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THE PROLOGUE TO THE LEGEND OF
GO0D WOMEN CONSIDERED IN ITS
CHRONOLOGICAL RELATIONS,

The following discnssion of the actual dates of the com-
position and revision of the Prologue to the Legend of Good
Women takes up the question at the point where it was left
in o previous article’ on the Prologue as related to its

* Publications Mod. Lang. Amoc., XTX, 593-683. To a dissertation of Dr.
John C. French (The Problem of the Tiwo Prologues & Chaucer’s Legend of
Good Women, Baltimore, 1905), which re-nrgues the question from the
peint of view of the priority of the A-version, the reader may be referred
for a criticism of the article just joned. It is impossible, within the
limits of a foot-note, to do justice to Dr. French's soggestive study ; yet a
note s all that space allows. One may perhaps be permitted to observe,
however, that Dr. French’s eriticism of the paper under discussion seems to
reet on a misapprehension of the porport of ita first three sections, which
have been given in conseqnence a turn that obscures the real point at issue.
Those sections {whose mention here secms necessary, in order to bring
the problem iteelf into the clear} deal throughont with the relations of the
Prologue, particularly the B-version, to its eources, leaving explicitly
the argument for the relation of the two versions to each other to the final
section, where the problem s considered in the light of the relations of
ench to the French and Tialian originals. It surely needs no elaborate
ergument to demonstrate that if a peem z is derived from an original
¢, and 2 i3 & revieion of 2, a great deal of y will continue to appear
in # mod that very obvious fact was taken for granted by the present
writer in the discussion of the sources of B. Dr. French's interesting
argument {op. eit., pp. 32-38) to prove that A. also agrees in many points
with those same gpources deals, accordingly, with & man of straw, In the
cage of only one passge has Dr. French attempted to show what alooe, on
his premises, would invalidate the argument he is examining—the fact,
namely, that A. is closer to the sources than B. And in that one case—the
comparison (op. eil., p. 36 )of A, 51-52 and B. 60-61 with Loy de Franchise,
1L 44-45—the phrase * whan the sonne ginneth for to weate™ (quant d [ls
woleil] fait som retour) is common to both versions, and "“than closeth hit™
(Ses fueillen elst) of A. is exactly balanced by * And whan that hit is eve '
(Bt ou vespre) of B. Dr. French's conclusion that A. 51-52 “'are much

- 749

144449



750 JOHY¥ L. LOWES,

French and Italian sources and models, The attempt was
there made to show, on the basis of such relations, that B.

nearer to the French than are the corresponding lines of F. [B.]" accord-
ingly falls to the ground, while the striking parallel of B. 64 and Lay de
Franehise, 1. 47 is seareely explained away by the remark that *kir chere
and am alowr are certainly not equivalent save in the sense that they are
different fignres of speech for the same literal original ' (op. cit, p. 39; of.
Pubs. Mod. Lang. Assoe., Xix, 815, n. 8). In like manper, Br. French's
very sound conclusion. (op. cit., p. 83 }—after pointing out that structurally A.
us well 2 B. agrees in certain respects with the Lay de Fronchize—that *‘the
difference between the two versions, therefore, is not 8o grest s might seem,
Jor it is merely o difference in the treciment of the same material " [italics mine],
again simply emphasizes the obvious fact taken for granted throughout
the particular sections under discussion, which leave this {somewhat impor-
tant 1) ‘*differemce in the treatment’ for discussion later in a passage
(Pubs, Mod. Lang. Asswoc,, X1x, 670-80) to which Dr. Freach does not
refer. The sume fallacy vitiates the discussion of the passages cited on pp.
65-A6 of the dissertation. In other words, Dr. French confuses the issue
entirely by pointing oat in extenso what no one would think of denying—
the fact that A, aa well as B, contains pasasges which go back to the French
originals ; while in but one instance does he attempt to demonstrate what
for his case is the sine qua non—that A. stands in closer relations to those
originals then B.

As for the other main point at hm,mmm.m French's admission
{op. cit., p- 26) that “the ballad in F' [B] is therefore somewhat ommf
harmony with its context, and bears the app of ap
from its former connection to serve a new purpese,’’ while “mG[&],
the other hand, the ballad is perfectly in place,” grants the whole case (see
Pubs. Mod. Lang, Awmoc., x1x, 65657, 681) ; while his criticism (p. 60)
of the “‘ awkward device’—as he elsewhere (p. 96) calls it—of the herald
lark (A. 138-148 ) on the ground that ** the allusion to hia [the god of Love’s]
epreading wings s . . . incongroous, for it s hard to conceive him at one
moment a8 fiying through the air and the next s walking beside his queen
sttended by a multitade of ladies " —this eriticism unluckily overlooks the
fact that Chauccer was 8o inconaidernte as to retain this same incongruity
(B,m}inhismppmdmiuim! To mention but & single other instanes
where one fact has been overlooked in attending to another, it is in B, and
oot A. that the real confusion of antecedents exists to which Dr. French
refers on p. 46, s a glance at the following couplets males clear :

A, 4849, To scen these flowres agein the sonne sprede,
Whan it up-riseth by the morwe shene ;

B. 48-49. 'To seen this flovr agein the sonne sprede,
Whmﬁﬂw@:bw-bzmww
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THE LEGEND OF GOOD WOMEN. 761

was the original version and A. the revision, Assuming the
soundness of such a conclusion, is it possible to fix at all

Dr. French's assertion (p. 32) '*that the bifarcation of F [B] at line
1949 ia entirely arbitrary,"” is an extreme reaction upoen a statement which,
it may be frankly admitted, was perhaps itself somewhat strongly put.
Arbitrary the division (**bifurcation is Dr. French's word) at B. 196 ia
nok ; but o happier statement of the position eriticized would have laid the
emphasis first, as well as last (see op. cit., p. 680—the paseage which Dr.
French overlooks), epon the meshandeal character of the unity of B. (whose
unity, of this lmeer fype, it was never intended to deny), as contrasted with the
erganic unity of A. The contention is not for unity vs. lack of unity, but
for a higher va. a distincily lower type of it.

Dr. French's main positive ibution to the di ion of the problem—
for his *thorough line by line comparison of the whole of the two ver-
siona’ (p. &) can scarcely ba granted when sixty-four lines, including
such important variations as those of A. 135-36 = B. 15051, A. 231
=B 305, A 258-54== B. 327-08, A. 84042 == B. 362-64, are merely
appended (p. Qﬂ)innﬂm“!mlhsmheolmphm"—hhinuumt
(pp. 76-98) of the lines partly identical in both versi Bot pract
everything Chaucer bas done in passing, asccording to Dr. Flm.ch from A,
to B., hemhshownmhaudnnsonihehypothmoladlmgefmmk
to JL, and even the instances actually cited seem hopelessly at variance with
oung another. Space permits briel reference to the ' changes for metrical
improvement’’ alone. "When, to take n single example, sory and atryof A, 80
are (supposedly) changed to story and éhing of B, 198, it is to avoid ‘“a heaping
op of aibilants” (p. T8B) ; when sal and dhan thiz of A. 228, however, are
changed to sat and sith biz of B. 303, thus iniroducing the fatal second sibi-
lant, it is to avoid * the recurrence of the th-sounds ™ (p. 80). But when,
again, in A. 95 the Scylla of & repeated of i avoided, it is only to fall, in
E. 199, into the Charybdis of a repeated the, which gives the very *‘ repeti-
tion of the harsh thsound’ that, not only in the pesssge just cited, but
algp in A, 4=E. 4, A. =B, §, A. 228 = B. 302, Dr. French had inaisted
Chancer waa bent on cutting out.  Unluckily, too, the supposed change
from A. to B. has infroduced quite as many “awkward heaping[s] up of the
thesounds ' ma it has obvinted—among others, A. 118 = B. 128, A. 137 =
B. 151, A, 170=EB. 288, A, 209 = B. 255 (the refrain of the balade itself 1),
A.342=R, 364, Indeed, as one reads Dr. French’s argument, one recalls
with some bewilderment lines that are among the glories of English poetry :
““Fuall fathom five thy father lies ;*" ** That there hath past away a glory from
the earth ;" * Both of them speak of something that is gone'’ Bearcely
less arbitrary than his standards of euphony seem Dr, French’s other criteria
of improvement, read in the light of Chancer's own usage or that of other
English poetry ; but space precludes detailed examination hore.
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definitely the date of each? The present paper essays an
answer to that question and includes as a corollary a dis-
cussion of the chronology of certain of Chaucer’s other
works epecifically named in one or both forms of the
Prologue itself.

A word, however, by way of definition of the point of
view may be permitted to find place here, In such an
investigation as the present one there is need, perhaps,
of facing squarely what seems to be by no means an imagi-
nary danger—that of allowing considerations of chronology
or of sources insensibly to blind one to the paramount claima
of the work of art as such. And inasmuch aes in what
follows the question of chronology will oceupy space which .
(especially if one dare imagine Chaucer's sense of humor
playing' on it) must appear grotesquely disproportionate, it
may be pertinent to say frankly at the ontset that the
interest of the present discussion in the mere chronology
of Chaucer’s work is, despite seemingly damniog evidence
to the contrary, an altogether subordinate ome. Tt is sub-
ordinate, that is to say, to the appreciation (if one must tax
again a word which has suffered many things of many
cults) of the poems themselves. In other words, in so far
as the establishment of the chronology genuinely illuminates
the poems by bringing them out of comparative isclation
into vital relation with each other and with the larger
compass of the poet’s work; in so far as it throws light
upon the poet’s modus operandi and helps ome to * catch
Hints of the proper craft, tricks of the tool’s true play ;™
in so far as it tends in general to & dynamic rather than a
static conception of the poet's art, it more than justifies
itself. In what follows, accordingly, it is the ultimate possi-
bility of a truer, because a larger and more vital appreciation
that is songht after, with however small success, in the
seeming effort merely to fix certain dates, With this prefa-
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tory confession of the substance of things hoped for, one
may come with a freer conscience to what at the outset is a
somewhat bald rehearsal of facts and figures, And the date
of the B-version will be first considered,

L

i

In attempting to reach the date of B. two steps seem
necessary : first, the determination, if possible, of the limits
between which the time of composition must lie ; second, the
close examination of the possibilities within the limits thus
fixed.

One of the limits in question has been alveady pointed out.
For if the inferences of the earlier diecussion regarding the
inflaence of the Lay de Franchise on the B-version of the
Prologue are sound,’ and if, as seems clear, the Lay was com-
posed by Deschamps for the celebration of May-day, 1385,
it follows at once that the first version of the Prologue was
written after May 1, 1385. I it also possible to reach from
external evidence a limit in the other direction? On the
basis of the very acute deductions of Professor Kittredge
regarding the authorship of the Book of Cupid,® such a limit
does seem attainable. For one may be reasomably certain
that the writer of the Book of Cupid knew the B-version of
the Prologue,' If, then, the poem was the work of Sir John

1 Pube. Mod. Long, Aswe., xrx, 815-16, 620-21, 635-41,

4 Ib,, 603-06.

¥ 8ee the article on *' Chaucer and some of his Friends,” Mod. Philol., 1,
16-18.

+1It is neodless to repeat the evidence collected by Vollmer ( Das mistel-
englische Gedicht The Boks of Cupide, Berlin, 1898, pp. 46-50) and Skeat
{ Chaucerian and other Pleoes, pp. 526 fl., under 11, 20, 28, 243). The passage
there given are individually none of them entirely conclusive, inasmuch s
they are in large messure commonplaces. The whole atmosphere of the
poem is, however, that of the Prologue, and the fact that the suthor does
undoabtedly borrow from the Enight's Tule and probably from the Parle-

[



754 JOHN L. LOWES.

Clanvowe, who died, as is now known,' October 17, 1391,
this date will give s positive limit in this direction for the
composition of the Prologue, which we may place, accord-
ingly, between May 1st, 1385 and October, 1391 —uor,
indeed, with some assurance, between May 1st, 1385 and
_ the departure of Clanvows for Barbary in 1390." Within the

ment of Foules as well (Kittredge, op. eit., p. 14; Vollmer, loe. sii.) points
with practical certainty to the Prologue as the source of the passages in
question. :

I am indebted to Professor Hittredge, since the present article has been
in type, for the exact dute of Bir John Clanvowe's death and for the note
which follows regurding its ci tances. The ref is found in John
Malverne's continuation of Higden's Polyehronteon { Bolls Ber., Polyehron.,
1%, 261) : “Ttem xvI°. die Octobrie dominus Johannes Clanvowe milea
egregius in quodsm vieo juxta Constantinopolim in Grecia diem clausit
extremum.”’  Malverne, as Professor Kittredge points out, is the best kind
of suthority, since he was not only & contemporary of Clanvowe, but seems
to have known him particolarly well. Wkat Clanvowe was doing at
Constantinople is not clear. Perhaps be retorned from Barbary that way;
perhaps he was poing on o pilgrimsge. It is worth noting that William
Newil, his panion on the jouroey, died of grief. ' Quam ob cao-
sam,’’ continoes Malvernme, ‘‘dominus Willelmus Nevyle ejus comes in
itinere, quem non minus se ipsum diligebut, inconsolabiliter dolens num-
quam postes sumpsit cibum. TUnde transactis doobus diebus sequentibus in
eodum vieo lamentabiliter exspiravit" { Polyehron., Appendix, 1x, 261-62),
This William Nevil had gone on the Barbary expedition with Clanvowe
{or Clanvowe with him); see IX, 234. Nowhere does Malverne say any-
thing of Clanvowe's return. He does briefly describe the evil fate of the
expedition {Ix, 240) : “Dux Bourbon . . . primo victoriam obtinuit de
praedictie paganis ; sed da viee ex ad venit intolerabilis copis
pagancrum cum magna audscia Christianos compulit fugere ad naves
eorum in multe discrimine personarum, sicque Chriatiand qué wivd enserunt
o manibus pagancrum ad propria suni reversi de eorum evarions dewm multiplis
eiter eollaudantes.” Tt is probably safe to say that Clanvowe did not com-
pose much love poetry after he started on the Barbary expedition !

" The question will certainly be asked : Does this date not likewise give
the Limit for the composition of A. as well? For Vollmer (op. cil., p. 60}

_ eoncludes his disenssion of the relation of the Book of Cupid to the Pro-
logue a8 follows : * Endlich eine stelle wus der nur in einer hs. erhaltenen,
vou der im Fairfax M8 stark abweichenden version A. . . ¢ V. 13040 heisst
es da : This song to herfne T dide al myn entents, For-why T metts I wiste what
they mente, womit zu vergleichen ist [Boks of Cupide, 1L 108-08]: Me
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period of five {or six) years thus indicated, is a still closer
spproximation poasible ?

In a poem containing an address to certain singers to
whom he specifically acknowledges indebiedness, Chaucer
gives evidence of having borrowed from a poem of Des-
champs, Deschamps is known to have sent to Chaucer by
Clifford certain poems of his own, with a request that the
compliment be returned. There is accordingly the strongest
antecedent probability that the particular poem of Deschampa
which Chaucer did know, to whose writer, among others, he
did, as it seems, make distinet acknowledgment, was among
those which reached him from Deschamps himself through
their common friend. The determination, accordingly, of the
possible oppertunities for a meeting between Deschamps and

thoghte (ebenfalls im traum') T wiste af that the briddes mente, And what they
seide and what was her entende.”’ The parallel is at firet sight a striking one,
and the inference of & borrowing from A. would of course, if valid, date
the A-version, on the hypothesis just stated, before 1380-82. But such
an inference overlooks, as Professor Kittredge has pointed out regard-
ing it, two important facts. The first is that the rhyme mente: enlenie
is of so frequent occurrence as to render it worthless as evidence of
the influence of one passage on another, Moreover, as & glance at the
examples will show, the rhyme is also sssociated with certain other stock
phrases, appearing in both the passages in question, which even further
diminish its evidential value. See, for instance, the following ; ** *Never
erst,’ quood she, ‘ne wista [ what ye mente. But now, Aurelie, I knowe
your entente’'’ (F. 981-82); ““She com to diner in hir playn entente,
But god and Pandare wiste al what this mente® (Troilus, m, 1560-81);
‘i To telle me the fyn of his entende; Yet wiste ] nevar wel what that
he menge' (db., 111, 125-26) ; ‘‘ Answerde bim tho; but, as of his en-
tente, It semed not she wiste what he mente® (., v, B67-68); *[By]
prives signes, wiste he what she mente ; And she koew eek the fyn of his
entente (E. 2105-4). Cf alo G. 998-09; A, 2980-80; B. 4613-14; F.
107-08; F. 621-22; B, 324, 327; Troilus, 11, 363-64; 1219, 1221; m,
1185, 1188 ; rv, 172-78 ; 1416, 1418; v, 1603-04.

The second observation, which applies to the coincidence in rubsfence, is
that in the Book of Cupid the device of assuming knowledge of the lan-
guage of the birds is not, as in the A-version of the Prologue, & mere
incident (however effective), but grows outof the fundamental motive of



