
A Study of Cambridge University Library, MS. 
Dd.4.24 

of Chaucer's Canterbury Tales 

Vol. 1 

Analysis and Discussion 

Orietta Da Rold 

A thesis submitted for the partial fulfilment of the requirements for the award of 
the degree of PhD 

De Montfort University 

February 2002 

2 vols. 



IMAGING SERVICES NORTH 
Boston Spa, Wetherby 

West Yorkshire, LS23 7BQ 

www.bl.uk 

PAGE MISSING IN 

ORIGINAL 



 

 

 

 

 

CONTAINS DISKETTE 

 

‐UNABLE TO COPY‐ 

 

CONTACT UNIVERSITY IF 

YOU WISH TO SEE THIS 

MATERIAL 

IMAGING SERVICES NORTH   
Boston Spa, Wetherby 
West Yorkshire, LS23 7BQ 
www.bl.uk 



111 



AMIAMADRE 

IV 



".--
1I'\lll'W!"o.H, ,: J)d~~~·~:Jr~~\i0 ;::; . ' 

_-'-'.~.,...~;;;..,.. . _ ~'::J~1'" .. _ ' . '~~~ ';\~~/t 

• !"f 

, 
--~ ------

Cambridge University Library MS. Dd 4.24, f. 47v 

v 



A Study of Cambridge University Library, MS. DdA.24 of Chaucer's Canterbury Tales 
Orietta Da Rold 

Abstract 

Cambridge University Library, MS. DdA.24 is one of the earliest manuscripts of the 

Canterbury Tales, traditionally dated within the first two decades of the fifteenth 

century. It is considered of amateurish origin, because it is written on paper, varies a 

great deal in ink colour, and is "scruffy". It has never attracted careful codicological and 

textual study. 

This thesis is a thorough survey of Dd, using the tools that the Canterbury Tales Project 

has made available and is based on the belief that no text can stand alone and be studied 

without a consideration of the physical material on which it is written. The study is 

divided in two volumes: Volume 1 contains analysis and discussion of the data, which 

is supplied in Volume 2. Volume 2 includes a collation of the quires; diagrams on the 

relationship between colours of ink and text; textual collation of both major and minor 

variants, and of the corrections; and charts illustrating the mapping of spellings, as well 

as the checked and annotated electronic transcriptions of the manuscript. Volume 1 

begins with an introduction to the problems of the textual tradition of the Canterbury 

Tales, and to features'of Dd. Chapter 2 is a description of the manuscript, followed in 

Chapter 3 by a discussion on the manuscript's watermarks. Chapter 4 explains the 

composition of the quires and discusses codicological problems posed by their 

arrangement. Chapters 5, 6 and 7 comprise a textual examination of the manuscript: 

they consider major and minor variations, and the corrections in Dd, as compared with 

other manuscripts of the Tales. In Chapter 8, the spelling system of the scribe is 

considered. Chapter 9 concludes the thesis. 

The most important conclusion that can be drawn is that scholars previously overlooked 

Dd. The piecemeal reception of the copytext indicates that the scribe was connected 

with a web of other scribes also compiling copies of the Canterbury Tales. 

Additionally, this also suggests that the scribe of Dd may have more plausibly been a 

professional scribe working in the London-Westminster area, connected with the 

metropolitan book trade. In fact, the use of paper should not be deceptive as it could 

represent an alternative conscious choice to experiment with a text, which was not yet 

in a stable order. 

This thesis shows that codicological study of early manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales 

in conjunction with a careful consideration of textual evidence may shed new light on 

the textual tradition of the poem. 
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Preface 

Scholars, critics and editors have been struggling with the text of the Canterbury Tales 

over the centuries, because the poem is fragmentary and unfinished. Chaucer's 

holograph is not extant and it is difficult to extrapolate authorial intentions from the 

corpus of the surviving exemplars. The Canterbury Tales survives in a great number of 

witnesses dating up to the end of the fifteenth century, of which sixty are complete or 

nearly complete, four are early printed editions and the rest either belong to 

compilations or are merely fragments (Manly and Rickert 1940, vol. 1). 

It is accepted that Chaucer wrote the Canterbury Tales during the late years of his life at 

the end of the fourteenth century and was probably still working on it when he died. 

The poem is a collection of tales, which are joined by links and told within the frame of 

a pilgrimage. In the General Prologue, which opens the poem, twenty-nine pilgrims, 

and Chaucer among them, find themselves together at the Tabard hostelry in Southwark 

intending to ride on a pilgrimage to Canterbury. The host of the tavern proposes that 

each pilgrim should tell two stories on the way to Canterbury and another two on the 

way back to shorte with oure weye (GP 791). As a reward he will offer a supper to the 

best teller once they return from Canterbury. Then he joins the company as the referee 

of the game he suggested. The plan presented here by Chaucer was never completed. 

The total number of tales that one would expect in the poem is more than one hundred, 

depending on the actual number of pilgrims who take part to the journey. The number 

of priests who accompany the prioress is uncertain (GP 163) and a new pilgrim, the 

Canon's Yeoman, joins the company on the way, but no mention of him is made in GP. 

The Yeoman and the five Craftsmen do not have the opportunity of telling their stories. 

Only Chaucer tells two tales, even though he only finishes one; no other pilgrim 

narrates more than one tale. Of the extant tales two are unfinished, SQ and CO, and 

five clearly present the reader with inconsistencies. The Man of Law tells us that he will 

narrate a story in prose, but his story is in verse (L 7 96). The Shipman refers to vs while 

he is talking about female expectations (SH 12) and this suggests that the tale was 

designed to be told by a female teller (Chapman 1956; Robinson 1999). The Nun (also 

called the Second Nun in certain manuscripts) tells us that she is the vnworthy sone of 

Eue (NU 62). The Merchant and the Franklin have also caused some doubts on their 

allocation to their tales (Baugh 1937-8; Blake 1980, 10). The tales are organised in a 
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one-way journey, but the pilgrims never reach Canterbury. Finally, the poem in some 

manuscripts is concluded by the Retraction, where the poet takes leave of his readers. 

Additional problems come into the state of the text once one starts looking at the 

manuscripts. Tales show additions or deletions of passages or readings. The order of the 

tales varies substantially from copy to copy, making the reader wonder whether 

Chaucer imposed or started to give an order at all for his poem. Although the first set of 

tales usually falls into the same pattern: GP KN L 1 MI L2 RE L3 CO, the order of the 

following tales often changes considerably. The different order of the tales leads to 

another important problem: the frame of the poem and how the tales were joined 

together. We know nothing about Chaucer's method of composition. It does not seem 

likely that he conceived the poem in a logical order, that is from GP to the last tale. It is 

more probable that the text of the Canterbury Tales is the result of an assembling 

process: tales already written were framed together with links that were provided later 

(Blake 1980). A link is the part of the text that editors usually name prologues or 

epilogues to the tales, and they give the poem the over-all structure by joining the tales 

together. The link-tale chain does not run throughout the whole poem; unfortunately the 

frame is incomplete and the poem falls into fragments as a result. Besides, this chain 

proves to be easily adaptable. When a manuscript presents alterations in the order of the 

tales, the frame is modified too (Heseltine 1933, xv-xxxii). A link, which was prepared 

to connect one tale to another, could be adjusted to fit the new imposed order. In this 

respect the question of how much of the frame and modification of links can be ascribed 

to Chaucer still remains a major textual problem. 

It is difficult to offer plausible explanations to the textual problems of the Canterbury 

Tales, although there is nowadays a belief that a c·omprehensive transcription and 

collation of the whole corpus of manuscripts and incunabula of the poem may be the 

best way towards a solution. Alongside this valuable idea there is also another 

important approach: the study of single manuscripts. Research on this matter has been 

neglected over time; nevertheless, it has already been shown that thorough research 

based on a single manuscript may lead to interesting discoveries and the whole area of 

manuscript studies has seen a new revival in recent years (Pickering 1989; PearsaIl 

2000,2000a). 

The aim of this thesis is to analyse these problems within one single manuscript. The 

study is a codicological, textual and linguistic analysis of Cambridge University 

Xlll 



Library, MS. DdA.24. The work is organised in nine chapters, each dealing with a 

specific aspect. The first is a survey of the textual tradition of the poem. The second is a 

description of the manuscript. Some of the details included in this chapter will form the 

basis for the rest of the thesis. The material of the manuscript and the codicological 

explanation of the quires are presented in the following two chapters and the text is 

analysed in Chapters 5, 6 and 7. Chapter 8 offers an analysis of the spelling system of 

the scribe applied to the distribution of the text. The concluding chapter discusses the 

main findings of the thesis and stresses the idea that manuscripts should also be studied 

as books. Texts are not abstract material, they should be studied along with the physical 

artefact that contains them (Pears all 1984b). The details and information that this study 

reveals have implications on the overall textual problems of the Canterbury Tales and 

should be taken into account within the re-assessment of the manuscript tradition of the 

poem. The data behind the discussion are in Volume 2 of the thesis and are organised in 

eight sections, which mirror the chapters of Volume 1, so that the reader can follow the 

arguments in each chapter. The reading of the data is essential to understand fully the 

analysis and the conclusion presented in Volume 1. 

The reader should be advised that I have used throughout the thesis the Canterbury ,; 

Tales Project lineation system (Blake 1997b). Quotations from the text appear in the 

Canterbury Tales font, a special font, which is used at the Project for the transcriptions, 

and allows for the retention of special characters. The transcriptions in Section 8 have 

been checked according to the principles published in Robinson and Solopova (1993). 

The thesis has been compiled following The Chicago manual of style (Grossman 1993) . 

. 
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WBP (Wife of Bath's Prologue)3 2: 1-830 11: 1-856 (D) 

3 The abbreviation WBP is not inserted in Blake's lineation system (l997b, 10), however, I include it here 
as a separate entity from WB, which represents usually prologue and tale, since I used it in the thesis. 
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LI0 (Friar's Prologue) 

Lll (Summoner's Prologue) 

L 13 (Lenvoye de Chaucere) 

L14 (Clerk End-Link) 

L15 (Merchant'S Prologue) 

2: 1239-1274 

2: 1639-1682 

8: 1170-1212 

8: 1213-1219 

L17 (Merchant End-Link and Squire Head-Link)-

L20 (Squire End-Link and Franklin Head-Link)-

L21 (Physician-Pardoner Link) 9: 287-326 

L24 (Shipman Prioress) 

L25 (Prioress Topas) 

L28 (Thopas-Melibeus Link) 

L29 (Monk's Prologue) 

L30 (Nun's Priest's Prologue) 

L31 (Nun's Priest End-Link) 

L32 (Nun's Head-Link) 

L33 (Canon's Yeoman's Prologue) 

10: 435-452 

10: 691-711 

10: 919-966 

10: 1889-1990 

10: 2759-2792 

L36 (Manciple's Head-Link) 11: 1-104 

L37 (Manciple Parson) 12: 1-74 

ABBREVIATIONS IN THE TRANSCRIPTIONS4 

Characters: 

Ill: 1265-1300 (D) 

Ill: 1665-1708 (D) 

IV: 1170-1212 (E) 

IV: 1212a-g (E) 

IV: 1213-1244 (E) 

IV: 2419-2440 (E) 

V: 1-8 (F) 

V: 673-708 (F) 

VI: 287-328 (C) 

VII: 1625-1642 (B2) 

VII: 1881-1901 (B2) 

VII: 2109-2156 (B2) 

VII: 3079-3180 (B2) 

VII: 3957-4010 (B2) 

VII: 4637-4652 (B2) 

.; 

VIII: 554-719 (G) 

IX: 1-104 (H) 

X: 1-74 (I) 

All characters are as the standard key board, with the addition of: 

3: lower case yogh 
3: upper case yogh 
p: lower case thorn 
p: upper case thorn 
v: lower case -per-; -par
r: upper case -per-~ -par
,p: lower case -pro-
p: upper case -pro-
d': tailed d 
f'i: crossed h 
J: ser-
H: crossed double 1 
7: tail 
': flourish 
: macron 

4 For further details see Robinson and Solopova (1993). 
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': superscript hook = -er-/-re
I. superscript t 
r. superscript r = -ur
m: superscript m 
n. superscript n 
e. superscript e 
o. superscript 0 

u. superscript u 
I: superscript i = -ri
c: superscript a = -ra
r: Tironian note 
~ superscript 9 = -is, -es, -us 
9: subscript 9 
Q.: quod 
f: -is, -es 

Punctuation: 

,: virgule 
P: wedge shape mark 
"": filler; usually at ends of prose lines 
-:-: semi-colon 
4:: paraph sign 
.: full stop 
-: hyphen at line end, in word break 
-: word break at line end, in prose, but no hyphen seen where expected 
-: hyphen within line 

Tags: 

[exp] ... [lexp]: expanded abbreviation. 

[del] ... [/del]: otherwise deleted by scribe than by underdotting. 

[emph] ... [/emph]: indicates emphasis for letter or word not indicated by ornamental 

capital or underlining. 

[orncp] ... [lorncp]: ornamental capital. 

[add] ... [ladd]: scribal addition. 

[unr]xxxx[/unr]: unreadable, for whatever reason (physical damage to MS, etc). 

[ud] ... [/ud]: underdotted by scribe. 

[sup ] ... [/sup]: superscript; only for superscripts not in the font. 

[dub] ... [/dub]: uncertain of the tagged reading. 

[ul] ... [/ul]: indicates underlining. 

[sp]xxx[lsp]: indicate "white space" (for a letter, or word) left in the manuscript. 

[20rncp ]E[/Zorncp]: an ornamental capital E extending over 2 indented lines, if more a 

different number is used accordingly. 
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[2xcp ]x[l2xcp]: space left for a capital X extending over 2 lines, with an 'x' written into 

the space as a guide for the omamentor, except when a letter appears. In that case the 

letter is recorded. 

Text and lines: 

<G x>: group or part of the text see list above. 

IF Xrl: folio X recto. 

IF Xvi: folio X verso. 

<L X-l >: lines not present in the base text indicated by the same line in the base text 

which they follows and numbers 1, 2 etc, linked with and hyphen. 

<L Xa>: variant line of the base text, but not entirely new. Follows the principle 

outlined above, but with no hyphen. Variation needs to be greater than just a difference 

in a few readings within the line against the base text. 

<L X-r>: lines repeated by the scribe twice or several times. 

{fcw/}: catch word. 

Rubrics: 

<L IR>: initial rubric . 
..; 

<L mR>: medial Rubric. 

<L mR 1 >: if more than one. 

<L FR>: final Rubric. 

Notes: 

Basic format for note within the transcriptions: 

{/note/ <q>aaaa</q><ctp>bbb</ctp>: ccccc.<resp>dd</resp>} 

<q>aaaa</q>: quotation. 

<ctp>bbb</ctp>: line number Canterbury Tales Project. 

ccccc : transcriber's comment. 

<resp>odr</resp>: initials of the transcriber responsible for the note. 

OTHER ABBREVIATIONS 

LALME: (McIntosh, Samuels, and Benskin 1986) 

MED: (Kurath et at. 1956) 

OED: (Simpson et al. 2001) 

MC: collation prepared using McCormick (1933). 
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MR: Manly and Rickert (1940, vols. 5-8) variants, when the collation differs and is 

given in the edition. Manly and Rickert's collation is reproduced with the customary 

sigils. I also retained the underlined groups or sigils, when indicated by the scholars. 

rw: rhyme word. 

om.: line/s or reading not present 

out: line/s or readingls missing in manuscriptls due to loss of leaves 

spur.: a different or variant line from the base text 

Y: all manuscripts of The "Wife of Bath's Prologue" on CD-ROM (Robinson 1996), 

except Dd. 

X: indicates where a deletion of a reading took place in the line and it is now illegible. 

x: a superscript number indicates which reading is being discussed when identical 

readings in a line appear. 

f.: folio 

ff.: folios 

[ ]: manuscriptls or part of manuscript available in transcription. 

< >: the written symbol enclosed is intended as a "grapheme". 
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1. The textual tradition of the Canterbury Tales: A survey 

This chapter presents a survey of the textual tradition of the Canterbury Tales over the 

centuries, focusing on the use of manuscripts in editorial decisions. It also covers 

scholarly thoughts on the text of this poem. The chapter outlines the steps to the choice 

of Cambridge University Library, MS. Dd.4.24 as the subject of the present 

investigation. 

1.1 EARLY HISTORY 

Caxton was Chaucer's first editor as far as printed editions are concerned. Neither of 

the two editions that he published has a date or place of printing, although it is accepted 

that he printed the first edition of the Canterbury Tales at Westminster in 1476 and the 

second six years later in 1482. S One might suggest that the editorial textual debate of 

this poem started with Cx2. In the famous preface to the second edition Caxton (1482, 

aii) tells us that a gentleman approached him complaining about the text that appeared 

in his first edition, because it did not represent what Chaucer had written.6 Whether this 

gentleman existed or was only an invented character to justify his second edition is not 

important. What is important is both the awareness of the existence of a text that could 

represent authorial intentions better than any other and the concern that different 

versions of the poem were available. Caxton's statement poses the main queries: which 

text Chaucer left behind when he died in 1400 and to what extent the surviving copies 

represent what Chaucer wrote. 

Although awareness of a better text started almost immediately in the printed history of 

the Canterbury Tales, editors were not concerned with the identification of exemplars at 

5 On the date of publication see Dunn (1940, 1), Hellinga (1982) and Blake (1985, I). On general remarks 
on Caxton see Blake (1969,1973,1976). 
6 A transcription of this preface can be found in several publications: see (Boyd 1973, 125) and more 
recently Blake (2000c, 136). 
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such an early stage. The manuscript that Caxton used for his first edition has not been 

identified, but it must have been followed very carefully, according to the statement he 

wrote in his preface and probably with very little editorial censorship.7 Also the copy 

used by Caxton to emend his second edition is not known.8 Caxton based his new text 

substantially on Cx 1. Cx2 was mostly prepared without either collating the variants or 

making a new transcription. Substantial changes were made in the order of the tales and 

their links (Blake 1985, 4; Hammond 1905-6). Such a procedure makes it difficult to 

trace a precise ancestor, because one must be able to discern "between what Caxton 

took from the new manuscript and his own editorial emendations" (Dunn 1940, 6). The 

outcome of this method was a text largely adopted by Richard Pynson and Wynkyn de 

Worde who became Chaucer's next publishers. 

Pynson's editions appeared in 1492 and 1526; de Worde's was printed in 1498. De 

Worde was one ofCaxton's assistants and his edition is not entirely based on Cx2, but 

on a defective copy of it corrected against a manuscript. This manuscript was a good 

one, possibly close to Hg, but again no editorial comments are given in this respect.9 

In the sixteenth century the text of the Canterbury Tales started to be included in the 
" 

collections of Chaucer's works and several editions were prepared for the public. In 

1532 there appeared the edition by Wylliam Thynne entitled: The workes of GefJray 

Chaucer newly printed I with dyuers workes which were neuer in print before. As in the 

table more playnly dothe appere, prepared for Henry VIII. Thynne wanted to prepare 

another edition of Chaucer's work for he found that in the preceding one there were: 

"many erroursl falsyties I and deprauacions" (1532, aii verso). For this reason not only 

did he attempt to find and recover all the preceding printed copies, but he also tried to 

find new manuscripts that had not yet been printed as they were unknown (Thynne 

1532, aii). In modern terms he started to collect all the witnesses he could find in order 

to compare readings and make emendations to the text he was preparing. His son, 

7 See for descriptions and review Boyd (1984) and Blake (1985, 1-3). 
B Scholars have tried to discover whether any extant manuscripts could have been the source of the 
emendations in Cx2. The outcome of the research supports the thesis that there are no existing sources for 
Cx2. It also shows that this copy had a very good text. See Hammond (1905-6), Greg (1924), Koch 
(1928, Jji), Greg (1929), Ki Igour (1929) and in particular Dunn (1940) and B lake (2000c), 
9 See on a possible affiliation in particular GarbAty (1978) and Blake (1985, 5), 
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Francis, explains that his father had been commissioned to search for manuscripts in "a* 

the liberaries of Englande for Chaucers Workes, so that oute of a* the Abbies of this 

Realme (whiche reserved an ye monumentes thereof) he was fully furnished with 

multitude of Bookes. emongest [sic] whiche, one coppye of some part of his woorkes 

came to his handes subscribed in diuers places withe 'examinatur Chaucer'" (Furnivall 

1876, 6). Textual studies reveal that he used several manuscripts, but his method is still 

obscure (Baker 1986; Blodgett 1984). As base text for his Canterbury Tales he used a 

printed edition, but scholars still debate whether this edition was Caxton's first or 

second, or de Worde's, or Pynson's.lO The second edition was published in 1542 and 

the third probably in 1545, but there is no date on this edition. They were identical to 

the first with the sole addition of the Plowman's Tale in the Canterbury Tales. 11 

Thynne's text was very influential until the eighteenth century. In 1561 Stow reprinted 

Thynne's edition (1545), although from f. cccxl he included his own contribution to 

what he believed the canon of Chaucer's works should be (Stow 1561). He did not 

make any change in the text of the Canterbury Tales (Hudson 1984, 58-9), but he had 

access to some exemplars at least to make his add~tions to Thynne's copy of the whole 

works. 12 

Thomas Speght published his first edition in 1598. Again the manuscripts he had 

access to are not specified, but he clearly stated the steps that brought him to his edition: 

First, His [Chaucer's] life collectcd. Secondly, the text by old written copies corrected. Thirdly, 
Arguments to euery booke prefixed. Fourthly, Old words explaincd. Fifly, Difficulties opened. 
Sixtly, Authors by him cited, declared. Seuently, Sentences noted. Eightly, Some things of his added 
which neuer had bene printed (Speght 1598). 

Speght was the first editor not to be concerned only with the problem of the 

emendations. He also provides the reader with a life of Chaucer, notes to the text and a 

glossary. He is aware that it could be difficult for his readers to understand Chaucer's 

language so he translated French and Latin words and often explained a single reading 

with reference to folio and page where that specific word was recorded. Speght's 

second edition appeared in 1602 and the third in 1687. These are substantially the same 

as the first one, with only a few emendations, and represent the last editions printed in 

black letter since Cxl. The preface to the second edition was revised to acknowledge 

10 Blodgett (1984, 47), Blake (1985, 6) and Baker (1986. 131-2). 
11 Thynne's edition of 1532 was published in facsimile with additions from the following editions by 
Brewer (1969). 
12 Hudson (1984, 61-70). For the material added by Stow and his exemplars see also Flctcher (1978). 
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Francis Thynne's comments (FumivallI876) on Speght's first edition and once again it 

was said that the editor consulted many manuscripts, but no names were given. 13 

In the eighteenth century a list of manuscripts made its appearance in a printed edition 

to prove that the text had been collated and corrected. Urry's edition, published in 

1721, is the first. Brome, who had the task of organising Urry's papers after his death 

(Urry 1721, xxxiii), listed in the Preface to this edition all the exemplars that Urry and 

he had consulted (Urry 1721, xxxv, xxxix). From a textual point of view this edition of 

the Canterbury Tales is the most inclusive one. TO makes its first appearance in print, 

because it was considered as the continuation of CO (Urry 1721: 35). TB, the 

Merchant's Second Tale, was added at the end of the whole edition, and RT was 

included at the end of the poem in black letters (Urry 1721: 600). It also introduced for 

the first time a lineation system, which did not run throughout the poem consistently. It 

stopped and started again apparently without any textual reason. This procedure may 

suggest that the poem was fragmentary, but there were no editorial comments. Urry's 

editorial methodology has been harshly criticised by scholars for numerous emendations 

to Chaucer's language and metre. It is generally regarded as the worst edition of the 

Canterbury Tales.l~ Brome himself did not agree with Urry's approach to Chaucer's 

verse (Urry 1721: xxxiv). The infelicities of this edition were partly due to the fact that 

the editor could not finish his job. Nevertheless, the glossary he prepared was to be 

used as a base by Tyrwhitt for his own edition. 

After Urry's edition a further development in editorial ideas appears with Morrel. He 

printed privately an edition of the Canterbury Tales with only GP and KN in 1737. 

Morrel for the first time proposed not to follow "anyone particular manuscript but by 

collating several of the best Authority, ... , to select, if possible the genuine Reading" 

(1737, xxiv). He collated several manuscripts and gave variants in the appendix. IS 

This idea of an eclectic method was then considered again by Tyrwhitt who published 

his edition of the Canterbury Tales in 1775 in four volumes, with a glossary being 

published in 1778. Tyrwhitt complained about the text that had been edited in the past, 

for attention to manuscripts was neglected or "at least very imperfectly pursued" (1775-

13 Pace (1968) and Pearsal1 (1984a) think that one of the major witnesses used by Speght was Gg. 
14See for a comprehensive review in particular A1derson (1984). Despite its well-known inconsistencies, 
Dane suggests that Urry's edition should be re-evaluated, because Urry tried to make the text "accessible 
... and claimed further that this easily accessible text, a text to which any amateur Chaucerian would have 
access, was the best text" (Dane 1988, 222). 
IS Morrel (1737,425). See also Dane (1988, 226-8). 
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8, 1: i). Hence he decided to form a text "throughout from the MSS and has paid little 

regard to the readings of any edition, except the two by Caxton, each of which may now 

be considered as a manuscript" (Tyrwhitt 1775-8, 1: i). A list of all the manuscripts he 

collated or had access to was given in the Appendix to the Preface, followed by an 

explanation on which manuscript was to be considered better than others for 

emendations. He gave the most credit to five manuscripts, which he listed according to 

importance as: HaS, Dd, En3, En! and Adl. 16 Despite this interest in manuscripts, he 

used as copytext a printed edition, probably Speght's text, fragments of which are 

conserved in the Alderman Library of the University of Virginia (Hench 1950). 

Tyrwhitt (1775-8, 4: 121) is the first editor to suggest that the inconsistencies in the text 

could be understood only if one accepted that Chaucer had never finished his poem. He 

did not accept that tales and links had been lost, because Thomas, Chaucer's son, must 

have taken care of Chaucer's papers. The text he prepared was different from the 

former ones above all for its tale order that he imposed after looking at and considering 

the available manuscripts. 

The poem begins with GP Lt MI L2 RE L3 CO, and after CO a line of asterisks is 

inserted to indicate that the tale is unfinished. He did not insert TG after CO, for it does 

not appear in any authoritative manuscript and its style did not seem to be Chaucerian 

(Tyrwhitt 1775-8,4: 121-89). L7 and ML followed without L8. Then there were WBP 

and WB, omitting a few lines in the prologue, FR and SU with their prologues. 

Tyrwhitt (1775-8, 4: 152) argued that CL and ME should be placed here, because they 

refer to WB. L14 at the end of CL was omitted for the first time from any printed 

edition. After ME there was the epilogue and the incipit to the Squire's Tale (Lt7), 

which represented the prologue to SQ. Tyrwhitt pointed out to his reader~ that the tale 

was unfinished with another line of asterisks. L20 FK PH and PD followed. Then 

came SH introduced by L8. This link had been used in former editions as the Squire's 

Prologue (in some manuscripts it is the Man of Law's end link), but the reading Squire 

was replaced by Shipman. PR, TT, TM and MO followed. In MO the Adam stanza 17 

was included and the modern instances l8 were placed at the end. NP came next. NU 

and CY were placed here, although in former editions they preceded PH, because it was 

16 Tyrwhitt (1775-8, I: xxii-xxiii). See also Windeatt (1984, 123) for the customary sigils of Tyrwhitt's 
list. 
17 MO 16-118 commonly indicated by Adam stanza and named so hereafter. 
18 MO 682-768 commonly indicated by modern instances and named so hereafter. 
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illogical in that "the reference to Boughton under Blee in Cannon's Yeoman prologue 

must follow the reference to Rochester in" MO (Tyrwhitt 1775-8, 4: 170). The poem 

ended with MA, P A and RT. Tyrwhitt rejected PL, for it is not found in any 

manuscript. The edition is very close to the ones we find today in its tale order. 

Tyrwhitt presented the text as a sequence between tales and links, although sometimes 

he had some doubts, Le. about the connection between PH and FK. He linked FK to PH 

with six lines from Ha5. 19 The poem was a complete entity, where the lineation runs 

continuously. 

Tyrwhitt's text was published several times and in certain instances without the editor's 

approvaeo and with additions from Urry's edition. Bell's edition (1782): The poetical 

works ofGeoffrey Chaucer. In xiv volumes is a good example. 

Thomas Wright, who published a new edition of the Canterbury Tales in 1847-51, 

suggested a completely different editorial approach. In his preface he blamed Tyrwhitt, 

because he had formed his text "from a number of different manuscripts, written at 

different times and at different places", a method that he called "the most absurd plan 

which is possible to conceive" (Wright 1847, xxxiii). Not only did he reject the eclectic 

method, but he also complained about the fact that editors used printed editions as their 

base text. Editors had to "fall back upon the manuscripts; ... instead of bundling them 

all together;" and had to "pick out one best manuscript which at the same time is one of 

those nearest to Chaucer's time" (Wright 1847, xxxv). Among the manuscripts he 

collected he focused his attention on Ha4, which "is far the best manuscript of 

Chaucer's Canterbury Tales that I have examined, in regard both to antiquity and 

correctness" (Wright 1847, xxxv). On paleographical grounds he judged the manuscript 

to be copied a few years after 1400 and concluded that this was the best manuscript he 

had examined so far. He followed his exemplar faithfully with little emendation in the 

text and none in the order of the tales. Despite his criticism of Tyrwhitt he retained the 

lineation system of this editor. He then put in brackets lines which had been printed by 

Tyrwhitt, but were not present in Ha4, and he inserted without lineation passages 

excluded in Tyrwhitt, but included in Ha4. Yet Wright's text formed a single unit, 

notwithstanding the assumptions he made in his introduction. He suggested that 

Chaucer did not compose the poem continuously, but different parts were prepared to be 

19 Tyrwhitt (1775-8, 4: 170). See for details on emendations Windeatt (1984). 
20 In a letter dated June 12, 1783 Tyrwhitt complained about the fact that his edition had been published 
without his permission, found in Tyrwhitt's edition (I77S-8) in the British Library. 
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joined at different stages. He also hinted that Chaucer could have published them as 

separate poems. He strongly believed that the text is unfinished and was left to 

posterity in detached fragments, which were arranged after his death in the order 

witnessed in manuscripts (Wright 1847, xvii-xix). 

To summarise the relationship between manuscripts and printed editions of the 

Canterbury Tales from Caxton to Wright, one must notice that all editors tended to 

collate the text against a former printed edition instead of using a manuscript. This 

practice is, as we will see, still adopted in modern times. Manuscripts were used to 

emend the text and to correct readings, the order of the tales and different passages, but 

until the eighteenth century no list of manuscripts used for editing was given. In certain 

circumstances manuscripts more authoritative than others were adopted and editors 

appealed to their supremacy in preparing their text, although there was no consistent 

editorial criteria or methodology. Editors started to become aware of the problems of 

the text of the Canterbury Tales. It is remarkable that Tyrwhitt and Wright were the 

first editors who also discussed textual problems such as the order of the tales, the 

fragmentation of the poem and its completeness. These problems will be picked up and 

discussed again by scholars in the second part of the nineteenth century. 

1.2 THE NINETEENTH AND EARLY TWENTIETH CENTURY 

In the nineteenth century the development of Germanic philology as a new discipline 

provided a scientific tool for textual studies. A true interest in medieval texts and their 

manuscripts blossomed and the works of Chaucer were caught in this renewed interest. 

Transcriptions started to appear and new manuscripts were brought to light from private 

collections. Furnivall set up the Chaucer Society in 1868 and he became one of the 

main contributors to the tradition ofChaucerian textual study (Benzie 1983, 157-255). 

He selected eight manuscripts and published them in the Chaucer Society'S series 

(Furnivall 1868, 2-9). As a six-text edition, he edited: Hg, El, Gg, Cp, La and Pw 

(Furnivall 1868f-84), and later two more manuscripts attracted his attention in separate 

editions: Ha4 and Dd (Furnivall 1884, 1901-2). Furnivall was very influential not only 

for his diplomatic editions, but also for his ordering of the tales. He had to arrange his 

edition in a parallel-text, but the manuscripts do not have congruity in order. Therefore 

he needed a method to present them. He divided the tales into nine groups and each 

group was labelled from A to I, which became the order imposed on the tales. These 
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groups became accepted among scholars and editors who used them as labels to discuss 

tale order and fragments: 

A = GP, KN, MI, RE, CO 

B = ML, SH, PR, TT, TM, MO, NP 

C=PH, PD 

D=WB,FR, SU 

E=CL, ME 

F = SQ, FK 

G=SN,CY 

H=MA 

I=PA. 

He wanted to organise his text as realistically as possible. The number of days that the 

pilgrims needed to complete the journey and the time of day mentioned in the various 

passages played a major role in the organisation of the text (Furnivall 1868). In his 

division Bradshaw influenced him (Baker 1984, 161-66). After having studied more 

than fifty manuscripts, Bradshaw came to the conclusion that the text as presented in 

manuscripts could not be considered as a whole unit. It should be divided in smaller 

sections. These sections would enable comparison and probably provide a basis to 

order the sections themselves. As a result the poem was arranged in twelve fragments. 21 

After Furnivall's edition, another scholar, Skeat, felt that it was necessary to prepare a 

new text of Chaucer's poem based entirely upon the evidence that the manuscripts 

could offer. So in 1894 The complete works of Geoffrey Chaucer, edited from 

numerous manuscripts was published. This edition appeared in six volumes, two of 

them contained the text and notes of the Canterbury Tales. The editor believed that: 

"until the publications of the Chaucer Society appeared, no reader had the means of 

knowing what the best MS. texts were really like. All who have been accustomed to 

former ( complete) editions have necessarily imbibed hundreds of false impressions, and 

have necessarily accepted numberless theories" (1894, 4: xvi). In this respect he clearly 

stated that his text: "as printed in the present volume, is an entirely new one, owing 

nothing to the numerous printed editions which have preceded it" (Skeat 1894, 4: vii). 

However, he recognised his debt to Furnivall's transcriptions. Skeat established the 

21 Bradshaw (1889, 102-148), for a review of the Bradshaw shift, or the movement of SH PR TT TM 
MO and NP after ML see Baker (1962), Wilson (1973) and Keiser (1977-8). 
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general understanding from an editorial point of view of what the text should consist of 

and some of his decisions have been followed since: the choice of El as the manuscript 

to base the text of the Canterbury Tales on is the most important decision. 

Skeat compared the manuscripts edited by Fumivall and discovered that all of them 

could be represented by four types: A, B, e, D. These four types were classified not in 

accordance with the date of the manuscripts, but according to the type of text they 

presented in respect of order, links and lines. Therefore, the manuscripts in the A group 

represented the earliest type, while those in the D were the latest. Despite these 

considerations he chose El not because it was included in the earliest group, but 

because: "of all the manuscripts, E. is the best in nearly every respect. It not only gives 

good lines and good sense, but is also (usually) grammatically accurate and thoroughly 

well spelt".22 He then carried on: "This splendid MS. has also the great merit of being 

complete, requiring no supplement from any other sources, except in the few cases 

where a line or two have been missed" (1894,4: xviii). 

Scholars have often questioned the result of this editorial method. Skeat did not make 

clear the extent to which he was using other manuscripts, since it is obvious that the 

canonical seven were not the only ones to be employed, and his emendations are often 

intuitively picked out (Edwards 1984, 181-6). Besides, there is no link between the 

types he had recognised and the text he wanted to edit: "As far as possible he 

incorporated in his text all the pieces that he considered genuine. His text is an 

amalgam which is not reflected in any manuscript or even for that matter in a type of 

manuscript" (Blake 1985, 15). Appendix and footnotes are often used to receive 

passages not worth inserting in the main text. Skeat was the first editor to use El as 

base text. However, the authority of this manuscript was not always followed. He 

inserted the modem instances in the middle of MO, although in El they occur at the end. 

Besides he also edited and split links in order to provide epilogue and prologue to the 

tales. ME has an epilogue (E 2419-2440) and the following tale, SQ, has a prologue (F 

1-8). In El these two passages constitute only one link (L 17), and they are considered 

as the Squire's Prologue. In his order of the tales Skeat followed the one proposed by 

Fumivall and accepted his groups, although he did not believe that the e group should 

be placed after the B group. According to him the right order should be e after F.23 

22 Skeat (1894, 4: xvii). Here E. is El. 
23 Skeat (1894, 4: 434). The scholar discussed the matter of the order of the Canterbury Tales in other two 
publications proposing that no arrangement in any manuscript is final. See Skeat (1907. 1909). 
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Under the influence of the Chaucer Society's series other studies on the manuscripts of 

the Canterbury Tales appeared. Zupitza published the Specimens of all the accessible 

unprinted manuscripts of the "Canterbury Tales", of L21 and PD, which were 

published in parts in 1892 and 1893. This study was prefaced by a discussion on the 

textual relationship between the readings of the manuscripts available to him at that 

time. He believed that the manuscripts could be divided into six groups. The first and 

the most important one was the Dd group: Ad 1, Ch, Dd, Ds 1, En 1, In, NI. These 

manuscripts split into two classes in their relationship with other manuscripts, but they 

went back to a common ancestor (Zupitza 1892-3, pt 1: vi, xvi). The subsequent groups 

were very small and formed by: PhI, B02 and Gg; Ha5, Pa and Ha4; Se and Ht; TcI, 

Ra3, GI and Ad2. The readings from these groups were not as good as those from El 

and Hg, but not as bad as those in the Corpus and Petworth groups (Zupitza 1892-3, pt 

2: iii), which represented the last two collections (Zupitza 1892-3, pt 3: iii). The study 

proposed by Zupitza goes as far as the text selected for the survey is concerned, i.e. L21 

and PD, but unfortunately does not provide many explanations on the relationship 

which might occur between the groups themselves. 

On the basis of Zupitza's grouping, Koch (1913) published a comparison of the eight 

manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales, whose conclusion would then be put into practice 

in his edition of PD (Koch 1928). In his introduction to the 1928 edition, the editor 

rephrased Zupitza's and Skeat's division of the manuscripts. He believed that the 55 

exemplars of the Pardoner's Tale "must be divided into two large Types or seven 

groups" (Koch 1928, xxxv) and he also assumed that his classification for the 

manuscripts of one tale could be extended to the whole corpus (Koch 1928, xxxv). He 

stated that "These two Types evidently go back to one common source, wh.ich, however 

was not the Poet's original MS., as there are some mistakes occurring in all or nearly all 

MSS" (Koch 1928, xxxvi). He again considered Zupitza's Dd-group, with the addition 

of El, as "the most correct on the whole, avoiding the mistakes occurring more or less in 

all other groups" (Koch 1928, xxxvi). After presenting all the evidence of types and 

groups he came to the conclusion that a critical edition of the Canterbury Tales should 

be based on the A-Type. He also believed that "deviations in the B-Type are, with a 

few exceptions perhaps, either corruption of the original, or at best, attempts at 

correcting an already faulty common source" (Koch 1928, lxx). He then concluded his 

study by putting forward the theory that the poem was definitely not published before 

Chaucer's death, as it was unlikely that any tales could be in prior circulation or that 
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Chaucer revised the poem. Finally he reinforced the idea that El "must form the basis 

of a critical text of the C. T." (Koch 1928, lxxi-Ixxii). 

A new attempt to group and compare the manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales was 

proposed by Brusendorff in 1925. Brusendorff (1925, 63-4) criticised Zupitza' sand 

Koch's classification of manuscripts, because they were faulty in several points. He 

arranged "the material in various groups, noting on one hand the evidence for 

connection with the ultimate original, and on the other that for intermixture between the 

authorities" (Brusendorff 1925, 63). In his analysis he started with two main 

assumptions: 1. Chaucer revised his text and different versions could be ascribed to 

Chaucer's revision; 2. All the manuscripts descend from one copy even though in the 

process they might be corrupted by independent copies. So from Chaucer's own copy 

are descended the Oxford group (Cp-Bo group) and All England group, which 

originated with Hg, El, the Cambridge group (Dd group) and the London group (Ha5 

groUp).24 His analysis led to a final conclusion that the text should be formed on El, 

which represented the best witness of the Canterbury-Tales (Brusendorff 1925, 84, 

108). 

Tatlock answered Brusendorff in an article published in 1935 in which he discussed the 

textual problems of the Canterbury Tales. He criticised his predecessors because "their 

remarks on the subject are superficial or incidental ... and so without expression of a 

clear and complete view as to what physical history of the Tales lies underneath the 

existing MSS" (Tatlock 1935, 100). He rejected that the tales could have been in prior 

circulation, for the poem is too fragmentary to suggest any stage of publication. 

On the basis of the Lenvoy a Bukton,25 however, he admitted that "there is naturally no 

way of proving, but also no reason to doubt, that now and then Chaucer would show or 

lend a part of the poem to a trustworthy friend" (Tatlock 1935, 106). This did not imply 

that Chaucer left any fair copy or manuscripts; Tatlock (1935, 106) believed that the 

poem was left in "informal draft on separate sheets (or possibly quires), certainly not all 

physically and inseparably unified". The numerous changes and adjustments in the 

manuscripts were made to appeal to readers' taste under the responsibility of 

booksellers, but he did not deny the possibility that Chaucer revised his text even 

24 Brussendorf (1925,63-108). For the diagram of this theory see in particular p.1 06. 
25 "Lenvoy de Chaucer a Bukton" is usually published among Chaucer's Short Poems. Chaucer in this 
poem advised his friend Bukton to read the Wife of Bath before deciding to get married (Benson 1988, 
655-6). Using this evidence, scholars inferred that Chaucer published parts of the Canterbury Tales 
before the poem was assembled. See a discussion in Tatlock (1935, 106) and in Blake (1985. 51-2). 
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though it is difficult to prove. About the tale order he thought that Chaucer could have 

had a plan in mind as to their arrangement, but he "did not carry it through with perfect 

proportion and consistency, and ... had he finished his work he might have changed it" 

(Tatlock 1935, 127). He rejected the possibility that Chaucer was responsible for any 

order found in the extant manuscripts and therefore no authority can be found in the 

manuscripts. The order that was suggested by Furnivall could be considered as the 

nearest to the one Chaucer would have intended, had he finished the poem. 

A new edition appeared in 1933: The complete works of GeofJrey Chaucer, by F.N. 

Robinson. Robinson established his text without looking at the manuscripts, but relied 

on the accessible transcriptions of the Chaucer's Society. In this respect he wrote: "I 

felt, too, that the printed manuscripts represent so well the different classes of 

authorities that their readings, supplemented by collations and the published reports of 

other copies, gave me in most cases the necessary evidence for the determination of the 

text" (Robinson 1933, vii). He divided the six manuscripts into two types. The A type 

is represented by El, Hg, Dd,-Gg, while the B type includes Ha4, Cp, Pw and La. El 

remained the base text. Robinson, like his predecessors, formed his text only on the 

basis of the manuscripts, which were considered at that time the earliest and the most 

influential. According to him these were the ones which could help to establish 

Chaucer's archetype. The editor believed that he is not applying a purely eclectic 

method, in the way that he tried to give: "constant attention to the relation of the 

manuscripts... the A type manuscripts ... " have "superior authority to B type" 

(Robinson 1933, xxxiii). He was the first editor who recognised the peril of using Ha4 

as a trustworthy source for revisions. Harleian readings were seen as a risk regarding 

scribal interference (Robinson 1933, xxxiv). His emendations took this into account. 

Criticisms of them have often been proposed.26 

In arranging his text he did not follow the Chaucer Society's order. Robinson thought 

that Chaucer never imposed an order on his tales and that he did not even prepare his 

text for publication. Consequently scribes or modern editors imposed any order. 

Robinson argued that no order had authorial authority and adopted the one of the best 

manuscripts: "no attempt is made to correct discrepancies left standing by the author, or 

to reconstruct the stages of a pilgrimage which he seems never to have completely 

planned" (Robinson 1933,2). 

26 Reinecke (1984,231-51) and Ramsey (1989, 1994,22-43). 
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He divided the poem into ten fragments, which roughly represented the groups of the 

Chaucer Society and ordered them following his best manuscript: El. Fragment 11 (B) is 

divided in two parts. The first part (BI - L7-ML) precedes the D group, now called 

fragment Ill, while the remnant of the group (B2 
- named Fragment VII) is placed after 

C, here fragment VI. Group C comes after group D (fragment Ill), E (fragment IV) and 

F (fragment V). The end of the poem is as in Skeat's. 

In many of his editorial decisions Robinson seems to follow his predecessors, in the 

sense that he is anxious to include lines which might be Chaucerian. He incorporated 

L33 and CV, despite he mentioned that they were probably not intended to be included 

in the Canterbury Tales, but "the device by which he is introduced into the company 

may have been in Chaucer's mind from the beginning. In any case it serves happily to 

give variety to narrative, and provides a natural and dramatic introduction for the 

Yeoman's story" (Robinson 1933, 15). The same is applied to L8 after ML. He 

admitted that these lines were missing in the best manuscripts; as a consequence he 

assumed that Chaucer meant to cancel them, because there can be no doubt as to their 

genuineness (Robinson 1933,6). Robinson's text shares many similarities with Skeat's. 

For his idea of Chaucer's meter he tended to justify Harleian readings and retained in 

his edition most ofHa4 readings adopted by Skeat (Ramsey 1989, 149-51). Robinson's 

text gained more and more approval amongst the critics and the reading public, and his 

edition would be used as the base text by his successors. 

1.3 MAJOR DEVELOPMENT IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY 

In the first half of the twentieth century two scholars, John Manly and Edith Rickert, 

realised that the edition prepared by Skeat, though of value, failed to refer to or take 

account of the whole corpus of manuscripts. As a result they decided to set up a project 

to collate all the manuscripts and early editions. The aim would be to prepare a new 

edition with its text "based throughout upon the evidence afforded by all the extant 

MSS and such early editions as represented MSS no longer in existence" (Manly and 

Rickert 1940, 1: 1). 

The edition appeared in 1940 in eight volumes. In order to edit the poem they described 

all the manuscripts and incunabula in their Volume 1. In Volume 2 they illustrated the 

textual tradition of the poem, with special attention to the relationship between 

manuscripts, and the whole of the second volume is devoted to an explanation of the 
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textual affiliations. The edition of the poem appeared in Volumes 3 and 4, which also 

contain brief apparatus criticus and notes. The variants in the manuscripts are given in 

the remaining four volumes in which they are grouped according to tales and links. 

They collated all the different readings of the manuscripts regardless of their 

correctness, using as base text Skeat's student edition27
• Variants fell into groups and 

these groups, when persistently and consistently related, constitute the basis for 

comparison. As a consequence it was possible "to reduce the number of manuscripts 

whose behavior needs to be considered in establishing the text to the early manuscripts 

that were the ancestors of the groups" (Manly and Rickert 1940, 2: 41). Manuscripts 

could therefore be divided into four groups: g, Q, £, g, although some single manuscripts 

did not seem to fit in any groups: El, Gg, Hg, which could be connected with Ha4 and 

Ad3. These groups were not related chronologically with one another, the manuscripts 

in the g group were not older than the one in g group, although the classification is 

related to the order of the tales. Groups and independent manuscripts were compared 

with one another and the results of those comparisons led the editors to the conclusion 

that: "El, Hg, Gg and g are for the most part derived from a better text" (Manly and 

Rickert 1940, 2: 44). The editors did not specify clearly whether they chose a 

manuscript as a base text for their edition. However, it seems that they relied heavily on 

Hg disregarding El, although they never openly admitted this. This assumption is 

strengthened by the editors' comments upon El: 

Although El has long been regarded by many scholars as the single MS of most authority, its total of 
unique variants, many of which are demonstrable errors, is approximately twice that of Hg, as is also 
its total of slips shared with other manuscripts ... it is very clear that an intelligent person, who was 
certainly not Chaucer, worked over the text when El was copied, the unsupported readings of this 
manuscript must be scrutinised with the greatest care (Manly and Rickert 1940, 1: 150). 

Their aim was to construct an eclectic text, which according to them was the main 

archetype 0 1
• Not only does this archetype represent Chaucer's own fragments, but it 

also includes any likely Chaucerian revisions. Their editorial assumptions are based in 

part on their belief that there could have been prior circulation of the tales and the 

possibility of authorial variants (Manly and Rickert 1940, 2: 30). 

According to the organisation of the text, Manly and Rickert came to the conclusion 

that none of the extant arrangements were Chaucer's responsibility. 

27 (Manly and Rickert 1940, 2: 489), On the use ofSkeat's edition see Dane (1993). 

37 



But "after Chaucer's death several separate attempts were made at gathering and 

arranging the tales Chaucer was known or reported to have written"; it follows that any 

order is scribal. The order they gave to the tales came from preceding scholarly 

opinion. They retained the labelling of the blocks of the Chaucer Society, although they 

rejected Skeat's and Furnivall's suggestions. The poem therefore opens with block A, 

then B, which is divided in block BI (L7, ML) and B2 (the rest). After block BI, comes 

D, E, F, C. Here B2 is inserted and hence the poem finishes with G, H, I and RT. They 

adopted the order of El. 

This edition is truly of great importance for its major advance in the textual criticism of 

the Canterbury Tales. However, the results of this research and the presentation of the 

evidence are difficult to understand, and the method they used to establish the text has 

been questioned.28 Manly and Rickert applied the principle of recentio to establish their 

text, but this method could be used only if all the extant manuscripts could be traced 

back to an archetype. Unfortunately the choice of this method clashed with their 

editorial observations about the relationship among manuscripts. They emphasised that 

the manuscripts did not seem to go back to a single archetype which derived from a 

"complete manuscript belonging to Chaucer, but "rather to a body of incomplete 

material, in different stages of composition and only in part put in order and corrected" 

(Manly and Rickert 1940, 2: 41). From this point of view one could state with Blake 

that "the conclusion that there was a single archetype contradicts the assumption that 

there were many Chaucerian versions to which some scribes had access" (Blake 1984, 

390). This edition aimed to supply a complete record of variant readings as supporting 

material for scholars. Rydland (1972) has shown that the data are incomplete and 

therefore not completely reliable. 

Despite careful collation and the editorial conclusion that Hg was to be regarded as a 

trustworthy manuscript, the edited text depended on prior editorial decisions as far as 

inclusions or positioning of lines in the text are concerned. They included the modern 

instances in the middle of MO, despite the fact that El and Hg put them at the end. 

They also included the Adam stanza regarded as authorial, although missing in Hg. L8 

is included, because it is evident that Chaucer wrote the passage. It is missing in Hg, 

but a blank space is provided. Still they think that these lines were an earlier stage of 

"the development of Chaucer's plan and that he finally did not intend to use it for 

28 Everett (1940), Root (1941), Everett (1942), Blake (1983) and Kane (1984). 
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introducing and connecting ML T with any tale now extant" (Manly and Rickert 1940, 

3: 491). L17 that they acknowledged was meant as a unit by Chaucer has been split 

owing to the balancing of the volumes (Manly and Rickert 1940,3: 479). TO was not 

included, because considered not to be by Chaucer (Manly and Rickert 1940, 3: 446-

447). L33 and CY were inserted in their usual position after NU, because they were 

written by Chaucer (Manly and Rickert 1940, 4: 521). 

Manly and Rickert attempted a completely new approach to editing Chaucer's work, 

although sometimes it fell short in the relationship between the evidence that they 

provided and the final editorial decisions. Nevertheless, the merit of the recognition 

that Hg should be regarded as a better text than previously thought needs to be 

acknowledged. 

Some of the imperfections in Manly and Rickert's edition are due to the fact that the 

editors died before being able to analyse and study in depth the data they had at their 

disposal. A student of theirs published separate papers to tILto explain and develop 

further Manly and Rickert's research?9 Ramsey (1994) has recently published a 

monograph on Manly and Rickert's investigations. He reasserts the value of Manly and 

Rickert's thesis, putting particular emphasis on manuscript production and prior 

circulation of tales. 

After Manly and Rickert's edition the great revolution that one would expect in the 

history of editing the Canterbury Tales did not occur. Their discoveries passed almost 

without consideration and the second edition of The complete works of Geoffrey 

Chaucer that Robinson edited in 1957 saw only a few changes in the text of the 

Canterbury Tales. This decision contradicted what the editor had said in the first 

edition: "in common with all other Chaucerians, I am eagerly awaiting the light that the 

Chicago edition will throw upon doubtful passages and upon the history of the 

composition of the tales" (Robinson 1933, vii). However, after Robinson's second 

edition other scholars published the Canterbury Tales taking into account Manly and 

Rickert's conclusion about Hg, although the results were still very much influenced by 

former editions which used El as base text. 

In 1958 Donaldson prepared his edition of Chaucer's Poetry, reprinted in 1975. Like 

many editors before him, he did not consult the manuscripts, merely the transcriptions 

29 Dempster (1946, 1948, 1948a, 1949, 1953). 
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of the Chaucer Society. He claimed that he was following Manly and Rickert's lead 

using Hg as base text, but at the same time underlined that he "adopted a reading", 

which he "considered superior to the one generally accepted" (Donaldson 1975, v), 

without making clear how he could consider one reading superior to another. He, for 

example, inserted KN 1918-114 that are not present in Hg. One assumes this is because 

these lines were accepted as Chaucerian, being present in El and in all former editions 

since Skeat. For the inclusion of CV, the editor was sure he could discern Chaucer's 

will and stated: "Chaucer was not a poet who would risk stunting his development in 

order to adhere to a preconceived plan, and apparently his plan expanded as he wrote" 

(Donaldson 1975, 1031). In the order of the tales he followed El and not Hg. It seems 

that it is "better accredited and has the advantage that the tales of the seventh fragment 

provide a climax to the student reading the Canterbury Tale for the first time" 

(Donaldson 1975, 1032). 

The editors of the Variorum edition, still in progress, favoured Hg above other 

manuscripts owing to its early age, its unedited state and its accuracy. They rejected El 

because they acknowledged Manly and Ricket's comment on its editorial state. The 

editors used Hg as the basis to build and organise their text. That is to say: "the text is 

edited from Hg with apparatus drawn from first hand collation of ten or more 

manuscripts representing Manly and Rickert's chief groups" (Baker 1979, xvii). The 

method they claim to be using is the best-text method, but the result is closer to an 

eclectic text than to a best text. They include in the edition lines that traditionally have 

been ascribed to Chaucer (Dane 1991, 172). The final aim is "to provide both what 

Chaucer wrote and what, for centuries, it was assumed that he wrote" (Baker 1979, 

xviii). One of the greatest li.mitations of this edition is the fact that only the canonically 

transcribed manuscripts are used in establishing the text with addition of a few more 

and the rest of the corpus is ignored. 

Blake preferred a more coherent approach to the editing of the Canterbury Tales based 

on Hg in his edition of 1980. The editor chose this manuscript for "it is generally 

agreed to contain the best text" (Blake 1980, 6). He did not bring forward the question 

of manuscripts, but took the action of former editors as his starting point of discussion. 

He recognised that up to his time editions paid increasing attention to Hg's text, but the 

content and the order of El were the one presented to readers. Therefore, he decided to 

apply a strict best-text method to his edition using Hg as his base manuscript. 
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Blake was convinced that Chaucer had not finished the poem by his death. All that he 

had left behind was a number of fragments, not aligned one with another, although tales 

and links could have a certain order within the fragments. From the comparison of the 

earlier eight manuscripts, the editor came to the conclusion that the poem can be 

divided into twelve fragments: 

1- GP, KN, MI, RE, CK 

2-WBT, FR, SU 

3-ML 

4-SQ 

5-ME 

6-FK 

7-NU 

8-CL 

9-PH, PD 

IO-SH, PR, TT, TM, MK, NP, 

U-MA 

12-PA, RE30 

He also thought that some tellers were not clearly allocated to their tales by Chaucer, 

i.e. the Physician, Merchant, Nun, and Franklin. As a consequence what we have in the 

manuscripts results from scribal arrangement. In this respect he agreed with Manly and 

Rickert's theory. He disagreed strongly with his predecessors on the matter of the prior 

circulation, putting forward the idea that Chaucer's copy was the only one in existence 

when the poet died. Hg is considered one of the first attempts to adjust Chaucer's 

fragments in a coherent way, because probably: "the scribe of Hg had access to 

Chaucer's own copy" (Blake 1980, 11), although only fragmentary. Blake reached this 

last conclusion looking at how Hg was assembled. The manuscript reveals 

uncertainties: gaps are left after some tales, probably to receive later links, and 

sometimes links are inserted subsequently with ink of a different colour. Nevertheless, 

the arrangement of the manuscript discloses a certain pattern in the compiler's mind: 

"each tale was separated from the next by one link from the pilgrimage narrative" 

(Blake 1980, 8). 

30Blake (1980, 4-6). 
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What follows from all these editorial considerations are the establishment and the 

arrangement of the text strictly based upon Hg. The edited poem is divided into the 

twelve sections, noted above. Their order follows Hg, although one must take into 

account that part III of the manuscript (from MO to MA) is misbound and therefore has 

to be placed before part V (L37).31 Some links are not inserted even if they are present 

in the base-manuscript; for example FK is edited without a prologue, although in the 

manuscript there is a link between this tale and the preceding ME (Blake 1980,667-8). 

In the arrangement of the tales Blake placed the modern instances at the end of MO 

after the tragedy of Croesus. Despite the fact that the poem in the manuscript is 

unfinished (Hg is defective after folio 250v) he concluded the poem with the last lines 

of PA and RT. Blake assumed that, as these lines occur in all other early manuscripts: 

"there is a reasonable chance that it is genuine" (Blake 1980, 660). He excluded L33 

and CY on the assumption that it was written while Hg was compiled and therefore 

Chaucerian authorship could not be guaranteed (Blake 1980, 9). In the appendix Blake 

includes many passages that are usually regarded as Chaucerian, but not present in Hg 

(Blake 1980, 669-92). Concerning the problem of the allocation of tales to teller, Blake 

decided to retain the scribal allocatio,n. Hence the Nun, here, narrates the tale of Saint 

Cecilia that in former editions was told by the Second Nun. Blake's editorial decisions 

have often been called into question.32 However, it is important to emphasise that this 

edition represents the first attempt to break with the immediate past, possibly to raise 

awareness of new interpretations relating to the text ofChaucer's Canterbury Tales. 33 

In 1987 there appeared the Riverside Chaucer edited by Benson. It is, generally 

speaking, considered the best edition presently in print for teaching Chaucer to 

undergraduate students, because it is cheap and contains all the canonical works 

ascribed to Chaucer. The general editor, Benson, and the editors of the text of the 

Canterbury Tales, Pratt and Hanna, like many of their predecessors, did not edit the text 

by looking at the manuscripts, but decided to base their text of the Canterbury Tales on 

Robinson's second edition. They made only a few revisions to Robinson's text, 

comparing Robinson's reading with the material of Manly and Rickert's edition 

(Benson 1988, xli). As a consequence the text was still based on El, since Robinson 

31 Hg is divided into five separate parts, but their present order does not represent the intended one. See 
for discussion Blake (1985, 60-5) and Stubbs (2000). 
32 GOrlach (1986), Hanna (1987, 87-94), Dane (1991,175-6) and Ramsey (1994, 653-62). 
33 Brown (1983) has re-examined the question of L33 and CY and supported the idea that these parts had 
not been written by Chaucer and welcome the possibility that the entire poem should be re-assessed. 
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considered it the best manuscript, but with increasing attention toward the readings of 

Hg. Hanna has defined this procedure as: "the same eclectic (and perhaps not 

completely consistent) procedures used in Robinson's second edition" (Benson 1988, 

1120). Unfortunately the material they used for emendation once again came from 

another edition, although an important one, instead of from a comparison with the 

extant manuscripts. The editors divided the poem into ten fragments, which they 

designate with Roman numerals, but in brackets they also provide Skeat's labelling. 

Robinson's edition is followed slavishly. The editor, for example, stated that "the 

introduction to the Squire's Tale and the Epilogue to the Merchant's Tale are presented 

as one continuous speech in the manuscripts that have the fragments in the order printed 

here, and, though editors customarily observe the traditional division between IV and V, 

almost all scholars agree that they constitute a single unit" (Benson 1988, 13). 

Nevertheless they presented the Merchant's end link and the Squire's prologue as two 

parts. One can conclude with Dane "the edition that by its very existence should 

supersede the authority of Robinson's earlier editions has paradoxically transformed 

Robinson's earlier text into textual authority" (1991, 177). Moreover, this volume is 

now s9 influential that its text of the Canterbury Tales is regarded as genuinely 

Chaucer's by most ofChaucer's reading public despite scepticism and criticism. 

From this summary of the history of editorial approaches one can reach a few 

observations which will lead to the next stage. Since Caxton onwards, editors have 

tried to establish the text of the Canterbury Tales using different approaches to the 

manuscripts. Some carefully collected and compared readings in the manuscripts, of 

course according to the manuscripts they had at their disposal. Others decided to focus 

on one single manuscript. Others did not even scrutinise manuscripts di'rectly, but· 

followed previous works, such as editions or transcriptions. All of them tended to look 

at what former editors had done in order either to improve or to compare their own 

work. 

The editorial decisions concerning the text of the Canterbury Tales seem to have 

reached a stage of stasis. Textual matter appears to have reached a general agreement. 

The two manuscripts regarded as "the best" are El and Hg: the first due to the order of 

the tales and the second to the text itself. The Riverside Chaucer brought everything 

back to Robinson's text and above all to the habit of using as a base an edited text 

instead of manuscripts. 
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In recent years a few more studies on the textual tradition appeared. Blake (1985) 

offered a long survey on the descriptions of manuscripts and their classifications. He 

discussed at length the problems of this poem and its manuscripts, coming to the 

conclusion that the text had three developments (Blake 1985, 58-149). He rejected 

Manly and Rickert's theory that some tales could have had prior circulation and hence 

that they could come from different copytexts. Early scribes had access to Chaucer's 

own working draft and the differences in the manuscripts are due to corruption in the 

transmission of the text and is scribal (Blake 1985, 165-78). 

Owen (1991, 3) in a subsequent study rejected Blake's theory of a single copy text as 

source for all manuscripts. In his survey he wanted to demonstrate that: 

What the manuscripts tell us is not of one copy text, preserved in a single place, available to scribes 
and editors in the years immediately following Chaucer's death. Rather it is of a collection of 
fragments, tales and groups of tales, reflecting the different stages of a developing plan for the whole 
work. After 1400, and to some extent even before, these fragments circulated among relatives and 
friends and on out into a fairly wide reading public (Owen 1991,4). 

Owen developed the theory that Manly and Rickert had already proposed, focusing in 

particular on the circulation of the fragments in relationship with the group they 

belonged (1991, 7-105; 1988; 1988a). 

Very similar conclusions were published later by Moorman (1993). After having 

supported the idea that statistical studies are worthwhile he concluded that the tales 

were in circulation as piecemeal "before any of the archetypes of the extant manuscripts 

of the four groups (!Dd-a, I/b,c and lid) were put together by anonymous compilers" 

(Moorman 1993,81-2). 

Seymour (1997) published a catalogue of Chaucer manuscripts. He tried to reconcile 

the two former theories. He believes that the extant manuscripts derive from "one set of 

unbound or partially bound booklets, put together as one collection in London shortly 

after Chaucer's death... in four slightly different editions" (Seymour 1997, 27). He 

considers Blake's theory as substantially a reliable one. 
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1.4 RECENT HISTORY , 

This survey of the textual tradition of the Canterbury Tales shows a general agreement 

on the fragmentary and incomplete state of the text. There is still no unanimity on 

textual matters such as the manuscript's source to be used; the likelihood that tales were 

in circulation before Chaucer's death, the revision of the tales and their order. After 

Manly and Rickert's Herculean efforts to peruse the whole corpus of the Canterbury 

Tales no other attempt was made to collate and transcribe the manuscripts of this poem 

until the Canterbury Tales Project was founded. 

As pointed out, Manly and Rickert's examination is massive and should be considered 

with respect, but the lack of information and the inconsistencies within their theory lead 

to the undeniable need to sift the whole corpus of manuscripts again to test their theory. 

Nowadays, manual collation can be never-ending, tedious and often an impossible task. 

But computers offer assistance and solutions. This can throw new light on textual 

studies of the Canterbury Tales and provoke fresh debate on the relationship between 

manuscripts. As a result editors will have at their disposal new tools that technology 

provides in order to improve, test and change the established attitude towards the text of 

the Canterbury Tales. 

For these reasons the Canterbury Tales Project was established in the 1990s. The 

Project "aims to make available, in computer-readable form, transcripts, images, 

collations, and analyses of all eighty-four extant manuscripts and four pre-1500 printed 

editions of the Canterbury Tales.',34 Computer transcriptions will be available and this 

will permit comparison of readings across the various manuscripts. This new approach 

to manuscripts allows editors and c"ritics to have access to all witnesses of the poem to 

study the development of the text with all the evidence (Robinson 1993a). 

The CD-ROM of WBP appeared in 1996, edited by Peter Robinson. This publication 

was accepted with enthusiasm and for the first time the transcriptions of the fifty-four 

manuscripts and four pre-1500 printed editions were fully accessible (Allen 1998). The 

CD-ROM also collated readings and lines through all witnesses. The collation is 

prepared with software called Collate, especially developed by Robinson for electronic 

analysis (Robinson 1994). The CD-ROM provides other tools for research, for example 

a spelling database and a description of the witnesses by Mosser. 

34 Blake and Robinson (Blake 1993, 1). On the Project see also Blake (1995a, 2000a). 
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A new computer investigation was proposed by Robinson to test relationships between 

manuscripts on the data that the collation of the transcriptions offered (Robinson 1997, 

71). The outcome of this new investigation is the isolation of two additional groups E 

and F, to be considered along A Band C D. Moreover, a new group of manuscripts was 

identified, the so-called 0 group. This group comprises: Adl, Ad3, B02, Ch, En3, Ha5, 

Hg, Ht, Ra3, Tcl, but does not represent a genetic group. It "consists of manuscripts 

whose only relationship appears to be common descent from the archetype of the whole 

tradition" (Robinson 1997, 80). The membership of this group is unstable, and varies 

from tale to tale. Of these manuscripts Hg is the earliest, the rest have been variously 

ascribed to a period of time which goes from the second quarter to the fourth quarter of 

the fifteenth century. The evidence that these manuscripts can offer has been ignored 

for they were ascribed to later periods. However, their text and readings have proved to 

be good. In the light of these new affiliations Blake (1998a) had suggested that such a 

group should be followed in a new methodological approach in editing the text of the 

Canterbury Tales, which has not yet been tested in print. 

The main assumptions behind Robinson's investigation are: 1. All the manuscripts 

descend from a single archetype; 2. Chaucer did not revise his text, with the exception 

of the added passages in WBP, other revisions are scribal; 3. There were no prior 

circulation of tales. The analysis he proposes confirms these assumptions and also the 

general belief that the text of certain manuscripts is conflated, as a result from shift of 

exemplar.35 

The Project supports the idea that single manuscripts should be electronically published 

(Stubbs 2000) and as a consequence there is the belief that individual studies of 

manuscripts are a valuable source of information. 

Outside the project close attention to individual manuscripts is rare. The two 

manuscripts that have attracted discussions and attention are El and Hg. El is truly a 

magnificent manuscript and it is also the most popular manuscript among editors, as 

noted above. In 1995 on the occasion of the publication of The new Ellesmere Chaucer 

facsimile a whole compilation of essays about Ellesmere appeared. Discussions 

spanned from palaeographical data to language, illuminations and various possible 

35 See Robinson (1997. 127) and the analysis he proposed in the stemmatic commentary in GP (Robinosn 
2000a). 
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aspect of this manuscript (Stevens and Woodward 1995). Hg was also known last 

century and recognized by Fumivall as the second best manuscript (Fumivall 1868), 

and by Skeat as the one which represented the oldest version of the poem (Skeat 1904). 

Explicitly this manuscript was chosen by Donaldson, Blake, and the editors of the 

Variorum edition on the general grounds that paleographical evidence suggests that it is 

the oldest manuscript and it offers a better text than El. Also Beidler in his edition of 

the Wife of Bath regards Hg as "the oldest and most authentic" (Beidler 1996, 29) 

manuscript. In 1979 the facsimile of Hg appeared as the first volume to the Variorum 

edition. The introduction to this volume represents an exhaustive discussion about the 

manuscript (Ruggiers 1979). However, Blake pointed out that this publication is not 

free from pre-conceptions derived from the acceptance of El as a better manuscript 

(Blake 1981b). 

Although these manuscripts are important, studies carried out within the Canterbury 

Tales Project have demonstrated that other manuscripts can be of value. Stubbs (2000) 

has recently edited a new electronic facsimile of Hg. Horobin (1997) studied Ad3 and 

made valuable suggestions on the order of the tales (Horobin 1997a). Thomson (1998) 

worked on La in its relationship with Cp in particular. She rejected Blake's theory of a 

single copy text in the line of descent between La and Cp. Three other doctoral theses 

have been completed in the States on Cn (Mosser 1985), Ha3 (Kline 1990), Gg (Wolfe 

1995) and an additional dissertation was prepared on the glosses of the Canterbury 

Tales (Partridge 1992). Although fortunately studies of single manuscripts are gaining 

attention, there is one main limitation. Most of them are doctoral theses and not easily 

accessible. One exception is the publication of Gg in facsimile by Parkes and Beadle 

(1979). 

The reason for studying individual manuscripts should be clear by now, but this leads to 

the question which one ought to be chosen. From the survey of the textual tradition of 

the Canterbury Tales in the present chapter one manuscript in particular seems to be 

outstanding: Cambridge University Library, MS Dd 4.24. This manuscript is related to 

the ~ group. This group of manuscript is a very important one. Already Koch and 

Zupitza in their classification realised that the text of the manuscripts in this group was 

a good one. This assumption was afterwards confirmed in Manly and Rickert's study. 

Within the group, Cn (Mosser 1985) has been investigated in relationship with scribal 

practice, but surprisingly no other studies have been proposed from such an important 

group. Dd in particular has been neglected. The editors of the most recent editions 
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either completely ignore Dd's readings or only seldom pick one of its variants. Hanna, 

responsible for the textual notes in the Riverside Chaucer, explains: "We typically cite 

nine, in some case ten, copies ... For a we cite Enl" (Benson 1988, 1121). The editors 

of the Variorum included Dd in the manuscripts worth collating, but in practice not 

many emendations come from it. 

This procedure clearly contradicts the evidence of the manuscript tradition. Tyrwhitt 

was the first editor to recognise the authority of Dd and favoured this manuscript in his 

emendations and order of the tales. Dd was identified as a manuscript worth collating 

during the last century. Fumivall (1868, 6) excluded Dd from his six-text edition, 

because he decided to transcribe Gg. However, he came back to Dd in 1902 and 

decided that this manuscript deserved to be made accessible to readers (Fumivall 1901-

2, v). Later scholars have recognised the value of Dd, though the generalisation that Dd 

is an amateurish production has kept scholars away from it so its authority is neglected. 

Hence I intend to propose Dd as the next important manuscript which needs to be 

surveyed. It is one of the earliest manuscripts, copied by a scribe named Wytton. It 

may reopen the q~estion of the dating of the manuscripts. The questions then would be 

where and how Wytton got his copy and how close can this manuscript be to the 

original in respect to the ~ group. As an early witness it also opens the problem of 

authorial revision and organisation of the text. Hence the present study aims to test the 

evidence that Dd might reveal to solve some of the textual problems so far introduced 

and beyond, to shed new light on the early tradition of the poem. These questions are 

the subject of the following chapters, that start with a description of Cambridge 

University Library, MS. Dd.4.24. 
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2. A Description of Cambridge University Library, MS. 
Dd.4.24. 

This chapter describes Dd. The description provides detailed information about 

palaeographical features and other significant aspects. It also constitutes a revision of 

former publications, namely Manly and Rickert (1940, 1: 101-7), Mosser (1996, 2000) 

and Seymour (1997, 43-7). When indicated, some parts of this description, consisting 

of lists of data or other detailed material, have been allocated to Section 1 in Vol. 2, for 

reasons of clarity. 

2.1 PRESENT LOCATION 

Cambridge University Library. 

2.2 CONTENTS 

The Canterbury Tales, now incomplete. 

2.3 BINDING 

On the top left of the inner cover there is the indication of the binder. The manuscript 

was rebound in 1862 by Wiseman for the price of 50 guineas. The initials S W have 

been cut and pasted into the inner cover. They are probably the remnant of an earlier 

binding, as Seymour suggested, who also explained: "This embossed emblem on 

leather, blind-stamped with gilded cross of four acorns and oak leaves having the letters 

'S W' on each side, perhaps denotes Samuel Ward of Ipswich" (Seymour 1997, 43). 

Manly and Rickert (1940, 1: 101) pointed out that it is a seventeenth century binding. 

Both the covers are now detached. 
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2.4 FORM AND PRESENT CONDITION 

Paper with vellum in inner and outer bifolia. The manuscript has been rebound and on 

that occasion the damaged paper leaves were repaired. Some of these pages were 

probably detached from the binding and from their quires. Before rebinding the 

manuscript had been foliated in pencil on the right-inside margin probably to direct the 

binder. This foliation is in Roman numerals. However, when the manuscript was 

foliated again after the binding it was discovered that f. 200 had been misbound after f. 

201. This foliation, which is in Arabic numerals, counts the lost leaves and appears at 

the top right of each folio. Parchment or strings of paper have been inserted to mark the 

missing folios. 

The size of the folios is variable depending on the material. The paper folios are regular 

20 cm in width x 29 cm in length; the parchment folios vary from 14.4 cm in width x 

27.5 cm in length (f. 13) to 19 cm in width x 29 cm in length (f. 120). The parchment 

bifolia used externally are more regular in size and bigger than those used in the inner 

part of the quires. 

The condition of the writing material is not very good. The paper is frail, worn at the 

edges and damp or water has marked the top margins, damaging ink of some of the 

rubrics in the header (e.g. f. 142). The parchment leaves are also in poor condition. 

They seem to be cheap left-overs: e.g. f. 109 has a hole at the bottom, and the scribe 

wrote the last three lines of the text around it. There are still remains in the gutter of f. 

37 after it was tom away. On ff. 180/181 there are signs of glue at the bottom, as if the 

single bifolium was taken from another manuscript or another block of sheets of bigger 

size and here folded into two. 

2.4.1 WATERMARKS 

Two stocks of paper: 1. quires 1-8, a dragon; 2. quire 9, a dog. Details are provided in 

Chapter 3. 

2.5 HANDWRITING 

The handwriting shows a certain degree of uniformity in the'main text and marginal 

glosses. It is a variety of anglicana script, anglicana formata, influenced occasionally 

by the bastard anglicana (Parkes 1969, xvi-vii). Overall the duct gives the impression 
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of a cursive hand extremely upright with ascenders and descenders which extend far 

above or below the line of writing. The script also displays a certain degree of 

calligraphic sophistication. The decenders of g, of y and of the limb of h have been 

prolonged into hairlines. Otiose hairlines are also present at the foot of the stem of the 

2-shaped r and on the descender of 3. 

The handwriting retains the main features of the anglicana form. The a is always a two

compartment letter; d has a looped ascender; the descenders of f and long s extend 

below the line of writing and curve to the left. The ascenders of b, h and I curve on the 

right in a pronounced hook. However, the appearance of the handwriting is an 

engrossed form of the script. The body of the letter forms is larger, but generally does 

not exceed 2 mm in height; with this size of handwriting the upper lobe of a and the 

short s do not extend above the level of the other letters. The lobes of d, band g have a 

more squarish proportion. Especially d and g recall the textura shape. The minims of 

rn, n, u and i are traced separately, but they are slightly bent on the left, probably to 

achieve speed in the process of writing. The head and the foot of each minim curl to 

form a serif. The i is marked with a diacritic stroke to avoid confusion with other 

letters. Not only is u distinguishable through context, but also the scribe avoided 

tracing a serif on the head of the second minim. so that the two strokes appear to be 

separated. Minuscule g is a two compartment letter shaped as an "8". However, the 

descender of g is not always closed in a lobe, but it remains open and prolonged in an 

otiose hairline, a g which reminds one of the form usually found in the textura prescissa. 

This can be noticed in initial and final positions in words, which appear at the end of the 

line. 

The scribe adopts the long forked form of r as a rule, but he always uses the 2-shaped r 

in conjunction with o. He uses three forms of s. Long-s is used medially. hardly ever 

initially. When it appears at the beginning it is formed with two strokes; a long broader 

and a thinner one attached to the foot and the hooked head (e.g. f. 29r KN 1342 sat; 

1375 sore). Short-s is regularly employed as the initial letter. It is also usually used in 

the final position but at times it is substituted by a small capital s, which is diamond

shaped with a small tail or huck attached as an extention on the upper curve (e.g. f. 7r 

GP 338 Epiors; f. 28v KN 1295 lordes). 

Majuscles occur at the beginning of the line, but not in every line. Their main 

characteristic is the use of two vertical strokes to decorate the lobes of capital 0, d and 
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p. There is no otiose dot in the loop of capital p and d (Denholm-Young 1964,33). 

There are three different shapes of capital a. An enlarged version of the anglicana form, 

which becomes a two-line letter. The lobe is of the same size as the script, but the 

upper lobe extends above the level of writing and finishes in an otiose hairline. The 

second is a degeneration of the first one. The scribe starts with the first ascender on the 

line of writing, but terminates the letter with the lobe below the line of writing (e.g. f. 

8v). The third type is a capital a, which has a square head and two horizontal strokes in 

the middle. It is a four-line letter, which is used for decorative purposes, but it is in 

brown ink (e.g. f. 8v). 

P is regularly used as well as the <th> graph. 3 also appears. v and u are used 

interchangeably, although u occurs more frequently in initial position. 

The handwriting of rubrics is of the same variety as the one of the text. More details are 

given in Table 1 in Section 1.3 in Vol. 2. 

2.5.1 ABBREVIATIONS 

The scribe is familiar with the rules of abbreviation and many common contractions are 

found: macron, superscript letters and brevigraphs (Cappelli 1990). Regular 

abbreviations are W't p' and 1. w' is used to contract with. 

2.6 DATE 

The manuscript has no colophon. Manly and Rickert (1940, 1: 101) dated Dd 1400-20. 

Mosser (1996, 2000) confirms Manly and Rickert date: 1401-1420. However, the 

handwriting of the scribe seems to have earlier features. It was considered to belong "to 

the close of the xivth century" (Luard, Mayor, and Bradshaw 1979, 1: 228). The 

question of the date of Dd needs reconsideration. 

2.7 QUlRING 

Seven fly leaves, from the modem binding. Twenty four leaves per quire. Five sheets 

of paper folded into quarto are gathered between vellum inner and outer bifolia. 28/17 is 

a leaf of vellum bent into bifolia (ff. 32,41). 

The manuscript comprises 9 quires: 19 (1-5, 9-11, 14-16, 21-24 lost); 222 (1, 13 lost); 322 

(12, 13 lost); 424; 524; 622 (8, 17 lost); 721 (11, 14, 19 lost); 823 (20 lost); 913 (rest is lost). 
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There is an annotation on the last folio of the ninth quire (f. 205v). It was inserted to 

indicate that the rest of the quire and two more quires had gone. 

Catchwords appear at the foot of the last leaf of each completed quire. The paraph 

marks are all red. 

Quire Catchword Corresponding text in the following folio 

2 f.48v ~ And namelicn p'e was And namelin there was 

3 f.72v ~ That thougn he had That thoug1'\ he had 

4 f. 96v et But eke beside But eke beside 

5 f. 120v ~ As dom an Egle As dotn an Egle 

6 f. 144v and thurgl'i thy dronke nose: And thurgn thy dronke nose/ 

7 f. 168v manye children manye children 

8 f. 192v But I ne kan nat But I ne kan nat 

Signatures appear on the right outside of the lower corner on the recto of the folio and 

are written in brown ink. It seems that the handwriting is that of the scribe who copied 

the text. Many leaves are damaged, therefore not all the signatures are now visible. 

However, a list of what can be detected follows: 

2215/61718/9/10/11112 b/e/fflglh/i/k/l/m (ff. 26r/29r/30r/3Ir/32r/33r/34r/35r/36); 

31-1\ 1-11 (ff. 49r-59r); 

41-12 A-M (ff. 73r-84r); 

51-12 a i-xii (ff. 97r-l 08r); 

611213/4/5/6/8/9/10/11/12 bi/bii/b/b/bv /bvilb/b/b/b/bxii 
(ff. 121 r/122r/123r/124rll2Sr/126r/127r/129r/130r/131 r/132r); 

72/3/4/5/61718/9/12 ciilciii/civ/cv/cvilcv-/cviiilcixlcxii (ff. 146r-lSSr/156); 

8112/3/4/51718/9/10/11112 d/diii/d/dv/dv-/d/d/d/d/dxii (ff. 169r-171 r/180r); 

91/12 e/exii (ff. 193r/204r) 
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2.7.1 COLLATION 

Full collation, using the lineation system of the Canterbury Tales Project, is given in 

Section 1.1 Vo1.2. 

2.8 RULING, LAYOUT AND PROGRESS OF COPYING 

Each folio was pricked and the writing frame ruled. Prickings are visible on each folio 

in four distinctive places. They appear in all four edges. The pricking on the left top 

and bottom edges measures 1.5 cm from the margin and 1 cm from the bottom and top 

margin. The pricking of the inside edges are visible, but the binding prevents an exact 

calibration of the precise place. The frame was marked with dry point, brown crayon 

and brown ink. While dry point seems to be a constant method of ruling for the paper 

leaves, the folios in vellum had a different treatment. The first quire was ruled with dry 

point regardless of the material used for writing. In the second and third quires the 

parchment is ruled with brown ink. From the fourth to the fifth quire it is difficult t().... 

detect the ruling material for the parchment, probably dry point. In the ninth quire the 

ink is again used for the parchment. 

The size of the frame, which accommodates the text, is variable. It is regular in the 

paper leaves measuring 22 cm in length x 13-14 cm in width. If the parchment folios 

are irregular in size, the frame is smaller or bigger and it may vary from 21 cm in length 

x 11 cm in width (f. 108) to 22 cm x 13 cm (f. 48). The scribe tried to squeeze the text 

by slightly reducing and compressing the size of his handwriting so that the average 45 

lines a page could be accommodated. 

The layout of the text is in one single column and runs continuously, though gaps within 

the text appear. A list of these gaps with reference to the part of the text they occur 

follows. 

Folio Part of the text Size 

39v End ofLI 2 cm from the footer 

53v End of CO 6.5 cm from the footer 

92r End ofSU 3.5 cm before the explicit 

105v before Ll4 1.5 cm 
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105v after L14 1.5 cm 

105v after the CL's explicit 1 cm from the footer 

127r after SQ 18 cm from the footer 

I49r PD after L590 One line break in the text 

I49v EndofPD 9 cm from the footer 

I50r Blank 

I95r Before L3I 1.5 cm 

195v After L31 8cm 

2.8.1 ORDER OF THE TALES USING SKEAT'S LABELLING 

2.8.2 RUNNING ORDER USING THE CANTERBURY TALES PROJECT GROUPS 

GP KN LI MI L2 RE L3 CO L7 ML WBP WB LlO FR LII SU CL L13 L14 LIS ME 

L17 SQ FK PH L21 PD SH PR TT L28 TM L29 MO L30 NP L31 NU L33 CY. 

2.9 GLOSSES 

Glosses are written in the same script as the main t:xt. Either they provide support for 

the text, explaining where references come from, or they represent assertion of 

agreement or dissent, commenting not only on the text, but also on its versification: e.g. 

f.204r. Comments on the textual nature of the glosses can be found in Partridge (1992) 

and of a more general kind in Blake (1985, 133-5). Kennedy, instead, focused on the 

misogynistic significance of some of the annotations (1997, 30-4; 1999, 213-6). 

Transcriptions with additional information have been included in Section 1.2 Vol. 2. 

2.10 RUBRICS 

The rubrics are in English and in Latin. A comprehensive table with all the rubrics, 

their position and type of hand is provided in Section 1.3 Vol. 2. 
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2.11 DECORATION AND ILLUMINATION 

There are no illuminated letters, but at times capital letters are decorated with 

flourishing in brown ink. Ornamental capitals in blue with decoration in red ink mark 

the ordinatio of the text. Their size changes according to which part of the text they are 

marking. 

Folio Marked part of the text Size 

6r-IOv GP-Each Pilgrim lcm 

l3r KN-The opening line 1.5 cm 

29r KN L1363 1.5 cm 

29v KN L1413 tcm 

30r KN Ll439 lcrn 

30v KN LISIS lcm 

32r KN L1625 1 cm 

35r KN L1883-Third part in Hg 1 cm 

39r Lt 2.5 cm 

40r MI 2.5 cm 

47v L2 2cm 

48r RE 1.5 cm 

S2v L3 2.5 cm 

53r CO 2.5 cm 

54r L7 2 cm 

55r ML 3cm 

58r ML L288-Seeond part 1.5 cm 

63v ML L778-Third part 1.5 cm 
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67r WBP 2em 

71v WBP L379 1.5 em 

76v WB 4em 

8lr LIO 2em 

8lv FR 2em 

85v Lll 2em 

86r SU 2em 

92v CL 2em 

93r CL-Tale 2em 

105r L13 1.5 cm 

106r LI5 2em 
.' 

106r ME 2em 

ll1v ME L465 1.5 em 

119r L17 2em 

119v SQ 2em 

138v PH 1.5 cm 

142r PD 1.5 em 

144r PD-Fabula 3em 

149r PD L591 2em 

150v SH 3em 

156r L22 2em 

160v TM 2em 
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177r L29 2cm 

178v MO 3cm 

187v L30 2.5 cm 

195v L31 2.5 cm 

202r L33 2cm 

204r CY 2cm 

2.12 PUNCTUATION 

The virgule is used regularly throughout text and marginalia. Semi-colons generally 

appear in the glosses. Use of the full stop is rare. Use of paraph marks, which is 

irregular, is one of the most interesting features of the punctuation. This feature is 

discussed by Fredell (2000) and a complete list of the use of paraphs is included in 

Section 1.4 Vol. 2. 

2.13 CORRECTIONS 

2.13.1 IN THE TEXT 

The text was revised. Corrections appear in tales and links. The scribe emended by 

erasure, underdotting and horizontal strokes. The emendations are usually inserted with 

carat marks. At times they are written on the same line following the corrections or 

over the erasure. The major part of the corrections seem to have been done in a 

different shade of ink, but it is difficult to say exactly when they were made; some of 

them seem to have been done during the progress of copying. A study of the 

corrections appears in Chapter 7. 

2.13.2IN THE MARGINALIA 

Corrections appear also in the marginalia, ff. 97r, 105r and 121 v. For comparison see 

the transcripts of the glosses in Section 1.2 Vol. 2. 
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2.14 LANGUAGE 

An overview and discussion on the spelling of the scribe of Dd is presented in Chapter 

8. 

2.15 LATER NAMES 

Several names appear in the manuscript, which also represent later hands. Manly and 

Rickert used these names to trace the history of the manuscript (1940, 1: 104). A 

review of this theory is presented in Chapter 9, and the images of the hands appear in 

Section 1.5 Vol. 2. 

On folio 8r the name Hungerford appears. 

On folio 38r the name Rychard Mervyn appears. 

On folios 39r, 47r, 67r, and 92r the name Wytton appears in the same hand of the text. 

On folio 120v the name Rokes appears. 

On folio 121 r the name WilIiam appears. 

On folio 146r the name Wyllyam Langtun appears. 

On folio t50r the name WylIiam PulIy appears. 

" On folio 180r the name WiIliam Rokes appears. 
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3. The question of the date: The evidence of paper 

Chapter 2 referred briefly to the material used in the production of the manuscript and 

this chapter is devoted to a fuller discussion of the paper. Paper is an important source 

of information, as its watermarks can help to date the manuscript. This chapter is 

divided into two main parts: the data, focusing on a description of the paper and its 

watermarks, and a discussion and interpretation of the data. 

3.1 DESCRIPTION OF PAPER 

The paper is a thin laid watermarked paper. The watermarks of the paper reveal that the 

manuscript was written on more than one paper-stock. A paper-stock should be defined 

in relationship with the product of twin moulds. Not only does the number of paper

stocks depend on how many watermarks can be found in a manuscript, but also on their 

twins. A paper-stock is completed when twins can be identified (Needham 1994, 29-

31). It is likely that the paper in Dd came from two paper-stocks. Quire 9 has a 

different watermark from quires 1-8. The watermarks of quires 1 to 8 are similar, but 

not identical in every respect. They seem to be twins. As quire 9 has lost twelve folios 

and the rest of the manuscript is incomplete, it is uncertain whether the paper of quire 9 

constitutes another paper-stock. The fragments do not reveal any twin. However, I 

consider the two watermarks (quires 1-8 and quire 9) as the main difference. 

It is possible that all the paper comes from the same papermill, because all leaves share 

the same characteristics, whatever the watermarks. Each leaf measures at least 29 cm x 

20 cm. The laid wires are no more than 1 mm apart. Chain-lines are 4 cm apart with 

the exception of the one used to chain the watermark. This chain-line is 3 cm distant 

from the following one and the preceding one. There are eight chain-lines on the 

watermarked folios and seven on the unmarked ones. From an approximate calculation 

each sheet was ca. 58 cm x 40 cm before it was trimmed. This sheet was probably a 
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variety of the size called Royal, which was a popular size.36 Each sheet is multi-folded 

into four leaves to form a quarto. The first folding is done along a line parallel to the 

shorter side and the second on a line parallel to the longer side, consequently the chain

lines are horizontal and the watermarks appear in the gutters. 

The folding of a sheet into a quarto has received attention and discussion. As Spector 

(1978, 163) pointed out, it is important to analyse the watermark sequence, because it 

helps to understand how a gathering was formed and to identify whether the text was 

disturbed in any way. The quarto format produces four distinct patterns of watermark 

distribution. These patterns depend on the manner of folding the sheet itself. It could 

be folded either on the felt side or on the mould side, and the watermark could be either 

upright or upside down. In this type of format each sheet should produce two 

watermarked and two unmarked leaves, whatever the pattern. However, there may be 

instances in a quire where these conditions cannot apply.37 

It is relevant in this section to underline any variation in the watermark sequence in Dd, 

but the discussion will be postponed to Chapter 4. In three quires there are insufficient 

examples of watermarked leaves for all the paper found in those quires. There are also 

two instances of watermarked leaves that do not have unmarked half. This means that 

in certain circumstances the scribe did not form his quires by using whole sheets, but 

. half sheets were folded into bifolia, and in this case the symmetry of the quire changes. 

There is also the possibility that the scribe purchased or had at his disposal paper in 

quires or quaterna. In this case he could not be responsible for the qui ring of the 

manuscript. I disregard this option for the large stock of the same watermarked paper 

seems to suggest a PlJrchase in reams.38 Quire 2 has a parchment bifolium that was 

inserted as the eighth folio in the quire. As previously remarked, parchment is 

commonly used only as inner and outer bifolia. 

36 Several sizes of paper are listed and discussed in Tanselle (1971, 39-4). The size called Royal or a 
variety of it provides the nearest match, whose size is 25 cm x 20 cm with variation 22.25 cm x 18 cm 
and 26 cm x 20 cm. Briquet suggested that commonly there were two main sizes of paper: a bigger one 
and a smaller one, which was commonly used (1923, 1: 2-3). See also Gumbert (2000, 81-2) for a few 
comments made on the size of paper in England and in particular in the Chancery. 
37 Spector (1978, 164-65,1986,16-18). 
38 The question is discussed further in Chapter 9. 
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The diagrams in Section 2.3 in Vol. 2 indicates the following bifolia in the gatherings: 

Quire 2 

f. 26 congener f. 47 

f. 31 congener f. 42 

f. 33 congener f. 40 (watennarked)39 

Quire 5 

f. 98 congener f. 119 (watennarked) 

f. 105 congener f. 11240 

Quire 6 

f. 122 congener f. 143 

f. 129 congener f. 136 

3.2 \V A TERMARKS 

The paper has two types of watermark as already noted. It is difficult to trace the 

different watermarks and to measure them, for they occur in the gutters with half of the 

watermark on one leaf and the other half on its congener. In the following discussion I 

label the two parts of the watermark which are visible on separate leaves as A and B. It 

is possible that in quires 1-8 twins appear; where I suspect that they may exist I have 

labelled them A 1 and B 1. In Dd watermarks are inserted on a supplementary chain

line.41 

39 In this case it is possible that f. 35 and its conjugate f. 38 could be identified as the one without 
matching half. Considering the mould and the felt side of the watermarked leaves, it is obvious that the 
independent halves are f. 33 and f. 40. The recto of f. 33 is a mould side, f. 34 recto is again a mould 
side. If the half had come from a folding into quarto this pattern would not have been possible. When the 
mould side is outside and appears on the recto the following folio on the recto must have the felt side. 
40 It is possible that f. 107 and its congener are the extra halves. However, a close look to the paper of the 
following folio makes clear that f. 105 and its conjugate are the independent halves. The felt and mould 
sides do not offer any evidence, but f. 105 and f. 112 have 4 mm of difference with the other folio on the 
lower side, which might indicate an independent insertion. 
41 From the end of the fourteenth century it was customary in Italian paper to insert an additional chain
line tranche-file to which the watermarks were attached. This may be an initial indication that the paper 
is of Italian origin, although the practice was not exclusively Italian (Briquet 1923, 1: 14). The Dd paper 
could be Italian, given the collection of watermarks from Fabriano in which very similar tracings were 
found. Although Hunter (1857) suggested that early paper in England was French, Briquet (1923, I: 
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3.2.1 DESCRIPTION OF WATERMARKS
42 

3.2.1.1 The Dragon: Reproduction 

NB dragon mark at least "61 x 7[22/20]9" 

A lIB 1 dragon mark at least "68 ca. x 4[25/21 ]9" 

A I f. 88r 

1-- --- ---. ---1 

I 
I 

I I 
I 

I / 

·1 I 

WJ 
I 

I 

1 Al f. 92v 

.1----
- -- --- -

xxiv) and also Heawood (1929-30, 305) pointed out that the English paper supply up to 1450 was Italian. 
Paper was shipped to England from Genoa. French paper was popular only after 1450. Paper was not 
manufactured in England until 1495, when John Tate estab lished his first paper mill (Hunter 1978, 11 5). 
No other manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales have the same watermarks as the ones in Dd. No other 
earl y manuscript of the Canterbury Tales is copied using paper. Ps is written on paper and it is the 
closest manuscri pt in time to Dd. It is dated 1422-39. All the other paper manuscripts are dated the 
second half of the fifteenth century, when paper became popular. Lack of evidence should also be 
emphas ised concerning other paper manuscripts contemporaneous with Dd . See also discussion in 
Chapter 9. 
42 The description is made according to the suggestions offered by Tanselle (1971). The reproductions of 
the watermarks are based on my own trac ing. I could not be supplied with beta-radiography by 
Cambridge University Library; however, I could be supplied with negative duplicate of one of the dragon, 
which is inserted here as a comparison. For an introduction on the use of watermarks' reproduction see 
Schoonover (1986). A beta-radiography of the dog appeared in Mosser (2001). 
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A f. 82v reverted 

In a papermill the vatmen used two moulds to make paper.43 These moulds were 

similar, but not identical, hence there are certain details that might reveal the twins.44 

AIB is smaller than A liB 1. B has a slight higher number of visible sewing-dots than 

Bland is 13 mm from the tranche-file as compared to B 1 's distance of 1 mm. The 

tracing of A lIB 1 is lighter and all the leaves with this watermark present the same 

difficulty, as if the paper were made at a late stage in the use of the mould. 

3.2.1.2 The Dog: Reproduction 

The paper in quire 9 has a different watermark. The quire is only half extant and it i~ 

not possible to have a comprehensive idea whether twins were present or not. From the 

halves analysed it seems that there were no twins. 

AIB dog mark at least 28 cm + 36 cm (f.199 was repaired) x 4[25/24]5. 

43 There are several introductions on paper production which elucidate how the paper was produced; see 
for an historical background Hunter (1978). Spector (1986. 7-25) and Pirani (2000). 
44 See Stevenson (1951-2, 1968. I: 16). 
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A f. 197v 

3.3 DATING 

Scholars in the past have tried to identify and to date the watermarks in Dd. Manly and 

Rickert identified the watermark in quires 1-8 as a Basilic similar to Briquet 2630, dated 

1384-92.45 Although this match is the closest of the marks in Briquet, it does not show 

sufficient similarities to be the right one. Mosser first and Seymour later have rejected 

Manly and Rickert's opinion and suggested that the mark is unidentified in Briquet, but 

it is near the twins Drache 266/319, which are dated 1401 in Piccard.46 Mosser (2000) 

also points out that there is a variant state from the same mould as a tracing in the 

Briquet Archive in Geneva: Papiers Briquet, Basilic 9024, Udine, dated 1402. 

A comparison between the suggestions made by Mosser and Seymour and the tracing of 

the watermarks seems to reject their identification, even though a free-hand drawing 

may not represent the mark exactly. It is clear that the watermarks suggested by Mosser 

and Seymour have too big a lower jaw to be the same as that in the paper of Dd. 

Moreover, the position of Band B 1 in respect of the tranche-file differs from the 

watermarks considered by them. 

4S Manly and Rickert (1940, 1: 100). See Briquet (1923, vols. 1-2). 
46 Mosser (1996; 2000) and Seymour (1997,43). See also Piccard (1980, 90, 97). 
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I could not find an exact match in Piccard, but a better analogue seems to be 322 or 324 

and its twin 318, for the position of the watermark to the tranche-file and also for the 

tracing of the jaw. The date proposed by Piccard for this watermark is 1392, 1393 for 

the first mark and 1394 for the second one. I did not have access to the Briquet archive 

and I am not able to make a comparison of this example. Nevertheless, the watermarks 

in Dd seem to come from an earlier paper-stock, although it is not possible to base a 

precise date only on similarities. 

The paper of the last quire is later than that used in quires 1-8. Manly and Rickert 

thought it was an unidentified Basilic (1940, 1: 100). Mosser (2000) rejected this 

possibility and proposed that it is "a Chien very near Briquet 3597 (Palermo, 1413-16) 

... A better match is the Zonghi mark No. 989, dated 1400; identical or nearly identical 

with a tracing in the Briquet Archive in Geneva: Papiers Briquet, Chien 6652, Archiv, 

Palerme dated 1416: fols. 194-203". 

I have compared the quire 9 watermark with Briquet (1923, 1: 231), Zonghi 

(Gasparinetti 1953, 73) and the Briquet Archive.47 The tracing in Briquet 3597, dated 

1413-1416, is close to the one in Dd, but as Mosser (2000) remarked "if both were 

made from the same mold [sic], it would appear that the Dd stock was made earlier 

since the Dd watermark preserves considerably better detail", Zonghi 989, dated 1400, 

offers a good peer, but the resemblance with the tracing in the Briquet Archive, dated 

1416, is striking. They seem identical. The match appears to be the right one. 

However, similar tracings and variants of the watermark in Dd occur and this suggests 

that the date of Briquet Archive, 1416, may not reflect the date of the production of the 

paper. Further comparison on these possible variants must be carried out to see how 

many similarities they share and whether it is desirable to exclude one or the other in 

the attempt to date the paper in Dd. 

I super-imposed the mark of the Briquet Archive, 1416, and the one of Zonghi, 1400. 

Many details are similar even if the two pictures as a whole are not identical. Their 

position is also alike in respect to chain-lines and tranche-file. This exercise confirmed 

that the earlier watermark, Zonghi, 1400, cannot be rejected. 

47 This tracing is published in Mosser (2001), and is available on the World Wide Web in Thomas 
Gravel/'s Archive (Mosser and Sullivan 2000c). For an introduction on the archive see Mosser and 
Sullivan (2000b). 
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Briquet (1923, 1: 231) had already compared this tracing 3597, dated 1413-16, with 

Zonghi 989, dated 1400. This idea was then considered by Mosin and Traljic. These 

two scholars published a collection of watermarks in 1957, taking into consideration 

and reproducing marks from other albums such as Briquet and Zonghi. Their "chi en 

entier" 2547 and 2548 appear in the catalogue as "2547-48. 1400, Fabriano (Z 988, 

989); vs 1413-16, Palermo (B 3597)" (Mosin and Traljic 1957,97). 

Briquet 3597, 1413-16, is very similar to the tracing in the Briquet Archive, 1416; it is 

probably a later variant from the same mould. This implies that the two tracings are 

related and also similar to the tracings in Zonghi. The fact that the Briquet 3597 has 

survived in earlier variants is also documented in Stevenson's edition of the Briquet 

album in 1955. In the Addenda and Corrigenda (Stevenson 1955,65), Stevenson writes 

that a variety of Briquet 3597 is found in a document in the Diocesan Archives 'Curia 

Funda', Manual Codina, dated 1402/9. 

To summarise the argument, there appears to be a connection between Briquet's 

tracings, Zonghi and the watermark in Dd. I suspect we are dealing with the production 

of paper from twin moulds. The watermark that was found in the Archive in Spain 
.; 

suggests that the time lag can be shorter and also proves that variants appears in Europe 

at a fairly early time. If the paper comes from the same watermill, it would mean that it 

was produced around 1400 and was still available in 1416. 

3.4 DISCUSSION 

In the past scholars have been skeptical in accepting analytical bibliography as a 

scientific tool to date books. Buhler criticized this practice. He argued that not much is 

known about the life of a mould, the speed of the distribution of the paper and the span 

of time in which the paper is available from its production to the last used sheet. 

Therefore, filigranologists should not regard the evidence that paper presents as 

absolute criteria. Watermarks "cannot be regarded as a sure guide for dating, within 

narrow limits, of mediaeval documents or early printed books" (BUhler 1957, 224). 

Stevenson (1967, 69) replied to this skepticism arguing that "although paper evidence 

may never solve "-or help to solve- more than a small proportion of such problems, the 

imaginative and rati<:mal study of papermoulds and papermarks may yet produce on 

occasion important evidence and possibly conclusive evidence". Needham (1994, 52-3) 

has considered BUhler's argumentation again and does not accept his point, for he 

believes that watermark evidence can offer a terminus a quo and a terminus ante quem 
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that help to set the date of a book. However, it is more difficult to argue against the 

indication that a terminus a quo may propose than against the one presented by a 

terminus ante quem. A book cannot possibly be printed before its paper is made. Once 

a terminus a quo has been established, it becomes the starting point for a whole series of 

possible dates. 

The question of establishing the chronological termini in printed books does not differ 

from the problems that scholars face when they are dating manuscripts. 

The watermarks of the paper in Dd offer a very interesting issue, which can be 

reiterated as follows: 

1. The watermarks of the paper of quires 1-8 do not have exact matches, but the closest 

ones are dated 1392-4. 

2. The watermark of the paper of quire 9 has an absolute parallel found only in Briquet 

Archive 1416. 

The gap between 1392-4 and 1416 is too large to suggest that the manuscript was 
~. 

written more or less at the same time. There are two possible solutions to this situation: 

1. Quires 1-8 paper-stock was around for more than twenty years or later absolute 

matches are found for quires 1-8. So far no evidence has been found to support this 

thesis. 

2. The second paper-stock existed earlier that 1416. 

The first solution seems unlikely even if the paper had to be shipped to England and one 

accepts that the date of the watermark is not the date of the production of the paper. 

There are a few more remarks that one ought to make in the light of what other scholars 

have said on paper time lag. According to Briquet's calculation (1923, 1: xx), a kind of 

paper could still be found in use 10 or 15 years after the date of its production. The 

scribe could always have stored the paper, because there are no certainties that a scribe 

used the paper as soon as he purchased it. However, LyaIl (1989, 15) pointed out that 

"the larger a stock of paper the more recently it is likely to have been purchased, and 

where we can check the time-lag (as, for example, in the case of dated manuscripts) the 

evidence seems to be fairly reliable". This means that the paper-stock in quires 1-8 

must have been stored elsewhere if it was stored for such a long time. 
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The second possibility could mean that this paper stock was stored before appearing in 

1416 or that it had twins or variant states from the mould available before such a date. I 

have ascertained in the former section that variants are available in Italy around 1400 

and in Spain they appear as early as 1402-7. As Stevenson indicated, the distribution of 

paper could be quite fast and the consumption of the most popular size quicker than one 

might expect. After the paper was produced, it was left to ripen for a few months in the 

mill and then put on the market. The smaller size of paper was easily marketable and 

merchants had a very good distribution network (Stevenson 1967, 52-54). In Fabriano, 

for example, paper-merchants ordered and purchased paper in large quantities and sent 

it to Genoa and other main ports from where it would reach localities in Europe, and 

also in the Middle East. 48 As already noted, the paper of Dd belongs to a very popular 

SIze. 

Mosser (2001, 124) suggested that the Dd scribe "exhaust[s] one supply of paper and ... 

acquire[s] another stock, perhaps a decade newer, to finish the book". This is a 

reasonable observation. However, the point made by Lyall, that the larger the stock of 

paper in the manuscript the more recent is the time of purchase, could also indicate that 

the scribe purchased both stocks of paper more or less at the same time. It just 

happened that one was earlier than the other. 

The watermark of the dog is later than the watermark of the dragon and less popular, 

and there seems to be little dispute about this at the moment. Instances of the 

watermark of the dragon are indeed present in paper from 1347, but the earliest tracing 

of the same dog as in Dd can be found as early as 1400 in Zonghi. Zonghi dated the 

tracings he found on the basis of the date of the codex, miscellanea or fragme~t from 

which the watermarks were taken (Gasparinetti 1953, 13). This way of dating does not 

fix a precise date for the production of the paper. Hence, the watermark traced by 

Zonghi could come from a paper produced even before 1400. However, I could not 

find enough evidence to support this conclusion and until further proofs are found I 

have to accept that the terminus a quo for the dog watermarked stock must be 1400. 

I do not think the manuscript was produced after 1416 either, because the first stock of 

paper would have been stored for too long and the palaeographical data makes this 

possibility unlikely. 

48 Gasparinetti, (1953, 17-35). A more recent discussion was considered by Pirani (2000, 105-27), 
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One must assume that Dd was written more or less at the same time, although over a 

period of time, and that the scribe had all his paper when he was planning his work. 

Additional details, such as colour of ink and the way the scribe was making up his 

quires, in the following chapter, indicate that this is the most likely explanation. 

However, Dd could be an earlier manuscript than previously considered and could have 

been produced at the very beginning of the fifteenth century. A later date could match 

with the second stock of paper, but it would be too late for the stock of paper used in 

quires 1-8. Only further discoveries on watermarks will disclose further information on 

the subject and probably we will never reach a definitive answer. Paleographical data 

appears to confirm that the scribe was trained later in the fourteenth rather than early in 

the fifteenth century. 
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4. The organisation of the quires 

In Dd, the text of the Canterbury Tales is distributed across the boundaries of the 

quires, whose regularity (quires of twenty-four leaves each, using five sheets of paper 

folded into quarto gathered between vellum inner and outer bifolia) does not suggest 

any division of the poem into booklets or specific stints.49 However, as considered in 

the former chapter, regularity of quires may hide features of the text that may be 

detected by looking closely at the watermark sequence of each quire. Changes in the 

colour of the inks may also offer an insight as to how the scribe received the pieces of 

text. They reveal how and if he organised his material and whether he copied the 

manuscript over a short or long period of time. The colour of ink is not uniform 

throughout the manuscript; there is a great deal of variation, and different inks were 

used to write text and rubrics. Although it could be argued that many of the differences 

are a consequence of the fading of the pigments over time or of other external factors, 

there are at least three shades of ink employed across the manuscript. 

These two features, colour of ink and watermarks, constitute the main focus of this 

chapter, as they provide evidence of h.ow the scribe organised the material he had to 

copy. 

4.1 CODlCOLOGICAL OBSERVATIONS 

The data are illustrated with nine figures, which represent the nine quires of the 

manuscript and are placed in Section 3.1 Vol. 2. In the explanation of the figures, I 

consider one quire at a time, discussing within each quire the type of ink used by the 

scribe and significant features of the text in relationship to the watermark, as 

appropriate. Observations are also included on the relationship between the text and the 

49 Robinson (1980) argued that complete manuscripts may have included stints or booklets, as had not 
been previously believed. See also Hanna (1986) and the discussion ofStubbs (2000) for Hg. 
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rubrics. As explained in Chapter 2.10, rubrics are in English and in Latin, and their 

distribution seems to reveal both the material the scribe was copying and the extent to 

which he knew what he was copying. It is the aim of this chapter to comment on the 

table included in Section 1.3 in Vol. 2 in relationship with the organisation of the quire 

and to show how the text of Dd was assembled. 

4.1.1 FIGURE 10: QUIRE 1 

The quire has several missing folios, and if as is likely, it was a regular quire of twenty

four, fifteenth folios are missing. On the extant leaves the text is written in single 

columns with an average of 41-42 lines per page and it consists now of GP 255-506 and 

759-858 and KN 1-61 and 313-643. It is possible that some of the initial folios of the 

quire, which are no longer extant, were blank, but the other missing leaves contained 

text which is now lacking. Between GP 506 and 759, 253 lines are missing. These 

lines could be accommodated on three folios r-v jVith an average of 42 lines a page, and 

exactly three folios, from 9 to 11, are missing. The same could be suggested for the 

congener folios, 14 to 16, which could contain KN from 62 to 312 at 42 lines per page. 

The question of the initial and final folios needs more detailed comment. We cannot be 

certain that the quire was made up of twenty-four folios, although one may assume so. 

There are possibly five folios missing at the beginning of the quire and four at the end. 

I will consider the final folios first. 

KN is defective after line 643 in quire 1. It starts again on the recto of the second folio 

of quire 2 at line 1074. There is a diff~rence of 431 lines that could be accommodated 

in five folios r-v (quire 1: from f. 21 to f. 24; quire 2: f. 1). Assuming that all lines were 

available to the scribe, and dividing the text among the supposed number of folios, there 

is an average of 43 lines per page. Therefore, the scribe was working on a quire (quire 

1) that had in its second half a regular number of twelve folios. 

If the scribe had a regular number ofleaves at the end of the quire, he should have had a 

regular number at the beginning. There is no reason to believe that the final folios had 

no congeners and that the quire was not comp]ete;SO I shall now consider the first part. 

so Folio 20 is a singleton as it is now extant in the quire. The quarto format usually does not leave any 
singletons. There are other places in the manuscript in which the remnant folio is a singleton, for 
example in quire 2. This, however, does not seem to alter the plan that a quire is made up by 24 folios. 
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GP is extant from line 255. The scribe organised his text with an average of 41-42lines 

per page, increasing probably to 43 towards the end of the quire. GP from 1 to 254 

could have been copied on three folios r-v with an average of 42 lines each page. Of the 

five folios, which are missing from the beginning of the quire, the last three, therefore, 

probably contained the initial part of GP. This leaves two blank folios at the beginning 

which may have been left blank or had a title page or something else. 

This layout of the text shows careful planning, which is also demonstrated by the space 

left for the incipit of KN. The rubric ~ Heere bigynnetn I the I::nyghtes tale I\, is written 

in a 2.5 cm gap left at the end of GP, and one line is left blank before the first line of 

KN. The Latin quotation ~ lamque domos patrias scithice post aspera gentis prelia 

laurigero et cetera is inserted just above the incipit in a smaller script; the script is of 

the same style as the one used for the incipit ofKN. 

The text is copied in dark brown ink, which on Figure 10 is represented by dark grey. 

This colour is found also on quires 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9. The use of this colour is generally 

uniform in quire 1, except that line 635 in KN f. 20v was inserted with a lighter shade of 

ink suggesting there was a gap in the text that the scribe filled in later. The rubrics are 

written with the same ink as the text. 

4.1.2 FIGURE 11: QUIRE 2 

Quire 2 contains the rest ofKN (1074-2062 and 2153-2244), Ll, MI, L2 and the first 68 

lines of RE. KN fits into its space without any apparent problems. As noted above, the 

first folio of quire 2 is missing, but it probably had text written in a single column of 42-

43 lines on recto and verso. According to my calculations, the second part of KN 

should have started on the recto of the first folio. The second part starts in Hg at line 

1023 on folio 25v. On the contrary, the third part starts in El at this line on f. 20v. Dd 

does not divide KN into parts as Hg, El and other manuscripts do. Line 1883, where the 

third part is marked in Hg, is highlighted in Dd by a decorated capital in the manner the 

scribe used to mark the beginning of tales and prologues and the division in parts of 

ML.s1 However, no space is left for a possible incipit or explicit. It is probable that 

quire 2 started in Dd with the second part of KN without a rubric but with a capital in 

blue and pen ink work in red. Folio 37 is also missing from the quire. It probably 

5. See Chapter 2.11. 
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contained the ninety lines ofKN (from line 2063 to line 2152) that separate f. 36 from f. 

38. 

Ll and MI are more problematic. Ll is inserted after KN after a small gap, but in its 

first line the <h> in whan, the, knyght, his and the <I> in told have very long ascenders 

with a loop. In making these ascenders the scribe was using up the 3 cm gap left for the 

rubric that was inserted in the margin in brown ink. The insertion of Ll is marked by a 

small pricking next to the first line of the prologue, which appears under the 

illumination and is visible from the verso of f. 39. The prologue ends on f. 39v and 

there is a gapS2, which could have accommodated at least four lines before the lower 

ruling line of the frame. The scribe filled it with a long decorated descender from the 

<r> in ernest. 

MI begins on the recto of f. 40 and is copied with a variable number of lines per page. 

The last three or four lines of each folio are often crammed together. The compression 

is striking on 43v, 45r, 45v and 46r. This characteristic of the text suggests that the 

space available was limited, probably as a whole, but also folio by folio. 

-
On the verso of f. 40 the last three lines are squeezed into a space of two and a half 

lines. In the right margin next to nicholas, line 89, there is a small dot in ink. The 

following folio is parchment. The reason for the insertion of this folio does not seem to 

be textual: the folio does not contain an additional link, or any other type of textual 

boundaries such as the end or the beginning of a tale. It contains 43 lines on the recto 

and 45 on the verso. As noticed, the number of lines per page is variable particularly in 

MI and it is not possible to say whether any of the increase or decrease in number is 

significant for the present discussion. The tale ends on 47r, and the last three or four 

lines are again compressed, as if the following folio were already written or the text had 

been allocated on a folio by folio basis. 

L2 begins at the top of 47v. Folio 47 is a bifolium without watermark and does not 

match the following sheet that is without watermark too. L2 is inserted without leaving 

any space for its incipit or for the explicit of MI, which terminated on the former recto. 

The first line of L2 starts with a capital in blue and the emphatic Whane, whose long 

.ascenders extend far above the ruling line of the header. The rubric is a later insertion 

and was done to accommodate the ascenders in the header, although the colour of the 

52 For a comprehensive list of gaps that appears in Dd, see Chapter 2.8. 
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ink is similar to the one used to copy the text. RE begins on 48r with an incipit that 

introduces the tale. It is accommodated in a gap of 1.5 cm and is written in brown ink. 

In quire 2 the text is copied in two different inks. The first is a brownish pigment very 

light in appearance; the second one is darker, but not as dark as the ink used in the first 

quire. The distinction between these two types of ink is not always easy to detect, for 

many factors can cause ink to fade. Pigments can be absorbed by the paper to different 

degrees, and are sensitive to light and damp. 

In KN, for example, the lighter brown is found from f. 26r. There is a change of ink 

roughly at line 1209 (f. 27v) from lighter brown to brown and the brown ink is used 

until line 1764 (f. 33v). After this line the ink again becomes lighter brown. The lighter 

brown is used until f. 35v and then the rest of the tale is copied with brown ink. These 

instances seem to represent examples of change of ink in the tale. However, in MI there 

are problems in interpreting the colour of inks that I represent in my chart as brown. At 

line 26 (f. 40r) the scribe interrupted his work for some reasons. The ink is different in 

the following lines. It is lighter. The ink after the word heng at line 64 (f. 40v), 

becomes lighter. On these occasions it is difficult to say what precisely happened and 

whether there was a change in ink or simply some fresh ink from the same recipe was 

used. The same could apply when a different pen is used. For instance from line 312 

(f. 43v) the ink seems to be the same, but it is likely that the scribe was using a different 

pen and therefore the colour of ink is slightly different. This is noticeable also on f.44r. 

On f. 40v the first two lines are in lighter ink. It is possible that damp could have 

caused the ink to fade, as in the top margin there is a stain left by dampness in all the 

former folios. But several other folios in MI have their first lines written before the rest 

of the page, fresher ink being used to copy the rest of the page. This could indicate that 

the scribe was writing out the first lines in the folio so that he would know how the rest 

of the lines should fit in, and it explains the squeezing in of the text in so many versos in 

MI discussed above. 

The brown ink stops on f. 45v in MI and the tale is completed in light brown. Brown is 

used again from L2 until the end of the quire. This change in ink might indicate a 

different time in copying, as one tale ends and the other begins. 

Overall quire 2 is regular. Its organisation seemed to be carried out by a skilful scribe 

who was at ease with the technique of copying texts. The discussion, however, also 
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underlines the possibility that Lt and MI were inserted after KN and L2 (and RE 1-68) 

were copied. It also seems that the extra parchment leaf was inserted probably to cover 

a mistake in copying some parts of the text, which cannot now be detected. 

4.1.3 FIGURE 12: QUIRE 3 

Quire 3 is regular as far as the sequence between watermarked and unmarked leaves is 

concerned. It contains the rest of RE, L3, CO, L7, ML, and part ofWBP. 

RE (69-404) is accommodated in the initial part of the manuscript with an average of 45 

lines per page, but variable in number from 44 (f. 49v) to 47 (f. 50v). At line 197 (f. 

50r), there appears a small pricking in the right margin just above the one made to rule 

the frame. This pricking is present in L3, CO and ML until f. 59r, where the pricking 

ends. From f. 62r in the other half of the quire, there are two prickings: one is in the 

same place as in f. 59r, the other is placed just two lines underneath. This pattern is 

found until f. 66r for the upper one and to f. 67r for the lower one. This last folio is the 

one that marks the end ofML and beginning ofWBP. 

L3 follows RE, and its rubric ~ Thus endetl'i the Reues Tale It bigynnetl'i the cPloge of 

the Cook is written in a planned gap of 2 cm, which also accommodates the emphatic 

<h> of The of the first line of the prologue. This rubric is inserted in brown ink, darker 

than the one used to copy the tale. CO comes afterwards and its rubric ~ The Cookes 

Tale introduces the unfinished tale. CO ends with a gap of about fifteen lines on f. 53v 

with no indication that the tale is unfinished, as it appears in Hg. The Dd scribe, like 

Hg, does not leave any blank folios after the unfinished tale, unlike El! which has 

several blank folios before L 7 begins. 

The rubric that marks the end of CO and the beginning of L 7 appears in the header of f. 

54r despite the space left in the other folio that could have contained the explicit and the 

incipit of the two tales. It is in Latin as opposed to the one in English. This language, 

structure, and type of script are maintained in the rubrics until the end of SQ, where 

English is used again for the remaining rubrics. 

L 7 starts on a new folded folio (f. 54r) that begins at this point in the quire. L 7 is 

inserted with 42 lines on 54r and 43 on the verso. This is a smaller number of lines to a 

page as compared to the average 44/45 usually employed by the scribe. Despite the 

smaller number of lines on the page, the last lines at the end of f. 54v are written in the 
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usual compressed manner. The three initial lines at the beginning of f. 55r are likely to 

have been copied already. There seems to be a pattern emerging from the comments 

made so far on this question. On the one hand, the scribe crammed lines at the bottom 

of each verso to make sure he included all the lines; on the other hand, he copied the 

first two or three lines at the beginning of each folio, probably to confirm to himself 

how to distribute the text he is writing. This pattern is not regular and the reason for 

that is not clear as yet. 

ML follows L 7 and is introduced by the rubric 4: Hic finW cPlogus legis piti I r incipit 

fabula euisdem ~ , which is inserted in a 2 cm gap, and is written with the same ink as 

the text. From line 432 to line 612 ML is defective, as the inner bifolia is missing. It is, 

however, reasonable to believe that the two folios were written with the missing text 

that would have been copied as usual in a single column of 45 lines per page. WBP 

comes afterwards and another gap of 2.5 cm is left for the explicit and incipit: 4: Hic finitr 

fabula legis piti I Incipit cPlogus Uxoris de Bathe. The part of the quire with WBP (1-510) 

does not have particular features, despite the numerous discussions on this prologue for 

its extra passages.S3 It is worth mentioning that at line 45 there is an interruption, a 

pause in writing or simply a change in ink. The first extra passage of WBP is inserted 

here. It seems that the ink becomes lighter. Moreover, throughout the whole tale there 

are numerous crosses both in ink and in dry pen. These appear in particular next to the 

added passages, but also elsewhere as if someone were marking an exemplar or 

indicating the stage of the work. 

The difficulties in detecting the colour of ink that I pointed out in quire 2 are present 

also in this quire. There are sQme features that seem difficult to explain. For example, 

in RE (f. 49v) the colour of the ink begins as brown and becomes lighter brown towards 

the end of the folio. It is not possible to set a precise line as to where the division starts, 

if there is one at all. But the first two lines appear to have been copied before the rest 

was included. The ink used to copy the beginning of L 7 is darker on f. 54v than the one 

used in ff. 53v and 54v. The light brown terminates at f. 58r. There is a clear division 

after line 257 in ML, where the ink becomes brown. This ink was used to copy the rest 

of the quire with the probable exception of ff. 63 v and 64r. 

53 For discussion see Chapter S. 
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WBP begins on the same folio as ML finishes. The colour of the ink of the text copied 

in this folio (f. 67r) is lighter brown, if compared with f. 66v, but both ML and WBP 

have the same ink. The colour of the paper has also to be taken into account. It is 

yellowish, and very dirty. The colour of the paper may influence the perception of the 

colour of the ink. This ink is different from that of CO, and I could describe it as 

brown. 

Finally, in this quire the scribe starts to insert the rubrics in the "right" place, adjusting 

them in regular gaps left to receive the script. He also seems to be copying his text 

progressively, probably with the exception of the first folio ofL7. The difference in the 

colour of ink is not easy to explain, above all because it is not clear whether one ink 

could have been used before the other. I suspect that the difference between these two 

shades stands in the amount of water the scribe was adding to the ink. Further evidence 

in the other quires is necessary before any suggestion can be made. 

4.1.4 FIGURE 13: QUIRE 4 

Quire 4 is complete and contains WBP (511-554), WB, LIO, FR, LII, SU and the 

beginning of CL (}-415). 

WBP is the first textual part to be copied and as pointed out in quire 3 about WBP, there 

are many crosses in dry point, which are likely to be related to the text. An example is 

evident at the end of this part. At the end of the prologue, the Friar, and then the 

Summoner, interrupts the Wife of Bath to prepare the reader for her tale. This textual 

part'from line 827 to the end of WBP is marked at line 827 (f. 76r) with a small faint 

cross in dry point on the left. These last lines are inserted with a smaller script that 

belongs to the same scribe. The lines are crammed at the end of this folio and they 

carry on in the same manner until the next recto to terminate in an untidy way just 

before the planned gap for the rubric of the tale. One may wonder why the scribe had to 

cram in his lines in this way, if he had not yet copied WB. It seems again that the scribe 

was working to a limited space, space delineated by the initial lines of the text, which 

were already copied and probably a tale already started before inserting this 

interruption. The explicit of the prologue and incipit of the tale are inserted in a 3 cm 

gap. The following tales and links: LIO, FR, Lll and SU are all organised in such a 

way that the scribe left a gap of 3cm to 1.5 cm for the rubric to be included at the 
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end/beginning of each textual part. All the rubrics are written with the same ink as the 

text, as if text and rubrics were copied at the same time. This first part of the quire does 

not reveal any specific problems; the number of lines to a page is still within the normal 

range of the scribe from 44 to 49 without any noticeable increase or decrease in his 

practice. 

At the end of SU, CL follows, but the transition between these two tales is not as 

smooth as those in the first part of the quire. 

After the end of SU there are approximately eight blank lines between line 585 (the last 

line in SU) and the explicit. The rubric e [emph]H[lemph]ic tint' tabula SOmonitoris I T 

incipit plogus dici de Oxor'l is written with the same ink as the tale of the Clerk, but it is 

placed at the bottom of the page and not immediately after the end of SUo It is possible 

that it was written as a probable direction before the last lines of SU were copied. CL 

starts at the very beginning of 92v and there is a rubric Prologus added in the header in 

brown ink; the word has a blue paraph mark next to it, but damp has made this word 

almost illegible. It is likely that the text on this folio was written before the incipit at 

the bottom of f. 92r was inserted. The manner of this insertion is similar to the one of 

L2 that started on a verso with the rubric written in the header. In Dd this specific 

pattern is repeated in another three instances as I wiJ] underline, a technique that was 

used when the scribe was not sure what was going to precede that specific textual part 

and also what constituted the text he was copying (see Table 2). 

Quire 4 is regular in its watermarks and ink. The first part from WBP to SU is copied in 

brown uniformly. CL is written with a lighter variety of brown. These two colours 

probably indicate two stages in copying the quire. 

4.1.5 FIGURE 14: QUIRES 

Quire 5 includes the end of CL (416-1176), Ll3, L14, L15, ME, L17 and beginning of 

SQ (1-114). 

CL begins the quire and ends on f. 105r. LI3 follows, but there is no gap left between 

these two textual parts: only a capital marks the beginning of L 13, which terminates on 

the verso of f. 1 OS. L 14 comes next and is accommodated after a 1.5 cm gap at the end 

of L 13. There are two small prickings: one just at the end of L 13 and another at the end 

of L 14. Both are in the left margin and indicate where this link was to be inserted. The 
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bifolium ef. 105) that contains the last lines of CL (11 42- 11 76), L13 and L14 is a half 

leaf without watennark, which does not match the form er one (f. 104), also without 

watermark, or the following one ef. 106) that seems to be paired with the next one (f. 

] 07). F. ] 05 appears to be an inserted folded bifolium fo r th e purpose of receiving 

these specific parts between f.l 04 and f.l 06. On the other hand, these leaves mi ght not 

be an addition to the sequence, but a sheet folded into quarto wi th one of the two bifoli a 

cut away because the followin g folio was already prepared and had to be inserted. 

However, it is difficult to explain whether the substituted bifolium had other text on it, 

although that seems probable. On the right top margin of f. I 05 v, just below the ruling 

frame next to the gutter, there is a transfer of a paraph in red. There must have been an 

opposite page that had a paraph mark in red that had not dri ed compl etely when the 

original two sheets were pressed together. Folio 106r does not have the red paraph 

mark, which indicates that this leaf was replaced. No extant leaf could have produced 

the transfer though many leaves are miss ing. There is anoth er exampl e of this kind of 

transfer in the manuscript on ff. III v from 11 2r. In th i case f. I I 2r has the red paraph , 

and the transfer appears on the verso of f. J J 1. The images below show clearly th 

transfer on ff. 1 05v and 111 v. They also show the abs nce of the paraph on r. I 06r and 

the presence of the nota on f. 1 12r. 

ff. 1 05v-1 06r ff. 1 11 v- ] 12r 

The transfer on f. 10Sv is probably a consequence of th e cribe re-arranging the 

ordinatio either of LIS or ME or both. A closer di scussion on f. 106 may help to 

explain my supposition. 

LIS, the Merchant' s Prologue, begins on a new folded sheet on 106r. There is no space 

planned for the incipit and the link begin with a capital in the manner ofMI and L7. It 

looks like just a part of text to be inserted wi thout any reference a to what it refers . 

The rubric, et Sic definit fabula Cfici I T inci pit plogus of the marchaOt, appears on f. 

105v, on the opposite verso, in the centre 1 cm above the ruling line of the footer. The 

rubric seems to have been written in two different stages; I suspect that the reference to 

the Merchant was added later, using a different pen, shade of ink and language. The 

explicit of CL is written in Latin up to the plogus. The incipit is completed in English: 
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of the marchaQt, .54 The rubric is small in size and it is likely to be a device to fill in 

some extra space left on f. 10Sv after the insertion of L 14. It is inserted in light brown. 

L15 is one of the disputed links as compared to the one that introduces ME in Hg. El 

agrees with Dd in using this link to introduce ME. 

ME begins on the same folio (106r) with a planned gap of 2 cm for the rubric, which is 

inserted in Latin with the same colour of ink as the text: brown. Most folios with this 

tale have lines crammed in at the end of rectos and versos. The scribe had a planned 

space that he could use, but he was running out of space so that he had to write line 464 

(f. 111 v) above the ruling line of the header. 

When ME ends, a gap of three cm is left before L 17 begins. L 17 begins on f. 119r, this 

is a watermarked folio that in the quire does not have an unmarked half. Also in this 

case (f. 119) one may suggest an insertion to adjust the prologue to the tale. It is 

possible that this leaf was a substitute to correct a mistake. However, the ink used in 

the congener does not seem to be the same as the one used to copy the link. If a 

substitution or a correction in the text occurred, it must have taken place before the text 

,in the conjugate was copied. No evidence similar to that f. IOSv is available to provide 

an alternative explanation. 

The rubric of the prologue is in Latin: It Sic definit fabula m'catoris , Et incipit cPlogus 

Armigeri, but, like LIS, was not completed at one time. Armigeri seems to have been 

added to the rubric later. It is in a slightly bigger script and the hairline of the loop of 

the anglicana <A> of Armigeri crosses the one of the serif of the small capital <s> at the 

end of prologus. SQ starts on the verso of f.119 after L 17. The rubric of the tale, ~ Sic . 
definit cPlogus T Incipit fabula Armigeri, highlights the same problem. Fabula Armigeri 

seems to be a later insertion, as witness the size of the handwriting and the shade of the 

ink. 

This quire shows all three shades of ink that are present in former quires. They do not 

appear at random, for there is a pattern. CL is copied with light brown ink that 

occasionally becomes darker. The first part of L 15 is written in lighter brown ink than 

the rest, I suspect from line 21, but it is not clear-cut. It could simply be that some parts 

were written before the other or that the scribe dipped the pen in the ink less than in the 

54 It is common to see Latin or Middle English explicit or incipit for Middle English texts. However, it is 
unusual to find mixed language in one of them. Examples like the one in Dd does not seem a common 
practice (Mooney 2001). 
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rest of what he wrote. The lighter brown is similar to the one on 105v, but I am not sure 

whether it is the same of that of eo. 

In ME, there are some apparent changes of ink, but they are not very clear. However, 

there is an evident change of ink on f. 116r; the ink used from here to f. 118r is very 

dark in appearance and is of the same kind as that used for GP. The brown ends the tale 

and is used to copy L17 and the first 24 lines of SQ. The last ink used in the quire is the 

dark brown, which is used on the parchment and to complete SQ on the following quire. 

4.1.6 FIGURE 15: QUIRE 6 

The rest of SQ is copied on the first part of quire 6. The tale is written with an average 

of 45 lines per folio r-v. On f. 126v, the scribe crammed in the last line to add up to 47 

lines. I assume that this must have been an irregularity of the scribe, unless the 

beginning of f. 127r was already copied. SQ ends on f. 127r after six lines at line 662 

with the rubric et Here enditli the Squyeres tale I as meche as Chaucer made. The rest 

of the folio, approximately 18 cm, and the verso are left blank. The rubric is written 

with the same shade of ink, dark brown, used for copying the tale. A space at the end of 

SQ is also found in Hg and El, but that the verso is left blank is peculiar to Dd which 

may be explained in relation to the folding of the sheets. SQ terminates on the second 

folded bifolium of the quarto sheet (ff. 126-127), and the following folio, which is 

missing now, started a new folding (ff. 128-129) and a new textual part which, as I will 

discuss below, could already have been written. The scribe who found himself with a 

tale which was too short for the space he had allocated to it could only leave the folio 

blank, a scenario that he seems to repeat later on quire 7. 

FK is inserted after SQ, but there is a folio missing before the tale starts, and it is 

difficult to say whether there was a prologue to the tale or not. It is possible to put 

forward some suggestions. The tale starts at line 46 on f. 129r, lacking 45 lines. If Dd 

had a prologue for FK, it would probably have been L20, for this is the link used in the 

majority of manuscripts and there does not seem to be any confusion on the part of the 

Dd scribe in attributing links to tales. L20 has only 36 lines. On the missing folio there 

would be enough space to accommodate the 36 (L20) plus 45 (FK) missing lines. If 

they were distributed evenly there would be 40 lines per page with some space for the 

rubric. However, after observing how the scribe organised the text in the manuscript, it 

is also possible that the tale began at the top of f. 128v with the link written on the recto, 
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because it was received later. Space for 45 lines is precisely the amount the scribe 

allocates in copying the text and FK in particular. 

There is another problem at the end of FK. The tale terminates on f. 138v; a gap of 3 

cm follows, in which is written: Here endetf'i the Frankeleyns tale (1 bigynnetli the 

Phisiciens tale I witfi oute a Prologe. The rubric is written with the same colour of ink as 

the text, brown ink, but it is in English and it is rather large in size. This type of script, 

bastard anglicana, resembles the one used for the rubrics in Hg, which was found in the 

rubric ofMI and is found in Dd from this point onwards. 

PH starts on the same folio as FK ends. Despite the average of 45 lines per page, PH 

terminates with only 42 lines on f. 141 v. The rest of the space is used by 4: Here endetf'i 

the Phisiciens tale I 1- bigynnetf'i the ploge of the Pardonere, which is inserted in the 

centre of the folio in a 1.5 cm gap just before the ruling line of the footer. There are two 

crosses in dry point at the end of the folio; one could indicate the rubric. The script is 

large and the explicit could have been written at a different time. The ink seems to be 

lighter than the one used for the text; it does not resemble the one used for copying PH 

or L20. The Pardonere is written on the line of the footer. 

L21 starts at the very top on the following recto, without space for rubrics at the 

beginning of the ruling frame. As the prologue consists of only 40 lines, there is space 

at the end ofL21 (f. 142r) to accommodate in the centre in a 2 cm gap 4: Radix omnia 

malor[exp]um[/exp] est Cupiditas ~ Ad ThymotheQ . s°. which leaves approximately a 

two-line space before the ruling line on the footer. PD begins on the verso, again with 

no gap to indicate the textual part that was being copied, and in the header the scribe 

specifies 4: The Pardoners owyn Prologe. The tale proper begins on 144r with a five

line letter. To indicate the start of the tale of the Pardoner the scribe wrote in the right 

margin off.143v: Et nOc narrat fabula. The scribe at the end off. 143v crammed in the 

last four lines, as again to suggest that f. 144r was already written. Moreover, this 

textual part starts on the external parchment bifolium, which is easily detachable. 

Therefore, it is possible that the prologue of the tale and the tale were written in 

different stages. In organising L21 and PD, the scribe appears to be confused as to how 

to label the parts he was copying. Up to now he was organising his text in prologues 

and tales, but the sequence was interrupted by an additional part. The scribe made a 

distinction between the Host's introduction to the Pardoner and the Pardoner's 

introduction to his tale. 
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Quire 6 is written with all three types of ink so far encountered. SQ is written in dark 

brown, which is also used in FK for the first recto (f. 129r) of the tale and for the inner 

parchment leaves 132v and 133r. The quality of the parchment is not very good and it 

is likely that the pigment looks darker for this reason. The light brown is used from ff. 

129v to 132r of FK. Finally, the brown ink is used again from f. 133v and it seems to 

be the one used for the rest of the quire. 

4.1.7 FIGURE 16: QUIRE 7 

This quire contains the rest of PD (225-640), SH, PR, TT, L28 and TM. The 

composition of the quire is regular as far as the sequence between watermarked and 

unmarked leaves is concerned. There are, however, some unusual features. 

At the end of PD, the Pardoner concludes his tale and starts to talk to the audience. The 

scene is set after line 591. Between 590 and 591 there is a one line gap and line 591 

starts with a four line letter. Although I would not stress that there is a line gap, it 

seems that this piece starting at line 591 is meant to be separate. There is a pricking on 
.; 

the left inside next to But (line 591 f. 149r). The speech of the Pardoner ends after 50 

lines on the verso. The rest of f. 149v (9 cm from the footer) and 150r are left blank. 

This pattern is similar to the one discussed for SQ. The scribe was inserting a textual 

part, the speech of the Pardoner that did not fit into the space he had planned. Either he 

had allocated too much space, which he could not use, as SH might already have been 

copied, or the blank folio was left to receive a prologue for SH that never arrived. 

. SH starts on f. 150v in the manner already seen for L2 and CL. The rubric of SH Here 

bigynnetli the Ship mans tale I next folwyng the Pardoner is inserted in the header of the 

verso, just before the tale starts, and it seems to re-assure the reader that the gap left 

before the tale was not left to accommodate other text. The incipit is written in brown 

ink and is inserted in the manner of the incipit of PH. 

SH ends on a missing folio, in which also the first 22 lines of PR should have been 

placed. However, there is too much space on the recto and verso off. 155. SH ends at 

line 434 and there are only 41 lines still to be copied. PR has only 22 lines to 

accommodate. Given the average of 44 lines per page so far used by the scribe, one 

could assume that on this missing folio there might have been a gap between the end of 
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SH and the beginning of PR. It is possible that this gap was occupied by L24 that was 

inserted between SH and PR. 

PR is divided by the scribe in prologue and tale, the latter beginning on 156r with the 

incipit ~ Here bigynnetl'i the Prioresse I hire Tale. The incipit is inserted in brown ink 

in a 1.5 cm space. PR ends on the congener of the missing folio (155-158), most 

probably on the verso of f. 158. F. 158 seems to present the same problems discussed 

for f. 155. It is possible that on this folio Dd had L25 copied before the first 34 lines of 

TT started. 

TT finishes on f. 160r, but the scribe does not seem to have realised that he had to 

pause between the end of TT and L28. L28 begins on 160r without any incipit or space 

left to indicate that the Host was interrupting Chaucer's tale. The scribe evidently 

thought that TT was to continue until TM started. In the rubric that precedes TM he 

writes in light brown: ~ Here endetl'i Chaucers tale of Thopas I ? the ploge of melibeus 

And heere bigynnetn the Tale of melibeus. The reason for this is not clear, it may hide 

an early decision as to how the text had to be organised and the exemplar, the Dd scribe 

was using, did not have precise directions for a gap between TT and L28. 

In quire 7, the brown ink seems to be used from the beginning to 148v, and it was used 

in the inner bifolia and the beginning ofTI. The last part ofPD is written with the light 

brown ink, which is used again for the beginning of SH, the end and the central part of 

TT-L28. The second part of TM, which concludes the quire, is copied with the dark 

brown ink. 

The most significant feature of the quire on the colour of inks appears in IT on f. 159r. 

In this folio TT is copied with two different colours of ink. The brown one is used at 

the beginning of the folio and the lighter brown is employed at the end of the folio. 

Towards the end of the folio the scribe left a gap in the lighter ink, which he 

subsequently filled using the dark ink. This is the disputed line TT 93-1. The rest of 

the tale is copied with the light brown ink. 

4.1.8 FIGURE 17: QUIRE 8 

The organisation of the text from TM to MO does not present any problems. The 

rubrics to all these tales are in English, with the style encountered in PH, and they are 
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inserted in gaps left to accommodate them. However, at the end of MO the scribe is 

again facing the problem of how to label his work. 

In Dd the modem instances are inserted at the end of MO as in Hg. MO terminates at 

the very bottom of f. 187v, without any space to insert the explicit. He is forced to 

write Here endetn the monkes Tale I de casibz virorf IlIustriu in the footer of 187v. The 

lines at the end of the last two folios in MO look crammed in, as if the scribe was 

running out of space. 

L30 starts at the very beginning of the verso with no space left for rubrication. The 

rubric Here bigynneth the ,ploge of the nonnes p rest / is inserted later in the header in 

dark brown ink. L30 in Dd is the longer version that refers back to the last tragedy of 

MO, the one of Cresus. There is an inconsistency between these two parts as the 

modern instances, placed at the end of MO, prevent the last tragedy from being that of 

Cresus. The scribe does not seem to realise this. It is very likely that L30 was copied 

before MO was inserted. The manner is the same that I pointed out for other parts such 

as MI and L2. Dd does not seem to be a manuscript copied from beginning to end. It 

looks as if the scribe was receiving his texts in parts and had to insert the parts 

according to an order. The problem would be, was this an order that already existed or 

was he making up this order? 

NP follows L30 and it could be that NP was copied separately, given the different 

colour of ink distributed uniformly through the tale, but the absence of the initial folio 

does not permit any further comments. 

The majority of this quire is copied with the dark brown ink and it is clearly us~d to 

copy the remnant ofTM, L29 and MO. L30 and NP are the parts copied with the brown 

ink. 

4.1.9 FIGURE 18: QUIRE 9 

Quire 9 is not complete as many leaves are missing at its end. On the extant leaves 

there is the end ofNP (420-626), L31, NU, L33 and the beginning ofCY. The text is 

written with the brown ink, but from 195v to 200r, L31 and NU are copied with the 

dark brown. This quire contains gaps and rubrics are inserted which offer help in 

understanding how the text is organised. 
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NP ends on 195r and gaps of7 cm on the recto and 18 cm on the verso were left before 

the scribe started copying NU. The scribe was probably waiting for the prologue of 

NU, but what he received was L31, that concluded NP but did not introduced NU. The 

scribe inserted the link, but the text was too short for the gap that preceded the tale. He 

then wrote the rubric in dark brown ink: Heere endetl'l the Tale of the nOnes Preest I 7-

bigynnetn the Secund nonnes Tale of Seynt Cecile I Witl'ioute a cPlogef just before NU. 

It is the second time (first time SH) in the manuscript that the scribe explains that he 

received a tale without a prologue. The scribe of El will use part of the tale to form the 

prologue of NU, but he did not do the same for SH. L33 and CY are written in the quire 

without any visible problems. The scribe left space for the rubrics both at the end of 

NU and at the beginning of L33 and CV. All these rubrics are in English. 

4.2 DISCUSSION: REVIEW OF THE MATERIAL 

The following section is a review of the material presented above. In reviewing this 

material I will draw some conclusions to enable me to embark upon possible 

suggestions or explanations in the concluding chapter of the thesis. This section 

gathers together features that were identified in each quire. They relate to the physical 

make-up of the quire, the text or both. The codicological observations illustrate how the 

scribe organised the material he had to copy, but the data present the reader with 

problems of interpretation. Dd resembles a draft in progress. The major features are 

outlined in Table 2 in Section 3 in Vol. 2, which will be used in the following 

discussion as an overview of the manuscript. 

The Dd scribe physically organised the manuscript using paper in quarto format and 

parchment bifolia; a decision which may have shortcomings. As pointed out in Chapter 

3, paper was not a favoured material for copying manuscripts at the beginning of the 

fifteenth century; it was not completely unknown, but parchment was still the most 

common material and this is reflected in the early manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales. 

Paper was thought not to be as long-lasting as parchment and for this reason in Italy a 

law during Federick I1's reign was approved to forbid the use of paper for royal bills 

(Pirani 2000, 36). However, in Westminster Abbey it appears that at least one paper 

manuscript was copied during the 1390's (Hector and Harvey 1982). 

The format of the paper may also cause problems. The arrangement of a text in quires 

of 24 folios and the use of the quarto-format may require different skills from the ones 

needed to arrange the text in quires of eight, with its smaller number of sheets per quire. 
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If a textual part can fit into a quire of eight, and some quires in Hg could be held as an 

example, it is "easier" for a scribe to allocate the text he receives to smaller units and to 

organise these units within the manuscript. The quire in eight is a unit that can be 

rearranged, for its first bifolium can be recopied to fit any re-arrangement, and the 

smaller number of folios makes this process easier to handle.ss The Dd scribe, though, 

decided to use a writing material less durable than parchment, in quarto format and 

hence more difficult to manipulate. He is aware of this distinction as he reinforces the 

inside and the outside of each quire with cheap parchment to make the manuscript last 

longer. He knew that paper is cheaper than parchment even at such an early time when 

the paper had to be imported from Europe. According to the record, parchment costs 

twice as much as paper per quire at the end of the fourteenth century (Schramm 1933). 

The Dd scribe was prepared to deal with the problems that quires of 24 might cause. 

Moreover, he seems to be adept at manipulating the quarto format in quires of this 

number of folios. It is likely that he was making his own quires from loose sheets. 

Quires already assembled were available for purchase. According to Lyall, Shirley used 

this type of quire in London, British Library MS Add. 16165, and Lyal1 suggested that 

its first part is made up by nine quires of paper from five different stocks, as each quire 

is characterised by a different watermark. He also remarks that mixing of paper stocks 

within quires is indicative of employing loose sheets to make up the quires (Lyall 1989, 

16-7). None of the observations proposed by LyaIl seems to be applicable to Dd. 

Francesco Pirani, discussing the stages of preparing paper in the paper mill, explains 

how Italian paper, especially the one in Fabbriano, was commercialised. 

I fog\i ritenuti idonei aIla commercializzazione venivano contati e piegati in modo da formare 
generalmente qU,intemi, cioe' gruppi da 25, che una volta fasciati ogni 20 quintemi, costituivano una 
risma di carta, pari a 500 fogli. Le risme venivano quindi imballate con carta grossolana ricavata 
dag\i stracci di scarto e immagazzinate in un locale asciutto in attesa della spcdizione (Pirani 2000, 
62). 

Given the fact that in a mill there were two moulds working at one time, each ream was 

made up by a watermark and its twin. The purchase of a quaterna or two, for example, 

would provide a scribe with paper from one paper-stock that would contain regular 

quires alternating a watermark and its twin. This is the case for the first eight quires in 

Dd. The diagrams of the composition of the quires that represents the alternation 

between the dragon mark (A/B in red) and its twin (A lIB 1 in green), prove that the 

paper was purchased in quatema from a ream from one paper-stock. Had the scribe 

55 Stubbs (2000) discussed at length this possibility, see in particular Section I, quire 6 and 7 (Lt and MI) 
and Section IV, quire 22 (NU). 
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of ink in manuscripts at least until a more accurate terminology is put forward. It is, 

therefore, important to point out that the evidence of the ink has to be combined with 

other internal features to support any argument. On the contrary, there are instances, in 

which the scribe did not have any doubts about how to organise his text. On these 

occasions, there is only one shade of ink and no uncertainties in the watermark 

sequence and placing of incipit and explicit. This is evident in the sequence from ML 

to SUo The variation in the colour of the inks is such that it indicates that the 

manuscript was not copied progressively from beginning to end. 

All the textual parts in Dd have been rubricated, the only exception being the end of IT 

and the beginning of L28. The use of incipits and explicits relates to the organisation of 

the text and to the ordinatio of the work. Rubrics started to be used in the twelfth 

century as an attempt to organise and present a text. Rubrics were then used to define 

topics at the beginning of chapters or in the margin to mark different stages of an 

argument (Parkes 1991, 37-49). The different position of the rubric at such an early 

stage, according to Parkes (1991, 49), "demonstrates first that readers felt the need for 

more ostensible help in finding their way about in a highly sophisticated and technical 

argument, and secondly that the producers of books had not yet developed a recognized 

procedure for coping with this problem". It follows that the use of rubrics as directions 

for the reader entered book production and by the end of the fourteenth and beginning 

of fifteenth century they were commonly used to indicate in many instances the 

beginning and the end of textual parts becoming an important feature of the ordinatio of 

a manuscript. The question of the incipit and explicit in the manuscripts of the 

Canterbury Tales ne~ds a more detailed study than, as far as I am aware, has yet been 
-

carried out. However, there are a few observations that could be made concerning Dd. 

The text of the rubrics indicates the beginning and the end of the tales and their 

prologues. They guide the reader through the text giving the name of the pilgrim who is 

going to tell the next tale. They organise the text in a sequence of prologues and tales, 

indicating clearly when a tale does not have a prologue (PH and NU). They announce 

the sequence of the tale if too a large gap is left between one tale and the other (PD-SH 

Here bigynnetfi the Shipmans tale, next folwyng the Pardoner) and explain that a tale is 
, 

unfinished because this is as much as Chaucer has made (SQ). This type of indication 

within rubrics reflects the observation made by Parkes concerning the function of the 

subdivisions of a text from a reader's point of view. Their position, though, may 

indicate something that could relate to the scribe at work. 
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In every quire for each part I have pointed out the position in which the rubrics appear. 

Looking at Table I in Section 1.3 Vo1.2, most rubrics were written in a planned gap 

(RE, L3, CO, ML, WBP, LIO, FR, LI1, SU, CL /tale/, ME/tale/, L17, SQ, PH, L21, PR, 

L28, TM, L29, MO, NU, L33 and CV). Some were written in the header (MI, L2, L7, 

2nd prologue of PD, SH and NP). Others were written in the footer of the folio or just 

above its ruling line (CL, ME, MO/end) and one only CL 1) is inserted in the margin. 

Leaving space for the rubrics was a practice used by scribes while copying a 

manuscript, as they would insert the rubrics when they had finished to copy the 

manuscript. Therefore, rubrics were often inserted later. In Dd the rubrics inserted in 

headers and footers occur usually in those parts that could have been the starting point 

for preparing a quire within the manuscript, namely L2, MI, CL, SH and NP, which 

suggests that the scribe did not know which part was going to precede what he was 

copying. Once he acquired it or knew the order he wrote at the bottom of the verso of 

CL ~ [emph]H[lemph]ic fint r fabula SQmonitoris , ? incipit ,plogus cfici de Oxo"', for 

example. In-~ther instances he inserted the indication wherever he found a space. The 

scribe may not have been aware that all parts had to be rubricated. The insertion of the 

rubrics in headers and footers could also indicate that it was done at a different time, to 

standardise the over-all ordinatio of the manuscript. This is not an indication of a 

sloppy scribe. 

Did Chaucer choose his own rubrics? Do any of the Dd rubrics reflect Chaucerian 

intention? This is difficult to say. According to Parkes (1991) an author mayor may 

not have dealt with the ordinatio of his/her work, but it seems clear that a scribe would 

have imposed an ordinatio on the text whether or not the author had done any work. 

The difference in the style and composition of incipit and explicit in the manuscripts of 

the Canterbury Tales does not seem to shed light on this. The Dd scribe chose his own 

method of indicating the text in the rubrics, although he followed a basic pattern found 

also in Hg. The Hg scribe divided his text in prologues and tales, but he also rubricated 

L7 and the prologue of CL as,pheme and introduced FK with the Wordes of the Host. 

Another characteristic of the rubrics in Dd is that they are in two different languages 

and written with a different style in the handwriting. The Latin ones are used in the 

central quires and start at the end of CO and beginning of L 7 and terminate at SQ 

indicating the beginning of the tale. They are all written in a type of anglicana hand 

whose minims are regularly from 2 to 3 mm. The English rubrics introduce and end all 

the other textual parts and are written in Bastard anglicana (notice the enlargement of 
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the feet of the minims), which can vary from 1.5 to 3 mm. The fact that these two 

languages are used in two separate parts of the manuscript may indicate that in one 

instance the scribe may have found the rubrics in his exemplar and than he supplied the 

rest himself, or that he copied them as he found them. The last hypothesis is difficult to 

argue, as the scribe both in the English section and in the Latin one is uncertain as to 

where the rubrics should go. There is not as yet enough information on the rubrics of 

the Canterbury Tales to indicate what happened in Dd. Some manuscripts have the 

incipits and explicit completely in English (El, Hg), others only in Latin (La) and others 

have both. This matter may depend on several possibilities such as scribal preference, 

earlier arrangement of the text, Chaucerian attribution of pilgrims to their tale or simply 

transmission of the text, but one single position appears not to be easy to take. 

These remarks point out some of the problems that the material presents. They could be 

related with the difficulty that the scribe encountered ordering a text that had not as yet 

reached a stable order. However, whether this arrangement and replacement in Dd also 

reflects authorial intention I cannot say. The organisation of the manuscript is carried 

out by a skilful scribe who was at ease with the technique of copying texts. The 

manuscript does not show signs of unprofessionalism for no parts are repeated or 

misplaced. This manuscript seems to be a draft in progress. The scribe was aware of 

what was happening in the text, he mayor may not have all the text available for 

copying, but he carried out careful planning, leaving gaps if necessary to receive other 

text later. It looks as if the scribe was receiving his texts in parts and had to insert the 

parts according to an order, but he knew roughly the length of each textual parts. It is, 

though, evident that Dd was not copied from beginning to end. The scribe was not 

working from a complete manuscript and making a straightforward copy, and this may 

imply that there must have been a close connection between "the supplier of exemplars 

and the copyists", as Stubbs (2000) suggested for Hg. It is, therefore, possible that the 

Dd scribe was in close relationship with other scribes, who were working towards the 

compilation and organisation of the Canterbury Tales. But this possibility will be taken 

up farther in the conclusion of the thesis. 
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5. The text: Major variations 

The analysis of the text of Dd begins with the present chapter. This chapter is a 

comprehensive study of the major variations in the text of Dd. The study will provide 

preliminary information on the textual stability of Dd in comparison with the other 

manuscripts. The discussion will also shed some light on the problem of the copy text 

from which Dd was copied as well as the question of possible authorial revision. 

This chapter is the first part of a trilogy with two more parts that, in turn, will study the 

substantive variants in the text of Dd and the corrections that the scribe made to the text. 

These last two parts form two distinct chapters as the number of variants and of 

corrections is large and each deserves full discussion. Each of them will show 

affiliation of Dd with other manuscripts and their study will assist a final assessment of 

the textual tradition of Dd, that can only result from the analysis of each one of these 

parts. 

Before the discussion starts, a very brief summary is given on the theories on the text of 

Dd to supplement what was said in Chapter 1. An explanation on editorial decisions 

about the collation procedure will follow. 

5.1 DD AND THE TEXTUAL TRADITION OF THE CANTERBURY TALES 

In Chapter 1, I provided a review of the history of the textual tradition of the 

Canterbury Tales and I introduced the question of the manuscript affiliation of Dd in 

the final part of the chapter. I pointed out that Dd is a manuscript that was known to 

editors since the eighteenth century, when Tyrwhitt found it in Cambridge University 

Library. 
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I also underlined that Koch and Zupitza had classified this manuscript as the head of the 

~ groupS7 which represents those manuscripts that may have a better text, i.e. a text 

closer to the original. The discussion in the present chapter starts from there. An 

account of the textual theories and a brief summary on how scholars placed Dd in the 

textual tradition of the Canterbury Tales is therefore important before proceeding with 

the analysis and discussion of the text in Dd. 

Brusendorff classified Dd as the leading representative of a branch of the All England 

group, named the Cambridge group. The Cambridge group consists of eight 

manuscripts. These eight manuscripts constitute two subgroups. One is made up by 

five members, of which Dd and En 1 are the head manuscripts. The other contains three 

manuscripts Ad 1, Ch and En3 (Brusendorff 1925, 85). In his analysis he suggested that 

there is a close affiliation between the Cambridge group and the exemplar of El, above 

all in four of the five extra passages ofWBP. However, the Cambridge group is derived 

from an independent copy of "Chaucer's Manuscript" and this can be noted in the first 

extra passage of WBP and L31 (Brusendorff 1925, 87). Brusendorff (1925, 93) 

concluded that Dd and the Cambridge group contain a good text on the whole, but 

cannot be trusted on details as the "ancestor of the group is guilty of ... spurious 

variants ... And unfortunately this tendency continued to make itself strongly felt in 

almost all members of the group". 

One limitation of this survey is a preconceived understanding about what could be 

considered Chaucerian, and what was scribal revision, paying insufficient attention to 

the manuscripts which constitute the Cambridge group and to Dd in particular. 

Brussendorff (1925, 91) considered Dd as a fair ·and early ~anuscript. He did not list 

the other manuscripts that belong to the first subgroup with Dd and En 1, only during the 

discussion is another manuscript En2 mentioned. Brusendorff (1925, 87 n.3) seems to 

imply that the Cambridge group should be associated with the ~ group, by referring to 

Zupitza's study in a brief note. 

57 Scholars have discussed Dd in relationship with this group ever since this first proposal, which was 
represented with a simple a. However, they have adopted their own way of representing the group. In the 
following discussion I will explain one instance at time and I will keep the symbol.!! to refer to the group 
in general. This was adopted by Manly and Rickert and it is the one which is widely recognised. Manly 
and Rickert chose to indicate all the genetic group with a letter underlined or with the sigil of the 
manuscript underlined. For an explanation on their symbols see Manly and Rickert (1940, 2: 44-5). 
Nevertheless, each case will be discussed in turn and in quotations I will represent the group as scholars 
labelled it. When single reference is necessary to a specific theory, I will quote the name of the scholars 
which wi11 be followed by the customary ~. 
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The analysis by Manly and Rickert has greater textual weight, in their classification Dd 

again falls into the ~ group. This group is divided into two subgroups: en and Dd. The 

subgroup Dd is composed of Dd and the subgroup En 1. En 1 includes En 1 and Ds 1 that 

Manly and Rickert suspected was a copy of En 1. The subgroup Cn is made up of en 

and Ma. According to the two scholars these are the five manuscripts that constitute the 

group, although they postulate that there are other manuscripts or groups that appear to 

be affiliated with the ~ group in some tales and links of the poem. These are Ln, Me, 

Pp, Ry 1, Tc 1, and the 12 group (Manly and Rickert 1940, 2: 51-7). They also underlined 

"in some tales, Dd is either corrected or above en and En 1, or (in CIT) has changed 

affiliation, so that the evidence is for ~ (-Dd). In other tales ~ represents such a good 

textual tradition that it shows few errors" (Manly and Rickert 1940, 2: 51). 

This study differs from the one proposed by Brusendorff. Ad 1, Ch, En2 and En3 do not 

appear in the ~ group which is suggested by Manly and Rickert. En3 belongs to a 

separate group En3, that does not relate to any of the four main groups. Ad 1 is a 

member of the En3 group (Manly and Rickert 1940,2: 73). En2 belongs to a subgroup 

of the g group (Manly and Rickert 1940,2: 63-2). Ch does not belong to any group and 

cannot be affiliated, as its text seems to have been copied from several different sources 

(Manly and Rickert 1940, 1: 87). Dd in this study seems to shift exemplar as it is with 

Hg, an unclassified manuscript, or a copy very close to it in KN, while it is with Ad3, 

Ra3 and Tcl (Ph4) in CL and hence away from its group. In the other parts of the text 

Dd represents the ~ group (Manly and Rickert 1940, 1: 102). 

Many of the problems that these scholars had in analysing the affiliation of the text of 

Dd were due to the extensive corrections that the scribe made to the text. Indeed, it is 

difficult to understand to what extent a correction ought to be considered when the 

textual tradition is studied. A correction could come from the same exemplar and hence 

be considered in the affiliation or could come from another exemplar. In the second 

instance the affiliation will be different to the extent that it may not come from the same 

line of descent, and consequently complicates the matter. Studying each single 

correction, as it is outlined in Chapter 7, can help to solve the problem. 

Blake in his discussion on the textual tradition allocated Dd to the ~ group. This group 

represents the second development of the text in its way of becoming a unit from the 

bits and pieces that Chaucer left at his death. El and Gg also belong to this group as 

early exemplars of this poem. Blake emphasised that not only was the text of Dd 
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compiled from the original copytext, but also extra material was added. This seems to 

be one of the main characteristics of the ft group, which led Blake to conclude that most 

probably Dd was copied from a copy made from the original copytext used to prepare 

Hg and the other early manuscripts. In this respect, he suggested that the ~ group 

descended from an intermediate text rather than from the original, even though he does 

not exclude that: 

It is likely that there was another early manuscript in the group a class, for the Merthyr fragment is 
claimed to exhibit certain textual features which link it with group a. This could be a manuscript 
which descended radially from the original like the other group a manuscripts rather than acted as 
intermediary between that original and other group a manuscripts (Blake 1985, 148). 

At the same time, the manuscripts in this group seem to have been influenced by other 

manuscripts, but their texts do not seem to have influenced the other manuscripts in the 

development of the text (Blake 1985, 150), and Dd among them is the earliest extant 

representative of such a group. 

Owen takes a.different point of view from Blake. He reiterates Manly and Rickert's 

theory and starts his analysis from there. He believes that many tales and groups of 

tales were in circulation at the time the Dd editor/scribe put together his edition. He had 

available a different exemplar for the first 1022 lines of the KN and in the CL he was 

again able to use a different exemplar after line 686. Owen thinks that the exemplar 

used for the rest of CL is related to the text of WB. This shift of exemplar is not found 

in Manly and Rickert's .a group, but it comes up in later manuscripts: Ad3, HaS, Ra3, 

and TeI (Owen 1991, 17). This is the reason why Owen suggests that the ~ exemplar is 

related to Dd, as it represents the copytext put together to prepare Dd, but the Dd scribe 

used extra material not available in the ~ exemplar. Hence he rejected the possibility 
. 

that Dd is the ancestor of En 1 and Ma, suggesting that these two manuscripts may 

descend from the ~ exemplar. This ~ exemplar suffered from loss of leaves, although 

the remainder was used as the basis for the 12 set of exemplars. Owen (1991, 18) 

concluded that Dd cannot come from an assembled text and that the text itself is not 

thoroughly an ~ text. Owen does make a distinction between Dd and the ~ group, 

although the relationship between the two is not clearly explained. If the ~ exemplar 

had been put together for Dd to be copied, why did the Dd scribe look for other 

supplementary material? Moreover, if it is clear that Dd is the result of an assembly 

progress, it follows that the .a exemplar was constituted by parts of the text, which 

should be reflected in the other.a manuscripts. But the contrary is true, as Owen asserts 

(1991, 19). 
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Ramsey introduced the idea that Dd came from the ~ exemplar which was the original 

copy text of the ~ manuscripts. This is a development of Owen's theory, rejecting 

Manly and Rickert' s proposals. Ramsey (1994, 377-96) studied the relationship 

between these five manuscripts, using also the statistical analysis made by Moorman 

(1993,49-51), and suggested that an ~ (\~-Dd) exemplar produced Dd, Me and the ~ 

copies. The ~ copy would be the copytext for En 1 and Cn. Ds 1 descends from En 1 

directly, while Cn and Ma are direct copies from Cn. Ramsey concluded "Dd is, ... , 

copied from an exemplar (\~-Dd) whose texts of links and tales are consistently so close 

to particular late Stage 1 versions as to suggest very strongly that they were themselves 

copied from the original scribal copies ofChaucer's holographs" (1994,397). 

In his new stemmatic analysis of the manuscripts of WBP, Robinson underlined the 

close connection between the Dd manuscript, Manly and Rickert's g group (Cn Ma Ds 

Enl), and the 12 group (Ii He Ne Cxl Tc2). He states, "From the cladogram, it appears 

that the A group witnesses descend from a witness either very close to Dd or from Dd 

itself, and that the B group witnesses descend in turn from a witness very close to an A 

group witness" (Robinson 1997, 90). He studied the variants to seek a better 
v 

relationship between Dd and the other group, trying to see whether the ~ group 

descended from Dd. His study shows that this possibility is unlikely in this part of the 

poem, at least. He added: 

However, they are clearly descended from a witness very close to Dd, and the many readings shared 
by Dd and the A witnesses arise from common descent from an ancestor below the archetype. This 
ancestor (henceforth, the DdfA ancestor) introduced readings common to both A and Dd (thus the 
readings they share) while preserving many readings from the archetype lost in Dd, though kept in A 
(thUS, the readings shared by A with Hg against Dd.) ... like Dd itself, the DdfA ancestor was the 
result of scribal alteration and does not represent Chaucer's reworking of the text (Robinson 1997, 
93). 

In the stemmatic analysis of GP, Robinson refines the theory concerning the ~ and 12 

group manuscripts and suggests that there was a very early copy, called alpha after 

Mosser's study. This ancestor lies between 0 and ab (Robinson 2000). Alpha 

generated two subgroups; the alpha subgroup: Ad 1 Ad3 En3 Tc 1, and the ab subgroup 

within alpha: Ht Py Ra2 Ryl. The ab group is ancestor to the ~ subgroup Cn Dd Dsl 

Enl Ma, and the 12 subgroup: Cxl Cx2 Ii Ldl Ne NI Pn Tc2 Wy (Robinson 2000a). In 

GP Dd is a member of the subgroup~, but its relationship with CnlMa and DsIlEnl is 

not clear. If the ancestor of Dd is ~ it means that there has been a shift of exemplar from 

the ancestor in the WBP, where the ancestor of~ seemed to be a copy close to Dd, ifnot 
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Dd itself. It must be noted that Dd has a large part of the text of GP missing, therefore 

the analysis might not paint the whole picture. 

Robinson's study constitutes the latest analysis of the textual tradition of the Canterbury 

Tales that I am aware of. His study will be the basis for my own approach to the text of 

Dd. 

5.2 COLLATION 

In order to make a preliminary test of the textual theories outlined in the former section 

I proceeded with the collation of the major textual differences of Dd. It is now 

generally accepted that Hg is the oldest extant manuscript, and contains a good text. 

Therefore, I have selected Hg as the base text for the collation, unless otherwise stated. 

I divided the major textual differences into five groups, which are inserted in Section 4 

in Vol. 2: 

4.1. Lines not present in Dd: 4.1.1. Compare with Hg and other manuscripts; 4.1.2. 

Shared with Hg against other manuscripts; 4.1.3. Partial omissions in lines compared 

with Hg; 

4.2. Lines not in Hg; 

4.3. Variant lines lines as compared to other manuscripts; 

4.4. Lines in a different order compared with Hg; 

4.5. Omission of lines in El compared with both Dd and Hg. S8 

Each example is numbered progressively within each of the above groups. Indication 

about base manuscript, folios and lineation, are given. 

5.2.1 PROCESS OF COLLATION 

The extant text of Dd is made up of GP, 22 tales (KN, MI, RE, CO. ML, WB, FR, SU, 

CL, ME, SQ, FK, PH, PD, SH, PR, TT, TM, MO, NP, NU, CY) and 17 links (LI, L2, 

L3, L7, WBP, LIO, LIl, L13, LI4, LI5, L17, L21, L28, L29, L30, L3I, L33). I 

collated the text tale by tale and link by link. I used the published CD-ROM of GP and 

WBP for their collation across all the extant manuscripts. The complete transcriptions 

S8 Scholars have related Dd to El above all for the order of the tale. See discussion in Chapter 9. I 
included an additional section for a comparison between these two manuscripts, which shows the position 
of Dd where El and Hg differ. 
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of all the manuscripts are available for Lt, MI, FK59 and NP and I collated them with 

Collate.6o The other parts of the text have not yet been transcribed across all the extant 

manuscripts. I collated all the transcriptions I had available. 

The apparatus that contains the collation is arranged as follows. I have always listed 

eight completely transcribed manuscripts: Ad3 Cp Dd El Gg Ha4 Hg La. Where 

evidence as to what other manuscripts have is available, I record it in square brackets. 

The number of transcribed manuscripts may vary in each part of the text. I wanted to 

collate all those manuscripts, which are textually related to Dd. As Robinson 

discovered there are some manuscripts in particular that relate to the same group of Dd: 

Adl Ad3 En3 TcI (Alpha subgroup); Ht Py Ra2 Ryl (ab subgroup within alpha); Cn 

Dd DsI Ent Ma (f!: subgroup); Cxl Cx2 Ii Ldl Ne NI Pn Tc2 Wy (h subgroup). I also 

considered B02 Ch HaS Ra3, because they are 0 manuscripts. Some of the manuscripts 

in this group are not directly related to Dd, but they may give information on the nature 

of the copytext used to prepare Dd. if there are any similarities. I used McCormick 

(1933) to complete the collation of these manuscripts when transcriptions were not 

available. This collation is given after the abbreviation MC. Pn and Wy do not appear 

in this collation as they were not considered by McCormick. The lineation system 

adopted by McCormick descended from Skeat and is similar to the one that the 

Riverside's editors adopted (see Chapter 1.4). However, fragment VII, which refers to 

the group B2, differs in its line reference. In only these instances, I have inserted the 

lineation adopted by McCormick immediately after the abbreviation MC. Readers must 

remember that the apparatus does not record a complete collation of the manuscripts for 

all the links and the tales of Dd. The only exceptions are GP, WBP, LI, MI, FK and NP 

as noted above. 

5.3 DISCUSSION 

In the following discussion, first I will deal with the possible scribal mistakes, then I 

will move onto the so-called Chaucerian revisions and I will finish with the question of 

the copy text. Reference to the collation is made using the Arabic number or the 

subsection within Section 4 in Vol. 2. 

In only two instances does the Dd scribe seem to have made a certain mistake in 

copying his text in Section 4.1.1 in Vo1.2. These are examples I and 6. In KN, Dd 

59 From the transcriptions, Pn and Wy are not available. 
60 For information about this software, see Robinson (1994). 
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lacks four lines 1894-1897 this was clearly a mistake due to eyeskip. Line 1893 has 

doun as its rhyming word, which should rhyme with corrupcioun at line 1894, but it 

rhymes with dominacioun, which is the final word at line 1898. The scribe copied line 

1893, he skipped 1894-5-6-7 and copied 1898 confusing it for 1894, as the rhyme 

worked anyway. 

The other mistake is the omission in NP (example 6). The scribe omitted lines 343-346, 

and most probably these lines were present in his copytext, as all the other manuscripts 

in the collation have these lines, but Fi Ln and NI. It has been suggested that the lines 

were omitted deliberately due to their content. They refer to Chauntec1er 

misinterpreting the Latin phrase In principio mulier est hominis confusio. Blake 

pointed out that "the omission is deliberate, for there seems no other cause for the 

absence of the line" (1985, 133). Nevertheless, this mistake could be accidental. It is 

not in the scribe's habit to omit lines on purpose. The scribe might not have liked the 

misinterpretation in lines 343-6, but he could have corrected the lines if this was so. 

However, on this specific example it is difficult to be too conclusive until the whole 

attitude of the scribe to the text has been discussed and analysed. The scribe has been 

considered to have an anti-feminist attitude in other parts of the text, as we will discuss 

later. Therefore in this case it is better to refrain from any final judgement. The fact 

that NI has the same omission points to a connection between Dd and the 12 group in NP, 

but it could be an accidental coincidence. 

Another unique omission appears in L33 (example 7). This is the prologue to CY, 

which is not present in Hg with the tale, so Cp has been chosen as base text. The scribe 

of Dd included the prologue.and the tale. in the manuscript, but omitted line 158. Next 

to line 157 there is a small cross and the scribe wrote in the left margin defiet V'sus, 

which clearly indicates that a line was missing at that point. One cannot tell if he wrote 

it after he copied, or while he was copying, the text. However, the colour of the ink of 

both the cross and the marginalia is clearly the same used to copy the text. Whether this 

omission was in the copy text the scribe was using or was made by the scribe it is 

difficult to say. Among the manuscripts that I used for the collation five do not have the 

tale, seven scribes wrote a variant line, nine copied the line as it is in the base text and 

Dd is the only manuscript which omits it. This may lead to the possible conclusion that 

the scribe made a mistake while copying, although it does not explain the variant line in 

the other Manly and Rickert's ~ manuscripts (Cn Enl Ma Dsl) and in Py and Ryl. Py 

and Ryl belong to Robinson's ab group, which is textually related to the ancestor to ~ in 
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GP. If the variant line had been added only in the ~ manuscripts, one could speculate 

that probably the scribe who copied Dd introduced this omission and the other scribes 

who copied the ~ manuscripts realised that the line was missing and inserted a new line 

to balance the couplet. However, the line and its variant seem to appear also in 

manuscripts that are textually above Dd in the stemma. It may be more reasonable to 

suggest that the line was missing in Dd's copytext or was written in the margin and the 

scribe accidentally omitted it. When the scribe realised that the text had a line missing 

it was too late to indicate the omission or to insert the line in any other way, and he 

pointed out in the margin that a line was missing. It is a practice of the Dd scribe to 

leave a one-line gap in the text when he does not have at his disposal the line to copy. It 

seems that he is waiting for the line to become available. 

There are other five instances in the text where this happens: KN 1340, SU 521, 546, 

TT 93-1, MO 686. In the first four instances he inserted the lines and in one he left the 

gap in the folio. The insertions are all written in different coloured ink and in a 

different size of handwriting. These examples point to a copytext without the line and 

to the possibility of getting the correction elsewhere. Had the scribe wanted to make up 

the line, one has to explain why he left the gap in the first place. 

SU 521 (example 37) and TT 93-1 (example 27), may be used as evidence. On f. 91 v in 

SU lines are written with brown ink, but two lines, 521 and 546, have been included 

with a very dark brown ink. Line 546 has been inserted in the right place, however, line 

521 was inserted after line 522. Only Dd has this arrangement with the inserted line 

present in the majority of the manuscripts. Twelve manuscripts have an additional line 

omitting 521: In TT (example 27) the majority of the manuscripts have a line missing 

in the text, Cp has a gap and only the ~ manuscripts with Ch, Ryl and Tcl have the 

additional line. 

It could be that one scribe made it up, or that the Dd scribe decided to fill in the gap as 

Brusendorff suggested (1925, 91). However, the scribe left a gap at first on the folio 

and later inserted the line in different ink. Folio 159r has a change of ink in the middle 

of the leaf. From brown the ink becomes light brown and the line is inserted into the 

light brown section in brown ink. This suggests later insertion, but was the line made 

up by the Dd scribe? Editors have accepted this line in order to balance the rhyming 

couplet (Manly and Rickert 1940, 4: 499). The scribe had access to some material 

shared also by the other manuscript and hence inserted the line. If this line was a 
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revision by Chaucer or an omission by many scribes is not clear. However, a similar 

problem with the exemplar is found in the omission in example 5. The scribe leaves a 

one-line gap at line 686 in the tragedy of Peter of Spain. The collation shows that 

fourteen manuscripts have the line, including Cn and Ma. Enl and Dsl have a variant 

line in this place, perhaps to replace the missing line in the copytext, while Tc2 and NI 

omit it. The Dd scribe did not insert or make up an extra line. He was probably hoping 

to fill in this blank line later. The connection between Dd, NI and Tc2 (Robinson's 12 

group) is again evident in this example and probably it is not a coincidence. There is a 

close connection between NP and MO in all the manuscripts. NP follows MO in Dd 

too. 

The omission in example 3 differs again from the one just discussed. Lines 61-64 are 

missing from SQ in Dd. It is not clear who first introduced the mistake. All 

manuscripts have these lines, except Ds 1 En 1 Cn and Ma. The mistake could have been 

introduced by the scribe who copied Dd and one could assume that Dd or a manuscript 

descended from Dd acted as copy text for the other ~ manuscripts in SQ. It could also be 

that it was already omitted in the copy text. In this case the shared manuscript is the 

copytext used to prepare Dd. There is another omission in SQ (example 4), but it does 

not help us to decide what exactly happened in example 3, as this omission seems to 

belong to those differences in the text of the Canterbury Tales that scholars debate 

whether they are scribal alterations or authorial revisions. 

The absence of Chaucer's holograph and the number of extant manuscripts, which 

differ in their content and tale-order, have lead editors and textual critic to search for 

Chaucer's plans, to speculate on authorial intentions and to argue that there is a way to 

discern what Chaucer wrote and how he intended to revise what he wrote from what is 

scribal interpolation and added or deleted authoriallines.61 This is a matter of intense 

speculation. Unless one finds Chaucer's holograph or something in his hand that states 

his plan for the Canterbury Tales, one cannot know or argue Chaucerian intentions and 

one should be sceptical in accepting theories that may argue the contrary. It is true that 

an analysis of the manuscripts may assist in arguing that certain links or tales are 

fifteenth century additions, as Bowers suggested.62 However, there is a very fine line 

that sometimes divides scribal revision from authorial intention in the manuscript 

61 A historical survey of the subject is present in Chapter 1. 
62 Bowers (1992, 1-4). This book is a collation of links and tales, which were defined as spurious by 
Manly and Rickert. The introduction is an overview on the matter. 
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evidence as the following discussion will show. It is impossible in some circumstances 

to be sure about what happened and to adopt a conclusive position. 

Seeking for a logical approach to the matter and after centuries of arbitrary editorial 

judgements, Blake (1980) suggested we accept the content ofHg as written by Chaucer 

excluding as non-Chaucerian those passages that are not present in this manuscript. 

This position contributed toward a new discussion on the text of the poem. However, as 

Blake (1997a) pointed out in a later study, it is also possible that Hg were only a version 

of the poem if one accepted the view that Chaucer might have overseen the production 

of certain manuscripts. Moreover, one cannot reject the possibility that the text in Hg 

can contain mistakes. 

SQ, for example, is a tale that has come to us unfinished and without any scribal 

continuation and its closure has arisen controversy among scholars (example 4). In Hg 

and other manuscripts, there is a couplet (663-664) which begins the third part of the 

tale, but does not have any continuation. The tale ends in an abrupt way. Dd, four early 

manuscripts, the ~ manuscripts and another 10 manuscripts finish the tale at line 662 

and do not begin the third part. The scribe of Dd concluded the tale with the explicit 4: 

Here enditfi the Squyeres tale I as meche as Chaucer made and leaves the rest of the 

folio and the verso blank. This explicit is written in the same colour of ink as found in 

this part of the text.63 That Chaucer did not finish the tale seems reasonable, but which 

version should one think that Chaucer wanted us to read? Probably none, because he 

had not finished with it. Tyrwhitt, the first editor who included in his edition notes on 

the poem and on the text, decided to follow the version without the two lines. He 

followed the version given by Dd and took the explicit as a sign that the tale had to 

finish in that way according to Chaucer's Will.
64 However, modem editors edit the tale 

with the first two lines of the third part as they are present in El and Hg. Manly and 

Rickert suggested that perhaps the absence of these two lines in some manuscripts and 

their presence in others is due to the fact that some scribes felt them unnecessary. They 

also pointed out that Cx2, He, NI, Ne and Py have some kind of indication that the tale 

was left unfinished (Manly and Rickert 1940, 4: 483). Among these manuscripts only 

NI omits the couplet. 

63 See Table 1 in Section 1.3 in Vo12. 
64 See Tyrwhitt (1775-8,4: 295 n. to line 10984). 
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There are many possibilities that could be considered to explain this. A clever copyist 

took them out, because he could make no sense of the couplet; a scribe decided to add a 

couple of lines hoping to finish the tale; Chaucer started it, but just left them the way 

they are; Chaucer decided to finish the tale without them. All these possibilities are 

based on the manuscript evidence and it is difficult to opt for an absolute answer. There 

is, however, another observation to make. One must emphasise that most probably the 

Dd scribe did not have the lines in his copy text. Considering the data, if Dd was the 

ancestor of.§ and 11 and these two groups omits the lines, one could speculate that the 

lines were omitted by Dd, but the omissions also appears in the 0 manuscripts. This 

may point to a common exemplar that did not have the lines. 

The last example (2) in the first group of omissions may be of a different nature. Dd 

does not have line 776 of CL. This omission is closely linked to the addition in the taJe 

of line 774-1 (example 26) and with the insertion ofa variant line 775a (example 31). 

Nine manuscripts: Cn Cxl Dd Dsl Enl Ii Ma Ne Tc2 have this pattern in thei~Jext. 

Such a textual difference could be easily explained as scribal interference with the text 

and as a characteristic that .§ shares with the 11 group. However, there is another similar 

pattern in PD, which involves ten manuscripts Adl Ch Cn Dd Dsl Ent En3 Ma NI Ryl. 

All of them have line 18 ofPD substituted by line 18a (example 35). They also have a 

movement in the order of line 5 and 6 before line 19 and after line 18a. The 

manuscripts, which have this arrangement, are not the same as the ones that showed the 

former pattern except for those that belong to the .§ group. Manly and Rickert (1940, 4: 

429) thought that this was a mistake, introduced by a scribe who omitted lines 5-7 and 

inserted them later when the scribe realised his/her mistake .. Brusendorff thought that 

this was an authorial revision. He wrote that it "has such a genuine coiour that it can 

hardly be due to the Cambridge scribe, who would not have any special temptation 

either to make such a change. Probably it was an afterthought of Chaucer" 

(Brusendorff 1925,90). Blake (1985,131-132) does not agree with Brusendorff. He 

thinks the revision to be a scribal variation inserted by the Dd scribe; he underlined that 

this action of editing improved the logical progress of the story of the Pardoner and 

implied a careful reading of the text on the part of the scribe. This could be again a 

scribal alteration and one may agree with Blake. Nevertheless, the presence of this 

alteration in manuscripts of great textual weight such as Ch and En3, raises doubts. It 

makes one think again of a poem that was still going through preparation or revision, 

107 



when scribes started to copy it, which ever was meant to be the final version if there 

was one. 

There are two more examples that I would include in this part of the discussion and 

refer to the position of lines in the text. In Dd there are five differences in the line-order 

if compared with the base text. Two have already been discussed above. Among the 

other three examples, one occurs in ME (example 39) and seems to be scribal as it 

appears only in the five ~ group manuscripts. One more appears in CL (example 38) 

and the last one is in L3 3 (example 41). 

In CL, Dd shares the order with Adl Cp En3 Ha5 Ht La Ra3 Ryl and Tcl, but not with 

Cn DsI Enl and Ma, which belong to the same genetic group. This example could be a 

scribal error introduced sometime in the copytext used by Dd. Dd finishes the leaf with 

line 460 on f. 97r and begins the verso with line 459. Given the fact that the scribe 

occasionally writes the first two lines of the folio before writing the whole page, one 

may argue that he found the reversal of the lines in what he was copying. However, the 

manuscripts with which Dd shares the reversal, such as Ht and Ha5 and Ra3, are 

thought to have a good text at least in WBP and GP. The reversal of the lines does not 

improve the logic of the text, but does not also make too much of a difference. The 

Clerk is commenting on the act of temptation that WaIter is carrying out to test 

Griselda's patience. So whether the Clerk said: 

Or he said: 

It is the same. 

<L 457>And fond hire eLle good I what nedetn it 
<L 458>Hire for to tempte I and alwey more and more 
<L 460>But as for me I seye I that euyl it sitte 
IF 97vl<L 459> Thougfi sOme men preyse it I for a sotil wyt 
<L 461> To ass~ye a wyf I whan that it is no nede 

<L 458>Hir for to tempte I and alwey moo re 7 moore 
<L 459> Thogh som men preyse i17 for a subtil wit 
<L 460>But as for me I I seye p' yuele it sit 
<L 461> Tassaye a wyf I whan p' it is no nede 

Example 41 could also be explained as scribal, but it is probably more important in 

relationship to the early history of L33 and CY as Horobin (1997, 81) pointed out. 

These lines are in a different order in Dd, in the other ~ manuscripts, in Cn Cx 1 Cx2, 

and in six other manuscripts. Manly and Rickert (1940, 4: 522) suggested that this 

couplet was an alternative for lines 11 and 12. They are absent from Ad3 and El and 
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this may strengthen this theory. It is also possible that this couplet was skipped just 

because it did not make sense, even though as Horobin (1997, 81) wrote, "it does seem 

unlikely that El, an early manuscript with a very complete text, should have omitted 

these lines which appear in almost every other witness of the prologue". He also 

suggested that the problem was due to a confusion within the exemplar. The couplet 

was inserted after the text had already been written, but no precise indication was given 

as to where exactly the line had to be inserted and Horobin (1997, 82) concluded that 

Ad3 and El were copied before these lines were actually inserted. Such a possibility is 

likely, but also suggests two separate times in the transmission: the first without the 

lines and the second with the lines; whereas Dd exhibits an intermediate stage before 

the lines was included in the place as shown in Cp. 

There are still three major parts that need analysing before drawing any conclusions in 

this chapter and these are the omissions that Dd shares with Hg in comparison with 

other manuscripts, the additions in Dd in comparison with Hg and the other variations 

of lines in comparison with Hg. 

The first category (Section 4.1.2 Vol. 2) is represented by 6 examples, two passages in 

KN (examples 8 and 9), one each in L 1 and MI (examples 10 and 11), and two in FK 

(examples 12 and 13). They appear in El, but not in Hg. This is the reason why 

scholars have discussed these examples at length as they represent six possible authorial 

revisions. They have been included in all modem editions after Skeat's except Blake's. 

Brusendorff (1925, 81-3) considered the lines in MI and FK an afterthought made by 

Chaucer on the basis that El is a manuscript of good authority with excellent readings 

and no scribe \Vould have any reason to insert them. Manly and Rickert considered the 

omission of line 1822-112 in KN as lines which were marked for deletion in the 

Chaucerian original as they do not make sense and they "break the connection" between 

the preceding and following lines (Manly and Rickert 1940,3: 434). They do not make 

any comment on the other passage in KN. On the lines in Ll they suggested that they 

were not a Chaucerian revision, but the editor of El may have composed them (Manly 

and Rickert 1940, 3 439-40). The two lines added in MI were instead considered an 

authorial revision. They thought that "The couplet seems too good to be attributed to 

El, perhaps Chaucer himself had added it in a single copy, to which El had access" 

(Manly and Rickert 1940, 3: 442). They again considered authorial revisions for the 

passages in FK, arguing also that probably some lines could have been scribal (Manly 

and Rickert 1940, 3: 487-8). 
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Ross who edited Ll and MI for the Variorum reiterates Manly and Rickert's argument 

both for the lines in L 1 and MI. He argues that L 1 should be included on the basis of 

manuscript tradition and sources and analogues used by Chaucer in the prologue (Ross 

1983, 125). Ross included the lines in MI in the text, for it is possible that the couplet 

was added by the scribe of El, who used a corrected exemplar. Moreover, the lines "are 

part of the conventional consecutive line numbers, [therefore] they are included here" 

(Ross 1983,226). Blake (1985,129,131) discussed these omissions and remarks that 

example 8 was introduced by the Corpus scribe like example 9 in KN. The couplet in 

Ll was first introduced in Ha4, while the one in MI appears only in El among the early 

manuscripts and the same comment is made for the lines in FK. Horobin looked at the 

lines in FK for the close connection that Ad3 shows with El. After having discussed 

Dempster's arguments (1937, 1939), which advocate authorial revisions for these lines, 

he concluded that there is not enough evidence to support the thesis of authorial revision 

(Horobin 1997, 87-8). 

It is clear that it is impossible to argue for or against any of these revisions as authorial 

or scribal; the resort to Chaucerian style and manuscript evidence seems to me 
.: 

insufficient to support any convincing theory. There is, however, a very important point 

that needs to be made. Hg and Dd with Py are the only witnesses that share the 

omission at line 1918 of KN (example 9) in the collation I made. Dd is again with Hg 

in L 1, MI and in the first omission in FK; a leaf is missing in the other example of FK. 

Dd is never with El, apart from the first omission in KN. 

This observation is also reinforced by the evidence gathered in the analysis of the 

omissions that El presents against Hg, Section 4.5 in Vol. 2. Dd does not share with El 

any of the omissions, which appear in ME, PH, TM and L29. One can postulate that in 

its major textual differences Dd does not seem to follow El despite the fact that it is the 

earliest manuscript which contains the order of the tales found in E1.6s It is important to 

bear this in mind when the discussion on the copytext used by Dd takes place. On the 

other hand, Dd is not always with Hg as I pointed out above and I will show next. 

When the question of authorial revision was introduced, it was suggested that it is 

possible that Hg may have mistakes or might be incomplete. There is one example in 

WB, where Hg has a line missing (example 19). The line is also not present in Gg, Ch 

and Ht, but it is found in all the other manuscripts including Dd. This omission could 

6' See Chapter 9.1. 
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be a scribal error introduced by Hg, provided that Gg, Ch and Ht descend directly or 

indirectly from Hg, or they share the same ancestor. The copy text that the Hg scribe 

was using is the source of the error. 

There is also a problem with the copytext that is shared by all the other manuscripts and 

this refers to example 32 in ME. Only half of line 61 was written in Hg, and a later 

hand in a different ink added line 62. The first part of the line is identical in all 

manuscripts: And if thaw take a wyf, while the added line and a half are present in six 

different variants. Brusendorff (1925, 67) used this example to argue that Chaucer's 

manuscript was only a draft and that probably each version indicates a different group 

of manuscripts in the textual tradition. It is relevant to notice that in Hg only the first 

half line was copied and the rest of the line and the next line were left blank. It is also 

interesting that while some manuscripts have the blank filled in, Ad 1 Cp Cx 1 Cx2 En3 

La Ne Ra3 TcI and Tc2 omit the line altogether. To what extent the additional parts 

could be ascribed to Chaucer's pen, it is difficult to say. In modern editions, readers 

have the line as it appears in El, which is one of the possibilities. Dd is again not with 

El in this variation, but agrees with Ch and the other ~ manuscripts. It is possible that 
.-

this insertion was done by the Dd scribe as a reaction to a half line in the copy text 

(Blake 1985, 130). If he did it, his insertion is the least anti-feminist of all the other 

options. Dd has: 

<L 61 >And if thaw take a wyf I of heye Iynage 
<L 62a>She shal be hauteyn I and of gret costage 

There is no mention about cuckold, peril of life, disease or sorrow which the other 

insertions offer, an observation to be borne in mind for later discussion. 

There is another example that also appears in ME and refers to line 986 (example 34). 

Hg originally had a one-line gap and a later hand added the line as it appears now. This 

addition is shared with Adl and En3 only. Dd is with a larger group of manuscripts 

reading the line: 

<L 986a>Ed'\ after other I as rigf'it as a Iyue 

Among the ~ manuscripts Dd is with Cn Ds 1 and En 1. El shares the reading with Dd, 

but Manly and Rickert (1940, 3: 478) pointed out that this was a later insertion in a 

completely different ink. Even if this line is a scribal interpolation, the evidence of the 

manuscripts suggests that the Dd scribe did not add it. 
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A similar conclusion can be reached for the last example in the variant lines. The 

presence of line 447 in MO (example 36) shows a very similar textual affiliation with 

the addition of line 989 in ME. The data demonstrates that Ad3 is with Hg and El and 

another nine manuscripts including Cn Ds} En 1 and Ma in one version of the line, 

while Dd is with Cp Gg and La inserting a variant line. This variant line had an extra 

syllable added in the rhyming word in Cx} and Cx2. Dd does not have any sign that 

indicates a later addition. It is possible that the scribe copied the line from his copytext 

that was not shared by the rest of the ~ manuscripts. 

The discussion has shown a certain degree of consistency in the copying behaviour of 

the scribe of Dd until this point. He seems to be a fairly careful copyist, he made a 

couple of mistakes due to eye-skip, he left gaps where he did not have available what he 

was copying and he does not seem to have inserted many lines on his own initiative. At 

least, the evidence does not present a firm basis on which this argument could be 

strongly defended. There are, however, eight more examples that need discussing. The 

Adam stanza in MO (example 28), the additional lines in L30 (example 29), the 

addition of L31 (example 30) and the additional passages in WBP (examples 20, 21, 22, 

23, 24). The Dd scribe has often been held responsible for the last five examples. For 

reasons of clarity I will discuss each example in the order given above, leaving the case 

of the WBP to the end. 

Dd has present in his text th~ so-called Adam stanza, which appears in MO usually at 

,the very beginning of the tale and never in another position. These lines are absent 

from Hg, where they were added in the right margin by a later hand, and they are also 

not found in Cp, although the scribe left a gap of several lines on the fo.Jio. The 

presence of these lines in Dd does not show any sign of hesitation. The collation shows 

that other manuscripts like Ne and Tc2, with CxI, have omitted the lines. All the other 

manuscripts have the lines. Was this authorial alteration? Manly and Rickert (1940, 4: 

509) discussed only the possibility of a shared exemplar between Hg and Cp, but the 

inclusion of the lines in the text they edit suggests that they thought it was written by 

Chaucer as did all the former editors after Caxton's first edition. It ought to be noticed 

that the manuscripts that omit the Adam stanza have also the shorter version of L30. 

L30 is the prologue to NP and has come down to us in two forms. A shorter one which 

appears in, for example, Cp Cxl Hg Ne and TcI and a longer one that is present in all 

the other manuscripts I collated. The longer form refers back to the tragedy of Croesus, 
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that in some manuscripts, but not in Dd, is copied as the last tragedy of MO. This is 

thought to be a later authorial revision, and Manly and Rickert (1940,4: 513-14) 

suggested that the prologue evolved from the shorter to the longer form and not vice 

versa, this observation being based on manuscript grouping and the study of the variants 

of the two prologues. Dempster went back to Manly and Rickert's theory and proposed 

that the revision was decided by Chaucer when he planned the Marriage Group. The 

revision of the prologue according to Dempster became necessary when Chaucer 

decided to introduce the story of Melibeus with the Host's interruption. As the shorter 

version of L30 starts with the same idea, it was important to change the patter and the 

link was modified so that the Knight would introduce NP (Dempster 1953, 1151-2). 

Pearsall edited this tale for the Variorum. He shared with Dempster the certainty that 

the longer form is clearly "an authoritative revision of the Monk-Nun's Priest Link, 

which supersedes the shorter version as it appears in Hengwrt" (Pearsall 1984, 4). On 

this basis he included the lines, being sure not only that Chaucer revised them, but that 

he wanted that form of the prologue.66 These additional lines may be a Chaucerian 

revision but we cannot be sure which version Chaucer wanted. As said, the longer 

prologue appears in Dd. However, the prologue was inserted in Dd before the scribe 

copied the modern instances at the end of MO. When the scribe copied L30, he was 

uncertain what would precede it.67 When he copied the modern instances in final 

position he did not recall that L30 refered to Croesus. There might be another 

explanation. The modern instances could have been on a separate sheet without any 

precise indication as to where they should be inserted and the scribe just put them at the 

end of the tale (Blake 1985, 132). However, as Dd and Hg have the modern instances 

in the same position there could just be a shared -exemplar for this part of the text, but 

not for L30. 

On the one hand, the longer version of the prologue was accepted as a last authorial 

intention; on the other hand, L31 has always been consider Chaucerian in origin, but 

cancelled because redundant in the order of the tales he had modified.68 If Chaucer had 

cancelled it, his intention was not clear, as it appears in eleven manuscripts among 

which are Ch Dd Cx2 and all the other ~ manuscripts. The matter will be taken up 

again in the discussion of the tale order. However, I believe that probably one should 

66 See the full discussion in Pearsall (1984, 6). 
67 See Chapter 4.1.8. 
68 See Brusendorff (1925, 89), Manly and Rickert (1940, 4: 517), Dempster (1953, 1150-1151), Pearsall 
discuss the matter thoroughly (1984, 5, 87-91). 
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also consider that the link is not present in many manuscripts not only because Chaucer 

deleted it, but also because it was left out as it would add nothing to the following 

sequence. Dd inserted the link in a gap left for the purpose. The link is inserted at the 

end of f. 195r after a gap of 5-6 lines and finishes on the verso. The ink is the same 

dark brown used at the very beginning of the manuscript, but differs from the one used 

to copy NP and it is used also for NU. A space of approximately ten lines precedes the 

rubric, which indicates the end of the tale and the beginning of NU without a prologue. 

I agree with Blake, who pointed out that the Dd scribe did not provide this passage. 

Blake also added that the scribe was expecting a link which introduced NU and when he 

did not received it, he had to end the tale in this way (Blake 1985, 128). 

There are still five additions that remain to be discussed and these refer to the five 

passages in WBP (examples 20, 21, 22, 23, 24). They were not present in Hg, but they 

appeared all together for the first time in Dd. The number of witnesses which have 

these passages varies from 17 to 20. Not all of them appear at the same time. El omits 

the first passage. Ad3 omits 20, 23 and 24. They appear consistently in the .!! 

manuscripts and in the 12 group including Cx2. The lines worsen the character of the 
,. 

Wife of Bath, enhancing her bad sexual habits for which she is criticised. Editors 

tended to include four of the five passages in their editions. Example 20 is the one 

usually omitted. Tyrwhitt (1775-8, 4: 262) put the passage in a footnote and suggested 

that these lines were in the manner of Chaucer, probably written to be inserted 

somewhere else. Skeat followed his example, but the Riverside Chaucer included it 

between brackets. In so doing editors have accepted that four out of five passages 

should be regarded as authorial. Manly and Rickert (1940, 2: 191) explained that these 
. . 

passages were added by Chaucer in a single manuscript and "from it were copied into 

the ancestor of a single genetic group, whence they spread by ctm to a few unrelated 

MSS". Following their textual statement they included the lines in the text. 

As pointed out, early scholars have insisted on the Chaucerian character of these 

passages. In the 1980's more work was done to revalidate the importance ofHg among 

the early manuscripts. Hg does not have any of the passages. Scholars started to 

speculate that these extra passages could be better explained as scribal or editorial 

interpolations more than authorial revisions. A closer attention as to where the lines 

appeared for the first time lead Blake to suggest that the scribe who copied Dd most 

probably added the passages to the text. This thesis seems to be supported by the 

corrections of the first passage and the misogynist attitude that according to Blake 
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(1985, 130, 135) the scribe seems to have towards the wife. Brusendorff(1925, 92) had 

pointed out earlier that this scribe could have been responsible for the corrections in the 

passage, which improve the sense of the lines, but the passage was not written by 

Chaucer. Kennedy followed Blake's argument in pointing out the impossibility of a 

Chaucerian claim for these lines, as they modify the character of the wife in such a way 

that could not have been in the author's plans.69 Eadie (1995) also proposed to read the 

extra passages as editorial additions and rejected them as revisions made by Chaucer, 

because it would have changed the purpose of the function of the prologue in the 

Canterbury Tales. Kennedy investigated again the misogynist nature of the extra

passages and their scribal origin and suggested that the Dd scribe was the likely 

candidate of these additions.70 

I am not going to argue against the possibility that the Dd scribe could be an anti

feminist scribe. However, there is one more consideration to make and also a further 

suggestion. Robinson (1997, 117-26) analysed the textual tradition of the manuscripts 

with the extra passages and concluded that these passages were written by Chaucer, but 

marked for deletion in the copy text. This change of mind took place when Chaucer 
.; 

decided to assign SH to the Shipman and not to the supposed original teller the Wife of 

Bath.71 Solopova (1997a) studied the variants of the added passages and concluded that 

there is only one line of descent from which these lines seem to originate. Her study 

investigated in particular the corrections in the first extra passage. These corrections 

appear in Dd and in Cx2 only. No other manuscript has the passage in this form. The 

implication is that either a scribe corrected them, or there were two versions of these 

lines available. Dd and Cx2 must have shared the passage somehow. The fact that the 

passage is corrected in Dd makes its scribe the most likely candidate. If this were true, 

it would mean that Caxton used either Dd or a manuscript descended from it. However, 

it is not in the scribe's manner to revise passages extensively, as explained in Chapter 7. 

It is also not in the scribe's manner to revise and add parts to the text as discussed so far 

and this does not seem to support the fact that the scribe added the passages. The scribe 

might have inserted the passages that he found somewhere, but to consider this 

possibility one has to turn to the manuscript. 

69 Kennedy (1995, 85-91), the author analyses also all the past editorial judgements on the passages. 
70 Kennedy (1996). This view was repeated in a later discussion on WBP by the author, but then modified 
to opt for scribal intervention, but not specifically ofthe Dd scribe. In these studies, the insertion of the 
passages is analysed in relationship with the renumbering of the husbands, which appears especially in 
Dd. (Kennedy 1997, 1999). On this issue see also Robinson (1997,117-24). 
71 On this debate see Fumivall (1868, IOn. 3), Chapman (1956), Cox (1966-7) and Robinson (1999, 203). 
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I carefully examined Dd and either next to or in the proximity of the passages there is a 

cross or a couple of crosses in dry point. It is possible that later readers or, scribes 

comparing texts have put the crosses there, but there is no reasons to disregard the 

possibility that the crosses were put there to indicate an insertion, which in this case 

would be the insertion of the five extra passages. This possibility would tie in with 

Manly and Rickert's suggestion that the passages were added in one manuscript. These 

crosses appear also in Hg, but in Hg the passages were not included (Stubbs 2000). One 

may conclude that probably these lines could be misogynist in nature and they appear in 

Dd for the first time, but one may think that these were insertions in Dd, not the scribe's 

additions. 

5.4 AFTERWORD 

In the available text, the analysis of the major differences against Hg shows that Dd has 

seven instances where it omits lines, twelve of additional lines, and twelve more 

examples of variation in line-order or partial omissions. There are also six places where 

Dd is with Hg in its omissions against other manuscripts. Dd does not share many of 

the omissions that El has in comparison with Hg. The data show that the scribe was a 

careful copyist. Considering the number of lines that he copied, he did not make too 

many major mistakes. The text shows in my opinion a stable affiliation with Hg in the 

initial parts of the poem until MI. This relationship seems to become less evident in the 

following tales and links. Dd contains all those additions and variations on which 

scholars have been debating whether they represent scribal or authorial alteration. 

However, the evidence that is considered above provides a provisional discussion, 

where it is possible to highlight particular issues only. A full discussion has to wait 

until the evidence from the variants and the language have been coIlated and discussed, 

before any further suggestions about the copytext can be offered. 
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6. The relationship between Dd and Hg: Minor variations 

The second part of the study of the text focuses on the discussion of the minor variants 

in Dd which are recorded and studied in relationship to Hg. The analysis will deal in 

particular with two aspects of the textual transmission. On the one hand, one has to 

assess the accuracy and the attitude of the scribe to the text; on the other, one is looking 

for evidence of the nature of the Dd copytext. The pattern used in the previous chapter 

is applied here as an additional test of the preliminary conclusions reached there. In that

chapter I argued that the scribe of Dd was a reliable copyist. The discussion highlighted 

.. that there is remarkable textual similarity between Hg and Dd in the absence of lines as 

compared with El in at least three tales and one link, KN, L I, MI and FK. The theory 

that there was a close textual affiliation in these parts between Dd and Hg needs further 

analysis. That is the reason why I have selected L 1, MI and FK to provide the data for 

the investigation in this chapter. The analysis may not be representative of the text as a 

whole, but it provides a clear idea about the attitude of the scribe to the text in general 

and suggests textual affiliations in these parts.72 There is a practical reason that led me 

to choose these three parts. As pointed out in the last chapter, electronic transcriptions 

are not complete for all the extant tales and links. There was insufficient time to 

undertake a hand-made collation in the following analysis. Computer analysis requires 

computer legible files; it is wiser to choose those parts of the text for which complete 

electronic transcriptions are available. 

The chapter is divided into three sections. As already noted, the chapter offers a 

discussion on minor variants in the text, but focuses particularly on significant variation. 

72 Taking the analysis of major textual variations in Dd as a preliminary information on the Dd copy text, 
it is clear that the omissions of lines, grouped in Section 4.1.2 Vol. 2, indicate a closer affiliation with Hg, 
than the additions of lines, grouped in Section 4.2 Vol. 2, and variants of lines Section 4.3 and 4.4 in Vol. 
2. 

117 



The first section will introduce the reader to this issue and to what I consider a 

significant variant. The second part deals with the collation of the text, which is 

prefaced by an explanation on what has been included in the collation and how the 

collation has been organised. The third part discusses of the collation and the 

conclusions arising from the discussion. The collation constitutes Section 5 in Vol. 2. 

6.1 WUATISAVARIANT? 

A textual variant is any reading that differs in two or more copies of a specific text. 

Variation can reflect authorial changes or may arise in the process of transcription. It is 

not always possible to make a clear distinction between authorial and scribal alteration 

while discussing readings in the Canterbury Tales.73 However, the analysis of variants 

from a scribal point of view may help to reduce the uncertainties. 

There is a distinction between "original writing" and the process of transcribing texts 

(Vinaver 1939, 353). In the progress of copying, a scribe-is bound to modify the text he 

is copying. 

While looking at the original he will endeavour to retain as much as possible of what he sees. The 
visual or mental impression thus received must then be transferred to the copy and while the scribe's 
eye goes from one to the other this impression must remain intact ... Thus the process of transcription 
requires a constant shifting of the line of vision from one plane to another, and with each movement 
of his eyes the copyist has to carry mental and visual impressions which help him, first to reproduce 
part of his text, and then to find his way back to it (Vinaver 1939,353). 

In this extract Vinaver explains how scribes, copyists74 or anyone who is involved with 

transcriptions engage both with the text they are copying from and the one they are 

producing. These observations are generally true regardless of the geographical origin 

of the transcriber and the language shelhe is' working with.7s Vinaver seems to be 

mainly concerned with mechanical errors, but a scribe often alters a text consciously. 

73 Blake (2000a) discussed the possibility that Chaucer may have overseen the production of some 
manuscripts and revised certain parts of the text. Estelle Stubbs (2000) has recently put forward the 
theory that parts ofHg and El could have been produced under Chaucer's supervision. This seems to put 
the whole question of variants in a new light. See also the discussion in Chapter 5.3. 
74 As far as I am aware the words scribe and copyist in English are used interchangeably. Discussing 
Hebrew manuscripts, Beit-Ari6 proposes to distinguish between a scribe and a copyist. "On est en droit 
de penser que le scribe loue respectait normalement plus son modele et refussait des interventions 
critiques et deliberees dans la transmission, bien qu'i1 so it plus sujet a des erreurs provoquees par le 
mecanisme de la copie, tandis que le copiste intellectue1 pouvait intentionnellement intervenir dans la 
transmission, revoir son modele, le corriger et reconstruire le texte, faire des additions et des 
modifications en se basant sur ses connaissances, sur sa memorie, sur des conjectures ou sur d'autres 
modeles, et done considerer I'etape de copie comme un travail d'6dition critique et pas veritablement un 
calque" (Beit-Arie 1992, 182). 
75 On Greek and Latin texts see Hall (1913, 150-98), Reynolds (1968, 150-62), on Jewish see Beit-Arie 
(1992, 182-4). 
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As Kane points out, a scribe can either make mechanical errors, those he is not aware 

of, or modify a text on purpose in order to achieve better sense, to smooth the metre, or 

to correct a mistake that someone else introduced (Cowen and Kane 1995, 43-111; 

Kane 1960, 115-72). Translations between dialects constitute another important aspect 

of variation and even the most accurate scribe may introduce a form that reflects his 

own dialect and not reproduce the one he is copying or translating (Benskin and Laing 

1981,56). Scribes used a complex graphetic system, for example, they distinguish <l'i> 

from <h>, "short" <r> from "round" <r> and "long" <r> and used flourishes and tails 

after consonants (Parkes 1969). Whether these graphs should be regarded as mere 

orthographic signs or as 'hidden' linguistic features is still a matter of discussion. 76 

Variation may occur at any level. Scribes are intelligent people, as Pearsall noted: 

One of the continuing debates of our subject [the study of manuscripts] has concerned the degree of 
respect we should pay to scribes. An older view saw them as careless, incompetent, mechanical at 
best, and often worse-busy, meddling, and given to improving ... Certainly, a lot of scribes were 
careless, but mostly I am amazed at their carefulness, given what they were doing, and given the 
evidence of one's own carelessness in similar circumstances. I am also frequently struck by their 
intelligence in dealing with the problems they perceive in the exemplar before them.77 

Taking this into account, variants can be numerous, when one compares one text with 

another. They multiply when a text is collated across more than two manuscripts. Tlie 

first step in any textual analysis is to decide which kind of variants one has to look at 

both to identify the attitude of the scribe to the text and the genetic affiliations which 

that text has. The variants have to be filtered and the significant ones collated. This is 

the first methodological problem: the definition of what constitutes a significant variant. 

In editorial practice, a distinction between substantive and accidental readings is 

recognised. Greg pr?posed to distinguish between: "'substantive', readings of the text, 

those namely that affect the author's meaning or the essence of his expression, and 

others, ... spelling, punctuation, word-division, and the like, affecting mainly its formal 

presentation, ... 'accidentals'" (Greg 1950-51,21). This definition may be used as a 

base for my methodological approach. Spelling and other accidentals are to be rejected, 

76 Dahood has recently discussed the case of the loop attached to the final <r> in Southwell Minster MS 7 
(2000). See also Robinson and Solopova's discussion (1993). 
77 Pearsall (2000, 171). The study of scribal habits has been exploited in many ways and the literature on 
the subject is vast. The main approach is editorial. Editors tried to understand reasons behind the 
mistake in order to emend the text they had to edit, different editors had different approaches and 
methodologies. See for example Vinaver (J939) and Blakey (1965). Kane's edition (1960) of Piers 
Plowman represents an important example of collection of scribal errors, see also Cowen and Kane 
(1995). Linguistic studies ofscribal habits have also appeared see for example Mclntosh (1974,1975), 
Benskin and Laing (1981), Duggan (1996). On scribes and their text see also Burnley (1995). 
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but the definition of what could affect the text substantively is obscured.78 In Middle 

English one has to bear in mind that "Apart from consistency of scribal performance in 

respect of a given item, different levels of translation may be distinguished, 

corresponding to the domains of (respectively) spelling, morphology, syntax, and lexis" 

(Benskin and Laing 1981,93). In this respect, a scribe may substitute <-th> with <-s> 

as the suffix for the third person singular present indicative and this will not constitute a 

case of significant morphological variation in semantic terms. However, there may be 

. cases where a scribe modifies the suffix of present indicative into past indicative and 

this might be regarded as significant. 

There is one additional linguistic aspect to consider: the question of pragmatic markers. 

In oral discourse in modern English and in Old/Middle English, there are words or 

phrases that are freely used, but are redundant and are not part of the grammatical 

structure of the sentence, for example: well, so, oh, you know, I mean etc. Brinton 

(1996, 29-30) discussed these parts of discourse and proposed the term "pragmatic 

markers" to define them. She studied pragmatic markers on a diachronic level and came 

to the conclusion that these markers, usually considered empty fillers, can have textual 
.. 

and interpersonal function. The textual function marks certain textual features such as 

shifting of topic and different information. The interpersonal function is a mode that 

expresses some kind of judgement on the part of the reader (Brinton 1996, 38-9). These 

extra-grammatical words exhibit semantic and syntactic changes when studied 

diachronicaIly in Old and Middle English (Brinton 1996,64). Blake (1999, 7) refers to 

this work in order to draw attention to the importance of using manuscript transcriptions 

to define more clearly what could "constitUte a significant confirmation as to what in a 

given text constitutes a pragmatic marker ... The reaction of the scribes may fulfil for 

us much the same purpose as speech today and it could give us greater confidence in 

determining what words and phrases could be employed as pragmatic markers". This 

study is based on WBP and conveys the idea that scribes reacted to pragmatic markers 

such as well, but, a/so, and and by changing and altering them. Variation is often 

subconscious and happens with a certain degree of freedom (Blake 1999, 12). Towards 

a definition of a significant variant, Blake's discussion implies that variation of 

pragmatic markers should not be considered substantive, unless they interfere with the 

metre or the grammar of the sentence. In conclusion a substantive difference relates to 

78 Robinson (1997, 73) used this terminology to explain how he filtered the body of variants in his 
analysis of WBP. 
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"lexis, syntax and some aspects of morphology" (Horobin 1997, 190-191) and is 

partially represented by Kane's analysis of scribal conscious changes of the text. 

6.2 THE PROCESS OF COLLATION 

I proceeded with the collation of the text after having established what constitutes a 

significant variant in theory. I ran Collate over all the transcriptions of the manuscripts 

in Ll, MI and FK. The outcome was an apparatus with hundreds of variants to filter 

and no logical way to tackle what the collation showed. The transcriptions of the 

Canterbury Tales Project have already gone through a certain degree of rationalisation. 

Robinson and Solopova (1993) opted for graphemic and not graphetic transcription, 

which implies that some graphs are not represented in the transcriptions. However, 

there were still a great number of words to look at. 

I thought about the main focus of the chapter i.e. the relationship of Dd with Hg. I also 

considered the other aims that belong to this part of the discussion, such as the textual 

affiliation of Dd within a specific group of manuscripts and how the scribe dealt with 

the text he was copying and its exemplar. I realised that I did not need to collate all the 
.; 

manuscripts. I needed to look at those manuscripts that I identified in the former 

chapter as textually relevant to Dd: Cp El Gg Ha4 Hg La (earlier manuscripts); B02 Ch 

HaS Ra3 (0); Adl Ad3 En3 Tcl (alpha); Ht Py Ra2 Ryl (ab); Cn Osl Enl Ma (a); Cxl 

Cx2 Ii Ldl Ne NI Pn Tc2 Wy (b). The evidence these manuscripts provide will shed 

some light on four main points for the discussion: 

1. Relationship of Dd to Hg; 

2. Relationship of Dd to ~ group manuscripts; 

3. Relationship of Dd to other early manuscripts; 

4. Relationship of Dd to other manuscripts. 

Once the manuscripts to be looked at were determined, I had to identify when the text 

of Dd deviated from the base text (Hg). I ran the collation using only four manuscripts: 

BASE, Dd, Hg and E1.79 I was provided with a collation that could be easily read and I 

proceeded with the first filtering. I eliminated all the instances when there was 

agreement between Dd, Hg and El. Hence a list of variants was created, which took 

into account disagreement between Dd and Hg, but still showed the position of El. This 

79 BASE is the base text that Col/ate uses to collate the manuscripts against. It is a hybrid made with the 
transcription from Hg somewhat regularised in its graphemic signs, to which additional, variant and 
repeated lines of the other manuscripts are added. 
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list included any variations in the text of Dd as compared with Hg. I proceeded with the 

second filtering, which constitutes the difficult task of excluding any spelling variants 

or unconscious scribal mistakes, and I faced the first problem between theory and 

practice. It was obvious that the Dd scribe had a specific attitude towards the language 

of the text. Dd's spelling and word-division are consistent as compared with those in 

Hg.80 This attitude had an important impact on the list that I was preparing. 

My initial theoretical approach was to record any variation that could interfere with the 

metre. It was easy to take away from the list those words that differed on the 

orthographic level telleth for telletri (L 1 line 10) or those words that though spelled 

differently could represent the same pronunciation for example oold for old (L 1 line2), 

Konne for cone (L 1 line 10). Phonological phenomena constitute the major problem: a 

diacritic <-e> to lengthen a VC syllable (Lass 1992, 38, 73-76), elision of vowels in 

unstressed position, the loss of final <-e>, and the deletion in hiatus of <-e> in final 

position (Lass 1992, 77-82). 

Initially I decided to collate all those words, where an extra-syllable could be significant 

forthe verse or vice-versa. Solopova pointed out "Dd seems to show some concern for 

the metrical regularity of its text", although she concluded "On the whole, however, the 

spelling of Dd is inconsistent in its reflection of scansion" (So)opova 1997, 156). These 

observations are based on the analysis of lines 670,806 and 740 of WBP. She focused 

in particular on the final <-e> of verbs such as wold, herd, told. According to Solopova, 

the scribe spelt the verbs without final <-e> for metrical purposes. Line 670 of WBP 

reads ffor his desport / he wold it rede always. As Solopova pointed out, the line has an 

additional it in Dd as compared with Hg, which reads ffor his desport /. he wolde r~de 

always. She commented: "This insertion does not change the rhythm due to elision of 

final <-e> in wolde, indicated by the spelling in Dd" (Solopova 1997. 156). 

In my opinion, the association of the spelling of wolde/wold and the metre as far as the 

Dd scribe is concerned is inaccurate. If the Dd scribe had spelled wold with a final <-e>, 

it would not have had any impact on the rhythm of the line, as the <-e> would have 

elided because of the hiatus with the initial vowel of it. In the same line the scribe 

spelled re de with a final <-e>, preceding always. The adverb begins with a vowel and 

this would cause the elision of the final <-e> in rede. 

80 For further discussion see Chapter 8. 
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An example such as the one on line 670 appears to me to be related to the spelling 

system of the scribe more than to the scansion of the metre. I made a preliminary check 

on the use of wold/wolde in Dd and I found that the scribe uses both. The scribe spells 

wold in 126 instances, and wolde 182 times, throughout the whole text. Although there 

is a higher number of instances in the spelling of wolde, it does not seem that there is a 

difference in the place where this spelling is adopted. Both spellings are used in front 

of consonants, vowels, semi-vowels and <h>, and little attention is paid to the plural or 

singular form. 

In editorial practice there may be instances, in which the spelling of Dd is adopted to 

emend a line short of syllables, as Pearsall has discussed (1991, 56). However, it is first 

necessary to establish the spelling system of the scribe and then consider whether to use 

it for emendation of the metre. A spelt extra-syllable does not necessarily reflect a 

different pronunciation. I have decided to leave aside these specific features at this 

stage, and take them up again in Chapter 8. 

There are other parts of speech such as pragmatic markers, the use of regularised 

epithets before personal names, double negatives, adverbs, prepositions and 

conjunctions, which vary in the text of Dd. These may not be very significant for the 

relationship of Dd with Hg, but they may tell us something about the attitude of the 

scribe to the text and add some extra data for the discussion of the affiliation between 

Dd and the a group. 

There are two instances, in which the scribe has corrected the lines of MI and FK. 

These textual variants have not been collated in this chapter as they are discussed in 

Chapter 7. 

In conclusion the collation, which is inserted in Section 5 in Vol. 2, is more 

comprehensive than my initial theoretical considerations. There are three features that 

need to be categorised separatelly, namely: 

1. Scribe's individual spelling features; 

2. Alteration to metre and sense; 

3. Alteration to grammatical words and morphological forms that does not alter the 

metre. 

These distinctions have led me to conclude that my definition of what constitutes a 

significant variant depends on the aim of any discussion. A significant variant in the 
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relationship between Hg and Dd is restricted to the second and third points, but the first 

point that I considered briefly in this section will be expanded in Chapter 8. However, 

once one discusses the possible influence of Dd on other manuscripts and the way the 

scribe treated the text, the list of variants to be collated becomes more comprehensive. 

This conclusion induced me to organise the collation into two main groups within each 

textual part. The first group contains all those variants that mayor may not influence 

the metre or the sense of the line, whether they are grammatical or lexical or mere 

mistakes (in Vol. 2, Sectons 5.1.1, 5.2.2 and 5.3.1 and hereafter named group a). The 

second includes all those instances that do not have an impact on the metre, but one has 

to admit their appearance in the collation to support the discussion, if necessary (in Vol. 

2, Section 5.1.2, 5.2.2 and 5.3.2 and hereafter named group b). 

6.3 DISCUSSION 

The theory of tracing genealogical affiliation by using common errors focuses on the 

assumption that scribes working im:lependently are not bound to make the same 

mistakes.81 This hypothesis may not be always true. As Donaldson (1970, 108) 

underlined, "if there is one generalization that can safely be made about human beings, 

it is that, given the same circumstances, they make the same errors that others have 

made before them and will make after them, and the same errors that they themselves 

have made before and will make again". The question, therefore, is not just a matter of 

distinction between correct and incorrect readings, one ought to explain how a specific 

reading could have been introduced and why.82 Moreover, the question of the metre has 

to be considered. 

81 The use of "recensio (recension) or the charting of variants (which can then translate into 'true' 
readings and 'errors')" (Greetham 1994,323) was introduced by Lachman in his "theoretical separation 
of the two stages of approaching the text: first, recensio ... ; and second, emendatio ... , or the 
rectification of such error-all with the end of reconstructing the physical features of a witness that the 
editor does not have access to (the archetype)". Lachman's discussion in Latin appeared in the Preface to 
Nouum testamentum published in 1842. Part of the passage is reproduced in Hall (1913, 125). This 
approach is based on certain principles summarised by Bedier (1928, 164) as: "Deux copistes 
independants I'un de I'autre ne font pas la meme faute au meme endroit: si donc, en tels et tels passages, 
certains manuscripts sont depares par des fautes communes, c'est qu'un meme modele les leur a 
transmises. De ce fait its forment une 'famille', reconnaissable, comme i1 arrive dans la generation 
animale, a des tares heritees de I'auter commun. Et I'on controit que de cette tres simple remarque ait 
decoule un art nouveau, I'art de 'classer' les manuscripts". See for further discussion Vinaver (1939), 
Pasquali (1952), Reynolds (1968, 140-7), Greetham (1994, 323-7) and on a review on stemmatology 
Robinson (2000a). Also relevant for an overview on the genealogical method see Manly and Rickert 
(1940,2: 12-20). 
82 Donaldson (1970, 108) pointed out: "As Professor Kane has noted, those crucial passages which on a 
glance seem most clearly to show MS affiliation on the basis of shared error are often the very ones that 
must be excluded from such consideration because the special difficulty of the context was bound to 
produce the same solutions in different scribes". See also Kane's edition (1960) of Piers Plowman. 
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Since Skeat's edition of the Canterbury Tales Chaucerian scholars have discussed the 

matter of metre.83 We learn from any book about Chaucer that he wrote the Canterbury 

Tales in iambic pentameters, but scholars are still debating whether these lines were 

strictly speaking decasyllabic couplets or not.84 The main problem is the absence of a 

holograph, which could provide details on the author's metrics. Moreover, Chaucer was 

experimenting. He applied aspects of a syllabic metre (well known in Italian and 

French) to a stressed language, in which the reduction of unstressed syllables could 

cause problems to the diction and the rhythm of the line. Final <-e>, as Lass (1992, 79) 

discussed, "was an archaism, employable if necessary in verse, but not typical of the 

spoken language". On the other hand, Samuels has strongly argued that 

it is wrong to say, ... that because the use or loss of -e is not 'consistent' throughout the written 
language ofChaucer, we must reject it as a metrical criterion. On the contrary, it is to be expected for 
that stage of the language that -e should perform a range of varied functions, some old, some new; in 
the adjective, its older uses survive almost intact, but in nouns and verbs it has undergone a 
restructuring to carry other distinctions (Samuels 1988a, 9). 

Cowen aQd Kane in their edition of The Legend of Good Women analysed the 

appearance of final <-e> in the manuscripts within certain grammatical categories in 

order to detect a Chaucerian usage and reconstruct it in their edition.8s 

Despite this scholarly awareness on the use of final <-e> the fact remains that all that 

we have from Chaucer came via the medium of manuscripts written by scribes who 

sometimes seem to experience problems with Chaucerian metre. Moreover, one ought 

to allow the possibility that Chaucer might have made mistakes or written extra syllabic 

lines. One has to agree with Pearsall (1991,57) that Chaucer's metre was more flexible 

than editors have thought. 

It is, however, evident that many of the Dd variants interfere with the metre of the line 

as compared with Hg and many of these relate to elision in hiatus of vowels and final 

<-e>. The variation within Dd may either restore the decasyllabic line or make it short 

or redundant of syllables not necessary to the scansion of the line. The text in Hg has 

been considered by some as free from editorial interference with the metre. It is, 

83 See Skeat (1894,4: xxiii-vi), although there appeared an essay on Chaucer's versification in Tyrwitth's 
edition (1775-8, 4: 4-111). For an overview see Mustanoja (1979). 
84 For an account on Chaucer's metre see Glowka (1991) and Gaylord (1976), on the question of the final 
<-e> see Donaldson (1848), Smithers (1983), Richardson (1993) and for an argument for Chaucerian 
regularity see Samuels (1988a). 
8S Cowen and Kane (1995, 112-23). This consideration is based on an early study by Cowen (1987). On a 
discussion of the use offinal <-e> in weak adjectives, see Bumley (1982) and Pearsall (1999). 
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however, possible that the scribe who copied Hg made mistakes, although he was 

generally an accurate scribe.86 

These considerations are the starting point for the discussion. I have grouped the 

variants into two categories, which enable me to identify and compare them in a more 

consistent way. In this part of the chapter, I will consider the origin of the deviation 

from the base text, aiming at an analysis of the alterations. This analysis may help to 

judge both the accuracy of the Dd scribe and the textual relationship that Dd may have 

with Hg and the g, group. Moreover, the process helps us to consider whether certain 

mistakes can be used to detect how the Dd scribe copied the manuscript, whether he 

was memorising parts of text or copying line by line. 

The variations in each group need to be assessed in order to judge the effect they may 

convey of the text. The first group appears to be textually more influential and 

comprehensive than the second group. The collation shows that the scribe introduced 

some of the variants, some could be the result of accidental coincidence and yet others 

seem to have a history in the tradition. 

Scholars have pointed out that Dd is a..;manuscript that "has often been thought to 

preserve, on occasions, original but rejected Chaucerian readings".87 This assumption is 

difficult to prove, as it is still uncertain what precisely Chaucer wrote and whether he 

revised his text as far as the minor variants are concerned. However, it is possible to 

analyse the disagreements between Dd and Hg and evaluate the variation. I am not 

assuming that Hg represents authorial intention better than Dd, although it is generally 

agreed that it has a good text. Hg can be wrong and certain forms consistently used in 

Hg may reflect preferred or dialectal forms that were imposed by the scribe who copied 

the text. 

The number of variants is large, therefore subdivisions into smaller clusters is necessary 

for the sake of clarity. There are five main groups. 

86 This matter has been discussed in particular in comparison with El. Pearsall wrote that in Hg 
"superiority is displayed ... in its more accurate representation of a flexible, idiomatic and successful 
metrical practice, and in its freedom from editorialisation" (1985, 11). Solopova analysed the possible 
irregular readings in El as compared to Hg for WBP and concluded that "El significantly outnumbers Hg 
in metrically irregular readings" (1997, 149). 
87 Pearsall (1991, 55 n. 18). This argument is sustained by Pearsall in particular regarding NP, see 
Pearsall (1985, 14). Argument that had already been pointed out by Manly and Rickert (1940, 2: 422-3). 
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6.3.1 WHENHGISWRONG 

To say that Hg is wrong implies the assumption that one is able to detect when it is 

right. There are cases when one accepts that Hg is wrong, namely rhyming words that 

do not match or other mistakes that do not make sense in the passage. However, the 

scribe could copy a Chaucerian mistake, therefore he may not be held responsible for 

the error. In this section only those mistakes that seem to be mechanical errors in Hg 

either due to the scribe or his copytext are inserted. In group a, there are only a few. 

In MI 136 Hg has Ful faire and thikke been the pointes. The line is short of one syllable 

that is found in all the other manuscripts. Dd may be taken as representative, which 

reads Ful fair? thikke I ben the poyntis set. The missing syllable is the rhyming word 

set. This was probably a mistake on the part of the Hg scribe, who omitted set by 

mistake. A look at the coloured images of the digital facsimile confirms that the 

omission was added later in a lighter shade of brown ink next to line 135 by mistake 

(Stubbs 2000, f. 43v). In so doing whoever made the correction (I suspect it is the hand 

of the main text, but I am not certain) did not realise that the rhyming word was inserted 

at the end of the wrong line. Consequently after the correction the couplets read: 

<L 135>AI in a kirtel / of a light waget set 
<L 136>Ful faire and thikke been the pointes 

No other manuscripts contain this mistake; they all either copy or restore the correct 

line. 

There is another instance, in which Hg stands alone against all the other manuscripts at 

MI 511: And ofte he cogheth I with a semy sown. All the manuscripts, including Dd, 

read softe for ofte. Ofte in Hg seems a mistake on the part of the Hg scribe, although 

the line makes sense, probably just by luck. 

6.3.2 WHEN DD IS WRONG 

Some readings in Dd may be considered wrong according to the definition given above. 

The scribe did not omit any rhyme words, but he introduced a number of readings that 

seem to be mistakes. They do not make sense in the context and all of them are unique 

readings to Dd except one. 
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In MI 10 Whan pt men 5holde haue droghte I or ellis shoures, the scribe replaces Whan 

with What, probably the error classified by Cowen and Kane (1995,60) as "inducement 

of following copy". The scribe was probably confused by the following pt. 

In MI 398 Dd reads Be we a vysed I on that ilke nyght. Hg has wel for we as do all the 

other manuscripts. This variant could be a simple mistake, as it does make sense in the 

context of the line, but it causes a metrical problem, namely the hiatus between we and a 

would make the line short by one syllable; wel keeps the line regular. 

In FK 344 Hg reads: Right so the See I desireth naturelly. The Dd scribe wrote to for 

so. A palaeographical misreading seems to justify this error, possibly there is a 

confusion between a long <s> and a <t>, but the substitution could have been made 

deliberately to improve the sense of the line. Unfortunately the alteration of the line 

changes the sense of the whole passage. Aurelius is pleading Phoebus (the sun) to 

intercede for him with his sister Lucina (the moon), governess of the see and the river. 

He explains with a simile the relationship between Phoebus anclLucina. In Dd the 

comparison does not work, because the substitution of to for so makes nonsense of the 

second term of comparison: 

<L 341 >3e knowen wellord I that rignt as hire desire 
<L 342>15 to be quyked and ligfited I of 30ure fyre 
<L 343>For whicl'\ she folwetl'\ 30W I ful besily 
<L 344>Rigl'it to the See I desiretl'\ naturely 
<L 345> To folwen hire I as she that is goddesse 
<L 346>80the in the See I and Ryuers more and lesse 

At FK 597 the Hg scribe writes: That me han holpen I fro my cares colde. Dd reads for 

for fro within the line; a common error of transposition of letters that does not make 

sense in the context. 

Another mistake could have caused the variation at MI 361, but in this example Dd does 

not stand alone. At this point of MI, Nicholas is instructing the Carpenter about the 

kind of equipment he needs in order to survive the flood. He needs big containers to be 

fetched quickly. Hg seems to copy the line correctly Anoon go gete vs faste I in to this 

In , but Dd and two more manuscripts of the fl group (Enl Dsl) replace taste with 

fattes. Beyond this substitution there may be a palaeographical misunderstanding of 

what the scribe had in front of him. If the <5> in faste was written with a long <s> and 

interpreted by the scribe as a <t>, the error could have occurred in this way. However, 

the variant in Dd could refer to vats, the voiceless fricative (f] being easily 

interchangeable with the voiced [v]. fattes in context with the rest of the lines does 
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make sense, but possibly not in the wider context. Moreover, the plural form makes the 

line potentially extra-syllabic. If the second option is the right one, this example may 

not be a mechanical, but a change introduced by the scribe to improve the sense. Not 

only does this change implies a movement from initial <v> to <f>, but also substitutes 

<s> to <t> in median position and adds the suffix <-5> for the plural. So many 

linguistic facts seem to indicate that the reading was a conscious substitution. 

I suspect that these mistakes arose mechanically during the copying of the manuscript in 

a line by line transcription. They alter the text substantively, but they are mere errors, 

with possibly the exception of the last example. 

6.3.3 WHEN EITHER HG OR DD COULD BE RIGHT 

Those examples from the group a, in which it is not possible to tell whether Hg or Dd 

has the right reading or whether one represents Chaucer's original and the other his 

revision, are placed in this group. Tney mainly involve lexical words, although I also 

decided to insert in this section readings that have an effect on the metre. 

The change of lexical words may alter the sense of the line or are just synonyms. At L 1 

lines 39-40 there is an example of this substitution. In Hg the passage reads: 

<L 39> To apeyren any man I or hym diffame 
<L 40>And eek to bryngen wyues I in swich fame 

The rhyming words diffame and fame sound alike. However, Dd and the majority of 

manuscripts replace fame with name. This change does not alter the rhyme or the sense 

of the sentence, it is a stylistic change that avoids the repetition of two similar words 

derivative of each other. One cannot tell whether this alteration was introduced by a 

scribe or by Chaucer. All the manuscripts are in agreement with Hg in the rhyming 

word at line 39. Dd is with Ad3, Cx2, Ha4 and the ~ manuscripts in the revision of line 

40. This suggests a revision, although one cannot say at which point of the tradition it 

was inserted. 

Yet other examples refer to alteration of verbs quod for seide (MI 554) and kiked for 

loked (MI 259). The collation in cases of modernisation does not help. Both forms 

were used in the xiv-xvth century and one can argue that a scribe could use archaic 

forms as much as modern forms as could have done Chaucer. There are also examples 
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of substitution of adjectives, certeyn for eterne (FK 158), adverbs horrible for possible 

(FK 158) and And for ne in initial position at MI 324. 

The question of metre shows similar doubts. A few manuscripts only are in agreement 

with Hg in many instances. MI 617 has two different kind of variations in the line: one 

is a lexical substitution and the other is the omission of a double negative. I will deal in 

this section only with the first. Hg reads Spek swete herte I I noot noght wher thaw 

art? All the manuscripts, excluding Py, change herte into byrd and the majority of 

them omit noght in the second part of the line. The line as it stands in Hg is short of one 

syllable. The hiatus between swete and herte and herte and I do not allow the line to 

reach ten syllables. This is so if the virgule does not punctuate a metrical pause. It has 

been suggested that the Hg scribe "was indeed trying to punctuate a metrical mid-point 

at the same time that he was punctuating syntactic boundaries".88 This practice may 

have been clear only to the Hg scribe; therefore, the substitution in this line could alter 

the scansion of the line. The change of byrd with herte would render the line 

potentially regular, retaining the final <-e> in swete, or extra-syllabic with also the 

pause after byrd. No manuscripts vary in the collation, but one cannot tell which one is 

the "right" reading, although there is a strong argument that the mistake is in Hg. 

FK 279 is short of two syllables in Hg: Taak this for fynal I as of me. Dd agrees with 

Ad3, Cx2, El, the ~ manuscripts (excluding Ma) and other manuscripts in reading the 

line: Take this for fynal answere I as of me. The difference in the two versions is 

underlined by the presence of answere after fynal which changes from an adverb to an 

adjective. The sentence would make sense in Hg, but the lack of at least two syllables 

makes it unmetrical. It is difficult to judge these readings, as Hg shares its reading with 

Ch Ha4 Ht Ch and many other 12 group manuscripts, while Dd is with the other larger 

group including Ad3 Cx2 and Gg. It could be one of those examples that Manly and 

Rickert (1940, 1: 150) considered as editorial smoothing or revisions that appear in El. 

Chaucerian revision for this reading could be called into question; it would depend on 

how strictly Chaucer revised his verse and whether he did it at all. At the same time it 

would imply that Chaucer revised his metre after the textual tradition had started. Or 

the exclusion of answere could be a mistake introduced by a scribe, that other scribes 

did not transmit. It is likely that Hg reflects a Chaucerian mistake. However, 

everything rests on speculation. 
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There is no mistake in Hg at Fk 662 as the line reads They comaunded I his doghtren for 

tareste. The rhyming word, tareste, is the result of the hiatus between to before areste. 

The manuscripts that share with Hg this reading are, for instance, Ad3 El Gg Ht. It is 

likely that this reading was present in the Hg copy text, and was ancesteral to the 

tradition. The collation shows that various scribes reacted to the reading in different 

ways. They split areste from the initial t. The Dd scribe, for example, opted for the 

reading fort. The rest of the ~ manuscripts use to, with the exception of Cn that reads 

for to. 

FK 728, in Hg, contains a line which is extremely long: She w' hir owene deeth I hir 

maydenhed redressed. All the manuscripts with the exception of Hg Ht and Py omit 

owene restoring the decasyllabic line. For this example one may claim that the omission 

of the adjective could be a conscious decision carried out by someone in order to restore 

the metre and Dd is again with the majority of the manuscripts in this agreement. 

The same pattern of adjusting the metre appears again in FK 143,295, 548 and in MI 

432 and 562. Hg agrees with a minority of manuscripts and Dd with the majority. El is 

with Hg in MI 432 and FK 143 only. 

6.3.4 WHEN DD HAS A READING THA T MAY REPRESENT A PREFERRED FORM 
AND/OR MAY ALTER THE METRE 

This group is the most comprehensive one and includes all those readings in which Dd 

has a modernisation or what may be his preferred form. It also includes corrections or 

rationalisations of grammar. These changes normally involve different metre. They are 

collated in group a. 

Examples of preferred linguistic forms are vanous. There are in particular six 

examples, in which it seems that the possible alteration to the metre is ancestral and is 

due to some specific linguistic features of a scribe. In FK 70 the hypothetical 

construction Ye shul it lerne I wher so ye wole or non in Hg is built with the adverb 

wher. In Dd this adverb is substituted by wheither (DE. hwreper) which represents the 

modem grammatical construction, but adds a syllable to the line. In OED, whether as a 

conjunction to express "doubt between alternatives" is documented since c 1000, but it 

88 KiIlough (1982, 92). Blake (2000b) discussed the matter further suggesting that there seems to be a 
tendency in using virgule in scribes trained in the London-Westminster area. Therefore it is not 
significant for the metre. Solopova (2001) indicated that the use of the virgule may be authorial. 
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started to be used more regularly after 1382-1400. Later manuscripts Ad3 El Ht and 

Ma, among the ~ manuscripts, are with Hg, while Dd is with manuscripts such as Cp 

Cx2 Gg and all the rest of the ~ manuscripts. This variant seems to have been imposed 

by a scribe who was trying to adjust the meaning of the sentence using, probably, a 

more familiar construction. This variant is repeated at FK 378 and FK 590 with the 

same affiliation. 

MI 306 in Hg This nicholas answerde I fecche me drynke is altered by Dd and Ht adding 

an a before drynke. The linguistic change would qualify drynke as a noun, rendering the 

construction clearer. The insertion of the a does not have an effect on the scansion as 

the elision between me and a would keep the number of syllables regular. This 

alteration is not significant from the point of view of the metre of the line, but it is 

repeated at FK 171 and 203. In FK, the interventions render the line extra-syllabic. It is 

a linguistic construction that probably was felt by many scribes as in these instances the 

addition is shared by Dd with other early manuscripts, 0, !! and ab manuscripts. 

There are several examples, in which a change in the morpheme of a reading or of some 

grammatical ?arts may influence the scansion of the line. Some of these examples are 

recurrent. I begin with those examples that are unique to Dd. 

Dd reads in MI at line 122 Cristes owen werk I for to werche, while Hg reads werkes in 

agreement with all the other manuscripts, except the ~ group manuscripts that read 

werke. This example is ambiguous. The line as it stands in Dd seems to lack a syllable, 

which in Hg is represented by the morpheme of the plural form of werk <-es>. This 

could simply be a mistake on the part of the scribe or a feature of his dialect or yet a 

reaction to the caesura in the middle of the line. It is interesting to notice that if the ~ 

manuscripts descend from Dd, all of them tend to restore the plural form with a 

feminine <-e>. However, the process could be considered from the other side of the 

coin. The!! manuscripts and Dd come from a shared exemplar and hence Dd either 

copied carefully or I think, more likely, dropped the final <-e> while copying his text. 

Further linguistic analysis on the attitude of the Dd scribe to the language may tell 

something else, but, for the present discussion, one has to accept that this line in Dd 

does not run smoothly unless the pause perhaps indicated by the virgule counts toward 

the metre. 

Ll 32 in Dd has Wyteth it the Ale I of Southwerk I J prey, while Hg reads Wite it I the 

ale of Southwerk7 I preye. All the manuscripts, except some ~ manuscripts, have the 
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imperative form and they have a final <-e> in the rhyming word. A count of the 

syllables suggests that the line in Hg has one syllable missing. The use of the 

morpheme <-th> to indicate the singular form of the verb in Wite, would avoid the 

hiatus of final <-e>, and make the metre regular (see also MI 119, FK 101 and 620). In 

FK 101, Dd is alone with Cn changing the suffix of the verb from present to simple past 

due to harmonisation with other past tense forms. 

A morphological variation is present at FK 394: Two yeer and moore I lay wrecche 

Aurelius. The use of wrecched for wrecce in Dd alters the regularity of the line as it 

interferes with the hiatus in the final part of the line in wrecche Aurelius. This is again 

an attempt to rationalise the grammar of the sentence. wrecce (OE. wroec f.) can have 

several semantic connotations. From c 1250 one of the meanings of the noun is 

"affliction or calamity; deep distress, misery" OED, which is the meaning that applies 

to the line and is recorded by MED (p. 963, entry 1) as "subject to hardship, 

misfortune". The noun in FK is a personal epithet with which the reader can identify 

Aurelius (see hende nicholas in MI). For some scribes this use of the noun may have 

appeared odd. It was more common to introduce a new form of verb with an adjectival 

function, namely by adding the suffix of the past participle to the verb <-ed>. The 

adjective wrecched is recorded in MED (p. 964, entry 1) and there are records of its use 

since 1225, but more frequently in the fourteenth and fifteenth century. Later 

manuscripts such as Ad3 Dd and the ~ manuscripts contain the modern form, while Cp 

El Gg and Hg among the earlier manuscripts have the "older" form. There must have 

been a time when the two forms were used together until one usage took over the other. 

This form is repeated FK 329 and 595. The agreements of Dd with other manuscripts 

seem again to suggest a linguistic feature inherited from the coPy text more than one 

imposed by the Dd scribe. 

Corrections of grammar are evident at MIll. Hg has Or if men axed hym I what shal 

bifalle. The correction involved the replacement of shal with shulde. The reading 

restores the use of the subjunctive as hypothetical in Dd. Hg is with a minority of 

manuscripts Ch Cp Ha5 La, while Dd is with Adl Ad3 Cxl Cx2 Dd DI Enl En3 Gg 

Ha4 Ii Ma Ne Pw Ra3 Ry2 TeI Tc2 Wy. In MI 42 Hg reads That bad I men sholde 

wedde his similitude. Some scribes including Dd interpreted men as the plural form of 

the noun man and not as the Old English indefinite pronoun man and changed the 

pronoun his into the plural here. These substitutions, which involve rationalisation of 

the grammar of the line, are common (see MIll 188 246 390 511 FK 484). Other 
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examples refer to the splitting of a double negative (Lt 2 see also 54) and a comparative 

construction (FK 618). 

Changes of double negative are very common too. Hg agrees with a few manuscripts 

against Dd at MI 164: That of no wyf I ne took he noon offrynge. Hg, Ha4 and Ii retain 

the double negative in the second part of the line after the caesura. All the others omit 

ne. The omission of a double negative is an ordinary variation (Windeatt 1979, 140). 

Its absence in the line would reverse the scansion of the line after that point, but would 

not change the sense. In the second part of line MI 617: Spek swete herte I I noot noght 

wher thow ar17 scribes had problems with the double negative as it reads in Hg: I noot 

noght wher thow ar17. Only three other scribe, Ad3 Ch and Py, copied the line 

faithfully. All the others suppressed the double negative probably as a consequence of 

rationalisation. They were all familiar with the meaning of noot "do not know", but 

thought the double negative redundant. Similar instances can be found at MI 400 and 

FK 165. These omissions are rationalisations. 

Other examples of variation are attempts to clarify the sense of the lines either 

consciously or unconsciously. They are related to the smoothing of metre in order to 

achieve a better sense, or simply to retain the same sense, but interfere with the metre. 

Only a couple of examples appear to be due to the Dd scribe, the rest were probably 

inherited from the copytext he was using. 

Dd, Dsl, Enl and Ha4 reads Ll 64: Here tales alle I al be they bet I or werce. Hg and 

all the other manuscripts do not have al after the virgule. As it appears in a few 

manuscripts it is likely to have been introduced at this stage in the textual tradition, but 

it was not transmitted to any oth~r exemplar. The insertion, originated probably as a 

modernisation, was not corrected in Dd because it made sense. al could mean 'although' 

or 'whether', al as adverb and conjunction (MED, 175 entry 5). The syntax of the line 

becomes clearer for the reader, who would not misunderstand the subjunctive 

construction and consider al as a conjunction. 

A similar affiliation is shown at MI 274. A comparison of Hg with Dd explains the 

situation better: 

Hg TiI he was I in a marlepit yfalle . 
Dd TiI pat he I in a marle pyt I was falle 

Dd has a pleonastic pat after the conjunction, which restores the scansion of the metre 

after dropping the y of the past participle. It also linguisticaIly emphasises that TiI is a 
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conjunction. Ds! and Enl agree with Dd. Adjustment of the metre as shown above is 

evident in MI 133,213,230,324. 

In MI 319, Hg agrees with the majority of manuscripts reading: And if thou telle it? man 

thou art forlore. Dd with Cn, li, Ma and NI substitute it? with ony, which alters the 

rhythm of the line, but it maintains the hiatus between the final <-e> of telle and ony. It 

is possible that the substitution took place in order to ease the sense of the line. El with 

Dsl and Enl omit in. It seems that in particular there was some difficulty in 

understanding this reading on the part of some scribes and El seems to reflect this too 

(see MI 603). 

At FK 689: Wel oghte a wyf I rather hir seluen sle. Dd and En 1 read Wel ougl'\t 1 wyf I 

rather my seluen slee. The re-interpretation of the first reading, I for a, led to the logical 

change of the reflexive pronoun from hir to my seluen. The change in Dd and En 1 must 

be a deliberate substitution. Other manuscripts have a confused reading. Ds 1. Ma and 

Tcl read Wel oU3t 1 a wif rather my seluen sle, restoring the sense in the first part of the 

line. Cn has an explicit correction: Weft ougl'\t [add]y[/add] a wip tharf rather my 

selferf sle. y is added to complete the sense in that part of the line. 

Omission of lexical and grammatical words is common. They are probably mistakes 

done in the progress of copying rather than conscious intervention for the metre. 

Generally the i\ manuscripts share the reading with Dd and omit parts of speech such as 

pronouns (MI 334, FK 284 608), prepositions (MI 333, FK 653), articles (FK 723) etc. 

There is one example in this group in which Dd has a unique reading. In FK 310 Dd 

omitted is in This is as muche to seye I as it was nyght. The sense of the line does not 

alter. By omitting is the scribe prefers the balance given by the comparative 

construction in the line than the regularity of the metre. The omission could have arisen 

during copying. 

There is, though, an interesting omission at FK 186. which shows a situation that can be 

considered as borderline between an attempt to restore a decasyllabic line and the 

misunderstanding of the line on the part of a scribe. The line Thus wolde she seyn I w' 

many a pitous teere has the modal omitted in Dd. the !l manuscripts and a bunch of 

other manuscripts including Ad3 and Gg. The absence of wolde from the line changes 

the sense and reduces the line by one syllable. However, the line in Dd reads Thus she 

seide I witfi many a pytous tere, the use of the past form seide restore the syllabic line. 
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It is noticeable that Dd and the g group agree with the majority of the manuscripts in 

these omissions, except on one occasion, conveying the possibility that these alterations, 

came from the Dd copytext. 

6.3.5 WHEN DD AND HG HA YE DIFFERENT GRAMMATICAL WORDS OR 

INFLEXIONAL MORPHEMES WITH NO DISLOCATION OF THE METRE 

These variations which do not interfere with the metre may alter the sense of the line, 

affecting the poetic diction. All the remaining examples of the group a could be 

included here, but they mainly refer to the ones collated in the group h. They make the 

line easier to understand and probably undermine the strength of the line, but this is a 

matter of literary interpretation. The changes in the group a that do not affect the metre 

may be deliberate (except an example of dittography MI 605), while the similarity of 

metre is probably accidental. 

I discuss first some examples from the group a. The Dd scribe changes roumes to 

ronges at MI 439: To clymben I by the ronges and the stalkes. The reading is not 

shared with any other manuscript and therefore it is likely that the scribe inserted it; a 

conscious change to clarify a line that probably was not understood by him. A 

matching example is FK 372 in Hg And w' that word I in swowne he fil adoun. Several 

scribes seem to experience a problem with this line in particular with swowne, which is 

replaced by sorwe. Those manuscripts that agree with lIg are Cp Cx2 El HaS Ht, while 

the ones with Dd are Ad 1 Ad3 Cn Dd Ds 1 En 1 En3 Gg Ma Tc 1. 

In the second part Lt 39 (see above) Hg reads To apeyren any man I or hym diffame. 

This reading is present in all the manuscripts with the exception of Dd Ds 1 and En 1, 

which read of hys in place of or him. The mistake between of and or could easily be of 

palaeographical origin. However, the variation, if deliberate, changes the grammatical 

category of diffame from a verb to a noun. Similar interventions are at MI 192, 246, 

390, 406, 660, FK 484 and 584. There are also morphological changes (MI 188, 511 

and FK 98). They involve a change of the morphemes of the present into simple past or 

vice versa. 

Some of the readings in group a could be considered substantive as they have an 

impact on the text, but many of them are mistakes or common scribal interference with 
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the text probably derived from unconscious alterations, even if they do alter the sense of 

the line. 

I do not include a detailed discussion for the variants I collated from group h. Once the 

collation was made it was clear that these readings had secondary importance as 

compared with those in group a. They mainly concern accidental coincidence (MI 96), 

modernization in the use of prepositions (MI 204, 214) and a very large group reflect 

the discussion on pragmatic markers as introduced in the initial section of this chapter. 

These variations seem to be too common to determine any sort of textual affiliation, 

although they could be of linguistic interest. For example at MI 177 Hg has Ful wel 

acordant'7 to his giternynge. Only Adl B02 Cp Gg Hg El En3 La Ra3 are with Hg. Dd 

is followed by Ad3 Cn Ch Cxl Cx2 Dd Dsl Enl Ha4 HaS Ht Ii Ldl Ma Ne NI Pn Py 

Ryl Tcl Tc2 Wy in changing acordant into accordyng. This linguistic change could 

either be considered synchronically or diachronicalIy. The morpheme for the present 

participle is recorded differently depending on dialects. The <-ing> form is usually 

found in Southern and Midland form, while the <-and> ending is a "Northern form, 

which is also found elsewhere, particularly around London" (Burrow 1992, 32). The <

ing> form is the dominant one that will become the standard. It is relevant that the 

manuscripts with this morpheme seem to be dated later. One cannot exclude the 

possibility that the choice of morpheme is not linked with the standardisation of the 

English language, rather to the dialect of a scribe or of hislher copytext. 

These readings seem to support a specific trend in copying the manuscript. All the 

unconscious changes arise when the scribe memorised part or all the line and copied the 

text after memorising it (Kane 1960, 12S). A word by word transcription would make 

the scribe probably more accurate, unless he decided to change article and preposition 

because he thought that in that way the poetic diction or the grammar of the line 

improves, according to his own understanding. I should point out that Dd and the ~ 

group manuscripts tend to replace this when the appears (see Ll 9 MI 218 465) and vice 

versa. Perhaps they are used intercheangeably. The collation in itself has proved to be 

a useful exercise to help me to distinguish between different kind of variants and to 

discuss them on an hierarchical basis. 
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6.4 AFTERWORD 

Kane in his introduction to Piers Plowman wrote: "The distinction between mechanical 

and conscious variation depends on the possibility of discovering motives for any 

variation. Errors of copying, on the one hand, are clearly unconscious. Instances where 

comparison of alternative readings show difference in the meaning, force or metrical 

form of the expression are possibly conscious" (1960, 125). The editor applied this 

technique to distinguish between conscious and unconscious mistakes for editorial 

purposes. The distinction would help the emendation of the text if needed. The 

purposes of this distinction in the present chapter were two: to assess the attitude of the 

scribe to the text and to discuss possible textual affiliation. 

The Dd scribe does not seem to interfere extensively with the text as compared with Hg. 

Many of the variants that he introduced are alteration that should not be classified as 

conscious changes although they may interfere with the text. There are alterations that 

are common to other scribes. Some of them are modernisations introduced at the 

expense of the metre. It is self-evident that scribes were having difficulties with iambic 

pentameter couplets. The unique readings in Dd do not differ in kind from the ones 

introduced by other scribes, as he is bound to make mistakes or interpretation of lines. 

Scribes, and Dd in particular, seem to be concern firstly with the sense of the line (not 

of the passage as a whole), secondly with using modem forms at the expense of older 

ones and thirdly with the metre. Considering the number of unique variants that the 

scribe introduced and the ones that the text of Dd share with the ~ manuscripts, the Dd 

scribe seems to be a copyist who was paying attention to the text he was preparing. The 

typology of mistakes also seems to point to a line by line copying; he does not seem to 

have memorised passages. Extended passages retained by me·mory would cause errors 

that involve the skipping of parts of a sentence. This is not present in Dd. It seems to 

confirm what Windeatt observed . 

... the behaviour of the scribes in mss of Chaucer's works offers line-by-Iine a contemporary response 
to his poetry. The scribes are men of some literacy and some sense of what is current in the forms of 
contemporary language, and they work through text necessarily in a line-by-line way, forced into 
close confrontation with the form of the poems. Their reactions to the poetry they are transcribing are 
their equivalent of literary analysis, in that they can reveal to us exactly what the scribes found 
difficult and unusual in Chaucer's work (Windeatt 1979, 121) 

One has not to forget that there is uncertainty over what Chaucer may have written. 

The textual relationship between Dd and Hg can be explained in three possible ways: 

1. Dd comes from Hg; 
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2. Dd comes from the copy text of Hg; 

3. Dd comes from an exemplar other than the first two. 

The text in general is good, and I think that Dd comes from an exemplar close to the 

copy text of Hg, because in those instances in which the text of Hg is not supported by 

other manuscripts Dd is with them, also the fact that this happens in particular in the 

grou p a is important. The absence of whole lines in MI, L 1 and FK, as discussed in 

Chapter 5, indicates a line of descent, in which Dd shared with Hg an ancestor or a 

sister manuscript. The other ~ manuscripts, thought, do not seem to be entirely 

derivative from Dd. 

It is not easy to say whether Dd may reflect authorial revision in the minor variants. 

The discussion shows that there are instances in which either Hg or Dd could be right. 

It is worth underlining that many of these variations are not unique to Dd. The text of 

Dd agrees with many manuscripts among which there is El. Chapter 5 showed that El is 

not with Dd in the major omissions or additions, in particular when Dd agrees with Hg. 

In its minor variations though Dd is with El in particular when the variation of the line 

could be ancestral. The text of Dd is one step away from Hg, and another from El. It 

seems that Dd was copied from an exemplar not too different from Hg, but at that point 

certain revisions were already inserted. 
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7. Scribal corrections 

Corrections are a marginal area of research in the studies of Middle English 

manuscripts.89 As discussed in the former chapters, the debate about scribes has mainly 

focused on scribal habits and errors, highlighting that medieval scribes liked to play 

with the text by adding or deleting passages, changing readings and making comments. 

The scribes of the Canterbury Tales are no exception.90 This approach has led to the 

conclusion that scribes could not prevent themselves from altering the text they were 

copying and much of the evidence in the manuscripts underlines this conclusion.91 The 

studies of the textual tradition of the Canterbury Tales have also focused on major 

additions and deletions, on variants, and on other textual problems. Scholars have tried 

to decide to what extent variations in the text can be ascribed to Chaucer or to scribal 

reception, but almost nothing has been said about corrections in this matter.92 In the 

studies of the manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales corrections are sources for 

palaeographical information.93 

I believe that corrections represent an important feature in scribal practice. As the 

scrib~ is correcting what he originally wrote, his corrections can have important 

89 Mary Hamel has studied the corrections in the alliterative Morte Arthure in the Thomton MS, Lincoln 
Cathedral Library MS. 91. She believes that the analysis will help an editor "to focus more clearly on the 
cause and kinds of error in the text he must deal with and to deal with them on a more rational basis" 
(1983, 137). Duggan (1990) has challenged this idea and he suggests that self-corrections can assess 
whether a scribe is a good copyist, but cannot show whether a witness can be a trusty copy text for editing. 
Lucas (1995) has studied the corrections of John Capgrave, in relation to the question of textual authority. 
90 See for example Crow (1936) on the scribe of Ps and Caldwell (J 944) on the scribe of Gg. 
91 Followers of reception theory have tried to deviate from the common view that scribes are unfaithful 
copyists, and Windeatt (1979) suggested that the alterations in the text of Troilus and Criseyde show how 
Chaucer's poetry could be interpreted. Scribal practice is viewed as a form of interpretation of the text. 
On the discussion of this theory on Gg see Wolfe (1995). For a different view see Kane (1986) and 
Bennett (1985). 
92 Partridge (1998) has written a section on corrections, underlining the importance of such a feature in 
the Canterbury Tales and Crow (1935) has studied the corrections in Ps. 
93 Mosser (1986, 1997) has studied the corrections in Cn and En 1 to assess how many hands worked on 
the manuscripts. 

140 



linguistic94 and textual implications. The process of emendation also makes one 

wonder about the general statement that scribes were not reliable copyists. A scribe 

was trained to make copies of a text and these had to be exact copies. In the pope's 

court the documents had to be copied precisely or else the scribe had to replace the 

writing material and write the text again at his own expense.95 

The numerous corrections in Dd pose the question whether the scribe was a good 

copyist. He corrected both the text itself (English) and the marginalia (Latin). 

Corrections are usually made to improve the text and in this sense the scribe wanted to 

prepare a good text, that is to say a text as correct as possible. Was the text to be 

considered a flexible entity that could be altered at anyone's convenience or did it have 

authority? Did the Dd scribe want to prepare an authoritative text? And if so why? 

Probably one may never come to a firm conclusion about these issues.96 An analysis of 

Dd's corrections may help to answer some ofthem.97 However, the main focus of this 

discussion will be based on the textual implications that the corrections in Dd suggest. 

Manly and Rickert were the first scholars to point out that corrections could be a feature 

of the textual transmission of the Canterbury Tales. It is with their comment that I 

introduce the discussion. 

It [Dd] is also most frequently away from its associates, both by shift of exemplar, probably due to 
loss of leaves, and by extensive correction (usually invisible), partly independent, partly from an 
unknown source near the original. Although the text was somewhat carelessly written, some of the 
corrections give the MS authority (Manly and Rickert 1940, I: 102). 

They suggested that there are two ways in which the text seems to have been improved: 

1. Independent scribal corrections that I assume derive from the scribe's own 

understanding of the text; 

2. Authoritative corrections that come from another "good" manuscript. 

94 The varieties of Middle English dialects are numerous. Self-corrections of spelling might indicate to 
what extent a scribe imposed his own spelling on a text or retained the spelling of his exemplar. It is 
claimed that during the fourteenth century there was a linguistic tendency to standardise English. This 
process started out in the Chancery. Clerks who were supposed to work for the Chancery, were trained 
and kept apart from the other people working on this profession. Even if external scribes were also 
accepted in the Chancery to be trained, there was a clear cut distinction between external and internal 
scribes, the one working in the Chancery and the one who were supposed to work outside. See Fisher 
(1977, 1984), Samuels (1963), Blake (1996,172-202) and Richardson (1999). 
95 Professor Enzensberger (2000). Clanchy (1993, 130-1) also pointed out that corrections of manuscripts 
was an important practice and in the Chancery the senior clerk had to check the documents before they 
were sealed. In monasteries written penances were prescribed for negligent scribes (Featherstone 1982). 
96 Lucas discussed Cap grave as an author and a copyist and after analysing the writer's self-correction 
came to the conclusion that the question of author's original is complicated "there may be different 
authorial versions of a text, but they do not necessarily have equal authority" (Lucas 1995, 241). 
97 Ramsey (1994, 377-406) mentioned the corrections in Dd to support his thesis on the provenance of the 
manuscript and the accurateness with which the scribe copied the text. But no analysis was offered. 
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However, they did not consider the possibility that corrections could have come from 

the same exemplar that the scribe used to copy Dd. The scribe could have done one or 

more checks of his copy against his exemplar. Manly and Rickert's comments pose 

questions such as: Did the scribe always improve the text when he emended it? To what 

extent are the corrections "good"? Where did these corrections come from? From the 

copytext he was using? From another one? From the scribe's own understanding of 

what the line should read? My final goal in the present discussion is to test Manly and 

Rickert's theory and to understand whether Dd is carelessly or carefully written. 

As a methodological approach to begin the analysis of the correction I will first collate 

all the corrections, then compare them against other manuscripts. The shade of ink 

might help to establish when a correction was done. There are three different shades of 

ink: the brown ink used for the text and the majority of corrections; the dark brown, 

almost black, ink used in three different instances; and a yellowish ink used rarely. 

7.1 COLLATION 

The text of Dd has more than one hundred and sixty corrections, which are distributed 

through almost all the tales (KN MI RE ML WB FR SU CL ME SQ FK PH PD SH TT 

TM MO NP) and in five of the links (Lt L3 WBP L21 L29). In GP, the existence of a 

small "hole" between line 392 and 393 on f. 7v, most probably caused by rubbing, 

could be interpreted as an emendation, but it does not occur in the text and hence is 

excluded from the following collation. Corrections appear also in the marginalia on ff. 

97r, 105rand 144v. 

The scribe emended his text in different ways. At times he erased a word, rubbing it 

out. At other times, he underdotted what he wanted to cancel and at yet other times he 

deleted the reading with a horizontal or vertical stroke. The emendations are usually 

inserted with carat marks. At times they are written on the same line following the 

correction or over an erasure. Most revisions have been done in brown ink, whose 

shade may vary from lighter to darker brown. Although it is difficult to say exactly 

when they were made, some of them were done during the process of copying. 

Corrections seem to have been made by the same hand throughout. 
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7.1.1 PROCESS OF COLLATION 

I organised the corrections into three groups, A B e, as I believed the discussion will be 

easier once the data have gone through a preliminary sifting. Group A contains all the 

corrections that were made immediately by the scribe and have the same shade of ink as 

the text. Group B comprises all those corrections that were made with the same ink as 

the text, but one cannot tell when precisely the scribe inserted them. Group e includes 

all the corrections that were written with a different shade of ink and therefore they are 

likely to have been made after the body of the text was written. 

In each group, corrections are arranged in their tales or links and each correction is 

reproduced within the line of the text that contains it, for the text could help to 

understand the reason behind the emendation. The collation follows immediately each 

line and here an explanation is offered as to how the emendation took place. 

I collate the corrected readings of the text of Dd against the other manuscripts, as I take 

the view that the correction indicates the final state of the text. If the scribe emended, it 

means that he wanted to change the text and this change is what he considered the better 

reading. However, the original reading is explained in the apparatus before the 

collation. When the collation shows agreement with the correction, no further 

information is given. On the contrary, variants are recorded in the collation in case of 

disagreement between the corrected text in Dd and other witnesses. 

The principle of the collation is the same used in Chapter 5 with a few exceptions. I 

have always collated all the manuscripts I had available in transcription and I did not 

restrict the number of manuscripts to collate. When transcriptions were not available I 

had to supply the information using Manly and Rickert (1940, vols. 4-8) volumes of the 

variants. Manly and Rickert finding are inserted after line and volume in the final part 

of the collation, when available and ifthey differ.98 The collation is inserted in Section 

6 in Vol. 2. 

7.2 DISCUSSION 

When the collation was complete certain typologies of correction became immediately 

clear. It is possible to distinguish the nature of the corrections in groups A and e 
clearly, while the evidence in group B is more difficult to interpret. The data do not 

98 As discussed in Chapter 1.3, Manly and Rickert's collection of the variants is often incomplete. 
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completely support Manly and Rickert's arguments about the nature of these 

corrections. The scribe appeared to have used another exemplar, but the majority of the 

corrections were made to correct his own mistakes; therefore, the corrected line may be 

taken to represent what was in his copytext and so it is not necessary to predicate 

another exemplar. In the following discussion I will explain to what extent such an 

observation can apply to groups A Band C. 

7.2.1 GROUP A 

In group A all the corrections share the common feature that they were made while the 

scribe was copying the text. There are thirty-one corrections in this group. The 

majority of them are due to dittography. In fourteen instances (examples 5, 7, 10, 11, 

13, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 23, 25, 26 and 27) the repetition involves the initial letter of a 

word that appears either before or after the correction. In MI line 481 (example 5) the 

line reads For he h is ... , and the scribe realised that he ha<!.. already written he and 

deleted the <h> with a stroke. He realised this before he copied the <e> of he2• A 

similar thing happened at line 395 of RE (example 7) and paid for s pe sop ere/ ... , 

where <s> is deleted. The copyist realised that he had left out the article while starting 

to write the <s> for sopere and deleted it, so that he could copy his exemplar accurately. 

I have not included in this group another error (example 9) that appears at line 303 of 

WBP: And 3et of oure p Apprentys / lankyn. <p> could be an other example of 

dittography, but a close look at the collation reveals that it could also have a linguistic 

explanation. It seems clear that the scribe's copytext read apprentice, as in the majority 

of the manuscripts including the earlier ones. However, twenty witnesses read prentice. 

The use of prentice along with apprentice indicates that there was no linguistic 

difference between the two words and they could have been used interchangeably, even 

if the metre would be short of one syllable. That there was a linguistic problem with the 

reading apprentice is also indicated in two other manuscripts where the scribe wrote a 

prentis, in this instance, though, the number of syllables is not affected. The scribe of 

Dd realised the mistake he was making and immediately corrected it. 

Of the remaining corrections, nine appear to be simple errors, for the scribe inserted a 

wrong reading, not present in his copy text (examples 3, 14, 16, 24, 30 and 31) or he 

was covering up the mistake he had made (examples 21, 28 and 29). Five marks seem 

to be due to problems with the variant spelling of words (examples 4, 6,8, 12 and 22). 

144 



7.2.2 GROUP B 

Group B is the most extensive. It contains all those examples that I assume were done 

in a second or subsequent check. The scribe must have checked his work sometimes. 

Whether it was done after certain sections or at the end of the work, I cannot tell, but it 

is equally difficult to prove that these corrections were done while copying the 

manuscript. The group contains one hundred and nineteen corrections, which can be 

divided into two subgroups, which I label for the purpose of discussion: Bland B2. B 1 

consists of the corrections which I argue came from the same exemplar used for 

copying. B2 contains those examples where it is not possible to draw a clear line as to 

the origin of the corrections and includes those instances were the use of another 

exemplar seems to be the most acceptable explanation for the corrections. Bland B2 

corrections fall in the same group, as they are all made with the same brown ink. The 

discussion will deal with one typology at a time. 

7.2.2.1 Group Bl 

I argue that the corrections in this group come from corrections of the text against the 

copytext or through the scribe reading over what he had written. Even though no 

correction was done within the line, while copying, it is still possible to demonstrate 

that the scribe corrected the text against his exemplar. The textual history of the 

emendation offers clear evidence for this. In this section, I collected sixty-four 

examples, which can be arranged in three groups: B I a, BIb, B 1 c. 

In group B 1 a, eighteen corrections exhibit an absolute match with all the other 

manuscripts (examples 3~, 40, 41, 44, 57, 66, 82, 88, 110, 112, 113, 120, 123, 127, 131, 

138, 139 and 147). All of them share the same main characteristic: the collation shows 

a unanimous textual history. In KN, line 1536 (example 38) reads ... with loue 

offendest most. The scribe underdotted the last two letters of offendest and added a 

<d> above the correction. No manuscript has Dd's original and therefore the correction 

must come from the copytext. The type of mistake varies in B 1 a. The scribe corrected 

the different spelling of words (examples 40, 44,82 and 138), added omitted readings in 

the line (examples 41, 82 and 147), and replaced incorrect readings (examples 57, 110, 

123, 127 and 138). He also divided two words that he did not separate while copying 

(examples 112, 120 and 131) and in one case he emended a rhyme that he misread due 

to eye-skip (example 113). 
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Twenty-eight emendations have up to eleven witnesses that may disagree with the 

correction in Dd and these form group BIb (examples 35,37,39,42,43,46,51,54,56, 

61,62,68,65,67,68, 74, 76, 78, 95, 125, 126, 128, 130, 134, 136, 140, 144 and 151). 

The evidence found in the majority of the other manuscripts supports the thesis that 

these corrections come from the same copytext. ML line 1043 (example 56) has two 

instances. It has Lasteth the blisse / of Alia / of Custance, the scribe erased a word or 

part of a word now illegible under of in of Alia and deleted with a stroke the of before 

Custance, inserting with above. All the witnesses are with Dd for the first emendation, 

except Enl, which reads wt. The second emendation has desagreement among 

manuscripts. Enl reads of, and other manuscripts and or and of. I considered this 

evidence not strong enough to postulate that Dd's correction comes from a different 

exemplar. 

The same is even clearer in KN line 1402 (example 37) where all the manuscripts apart 

from Fi and Gg have my. At L 1 line 61 (example 46) it is easy to observe that the scribe 

made-an error in recognising the word he was copying. The exemplar must have had 

wyght, however he originally wrote wryght, both words would make sense in the 

sentence: And therfore I euery gentil wryght I pray. Only after a second check he 

realised that this was not quite the same reading he had in his exemplar and had to 

emend his text. All the manuscripts have this reading except Ii and NI. A spelling 

mistake justifies the correction at line 266 of WBP (example 62). The scribe spelled se 

as shee. As noticed also in group A, the scribe started to spell <s> as <sh> (examples 4 

and 12), but he immediately realised the error and deleted the graphs and wrote the 

correct spelling. In this case he did not realise his mistake until he read the line again. 

All the manuscripts have Dd's corrected reading and hence this is a later correction in 

Dd. In these cases one has to accept that the reading was in the copy text and the scribe 

originally misread, skipped or misinterpreted it. 

The other sixteen corrections in group B 1 show uncertainty in the line of descent and 

constitute the group B 1 c. The evidence of the manuscripts seems to suggest that the 

corrected reading was in the copy text. In WBP at line 295 (example 63) the scribe has 

changed in my face with up on my face. In this circumstance it may represent a change 

in metre or a development in the use of the language. One wonders which expression 

was the most common; up on my face is present in the majority of the witnesses and 

seems to be more conservative as it appears in the majority of manuscripts and also Ad3 
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and Ch. Considering these observations, I think that the correction came from Dd's 

copytext. 

7.2.2.2 Group B2 

B2 contains fifty-three corrections of group B. It includes those corrections that do not 

share any evidence in the manuscript tradition and it is with those that I shall begin the 

discussion of this group: B2a. 

Only a few examples (examples 53, 71, 72, 101. 106, 116, 117 and 143) do not have 

any textual support or only few manuscripts agree with the correction. In FR line 25 

(example 72) the scribe corrected the spelling of spare into spere. No manuscript has 

spere and one has to conclude that the copyist emended the vowel according to his own 

understanding. At line 266 CL (example 10 1), the scribe wrote on an erasure be founde, 

but be is underdotted. The line reads That may be founde / as fer as lasteth ytaille. It is 

difficult to believe that the line could make sense for the scribe without the verb 10 be, 

and that the scribe confused the past participle founde with the infinitive finden and 

considered them interchangeable. This is not a common correction for the Dd scribe; he 

seems to understand what he is doing. A closer look at the correction suggests that the 

dots underneath be referred to the erased reading, but it is not very clear. In SQ the 

scribe corrected the spelling of the word here at line 290 (example 116). The line had a 

difficult reading: What nedeth to 30W / rehercen here / here array. No other 

manuscripts have the word here repeated twice. It is likely that the scribe copied it 

twice by mistake. While correcting his text he realised that two identical readings 

would not make sense and lengthened the vowel of the first here making it into heere. 

heere makes it clear that they are two distinct words. He left the extra word and did not 

delete it. Again such a correction would make the line understandable. However. the 

manuscript tradition indicates that the line should be read with only one here = herlhir 

(their). Only nine manuscripts have a spurious reading in place of heere. The 

remaining six examples share with these three the same characteristics: there is no 

textual evidence to support a correction and the correction in itself does not represent an 

improvement in the text. I suppose that these are those corrections that Manly and 

Rickert classified as independent corrections, but their number is insignificant 

compared with the rest of the corrections which are based on textual support. 

In group B2b, there are forty-three corrections that are difficult to classify (examples 32, 

33,34,45,49,52,55,58,59,60,69,72,73,75, 76,77,80, 81,83,84, 86, 89,90,92: 
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93,94,95,96,97, 98, 104, 105, 114, 115, 119, 124, 129, 132, 133, 135, 141, 145 and 

146). It is difficult to specify whether they come from the copytext or another 

exemplar. It is time to insert at this point of the discussion the idea of an alternative 

exemplar used for revision. 

Manly and Rickert argued that the revisions came from a different exemplar. I have 

argued so far that the corrections come from the same exemplar used for copying. After 

the discussion in Chapter 4, in which it was pointed out that the scribe did not have all 

the material available when he started copying the manuscript, it is possible that some 

of the corrections were introduced using a different exemplar, perhaps the units which 

came along later had other textual parts included. although they do not seem to be 

complete manuscripts. 

At line 416 of KN (example 32), Dd is with Cp and the majority of the other 

manuscripts suppressing the negative nam. The scribe first copyed In, then he deleted 

<n> with two strokes. Cx2 and Hg read I ne am, El Gg Ha4 reads I nam. The scribe 

wrote an <n>, but instead of attaching it to the verb, he attached it to I. While he was 

proof-reading he realised his mistake and corrected it, but cancelled the <n>. If his 

exemplar had read the line without the <n>, I wonder why he would have copied it in 

the first place. It is possible that the double negative was redundant to him and as for 

other scribes and a coincidence made him make the same variation. It is also possible 

that this correction was made without an exemplar. Considering this evidence it is 

difficult to judge whether the correction is due to contamination, coincident variation or 

comes from the same copy text. Another interesting example occurs at line 1164 of WB 

(example 70). The scribe changed the position of is synne before properly t~ synne is 

after Verray. After the correction the line reads Verray synne is pouverte properly. 

Ad3 and Ch share the same reading as the corrected line of Dd, while all the other 

manuscripts including Hg Gg and Cp have the original reading of Dd. Also in this case 

it is difficult to understand why the scribe decided to change the position of these 

readings. It is even more difficult to think that this correction was done without a 

written exemplar from which it was possible to copy the emendation. In the whole 

corpus of corrections this kind of emendation is very rare. 

In certain circumstances it seems that the scribe was dealing with a copytext, which had 

uncertainties. In KN lines 1127 (example 33) and 1128 (example 34) have a 

complicated textual history for the final rhyme. At line 1127 Dd rhymes vois with reys. 
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Then he changed vois into ve3e and reys into rese. Ad3 Cp El Gg and Hg agree with 

the change. But there are many other scribes who changed the rhyme. I cannot say 

why this happened, but it could be that the copytext was not clear or had more than one 

option and the scribe was confused. If so, there is no justification in looking for another 

exemplar. The problem comes from the copytext. It could be that Chaucer himself did 

not make up his mind on this line, and the difference in readings reflects authorial 

changes. I have avoided dealing with authorial intentions so far and I do not want to 

enter the question now. However, there are at least two more instances in the text 

where the correction probably came from a correction in the copytext rather than from 

scribal interference or the use of a different exemplar. Line 12 of Lt (example 45.) 

reads: The millere / p' for dronken was / of Ale. Of Ale is written above al pale, the 

rhyming word that appears in all the earlier manuscripts. This could be just a mistake 

as the same rhyming-word is present a few lines above, but this correction is inserted as 

an interlinear correction and no mark of deletion appears in Dd. Again one could argue 

that the scribe forgot to mark it. This does not mirror the evidence so far discussed, as 

he always marks his other corrections. A look at the other manuscripts reveals that 

another scribe had the same problem. The scribe of En 1 copied of ale and added 

immediately after all pale. It has been argued that En 1 could be a copy of Dd,99 

therefore this reading could have entered its text in this way. In this case one is not 

dealing with a copy of Dd, but with a copy of the same exemplar of Dd. En 1 does not 

agree with Dd in all the corrections. I would think that if a manuscript is a copy of 

another, it should have at least many of the emendations that the copy text had. En 1 

shares some corrections with Dd, for example, at 32,48,49 and 79, but it is not with Dd 

in its corrections in many occasions: examples 69, 70, 73, 76, 77, 80, 81, 83, etc. 

There is another example in TT, where the arguments so far presented for the line of 

KN, can support the observation of a copytext with uncertainties. Line 192 (example 

133) reads: And forth vp on his weye wold. rod is added above wold without any mark 

of emendation, as in the case just discussed above. Here En 1 does not exhibit the same 

problem, but reads rod with El and Ch. However, Ad3 Cp Gg Ha4 and Hg have a 

completely different reading: glood. The fact that there are three different variants 

witnessed at such an early stage could mean that at least one exemplar had the line, 

which could be confused. Otherwise one has to assume that at least three manuscripts 

99 Manly and Rickert state: "En\ though not the earliest, is the most constant member of the subgroup 
llii, the earlier branch of Group B. and is therefore the best representative of the ng subgroup" (1940, 1: 
131 ). 
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were in circulation which had three different readings in the line and the scribe of Dd 

had the chance to look at two of them, one with the reading rod and the other, his 

copytext, with the reading wold. 

I have left for the last part of the discussion in the B2b group, the corrections carried out 

in the extra passages of WBP as they requires a separate discussion for its peculiar 

textual situation. These passages are found in another sixteen witnesses: Ch Cn Cx I 

Cx2 DsI Enl He Ii Ma Ne Pn Ryl Se Si Tc2 Wy. The scribe of Dd emended the text at 

line 44-3 (example 58), 44-4 (example 59), 44-5 (example 60) and these corrections are 

in agreement with only Cx2 Pn and Wy. At line 44-3, the Dd scribe deleted diuerse and 

added parfit, he substituted clerkes for werkes, which was probably an error from 

copying the following rhyme-word. Then he deleted a at line 44-4, and eventually 

changed man for werkman in line 44-5. 

Only three incunabula agree with Dd in these emendations, except in line 44-4. Here it 

appears that the deletion of a is a result of correcting another scribal mistake. As a is 

included in DsI Enl Ryl and Si only. The reason why no other manuscript had the 

same variants is obscure but there are a few possibilities that might be considered. The 

scribe of Dd could have made these corrections, while revising the text, as he is thought 

to have added the passages altogether, 100 and from there they passed to Cx2. This 

would mean that Caxton had Dd in his shop while revising his first edition. But this 

possibility is not convincing. IOI 

The recent studies in the textual tradition of WBP have shown that Cx2 is using a very 

early manuscript of exceptional authority. It seems that Dd had access to this same 

manuscript or something close to it 102 It is possible that the scribe of Dd and Caxton 

used the same exemplar for these corrections. This could imply that Dd may have used 

this exemplar also to enter other corrections in his text as discussed below. The 

corrections in the extra passages are not easy to explain, for it seems that not only was 

there a version of the poem with the passages and a version without them, but also the 

additional passages exist in two different versions. If one assumed that this other 

100 Blake (1985. 130-35) and Kennedy (1997). 
101 See also the discussion on the extra passages ofWBP in Chapter 5.3. 
102 See Robinson (1997). On this Dunn commented: "Dd has 'this form of the line 8S a correction by a 
later hand. Y must, therefore, have been 8 manuscript of very high authority at least in this one passage. 
If it were Dd, then Caxton would have had to use other manuscripts to get the lines in Cx2 which Dd 
lacks. It may have been the manuscripts from which Dd borrowed, or it may have borrowed from Dd, or 
from Dd's exemplar." Dunn also pointed out that the corrections in Dd are in another hand. but this is 
incorrect. The same hand made all the corrections (1940. 34-5). 
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manuscript of exceptional authority existed, it is possible it had the passages corrected. 

This would explain the corrections at line 44-3, 44-4 and 44-5. Further considerations 

on the use of another exemplar will be discussed in the next group of corrections. 

7.2.3 GROUP C 

The group C contains all those corrections which were made in different shades of ink 

as they are bound to have been inserted in Dd at a later stage. It also includes those 

lines which seem to have been marked for corrections. As already noted, the same 

scribe who worked on the text made the corrections. However, in five instances 

someone placed a cross next to a line. I cannot say who placed these marks, whether 

the scribe or someone else who was checking his work. These crosses appear at line 

836 (example 157) of ME, at lines 431 (example 159) and 494 (example 160) of MO, 

and at line 241 (example 161) of NU. All four cases point to lines that needed 

emendation, but only line 241 is corrected. 

At line 241 of NU the cross seems to point to the correction of the rhyming-word. Dd 

originally reads 3e shuln come / vn to his blisful place, but place is replaced by reste. 

Indeed the only other manuscript, which had place, is Ch. The majority of the 

manuscripts read reste, but Cx2 El and Hg have teste. place was used three lines above 

as a final word and eye-skip could explain the wrong rhyme, and for this reason I 

believe that reste was the reading in the copytext. The evidence that Ch had place does 

not justify the assumption that the correction comes from another exemplar. Besides, 

only Cx2 El and Hg read feste. This seems to strengthen the fact that Cx2 uses a very 

good. manuscript, but Dd's scribe does not use this same manuscript, unless one 

assumes that the <f.> in feste was misread for long <r> by some scribe at some point of 

the textual transmission of this reading. The scribe of Dd wrote reste with a long <r>. 

The other examples do not have any correction even if a comparison with the rest of the 

tradition tells us that probably an insertion was needed. Example 157 starts with Shu 

and a blank space. The reason for this reading is not clear and other manuscripts have a 

different reading. Example 160 has a word missing after proude. All the exemplars 

agree in having proude worde apart from those manuscripts that could relate closely to 

Dd (Enl Ln Ne Tc3). We will never know why these last examples were left like that. 

Probably the scribe could not get hold of an exemplar with the alternative readings. 
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The other six corrections included in the group are all made by the scribe, three of them 

are inserted in a yellowish ink (examples 152, 155 and 156) and three in black carbon 

ink (examples 153, 154 and 158.) 

In ML 746 (example 152) the scribe inserted a the in yellow before croys. All the early 

manuscripts, including Ad3, read a. Cx 1 and Cx2 with the 12 and the ~ group read the. 

The other two corrections in yellow ink are present in MO. These appear to be just 

corrections made to wrong readings. He corrected makys into markys at line 667 

(example 155) and Te to The at line 750 (example 156). However, it seems that the 

scribe realised his mistakes only at a later stage and corrected his text with the ink he 

had available. In all these three circumstances one does not need to have another 

witness to make these corrections. The first example could be an omission from his 

copytext, while the second two are merely spelling mistakes. 

The same explanation could be considered for the correction in PH (example 158). The 

copyist wrote deere as the rhyming word for line 179. This word forms the rhyme of 

the preceding line, spelt dere. deere has been underdotted and Claudius inserted with a 

darker shade of ink. No other witnesses have deere at this line, hence the correction 
.; 

comes from the exemplar, but again after a second check. 

Line 521 (example 153) in SU is clearly a later insertion because it was made with a 

very dark shade of ink. The scribe copied line 522 and left a one line-gap. This line did 

not have a matching rhyming line to form the couplet. It is likely that the exemplar did 

not have this line, otherwise the scribe would not have jumped the line. Had he had the 

line to copy, he would have copied it as he did for the rest of the text. He left a gap 

expecting a line to come i.e. he was hoping for another manuscript to arrive. However, 

this exemplar had the couplet reversed. What the scribe copied as line 521 was instead 

line 522 and therefore he wrote a and b next to the lines, to indicate reversal. The 

collation tells us that Ad3 Cp Cx2 El Gg Ha4 and Hg have the line, while ex I and En I 

have the line missing. In the same tale after line 543 another line was added with the 

same shade of ink. Again the manuscripts with this line are Ad3 Cp Cx2 El Gg Ha4 

and Hg. The rest of the manuscripts either have omitted the line or have a different line 

altogether. This later insertion implies that the scribe of Dd had to look for another 

exemplar in order to complete the text he was copying. I believe that this other 

exemplar is the same used to correct the extra passages in WBP and probably other 

readings of group B2. 
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I have shown that line 521 in SU is a later insertion in Dd. This line has also a spelling 

variant within the line, that may not be significant, but it should be considered, since the 

Dd scribe seems to be attentive to spelling. In PH 52 the scribe corrected short <s> in 

seme with long <s> (example 21). At SU 521 Cp El Gg Ha4 and Hg read Who euere 

herde / of swich a thing er now. Only Ad3 Cx2 and Dd read the line Who euere herde 

/ of swich a thing or now. These three exemplars only have the variant or and this 

suggests that they could have in common a manuscript with the variant or in the line. It 

is possible that this is a coincidence, as er and 0 r are spelling variants. There are, 

though, other examples in the corrections of group B2 where either Ad3 or Cx2 or both 

of them share with Dd the correction of the line at least in SU (233, 297, 538 and 583). 

They are not unique variants as they share the reading with other manuscripts. 

The evidence of the corrections in the text tells us that in a few occasions the scribe may 

have had access to "better readings" from a different exemplar. 

7.3 AFTERWORD 

The analysis of the data offers many threads for discussion; above all some corrections 

have a truly important textual implication. What I hope I have clarified is the fact that 

the scribe of Dd may not be a careful copyist, but he was a careful corrector. He did 

make mistakes, but he also revised his text to tidy it of his mistakes. The process of 

revision was not made without an authority that authorised the correction. Only a few 

instances can be shown to have no textual basis. The rest of the emendations are clearly 

made to correct his mistake. The majority of the corrections come from his own 

copytext and they agree with the reading in the other manuscripts. This copy text 

appears to have had uncertainties and corrections. It is possible that the scribe had 

access to another exemplar to make those emendations not available in his copytext. 

However, one does not have to assume that just because the correction is a good one, it 

must come from another exemplar. It is also possible that the scribe had before him 

more than one copy text while copying his text as Hammond (1929, 31) suggested for 

another scribe ofthis Chaucerian poem. The question then would be how a scribe could 

have so many exemplars and what his position was in the web of Chaucerian 

manuscript production. 

The carefulness in correcting Dd stands against the "carelessness" in copying it. It was 

argued that the scribe was an amateur. Indeed, the process of revision supports the fact 

that he was interested in what he was copying. But at the same time it also points out a 
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good training in proof-reading his text. This training was taught to scribes (Clanchy 

1993, 130). This last comment does not reject the possibility that the scribe was 

copying a book for himself, although it makes one think whether the Dd scribe should 

really be consider an amateur. The matter is discussed further in Chapter 9.2. The 

scribe seems to stand out from those copyists who were altering the text, or at least the 

care he put in correcting his text is remarkable. What all these corrections seem to 

reflect is that the scribe thought that a "good" text was a "correct" text and the authority 

of this correction came from another text. 
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8. The spelling system in Dd 

Scholars have paid little or no attention to the spelling system in Dd. Manly and 

Rickert indicated that the dialect of Dd is from the East Midland 103 and they commented 

on the spelling: 

There is no pronounced variation from the language of Hg and El. The spelling shows frcquent 3 
(especially palatal); fairly frequent p; rare sch; occasional v for wand w for v (vessh, glowys); 
preferred 1- for pp. prefix. There is little vowel doubling and no unusual consonant doubling; -e is 
sometimes added to indicate long vowel. There is some coosistency in spelling a given word the same 
way. A noteworthy characteristic is the variability, apparently in blocks, in ways of spelling common 
words (meche-muche, ony-any, companye-compaignye) (Manly and Rickert 1940, I: 102). 

Manly and Rickert noted, in particular, that the language in Dd is similar to that in Hg 

and El and that certain spellings may reflect textual affiliations. Mosser in his 

description of Dd reiterates Manly and Rickert's belief about possible textual affiliations 

in certain spellings: 

The patterned variation of the spellings for <any> (any/ ony), <ere> (er/or), <much> (meche/muche), 
and <company> (companye/compaignye), along with the numerous subsequent corrections to the text 
(often in a discernibly different shade of ink and size of hand), suggest the use of multiple exemplars. 
Ch and Ln make use of different segments of the a exemplars, one batch containing er and the othcr or 
spellings. It is possible, then, th&t the break up of the a exemplars reversed the process of assembly: 
texts acquired from one source contained the spelling er, while those from a second source contained 
the spelling or, and these once physically discrete sets of texts reverted to that state when they were 
redistributed (Mosser 2000). 

This chapter will test these observations, hoping to give further clarification to the 

points so far presented about Dd and its scribe. Its text is close to Hg and the scribe is a 

careful copyist. The study will help to clarify the type of material the Dd scribe used to 

copy his manuscript, namely addressing the possibility that the scribe used multiple 

exemplars. My proposal is to pick one linguistic aspect, the spelling system, and 

consider whether and how it may reveal something more about the initial stage of the 

103 Manly and Rickert (1940, 1: 102). Their dialectal discussions are based upon the study and the maps 
of Moore, Meech and Whitehall (1935). This was one of the first attempts to produce a map of Middle 
English dialects. For a review of their work, see the introduction in LALME (Mclntosh, Samuels, and 
Benskin 1986, 1: 4). 
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textual transmission of the Canterbury Tales. Scholars are familiar with the concept of 

using spellings for historical linguistic analysis, or for mapping and localising medieval 

dialects. However, the study of scribal spelling systems to test textual affiliation is 

regarded with scepticism on the assumption that a shift of exemplar, which may be 

found analysing minor variants, may not match or confirm the same hypothesis when 

spelling is considered. This is true in those manuscripts in which the spelling system of 

the scribe is extremely consistent (Robinson 1999). Moreover, there is also an 

argument that spellings represent accidentals of a text, are distributed at random and, 

therefore, not worth considering for textual analysis. However, these arguments may 

not work for all the scribes who copied the Canterbury Tales. The earlier manuscripts 

and Dd in particular seem to be the outcome of compiling forces that tried to pull 

together material left piecemeal; therefore it is interesting to consider whether any 

spelling analysis of the text of Dd reveals more about this process. Although scholars 

have attempted to study and map the dialects of a given text to test manuscript 

transmission,lo4 little research has been done in this direction for the Canterbury 

Tales. 10s In this chapter, I illustrate the further tests that I made to these observations. I 

also consider whether this methodology might be worth applying to other early 
" 

manuscripts to obtain a map of scribal spellings, which could be related to the early 

stages of the text and its genesis. 

8.1 METHODOLOGY 

Mclntosh introduced the idea that scribes could be classified into different categories 

depending on the linguistic treatment they imposed on the text they were copying. He 

wrote: "A medieval scribe copying an English manuscript which is in a dialect other 

than his own may do one of three things: A. He may leave it more or less unchanged, 

like a modem scholar transcribing such a manuscript. This appears to happen only 

somewhat rarely. B. He may convert it into his own kind of language, making 

innumerable modifications to the orthography, the morphology, and the vocabulary. 

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

104 McIntosh (1962) analysed the dialectal forms represented by Robert Thomton in the Alliterative Morte 
Arthure to detect textual transmission of this text. Benskin and Laing underlined that "To have some idea 
of its dialectal transmission may be invaluable for an editor seeking to elucidate the text of a copy in 
mixed language: some types of errors may turn out to be predictable on merely linguistic grounds, and 
criteria for choosing between alternative readings or emendations may emerge" (Benskin and Laing 1981, 
85). 
10S Smith (1983) studied the tradition of the works in Chaucer and Gower from a linguistic point of view. 
See also his articles in Smith (l988a). Horobin (1998, 2000) discussed the possibility that, once the 
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also happens commonly" (McIntosh 1973,61). Benskin and Laing (1981,56) have 

developed and redefined McIntosh's opinions, proposing that these conclusions could be 

considered "to reveal in considerable detail the linguistic behaviour of a scribe in course 

of copying a text". In their methodology they developed a questionnaire that would 

compile an ordered, partially ordered and sequential profile of the scribe/s of the text 

considered. The analysis of these profiles would entitle a scholar to judge whether the 

language reproduced is a pseudo-Mischsprache, Mischsprache or a complete translation 

from one dialect to another (Benskin and Laing 1981, 59-97). Once the linguistic 

behaviour of a scribe has been determined, further textual analysis could be applied. 

The first methodological approach would be to identify certain spellings, collect and 

collate them within Dd, paying attention to all the different spellings a form could have. 

The electronic transcription of Dd made the progress of collecting the various spellings 

quick and efficient. Once this operation has been carried out, the occurrences are 

represented in charts that map tales and links in the manuscript. 

The selection of the data depended initially on certain forms detected during the 

collation of MI and FK. In that process, it was apparent that the Dd scribe consistently 

used certain forms as compared to Hg. For example, he used had for hadde, and among 

the modals shuld for sholde, durst for dorste. In the adjectives he uses such for swich, 

in particular in FK. The spellings suggested by Manly and Rickert had also to be 

collected to test their theory. Finally, I considered also the items saw and again after 

the discussions proposed by scholars about Chaucerian spellings. 106 Once I had 

identified these items, I checked them across the remaining tales and links in Dd. I used 

LALME to check different spellings of the same item. However, I considered and listed 

separately graphemes such as <1i> and <3>, as they are recorded in the transcriptions of 

the Project and may be significant for the discussion. IO
? 

This first step provided some data to work on, but it would lack a basis of comparison to 

establish the kind of work the Dd scribe was doing. No other script of the scribe has 

spelling preferences of a scribe is defined, it is possible by comparison to reconstruct possible archetypal 
forms and compile a list of Chaucerian orthographic preferences. 
106 See Samuels (1988), Benson (1992) and Horobin (1998, 2000, 2000a). 
107 The choice for the transcriptions of the Canterbury Tales Project lies "between a graphemic 
transcription, aiming to preserve all information about distinct spellings in the manuscripts, and a 
graphetic transcription, aiming to preserve all information about distinct letter forms in the manuscripts" 
(Robinson and Solopova 1993, 24). The authors of the LALME decided to ignore "pure allographic (i.e. 
non-contrastive) variation, as seen in all the minute differences in the shapes of letters and the symbols 
used in abbreviation", although they recognised that they are variations in spelling and "have a potential 
relevance to the dialectology of written Middle English" (McIntosh, Samuels. and Benskin 1986. 1: 6). 
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been identified and therefore it is difficult to postulate any result about how he treated 

the spelling he was copying. Since Hg has acted consistently in the thesis as base for 

comparison, I chose to compare its spelling to the one in Dd. However, Ha4 and Cp 

substituted Hg when it is not available. Hg has been treated in the same way as Dd. 

The results are displayed in the charts presented in Section 7 in Vol. 2. I am not 

attempting a complete linguistic scribal profile of the Dd scribe~ 108 I am testing a 

possible theory. I chose a few key words, twelve in total, that I thought could give me 

sufficient data to experiment with the mapping of spellings and to decide what kind of 

scribe the copyist of Dd is. Once the typology of interventions that the Dd scribe made 

to the text has been clarified it should be possible to answer three basic questions: 

1. Does the Dd scribe have a spelling system? 

2. What is the spelling system of the scribe? 

3. How many copytexts do his spellings suggest? 

8.2 DISCUSSION 

Some tentative suggestions as to what constitutes the exemplar that the scribe used to 

prepare Dd were put ~forward in Chapter 6. There, I suggested that the minor variants in 

L 1 MI and FK pointed at an exemplar textually very close to Hg, but not descended 

from Hg. That investigation was carried out only on three portions of the text and in 

this discussion I wish to experiment with a technique that included the Dd manuscript as 

a whole, hoping to find additional evidence to support or refute this former suggestion. 

As pointed out above, Hg is acting as a basis of comparison, and differences between 

Dd and Hg will be discussed. The texts in Hg and Dd could differ beyond the linguistic 

practice of the scribe on the basis of many matters - the use of different exemplars is 

one of those. 

Several possibilities could be taken into account when one is talking about the exemplar 

that was used to prepare Dd. These could be listed as follows regardless of the points 

that I have already made in the thesis: 

1. Dd from Hg; 

2. Dd from Hg and additional material; 

108 McIntosh (1974, 1975) introduced the concept of creating profiles for medieval scribe and he 
distinguishes between linguistic and graphetic profiles. In particular for his discussion about linguistic 
profiles, see the introduction of LALME (Mclntosh, Samuels, and Benskin 1986. vo!. 1). 
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3. Dd from Hg's copytext; 

4. Dd from Hg's copytext and additional material; 

5. Dd from a copytext other than the one just considered; 

6. Dd from several copytexts other than the one already listed. 

By "additional material" one could think of: 

1. Those parts of the text that are not included in Hg, which one assumes were not 

present in Hg's copytext. 

2. Material that comes from exemplars other than Hg or its copytext, although these 

parts are present in the text we have now, but not available for the scribe. 

3. Leaves that could be written again to fit the organisation of the text. The material 

used to change that part of the text could be different from the whole copy text, this may 

be significant in an unusual quire: e.g. quire 5 in which the first paper bifolia was 

substituted and the watennark sequence interrupted; L 17 was inserted in this leaf. 

The mapping of the spellings across Dd should enable me to regard these points 

prospectively and detect which one of the spellings ought to be considered for any 

conclusions. 

It has been emphasised that the scribe who copied Hg was imposing his own usage on 

the text he was copying, although it has also been suggested that such a translation is 

not so straightforward as it seems (Horobin 1998). A comparison between Dd and Ilg 

is, therefore, the best way to detect whether in Dd there are any spellings that indicate 

any of the possibilities listed above. Relict forms that are present in Dd and Hg could 

offer a clue; any difference with Hg could also be discussed considering whether Hg or 

Dd has a consistent spelling system that is applied to the text. The difference is what 

matters as scribes can have fixed forms for some words, active and passive forms for 

other words, and a few distinctive choices for some other words. These forms mayor 

may not agree with other scribes, each scribe may have an individual training or may 

adopt a spelling system on his own. Their spelling system may be applied more easily 

in verse than in prose and constrained environments - namely rhyming words. 

Therefore, TM and rhyming words need attention during the discussion. The data 

indicate that there are consistencies in the copying of certain items in both Dd and Hg, 

although the forms are not identical. Other items show a high degree of variation. 
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8.2.1 DISCUSSION OF CHARTS 

There are two items in the data that show consistency throughout Dd in their medial 

position: 'shal' in its plural form is consistently rendered <u> (Figure 19), 'should' in all 

its forms and persons maintains <u> (Figure 21). In the present indicative plural the 

suffix <n> is usually used with five exceptions, in which <en> or no ending is included. 

In shuld the final <e> does not have a consistent distribution, the second person singular 

is indicated by <est> and once by <us!>; <en> is used occasionally in the plural form. 

The scribe of Hg spells 'shal' in the present indicative plural both with median <u> and 

<a> (Figure 20), but always uses <0> for 'should' in all numbers and persons (Figure 

22). Irregularly the scribe is using <en> or <n> for the plural in shul. He always spells 

shal with no ending and shold with final <e>. shold is uncommonly spelt with final <en> 

in the plural and always <est> for the second person singular. The <u> form of the 

plural indicative 'shat' has been studied as a typical spelling of type III of the London 

dialect (Samuels 1988). The alternation of forms <o>/<u> in 'should' was also 

considered in particular in relationship with the types of English that could characterise 

the dialect of the London area. 109 The item maps of the LALME indicate that these two 

forms are geographically spread more or less uniformly in England (McIntosh, 

Samuels, and Benskin 1986, 2: 105-10). 

The degree of uniformity in Dd suggests that the form <u> in these items is part of the 

spelling system of the Dd scribe that he would apply consistently in his repertoire. The 

agreement of these forms does not leave too much for textual discussion. Hg uses the 

form of shal in the indicative plural, but the lack of any of these forms in Dd does not 

permit comparison and discussion. There are only two possible scenarios in Dd: I. The 

scribe consistently changed any form different from his own into his active repertoire; 

2. The scribe found the form in his copy text and mirrored the exemplar faithfully. 

Given the consistency shown also by the Hg scribe, it is likely that the Dd scribe was 

trained to prefer the <u> form to any other, and it could be that this form also coincided 

with his passive repertoire and therefore he would not unconsciously use any other 

spelling. Such an observation is supported by the scribal treatment of <sh>, in which he 

is not fully consistent. 

109 Samuels (1963) has proposed four types to describe the London dialects as they appear in the London 
documents. Each type seems to be typical of the London area and their progressive change is influenced 
by immigration of scribes that input their own spelling into a system they were trying to learn. For a 
comprehensive list of spelling see Smith (1995, 73-4). 
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The Dd scribe generally adopts the <sh> form, although he spells <sch> six times 

(Figure 23): 2 in schal (present indicative singular), 1 in schuln (present indicative 

plural) and 3 in schulde (past singular). The Hg scribe is consistent in adopting the <sh> 

form and he also opts for the same spelling in El, the other manuscript of the 

Canterbury Tales that he copied. The spelling <sch> in Dd appears in LI5 lines 9 and 

20 and in CY lines 10,21, 31 and 35. LI5 and CY are not present in Hg. LIS is the 

prologue to the Merchant's Tale, that in Hg is represented by L20. CY never found its 

way in Hg for some reason. 

A collation of the lines with the <sch> form in the manuscripts that have the text shows 

that there is an agreement with other manuscripts: En 1 agrees with Dd only at line 9 in 

LIS scholde. In particular Dd is in agreement with Cp (L 15 is not present as some 

leaves are missing in this part of the manuscript) and Ha4. These are two other early 

manuscripts copied by the same scribe of West Midland origin who migrated into 

London (Smith 1988) and who would have such a form in his spelling system. It seems 

that Dd was familiar with <sch> and most probably he found this form and copied it 

from the exemplar into the text he was preparing. However. he does not seem to have 

found it in any other parts of the copy text he was coping. The analysis of the minor 

variants in FK and MI suggested that the scribe who copied Dd was working with a 

copytext textually very similar to the one of Hg. The fact that Hg does not have LIS 

and CY would make the Dd scribe look for them elsewhere, provided he knew he had to 

insert them and they were not already present in the copy text he was using. He copied 

LIS and CY without suppressing the <sch> form, which was probably familiar to him 

fh" . 110 as part 0 IS passive repertOire. 

In these parts of the' text Cp and Ha4 have a consistent number of occurrences of <sch> 

as it is the form adopted by the scribe. The presence of the six occurrences in Dd 

indicates an exemplar which regularly presents these forms or else these forms are 

relicts that the Dd scribe did not translate consistently. The other manuscripts 

belonging to the ~ group do not have this form. as the more common <sh> is adopted. 

and any further evidence seems to have been lost; Enl uses <sch> only at line 9 in LIS. 

Although the Dd scribe seems to have maintained <sch>, he did not reproduce the <0> 

in 'should' as it appears in Cp (CY 35). in Ha4 (LIS 9) and in Enl (L15 9). assuming 

110 See Section 6.1.1 in Vol. 2 for correction of <sch> to <sh>. Kristensson (1995, 136-7) underlines that 
palatal se is written <sc> or <sch> in documents of the East Midlands up to 1350, although other forms 
appear. See also the form in the West Midlands, Kristensson (1987. 177-8). 

161 



that he had that in front of him. He preferred the <u> form and this is further proof that 

he was imposing this specific spelling on the text he was copying. However, without 

additional comparison such a form is of no use in drawing additional textual 

observations; on the contrary <sh> had an interesting impact on the text that should be 

taken into account discussing the organisation of the text in Dd. 

No other item collected in the data shows such an uniform distribution. Although it 

seems that there is a system adopted by the scribe, certain spellings are preferred over 

others, showing a certain degree of consistency in copying his text. 

The spellings <hadde> and/or <had> are used in both Dd (Figure 24) and Hg (Figure 

25) to represent all the occurrences of the past tense indicative, singular and plural, of 

the past participle and the auxiliary of the present and past perfect; it is also the form of 

the subjunctive. When hadde is used, the plural form is spelt with final <n> more 

commonly in Hg than in Dd and the second person singular is spelt with the suffix <st> 

in Hg and in Dd. The alternation between the two forms depends on the reduction of 

unstressed syllables as already discussed in Chapter 6, that made most of the 

morphological suffixes disappear. The charts s,how that the Dd scribe is less 

conservative that the Hg scribe in writing hadde with its short form (Figure 6). It also 

indicates that both spellings were familiar to him, although had is his preferred form. 

The Dd scribe fairly consistently replaced the long form with the short form. This 

process is clear in the first part of the text and in the group of tales WB FR L 11 SU, it 

seems that there is a change after L 14, where the scribe retains many of the hadde form 

as compared to Hg. 

Benskin and Laing suggested that a scribe who is translating a text often does not apply 

this technique thoroughly, but the text shows a progressive translation. The translated 

forms are more common at the end of the text than at the beginning as the scribe needs 

to get accustomed to the copytext he is using (Benskin and Laing 1981 t 66). The 

observation is based on the assumption that a scribe is copying his text progressively 

from the beginning to the end. The poem of the Canterbury Tales is a text that could be 

divided into parts and independent units could be copied without being progressive. All 

depends on the state of the exemplar that the scribe received and what constitutes that 

exemplar. 

The Dd chart reveals that for some reason there is a concentration of mixing forms at 

the end. Explanations could be various: 1. The scribe copied progressively and at the 
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end got tired of applying a consistent translation to the text and increasingly tended to 

retain the form he found in his exemplar; 2. The scribe copied it regressively; 3. The 

scribe was using a different copytext, in which the number of forms to translate into had 

were more numerous than in the other part of the text. This last point is worth 

investigating further. 

Hg has only 32 occurrences of had and all of them are in agreement with Dd, same line 

same place. However, it is noticeable that in Dd (Figure 24) there is a distinctive group 

that seems to go together in the middle of the chart where WBP WB FR SU appear. 

The sequence interrupts and starts again disruptively until ME FK CL L14. The order 

of the textual part differs from Dd to Hg, but the concentration of had forms is 

distinctive in WBP WB FR SU in both manuscripts (Figure 24 and Figure 25). It is 

possible that Hg found had in his exemplar and a comparison with Cp confirms that 

there is agreement in 8 instances with Hg across RE, WBP FR SU and NP. Going back 

to Dd, had the scribe in front of him an exemplar with an higher occurrences of had he 

would do a thorough job by changing all the other hadde into what is also his own 

preferred form. It is less likely that this would happen if the scribe used a copy text with 

only hadde in it; the required effort would rise leaving a higher margin of unchanged 

forms. 

There is, though, an additional consideration to make before drawing any conclusions. 

It could be that many of the occurrences of hadde at the end of the manuscript were a 

result of constrained environment such as rhyme. It was noted that "In rhyming texts 

themselves, scribes on occasion scrutinise rather carefully that class of words marked 

by the line-end, translating where possible but otherwise maintaining the authorial 

rhyme" (Benskin and Laing 1981, 71). In the instance of hadde only eight of the 

spelling arise in that position: 1 MI 374, 1 ML 346, 4 MO 152-216-647-726, 1 NU 371 

and 1 SH 333. Despite all these considerations it is likely that the two spellings in Dd 

and in Hg mirror each other. Dd could have used both Hg or the copytext of Hg, but 

given the two forms in each it may be simpler to accept that Dd usually replaced hadde 

with had partly because that form was also in Hg, provided Hg was his exemplar, but 

did not do so consistently. 

The item 'dare' shows a pattern similar to 'had', The plural number, the second and third 

persons of the past are spelled in Dd <durst>, in four instances final <e> is added, three 

of which are in front of a virgule and once in front of a consonant, and <en> appears 
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once in the plural. In Hg <dorst>, is regularly spelled with final <e> and once with <en> 

in the plural. Dd prefers <U>, while Hg opts for <0>. The occurrences in the first 

person singular are uniform in both Dd and Hg; <dar> is used for the present first 

person singular and <darst> for the present second person singular. This consistency is 

reflected clearly in the charts (Figure 26 and 27, see also MED). 

There are three exceptions to this rule in Dd. In GP 456 the past form is used in the first 

person singular durst. In TM 8 the Dd scribe spelled the past third person singular with 

<0> and he used the present tense for the third person singular, darstow, in TM 179. 

The Hg scribe agrees with Dd in using the past at line 456 of GP, but used his own 

system dorste. The collation of this line shows that all the other manuscripts use the 

past form in this line. At line 8 in TM, Hg has the same spelling as Dd and it is possible 

that in this instance Dd retained the spelling he found in his exemplar. Hg differs from 

Dd at line 179 of TM, as the scribe uses the past form dorstow. The disagreement 

between these two tenses is also found in other manuscripts. For example, as Ad3, lIa4 

and El use the present, this may be a first hint that Dd was not using Hg, but Hg's -

copytext as his exemplar. Had Dd used Hg he would not have found this spelling there 

• as the Hg scribe wrote <0>. As mentioned above, the prose may show a higher number 

of relict forms as the scribes may be less careful in translating one spelling into another 

due to the length of the lines and the text to copy. This case which may be coincidental, 

is not in itself significant for textual affiliation, as the evidence of this spell ing in Dd is 

unique to this example. 

A matching discussion to the one proposed for 'dare' could be presented for 'must', for 

each of the two scribes of Dd and Hg have a specific spelling ~ystem. In all the 
. 

numbers and persons Hg spells most (Figure 28), regularly with final <e>, twice with 

<en> in the plural, while Dd uses must (Figure 29), rarely with final <e> or <en>, as 

their favourite form of the modal. They both have the item 'mot' in their text. Dd spells 

it with one <0>, Hg varies between <0> and <00>. Dd has only two instances in which 

he spells 'must' most, the reason being that <os> is a spelling in complementary 

distribution with the adjective 'most'. These instances are ML 788 and MO 44, in which 

Dd is in agreement with Hg using the form most. These are two relict forms as we saw 

for 'dorst', that probably originated from the copytext. This problem does not appear in 

Hg as that scribe consistently spells the adjective with a double <0>: moost. 
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There are six more items to take into consideration, and among these items four 

('company', 'any', 'much' and 'such') are fairly consistent in Hg, but show a possible 

alternation in Dd. The other two items ('saw' and 'again') are spelt variously in both 

manuscripts. 

The first group of four items includes the forms suggested by Manly and Rickert as 

showing textual affiliation. The charts at a first glance confirm that the distribution of 

the spelling in Dd is not uniform and it could reflect manuscript affiliation and use of 

different exemplars. 

Figure 31 shows that the Hg scribe's preferred form is any, although eny appears in SU 

42 and RE 200 as rhyme words. These last two examples in Hg are likely to be a relict 

of the copytext and they rhyme with peny in both examples. The nature of the place in 

which the spelling appears strengthens this hypothesis. No other forms of 'any' arise in 

this constrained position, therefore it is clear that the Hg scribe retained the spelling of 

his copy text, or else he would have to change the rhymirtg word, as some later 

manuscripts did. Moreover, Ad3 Cp Dd El and Ha4 agree with JIg in both lines. 

Figure 30 leads to a different discussion for Dd. any is used throughout the manuscript; 

ony appears only in the first part of Dd from KN to ME, and eny occurs in the two 

examples discussed above, in GP (348 821) and KN (1100 1131 1139 1283). The Dd 

scribe shows uncertainty as to which form he should be using and what he found in his 

exemplar. In the London area, these spellings could refer to spelling usage distributed 

diachronically, implying that occurrences at the beginning reflect an earlier stage of 

copying. This is possible but difficult to prove. ony is associated with the Type I 

standardised language (Samuels 1963, 85) and according to Fisher it never appears in 

Chancery documents after 1430 (Fisher, Malcolm, and Fisher 1984, 28). any becomes 

the preferred form in the Chancery, although eny is not outdated. As Blake pointed out 

considering the evidence of the manuscripts ofWBP "any ... is the spelling preferred in 

Chancery English. ... eny shows a marked decrease in use towards the end of the 

century, ony still shows a significant number of examples in the last quarter of the 

century" (Blake 1997,10). Many scribes could be familiar with all these forms that 

reflect dialectal preference and they are distributed in the Midlands and in the London 

area as wel1.1
!! 

III See LALME Vol. 2 and the occurrences in the linguistic profiles ofVol. 3. 
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The alternation in Dd could depend on the copytext. eny could be the form of the 

copytext, but one cannot exclude the possibility that the copytext could have different 

spellings. ony could be found in the copytext as much as any that seems to become after 

L17 the unique form used by the Dd scribe. In GP Hg has a different reading at line 

348, but reads any at line 821. Dd reads eny in both lines. Textually important 

witnesses such as Ad3 Cp Cx2 and Ha4 read line 821 with eny and this seems to 

confirm that this form was in Dd's copytext. If eny was in his copy text, it is unlikely 

that the copy text was Hg, for it must have been an exemplar with this form in it that Hg 

translated into any apart from the one in rhyme. It is difficult to say whether the Dd 

scribe was translating into any. It would depend on what was written in the exemplar 

and the extent to which he retained those forms. In Ha4 ony is rare, but it is more 

common in Cp. eny is the most common form in Ha4 and in Cp. There is little 

agreement on the form ony among the manuscripts and it seems that this form was the 

Dd scribe's own spelling, that occasionaIIy could have been prompted by the exemplar 

for example KN 347 1537 or 2242. However, as the form with <0> appears in particular 

at the beginning of the manuscripts it is likely that this was the preferred form of the 

scribe that he translated prompted or not by his exemplar into the <a> form. If this were 

the case, the scenario appears to be a progressive translation into any, any could be the 

Dd scribe form and eny the one of the copytext. The spellings. though. that the scribe 

found in his copy text, do not seem to be uniform either; whereas the Hg scribe is 

consistent in his translation, Dd becomes so only after ME. Therefore. it is feasible that 

the change of spelling reflects a copy text that exhibits these changes already. For 

example. in KN the Dd dominant form is ony, but eny is the form used from line 1100 to 

line 1283, there is no alternation in between. In this part ofKN. there is a change of ink 

from dark brown to brown. -This suggests an interruption in KN of some sort in Dd, but 

whether this also reflects a change of copytext needs further evidence. 

The item 'company' is illustrated in Figure 32 for Dd and 33 for Hg. The Hg scribe 

spells it 53 times compaignye and 2 times compaignie; Dd uses companye and 

compaignye. although the first form is used mostly in the first part of the manuscript and 

the second in the second part of the manuscript. 

The item appears in both manuscripts mostly in rhyme, exceptions are the occurrences 

in GP 764. KN 40 1453 1731, Ll 2, MI 475, RE 403. LlD 24, SH 362. FR 221 and TM. 

In these lines other manuscripts have different spellings; among those, Cp consistently 

adopts the form companye. Ha4 agrees with Dd and Hg at SH 362 and 6 times in ML. 
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Over all most scribes accepted these two forms and MED confirms that this item [OF 

compa(i)gnie] had varieties of forms <-painie>, <-panie>, <-pagnie> and <-penie>. 

Most of the later manuscripts, including the ~ group, use 'company' in various forms. 

It is clear, though, that Hg uses compaignye as his preferred form, but it is difficult to 

say which one is the preferred one for Dd. The number of occurrences is very small to 

reach a conclusive suggestion, although KN and TM oppose each other. In GP RE FK 

and L33 both companye and compaignye are present in Dd, but they seem to appear in 

complementary distribution at least in GP FK and L33 (RE has only two examples 247 

and 403). In GP companye is used in the second part of the Prologue (463 and 764), and 

compaignye is used only once before that (333). In FK, lines 55 and 135 read 

compaignye and line 674 has companye. Lines 4-13, 30, 33, and 45 in L33 have 

compaignye, while line 142 reads companye. There is a pattern in the distribution of 

these spelling and I would not reject the possibility that this depends on the copy text 

although it is not necessarily a different one. However, there is a change of ink in these 

parts of-the text and the major division between one form and the other appears after 

FK, just before L 17 as we noted for any. 

ME or better the tale after, SQ, is also a crucial point in Figure 34 that shows the 

distribution of 'much' in Dd. The Dd scribe uses as his preferred form meche and 

mechil. In three instances he uses moche: GP 496, L30 3 and NP 170, two of those agree 

with Cp (GP and NP). At SQ 578, FK 421, TM and NU 453 the scribe used muche, but 

also meche appears in these tales. What this chart reflects is a very slow process of 

standardisation, which is witnessed by many other manuscripts (Blake 1997, 13-6). 

However, Hg consistently adopts much and only twice mychel in TM. In the sequence 

. SQ FK TM and NU it is possible that the Dd scribe used a copy text with the form 

muche or this form was already in his copytext in these parts only. The sequence in Dd 

is different from SQ ME FK and NU. Therefore it would not be difficult to assume that 

something there might have happened. Stints of text could have been copied to arrange 

a different order and the difference in spelling could have arisen in this way. However, 

it is difficult to prove that Dd came from Hg, it must have been its copy text or a 

copy text that did not have a consistent spelling system. Dd is close to Hg in FK, 

therefore I would not exclude that this was the copy text that Hg's scribe was using 

before he consistently translated the spelling. 
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In 'such' (Figure 35), Hg always uses swich; the Dd scribe has swich as his preferred 

form, although he adopts such in L17 SQ FK, MO L33 and CV. None of the such forms 

appears in rhyme, but Dd agrees in its readings with Ha4 in all the occurrences, with the 

~ manuscripts in SQ, with Cp in MO, L33 and CV, with all the manuscripts in Ll7 

except for Hg and El. The appearance of this form in the manuscript tradition could 

follow the linguistic development that sees the change from "swiche and other forms 

with <w> to such(e)" (Blake 1997, 19). Therefore if these tales and links were 

readjusted or just recopied, it is possible that unconscious or conscious changes in 

spellings occur. The more a text is copied the more likely it will be that a different 

spelling will find its way into the text and Dd may, as well, represent one of these 

stages. 

The evidence in this second part of the discussion shows that one has to exclude the 

possibility that Dd could be copied from Hg. It is more likely that the Dd scribe was 

using the copytext of Hg. Different parts could make up this copytext, but Dd did not 

necessarily change affiliation or copytext. It is clear that in the group of tales that have 

several arrangements in the manuscripts the spelling system in Dd is not consistent, as if 

the scribe was dealing with different forms in his copytext and was trying to fit them 

into his own system. Almost all the charts display intriguing occurrences of the 

spellings in Dd and show at times a marked affiliation with Cp or Ha4. The charts of 

Hg showed a uniform spelling system adopted by the scribe. 

However, it is not so in the last two items that I am about to discuss to conclude this 

section: 'saw' and 'again'. These items, as mentioned in the introductory explanation of 

the data, have been the centre of a long debate about which of the forms preserved in 

the manuscripts, and in particular in Hg, could represent authorial or ancestral spellings. 

The debate started with Samuels (1988), was answered by Benson (1992) and reiterated 

by Horobin (1998). As this argument does not concern the present debate I refer to the 

literature for further discussion. 

Beyond the question of authorial spellings, Figure 20 and 21 show an interesting 

distribution. The item 'saw' is spelled in both Dd and Hg as saw, saugh, say, seigh and 

sey, though their number of occurrences may differ from one manuscript to the other. 1 
12 

1\2 See Benson (1992, 11·4) for discussion about the occurrences of the other fonns in Hg as compared 
with El and Gg. 
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Significant is the occurrence of say in Hg. This spelling appears in particular in the 

central part of the manuscript in the section WBP WB FR Lll SU MO and NP. It has 

one instance in the first section of the poem and reappears again at the end of the 

manuscript. In Hg, the unit WBP-NP represents sections 11 and III of the manuscript 

that are copied in different ink.113 One might find surprising the appearance of such a 

consistent spelling in only this part of the text. This consistency could represent the 

spelling feature of the copytext or a change in scribal preference over time. Only three 

occurrences WBP 623 MO 749 NP 294 are present in rhyme and therefore considered 

constrained spellings. 

The Hg scribe had say in his repertoire, but for example did not have sey. sey appears 

only once in ML 711 rhyming with weilawey. Other manuscripts including Dd alternate 

say with sey, changing the rhyming vowel accordingly. Hg probably changed the 

spelling sey as it is used in the present forms of seyn, spelled also sayn. The cluster 

<ay> appears, though only in the infinitive with <n> ending and in the past with the 

suffix <d>/<de>. Therefore 'saw', spelled as say, could be accepted in the Hg scribe 

repertoire, for it would not generate a semantic confusion with other <ay> spellings as 

the morphology would mark the function and meaning of the word. These orthographic 

preferences seem to show a conscious distinction in the scribe's mind as to which 

spelling refers to which content. 

The question in Dd is different, as the system adopted by the scribe is different. The 

scribe's preferred spelling overall is saw. He uses saugl'i / saugh only in the first unit up 

to ML and then he uses it again in CL ME SQ FK and NP and never in rhyme. seign is 

used only twice FK 142 and 151 and it must be a relict form of the copytext. ·FK 142 

appears in rhyming position and agrees with Ad3 Cp Hg Ha4 El and rhyming with heigh 

or heigl'i. Dd is one of the few manuscripts that are in agreement with Hg at FK 151, 

which reads seyen. This may confirm the close textual relation between the two 

manuscripts. say occurs only nine times, five in rhyme ML 711 WBP 623 CL 667 FK 

416 MO 749 PH 227 NP 294, once in the middle of the line NU 205 and once in the 

prose TM 85. sey has 17 instances, they concentrate towards the end of the manuscript 

in the unit PR TM MO NP and NU. They are also present in GP KN MI ML WB and 

SQ. In only one case does this spelling form a rhyming word ML 1030. sey seems to 

be accepted by the scribe more often than say even if the first spelling could be 

113 See Stubbs (2000) Inks in Hengwrt. 
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confused with the infinitive, the imperative and the present of sey ('to say'). The 

infinitive of 'to say' could also have say sayne or sey, but the last ones are rare. 

The distribution of the spellings in Dd is segmental, but still falls into a pattern. The Hg 

unit WBP WB FR Lll SU MO and NP splits into two in the organisation of the text in 

Dd. It was said that the Dd scribe adopted saw as his conscious change and in this unit 

it is evident. The unit from WBP to SU is consistently represented with saw and that 

represents perhaps a consistent block of tales in which the scribe adopted this form. 

The rest of the Hg order is placed in a different position in Dd. PR TM MO NP and NU 

are placed towards the end of the manuscript. In this block the occurrences of saw are 

limited and the form sey prevails. 

In both Dd and Hg, the occurrences are distributed in a pattern. In Dd the pattern is 

more explicit than in Hg. Dd seems to have one distribution up to ML, another one 

until SU, a third one that does not necessarily have to be together from CL to PD, and 

the last one from PR to NU. This mayor may not indicate textual affiliation, but it does 

suggest a copy text that had probably a different order in the taJes and several forms of 

spellings in the text. 

again is the last item to be considered and the charts show a scenario that is already 

familiar in the discussion so far presented. Hg has as its favourite form agayn that 

appears consistently in tales and links. ageyn occurs only in rhyming position KN 630 

Ll 42 CO 16 WBP 576 ML 661 SQ 144 156323646 ME 1159 and in the second part 

of ML between line 616 and 913. The Hg scribe has been shown to be attentive in 

copying rhyming words and, at the same time, TM is an environment in which the 

scribe is not thoroughly consistent. ayein appears only in KN 34 651 RE 147 NP 589 

SQ 662 ME 1016 1069 CL 320 and once in TM. This spelling is present in rhyme at 

ME 1069 and has been argued to be archetypal. 1 
14 

Dd's preferred form is a geyn. The <a> is usually detached from the rest of the word, 

which is a consistent scribal practice relating to any kind of prefix, in particular 

prepositions. The form a geyn appears both in the middle of the line and in rhyme 

position, and its distribution is uniform in the second part of the manuscript. From RE 

to FR the scribe is using a gayn, but only when he has to, that means. all the 8 

occurrences appear in rhyme and are in agreement with Hg. Exceptions are ML 661, in 

114 See for discussion Horobin (1998) and in particular Horobin (2000a). 
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which Hg spells ageyn and WBP 694-2, which does not appear in Hg. The occurrences 

in constrained environment, however, may show affiliation of exemplar, but 

considering their 'constrained' position are not significant. 

The other two spellings that are present in Dd are a 3ein and a 3eyne. The first form is 

found in KN 34 ML 901 Lll ME 1016 1076 and SQ 662, none of them are rhyme 

words, only the second form a 3eyne rhymes with certeyne. Cp spells a3ein in 

agreement with Dd. Hg spells ayein and also Ad3 and the ~ group manuscripts. There 

seems to be an agreement between the <a 3> form in Dd and the <ay> form in Hg at 

KN 34 ME 1016 1069 and SQ 662. Although Horobin (1998, 422) underlined that: 

"When we look beyond the evidence of the earliest manuscripts to a slightly later 

generation of copying, we see the almost total removal of the <ay-> spellings. This is 

demonstrated in the complete lack of such forms in ... CUL Dd 4.24" one may wonder 

whether the Dd scribe translated the two graphemes one into the other: <y> into <3>. 

<3> is used by the scribe seven times, four times he is in agreement with CP and Ha4 

(KN Lll and ME 1069). In all the occurrences the Enl and Dsl scribes write ayein. 

This could support the possibility of a translation from one grapheme to the other, 

provided that <y> was in the copytext and the features in Enl and Dsl are not dialectal. 

The scribe of Cp alternates <g> with <y> and <3>; Dd uses in the majority of cases <g> 

and rarely <3>, but whether this alternation may suggest affiliation it is difficult to say. 

What is evident is the fact that after CL and ME the Dd scribe uses only a geyn/ageyn. 

8.3 AFTERWORD 

The discussion has shown that the scribe seems to have a specific spelling system for 

certain items, this· system is -consistently imposed over items that he immediately 

recognised. It is not possible to say whether the orthography discussed above has been 

acquired as a result of a development of his own system related to immigration I 

movement from one area to another or to the training he received. We do not have any 

additional documentation in the scribe's hand that could represent writing ab initio and 

hence offer an analysis of the spelling system from this angle. I IS 

The Dd scribe has a spelling system, which consists of both an active and a passive 

repertoire that can be detected in the majority of the items discussed. He also has a 

preferred spelling for certain words that are in complementary distribution (must verb I 

IISThis kind of analysis was proposed by Davis (1989) for the Paston's language. 
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most adjective). He does not, though, translate or apply a uniform system, as the Hg 

scribe tends to do. Variation in spelling in a medieval text was the rule and not the 

exception, at least until a standard started to be imposed on the written language. 

However, the Dd scribe is generally consistent and variation is not as big as it could 

have been. 116 

The scribe is a copyist who does not copy literatim, unless he is forced by the rhyming 

scheme. However, it is possible to argue that he did not completely translate his text, 

perhaps because certain forms he found were familiar to him. Other forms had to be 

changed because they would collide with the spellings he adopted for other words and 

some others are spelled uniformly. 

It is difficult to see whether he used disjointed and/or different material for copying the 

manuscript in those items in which he adopts a consistent spelling. However, those 

maps that show inconsistency did reveal interesting suggestions. Dd is not a direct copy 

of Hg. It must have come from the Hg copy text or a copytext that did not have a 

regularised spelling system. The fact that Dd shares some of the Hg spelling when Hg 

does not translate completely seems to confirm that this copytex! could be the one used 

for Hg or something close to it. Additional material, as compared to Hg, was used to 

compile Dd and this material is affiliated in particular with Cp and Ha4. The origin of 

the material is difficult to tell as it could be already present in the copytext he was using 

or could have been obtained to complete the copytext. 

Manly and Rickert's theory that the spelling system in Dd could show textual affiliation 

and change of exemplar does not hold completely. However, what is also evident is a 

. change in the spelling system of certain items related to the different ordering of the 

tales; this could imply the use of a different exemplar or re-copy of text to adjust the 

parts into an order. 

The use of charts to map the occurrences of the spelling of a given item has provided 

the reader and the writer with a degree of visual impact otherwise not possible to 

achieve. It would be interesting to see if the application of this method to other early 

manuscripts may reveal some additional or similar findings. 

116 Horobin (2001, 98) remarks that recent studies in dialectology show that scribes were more consistent 
translator than previously thought. See also Benskin and Laing (1981). 
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9. Conclusion 

The aim of this thesis has been to study Dd, an early manuscript of the Canterbury 

Tales, largely ignored by scholars and overshadowed by other manuscripts, such as Hg 

and El, which have monopolised the attention of critics and editors since the nineteenth 

century. In this concluding chapter I bring the various points from this study together 

and consider some of their implications. 

9.1 TEXTUAL PROBLEMS 

A major problem about the traditio~ of the Canterbury Tales is what constitutes its text. 

The poem is unfinished, and in each manuscript there are discrepancies in the number 

of tales, and their order and text. Therefore, what constitutes the complete poem is 

arbitrary and is left to the judgement of each editor. There has been a general consensus 

as to what an edition should contain, namely GP KN MI RE ML WB FR SU CL ME 

SQ FK PH PD SH PR NU MA PARE, not necessarily in this order. CY is usuaIIy 

included, though it is not present in Hg, and Gamelyn excluded, although it appears in 

Cp and Ha4. Links, or the prologues and epilogues to the tales, which unify the poem, 

are still a matter of controversy. Among the most famous and debatable are L8, LIS 

and L20, L17 and L31. A modem edition usually contains L1 L2 L3 L 7 WBP LI 0 LI1 

LI3 LI4 LIS LI7 L20 L2I L24 L25 L28 L29 L30 L33 L36 L37. Roughly, this is the 

canon that modem editions of the Canterbury Tales reproduce.) 17 

Dd contains these "canonical" tales, including CV, but the last part of the manuscript is 

defective and it is impossible to say how Dd ended. The similarity of Dd to the canon 

arises because modem editions are based on El. The content and order of the tales in El 

are very close to Dd even though they do not necessarily share the same textual 

117 On the canon of the Canterbury Tales, see Chapter I, also Blake (1981,1984,1989) and Hanna 
(1989). 
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tradition. As I argued in the chapter on the organisation of the quires, it is not clear 

whether leaves missing within different quires contained text. Dd does not have 

Gamelyn and L8, introduces ME with LIS, and SQ with LI7. It includes L13, LI4, and 

the Adam stanza in MO. These features are also found in manuscripts traditionally 

affiliated to Dd. Blake (1985, 150) summarised the characteristics of this group as: 

"Characteristic of group a manuscripts are the extra passages in WBP, the placing of 

section 7 with CYPT after section 10, the occurrence ofNP endlink ... Hence group a is 

a specialized, . '" stage in the textual hierarchy". Blake recognises a group of 

manuscripts that share similar features and they seem to reflect a specialist textual 

production. This comment introduces the discussion on the text of Dd and its order. 

The analysis of the text was carried out considering and dividing the corpus of the data 

into three sections. The first relates to the major variations between Dd and other 

manuscripts, and it is carried out in all the tales and links of Dd. The second illustrates 

minor variations in two tales and one link. The third analyses the corrections that the 

scribe inserted in the manuscript. Important points emerged from the textual analysis, 

but the evidence seems to be contradictory. There is no consistent pattern, and the data 

pose the question of whether we can place Dd in a precise position within the textual 

tradition of the Canterbury Tales. 

The discussion of the major variations highlighted that Dd is at times extremely close to 

Hg in its omissions in KN, LI, MI and FK. However, the text of Dd does not always 

agree with Hg, as it contains the extra passages in WBP, the Adam stanza in MO, the 

long version of the prologue in L30 and the inclusion of L31. Moreover, single lines 

are present in Dd in WB, CL, TT, that are absent in Hg. Dd may be in agreement with 
. 

the other £1 group manuscripts in all or many of these textual parts. The affiliation with 

the £1 group manuscripts is also predominant as compared with Hg in variant lines and in 

lines in a different order in, for example, CL, ME, PD and TM. Dd has some lines not 

present in El in ME, PH, TM and L29. Dd seems to be both close to Hg and its 

archetype and away, in other instances, from Hg and other important manuscripts. It is 

also distant from El in many ways, but it is in agreement with Cx2, Ch and at times 

Ad3, in particular in the extra passages ofWBP and L31. The agreement is extended to 

other manuscripts for example in the inclusion of the Adam stanza and the long version 

of L30. As noted in Chapter 5, scholars attributed many of these textual differences 

among manuscripts to authorial revisions, others to scribal interpolation. The Dd scribe 

was held responsible for some of these inclusions. The discussion revealed that the Dd 
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scribe did not tamper with the text. He made a few mistakes through eye-skip by 

omitting some lines, but the affiliation of the other variations clearly indicates that he 

was inputting them from his source. 

The work on the minor variants in L 1, MI and FK underlined that there is agreement 

between Dd and Hg as they both preserve original and ancestral readings, although 

sometimes, in significant variations, Dd agrees with El. The affiliation of Dd with the !! 

manuscripts is not consistent; it is more accentuated in those parts of the text that relate 

to grammatical and pragmatic markers, which are more prone to accidental coincidence. 

The scribe in copying his text appears to have made some mistakes. Other variations 

are closely related to the smoothing of the metre and the improving of the sense of lines. 

Other manuscripts share these types of intervention and the Dd scribe is not a sloppy 

copyist. The corrections he introduces in the text reinforce this impression. He 

carefully read and corrected the text. However, one of the main issues discussed in 

Chapter 7 is the textual provenance of these corrections. The nature of the corrections 

is good in the sense that they restore ancestral readings. It is likely that the revisions 

came from the exemplar he had available to copy, but there are also insertions of lines 

in a dark ink within KN, SU, TT and MO. This makes one think that the scribe had 

available another exemplar for these insertions and perhaps some of the other 

corrections. 

This brief summary has two main bearings: 1. The problem of the exemplar that the Dd 

scribe had available; 2. The type of scribe that copied the manuscript. Point 2 will not 

be dealt with in this section, but will be discussed in the second part of this chapter. 

Point 1 cannot be discussed unless the problef!1 of the order of the tales is introduced as 

it relates to the question of the material that the Dd scribe had available. 

The discussion on the order of the Canterbury Tales has focused on issues already 

raised in Chapter 1. Did Chaucer finish his text? Did he have a plan? Has he changed 

his plan? Did he arrange his text? On the one hand, scholars such as Manly and Rickert 

(1940, 2: 475) believed that Chaucer cannot be held responsible for any of the 

arrangements extant in the manuscripts. I 18 On the other hand, it was suggested that not 

only did Chaucer have a plan, which he changed over time, but also his intentions are 

possible to detect from the text. Geographical and temporal references within the tales 

118 See also Blake (1979). 
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and links have been used as an argument to support these hypotheses. l19 Benson (1981) 

argued that Chaucer completed the Canterbury Tales and set an order to the text, 

although the poem is unfinished. Blake (1985a) opposed this view and pointed out that 

Chaucer started to arrange some sections of the poem, but died before finishing the 

poem. RE cannot be used as proof that Chaucer had done with the poem. 

Manly and Rickert (1940, 2: 475-97) suggested that the order of the tales that is found 

in the extant manuscripts can be grouped into five orders labelled ~, 12, £, 4 and 

anomalous manuscripts. They allocated the manuscripts in charts to the groups they 

thought each manuscript belonged. In these charts Dd is allocated to the ~ order. 

However, there is a question that Manly and Rickert do not address explicitly; namely 

whether there is a difference between the ~ group manuscript and the manuscripts which 

belong to the ~ order. Manly and Rickert (1940, 2: 495) subtitled Chart I as "MSS OF 

TYPE ~, PURE AND MIXED". The editors do not clarify this subtitle, they do not 

point out what they intend by "pure and mixed" within Chart I. The table includes not 

only those manuscripts that textually- are allocated to their ~ group, represented by Cn 

and Dd, but also those that are not related to any major group: Adl Ad2 Ad3 Bol B02 

El En3 Gg HaS Ph2. In recent textual analysis, these manuscripts are associated with 

different textual groups closer to the archetype.120 One of the main textual differences is 

the presence or absence of the extra passages in WBP, which do not appear in all the 

witnesses included in the list by Manly and Rickert, and are also partially present in 

witnesses outside this group, namely Cx2 and Ch.121 

Manly and Rickert (1940, 2: 480) commented: "The MSS of Group ~ have essentially 

the same arrangement as El, but it is textually clear that the group is not derived from 

the same immediate ancestor as El". Manly and Rickert (1940, 2: 480-481) pointed out 

that the textual characteristics of this group include the presence of the extra passages in 

WBP and the inclusion ofL3 I after NP. They also discussed the arrangement in El and 

in other anomalous manuscripts in a separate section, but they do not make clear to 

what extent the manuscripts in their Chart I may differ. These manuscripts differ in 

more aspects than textual affiliation. To think of these as a single group is confusing. 

These manuscripts are not uniform in the arrangement of text, inclusion of textual parts 

119 As pointed out in Chapter 1, this was the main argument ever after Fumivall's Preface (1868), the 
literature is vast and the debate still open for an overview see also Pratt (1951), Donaldson (1970b), 
Cohen (1974-5) and Owen (1977). 
120 The question of the manuscripts and their textual grouping was discussed in Chapter 1.3. See also 
Manly and Rickert (1940, vol. 2) and Robinson (1997, 2000, 2000a). 
121 For discussion see Chapter S. 
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and the division of the text. l22 Ad 1 Dd En 1 En3 Ds Cn Ma have L31 at the end of NP; 

four of them Ad1 Cn En3 and Ma add an extra six lines (L32) to connect L31 to NU. In 

Dd, NU does not have a prologue, but in Ad 1 Bo 1 El En3 and Ph2 the prologue is re

allocated from the first part of the tale. Other manuscripts arrange the sequence NP NU 

CY MA in a different order. For example, Ad3 and Ha5 place NU as a single unit 

between SU and CL, and Ad3 includes L3 and CO after MA before CY.123 

It is, however, to be noted that scholars refer to the type ~ order as the ~-El order. Pratt 

considered this order as authoritative, as this was how Chaucer had arranged his pile of 

papers. "The scribe of El and a knew the authentic 'Chaucerian' tradition of the order 

of the tales, slightly damaged (presumably in 1400) by the accidental misplacement of 

Fragment VII" (Pratt 1951, 1165). Benson subsequently supported this theory arguing 

that only Chaucer could have arranged the tales in this way: "The creator of the Type ~ 

order had an intimate knowledge of the contents of the tales, by which he knew that D, 

E, and F came in that order" (Benson 1981, 111). Cooper in a recent article has 

discussed the possibility that El has the correct order and that the sequences CL-ME

SQ-FK I PD-SH I and MA-PA are authoritative. However, she concluded: 

~. 

Whoever put the various exemplars of the tales, links, and fragments in order for Ellesmere did not 
have any manuscript consensus to work from, and indeed, they have helped create such consensus as 
there is ... and the end result is more likely than any other to represent Chaucer's own scheme. ... 
The Ellesmere order may not be fully authorial; it mirrors the unfinished state of the work and so can 
be no better than provisional (Cooper 1995, 257). 

To this argument Robinson (1999, 206) added "The Ellesmere order appears to have 

been the order of a, the very early exemplar we think was copied (like Hengwrt itself) 

direct from Chaucer's working draft of the Tales". Other scholars such as Dempster 

first (1949, 1138) and Blake later (1985a) argued that the ~-El arrangement is a 

development of the Hg order after scribes realised that certain parts could have been 

misplaced. 

122 Dempster (1949, 1124, 1125 n. 8) commented on the relationship between tales and text. 
123 Horobin (1997a, 276) argued that this arrangement with NU separated from CY and CO in a final 
rather than initial position should not be considered as a "disarranged version of that found in El, but a 
direct copy of an arrangement used by a much earlier manuscript which is no longer extant". 
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All these explanations on the f!-El order seem to focus in particular on the following 

assumptions: 

l.~ and El order is the same; 

2. The order could or could not originate from an existing order, whose copytext is not 

extant; 

3. In only a few cases has codicological evidence been brought into the discussion to 

explain a theory, which mostly dealt with the relationship between El and Hg. 

Consequently there are two ways of looking at this: El and the f! group had two different 

copy texts with different orders, or El is a consequence of the development of the f! 

order. 

The evidence that the Dd scribe seems to have left in Dd suggests that he was not 

working with an existing order for the complete manuscript. There are uncertainties, 

but also decisions that seem to be inherited from the exemplar the scribe was using. 

The replacement of folios in quire 5 points to the fact that the scribe was actually 

making up this order, whether directed by someone or not is not possible to say . 

.; 

I pointed out in the description of quire 5 that the scribe was possibly working on the 

order of that quire, but no suggestion was brought forward as to which tale could have 

been rearranged, replaced or substituted, because it is difficult to postulate any 

suggestion without additional evidence. What is clear, though, is that between the end 

of CL L13 and L14 and the beginning of ME, the scribe was at work adjusting a 

sequence. L14 is inserted on a single bifolium and on the verso there is the transfer of 

the paraph. There is no trace of the other bifolium that should make up the quarto 

format, provided that it existed in the first place. It could also be that the bifolium was 

disposed of as it was redundant. This type of evidence in quire 5 could both relate to a 

rearrangement of the sequence CL ME SQ FK or just to a substitution of the prologue 

that introduced ME. ME, though, was inserted with difficulty, as it was noted that on 

several occasions the text was squeezed in, which could indicate that the space available 

was not sufficient and the tale had to be crammed in to make it fit. 

The presence of L17 and SQ in Dd in the dark brown ink, may also be explained by the 

idea so far presented that the scribe seems to be working on his ordinatio, but it could 

also be related to the position of SQ as compared to other two early manuscripts: Cp 

178 



and Ha4. Cp has the sequence ML SQ WB, while Ha4 move SQ after ME in an order 

ML WB FR SU CL ME SQ FK. 

Ha4 has the same arrangement of the text as Dd for the sequence GP-FK, but it contains 

a modified version of ML endlink and Gamelyn, that do not appear in Dd.124 

Dd does not have L8 and no space is left at the end of ML for this type of insertion. It 

was clear to the scribe that WBP was to be inserted after ML. The discussion about the 

insertion of this link has focused on the function of the link itself,125 and in Dd there 

was no reason to insert this link as SQ appears after ME. One wonders whether there is 

a connection between Cp Ha4 and Dd. This cannot be in the last part of the manuscript, 

but maybe the work that the Dd scribe was carrying out in quire 5 is related to the 

insertion of SQ between ME and FK. It is difficult to be certain what the Dd scribe was 

doing in quire 5 because the possibilities are many, though it is almost certain that 

substitutions of textual parts took place, either of a link (L 15) or of a tale (ME) or of a 

sequence (LIS ME L17 SQ). 

There are other examples in the manuscript in which the scribe shows uncertainty. 

Gaps are left between one textual part and the next one between CO and L7, SU and 

CL, SQ and FK, PH and L21, PD and SH. These gaps are present at the end of CO and 

SQ in other manuscripts and it has been suggested that they were Chaucerian (Partridge 

2000). However, in Hg there are gaps also between PH and L21, and PD and SH, 

which are a consequence of the arrangement of the text. It was discussed in the 

codicological observations that in Dd these gaps were left as they coincided with the 

124 In Ha4, SQ seems to have been prepared "at the same time as the first tales. This is noticeable for a 
number of reasons. In Ha4 rubrics and running heads begin to be used at the point in the order where the 
WBP begins. The WBP follows the SQ in Cp but in Ha4 it follows the ML; (SQ comes later in the order 
of tales). However, despite the fact that the SQ in Ha4 is in a part of the manuscript which is rubricated 
and in which the tales have running titles, SQ is not rubricated, nor does it have running heads. (It is in a 
quire on its own.) In other words, the Squire's tale in Ha4 may belong to the same period of preparation 
and copying as the early tales. Also, I believe it was TatIock who suggested that Ha4 was 'corrected' only 
in the first third of the ms ie up to ML. However, he says that SQ is also corrected although it appears 
later in the manuscript. He found this a puzzle. If we disregard Section 11 of Hg, the tales of the WB FR 
SU, because it was added later in the preparation of the manuscript. and the following Section. III which 
is misplaced. then the order in which Hg had the tales was exactly as in Cp except for Gamelyn. 
Gamelyn appears to have been added later in Ha4. Thus in Hg. Ha4 and possibly Cp. all the first parts of 
the manuscripts were copied before 'something happened .. •. Stubbs (200 1 b). Dempster (1949. 1128-29) 
has also pointed out the relationship between Ha4 and the !!-EI order, which she labelled "correct". Green 
(2000) analysed the codicological and textual structure of Ha4. recognising that the manuscript was 
assembled from intermediate production units. and this may have facilitated rearrangement of some parts 
such as SQ. 
125 For an overview see Blake (2000). 
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end or beginning of a quarto format, which could be interpreted as the unit of the quire 

the scribe is working on, although textual and organisational problems could also be 

considered. All the gaps appear at the end of a textual part and beginning of another. 

The empty recto before SH could have been a gap left to receive a prologue that never 

arrived, and the gap at the end of NP and beginning of NU was left most probably to 

receive the prologue of NU. L31 is a later insertion, which came along but did not 

introduce NU. Other scribes reacted to the presence of L31 in different ways either 

adding four-five lines to present the next speaker or omitting it as redundant and 

creating a prologue from NU. 

There are also borderline situations in which the scribe is aware of the sequence of tales 

and links, but he does not copy them progressively, for example GP KN Ll MI and L2. 

This is also clear in Hg. Moreover, the absence of the rubric of L28 also indicates that 

the sequence TT L28 TM L29 and MO was in the process of been organised, although 

all the textual parts were copied within this sequence. 

Finally, the absence of uncertainty between ML and WBP till SU and between NU L33 

and CY implies that the scribe found this arrangement in the exemplar he was using as 

copytext. 

The evidence pointed out above suggests that the scribe was working with: 

1. Parts already arranged and parts arranged and supplied at different times; 

2. Parts without rubrics; 

3. Parts to be arranged and inserted. 

As a consequence the Dd scribe or his supervisor experimel}ted with the text and the 

order, working towards the aim of having a stable text. Given the fact that Dd is an 

early exemplar the question should be posed whether Dd is the earliest manuscript with 

the !!: order, or illustrates an organisation of the text where someone was trying to 

achieve the El order. 

Blake observed that Dd was written on paper, this "may imply a more utilitarian 

production, and Manly and Rickert thought that its scribe was an amateur. It could 

equally represent an attempt to arrange the tales in an order in a utilitarian manuscripts 

that the resulting order could be taken over direct into more prestigious manuscripts like 

El" (Blake 1985, 74). It is possible that the scribe used paper for this reason, but I shall 

come back to this point later. It is clear that the Dd scribe is engaging with the order of 

180 



the text for whatever reason. The piecemeal reception of Dd suggests work in progress. 

Codicological evidence shows that the scribe was uncertain in various points and that he 

did not have the complete ~ order. As discussed above, among the later manuscripts 

with a good text there is Ad3 that has the sequence from L 7 to SH like Dd, which, it is 

argued, reflects an earlier arrangement. Ad land En3 also follow Dd, but include L32 

and the textual division in NU. El and Gg, earlier than Adl Ad3 and En3, do not 

include L31 and insert the textual divisions in NU. All of them have the sequence CL 

to FK as it appears in Dd after the rearrangement. Outside this group Ha4 contains the 

arrangement of this unit as it appears in Dd after it was changed, but the final part of 

Ha4 is arranged differently. 

Given this evidence, it is hard to believe that there was an earlier complete copy that 

had the Type ~ order, or if there was, the Dd scribe did not have access to it. It is 

possible that Dd replaced the folios in quire 5 because he received an exemplar, which 

had the new sequence, but was it a complete exemplar? Considering how the scribe 

received his text it is unlikely that there was a manuscript with this order, but it is likely 

that there were parts of what was going to be compiled with the ~ order. Dd may 

represent one of the stages towards the compilation of the ~-EI order. However, it is 

reasonable to accept that Dd shows uncertainties about the order and that the order that 

the scribe achieved is very close to, but not identical with, the ~-EI order. Dd is the 

earliest extant manuscript that has this order, but it is difficult to say whether it 

introduced or developed the order and more codicological and textual research on the 

other manuscripts needs to be done to bring more evidence. 

The discussion on the order points out that the exemplar of Dd does not represent a 

complete manuscript in an established order. The scribe did not copy Dd from 

beginning to end, but its material was gathered in different stints of text that the scribe 

had to arrange in an order that was partially set. The scribe was aware of some 

arrangements, but had to replace some folios within certain quires. 

In all quires in Dd there is a specific textual part around which the scribe copied and 

organised his text. It may not be fortuitous that links and tales never begin and end in 

the inner or outer parchment bifolia with the exception of the proper tale of PD. In the 

codicological description of the manuscript I pointed out that the scribe started a textual 

part at the top of the verso without leaving any space for the incipit of this part. In 

Table 2, these parts are highlighted in lilac that refer to L2, CL, PD, SH and L30. Each 
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part belongs to a different quire, respectively quire 2,4,6, 7, 8. Four of these textual 

parts begin on a new folded sheet (indicated by green) and one only is a single bifolium 

(indicated by red).126 Arguably this situation may relate to what the scribe had available 

initially while starting to copy the manuscript. If the Dd scribe had all the text available 

before starting, the uncertainties in the quires should not be as prominent as they are. In 

my opinion this matter could be explained by parts being received at different stages or 

the scribe trying to give an ordinatio to parts that were not as yet in a stable order. 

The scribe might have received L2 CL PD and L30 to begin with, and these parts are all 

units: tales with or without link. The colour of ink and the peculiar way of inserting the 

rubrics confirm this assumption. After deciding the practical and physical organisation 

of the quires, the scribe had to start somewhere. The scribe was working on unbound 

sheets; therefore it would be possible that he took a sheet (whether already cut into two 

or not, it is difficult to say) and started copying his text on the left of the sheet at the 

very top of the writing frame. This technique of starting the tale on the left inside of a 

sheet would automatically allocate the text to the verso of the sheet, leaving space to 

adjust other text on the recto. At that time he might have known only roughly how the 

order was going to take shape or, ifhe knew it in details, he did not have all the pieces. 

Even if he knew the exact order, this way of organising the manuscript could still have 

been plausible as he had a starting point around which all the rest could be arranged. As 

there is only one example of this feature per quire this may strengthen this hypothesis. 

In quire 2, L2 was copied on f. 47v, which meant the recto was left empty for the 

inclusion of the last bit of a tale, whatever it turned out to be. The scribe may have 

known that KN, Ll and MI had to be inserted before L2 and he had to allocate space for 

these parts. From there he copied the rest of quire 2. KN is inserted with ease, but at 

times with some compression of lines; MI has numerous lines in the versos crammed in 

at the end of the folio and initial lines are written in a slightly lighter ink on the recto. 

This suggests that MI was inserted in a block after the scribe had copied the part of KN 

attributed to this quire and left a planned gap to receive MI. This implies that the scribe 

knew roughly the length of this tale. He copied MI at the very beginning of f. 40r, as he 

probably did not yet have L 1. Therefore, it does not seem that the quire was copied 

from beginning to end in one go. A similar explanation may be offered for quire 4 with 

the beginning of CL, in quire 6 with PD, in quire 7 with SH, and in quire 8 with L30. 

126 See for comparison the display of the distribution of the watermarked and unmarked folios Section 2.1 
Vo\. 2. 
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In particular, MO, which is inserted before L30, has numerous instances of lines 

squeezed in together as in MI to make them fit within the page. In Dd there are only 

three quires that do not have any textual parts inserted in this way: quires 3, 5,9. Quire 

3 has the sequence WBP-SU, which did not present any problems and probably the 

scribe received it like that, as in Hg. Quire 5, discussed above, does not have the 

'original' folios and one cannot say whether this pattern was present here too. Quire 9 is 

the last one of the manuscript and is incomplete. 

The supposition that the text of Dd was not available as an organised exemplar to the 

scribe poses the question of how the scribe had access to the material. If quire 5 was 

reorganised after the original decision was made, one needs to explain why it was so 

important that the Dd scribe corrected the ordinatio at this point. This may have 

implications for the material the scribe had available. The material was perhaps coming 

along in stints, but it also appears that the scribe knew what was going on. It may be 

possible that there were scribes working synchronically, but at the same time they were 

using different solutions or they were trying to reach a stability in the order and the text 

(Blake 1985). If the Dd scribe is held responsible for the corrections in quire 5, that 

could mean that he made a mistake and had to correct it or that he was given an order 

that was more acceptable than the one he had before. If so, who was in charge of this 

accepted solution? And why was it so important that the Dd scribe took the trouble of 

cutting, copying and rearranging this textual part? One answer could certainly be that 

the new order was more satisfactory. It was argued that the new order was either a 

Chaucerian revision or a scribal decision. Both hypotheses can be supported, if Dd or 

this part is an in vita production, it is possible that Chaucer was involved in this 

ordinatio; but the question of the dating of Dd will be discussed later. 

The textual analysis, as underlined above, does not offer enough evidence to specify the 

type of exemplar the Dd scribe was working from, for different textual parts had a 

different pattern. The analysis of the order of the tales suggested that the text was 

rearranged; the description of the quires points out that the textual parts did not turn up 

at the same time. Yet, the corrections seem to suggest the use of at least one other 

exemplar and the analysis of the spelling system of certain items in the manuscript 

makes clear that the spelling system of the scribe does not depend on random 

distribution. Variation in spelling, of course, depends on many factors such as dialect, 

scribal preferences, training, etc. But it is also related to the copytext. The evidence 

that the spelling offers is a copytext that did not have a consistent spelling system, 
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reflecting parts of tales and links copied at different times. In the final section of these 

chapters it was emphasised that the Dd scribe may not have had all the text available 

while copying. Now with more complete evidence it is possible to take this suggestion 

further. Dd does not come from a consistent copytext, units of text were supplied to the 

scribe and the textual quality of these individual units may not be the same overall, 

which could be an indication of an early stage in the compilation of the poem and of 

collaboration with other scribes. 

Possibly the exemplar the Dd scribe was using was in stints or divided into booklets. It 

could be that one exemplar had some parts missing and then the scribe was supplied 

with other text that accidentally also had other tales or links against which the scribe 

could make his corrections, for example the corrections in the extra passages of WBP 

and SUo These many pieces may have been stints rather than complete manuscripts. 

There is codicological evidence, for example in Hg, where the scribe assembled the 

manuscript using stints of text already copied (Stubbs 2000). but only a complete 

analysis of the text may reveal more on this issue. It is difficult to detect a shift of 

exemplar in manuscripts that could have an extremely close textual affiliation. The 

discussion on the copytext ofthe Canterbury Tales has focused on the question whether 

there was or was not prior circulation, i.e. whether Chaucer published his poem in 

single tales before the Canterbury Tales as a whole was copied. The intention of this 

chapter is not to debate this matter, and it is important to make a distinction between the 

archetypal exemplar of the poem and the one used to copy Dd. 

Concerning Dd I have not carried out a complete analysis of minor variations in all the 

tales and links. However, what emerges from this discussion is a text that is difficult to 

place in a precise textual position within the stemma,127 so much so because Dd is the 

outcome of one of the early attempt of writing a "complete" manuscript out of 

piecemeal exemplars. Moreover, if several scribes were working together on single 

exemplars, it is possible that the very early textual production is not clear, as textual 

units copied from copies could be exchanged among scribes and would have increased 

the margin for errors. Dd may be related to a, but does not come from a. only. The text 

of Dd relates to Hg and its copytext, to some extent to El and closely to the other g 

group manuscripts, of which it mayor may not be the immediate exemplar. In general, 

Dd has a text with few mistakes, but this also poses the question who was the scribe and 

where was he working? 
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9.2 THE SCRIBE 

The name "Wytton" appears in Dd on f. 39r, f. 47r, f. 63r and f. 92r. This name may be 

that of the scribe who copied the manuscript. It has been claimed that he was an 

amateur making a book for himself and the text was carelessly written. He is identified 

as a Richard Wytton master at Mickle Hall in Oxford, and linked with WaIter 

Hungerford (Hungerford appears in Dd on f.38r), who knew Thomas Chaucer and could 

have provided the exemplar for Dd (Manly and Rickert 1940, 1: 105). This suggestion 

is supported by Ramsey (1994, 401-2), who suggested that most probably Wytton was 

not making this copy for himself, but for Hungerford. This may explain the piecemeal 

reception of the text and the good textual quality of the copytext of Dd. Mosser (2000) 

rejects this opinion on linguistic grounds. He identified him with a Robert de Wytton, a 

Cambridge student, who at the end of the fourteenth century acted as vicar general to 

the bishop of London and then became rector of St. Mary in the Marsh, Kent. 128 

Mosser does not propose any explanation on the connection with Hungerford. 

These scholars have localised the Dd scribe through associating him with names found 

in contemporary records. In so doing they, in particular Manly and Rickert, dictated the 

way that later scholars regarded Dd, and their assessment of Dd as an amateurish 

production of provincial origin has become standard in the literature on the manuscripts 

of the Canterbury Tale. \29 After the analysis carried out above, a new evaluation of the 

evidence is necessary, especially concerning the type of scribe the Dd scribe was. It 

also takes account of any evidence about the place where the scribe worked. 

Dd is written in a neat and regular anglicana hand. It is the work of a professional 

clerk.\30 The scribe could control his writing well in both the t~xt and the marginalia. 131 

If it is accepted that he copied all the incipits and explicits of the text, he was trained as 

many scribes were in the art of writing in different hands. 132 

127Jt was given full details of other scholars' analysis in Chapter 5. 
128 See also Emden (1963, 663-4). 
129 An example ofthis could be the argument that Hanna (1995, 230) puts forwards on an "export loans" 
of exemplars from the metropolis, which were used to copy provincial manuscripts such as Dd and Og. 
One may wonder whether also Dd could have been considered metropolitan as Hanna argues for CP, El 
and Hg, if it had not been caught into this assumption about its provenance. See also Dempster (1946, 
408). 
130 Parkes (1969) suggests that it is possible to draw a distinction between professional and amateurish 
scribe by looking at the handwriting. See also Jenkinson (1927). 
131 A detailed description of the hand can be found in Chapter 2.5. 
132 See in particular the Table 1 for a list of scripts used in the rubrics by Dd. Moreover on more general 
issues about training of medieval scribes see Steinberg (1941), De Hamel (1992, 38) and any other 
manual of palaeography, for example Parkes (1969) and Bischoff (1990, 28-47). 
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The scribe demonstrated acquired skills, probably derived from training, also in 

organising the quires and the manuscript overall. He used sheets of a large size that he 

folded into quarto, which he arranged in quires of five with two parchment bifolia 

inside and outside the quire. This organisation of the quires had potential disadvantages 

if the manuscript was not copied from beginning to end. It is not likely that the quires 

were assembled in a straightforward way. The difficulties that the scribe must have 

encountered in ordering Dd and the use of this format for the manuscript are signs that 

the scribe had been taught how to assemble a book. 

The scribe is a skilful copyist, as argued in part 9.1. The mistakes, whether large 

variations such as inclusions or omissions of lines or minor variants, attributable to him 

are few. The minor variants are unconscious mistakes, although sometimes the result is 

to smooth the metre or to alter the sense of the line. The corrections suggest that the 

scribe was a careful corrector, for he even checked the marginalia. Some corrections 

were inserted as he was writing, but he also proof-read his script later. This process of 

revision is evident for the scribe inserted~ome corrections in different coloured ink. 

This attention and care indicate that the scribe was trying to be as careful as possible. 

Linguistically, the scribe has a spelling system that he applies to the text, although not 

as thoroughly as the Hg scribe does to Hg and El. The consistency in certain forms 

implies that he had a notion about how these forms are spelled, at least for those forms 

that he immediately recognised. 

These are all positive features of the scribal activity of Dd previously ignored by 

scholars. Some scribal features cited in the literature were interpreted negatively. The 

overall appearance of-the manuscript does not give a positive impression of the scribe. 

Dd is a scruffy and dirty manuscript. It has no running heads, and the rubrics are in 

different sizes, appear at odd places and are written in several styles. It contains no 

illuminations on the remaining leaves. However, textual parts are introduced by a 

capital in blue with pen ink work in red. In numerous places the scribe decorated the 

text with pen work in the same ink as the text, emphasising ascenders of initial lines or 

decorating single letters with special attention paid to D. 

What distinguishes a professional scribe from an am~teur is not clear. lenkinson (1927, 

30-2) distinguished between clerks, public scriveners, notaries, lettered laymen and 

writers of the special hands. This distinction is based upon the type of training and 

education they had. BUhler (1960) recognised that anyone who could write could 
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potentially produce manuscripts, and he divided these people into three categories: 

professional, amateurish and semi-professional. The first includes those scribes that 

were copying for the public and produced very fine manuscripts. The second includes 

those that are not professional scribes, but were copying for themselves or for others. 

University students who transcribed manuscripts to support themselves make up the 

third category. Among the professional scribes, BUhler (1960, 20-4) also includes 

writers who earned their living by their work through employment in court, government 

offices and as public clerks. Christianson has focused his research on the London book 

trade outside the court and other public offices. These writers were "most often laity 

and frequently educated as apprentices, who were self-employed or worked for hire as 

independent literati" (Christianson 1984, 144). He found evidence of a flourishing 

book trade concentrated in particular in the area of St. Paul's.)33 

There are numerous typologies of scribes within these scholarly discussions. However, 

they do not elucidate the characteristics of the written documents that scribes within 

different environments produced. BUhler (1960, 21) associated the appearance of 

"names which can be identified with only a single manuscript" as an indication that 

"These must have been occasional scribes indeed, even when one assumes the loss of 

other manuscripts of theirs which have not survived". In this respect Dd has a name 

written on it, but I am doubtful whether one should regard this evidence as the main 

difference between professional and amateur scribes. Names of scribes are common at 

the end of medieval manuscripts, for example. It was scribal practice to finish a 

document with a colophon, which indicates the name of the scribe, the place where the 

manuscript was copied and the title (Barrett 1995, 8). Moreover Steer (1968, ix) 

point~d out that there are ordinances in London, Guildhall 5370, the Scriveners' 

Company "Common Paper", that instructed a scribe to "append his name as a sign of 

good faith" to wills, charters and other deeds. I also do not think that the fact that Dd is 

a scruffy manuscript should deceive scholars. Hg is a modest manuscript in 

appearance, with only an illuminated folio at the beginning of the first quire. It is made 

up of uneven quires and is written in several colours of ink. No scholar would suggest 

that Hg is an amateurish production because the same scribe copied one of the most 

beautiful of Chaucer's manuscripts, El. 

133 See Christianson (1989, 1989a). 
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This evidence suggests that the scribe of Dd was a professional scribe, although it is not 

clear which type of professional scribe he was. He could have been writing to earn his 

living. He could have been employed in a household, or if he was based in the London

Westminster area, he could be working in a government office or within any of the 

other writing environments discussed above. This is difficult to establish, as we do not 

have another sample of his handwriting. There is more professionalism in the Dd scribe 

than formerly thought. 

Where was Dd written? If the scribe was the Wytton suggested by Manly and Rickert, 

the manuscript must have been copied in Oxford. Dd does not exhibit any of the 

characteristics associated with this university town, the number of leaves per quire, the 

size of the manuscript or its general make-up (for example two columns a page) 

(Denholm-Young 1964, 56). Dd's language as indicated by Mosser does not favour the 

Wytton suggested by Manly and Rickert. This spelling system has recognisable 

London features, which indicate that the scribe worked in London, unless he was 

trained there and lived elsewhere. Manly and Rickert (1940, I: 102) claimed that it 

shows "no pronounced variation from the language of Hg and El". This may indicate a 

similar exemplar, and a scribe without a pronounced dialectal influence in his spelling 

system, presumably because he worked in the same area as the scribe who copied Hg 

and El. The scribe indicated by Mosser is, therefore, a better alternative, but not the 

only one. Before offering another suggestion, there is an important point that needs to 

be made. 

The fact that Dd is written on paper may indicate that the manuscript was produced in a 

university town. Lyall noted: 

The new medium was quickly accepted in the universities - where, even in the fifteenth century, the 
cost advantages may have been particularly significant - ... Among its earliest applications throughout 
Britain was in the keeping of town records, and the merchants and tradespeople who acquired paper 
for these purposes would naturally have extended its use into the devotional and other books which 
they were increasingly coming to own (LyaIl1989, 13). 

Paper circulated in university towns. Two early paper manuscripts have an Oxford 

provenance. 134 However, paper was readily available elsewhere, including the London 

area. The Chronicle of the monk of Westminster was written on paper around the 

134 Cambridge University Library, MS. Hh.1.5: octavo format, thick unmarked paper, quire of ten with 
parchment bifolia inside, text written on two columns, dated by Robinson 1382-1401 (1988, 32, entry 
46). London, British Library, MS. Harley 3524: octavo format, but probably small size of watermarked 
paper folded into quarto, copied in Brasenose College, Oxford and dated by Watson 1390 (1979, 136, 
entry 72). 
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1390's, I3S the Scriveners' Company 'Common Paper', is on paper and was begun in 1392 

(Steer 1968, xiii), and London, British Library, MS. Harley 431 is also written on paper. 

This is John Prophete's Registrum epistolarum, which contains documents dated from 

1402 (A catalogue a/the Harleian manuscripts in the British Museum] 808). There are 

records that indicate that paper was sold in London during the first half of the fourteenth 

century (Rogers 1866-1902, 644-5). Moreover, Jenkinson (1927, 21) pointed out that 

the earliest known example of the use of paper in the Public Record Office is in the 

thirteenth century; however, it was not generally used until the late fourteenth century. 

Codicological and textual evidence suggests that the Dd scribe received his material at 

different times and therefore he must have been in connection with someone who would 

supply the material he needed to carry out his job. The material was not a complete 

manuscript and perhaps it is reasonable to believe that the scribe operated within a short 

distance of the supplier. Linguistic evidence suggests that the scribe may have worked 

in the London area, and the survival of other paper manuscript in that area confirms that 

paper was available both in London and in Westminster. Given all these elements, a 

proposal can be made about the provenance of the scribe working on Dd. Estelle 

Stubbs considered such a possibility. 

Analysis of the Hg scribe's hand by Doyle and Parkes suggests that he may have been employed in 
some capacity as a professional scribe. They indicate the possibility of his involvement in 
administrative, ecclesiastical or legal work of some kind and they have identified his hand in the 
Trinity Gower where they suggest that not only was he 'a proficient copyist of recent English poetry' 
he was also 'familiar with Latin texts'. The Gower manuscript is interesting in that it unites the 
efforts of another scribe who made copies of two more early manuscripts of Chaucer's Tales, (Corpus 
Christi College, Oxford, 198, and Harley 7334) and also Thomas Hoccleve, Clerk of the Privy Seal, 
who claimed Chaucer as his master. Despite Hoccleve's references to Chaucer the extent of their 
relationship is not known. Whether Chaucer knew other Privy Seal Clerks is also a matter of 
conjecture though his lodging in Westminster in the last year of his life must have meant that he had 
easy access to skilled copyists ifrequired. 

In Hg, Doyle and Parkes believe that Hand F may be that of Thomas Hoccleve. Recent research by 
the Canterbury Tales Project indicates that there may be further involvement of clerks either in, or on 
the periphery of the Office of the Privy Seal, in the production of Canterbury Tales manuscripts. The 
decorative trefoil feature surrounding the running titles in the tales of the Parson's Tale and the Nun's 
Tale in Hgjs similar to a mark which follows the signature of John Prophete, Privy Seal Clerk and 
Clerk of the Council, on a warrant issued in Chancery in 1392. Prophete's Chamberlain at this time 
was Thomas Wycton. A man called Wytton was the scribe of the Cambridge Dd manuscript of the 
Canterbury Tales. (Stubbs 2000) 

J3S The Chronicle was copied in Westminster and is bound with other items in Cambridge, Corpus 
Christy College, MS.197 A. A description, edition and translation of the Chronicle can be found in 
Hector (1982). 
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The idea proposed by Stubbs should be taken into serious consideration. One may not 

be certain that the Thomas Wycton, chamberlain of John Prophete, is the scribe who 

copied Dd until samples of the same handwriting are found. However, there is another 

hint that may connect Prophete's circle with Dd. Among scribes who were working 

with him there was a Robert Frye, who is said to be from Wiltshire, where it is said he 

retired and died in 1435 (Brown 1971,272-3). The Hungerford family belonged to the 

Wiltshire gentry and both Lord Hungerford and his father were sheriff for the area and 

represented the shire in parliament (Kirby 1994, xv-vii). A connection between 

Hungerford, Frye and/or other scribes in the Privy Seal is possible in virtue of common 

interests in political issues, which may explain how Dd was owned by the family at an 

early stage. Whether Dd was copied for a member of the family or not it is impossible 

to say. It could be that Dd was given to the family, but there may have been another 

motive for preparing Dd. However, the hand of the Dd scribe has clerical features such 

as the decorations in pen ink, and idiosyncrasies for angular forms, which may be found 

in other documents. 136 The link between the production of the Canterbury Tales.. and a 

group of scribes that could be connected with governmental offices should not be 

disregarded and more research on their hands is necessary. 

It is plausible that the Dd scribe was working with other scribes and that he was 

involved in that web of production as Doyle and Parkes suggested (Doyle and Parkes 

1978). Christianson (1989, 218) noted that "One may surmise that Scribe Band Dare 

to be found among the group of writers and stationers, along with the man who 

conceived the ordinance of the EI1esmere manuscript". To this, one may add that it is 

also likely that a writing environment such as any of the governmental offices would 

provide a web of scribes willing to copy material and the connection of Hocc1eve with 

these offices should not be overlooked. 

136 Some of these decorative features and the similarity with the one in Od were noted during a visit to the 
National Library of Wales to see Aberystwyth, National Library of Wales, MS. Peniarth 3930. But also 
see Jenkinson (1927, plate 8) and Hector (1958, plate 11). 
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9.3 AFTERWORD 

If Dd was produced in London, its dating is important, though, it is complicated. On 

palaeographical evidence Manly and Rickert dated Dd 1400-20 (1940, 1: 101), but in 

the Catalogue of manuscripts of the Cambridge University Library the handwriting is 

dated to the end of the fourteenth century. The watennarks do not provide any concrete 

alternative. The discussion, presented in Chapter 3 on Dd's watermarks, does not offer 

a conclusion to its date. Dd is early and I would not exclude that it was produced as 

early as 1400, but the dog watennark, being later, imposes some caution on this date. 

However, I believe that it was produced much earlier than the first quarter of the 

fifteenth century. The fact that no other earlier paper with this watermark has yet been 

found does not imply that it does not exist. There are not enough catalogued examples 

of this watermark and I am still looking for any paper document with it. 

An early date for Dd has not been considered previously, for scholars have accepted that 

all Chaucer's manuscripts date from after the poet'g- death. Hanna (1989, 73-5) has 

postulated that there is evidence of other medieval authors who did not publish their 

work in vita. He also suggests that if Hg were an in vita manuscript it would have 

implications for the text of the poem. This is the main problem that dating a manuscript 

earlier rather than later may cause. Blake (1997a) suggested that Chaucer may have 

overseen some of the early manuscripts. This suggestion was made after the article on 

the El illuminations by Kathleen L. Scott (1995, 106), who dated the El illumination 

from 1400 to 1405 and the decoration on the first folio of Hg to the 1390s. EsteIIe 

Stubbs (2001a) has carried out further research on the implication of the illumination in 

El for the production of that manuscript. T~ese observations, in connection with some 

codicological features of Hg, made her believe that perhaps part of both manuscripts 

were produced before Chaucer died. 

Dd is connected with the production of other early manuscripts. The use of paper, care 

in copying the text, the unfinished state of the presentation of the text, the way the text 

was copied and the rearrangement of quires suggest a manuscript produced as a 

copytext for another major work. Dd may be a manuscript produced as an experiment, 

although one wonders whether the quires and the quarto format would make the 

assemblage of this type of manuscript too complicated. A scribe trained to handle that 

material would know how to deal with it. There are advantages that the scribe may 

have considered. Paper is a cheaper solution than parchment, even at such an early 
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stage, and the volume of the finished product would be half the size and easier to carry, 

if necessary, to other places. It could also be that the scribe was not working on his 

own, but was working within a group, and someone else took the decision. I quoted 

Blake at the beginning of the discussion, when he referred to the ~ as a 'specialised 

group'. There was an effort by the scribe of Dd toward the preparation of a manuscript 

with a specific order, with the probable aim of using it as a model for something else. 

The use of material that would perish with time may not have been a concern as the 

manuscript was not produced for public 'use'. The position of Dd in relation to Hg and 

El is a question that cannot be taken further at present as dating the paper in Dd is a 

handicap in any such analysis. We do not have enough evidence on the production of 

paper manuscripts in England or the watermarks that surviving manuscripts and 

documents contain. Therefore, even this type of evidence is not conclusive for dating 

Dd after 1400, because more research is needed in this field. 

This thesis has shown that a codicological study of early manuscripts of the Canterbury 

Tales in conjunction with a careful consideration of textual evidence may shed new 

light on the textual tradition of the poem, on early book production and on negative 

evidence that could some times influence the understanding and reception of a 

manuscript among modem scholars. Electronic transcriptions and other computer tools 

played an important part in this new assessment of the evidence. However, some of the 

arguments in this final chapter have also encountered the limitation that emerges from 

lack of research in manuscript studies. Paper manuscripts and documents produced 

between the end of the fourteenth and beginning of the fifteenth century have been often 

ignored and more research on their production, watermarks and content is needed. 

Moreover, ther~ seems to be, at present, insufficient evidence to confirm that similarity 

of handwriting signifies collaboration among scribes. For example, within the London 

area there are several writing environments, but the question arises whether these 

environments were connected one with the other. More work in this direction may lead 

to interesting findings not only in the metropolitan book production, but also in the 

early history of the Canterbury Tales. 

The importance of this thesis can be appreciated both for the methodological approach 

to the data and the informed hypothesis that the discussion raised. The main findings 

can be summarised as follows: 

• Scholars have previously overlooked Dd. 
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• The dating of the scribe's hand and of the paper could suggest an earlier date than 

previously thought. However, the dating of the paper is still an open question as 

further research on a chronology of the use of paper in Britain has to be undertaken. 

• The care in copying, correcting and organising the text are such that they do not 

support the suggestion that Dd was an amateurish production, i.e. a manuscript 

copied for personal use. Internal and external evidence support the hypothesis that 

the scribe was trained in book making techniques. 

• This leads to the hypothesis that the making of Dd may be connected with an effort 

by early scribes to compile the poem of the Canterbury Tales. This suggestion has 

an important implication on the understanding of the textual tradition of the poem. 

Evidence points out that it is possible that at an early stage more than one 

manuscript was produced at the same time. Scribes were collaborating with each 

other and decisions were taken jointly. The early date could also suggest that 

Chaucer was involved in some decisions. 

• This study also has broader implications on scribal techniques and book production. 

Some of the methodological approaches used in the thesis could be considered for 

other similar examinations. It is also important to emphasise that it is essential that 

other study on the early manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales ought to be 

considered, to enable comparison and further discovery. 
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