-32v of the Trinity
Confessio Amantiswith references to two other manuscripts, thefieldt House
fragment ofTroilus and Criseydand the Cambridge University Library, Kk 1.3/20
fragment of thePrioress’s Prologue and Prioress’s Talall of these texts were
copied by Scribe B. My aim has been to try to shgldt on the scribe’s spelling
practice in order to explain on the one hand whyoften used different spelling
variants in Hg and El, and on the other hand totvehéent these differences were
due to the preservation of Chaucer’s language éh e these two manuscripts. In
this chapter | will summarise my findings, and ty relate them to previous
research on the same subject, in order to showthiatpelling differences between
Hg and El were chiefly due to Scribe B’s attempttirmalise the spelling in El
rather than to linguistic changes.

To explain the reason of spelling variation betwétg and El, | first had to
establish what kind of copyist Scribe B was. | &edi that his spelling in Hg and Tr
in particular shows that Scribe B was neither ¢hfal copyist nor a translator, but
that he was, in MciIntosh’s (1963) terminology, &yC scribe, who mixed faithful
copying with translation (see Chapter 2). | havevah that Chaucer’'s spelling
variants occur alongside forms belonging to thébsts own practice in Hg, and
similarly, both Gowerian and scribal forms are fdum Tr. To some extent the same
can be said about El, although | think that thellsge in this manuscript is
purposely designed to reflect Chaucer’s own pracfithis does not mean that the
scribe was more faithful to the exemplar when hgiexb El; rather, it indicates that
he tried to normalise the spelling in this manysgticby employing forms that he
considered to be more representative of Chaucariguage. To normalise the
orthography in El, Scribe B must have made choidesnever two or more variants
of the same lexical item occurred in his exemplaren so, there is evidence that
even in El this copyist rarely adopted a singlerfdor words that exhibited several
variants in Hg. However, he generally succeededkitreasing spelling variation in
El by selecting fewer variants for the same lexitains, and also by using one
variant more frequently than others. In Chaptext3sre | discussed the use of single
and double graphs for the spelling of long vowalsd in Chapter 4, where | dealt
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with the use of ew, -0- and ou- for long and short [u], | demonstrated that dll o
these features are found in Hg and El. HoweveElithere is a clear preference for
the use of double graphs for long vowels, espgcialkhyming position, where the
syllables in which they occur must be marked witbager weight, and for variants
spelled with eu-, all of them resulting from a pattern imposedthg scribe on the
spelling of this manuscript. In addition, | alsgaed that when scribal forms can be
distinguished from authorial ones in Hg and Elréhis evidence that the scribe’s
practice was to some extent influenced by the ispetf the bureaucratic language.
As a result, forms that regularly occur in the doeats issued by the Chancery,
such asaskeand atte, are also found in these manuscripts, along witluCer’'s
preferred spellingaxeandat the

A final observation needs to be made about Sd&ibgractice. When looking at
the images of folios 13r and 14v of another maripstiat has been ascribed to this
copyist, Trinity College, Cambridge MS B.15.17, @pyg of Piers Plowman one
cannot fail to notice the regular use of two oldHi@ned characters, i.e. yogh, as in
nozt, and thorn, as ifpe soopliceandpis in the first four lines of the detail from
folio 13r reproduced in Figure 1:

RO
f;:., By ctlled A dq? Ean q nest b £ig unme

.L\\‘ Hf‘i 111L"7c TR T And malon Puc atefd

Shal -’a[ﬁw».n ety J'tf}" « an§ svoplidic Apoft
Lﬁﬂr mat of prié 110 e pfhye SBye Que

3 auﬁ she Segyelie B it And rlut‘iﬁ:[‘ﬁ
q ‘-‘Se-af ﬁuwum fige g ¢ it 9 e gos J?\Epc

Figure 1. Detail from Trinity College, Cambridge, M SB.15.17, fol. 13r
(Duggan 200y

The use of these characters is rather strikinggrgthats is found just once in El, in
the wordthurz in PA par. 505, which is in the section of PA tlsamissing from Hg,
while p is attested more frequently in both manuscriptg, dnly in a restricted
number of words, as explained in Chaptelb s mostly used in the abbreviatiph
and only occasionally it does occur in other worlgsh agrowep (TM par. 206 in
Hg) anddep (PA par. 137 in Hg), often to save space at the arthes of prose.
Horobin and Mooney (2004:87) argue that the Triftigrs Plowmanwas copied
before Hg, which could explain why it contains dédthioned forms of the language.
Yet | want to suggest that if Scribe B is the cepyif this manuscript, he faithfully
preserved these two characters from the exemplhisicopy, just as he did in his
stint of the Trinity Gower. In that manuscript hmm@oyedp very frequently because
of the influence of the Gowerian language in thpytext. The absence of and the
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occurrence ob only in certain environments in the two Chaucemaanuscripts
therefore prove that these characters were usedin&equently or not at all by
Chaucer. All this contributes to the impressiort ®eribe B was a conscientious and
accurate copyist, a professional who did not lihimhself to producing merely a
faithful copy of his exemplar, but probably dealthwthe language of his copytext
quite systematically. Most likely, he normalise@ tpelling of the exemplar, as he
was used to doing in the bureaucratic documentshgh@opied daily as a writer of
the Court Letter (see Chapter 2), but, as a lijecapyist, he also tended to preserve
features that were distinctive of the author’s lzaqge, as they would give authority
to his copy of the text.

After having established that the spelling in HgdaEl is neither entirely
authorial nor entirely scribal, | tried to explaivhy these two texts copied by the
same scribe are characterised by spelling variafiam one thing, there was of
course no standard spelling, as English spellingildvanot be fixed until the
beginning of the eighteenth century (Scragg 1974:Bbre importantly for this
study, however, | pointed out in Chapter 2 that Gels suggested that the
differences between Hg and El are due to scribaptadion to the ongoing linguistic
changes, and that they therefore indicate a prsigmresn Scribe B’s orthographic
practice. | have demonstrated in many instancesugffrout this study that this,
however, is not the case. Spelling differences betwHg and El are the result of a
different approach towards the two texts, Hg be&inganuscript meant to collect all
tales in one codex, and El being the more prestigiwersion and beyond doubt a
high-quality production of the same work. When disging the importance of Hg
and El as representative examples of Chaucer’'sirmpebamuels argues as follows:

which of those two, Hengwrt or Ellesmere, is to be garefd? The differences
between these two MSS pose a problem, for althougkrneral the forms used
overall are the same, their distribution in the MBS varies considerably, the
earlier type of variants being more frequent in Herngthe later type in
Ellesmere.

(Samuels 1988b:34)

This is exactly what | argue against in my study, groving that there is no
progression in scribal practice from Hg to El. Gddms are also attested in El, but
there they are used intentionally, in order to lamthority to this manuscript. Hg
should thus be considered a more genuine exampGhaficer's language than El,
because it is very likely that the spelling vargatitat | identified as authorial in this
manuscript derive more or less directly from Chascavorking papers. The
language of El, by contrast, consists of a seleatibforms that probably belonged
to Chaucer’s repertoire, and were thus chosenpi@sent the author’s own spelling;
for the most part they are old-fashioned variabts,there is also evidence of forms
that we now consider to be more modern. It musiewer, be specified at this point
that since no Chaucerian holograph has come dowmsteany statements about
Chaucer’'s language have to remain rather specela@omparison of all other
fifteenth-century witnesses tbhe Canterbury Talesan shed more light on the
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nature of the text that was in the archetype oftthdition, thus helping scholars to
identify spelling variants that were authorial. Yeinlike Gower's Confessio
Amantis there is no Chaucerian manuscript that can bd asea reference text for
establishing with any degree of certainty how ottiersions ofThe Canterbury
Talesrelate to the authorial copy.

During the past decade, several Chaucerian schdlave put forward the
hypothesis that Chaucer supervised the producticheo earliest manuscripts, Hg
and El in particular (cf. Stubbs 2000, Blake anéi$bn 2004). This may imply that
Chaucer gave instructions about spelling issuéd,ias indeed we find illustrated in
his poem to Adam Scrivener (see Chapter 2), in Wwi@haucer expressed his
concern for the preservation of authorial spellingother copies of his works.
Stubbs (2000: Observations, The Treatment of thekSdrale in Hg and El) argues
that very likely Chaucer oversaw part of Scribe B&rk in both Hg and El and that
the copying of both texts overlapped to some ex®@tiierwise it would be difficult
to explain why in both manuscripts the scribe kfspace after the unfinished
Cook’s Tale half a folio before the end of quire 8 in Hg, ameéb and a half folios
before the end of quire 6 in El. It would seem tlien Scribe B copied the few
lines of this tale in both manuscripts, he stilpegted to receive the missing part,
and for that reason he left some space for addimgde the exemplar was made
available to him. Later on, however, probably af@maucer's death, it became
obvious that he would no longer receive any furtiest for this tale. He therefore
wrote only in Hg, in the margin of folio 57v, thete ‘Of this Cokes tale maked
Chaucema mooréwith the same ink that he used for copying tHeddelonging to
Section Il, i.e. théVife of Bath's Talethe Friar's Tale and theSummoner’s Tale
This suggests that the note was written duringust fter the copying of Section II.
This section was most likely produced after theddhat display the dark brown ink
used for most of the manuscript, those found irtiSes I, IV, V and the first part of
Section 1l (see Appendix 3). It follows that Chaugrobably supervised about two
thirds of the production of Hg, and that in the saperiod of time the scribe also
copied at least the first tales of El, from tBeneral Prologudo theCook’s Tale
The latter hypothesis is substantiated by evidémra the illumination in El. In her
study of the Ellesmere illuminators, Scott (1995:8entifies the work of three
different limners in this manuscript (cf. Chaptgr @bserving that ‘the shift from
Hand A and Hand B occurs at a point where the tagtCook’s Tale, ends midpage
on folio 47v’, thus marking an interruption in bothe scribal and the decorative
processes.

Even if Chaucer supervised the production of afgpertion of Hg, it is unclear
how much influence he had on the spelling usedheydcribe, since significant
variation is also found within Hg in the tales thaere probably copied when
Chaucer was still alive. | found it particularlyiking that the last two tales, TM and
PA, which are in prose, display numerous old-fasbdibspelling variants, while the
first two tales, GP and KT, exhibit a greater numtsiemodern forms alongside the
old-fashioned ones. This is further evidence thatdcribe receive@ilhe Canterbury
Talesas a set of disordered fragments, but it could ptsve that GP and KT were
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not the first tales to be copied in Hg. In her di&gon of theCook’s Tale(see
above), Stubbs argues that PA was probably copistl &nd set aside, and this
would indeed explain why several old-fashioned lgpgs are found in this tale: at
that point the scribe was still getting used to tfaadwriting of the exemplar. In
contrast, when he copied GP and KT he was alreaayliir with the handwriting,
and he proceeded more quickly through the mateFiais is an attractive theory,
although | do not discard the more traditional agstion that the first tales in Hg,
GP, KT and MI, were also among the first to be edpin this case, the presence of
old-fashioned variants in GP, KT and MI would blained by the fact that at this
point of the manuscript the scribe followed his rapéar more faithfully, while
getting used to the handwriting on it. The prosestaTM and PA, were thus copied
later, and it is possible that their exemplar, »ereplars, simply contained a large
number of older spelling variants, which were oftpreserved by Scribe B,
especially in Hg. He would do so partly because aid PA were long texts, which
he copied almost mechanically, as | suggested apteh 3, and partly because the
old-fashioned variants may have derived from armo#gxemplar, possibly a revised
one, that was used for copying parts of TM, agiuad in Chapter 5.

The hypothesis that Scribe B was a speaker ofakedlisimilar to Chaucer’s
London dialect has also been proposed to explaén similarities between the
author’s and the scribe’s spelling practices. Mnaild indeed be the case if Adam
Pinkhurst, alias Scribe B, was indeed originallgnfr Surrey, as suggested by
Mooney (2006). Alternatively, it is conceivable thihe scribe had become so
familiar with Chaucer’'s language that he adoptedess Chaucerian spelling
features in his active repertoire, and, as | arqalsal/e, that he deliberately retained
authorial spellings. Some other dialectal variaars, however, regularly employed
in Hg and also El, and are rather puzzling becalusg apparently do not have any
special purpose, such as creating rhyming paimsharacterising some speakers in
the tales. The most salient ones belong eithengoNorthern dialect, as shown by
agayn or to the Western dialect, as shown rayche(land murye The Northern
features have been accounted for by the hypothbaisthey entered Chaucer’s
language during the time he spent as a young patieeihousehold of the Countess
of Ulster in Yorkshire (Chapter 5). There is, hoeewo such simple explanation
for the Western features, unless one postulategiteg were in the exemplar of Hg,
thus implying that O is not the direct ancestoHgf but of a manuscript containing
Western variants. Yet, this is a theory that rezpiifurther investigation and that
could probably be taken up further once all digitatsions of the tales become
available.

A final remark ought to be made with referenceCioaucer as a speaker of
Middle English, a language that was not yet stagidad, and that did not have a
fixed spelling. A middle-class man by birth, hedhekveral official positions in the
king’s service throughout his life, and succesgfubse to the top of fourteenth-
century society. As a result of the numerous octops he had in the course of his
life, Chaucer was in touch with different sociallimis in England and also abroad.
In addition, his career as a writer started with tfanslation of works in Frenchilfe
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Romaunt of the Rosand probably the composition of poetry in Freranig carried
on with compositions in the vernacular, for manyvdiich he was indebted to
French, Italian and English writers such as Frofisddachaut, Dante, Petrarca,
Boccaccio, Gower and Langland. His vocabulary nibstefore have been very
extensive and have included words from other laggsaas well as from other
English dialects. Likewise, his spelling practiceush have included different
variants, belonging to different stages of the lsage, since his orthography
probably varied over time — he was after all ngprafessional scribe — and the
language, the London dialect in particular, wasewgding rapid changes at the
time. This would explain the presence of spellimgriation in his works and
especially inThe Canterbury Taleghe object of this study. It would also help to
clarify why the scribe preserved several variantsis manuscripts even when, as in
El, he tried to normalise the spelling: these vasareflected Chaucer’'s usage. |
suggested above that Scribe B was a Type C sdiibeever, when he worked on
the production of El, he did more than merely na@itHful copying with translation.

| have argued in this study that he was basically between two ideals: on the one
hand he tried to preserve Chaucer’s spelling, kxxthis would lend authority to his
copy of The Canterbury Talesand on the other hand he tried to limit the $pgll
variation in El, in order to impose a pattern owlftich would make this manuscript
better that others, at any rate better than Hg.

The last word on Chaucer’s language has not yen Isaid, and this study has
demonstrated the intricacies of attempting to aw®liMiddle English texts that
derive from lost original versions. The applicatiohcomputer technology to all
fifteenth-century withnesses dafhe Canterbury Talekas opened new avenues of
research in the study of these texts as well athenstudy of Middle English in
general and Chaucer’s language in particular. loeme times, scholars have
emphasized that Hg and El can provide substantimleace of the archetypal
language ofThe Canterbury Talesnly if they are collated with all other fifteenth
century witnesses, since later manuscripts andnadoula are likewise valuable
sources of information (cf. Horobin 1997:20, Thais2005-2006:392, Partridge
2007:350). My comparison of Hg and El with othetngsses in the tradition has
enabled me to compare data from these two mantsarith data from other texts
in a number of tales. Yet, | believe that Hg anddplresent an important stage in the
textual tradition ofThe Canterbury Taledecause of the closeness of Scribe B to
Chaucer. Not only did the copyist have authoriahuszripts at his disposal but he
also benefited from his personal acquaintance Wi¢hauthor, who, in what most
likely was a humorous warning, wished him swalleif he did not copy his works
faithfully. Scribe B’s privileged position allowetiim to make well-informed
choices about the variants to use in his textsthed he passed on to us two
manuscripts that are crucial for studies on Chdsit@nguage.
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Fifteenth-century witnesses of

The Canterbury Tales
Ad"  BL Additional 5140 Ha® BL Harley 1758
Ad®>  BL Additional 25718 Ha® BL Harley 7333
Ad® BL Additional 35286 Ha' BL Harley 7334
Ad*  BL Additional 10340 Ha® BL Harley 7335
Ar Arundel 140 He  Helmingham (Princeton 100)
Bo' Bodley 414 Hg  Hengwrt
Bo’ Bodley 686 Hk  Holkham 667
Bw  Barlow 20 HI'  BL Harley 1704
Ch  Christ Church 152 HI>  BL Harley 2551
Cn  Cardigan (Austin, HRC 143) HI*  BL Harley 2382
Cp Corpus Christi Oxford 198 HI*  BL Harley 5908
Ct Chetham Hn  Huntington HM 144
Dd  Cambridge Dd.4.24 Ht Hatton donat. 1
DI Delamere li Cambridge 1i.3.26
Do Douced.4 Kk  Cambridge Kk.1.3
Ds'  Devonshire La  BL Lansdowne 851
DS’  Devonshire Fragment Lc  Lichfield 29
Ee  Cambridge Ee.2.15 Ld®  Laud. Misc. 600
El  Ellesmere Ld®>  Laud. Misc. 739
En'  BL Egerton 2726 LI*  Longleat 257
En’ BL Egerton 2863 LI>  Longleat 29
En®  BL Egerton 2864 Ln  Lincoln 110
Fi Fitzwilliam McClean 181 Ma  Manchester Rylands 113
Gg  Cambridge Gg.4.27 Mc  McCormick (Chicago 564)
(€] Glasgow Hunterian 197 Me  Merthyr

Ha' BL Harley 1239 Mg  Morgan 249
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Mm  Cambridge Mm.2.5 Ry’ BL Royd 17 D.XV

Ne  Oxford, New College D.314 Ry? BL Roya 18C.lI

NI Northumberland 455 Se Arch. Selden B.14

Np  NaplesXIll.B.29 Si Sion College

Ox*  Oxford (John Rylands) S'  BL Sloane 1685

Ox*  Oxford (Rosenbach) S2 BL Sloane 1686

Ph'  Phillips 6570 S®  BL Sloane 1009

Ph?  Phillips 8136 (Bodmer 48) St Stonyhurst B X X111

Ph®  Phillips 8137 Tc!  Trinity Cambridge R.3.3
Ph*  Phillips 8299 Tc?  Trinity Cambridge R.3.15
Pl Plimpton Tc®  Trinity Cambridge R.3.19
Pp  Pepys To'  Trinity Oxford 49

Ps  ParisBN anglais39 To?  Trinity Oxford 29

Pw  Petworth

Py London, Physicians 388 Pre-1500 Printed editions

Ra'  Rawlinson poet. 141 Cx'  Caxton, First Edition

R&®  Rawlinson poet. 149 Cx?  Caxton, Second Edition
Ra® Rawlinson poet. 223 Pn  Pynson

Ra’ Rawlinson C.86 Wy  Wynkyn de Worde

(From Blake and Robinson eds 1997, The Canterbury Tales Project Occasional
Papers|I)



GP
KT
L1
MI
L2
RE
L3
co
L7
ML
WBP
WBT
L10
FR
L11
su
CcL
L13
L14
L15
ME
L17
SQ
L20
FK
PH
L21

Appendix 2

Abbreviationsin The Canterbury Tales

General Prologue

The Knight's Tale

Link 1 (The Miller's Prologue)

The Miller's Tale

Link 2 (The Reeve's Prologue)

The Reeve’s Tale

Link 3 (The Cook’s Prologue)

The Cook’s Tale

Link 7 (The Man of Law’s Prologue)
The Man of Law’s Tale

The Wife of Bath’s Prologue

The Wife of Bath’s Tale

Link 10 (The Friar's Prologue)

The Friar's Tale

Link 11 (The Summoner’s Prologue)
The Summoner’s Tale

The Clerk’s Tale

Link 13 (Lenvoy de Chaucer)

Link 14 (The Host Stanza)

Link 15 (The Merchant’s Prologue) missing frétg
The Merchant’s Tale

Link 17 (El: Merchant—Squire Link)
The Squire’s Tale

Link 20 (El: Squire—Franklin Link)
The Franklin’s Tale

The Physician’s Tale

Link 21 (The Physician—Pardoner Link)
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PD  The Pardoner’s Prologue and Tale

SH  The Shipman’s Tale

L24 Link 24 (The Shipman—Prioress Link)

PR The Prioress’s Tale

L25 Link 25 (Prologue to Sir Thopas)

TT  The Tale of Thopas

L28 Link 28 (Thopas—Melibee Link)

TM  The Tale of Melibee

L29 Link 29 (The Monk’s Prologue)

MO The Monk’s Tale

L30 Link 30 (The Nun’s Priest’'s Prologue)

NP  The Nun’s Priest’'s Tale

NU  The Nun’'s Tale

L33 Link 33 (The Canon’s Yeoman'’s Prologue) misdimogn Hg
CY The Canon’s Yeoman’s Tale missing from Hg
L36 Link 36 (The Manciple’s Prologue)

MA  The Manciple’s Tale

L37 Link 37 (The Parson’s Prologue)

PA  The Parson’s Tale

(Adapted from Stubbs 2000, The Hengwrt Chaucer Digital Facsimile)
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Structural Sectionsin Hengwrt

Structural Section 1

Structural Section 2

Structural Section 3

General Prologue

The Knight's Tale

Link 1 (The Miller's Prologue)
The Miller's Tale

Link 2 (The Reeve’s Prologue)
The Reeve’s Tale

Link 3 (The Cook’s Prologue)
The Cook’s Tale

The Wife of Bath’s Prologue

The Wife of Bath’s Tale

Link 10 (The Friar's Prologue)

The Friar's Tale

Link 11 (The Summoner’s Prologue)
The Summoner’s Tale

Link 29 (The Monk’s Prologue)

The Monk’s Tale

Link 30 (The Nun’s Priest’s Prologue)
The Nun’s Priest’s Tale

Link 36 (The Manciple’s Prologue)
The Manciple’s Tale
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Structural Section 4

Structural Section 5

APPENDIX3

Link 7 (The Man of Law’s Prologue)
The Man of Law’s Tale

The Squire’s Tale

Link 20 (El: Squire—Franklin Link)
The Merchant’s Tale

Link 17 (EI: Merchant—Squire Link)
The Franklin's Tale

The Nun’s Tale

The Clerk’s Tale

Link 13 (Lenvoy de Chaucer)

Link 14 (The Host stanza)

The Physician’s Tale

Link 21 (The Physician—Pardoner Link)
The Pardoner’s Prologue and Tale
The Shipman’s Tale

Link 24 (The Shipman—Prioress Link)
The Prioress’s Tale

Link 25 (Prologue to Sir Thopas)
The Tale of Thopas

Link 28 (Thopas—Melibee Link)
The Tale of Melibee

Link 37 (The Parson’s Prologue)
The Parson’s Tale

(Adapted from Stubbs 2000, The Hengwrt Chaucer Digital Facsimile)
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Taleorder in Hengwrt and Ellesmere

Hengwrt Chaucer

General Prologue

The Knight's Tale

Link 1 (The Miller's Prologue)

The Miller's Tale

Link 2 (The Reeve’s Prologue)

The Reeve’s Tale

Link 3 (The Cook’s Prologue)

The Cook’s Tale

The Wife of Bath’s Prologue

The Wife of Bath’s Tale

Link 10 (The Friar's Prologue)

The Friar's Tale

Link 11 (The Summoner’s Prologue)
The Summoner’s Tale

Link 29 (The Monk’s Prologue)

The Monk’s Tale

Link 30 (The Nun’s Priest’s Prologue)
The Nun’s Priest’s Tale

Link 36 (The Manciple’s Prologue)
The Manciple’s Tale

Link 7 (The Man of Law’s Prologue)
The Man of Law’s Tale

The Squire’s Tale

Link 20 (El: Squire—Franklin Link)
The Merchant's Tale

Link 17 (El: Merchant—Squire Link)

Ellesmere Chaucer

General Prologue

Knight's Tale

Link 1 (The Miller's Prologue)

The Miller's Tale

Link 2 (The Reeve’s Prologue)
The Reeve’s Tale

Link 3 (The Cook’s Prologue)

The Cook’s Tale

Link 7 (The Man of Law’s Prologue)
The Man of Law’s Tale

The Wife of Bath’s Prologue

The Wife of Bath’s Tale

Link 10 (The Friar's Prologue)

The Friar's Tale

Link 11 (The Summoner’s Prologue)
The Summoner’s Tale

The Clerk’s Tale

Link 13 (Lenvoy de Chaucer)

Link 14 (The Host Stanza)

Link 15 (The Merchant’s Prologue)
The Merchant’s Tale

Link 17 (Merchant—Squire Link)
The Squire’s Tale

Link 20 ( Squire—Franklin Link)
The Franklin’s Tale

The Physician’s Tale
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The Franklin’s Tale

The Nun’s Tale

The Clerk’s Tale

Link 13 (Lenvoy de Chaucer)
Link 14 (The Host stanza)
The Physician’s Tale

APPENDIX4

Link 21 (The Physician—Pardoner Link)
The Pardoner’s Prologue and Tale
The Shipman’s Tale

Link 24 (The Shipman-Prioress Link)
The Prioress’s Tale

Link 25 (Prologue to Sir Thopas)

Link 21 (The Physician—Pardoner Link) The Tale of Thopas

The Pardoner’s Prologue and Tale
The Shipman’s Tale

Link 24 (The Shipman-Prioress Link)
The Prioress’s Tale

Link 25 (Prologue to Sir Thopas)
The Tale of Thopas

Link 28 (Thopas—Melibee Link)

The Tale of Melibee

Link 37 (The Parson’s Prologue)
The Parson’s Tale

Link 28 (Thopas—Melibee Link)

The Tale of Melibee

Link 29 (The Monk’s Prologue)

The Monk’s Tale

Link 30 (The Nun’s Priest’s Prologue)
The Nun’s Priest’s Tale

The Nun’s Tale

Link 33 (The Canon’s Yeoman'’s Prol.)
The Canon’s Yeoman'’s Tale

Link 36 (The Manciple’s Prologue)
The Manciple’s Tale

Link 37 (The Parson’s Prologue)

The Parson’s Tale

(Adapted from Stubbs 2000, The Hengwrt Chaucer Digital Facsimile)
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Samenvatting in het Nederlands

Van Chaucerganterbury Talexzijn ongeveer 80 vijftiende-eeuwse handschriften
overgebleven; geen van deze is echter van de hamdCtiaucer. Doorgaans wordt
aangenomen dat de taal van Chaucer in twee vroegesbthriften vanThe
Canterbury Taleshet ‘Hengwrt’ en het ‘Ellesmere’ handschrift, meéest getrouw
wordt weergegeven. Het eerste bevindt zich in Afteryth, in de National Library
of Wales (MS Peniarth 392D), en het tweede in Sarifd in California, in de
Huntington Library (MS EL 26.C.9). Volgens dénguistic Atlas of Late Mediaeval
English zijn Hengwrt and Ellesmere geschreven in het Zzhandon Type III’
dialect, hoewel de spelling in beide teksten rdentiek is. Beide handschriften zijn
door dezelfde kopiist geproduceerd. Deze kopiistdw8cribe B’ genoemd, maar
enige jaren geleden is zijn identiteit vastgestadam Pinkhurst.

De tekst van Ellesmere is lange tijd hoger aaagesl dan die van Hengwrt, en
sinds het einde van de negentiende eeuw zijn deeedianThe Canterbury Tales
gebaseerd op de tekst van Ellesmere. Na de publicat940 van de editie varhe
Canterbury Talesdoor Manly and Rickert, die was gebaseerd op alle bekend
handschriften, is de wetenschappelijke interessgralouitgegaan naar Hengwrt.
Recente onderzoekingen op het gebied van de té&dtaditie vanThe Canterbury
Tales (Blake 1985, Robinson 1999) geven aan dat van tle2e handschriften
Hengwrt de taal van Chaucer zelf het dichtst bertade

De meest innovatieve wetenschappelijke aanpak batekking tot de studie
naar The Canterbury Talekomt van het ‘Canterbury Tales Project’. Dit pcije
heeft als doel de geschiedenis van de overgelevieldtten variThe Canterbury
Taleste bestuderen door alle vijftiende-eeuwse handsshren gedrukte edities
van de Tales electronisch te transcriberen, te collationeren tenanalyseren
(Robinson 2003). Spellingvarianten in de tekst \ize handschriften kunnen
electronisch worden geanalyseerd, met als doel devantschap tussen de
verschillende versies te kunnen beschrijven enndearuiteindelijk de afstamming
van Chaucers oorspronkelijke tekst te kunnen achten. Op basis hiervan moet
het uiteindelijk mogelijk zijn de spellingvormen Bhaucers handschrift vast te
stellen.

Dit proefschrift beschrijft een onderzoek naar gkebruikte spelling in de
Hengwrt en Ellesmere handschriften dat werd uitgedranet behulp van digitale
media die zijn ontwikkeld en gepubliceerd door i@gnterbury Tales Project’: het
Hengwrt Digitale Facsimile, de electronische traimgi® van het Ellesmere
handschrift en de CD-ROMs van d@be General Prologuyerhe Miller's Tale The
Wife of Bath’s Prologuen The Nun’s Priest's TaleDeze CD-ROMs bevatten de
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collaties van alle vijftiende-eeuwse handschriftem de betreffende vertellingen.
De spelling van Hengwrt en Ellesmere is vergelakem drie andere teksten van de
hand van Scribe B, namelijk drie katernen van eandbchrift van Gower’s
Confessio AmantigCambridge, Trinity College, MS R.3.2) en de owtegerde
fragmenten van dBrioress’s Prologue and Prioress’s Ta{€ambridge University
Library, MS Kk 1.3/20) erroilus and CriseydéHatfield House fragment, Cecil
Papers, Box S/1). Het doel van deze studie is @dirsgspatronen van Scribe B
nader te analyseren, zodat de oorzaak van de Madh spelling tussen Hengwrt
and Ellesmere bepaald kan worden. Door te ondeezroek de kopiist zijn versie
getrouw kopieerde of niet, kan worden vastgestetdkav varianten in de tekst
afkomstig zijn van de auteur en welke van de kabpkiserdoor moet het mogelijk
zijn varianten te identificeren die typisch zijnorale taal van Chaucer zelf.

Hoofdstuk 1 is de introductie tot het onderwerm Vet proefschrift. Het bevat
een overzicht van de studies naar de taal van @haucclusief de recente
bevindingen van het ‘Canterbury Tales Project’. dgszins verschillende ideeén
van Manly en Rickert (1940) en Robinson (1997) bettekking tot het stemma van
The Canterbury Taleworden besproken met als doel het begrip ‘O maipistuit
te kunnen leggen. Deze O handschriften betreffen gexing aantal vijftiende-
eeuwse handschriften, die waarschijnlijk directgi&én van Chaucers originele
tekst zijn. Daarop volgt een korte discussie over wier taalvariaties die ten
grondslag hebben gelegen aan het standaardengesonder Chaucers ‘London
English’, de taal waarin Hengwrt en Ellesmere beige gesteld. Het hoofdstuk
eindigt met de beschrijving van het doel en de p@tlogie van de studie.

Het eerste deel van Hoofdstuk 2 is gewijd aanb8c en de door hem
gekopieerde handschriften. Om de spellingspatroraan Scribe B te beschrijven,
wordt de classificatie van Macintosh (1986) gehamte MacIntosh onderscheidt
drie types middeleeuwse kopiisten: de getrouweigpplie zich strikt hield aan de
originele tekst (Type A), de vertaler, die consedwie taal uit een voorbeeld omzet
naar zijn eigen dialect (Type B) en de kopiistai¢ dialect van zijn bron mengt met
zijn eigen dialect (Type C).

Het tweede deel van dit hoofdstuk bevat de bgsagen van de vijf
handschriften die voor deze studie zijn geanalgsePaleografische kenmerken
(Doyle 1995:64-65) en data afkomstig van studiesr @e taal van deze teksten
(Samuels 1988a:46) suggereren dat deze handsohriite de volgende
chronologische volgorde werden gekopieerd: Hengwitet Hatfield fragment —
Trinity — Ellesmere — het Kk fragment.

Hoofdstuk 3 en 4 behelzen een discussie overisgediriatie die is gerelateerd
aan de representatie van lange en korte klinkedsetnhele corpus. De getoonde
bevindingen in deze twee hoofdstukken hebben alsl de verifiéren of de
spellingverschillen tussen Hengwrt en Ellesmere afspiegeling zijn van de
spellingspatronen van de kopiist die mogelijk b&ad waren door taalkundige
veranderingen destijds, zoals eerder door Samii@884) verkondigd. Samuels trok
deze conclusie op basis van spellingveranderingemputreden tussen Hengwrt en
Ellesmere, zoalthowin thou, hij trok deze conclusie echter alleen op basise@n
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analyse van de spelling ithe General PrologyeThe Knight's TaleThe Miller's
Tale, The Reeve’s Taland The Cook’s Talén Hengwrt en Ellesmere, en niet op
basis van de gehele tekst.

Hoofdstuk 3 gaat over variatie in de spelling Mange klinkers, zoals in
Hengwrtgrenevs. Ellesmerggreene De resultaten laten zien dat de spelling van
lange klinkers niet consequent van één letter ingwat in twee letters in Ellesmere
verandert, uitgezonderd enkele woorden zoals Hangederen Ellesmerenooder
Het gebruik van één enkele letter voor een langkdi past inderdaad beter in de
spelling van Hengwrt, terwijl twee letters betesgen in Ellesmere, maar dit is in
feite niet meer dan een afspiegeling van de tendamsle kopiist om de voorkeur te
geven aan twee klinkers in Ellesmere in plaatsaam radicale verandering in zijn
spellingspatroon.

Woorden met een lange klinker die gespeld wordteaa dubbele letter zijn dus
al wel in Hengwrt te vinden, maar hun aantal nelentllesmere toe. Vaak worden
deze woorden aangetroffen aan het eind van eerl, regé suggereert dat zij
auteursvarianten waren, met als doel een goedeijoneéren. Hieruit moet dan ook
geconcludeerd worden dat Chaucers spelling evengekenmerkt moet zijn
geweest door variatie in spelling van woorden raagé klinkers. Het toegenomen
gebruik van de dubbele letter in Ellesmere laah ziat de kopiist probeerde de
spelling in dit handschrift te normaliseren. Hijagalaarin zelfs zo ver dat hij ook
een dubbele letter toekende aan woorderstaeenthree wat zeer ongebruikelijk
was.

Hoofdstuk 4 beschrijft woorden met een lange atéa. Deze klinkers kunnen
in het systeem van Chaucers spelling weergegevedenaloor e-, -U-, -OW-, -OU
en o(u)gh Volgens Samuels is de verandering van in -oun (zoalsresonin
resoun, van ow- in -ou- (zoalstownin toun) en van eghin -ough (zoalsthoghin
though een systematisch doorgevoerde spellingverandérsgen Hengwriow- en
-0- in Ellesmere ou-. De resultaten in dit hoofdstuk zijn ook hiermée
tegenspraak. Hoewel aan de spellingvormen metu-, -ow en -ogh in Hengwrt
en aan die metow en oughin Ellesmere de voorkeur wordt gegeven, is er geen
bewijs voor een systematische verandering. Daarmaasien sommige van deu
varianten in Ellesmere tegenwoordig beschouwd alsleowetse taalvormen
(Hengwrt town, down vs. Ellesmereoun dour). Het lijkt er daarom op dat de
voorkeur voor ew- in Ellesmere een poging is van de kopiist om gellisig in
Ellesmere te normaliseren, onafhankelijk van déting waarin de spelling zich
uiteindelijk zou bewegen.

Hoofdstuk 5 bestudeert woorden waarvan de speltugsen Hengwrt en
Ellesmere kan verschillen om de volgende rederBnéé¢n variant wordt meestal
gebruikt in elk van beide handschriften naast &émeerdere varianten die minder
vaak voorkomen (bijvoorbeeld defaahirche vs. alternatietherchg, (2) twee of
meer spellingvarianten komen willekeurig voor indeehandschriften (bijvoorbeeld
bifore vs. biforn), en (3) de woorden komen al dan niet opgesphsbr
(bijvoorbeeldto day vs. today). Over het algemeen lijkt het erop dat de kopiist
minder spellingvariatie tolereerde in Ellesmere dan Hengwrt. Daarnaast
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selecteerde hij spellingvormen die in het begin danvijftiende eeuw al tamelijk
ouderwets waren. Dergelijke vormen die frequenEilesmere gebruikt worden,
zoalsnoght lijken met opzet gekozen te zijn om de taal vlma@er weer te geven,
zelfs als zij waarschijnlijk de minder frequente rmen waren in zijn
spellingsysteem. Ook hieruit blijkt dat de kopiigt spelling in Ellesmere probeert te
normaliseren en dat het zijn bedoeling was in dihdschrift een spelling te
gebruiken die zo veel mogelijk leek op het systedah door Chaucer zelf werd
gehanteerd.

Hoofdstuk 6 behandelt de volgende onderwerpen giielateerd zijn aan
spellingvariatie in Hengwrt en Ellesmere: (1) dedilengelse equivalenten van de
Oudengelse klinkey; (2) discrepanties in spelling in Hengwrt ten dgeovan
variatie in Chaucers spelling; (3) de beperking lig¢ rijm oplegt aan de spelling
van woorden; (4) de relatie tussen vorm en funetie sommige spellingvarianten,
en (5) het voorkomen van speciale karakters dieerowor afkorting als ter
decoratie gebruikt konden worden. Uit analyse vamedonderwerpen komt het
beeld naar voren dat er verschillende criteria eergehanteerd bij het kopiéren van
de twee handschriften. In Hengwrt volgde de koplestspelling van zijn voorbeeld
vaker dan dat hij dat deed in Ellesmere, want zigel was daarbij Chaucers
onafgemaakteBook of the Tales of Canterburyn één handschrift te kopiéren.
Daarentegen probeerde hij in Ellesmere de speléngormaliseren, aangezien dat
handschrift tot een prestigieuze uitgave Vdre Canterbury Talesnoest worden
gemaakt. Dit hoofdstuk laat ook zien dat Scribe ébrgik maakte van bepaalde
varianten in Hengwrt en Ellesmere die hij tegenkwianzijn dagelijks werk als
ambtelijk schijver. Het betreft hier varianten, lomuche] die waarschijnlijk niet
gekozen zouden zijn door Chaucer, maar die welitats repertoire behoorden. De
aanwezigheid van deze varianten versterken hetddeee kopiist de taal van zijn
voorbeeld niet systematisch vertaalde, maar datalak bewuste keuzes maakte met
betrekking tot de te gebruiken spelling.

Hoofdstuk 7 bevat de conclusies van deze studigloet suggesties voor verder
onderzoek. De eerste conclusie is dat de spellingléngwrt en Ellesmere noch
volledig door de auteur, noch volledig door de kipiverd bepaald. Scribe B was
een Type C kopiist, die getrouw overschrijven mettaling mengde. Toen hij
Ellesmere kopieerde, deed hij echter iets bijzosiddj benadrukte in dit handschrift
een vorm van spelling die volgens hem Chaucers neigeaktijk weergaf.
Spellingverschillen tussen Hengwrt en Ellesmera dijis niet het gevolg van een
ontwikkeling in de schrijffgewoonte van de kopiisssen Hengwrt en Ellesmere,
maar van een in essentie verschillende benadeaingegide teksten. Hengwrt is een
handschrift dat tot doel had alle afzonderlijk \&#em vanThe Canterbury Talem
€én codex te verzamelen, terwijl Ellesmere een npeestigieus project was.
Hengwrt is daarom mogelijk een meer waarheidsgetreoorbeeld van Chaucers
taalgebruik dan Ellesmere, want het is zeer wagndighdat variaties in spelling in
dit handschrift min of meer direct afkomstig zijmrnv Chaucers oorspronkelijke
versie. Ellesmere bevat ouderwetse spellingvorrdenyaak afkomstig zijn van de



SAMENVATTING IN HET NEDERLANDS 243

auteur, maar die systematisch door de Kkopiist inhdndschrift zijn gebruikt om
meer gezag aan deze tekst te verlenen.

Uit recent onderzoek blijkt dat mogelijk het kogiproces van de Hengwrt, en
misschien zelfs van een deel van Ellesmere, do@u€¥r zelf is begeleid. Deze
mogelijkheid zou inhouden dat Chaucer wellicht @@d kan hebben uitgeoefend op
de door Scribe B gebruikte spelling, aangezien dagWirt gekenmerkt wordt door
significante spellingverschillen. Nader onderzo@nthier uitsluitsel over te geven.

De hier grepresenteerde analyse van de taal vagwiteen Ellesmere heeft ook
aangetoond dat er varianten in voorkomen die afkignz§n uit een ander dialect
dan dat van Chaucer of Scribe B en die geen spkeifiunctie in de tekst lijken te
hebben, zoals bijvoorbeeld rijmwoorden. Zij zouddkomstig kunnen zijn uit het
voorbeeld van Hengwrt, wat zou inhouden dat Hengeetn kopie is van Chaucers
originele werk, maar van een handschrift met vaeiaruit een westelijk dialect uit
die tijd. Dit is echter een theorie die pas nadiégewverkt kan worden als alle
digitale versies van de verschillende verhalerTbhi# Canterbury Talelseschikbaar
zijn.
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