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THE PIERS PLOWHMAN CONTROVERSY.

CHAPTER I GENERAL INTRODUCTION.

The work we are concerned with is that known as

"The Vision of William Concerning Piers Plowman®

and it comprises in general:

(1) The Vision of The field Full of Folk, of Holy Church,

and of lieed;

(2) The Vision of the Deadly Sins and of Piers Plowman proper;

(3) The series of visions known in general as "Vita de Dowel,

Dobet, and Dobest".

The TIhree Texts. There are 45 LSS, of the poems listed by Skeat.

These MSS. are divisible into three main groups or divisions,
called theA,B,and C texts respectively. Within the various texts

there are subgroups, bui in general the MSS? conform to the three

groups as foliows:
10 uSSs,.
141MSS.
15 MSS.
4 MSS.
S‘MBS.

From internal evidence the compositdéon of the texts has been 4

date@’as follows;
A text
B text
C text

‘Roughly speaking, we may say that there was #n interval of 15 -

BN

»A text.

B text.
C text.
Mixed A and C texts.

Mixed C and B texts.

1362"3 L)
13717,
1390, or later.

years between the successive texts.
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The Text Here Used. We shall use in this thesis the text of the

poem known as the two volume text of Skeat, 1866, which presents
the three texts in paralled columns. All our references to the
text shall refer to these volumes. |
The MSS. from which this text wss prepared are:
(a) For the A text,
i. from the beginning to XI 180 (where the MS. ends) Ver-
non MS.(V);
ii. from XI 181 to XI 303 , Trinity MS.R.3.14.(T);
iii. From the end of XI to the end of XII, liS. Rawlinson,
Poet. 137 (the only uS. containingAthis passus) .
(b) For the B text,
¥S.Leud Misc. 581 (L).
(¢) For the C text,
US. Phillips 8231.
In every case the SS. have been: collated with the
other 1iSS. and edited by Skeat. In no case did Skeat discard
a line of passage which might pessibly been written by the
author of the poems. To the excellence of Skeat's work no schol-
ar has yet failed to pay tribvute; unfbrtunately, however, the
edition was published before the controversy arose, and reex-
amination of the MSS. was undertaken at different times by dif-
ferent schodars for special parposes of the controversy.
These latter in no way iwmpugn the authority and value of Skeat's

work.

Description of the Three Texts. It is generally recognized

by scholars that the A text is the original text (i.e. the

one first written). The B text is regarded as a revision and
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continuation of the A text at a date approximateiy fifteen
years affer the A text was published. The revision is not
uniform, but varies from single word changes to changes of
whole passages and incidents of the poem; moreover, although
a® a wgole the B text id ampler than the A text, yet in cer-
tain places the case is reversed, and there are more lines -
of A than of B. The C text is @nt turn a revision of B , and'
here the changes are even greater than before, veing most of-

ten, the bodily transference of whole passages.

The A text consists of a Prologue and twelve passus.
Of these the last passus is unique dn that it is entirely omit-
ted in both B and C. The B text follows A moee of lessxxkuwiy
;for about eleven passus of A (there igs » élight difference
in the passus divisiops of A and B, A passus VII being con-
sidered as the latter half of passus VI in B), and then con-
tinues the story of Dowel, DoBet, and Dobest till passus XX,
where it ends. Similarly the C text follows the B text; but
‘égain as initthe other case the passus numbering is different,
The prologue of A and B 8s numbered passus 1 in C throwing
the whole alignment of the passus aut ;~ahd there are geveral

other changes in C , so that at the end C has XXI1I passus for , -

only XX in B, although both cever practicslly the same ground.

Authorship of the Poem. Before the controversy it was univers-

ally accepted that the poem was the work of ome man. There
seemed no reason to doubt that his Chrietien name wae William,
(the only possible a2lternative is Robert)for there are wany

allusions in the poem to that name. Time and sgain in the col-
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ophons he is referred to as William Langland; several times
he 1is spoken of as Robert Langlend; coneéehe is called Will-
elmus W. Professor Bearson suggests that his mame may have

oeen Langley instead of Langland. A full discussion of his =
name will be found below. For the purposes of convenience he

will be referred to in this thesis 28 William Langland.

CHAPTER Il - INTROOUCTION T THE CONTROVERSY.
Until the time of Pfofessor lLianly's studies,(})the poenm had
been accepted as the work of one man. Indeed Skeat, so far *
from dividing the poem, actuslly addeddto it as the work of
the same man “Richard the Redéless". I quote his reasons:
"As to the authorship of the poem, I have not the slightest
hesitation in ascribihg it to Wiliiam, the author of Piers
the Plowman. That it must be his and only his wss suggest-
ed to me years ago, on first perusal of it; 2nd after consid-
ering tne question with the utmost care, from every point
of view, not only once, but many times, I am got only sat-
isfied on.this point in my own miind ,but considerably sur-
prised to thikk there could ever have been 2 moment's doubt
about it, or any plece for a2 contrary opinion. ..... 1 have
shewn further that the internal evidence on this subject

is fully sufficient; and the only argument I shall adduce

here is by appealing to the evidence of originality in the

(1) Manly began hig studies in this direction about 1906.
4
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poem of'Richard'. An imitator of William might have copied
his phrases, but how was he to attain his genius® It is a
great satisfaction to find, moreover, that Williamf#s power
did not fail him By his old age. fhere are.some passages in
his last poem which exhibit him slmost at his best . ceee
The supposition of such passages being written by a poet of
less power tham William is like supposing that there may
have been two ShakesPeares.“(l)

In view of the controversy the sbove quotation is of
the greatest importance; it places Skeat without qualifica-
tion on the side of the sikngle authorship; and in itself it
forms a very powerful argument for the single authorship,
and one too often overlooked by the disputants. (Skeat did
not himself enter the sctual controversy, and therefore
we have put his remarks in this introduction,as being wade
before the controversy arose.)

In January ,.1906 there appeared in lodern Phiiology
an article by Prof. Hanly entltled "Lost Leaf of Piers Plow-
man*, which brought forth a- suggestion lauer to be of mat-
erial assistance to him in the controversy. Some two years
later Theophilus D. Hall(Z)argued that the C text was not
by the auther of the other visions, at the same time main-
taining that A and B were by the same author. 1Iin ﬁhe sawe
jear-was published in the Cambridge History a chapter(s}

' which precipitated the whole controversy. This chapter;

(1) Skeat (the two volume edition) II. 1xx1v.’
(2) Mod. Leng. Review , Oct. 1908. _
(3) vol. 11, Chapter 1.
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"piers Plewman and its Sequence®, by Prof. Manly , set
forth his multiple authorship theory at some length (but
did not prove it) and accepted it , pot at its face value,

as a theory, but as true. Censure is due to Prof. lanly

oo e

for putting what was aféer all an unproven theory and a =
matter of personal ppinion into as authoritative a book as
the Cambridge History; it is also due to the editors foT
accepting the theory; =2nd yet it is = great tribute to
Manly 's reputation as a sound scholar that it was accepted.
Opposition was not long in forthcoming. In Jan,.,
1905, Livdern Philclogy published an article by Dr.d.d.
Jusserand ehtitled "Piere Plovmen, tune Work of One or of
Five", vwhich refuted what of lManly's arguments ilhere was to
refute, and placed his authority on the side of the tradi#
_ional single authorship. Two months later appeared lanly's
answer to Jusserand, a capable and scholarly work setting
forth, for the first time, his arguments for the multiple
authorshipe(l)Jusserand's refutatiop soon foliowed.(z)

Mesnwhile, other sbholsrs had been drawn inteo the controversy;

Chambers and Gratlan studie% the A texg in this connection,
3)
and set forth their results. Again, Chambers argued for the

single authorship)from s standpoint Jusserand had not been
4
abler to assume. Mary Dakin made an ?x?austive and thorough
5
stidy of the alliteration of the poem . Besides these main

(1) "Answer to Dr. J.J.Jusserand" liod. Philol. June ,1909.
(2) "Second Reply to Prof. ldanly"“, liod Philel. Jan,1l910.
(3) "I The » text", Mod. Lang. Review.Jjuly,1909.

(4) "The authorship of Piers Plowman" Iiod. Lang. RUview.jan.
‘ 1910

(5) "The Alliteration of Piers Plomman. " July, 1909.
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articles there @mpe many others of lesser importance; below
I add a bibliography, as full as 1 have been nable to make

it.

CHAPTER I1l1- DIVISION OF THE COI\ITROVERéYo

By a careful and detailed studg of the theee texts ¢f the
poem, with the assistance of his pupils, Manly arrived at
the conclusion that the poems were the work, not of one
man but of five., This was not a hasty conclusion, jum=-
‘ped at in a2 moment as the easiest way of accounting for ﬁ'
gseveral difficulties, but one which lanly was hesitand

about adepting, 2nd did not adopt, 2s he himself assures

us, without careful deliberatiop and study. The evidence

on which this conclusion was founded,was, except for one
case, wholly internal,; it consisted of differences of lit-
erary merit, of opinion, of metre, and dialect belween the
various portions and texts of the poem; and of some passages
of the poem where it seemed as if the continuator or reviser
had misunderstood his original, the most important of these
latter being thev"reddite“ passage. The one co=se of extern-
2l evidence was that of the testimony of Johm But. His con-
clusion was that the poem was the work of fove persons whom
he named Al, A2, B, and C, 2nd John But, =nd to whom he
allocated the poem as follows:

(L) Al £ The prologue and the first seven passus of the
A text, nawely the vision of the field full of folk, the

vision of Lady leed =and Holy Church, and the vision ogf

B
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Piers the Plowman.

(2) A2 - Passus VIII and to the end of the A text, namely,
the various visions comprising Dowel.
(3 )cdohn But - Roughly speaking the lines from 100 to the
end of passus XII ( the unique passus) of the A text. The
extent of his work is uncertain, énd will be considered ©
below. _
(4) B - The whole of the B text , which besides a revision
of Al and A2 (omitting only passus XII of A2), contains a
continuation of A2 , naemely , DoWei and Dobest.i ”
(5) C- The whole of the C text, which is a revision of the
B text.

- Under these separate heads i shalk treat the controw

versgy , in so far as is practical.

CHAPTER 1V - THE BURDEN OF THE PROOR.
Before prbceédihg to the actusal arguments of the contro-
versy, however, it isanecessafy to determine on Which
side the burden of the proof lies. Manly assumes that it
iies with the exponents of the single authorship to prove
that the poems are the work of one wan; reasoning doubt-
less by analogy from science, where reason for classifying
two phencmena together must be shown. Jusserand, on the |
other hand, holds the opposite view: that it is necessary
for ifanly to Prove plurality of authorship, ekse his case

does not hold; and as for himself proving singularity, that
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i8 entirely optional on his part. That is to say, he con-
siders disproving lianly's case for blurality as tauntamount
to proving singularity of authorship.‘ This claim is , of
course, based on the fact that there is a well establisned
tradition for the single authorship; and unless the mul-
tiple authorship is proven, the traditional view wust
have precedence. Thus we find each party of the disput-
ants taking the view most favourable to itself.

' S.Mbore(l)was the first to recognize explicitly this
difficulty; and his conclusion was that it is necessary to
prove singularity else multiplicity held. In his mdst
scholarly and masterful exposition he analyses the tradi-
tion which credited tine poews to one auther, and finds
that it is valueless, on the grounds, mainly, phat the
scribes of the fifteenth century, and the editors of the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries had not available the
methods of modern scholarship. Had the poeus been found
separately from each other] and were they not avowed trang-
criptions and continuatiops of each other, shch a conclus
sion had been valid. But surely, where tne case is so, and
where it tbok the best efforts of that wmodern scholarship
to discover a difference, and that difference disputed;
his concl&sion can hardly be called valid. The only con=-
sistently logical course is to held the opposite view,
that , on their face value, the poems are the work of one
man; and until prdven otherwise, as such they must be re-

garded. Any person acquainted with the poems, or with their

6546

(1)vsStudies in Piers Plowman." lipd. Philol. XI, 117.
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general nature; and not influenced by the coptroversy, will
ageee with this conclusion. Taking the other view is plac-
ing the exponents of the single authorship under a most
unfairkgdvantage; for as in mathewatics, so in any other
branch of logic, the most obvious things are the eazkssr
hardest ot prove. To show that two different things are
similar is , strictly Speaking, impossible.

The above,however,is asbstract reasoning. For tne pur-
poses of the controversy Ic¢ shall assume a relétian}satis;
factory to all , namely:

that te prove multiplicity,it is necessnry, begides
showing reason for that multiplicity, to account satisfac-
torily for all reasons advanced t§ show. singularity of

authorship; and vice versa . Yo one, 1 think, will guar-

rel with this allocation of the difficulties.

CHARTER V- THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN AI AND A2,

According to lanly this différence is mainly structural.
I append Jusserand's resume of his siatements ; which is
éminently fair and very compact:

“Concerning differences of literary wmerit and mental
power, Prof. usanly declsres that thefirst part of A (epi-
sode of Meed and Piers) is tne best mf in the work; and
nof only the best, for after all it must happen te »ny
author that one of his poems of cantos is the best , but
so far above all the rest as to imply a difference of aut-

horship. those first eight passus are remarkable, ne says,

for their " clearness and definiteness of structural. exe
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cellence'; they are Couspicupus for their 'unity of struce
ture'; the writer never 'forgets for a moment the re lation
of an incident ot his whele plan, ..... Only once of
twice does he interrupt nis narrstige to e€xXpress his own
views and feelings. .... Therg is nowher:viﬁé least
hint of any personal animosity against any class af men
as.-a class.' The style is of unparalleled 'picturesqueness
and verve'; the art of composition is'one of the most
striking features!' of this portion of the poem.

"In the latter part of A& pn the contrary, that is,
the Dowel passus, and into the additions introduced into
versions B and C, those qualities disappear to a large ex-
tent; we have muéh more ' debate and disquisition' than
'vitalised allegory'; The author is interested in caguist-
by, in theologigal problems, predestination, etc.: the'clearf
ness of phrasing, the orderliness and consééutiveness of
thought are entirely lacking.'"(l)Although Prof. Manly de-
votes more time to B and C than he does to Al and A2, I
think he would have Deen wiser hsad hé atressed the differ-
ence between Al and A2 more than he does, because this |
difference strikes at the root of the controversy, being
a différence in conception and execution. Arguments based
on single passages, on "mistakes, misreadings®, or "slight
but significant chsnges", can never be convincing in a
controversy as vexed as this; for there is always the pos-
sibility of a scribal error to be pleaded, or, failing that

it is possible w0 accept the error as stated, and yet

argue very reasonably for single author, who, being human,

"Piers Plowman The Work ©f One Or Of Five" E.E.7.8.139 b p.39.
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made mistakes and forgot, 2nd was inconsistent; and for

the support of this view there is 8ll the evidemce lit- -
erary history affords. The difficulty of kanly's posi-
tion is that it way be attacked from two fronts; his

facts may be refuted, thus dissipating his argument entire-
ly; or his fact%‘may be accepted , and yet his general =
position stormed. It is very dangerous to reason from
sipgle passages, even though they be fairly numerous,or
from alternative readings, or conjectural emendations, or
other such minutiae,'as Manly does ; in the latter cases

he is piling conjectureon conjecture, and it must be reme
embered that the probability ofthe whole being true (Which
is the prbduét of the-separate probabilities, and not the
sum as so many people assume) is very small. Had he,on the
other hand, taken the position merely that A2 as a2 whole
differs considerably from Al, 2nd shown that the difference
was sufficient to postulate a multiple authorship, it would
have followed, immediately and by esay steps,that B differs
from A2, and C feom B, nor would it have been hard to esta-
blish that Al, A2, B, and C were distinct. That is to say,
had his first step been firmly established, the rest would

have followed mutatis mutandis .

Let me make this clearer. The subject matters of B

and C are, with the exception of the oumissions a?d addi -
(1

tiong, the same as those of Al ad A2 cowmbined. Now in a

() I am not ,of course, referring here to the latter part
of B, Dobet and Bobest,to which the same argument applies

as to A2, for the establishment of A2 ¥ould ipso facto

establish B.
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revision where the subject matter is the same, it is hard,
almost impessible, to t&ll whether the revidion is the work
of the original author, changed of course by age and inter-
vening experience, or of some one élse. But where a- con-
tinuation by sémeone else is undertaken there must of neces=
sity be a great difference in construction and execution,
the only two features of a work which cannot be affected
by the so-called minutiae; and especially wust this be the
case where the first man is a man of gebius; and where. the
genius is wholly original the case i even more so. Of the
author of A we know that he was first in the field; and t
that nowhere in the field of all literature i® there rec-
ord, before or during his time, of any work remotely resem-
bling his in spirit and conception. Jusserand mentions
this poigt conclusively, nor is there any refutation forth-
coming. He was a man of originality =2nd individuality,
the latter in the most marked degree. Both Manly znd Jus-
serand would agree that there is no possible doubt that

the author of the prologue, say of Al is the same as the
author of passus VII and VIII. Asked the reason for their
belief, both would reply that the considered passus bore
the marks of the same individuality. It follows , there-
fofe, that in lanly's opinion , the work detailed as that
of A2 does not bear those marks, and does bear

the marks of another and different individuality; and in

(1) E.E.T.S, 139 b p.2. Jusserand applies the remark to all

‘the poems, and therefore means to apply ot to Al as stated.
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serand's opinion it does not bear the moarks aforesaid.

The solution of this part of the controversy is,
therefore, @ matter of opinion, the value of the opinion being
determinedxhot 8o much by scholarship, as by literery appre-
ciation and familiarity, o much more intangible essence.(Z)

To enable the casuai reader to form some opinion of
his own as to the uniqueness or otherwise of the construction
and execution of the poems, I refer him to Skeats Summary
of the corresponding portion of the C text,; this summary is
by far the‘best I have seen , and possesses the advantage of
having been made before the controversy aroae.(S)

I offer some criticisms on the basis of this summary
of Al and AZ2:

(1) There can be no doubt that the second is more
abst:act than the first. Instead of diggers‘and delvers,
lawyers and sergeants, we are presented mostly with person-
kfications of ideas. There are no crewds treated inAthe sec-
opd, whereas the first treats of many.

{2) The nature of the :personification is different.
In the first , generally speaking, we are dealing with real-
ism and actuality with some personificstion thrust upon it.

In the second the realism and actuality are not so apparent.

(L) This latter is in part stated by Jusserand when he re-
marks that the autobiagréphical features of the poéms agree
remarkably well with each other. E.E.T.S, 139 b, p. 52
(2)I here differ completely with loore, who rejects the
opinions of Whitaker and Skeat on this subject as valueless

because formed before the facts of the controversy were known.

(3) Skeat Vol II p
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(3) There are disquisitions in both, but those in Al
can, with some difficulyy, be related to what has gone before:
in A2 the relation is wuch more difficult.

(4) Both are alike in that they retain a figure onlx
as long as it suits their purpose or fancy.

(5) It is very significant that passus XII, from the
introduction of omnia-probate till the death of the dreamer
is strongly reminiscent of passus VII and VIIiiof Al.

(6) The machinery about ehich the poem is hung is
the same in both, that of a dreamer going about the world,
meeting the characters of the action.

{7) The vividness lacking from the figures in A2 is
sokewhat made up for by the rapidity with which they change.

(8) The character of the narfative of Az is different
from that of AL; this may have influenced some of the differ-
ences ﬁoted above.

| 1 leave it for the reader to decide for himself whether
these differences are due to 8 difference of authorship, or
merely to the differences of the subject matters.

I shall conclude this discussion of Al and A2 by a
brief recapitukation and'a statement of my own opinion. First
then, I have tried to emphasise the fact that in this part of
the contfoversy'no scholarship is necessary, but only a fair-
1y good acqgain#ance with the'poem and an ordinary literary
appregiation. As there are no parallel dmfferencés to be drawn
the discussion is raised from particularities to Reneralities,

which latter, thaugh more abstraci, are more conclusive.
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I may as well state here that I do nbt favour the
multiple suthorship theory. I place but doubtful Walue on

single passage arguments, beéause, with Jusserand, I hold

that an author must not be absolutely consistent at the risk .-

df being bodily quaftered. But on,the other hand, I do agree
with Manly that there is a notable difference between Al and
A2; and whether that difference is great emough to postulate

a multiple authorship is a nice point on which I hesitate to
commit myself. The primecipal criticism I have to offer of all
the disputants in the controversy is that each.took a defin-
itevside in the controversy (consciously or unconsciously)
vefore starting in it: and thenb marshalled all the arguments
for that side, omitting carefully any that did not conform;
and finally, instead of admitiing a gg?d,argument for the
other side when they saw it, obscured %@, refuted it on some
trivial ground, or ignored it. Thus bb%h the reply of Manly
and the second reply of Jusserand contain a great deal of mat-
ter of no value to thé controversy. Particularly is this true
of Menly's reply, which instead of building up a case for the
multiple authorship, ﬁttacked Jusserand's case point by point.
The result is that in certain places he is arguing against

his own interest; and that in others he introduces arguments,

which, being relevant only to certain arguments which Jusserand

introduced as relevant to the controversy, are wholly irrelev-
(1)
ant to the controversy itsekf.

(1) It is interesting to note some of these, The reference is

in every case to E.E.T.S.139 &.

(a) Reference to Alain Chartier (p3) and Marsiglio of

Padua (p 4).



(o) PeasantB Revolt (§.5). Here lManly argues ajgainst his own
iﬁterest. He says that it is strange that the single author
did not mention the revol}, which occured during his life-
time. How much stranger then would it not be for four authors
of whom the same is trie, to make the same omission °? |
(c) Montaigne (p.%). I may here say that it is hardly pro-
fitable to attack particular examples drawn from general
literary history, for other examples of the same things

can always be fofind.

(d4) Manly remarks that there are many spurious additions

to the uSS. (p.Il). Here he plays directly into Jusserand'§:

hand, for he could argue tha a great deal of the differences

objected to could be ascribed to thid cause.
(¢) Speaking about Shakespeare's Hamlet Manly is arguing

in the best vein of Jusserand himself.
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In his zeal for the multiple authorship Manly denied
what was peefectly obvious to everyone , that there was a
great similarity between Al and A2, Similarly Jusserand
denied what was equally obvious, that there was also some
gifference between them. Both were eager to convince, but
not to be convinced. For my own part I see no reason
for believing that B and C are different from Al andA2;
but I will admit that there is good ground for believing
that Al and A2 are different; and I will further admit

that, having proven Al and A2 different, it is hard to

resist the conclusion that B and C are different also.

CHAPTER VI-THE EVIDENCE OF JOHN BUT.

I have put thif immediately after AR because Juhn But is

a- part of A2. At the end of the vwelfth pawssus of A is a
passage we know to have been writtem by John But because
it tells us so. The vwelfth passus is, of course, the last
of A. Where the B text continues this passus has bben en-
tirely omitted, and the natrative continued as at the end
of A*XI. This conclusion is found only in one MS, (MF. Raw-
linson 137), the only MS. containing the whole of A. For
these réasons A XII is known as the unique passus. It is
believed that John But, finding that the poem ceased ab-
ruptly, hanging, as it were, in the_air, added on his own

initiative 2 conclusion of his own, wherein he states cef-

tain facts, or what he thought to ber facts, about the author

of the original. 1 here append a
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summary ofl the passus.

A passus Xi1l. Clergy acknowledges thst Lis duty is fo teéch
the dreamer where Jowel is to be found; Scripture interrupts,
saying that Clergy should ﬁot do s¢ without first shriving
him, quoting as suthority David and Theclogy; the case cf
Pllate is recallied sg to the 1mpeqq1h111ty of knowing truth.

The dreamer sskes Scripture where khind Wit dwells . Clergy,
shamed, creeps into & cabin, leaving ihe dresmer %o his own

resources, —Scriplture kindly tells bhim where Kind Wit re-
sides, and calls«Omnla—Prab@te to be his. guide. |
¥any wnnderg befall him in later days; there was the
meeting with Ennger,*fér exsmple, and the subsequent supr-
feit; then Fe?ér came&and greeted him handily, and with
him were twoéEGGtidian and Tercian. Asking for Destl he wéa'
advised to live aﬂd follow Dowel; he went about the world
and wrought thhs and otner works ; .when the wors was flnl@hed
“eath drove ﬁille under the ground. When Joun But saw tﬁéée:
~ saws (which saws 13 uneertaini he made this end to the work
then follows a DIBSSLBg, a prayer for hing Riehard, =snd an

Apen.

1 add beléw'therlimes of the psssus from 89 to the :
end. 7This extract contains twelve final lines which are
not printed in Skeat's edition, and sre sowewhat hard of

access in our library.

“Nay Wille®" quod that wygt "wend ou no ferther 89

But lyue as thie 1iyf is ordeyned for e,
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Thou tomblest with a trepget if thou my tras folwe;

Ané mannes NMerthe wrougte no mor than he deseruyth here,
Whil;his lyf and his lykhame lesten to-gedere,

And fherefore do after Dowel whil thi dayes duren;

That thy play be plentevous in paradys with aungelys!
Thoe shalt be laust into 1%/t with loking of an eye,

So that thou werke the word that holy writ techeth,

Ahd be prest to prayeres and profitable werkes!"

Wil;e wist thrugh in-wit (thou'wost wel the sothe!)
That this speche was spedelich and sped him ful faste,
And wroughte that here is writen and other wegkes bothe
Of Peres the Plowman and mechel paple al-g0;

And when this werke was wrouiteere Wille my te aspie,
Detp delt him a dent and drof him to the erthe,
 And is closed under olm Christ haue hie soule!

And so bad Iohan But busyly wel ofte,

And when he saww these sawes busyly alegged

By Iames and by Ierome by Iop and by othere,

Anhd for he medleth of makyng he made this ende.
“Now alie kenne creatures cristene were. euere,

Ged for his goodnesse gif hem swyche happes,

To luye os that flonde lyketh that 1lyf in hem putté,
 Furst to rekne Richard king of this rewme,

Ahd alle lordes that louyn him lely in herte,

God saue hem sounde in by se and by lande;

Mary moder and may for man thou beseke;

That barn bryng us to blys that bled on the fode!

Amen. Explicit Dowel.
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Three question s immediately suggest themselves: who was
John But, how much did he know, and how much did he add?

(1) Who was John Bﬁt? To put it blankly, we do not
know. But there are some interesting conjectures to be con-
sidered. Henry Bradley(l)suggests that he may have been a-
certain John But,'king’s messenger, of whom there is record
at about the time the A text was published. Edith Rickert(Z)
eéxpands upon this conjecture ih & scholarly manner. We know
John But to have been dead- before April 17, 1387, making him
eligible chronologically for our John But. lioreover, Miss
.Rickert adduces some internal evidence in support of this
belief. Lines 83 and 84 of the passus make (or so she claims)
a fine distinction between a Kings messenger and a8 courier,
of a sort to be known only to a messenger:

"] am a messager of deth men haue 1 tweyne,
That on is called Cotidian a courour of our hous.®
MbreoVef the meséenger of death is gihven in this casepowers:
of arrest; and it is known that the king's messenger had
such powers and was frequently called upon }o exercise them.
She reasons also that But, éaman probably of limited ideas,
would mention, when he maddled with making, the one occupation
- he was well acquainted with. This reasoning is baged, of course
lén the asgumption that ¥his Butw wrote the lines in quesiion.

(2) How much did.he add? Different scholars hold dif-

ferent views on this point, I list the more ikportant.

(1)"Wno was John But® Collected papeew of Henry Bradley, 1928.
(2) "John But messenger and maker® Mod.Philol. XI 107-16.
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Chambers All of XII, or only 84- 112,

Manly 57- 112

Older view i,e. Skeat 100~ 112,

Rickert 77~ 112,
That he wrote all of XII I think we may throw out at once.
(Chamﬁers would concur readily with this.) The first patt of
XII is undoubtedly by the author of A2. Anhd strangely enough
the episode of Hunger and Fever is strangely reminiscent of the
author of Al. I think we may agree in alloting as little ms pos-

sible to this meddler, say 84-112. There is, however, a:great
1

deal to be said for Hanly's allocation of 57-112,

(3) How much did he know? Rickert suggests that,

being a king's messenger , he would prcbably be well ingormed:
a- possible answer te this is so obvious that I refrain from
giving it. The advocates of the multiple authorship would have

it that

(a7) John But knew what he was talking about, and
(o) meant, when he wrote
"And wroughte what here is writen, and other werkes

(vothe
O0f Peres the Plowman, and mechel peple al-so."

if possible
i. that he wrote AR (not Al) and other works, or at .

lesst

ii. that he wrote A2 and other works, not including
B and C (for But was dead before 1387.)

This reasoning is then used to establish a multiple authorship.

(1) From this poiwt of view the idea of a forced ending is very
probvable. '
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on the grounds that the author must have been dead when the‘C
text was written. There are, however, too many if clauses in
the chain to make it of much walue. And yet it is indicative
of the:intensity of the controversy that there was much lNSS.
searching to try to show either i, or ii. above.

The only element of importance John But adds to the
controversy is admirably summed up in the two following senten-
ces:"John But's continuation, slight as it is, is of importance
because it shows that men did not hesitate to continue of mod-
ify a text that cemeinto their hands. Ahd this conclusion is
abundantly supported by the 19 uSS. phich contain variations
and additions."” l)Jusserand laughingly exiles John But from the

controversy, and So may we.

Atcepting the view that But wrote as little as possible,
an interesting question arises: what is th¢ significance of the‘
twelfth paésus, written as it was by the auth@r of A2¢

I think the author of A2 (the same a&s of Al) when he
started passus XII had every intention of continuing the story
of Dowel. And continue it he did in the story of Clergy, scrip-
ture, KindeWiﬁ, the shaming of Clergy, and the entrance of
Omnia~Probate. But when he came to 6mnia-Probate, he decided
to discontinue the story; perhaps he was impatient ¢4 publish
it, or perhaps, voluntaridy or otherwise, he found it necessary

to discontinue publication for some years.

(1) “ilanly's Answer to Dr. Jussergnd" E.E.T.S. 139 bp. 17.
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It is possible to supposé that he was dissatisfied with the
present state of what he had written, and reseolved to revise
it radically, and to postpone the continuation until the revis
sion was completed. But this resolve left him with s pfoblem:
here he was in the middle of a story; he could not leave it
hanging in the air; besides theincongrmity of the thing,, it
was dangerous, for who could tell but that someone else would

finidh it for hiwm? Therdfore he introduced the forced conclu-

gion of the many wonders (where theparagraph division occurs
in the'summary above) the meeting with ‘'Hunger, and then with
Fever, Cotidian and Tercian, and the asking for death. And he
concluded the poem, for the time being, with Fever's adamoni-
tion to Follow Bowel and be "prest to prayeres®., At this
‘point the poem ended, for the time being. Then John But happ
pened along, and being, as Jusserand says, but a fédil, finished
“the poem completely by burying the author.
This réconstruction labuurs mnder ne conjectures or

textual emendations or interpretatitns. It is based simply

on what iw in the text itself. The marked difference between
| the portion of the passus until Omnia-Probate and that after
Omnia-Procbate was noted by lianly when he suggested that John
But's addition may have been from line 57(the Omnia-Prebate
line) to the end. There can be no doubt th t to line 57 the
passus does continue Dowel; .emd likewise there can be no doubt
that foom line 57 there is a forced conclusion. Hunger and
Fever are not at all congruent to the situatiop; what
we should expect to find is that OQumnia-Probate leads

Will to Kind Wit. Our only assumption is that these lines
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were written by the author of A2; and surely they were above
the ability of the meddler John But.

loreover, if we assume the multiple authorship, this
reconstruction accounts perfectly for B, and for the dif-
' ferences in B. It also accounts for the failure of B to incor-
porate passusXII in his revision. When we consider the mass
of conjecture attendant on sll the other suggested explanations
with probability here, and more probability there, does not
this simple reconstruction, with its single unpresumptiaﬁs
assumption, account for the facts mest readily? And does it

not do least violence to the text?

CHAPTER VII- THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN A AND B:
THE DISPUTED PASSAGES.

Under this head I intend to marshali most of the arguments of

the controversy. It is of course understood that a great deal.
treated here also appliew to Al and A2; and that a great deal
more applies £o B; and I take it for granted also that what I

have said of A2 applies to that portion of B not in A,

I The disputed passsges. Manly's stand on the passages is
simply this: that the way in whica the passaBes were re-written

shows conclusively that the reviser'misunderitqod his priginal,
and therefore cannot have;been the gsame man.

(1) Lewte. "In II 21 ff. Lewte is introduced -8 tlze9
z_,

ieman of the lady Holy Church and spoken of as feminine."

(1) "Piers Plowman and Its Sequence* , C.H.E,L. II p.32
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The lines are as follows:

Wy lakked my lemmen that Lewte is haten

And bilowen hire to lordes that lawes han to keep“(l)
That is to saym, lianly interprets Hire as referrkéng to Lewte,
and claims that this is 2 mistake, since, Holy Church being
feminine, her lemgn, (sweetheart ) must be masculine. Jusser-
and accepts Manly's interpretation but argues:

(1) There camnot be any question here of B‘having
wisunderstood A as the passage is quite different in béth
texts, and there is no mention at 21l of Lewte in a. (2)
‘Lemman does not necessarily mean s man amd a paramour; to
use it otherwige is not to commit an errof; a lemman is a
tenderly loved being of any sex: Spenser's Proteus agks
Florimel 'to be his lemsn and his lady trewe'. If Florimel
could play the patt of a leman, why not Lewte *? And, és the
pelure purfiled lady in the visions was Holy Chordh, we may
take it for granted that a: difference of sei had little to
do in her choice of a 'lemman'. (3) Very possibly there may be
nothing in the passage but a scribe's error, thire'! being put
instead of 'hym'; the more probable correction is made in C:

WAnd lakked hym to lordes that lawes han to kepe'.

O0f B having failed'to understand, of of having committed any
mistake fhere is nor trace,“(z)

Manly's answers to these arguments are not convincing,
as pointed out by Chambers.(s)There is, however, another way

of interpreting the passae which both have overlocked

(1) B II 21 seq.
(2/ E.E.T. S. 139 b p.33. (3) E.E.T.S. 139 e p.16-17.
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but which avoids the difficulty entirely. If we read_hire
as refeéexive, referring back to Meed herself, the passage makes
perfectly good sense, and there is no difficulty. Further,
the change in C way be interpreted as an entire change of the
meaning gf thie point, of which there are many in C.

(2) Fals. "In II 25 Fals instead of Wrong is the father
of Leed, but is made to wmarry her later."(m
Jusserand answers this argument compdetely and satisfactorily:
“Without doubt, when writing B the suthor decided to medify
entirely the family connections of leed, and not without good
cause. Iﬁ the first version, so highly praised, the incoker-
ence was such ae to mmake a- chage indespensable.® ®
Then he goes on to show how Wrong was unsuited fer the position,
ahd how Favel is much mdre suBtable; and it is possible to
suppose that Fals was confused for Favel in this one case; a
slip very easy to be made in view of the alliteration and the
similarity of the names. Jusserand concludes: "The author of
B haé certainly neither'misunderstood! nor spoilt A in this
passage; just the reverse; he!has made sense out of what was
very near to being nonsense."\S)

(3) "In II 176, B has forgotten that the bishops are
to accompany lMeed tq Westminster, and represents them as
‘borne Abrode in visitynge'".(4)
i shall not'give the various arguments for and against this

trivial pod¥nt. Were we to look for such incensistencies, in

what portion of the poem would we not find them?

(1) C.H.E.L. II p.32. (2) C.H.E.L, II p. 32.
(3).E.E.T.8. 139 b p.35. v(4) " 32.
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(4) The 'reddite' passage. This is the most complicat-
ed and vexed part of the controversy. I shall divide the argue-
ment into three parts-, according to its relation to the three
texts, as this greatly simplifies it.

(a) In relation to the A text. 1In the A text, passus
five, there is a list and description of the seven deadly sins
as féllows: Pride, Lechery, Envy, Avarice, Gluttony, Sloth,
and the famous Robert the gobber passage, beginnigg:

"Robeft the robbour on Reddite he lokede, 7

And for there was not wherewith he wepte ful sore.“(l)
It will be noticed that there are only six deadly sins, the
seventh, Wrath, being missing. It was frow this fact that Manly
evolved the lost leaf thoery as follows:

| i, Wrath is missing. Perhaps this is due Eo the loss of
a- whole leaf. |
ii. The Robert the Robber passage seems hardly congruent to
what has gone geforé; what has Sloth to do with Restitution®
and what has robbery to do witk Sloth? Surely Robbery should
be connected with any other sin rather than with Sloth,
being an act of comission, and not of omission.
iii. Let us suppose, then, that Wrath w as lost from
amonglthe other sins, say between Gluttony and Sloth. Let
us also suppose that there was a transition passgge between

Sloth and Robert which is now lost. Then it is possible

to suppose that

(1) AV 242-3.
(2)"Lost Leaf of Piers the Plowman®, lMod. philol. 3-359.
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iv. Bqth lbssew were occgsioned by the loss of one sheey
of MS. The sheets were folded inthe middle to form a quire.
This being so, the loss of the mext tc the innermost sheet
of the gquire would occasion the double loss. Calculation,
of some- sort, shows that the proportion of the passages is
favourable to this supposition. The probgbility, moreover,
of the loss of one sheet is quite good; but to plead the loss
of two separate leaves is gratuitous. The above is the fam-
ous lost leaf argument, without any conclusions as to the
authorship yet drawn. ToDr. Furnival's obJectioﬁ that it is
hard to concei ve of the loss of the next to the innermost
gsheet, without the loss €f the innermost sheet, especially
where the sheets were sewn,lanly gives three more or lesg
parallel exampleé. These are, respectivelp, the loss of the
next to ihe outermost pair of leaves, the loss of an inner
pair of leaves, and the loss of an outer pair of leaves.(l)
Henry Bradley(Z)objects that it is hard to counceive
a passage making transitdion from Sloth te Robert phat would
be at all satisfactory, and that if Robert belongs anywhere
it is after Covetousness; and he modifies the theory some-
what. His theory is that the cause of the trouble was to be
sought "not in a uS. written on parchment arranged in quires

or gatherings, but in the'copy'(to ﬁse the word in the modern

printer's sense) handed by the author to the first tsanscriber.

(l) EoEoToSo 159 C p.59—60.

{2) Athenaeum , Aptil 21, 1906,
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This would no doubt be written on loose leaves of paper®. And,
Bradley argues, we can conceive Robert misplaced and Wrath lost.
(The invocation of two such accidents, so closely together,
is straining probability beyond all reason.)
Jusserand agrees with Bradley in that Robebt was mis--

" placed, but hé ig sceptical as to the loss cof Wrath. The au-
thor or authors are geometrical mentally, he points out; and
he adds a list of the occurence of the sevem deadly sins that

bears him out:

AII AV BXIII BXIV CXVIl
Pride Pride Pride Pride Pride

Eavy Lechery Wrath Wrath Wrath
Avarice Envy Envy Gluttony(l Gluttony
Gluttony Avarice Lechery (SLoth) Avarice
lechery Gluttony Avarice Avarice Lechery
Sloth Sloth - Gluttony ZLechery Sloth

(Wrath miss.)(Wrath miss.)Sloth. Sloth (Bnvy miss.)

(Bnvy miss.)
(Note. This list is of the first occurence of each respective

sin 1ist. Jhum AII is corrected in B and C; AV is also cor-
rdcted in B and C; but BXIV ix not cotredted in C. Jussergnd's
condlusion is, however, that whenever for the first time the
author attempted to list the sins, with nothing to check the

list against, he failed, four out of five times.)

In view of the above table it is entirely gratuitous
to argue that Wrath was included but was lossb. Therefore Jus-
serand substitutesd Bradley's shifted leaf for lianly's lost

double leaf.

(1) I have put Sloth in Brackets because it is not specific-
ally wentioned at this pdace; it is, however, implied beyond

any doubt.
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“mhe author of &, the same I think, as the author of A, is-
sued, after a dozen years or more, a new text of his poems,

a text whiioh he had more or less constantly before him,
making changes, corr;ctions and additions as it occured to
him, the usual way with authors ofthis sort , capable of
extension. The copy he used was naturally a copy of A, as
there was no other text then in éxistence, with the twenty-
four lines certaindy ihn the wrong pdace, since he left

them there. His changes which transformed a poem éf 52599
lines into one of 7241, were very numergus; sometimes slight
ones were made, souwetimes new quotatioms were added, sdmetimes
new matter was added on a counsiderable scale: the very way
another writer, liontaigne, also absorbed in his thoughts
actually worked. Preceeded by some lines on the necessity of
giving back ill-gotten goods, the passage on Robert the Rob-
ber, a logical sequence to Coveteise, forms a separate in-
cident not at all necessary to make the confession of the
‘Seven Deadly sins complete; it has all the appearance of an
afterthought; such afterthoughts as the author, or anyone in
his place, would write on separate slips of paper left loose
or which might get loose, and whichAzdam Scrivener of sleepy
pen would copy anywhere. And as Scrivener in this case did
not know what to do, he put the stray lines at the end of the
passus when the rest of the confessionss were finished 80
Kobert would come just before the v'thouseunt of men' who
ymourned for their sins' 'weopyng and weyling.'!

For what concerns the author himself, maybe, while

making so many change in so many places, he never paid any
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attention to this passage (in whidh, as a matter of fact,

he introduced no change at all); maybe also he thought of
transferring it to its: proper place and neglected to mark
it accordingly, or to see that the removal was made. The
faet that the confession of Coveteise, as remodelled in ver-
sion B, contains a passage not in A& where restitution is
insisted on at great length, in most pressingllanguage,

lends provability to the latter hypothesis. "

I have quoted this passage at great length because it
is here that the argument of Jusserand falls down most griev-
ously; in the last sentence he plays right into the hgnds of
the multiple authorshig proponents.
| This omission of restoring “reddite® to its right
place, overlooked in B was corrected in C and the lines added:
"Then was there a Walishman was wonderliche soryy
He hipgnt van- eld-ageyen if ich so moche have.“(z)
Jusserand further goes on to say that the description of the
sins in A hgs all the appearance of being sketchy and incom-
plete -i.e. some sins are just memoranda: to be developed
later. égainst this argument and the shifted leaf argument
Manly has some telling arguments to prefer:

"Before discugsing the criticismse of thip pasaaée

I wish to point out that even if they did hold good, even
if we had to conclude that this passus aw it stands in

(L) B.E.T.S. 139 b p, 17.
(2) ¢ VII 309-310. |
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A is sketchy and uﬁfinished, this conclusion would leave
the failure of B tm‘notice and correct the confusion con-
cerning Robert the Robber as much in need of explanation

as before. The question is not, how did this confusion oc-
cur, but why did not B notice and correct 1t9“(1) This
argument, in the opinion of R.W.Chambers Who reviewed the
discuééian afferwards, is vefy powerful;against Jusserand's

()
hypothesisg.

(b) In relation th the B text. So far I have only given the

theories of tye disputants as to the dispositionc of "reddite®.
No comnection between these disputes and the multiple author-

ship has been shown. When wé consider the B text this con-

nection . becomes evident.

'In the B text the sins occur as follows: Pride,
Lechery, BEnvy, Wrath 00vetousness Gluttony, Sloth, Robert
the Robber. . B
| (19 The followxng are Manly's conclu31ons on this
poznt-

Vl. Wfath has been supplled by the centinuator, but in syyle
and manner it is tota;ly dlfferent from the other 91ns as
-descrlbed in A.

ii. B dld not know where to put the "reddlte“ passabe S0
’he left lt where it was 1n As but he dld 1nclude in the e
earller part of Sloth a confession that ‘he had wzthheld
wages from hls serVants as if thus to account for the ~

passage. “the omission of wrath and the confu91on as to

(L) B.E.T.S. 139 b p.20.
(2) B.E.T.8 139 e p.2.
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Sloth were noticed by % and he treated them in rather,ingena
,flouply He 1ntroduced into the earlier part of Sloth's
”‘confe551on a declaration that he had Ween so slothful as

~to withhold the wages of his qervants and to forget,to re=

turn thxngs he had borrowede To supply 2 ccnfeq31on of Wrath

" he himself wrote a Confessio Irae, totally dlfferent in

style from the work of 3, and indeed more appropriate for
envy than wrath, containing as it does no very digtinctive
traits of Wrath.“(l) If we accept4the above premises , it
follows at once that B misunderstood A, and Showed,tha$
mlqunderSUandmng in his attempt to correct A, andktherefore
canaét have been the sgme man ags A.

() If we accept Bradleyﬁs theory of the shifted
paqsage°,
we avoid the obgectlons to the loss of the next to the
~innermost
innermost leaf of a“qulre (Wthﬂ loss to Dr. Furnival L-E
hardly conceivable) and yet the conclusions as to the mul-
]tip;e;?ﬁthdrship,areithe séméo‘

(3) 1f we‘acdépt Jusserand's modification of Bradley's
théory:‘ | " |
the same conclusion seems equally inevitable. Jusserand
reasons, however, that the way in which/the pagsage Wwas
finally ccrrected’ih C shows that the author of “ mast
‘have been the same as the author of A, and therefowe of B.
By addihg a» gingle line, and chaﬁging the first half of the
next line, he makes the "reddite passage follow clearly and

naturally upon Covetousness. In Covetousness mention was

made of restitution to which, ostensibly, Covetousness asy

(1) uod Philol. 3- 365. (Lost Leaf ofPiers Plowman.)




(35)

sented. Immediately ,fterwards these lines follow:
#¥Then there was a ﬁaiishman was wonderliche éory,

He highte yvan-jeld-ajyeynn if ich so moche have,,

All that ich wickeddliche wan sytthen ich witte hadde,
And paugh wy lifelode lacke 1leten I nelle,

pat eche man shal have his er ich hennes wende.

Robert the ryfeler on reddite he lokede |

And for there was not wherewith he wepte ful sore."(l)

It will be remembered that this passage in both A and B

began:

(2)

"And git I chulle yelden ageyen if I so moche haue,"

Now this'single alteration is so simple and sati$factory,

that it is only possible, says Jusserand? for the original

author to have written it.

Of the confessidn off Wrath in B, Manly says it is

"totally different in style from the work of A, and indeed
more apprppriaté for envy than for wrath, containing as it
does no very distinctive tratts of wrath. The additadas
«sso are confused, vague , and entirely lacking in the finer

qualities offi imagination, organixation and diction shown

in all A's work. In A each cohfess%o? iw sketched with
3 .
Inimitable vividness and brevity.® This, according to

Jusserand, is entirely a matter of opinion, and he holds

the opposite opinion. He goes on to show that Pride, awm

in A, could be described as more apprppriate to Envy;

and Pride in still another part of A, as wholly inapprop-
riate to itself; Wrath in A has some of the attributes of

Envy. Further he shows that the distinction between Wrath

(L) C VII 309 seq. (2) AV 235, (3) Mod.Philol. 3-365.,
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and Envy was ne¥e§ very exactly observed, and the woe were
1
often confused.

Some Remarks on Manly's Ststement of the Additious.

(1) the addition about Sloth's servantds Thie passgge be- -
ging:

"And my seruantz some tyme her salarye is bihynde

Reuthe &8 to here the rekenynge whan we rede acomptes“(g)
I1f this passage were the only thing added by B, we ﬁight
credit his svowed purpose to account for Robert snd ®red-
dite" in this manne, but it is not; it is added in the
midst of much more matiter, not at all avout restitution,
to which it is quite subsidiary.
(2) The difference in siyle of the additicus in B. The
added matter, in wy opinion, is in the best style of A.
Jusserand and Cheambers, although they do not say so expli-
citiy, are of the same opinion. We must remember that A
wrote the description of Glutton's excess, called H ogarthian
oy Skéat. I asppend a summary of Glutton, and one of the
added part of Sloth, for the purpose of comparison. No
one can conténd that so outstanding a passage as Glutton

is not a fair representation from Al

(L) E.E.T. S.139 b p.31
(2) BV 438 -4
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Gluttony. Glutton is on his way to church to be shriven

when he is accosted by Betun the breustere, and invited to

sample her ale, her spices, ard other of her dainties. Glut-

ton is allured,, and joSns a company comprising a souter, a

warinar, a tinker, a hackneyman, a nedler, a clerk of church,

“Sir Pers of Pridye, and Pernel of Flaundres®, a digger, a
rat-catcher, a rake, a riding-knight,etc. Clementcthe cob-
bler, Hikke the ostler, Bette the butcher, and Robin the
ropemaker play for our edificmtion a game called handicapp-
ing ' over Clement's cloak and Hikke's hood. Then Glutton
began to gorge himself with food and drink,until, trying

to stand, he collapsed, and his wife and daughter had to
bear him home, where he slept through Saturday and Sunday
to overcome the excess. <hen Repentagnce came upon him, and

- (1)
he vowed never to eat out of moderation again.

Bloth. “Thanne came Sloth al bislabered with two slygny ei3en:

‘I moste sitte!, seyde the seggeyp 'or elles shulde
I‘na@pe°9

Anddstraightway he fell asleep. Repentance waked him to
hear confession.During his life he has been so slothful
that he does not know his paternoster thoroughly; but he
| does know rhymes of Robin Hoodé. "I haue made vowes fourty
and forgete hem on the morwe." All his time is occupied
with iidle tales, and he would rather belie his neighbors
than read the scriptures; he performs his prayers in g
half-hearted manner. Although he has been priest and par-

son these thirty years, he cannot do all his devotions,

b

(1Y see Skeat's interesting note on line 377 p.92.
(2) AV 146-222, '
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but he can hunt and hold lovewdays. He forgets to pay the
money he has borrcied, and his servant's wages are sometime
behind. He repays kindness with unkindﬁess, and much valu-
able produce has been lost through his remissmess.

“'Repentestow the noughte! quod repentance, and righte
with that he swowned" is the masterly finishing touch to
this addition.(l)

Some parallels may be drawn; both are wqually lively.
Both contain a rare sort of realiBm. Both contain a satir-
ical and pawky homor. Both contaiy a strong sense of the
Indicrous.

AB to why this second realistic passgge was not in-
cluded in A, I have an interesting surmise to offer. It w
would be too much to expect of any man, genius though he
be, that he colld write two such passages at one time; after

Gluttony, into which'hé put all his powers, he needed some

time for recuperatipn. Hence the somewhat sketchy sins inA. .

After such a tour de force as Gluttony, we may forgive a
sketchiness arising from exhaustion.

| Now we come to Wrath as supplied in 8. My purpose here
is to show the strong similarity that ex@SQS?between éil the
sins, whether in A, B, or C. We must expect some difference,
of course, owing to the different napure of the sins deserib-
ed., But, allowing for thetvdifference, the similarity'of
Weathe to the others is remarkable. I shall have room to
trace the similarity in only ome feétufe. It is noticesable,
that whenever there is some personal description of the gin

at the beginning, that description is very weel done, and

(1) B Vv 392- 449.
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st andg out fron its-context. I give & list of the gins as

tthey occur with this description extracted:

(19 No personal description én Pride.
(2) No personal description in Lechery.
(3) Very good personal description in Envy:
AS pale as a pelet in a palseye he semede
T-clothed in a caurimary I couthe him not disceeue;
A kertel and a courtepy a knyf be his side
Of a freres frokke he wore the fore sleves
A8 a-leek that had i-leighen longe in the sunne
So loked he with lene chekes; loured he foule.
His body was for-bolled for wraththe he bot his lippes
Wrothliche he wrong his fust, he thought him awreke." L
(4) Very good description of Covetousness:
“Thanne came Couetyse I couthe him not discreue
So hungri and so halewe sire Herue him loked.
He was betel browed with dwei blered ei en,
‘And like a leathern purs lullede his chekes;

| (2)
In a torn tabagt of twelve winter age;" etc.

(5) None in Glutton.

(6) None in Sloth as in A5 That in B, however, is equally

good.

(7) In Wrath , as suppléed in B, "which is totally unlike.

all the sins in A" there is some of like quality:
"Now awaketh Wratthe with two white eyen,

(37
And Nyuelynge with the nose and his nekke hangynge."

(1) AV 61-68. (2) AV 107-196.  (3) B V 134-135.
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These two closely compacted lines give as complete a des-
cription as any ether, aon one of the same genre of descrip-
tion.

A brief recapttulation of the " reddite® controversy
is now.in order.
(1) Manly's lost double-leaf will not hold water, but
(2) Bradley's shifted leaf theory is just as efficacious
to show B different from A. |
(3) Jussergnd(s shifted leaf theory does not help him much.
(4) Jusserand's argument from the C ¥ext is significant and
important.
(5) Manly's sypposition of the loss of Wrath from Atis not
substantiated; nor is his statement of the difference of

Wrath aw in B.

(¢) In relation to the C text. We have already men-
tioned Jusserand's inference from the correction of "red-
dite®in C. “One particular which has not been noticedjde-
serves, however, special notice. The twenty-four lines con-
gist, a8 we know, of gix ﬁerses on the mecessity of making
restitution, followed by what councerns Robett vthe Robber;
the éix lines cennot be properly attached, such as they ;re,
to any part of the poem, neither where they stand in A and
B, nor where the confession of_Coveitise ends, which is
their rea2 place. Professcr Manly supposes, as we have seen,
a big gaﬁ supplying room enough for a transition from Sloth
to Robert amd restitution. C who, Being, =s * think, the
author, knew better, not only transferred the passagé to

the end of the confession of Coveitise, but supplied what

was lacking to make it fit. What wes lacking was not eighty. ..
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(1)
lines, as lir. Manly would have us Welieve, but one."

There is one objection to all the above thwories, whether
they be for of against the multiple theory. The disputed
passaRe as it stands in C makes good;sense; and very good
sense, nor does anyone deny this, but is it safe to con-
clude, as everyone before has concluded, that the passage
as itk stands in A'and B is so impossible of sense that re-
2llocation is necessary? "Reddite" has been assumed out of

place in A and B; but is it out of place?® R.W.Chambers was

@)

the first to call attention to this possible point of view.
Arguing for the single authorship himself ,he saw the falla-

cy of Jusserand's stand on “reddite"; "il. Jusserand, however,

lebours under the difficulty that he accepts the theory of
the lost leof, while denying the consequences drawn from it
by Prof. Manly. He is thue in gz disadvantageous position.
For if we once accept the view that p;ssages have been mig-
placed or lost, Prof. Manly's deductions eeem to follow
naturally. It is not merely thet B accepted what in that
case we must aémit_t@ be a defective text of A, This he m
might have done had he been A, But B also attempted to
remedy the defect. Hence the parallel instances of suthors
which have been quoted, who in revising thein works, have
failed to notice blemishes, are hardly to thevpoink. B did
notice the incoherency, and he remedied it, but in a way
which shows that no suspicion that a leaf had been lost or

shifted ever crossed his mind."

Chambers' conclusion about the%reddite® passage is
.that "There would then seem to be no ground for disturbing

the order of the USS, in ® far as Robert the Robber is con-

(1) B. E. 7. S. 139% p.21. (2) E.E.T. S.139e p2.6(5) Ibid
Pb6.
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(1)
cerned." and his reason is, mainly, that "to our author

then, a Robert's manor a Wastour would seem to convey the IS e
notion of vagabondage, leading to ribaldry, gluttony, and
theft. Would the confession of a Robert - for it must be
noted that in this passage Robert ig used almost as a com-
mon noun - who had not even been an industrious robber, s 8
seeing he has amassed nothing, be an unfit sgquel to the
confession of Slothh"(g That the author regarded Robert
as 2 vagabond is established by the various passages ofvthe S
poem where the terms are used. An imstructive paralled to
the treatment of Sloth in the ﬁarson?s‘taie is then drawn.
"We may imagine our Robert as an idle apprentice, who from.
jdleness has fallen into Wanhope; he has become an avowed
autcast from society, a felon as-Accalls him. Robert consoles
himgelf by calling to ufmory the penitent thief. Now Skeat
pointed out loyg ago that the right place for the peunitent
thief is under Sloth, under the subheading Wanhope, which
always belongs to Accidie.“(a) o

Thot is to say , Chambers shows that the passcage as: ;
it stands offers‘n0~startling incongruity. Moreover he shows

that the proposed rearrangements themgelves are not without Ci B,

disadvantages. Finally he concludes:"Bref Prof. Manli's ..

w

supporters, aust I thank, sllow that the,element of cer-
tainty, which &8 necessary before we can use the shifted
leaf theory as a basbs on which to build other theotbties -

is wanting. Which is putting it mildly. : , i

(1) B.E. T. S. 139 e p6. (2) ivid. p.5. (3) ibid.
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I have been careful to quote Chambers® own words,
because what immediately follows is based on his conclusions.
if we accept Chambers® conclusions, which, after all, .re
n@g'very startling, merely allowing us to reas the texts
as8 occur without emendation, we can as in the case of John
But, reconstruct the processes inthe autho¥'s mind, For this

reconstruction we assume, as we did before, that one author
wrote thesepoems, and that he was dissatidfied with the earl-
wer versions (Jusserand?s hypothesis). Then we can reason as
follows:
(1) The author put "reddite" and "geld sgeyen" where they
occur in the A text, and where they make good sense.
(2) being dissatigfisd with ahA’ as a whode, he re-wrote it.
And he amplified Sloth, just as he amplified the poem as a
whole. Nor was there any attempt to justify "eeddite'by
this amplification, for he was aware of no incengruity.
(3)Wnen he made the C revision, this same author, as mod-
ified by age an& interwening experience, was much given to
rearranging amd shifting passages (showing a spirit kindred
to thode of Bradley and Jusserandj. He removed the passage
from where it made good sense to where it made better sense.
This receonstruction accounts for the passages as they occur
in the three texts. It calls in no conjecture with reference
to sllocation of emendation whatsoever, taking the text at
its face value, and less conjecture with reference‘to inten-
tion than ény other possible reconstruction. It iw not based
on probability or possibility; it is logically and psycho-
logically sound, nor are the premises extravagent. ¥%he A

result of this reconstruction is to .reduce the multiplicity
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value of "reddite" to an absurdity; om the basis of this re-
construction we may conclude that, if anything, “reddite"

is in favour of the single authorship.

‘(5) Sloth's Wicked Winnings. Correctly speaking, this is &
part of the tpreddite® controvesdsy , but I have separatdd it
for the purpose of simplicity. According to Bradley's mod -
ification of Manly's view, the concluding lines of Sioth
are more appropriate to Covetousness, and should really be
placed under that sin. The lines referred to are those immed -
iately before wpeddite” and beginning:

wAnd yet I chulle 3Jelden ageyen if 1 so moche haue

Al that I wikkedliche wan, "(l)
Chambers answers this argument on every ground.
" First, he investigates the meaning of wicked winning®i
#8\icked winnings' seenm inappropriate to'Sloth. But does
win in the 1anguagé of Piers Plowman necessarily convey any
idea 6f great gain?ylt may mean siwmply working for one's
daily bread; indeed 1o labour is the primaty meaning of ‘win'
(ef. 0.BE. winnan to toil)." ?) lMoreover, by an investigation
of Sloth he comes to the meaning of wivked winnings. *Now
Accidie being the negledt of honest industry, it follows that
the slothful sbove every man wins wickedly"- 4nd last, by a
scholarly and thorough iﬁvestigation of the provinces of the

geven deadly sing, he shows that wicked winnings are quite

appropriate to Sloth.

(1) AV 236-7.
(2) E.E. T.S. 139% Dp.6.
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(6), Kitte and Calotte.

Manly had taken for granjyed Profi. Jack's conclusion
that all the autobiographigal referenceg 1in the poems are
fictitious.(l) He adds, moerover, "Were any confirmafion of
his results needed, it might be found in the fact that the
author gives the names of his wife and daughter as Kitte and
Kalote .... typical names of lewd women, and therefore not
to be taken literally =8 the names of .the author's wife and
daughter.“(Z)These lines occur at B XVIII 226, and C XXI 473
in the two texts.

As to whether the mame are the invention of a reviser
of of the original author, Jussérand's argument is somewhat
peside the point, for Manly's only argument is that the op-
probrious names ate a sign of fiction. Jusserand, however,
impugns the opprobrious character of the names. "Names for
which such a2 bad fate is in store always begin by being hon-
ourable; then comes a period during which they are uséd in
the two senses; then arrives the moment of their definitive
doom."(S) Jusserand gives examples of the use of the two words
in support of his view. It is, however, significant, as Hanly
points:out, that both these terms are used together.(4 But
hLie does not answer Jusserand's argument Qthat before such n

names become definitely opprobrious, there is a long period
5 _

when they are used in both ways."

(1) Jack, J.E. "The Autobiographical Elements in piers Plowman®
Journal of Germanic Philolegy IIl 393-414.

(2) C.H.E.L. II Chapter L.

{3)E.B.7.8. 139 b p. B5.

(4) " % ¢ p. 55

(5) " " d anVo
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(7) Piers? wife and children.

According to Manly the lines
"Dame werche whanne tyme is Piers wyf hatte,
His doughter hatti Bo ri3t so or pi damme shal pebete,
And his sonune hatteth Suffee i soueregnes ¢b haue here wille
And deme hem nou t for if ou dost ou shalt it dere a biggen.“(l)
are misplaced in A, for they interrupt Piers'! speech before
his journey. Both Jusserand and lanly overlook this point in
their lster arguments. Chambers, however, challenges the
statement that these names interrupt the femarks about pre-
perations for the journey. “The lines immediately preceding
the names are an admonition to wofk, and this admonition is
then emphasised and summarized in the mames of’Piers' family,
*Dame -Work-When-Time-Is' and Do -Right -Bo ~Or-Thy-Dame-Shall-
Thee-BBat'. There isn nothng wrong with the text hare; for
this introduction of remarks about persons and things, which:
seem quite irre¥evant, until we scrutinize their hames, is |
a favourite trick of our ahthor's."(z)This answeg snubs Lanly

(by implication) most severely. Chambers gives several exam-

ples from other parts of theecpoem.

(8) Sepges.

‘This is an example of "C's failure to understand B",
but I have included it among the disputed passages for ease
of reference. This word occur®s in the incident of belling the

cat, introduced for the first time inB. "A raton of renon most

(L) A VII 71. (2) E.E.T.S. 139 e p. 10.
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renable of ﬁonge" declares "I haue ysein segges, in the cite
of London“.(l) These segges weag collars about their necks,
and go free in warreu and waste. In C this line is changed ‘
té "Ich haue yseie grete syres in cyties and in tounes".(zl
According to Manly's interpretation segges means dogs, and
the}efore C spoiled the intention of B by changing them to
men. Jusserand, howe#er, claims that segges'does mean men,
and that wearing collars was g very well known custom of the
time. He does not, however, account for the warren and waste.
Manly answers "That in the ultimate intention they were men
and the cat and kitten a king and prince is no doubt true;
But this is & beast fable. What have umen to do in it, awmong
the rats and mice and cat and kitten? and above all why the
warren and waste?(S) Men it is true, do not run about in war-
ren and waste, but rats do; and son naturally would the rats’
conception of men. Thus segges in B may be'interpreted, not
as dogs (why dogs anyway?) but as rat citizéns, who cowmbine
at once the man attribute of wearing collars and the rat at-
tribute of running about in the wasren and waste. But why s
should "Men wite where thei went and awei runne"? If we ac-

cept this interpretation of segges the line is not clear;

perhaps that is why in C it was changed to "greté:syres®,

from whom the humble rat citizens would have a natural reason

for trying to escape; i.e. when the passage was first written

(1)B Prol. 158-9.
(2) ¢c1 177,
(5 E.E.TOS 0139 c p‘ 49.
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the suthor meant segges to express the more elevated rat cit-
izens and rat nobility; when he was revising the passage he
saw the lack of meaning in the passage, and changed it to
grete syres. This accounts for the change in C, and makes
that change perfectly logical and useful. That segges meant

dogs there is no reason for believing.

CHAPTER VIII

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A* AND B - THE ALL IEERATION.

The alliteration of the three texts was carefully ex-
. amined by Mary Dakin, who arrived at thee following general
conclusion:(l “pProfessor llanly has said that an exawination
of the alliteration would help him to prove his theory of the
fivefold authorship, but the result of this investigation
tende'rather in the-opposite direction." The élliteration
shows a steady development along general lines, even with the
additions of C regarded meparately.

The study of the alliterstion és of course based on

deviations from the normal line, whose scheme is aasax.
throughout, however, there occur lines with no alliteration

at all, with the form aa.Bb , and the form abeab. I append

a summary of her results below:.
(1) Increase of the number of rhyme letters:

(a) More than two rhyme letters in the first haTf verse;
evenly in A B C{ Co. Never below 8% or above 9%. There is
a gradual but slight increase: A‘;; 8.04, A, 8.58, B 8.73,

C 8.63, Co 8.92.

(o) More than one rhyme letter in the 2nd half verse; here

(1)"The Alliteration of Piers Plowman® ibd. Lang. Review,

July 1909,
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there is less agreement: Ay 5.74, Ay 6.58,,B 6.48, C 5.28.
(2) Decrease of the number of rgyme letters.

(a) First rhyme letter missing (xae.ay) decreases from 2.7%
in A" to 1.86% in C.

- (b) Second rhyme letter missing (axeay) regular decrease
from 2.43% in A to 1.86% in C.

(¢) Third rhgme letter missing (aa.Xy) ranges from 4.52%
to 2.48%. Gradually decreases, but rises somewhat in C2.
(3) Lines having two rhyuwe letters (aa.bb) decreasew with
perfect regulatity from 2.09% to 1.11%.

(4) "H" rhyming with a vowel. Increases steadily from 2.74%

to 4.31%, except for a slight decrease in A2.
(5) "8* rhyming with "sh" or "sch" regular decrease, 1.53%

to .14%.

(6) Rhyming "£" and "v". Never very frequent, but found
throughout .. Skeat judges this 2 connecting link, for it

is rare in other alliterative powtry.

(7) Lines without any rhyme letter, increases ffom .35%

to .89%, but rises a little in C. |

(8) Irregular lines .l%. |

(9) Intricate alliteration present throughout. eg. aa.abb,
aa.bab, aabe.ab, aabeabb, etc.

(10)Rhyme on weak or secondary stiress, increases in frequency
with remarkabwle regularity.

“This exemination of the alliteration tends to prove

. that the alliteration gives no support to Prog. Manly's

thebry. The differences between the texts are never very
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striking, even if they stood alone and wholly unexplained,
while the similarities are many, the gradual increases and
decreaseg being very striking and suggestive of thevgraduall
development of a single artist."

Although she does not actually commit herself to the
one side, there is no doubt that Miss Dakins's findings

are without qualification in favour of the single authorship.

CHAPTER IX.

THE DIALECT PROBLEM AND THE CORRECT LETERMINATION OF THE A TEXT,

These two pmoblemé are closely related, as shown by Chambers:

"The twelve unprinted MSS. of A differ widely in point of

dialect from the printed text and from each other -we have

a Southern texb, a Northern text, and many varieties of Mid-

land, besides texts which it iwms difficult to classify. The

B and Y texts also vary in the different MSS. The four print-

ed texés were selected for publication on grounds quite

other than those of dislect: indeed , in.one case, that of

the Vernon MSS, it has always been recognized that the

dialect is the scribe's, not the authorb.”(Z)Manly's state-

menent on the dialectal differences is as follows: "A care-

ful study of the SS2 will show that between A b and C
dialectal ‘ '

there exist differences incompatible with the supposition

of 2 single author".This can be easily tested in the case

of the pronouns and the verb are“.(a)

A somewhat hasty regiew of the MSS.of A was undertak-

1) Ibid.
2) E.E.T. 8. 139 e p.2L.
(3) C©.H.E.L. II Chapt 1.

.
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taken by R.W.Chambers andJ.H.G.Grattan(l)with the purpose
. of ascebdaining the true basis of the various MSS., and of
forming a text that as cdosely as possible would approxim-
ate the author's holograph. They also worked with the avowed
end of showing that the difference between A gdd B is not
as great as averred by Manly. A resume of their findings
follows:
The A text as in Skeat is not a2 reconstructiion of the S,
of the author, but a reprint of the Vernon MS. as edited
by Skeat; it is printed with as few corrections as pos-
sible, and therefore contains many inferior creadings. In
some 200 cases Vernon was corrected ; we may conclude
that the ® text was h@t a reproduction of the author's ex-
act words, and that w8 are more or leés at the mercy of
“the scribe. VWhere A is inferior to B in metre and style
it is ofden the case that the inferior reading is found
only ih a small minority of the A MSS.and the dulk of
the MSS. have the so-called B reading..
eg. A Prol. 76.-9 of 11 A HSS. agree with the better
reading in B.
ege A I L7-21l. -9 of 1l A USS agree with better reading
in Be.
Thus in many cases the inferiority of A is due to cor-
ruptions of VernoniSS. On the whole, however, Vernon
is exceptionally good, and much smoothened by the scribe:
]t is natural that a scribe engaged in copying ahd turns
ing into his own diakmdt speech poeuws often written in
widely different dialects should become something of an

(2) An - |
editor. An example of scribal emendation

(L)I the A text.M.L.R.April 1909 (2) B.E.7.8. 139¢ p.20.




(529

is A VIII lo%7, which each scribe corrected in a different
way, of which Harleian and Vernon alone are plausible.

Then follows an attempt to weigh the UMSS., to arrive
at the correct basis of the A text. I give a list of the
abbreviations for the four most important MSS. The others
are.to be found in Skeat's introduction.

V Vernon USS H Harleian MS.

T Trinity uS. U Uliiversity College lS.,0xford.
From simidarities Between V and H it is to be‘concluded
that they had the same edised MS. to work from. For example
the scribe of the origirdlS.had a penchant for substituting
synonyms for each other, oftem ruining the alliterstion.

T and U are similarly relatéd .

The following table shows the values of the four 1ss. :

(1) Necessary words of lines omitted32v lg 17T 52
(2) Good words or lines omitted 33 20 18 29
(3) Reading distinctly infeeior 208 194 131 217
(4) Reading somewhat inferior 44 42 42. 4%
(5) Brrors distinect 240 240 148 264

(The figures in 5 are averaged to allow for missing line®m).
VH have 63 errors in common (taken foom ancestor f, say).
TU have 22 errors in common (taken from ancestor i, say).
These are thé two main traditions of A lSS. t is nearer
the briginal tradition then £ and therefore greater wedght
rests on the TU tradition.

Now follows a relation of the other MSS. to these
two traditions.

Ho is closely related to t, and it enables us to eliminate
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some of the worst errors of t, and get nearer to t's original.
D (Douce) follows t closely, but is chéked with gross errors.
Yet it may help in tracing t's errors.
Dig is an attempt to combine an A and a C text, and both
are contaminated.
W also id contaminated.
R and B are closely reclated to U.
The group of MSS. in the TU tradition isTH2WDig RUE, sub-~
divided as shown. '
There are also to be congidered:
L (Lincoln's Inn) much corrupted due to an inordirmmte love
of alliteration. L is a garbled copy of a lS. independent
of both types.
I (Inglpy US.Jis not connected withVH group, and slightly
only with TU grdup;vcontaminated from C,
As (Ashmole 1468) has all possible faults.
Hs (Harleian 358@) is a B MS. to passusV, and from V a
contaminated A MS,.
Their conclusions are as follows:

"A nearer approximation to the originsl A text can be

drawn from the MSS. of the TU (original. t) group, than

from the VH (original f) group. ‘

(2) Any text aiming to reproduce the original must be
founded primarily on TU, and to a lesser degree, on VH.
MSS. belonging to neither group wmust be used to turn the
~scale in doubtful cases.

(3) The A text thus arrived at will be found to dpprpximate'
much more closely to the received B text than the received
A text does. | |

(4) Oonly when we know What is the diction, metre, and
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‘sentence structure of the original A text can we argye
with certainty whether these are or ar® not materially
different from those € the B additions, or decide whether
B's treatment of the A text is really inconsistent with

(1)
the unity of autporship.”

I understand that Chambers is a t present working
on this determination of the A text. His conclusions, as
stated abowe, are extermely favourable to the single auth-

orship.

An independent study of the A MS3. was undertaken by
VT.A.Knott(l)who inclined to the multiple authorship. He
claihs that Chambersband Grattan_are wrong because they
pursued the wrong methods of 1S, weighing. Yet his ailo—

cation of the MS S.is remarkably like that of Chambers

and Grattan;

Original text (not author's holograph)

!
; { !
Y Z
]
]
f;l;_ﬁ. |
. T
7.? § |
.gf N ; L
S ; ; Lo .
HT ® > U R T, A Hz I L ¥ Di B téxt
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This table is much more elaborate than that of Chambers
énd Grattan. T and U eeem somewhat separated at first
sight, but when we remember that Ho and D were so related
by Chambers and Grattan, the relation is clearee, Chamwbers
seems to impugn the value of such MS. investigation, for
he says: "No doubt Prof. Manly will ultimately defend his
view of the dialedt after an examination of all the uSS,
Yet this will be but Jedburgh justice, if, -8 seems to be
the case, he has arrived at his conclusions before arriving

_ (1)
at the evidence .Y

CHAPTER X
THE WEIGHT OF THE TRADITIONAL BELIEF.
The full force of this argument was first b;ought to bear
by Jusserand on the controversy.~1 must here pause to pay
the'tribute owing him: although he was the first to attémpt
to build up a case for the single authorship, and refute
that for the multiple authorskip ,yet throughout all the
éubseqaent controversy there was not a single argument
raised fo or against his view which he did not anticipate
in his first article: this first article is remarkable for
its logical completeneds; every aspect of the complicated
vsstuation was realized and stated by him as completely and
searchingly as an intricate chess problem is analyzed by a
master. And althbugh in some of his details he may have
been wrong, or mislead on one or two points, yet his anal-
ysis of the controversy is everywhere recognized as just.

For instance, in this ¢ne sentence he states what is to be

the present and immediately following portion of our argu-
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. memt: "For P?ers Plowman we have what the manusceripts tell
usi in their.titles, colophon®&, or marginal notes; what

the author tells us himself in his verses; and what tradi-
tion has to say, being represented by one man at least,
whose testimany is of real wéight.(l) |

(l) The titles, colophons, and marginal notes. Again I

éuote Jusserand: "Without exception, all those titles,
colophons, ad marginal notes and testimonies agree in point-
ing to the succession of.visions, forming, at first, 8 or
12, and lastly 23 passus, as being bdhe work,xfxxme having

" for its general title Piers Plowman, and written by one

author. ¥SS. containing the three episodes of ieed, Piers
Plowman properly so called, and Dowel, begin thus: 'Hic
inecipit liber qui vecatur pers piowmaa'; and end thusg
'tBxplicit tractatus de perys plowman'. The continuity of
the work is also shown by the numeration of the passus in
several MSS.: the MS. Add 3528%, for example, of text B,
where we arde told, at the end of the Piers plowmsn epi-
sode, that the new passus now beginning is at the same time
the first of Dowel, and the eighth of the totaz work.“etc(z)
The oPcious answer to this evidence of colophons ete,
is that the fifteenth century, as did the subsequent cen-
turies, held the mistaken view that the visions were the
work of one man; and if fhey had any reason for that view

we 4o not know of it now. This evidence does show , however,

that throughodt the time the poems were read, it was the

(1) E.8.7.8. 139 b p. 8.
(2) & " p. 8.
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natural thing to Bhink them the work of one man; and that
no such flagrant differences were seen ss to suggest a
multiphe suthorship ta readers, who, abhough lacking the
modern critical faculty, had at least this advantage over
the modern resder, that they read in their own langusge
things which must have found some parallel iy their own
experience, and thoughts which were natural to their‘way

of thinking. Thus this portion of the controversy may

be of great or little impaﬁtance, depending on how the con-
troversy is settled; but a8 to the settling of the contro-
versy itself, it yields nothing'definite for either side,
although it adds to the already imposing array of evidence
for the single ahthorship.

~(2}“What tradition has to say, being regresented by one man
at least, ..." The "one man ot least" is John Bale; he col-
“lected, with much trouble, all the informétion aveiliable
concerning English szuthors, in the form of a "Catalogue®;
and of Langland he assures us that the greater part of his‘
information is the result of his own researches, and there-
- fore reliable. He re-wrote his discoveries on the cover of
a B MS. (Ashburnham CXXX): "Robertus Langlande, natus in
comitsta Salopie in villa Mortimeris Clybery in the Clay-
lands and within viii Mi&es 6f Malvern hille, scripsit Piers
Plowmar" Ab objection to this testimony is that Cleobury

is well over twenty wmiles from the Malvern hills. Some new
evidence, just discovered, seems to asccount for this mistake,

(1)

and gives a new significence to the testimony of Juhn Bale.

(1) See below p.
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(3) The fullest and most satisfactory treatmes of {the tra=

dition is that of S. Moore, to whom we have referred to once
abdve. He sets forth the tresdition, and his conclusions are,
ogn the whole, just. I append his information, with my own
commert on phis conclueiocns.

Till 1802 the poem was known only on the B text,
even though there wags a C text avgilable.

Crowley, in 1550, had also and A text, but did not
realize the intrinsic difference. Bale, Stow, Seldem, Pits--
wood, all spesk as if they only knew of the B text.

Tyrhwitt, in 1775 , noticed the variations in C, but
his collation was mot careful enough to realize the intrine
gic difference.

Ritson, in 1802, did discover the difference in C,
although he did not know A; but he saw no reason for a mul-
tiple authorship,.p;oving himself less astute that T.D.Hall.
in more recent times. libreover, it was his opinion thgt B
was the work of a sinflea author, and we must remember that
BB contains AL and AR..It is claimed that he did not kndw
ﬁhich was the earlier text, but how that accounts fot his
failure to see the most ebvious differences is hard to see;
for sufely, if x and y are different; then (excepting the
higher mathematics only} y and X are also different.

Whitaker, in 1813, decided perversely enough that €
was the earlier text; yet he too favoured a single author-
ship. ﬁe is qouted as saying:®All these Varietiéa, however,

bear marks , not of the same spirit and genius only, but of
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the some peculiar and original manner, o that it &s scarce-
ly to be conceived that bhey are interpolations of succeés—
ive transcribers. Whatever be the cause, however, it may be
configently affirmed, that the téxt of no ancient work
whatever contains so many vérious readings- of varies so wide-
ly from itself. To account for this phenomenon, however, in
the penury, or rather absence of original information per-
taining to. the author, we are at liberty to suppose that
thia first editioh of his work gppéa:ed when he was a young
man, and that he limed and continued transcribing to ex-
treme 0ld age. But a man of his genius would not submit

to the drudgery of mere transcription; his invention and
judgment would always be at work; new abuses and therefore
new objects of satire would emerge from time tp time: and
as the new language began to be spoken, he might, though
unwillingly,, be induced to adppt its modernism in order to
render his work intelligible to a gecond or even third gen-
eration of resderd. In this lst respect, it iBsnot impos-
sible, however, that his transcribers might use some free-
dom; sz whild we deny them: inWention to add, we may at
least allow them skill to translate.”(l)

Moore rejects this opinion as worthless because the
facte were wrong. Yet surely.it has some value; from the
tone of Whktaker's words we may gather thet he studied the
poem very carefully; and if there were any great difference
he must have been struck with it, even though he looked at

the case backwardd., It has at lemst as much value as any

(1) Wnitaker's visio Willi de petro Ploughman, p. Xxxiii.
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othér unprejudiced opinion, and much more than gny opinion
influenced by a stand on the controversy.

Price, in 1824, demonstrated that B was antecedent
to C. He argued for the multiple autlorship "but it is iy
iﬁpression that the first was the one published by the aut-
hor, and the variations were mage by some other person, who:
was perhaps induced by his own political sentiments-to mod-
ify passages, and was gradually led on to publish a revision
of the whiale.*® t

Skeat, the last and greatest critic before the con-
troversy, held the opposite view. I re-quote his opinion,
as kt is hardly available in our library: “That wost of the
additional matter in both of the later forms of the poem
was by Langland himself I have little doubt; his style is
very peculiar, and many of the subsequently inteepolated
passages are the best of the whole. It is easy to say that
many others have been added to it; but the question is , who
colud have dene so? There were not two Langlands, surely;
and though there are otherXx(anom.) alliterative poems of
qphsiderable merit, such as, for instance, "William Qf Pal-
erne®, I greatly doubt if they reach ﬁhe high standard of
poetical power which is conspicuous in Piers Plowman."(g)

Moore discrédits Skeat's opinion, because he did
not know the immediate facts of the éonjroversy, and be-

cause there are in the poem many lines in the style of the

‘author ejected because of MS. authority. But surely Skeat

(1) "Vision and Créed of Piers Pjoman" , Wright (L 1856) xxii,

(2) E.B. T.S. Piers Plowman pt 1, xxxiii.
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knew of these ejected lines when he formed his opinion;

and we know that he thought long before arriving at it;

(his passage, already quoted, on Richatd the Redelesx,

shows that his reasons were not hasty ;- but well consideredj;
and we must respect any opinion advanced by Skeat a trifee
more than the opinion of anyone else.

All this tradition is under the disadvantage that its
impértance cannotl be determined conclusively until the con-
troversy itself is determined; and when the latter is done,
of what use is the former?(l)Unfortunately, too many argu-

mentd of the controversy labuur under the same disadvantag-

€8.

CHAPEER XI

THE TESTIMONY OF THE AUTHOR HIMSELF.
I. The suthor's name -the case for William Langland.

(a) From the colophons ete. The manuscript additions, as
pointed out above, seem to indicate that the author's
name was William Langland.

(b) From internal evidence, There are many references to
the name Will throughout the poem as follows:

1. Simply Will.-A IX 118, XII 51, 89, 103.
g VIII 124, XI 144, V 62.

(L) This may seem to be an attempt to be paradoxical,
but is not really so. What is implied in the statement is
thet these atguments are by nature only of secondayy im-

portance, and that the controversy cannot be settled by

any number of them.
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c 11%5, XI &% 71, VII 2.

2, William. - A V 44 (but c¢f. B V 62, which has Wille.
3. long Wille. - B XV '148. Also C VI 23,although the
mame $s not given it is stated that the author is too
long to stoop.
4, Will Langland (or Longelonde) B XV 148 has been in-
terpreted 58 stating that the author's name is such.

I have dived in londe, quod I, my name is Longe Wille."
As the passage is a famous crux I give =21l possible inter-
pretations ofl it::
i. 1t can be 1nterpreted as a play on the mame Wille
langlande, There are several indications in the 1SS. to
show that suph an interpretation was placdd on it during
the fifteenth century.

eg. M¥.Laud 581. "Opposite the before quoted verse
occur the words ib a fifteenth century handwriting "Nota
the name of thauct(our)'."(l)

eg. MS.Additional 35287. " The rule followed in it
is that Latin words or names of real personages are writ-
ten in large letters and underlined in red, and the mames
of imaginary beings are not diétinguished in any way from
the rest of the text. Thus the names of Meed, Holy Church,
Roert the Robbee, etc. are writtem like any other word.
%ut the names of Samson, Samuel, Seneca, Kings Edmund agd
Edward are underlined in red. The name Longe Wille is

underlined in red and written in longer letters than the

(1) E.E.T.S. 139 b p. 9. ( 2) Ibid. p.10.
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rest of the line thus taking rank in those of real and
mot of imaginary beings."(l)Jusserand accepts this inter-
pretation of the line,
ii. 1t can be interpreted as a manner of saying that
one hasg cut his eye teeth and is not to be taken in. "I
have liveé in londe"” is to say "I have had experiende in
the world of men.® This is Manly's interpretation.(z)
iii. It can be interpreted as meaning "I’have lived in
London", for we know that the atthor lived in London,
and it is changed to this in the & text.(z)
iv. It can be interpreted at iss %aee value - simply as
%] have lived in this land®. No one in the controversy
has thought it worth hisg while to consider this inter-
pretation, posgibly because it is the simplest and most
satisfactory. _
(¢} From external evidence. The note in MB. Dublin d.4.1l.,
that the authots name was William de Langland, and his fat-
her's name Stacy de Rokayle, pointed out by Skeat, has re-
ceived some new confirmation lately. Allan H.Bright, in
“New Light on Piers Plowman"(a) has discovered some facts
that seew to have a2 béaring on the case. His book is not
yet available, nor will it be availsble in time for this
thesis, but the review in the Times Literary Supplement,

(which I take to be fairly representativey says:

Just under the hills, five miles from Great Liahverh

(1) E.B.T7.8. 139 b p. 16. (8) ¢ XVii 286.
(2) " “ ¢ p. 14. (4) Ox.Univ.Press, Londen, 1929.
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priory was an ancient farm of the Manor and parish of Col-
well named Loyglands, lying about the boundary of the par-
ish of Ledbury. A "mile wei® from Longlands is the Prime-
swell brook, the scene, he submits , of the dream. 'On hiEgh
to the east! rises the Herefordshire beacon with its crown
of Norman works >In the vale beneath iss the o0ld castle whose
'deep ditches and darke' still may be seen.Between is a fair
field} After making his discovery lir. Bright found that it
had the sanction of an old 16031 kegeand tradition.

“The earliest and best evidence of Langland's author-
ship is a note in the Dublin MS. that the writer of the
poem was William Langland, som of Stacy de Rokayle. By‘
shéwing that the Rokayles were active supporters of the
ﬁmspensers, lords of the neighboring stronghold of Hanlgy
Castle, and patrons of lMakvern Priory and Tewkesbury Abbey,
Mr. Bright strengthens the probability of his conjecture
that the illegitimate child adscriptus glebae , took his

name from the lands on which he was brought up. But this
faym was in the parish of Colwell, and in 1348 William de
Colwell was ordained acolyte by the bishop.of Hereford; and
Mr.Bright believes that this was the poet. On the other
Rhand, Crowley, a late witness, who says that the poeﬂs

name was Robert, makes two incompatible statements: about
his birthplace - (a2) that it was Cleobury, (b) that it

was eight miles from lialvern hills. AS the distance of
Cleobury is well over twenty mileg, the eight has usually

been treated as a tscribal error'. Mr.Bright suggests that
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the scribets figure was right, but that for Cleobuty we
should read Ledbuty. As for the name Robert, Professor
Chambers has provided lMr. Bright with direct manuscript
confirmation, hitherto unnoted, of the conjecture that the
name arose from a misreading (I,Robert for y-robed) of the
incipit of a section of a poem."

If this new evidence does establieh that there was
& William Langland, the facts of whose life agree with
those of Will as set forbh in the poem, then the arguments
of Jusserand on this point, to be set forth immediately
below, become irresistable. I would point out, however,
that the evidence must be weighed most carefully.

In this connection I cannot do better than quote
Jusserand: %At various places in each, and with more abun-
dsnce as time passed, the author gave some details abqut
himself, his train of thoughts, and his manner of life.
All. these details are simple, plain, clear, most of them
of né interest whatever, if untrue; they are not meant to
show the poet to advantage, but havel,on the cbntrary, of-

ten the tone of a confession; video wmeliora probogque, dete-

riorsa sequer. Localities are mentioned with a precision and
definiteness unequalled in the ample dream ;iterature of
that period, where poets usually go to sleep by the side
of an anonymous brook, in a nameless country. Here two re-
gidns, one a very unusual one in poetry, aré named so as

to draw special attention, lialvern with her hials,her mists

(1) Times Literary Bupplement, Feb.7 1929,p.94.
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ant the vast pdain at the foot of the slopes; London with
its cathedral of many chantries, its gre t people wearing
bright collarse, its poorer ones in their ‘'céts', its prin-
ciple suburbs and thoroughfares, Cornhill, Cheapside, Cock
Lane, Garlickhithe, Southwark, Shoreditch, 'where lives
Dame Emme'!, Westminster with the king's p-lace and the law
courts;"(l)

“All those personal notes, scattered in various ver-
sions belonging, as everyone acknowledges; to dates far
apart, accord quite well with one another. If Mr.Manly's
four anonymoﬁs authors are responsible for them, they show-
ed remarkable clevérness in fusing into one the various per-
sonalities, to the extent even of growing more talkative,
'‘cautious', and ‘pedantic' 58 the years passed, so as to
convey the impressionnof one man growing older - the more
meritorious too, ,as the taking up.of another HMan's work to
revise it is rarely -a task to be assuwmed at the end of
one's 1life, so that the chances are that the supposd revis-
er of C was not an old man; yet he cleverly assumed Eld's

(2)
habits and ways of speech.

“How extraordinary is such minute care in four dife
ferent anonymous authors, who cannot have acted in concert,
as each must have died to allow the other to do his revis-
ing unimpeded! Such minute care in order to give the impres-
sion of only one man revising his work as he lived on and

grew older! -much less extraordinary, and therefore more

(1) E.E.T.S. 139 p.52 (2) Ibid p. 53.
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probable, if the whole was, as ¥ believe, the work of the
same wrmter.“(l)

#N6t only do the personal intimations scattered
through in the three versions fit well together, but they
fit ¥m such a manr&E as would have composed such a poen,,

& man of éntbusiasm and despondency, of a great tenderness
of heart, in spite of a gaunt exterior and blunt speech, a
man of many whims which he may have occasionally hawve ob-
eyed, only 6o feel afterwards the pangs of remorse, as if
he had committed thé: worst crimes; describing himself then
in the worst colours, and., what is well worthy of notice,
givimg throughout the iumpression of one who would attempt
much in the way ofi learhing witheput reaching complete pro-
ficiency in any one branch, of one with an ungeometrical
turn of mind, who could let many erroré slip in the midst
of his grand visions, pregnant sayings, vague dreams, and
vain disquisitions.®

Juggerand questions Prof.Jack's stand that there is
no autbbicgraphical significance in the personal details
of the poen i:e. that they were inwentions of the author
or authors, and as purely fictional as the other pottions
of the poem. It will be remembered that Manly had uded
Jack's views, which he accepted without question, as one
Sf the main supports of his theory when first advanced.

In his reply to Jusserand, jie no longer insists on Jack's
conclusions, but points outc ﬁhat the references, which

Jussergnd had buiit into a logical and consistent shain

(1) 1vid p.b53. ~ (2) 1bvid p.54.
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can bear a much less consistent construction.i.e. the local-

. izations, excepting that of Malvern mentioned by Al, are

not at all definite throughout the poeums; gnd'thé mention

of London is not at all remarkable, considering the size

and importance of that city. The Kitte and Calotte incident

we have referreduto already. Thus two constructions are

built from the same material which differ widely in substance.
CHAPTER XII

DIFFICULTIES THRT ARISE IMMEDIATELY WE AS SUME A PLURAL/
ITY OF AUTHORS.

We have seen that on the hypothesis of the single
authorship the facts of the poem agsume a perfectly simple
and natural explanation; now let us see what difficulties
arige immediately we assume a multiple authorship. Ihese
were first mentioned by Jusserand.

| (1) This argument has been geferred to already in

passing. “The tone of the work and the nature of the addi -
tiohs denote that B was written by an older man than A, C
by an older man than B.“(z)Now if there was a multiplicit¥
of authorship, it would be patently impossible for the suc-
cessive contributors to pmoduce such an illiasion; and to
argue that the successive continuators may have been suc4
cessively older is ridiculous. Manly counters this argument

by denying the premises. Jusserand, however, shows fairly

conclusively that his premises are just:

(1) Ibid, pb54. ~ (2) Ibid p. 53.
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At the beginning of bassus XII in B, Ymaginatyf,
besides telling us that the author has followed him ;fyve
and fourty wyntee' (which one is free to take literally
or not), specifies that the cpoet is no lomger young, and
that he has reached middle age, though not yet old age. ....

“In C written many years later, the 'fyve and fourty
winter', which could no longer be even approximately true,,
are replaced by the vague expression 'more than fourty
wintre', and in the long and very interesting passage,
reading like a sort of memoirs , added at the beginning of
passus VI, the author speaks of himself as t'weak' and his
youth long passed:

*2Whanne ich ong was" quath ich "meny er hennes ...“'“(l)

It is dangerous to reason from such passages Wmth'any
finality, but Jusserand's point seems well taken. It is
simply absurd to reason that thds congruence was arranged
by the multiple authors, and it is hard to deny that the
congruence exists. loreover we wmust rememper that it was
by arguments wuch as this that Manly arrived at his conclu=-
sions, and it would come with bad grace from him to object
to this one.

(2) Supposing four authors, it is necegsary to sup-
pose each dead before the opher began to write, else would
there not chave been reprisals from the others? lanly claims
that it is necessary to supposé only the firet one dead,
and considering the high mortality of the plagues, the pwo-
bability of this is quite good; as for thé others, they would
have no right to protest an intrusion, bheing theméelves in-
truders. His theory , however; presupposes that each writer

must have stopped writing Dbefore the other began, which
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is just as improbable as their successive deaths would have
been.

(3) The anopywity of four men would be harder to
keep than that of one man. Not at all,clianly answers, for
the continuators would have good reason to keep’ themselves
in the béckground. Where the work of a continuator is
slight, it is probable that he would remain anonymous; but
where each continuator made literally a life work qut of
his continuation, which is equal to the original in size
and quality, the probability is wholly the other way. A
man spending years at a work of this nature must nécessarily
become associated with that work i people's minds. This
we find to be the case withthe single author; and how the
multiple authors could have escaped a like fate + fail to

See.

CHAPTER XIII

THAT PORTION OF B NOT IN A}

What we have said about A2 applies in even greater
measure here. Surely if the author of B were not the same
as that of A, his conclusion of the poem, comprising as
- it éoes Dowet and Dobest; (some ten passus, as much again
as in all ofA) should show differences which it would be
quite easy to point out. Instead& the poem continues with
power at least eagal to that of the beginning, and rises

to heights higher than any attained By his predecessors.

In passus XVIII, XIX, and XX, dealing respectively with
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the visions of the triumph of Piers Plomman (the history
of Jesus who is associated with Piers in this portion of
the poem),of Grace, and of Anti-Christ the poem ends in a
burst of glory. It is very imptobable to suppose, as the
multiple authorship would have us suppose, that there could
exist together two men of genius, so similat in nearly all.
respects.

Again, we should be able to draw some difference
from the additions and passages interpolated in A, were
there a multigle authorship. They should be either
gsuperior or inferior to the resxt of the text; moreover, t
there should be some reason easily seen fotf the interpola-
tion. It is perfectly easy to list these interpolations;
and it would be a very good argument if the exponents of
the multiple authorship had listed these and Shown how
‘they were different. No such compilation has, %o wmy know-
ledge, been made; and why it was ombtted is hard to con-
jecture, unless we suppose that examination ef the'paésages
showed that there was no fruitful source there for théir
“gide,

We have already referred to the state of the text as
at the end of A. Chambers makes some Very interesting re-
marks on this point which bega out rather well the reconst-
ruction we attempted (see John But below). Reasoning from
the natgre of the pdem where it breaks off in A, he arrives
at a possible reason for the break. lMoreover, he shows
how in B that reason was overcome; and he attempts to show

that there is an apology for the dlong intervgl of non-
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(1) |
productions I shall take all the more pleasure in going
over his arguments aw they are based on a stufly of the nat-
ure of thne poem, which 1 held more conclusive than arguments
based on conjectural emendation.
At the end of the vision of Peirs Plowman proper,
the author had taken the position that salvation by works
(i.e, Dowel) is peeferable to salvation by dispensation,

although bo%h are possible. But as he proceeds with Do-

wel, the problem of predewtination enters the mxa¥ question,

and seems to impugn the value of the good works; for afﬁer
all, were not 2ll our actions preordained for us? ahd there-
fore ther:remains no merit in good works, as ther remains

no demerit in evil. A comparison of the cases of Aristotle
 and the penitent thief, shows the problem clearly. Here we
find Aristotle literally damned despite his good works and
his learning, and the thief, a miscreant all his life,’saved
by a miracle of grace. The question then arises whether

“learning furthers a man's salvation at all: whether blind

fate of an ignotrant man repeating the pater noster by rote
is not pefhaps better.® zFaced by his dilemma, which has
puzzled the best philosophers of all tikes, the author
came td an impasse; being unable to answer them, he was
unable to proceed withthe poem and therefore appended the
forced conclusion.

In the B continuation the difficulty is overcome in
rather an ingenédas wgy. Most of the twelfth psssus of A
is cancelldd; the scorning of Scripture is reduced to two

~ lines, and the awswer to the questioys is ignored; and in

(1)"Long Wille , Dante, and the Righeous Heathen" Bssays
and studies, vol IX . (2) 1bid.
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the next two passus these two problems are discussed, but
no definite answer is insésbted upon. This is the only pos-
gible way of facing the difficulty.

Now directly after Scriptgre's gscorning, there follows
a passage which can bear a signigicant interpretation. In
what formerly had been held to be a most inconsequential
intercalation, the poet speaks of himself as being led away
by Lust of the Flesh and Lust of the Byes (the vision of
the Mirroe of Middle Earth), and leading a life the oppos-
jte of Dowel. Despite his maturity, the sins of his youth
mislead him. "In place of seeking Dowel he is advised to
make money, mo matter how , and confess to some friar -
‘the very solution he had rejected so emphatically at the
end pf the former vision.“(lyéhat is to say, he, personally
had abandonedxzgzazk salvatioy by works (Dowel) for sal-
vation by Grace (congession to a friar). But when old age
came upon him he found the friars unsatisfactory, and
came againbto Dowdl.

“Now this vision, telling how the poet in his youth
abandoned the search flor Dowel, and as old age approached
he was urged to avow his vision among men, and to reprove
deadly sin, but on condition that he should publish no
private scandal, and neither show favour nor envy = what
can it be but an apology for the fifteen years interval
between the A text and the B text.“(z)

It means this and probably more. A possible inter-

(1) Ibid p. 56
(2) 57,
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pretation of the liddle Earth vision is that it is the ex-
pregssion of a state of mind into which the poet fell when
he was confronted with the insoluble problems which caused
him to break off the & version. I do not suggest that the
visdon is autobiographical in its literal siBnificagnce,

énd that the poet did actwually follow the ways of thé: world,
and seek for money relying on dispensation, as there stated.
But + do suggest that the vision of Middle Earth is a sym-
bolic representatiom of the state of mind inté which the
poet fell at the iime he broke off the Atext, and added the
forced conclusion. A mind as vivid and constructive as
that of our amthor would easily translate what was existent
only in itself into actuality, and relate its spibitual
experience as the actual physical experiende of the mans.
Indeed it is wholly consonant with the author's method to
treat the subjecy in this way. If we accept this intrepre-
tation of the interpolated vision, we may add to our know-
ledge of the life of the poet the fact that he passed
through a spiritual crisis at about the time he broke off
the * text.

Chambers goes on to show how tRhi® problem of predestin-
ation bs attacked in the two following passus, and solved,,
wmainly by the case of Trajan (whom the dreamer stated to
have been saved by his own good works, and not at all by

(1)
Grace, never having been a Christian] in the passages

(1) Trajan is tee} * righeous heathen " referred to in the

title of Chambers' article, i.e. he had earned heaven for
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about Imaginatif. He draws an interesting parallel from
Dante in support of his view, and shows how remérkably
coherent and comsequentialithe author is int this portion

of the poem, thus refuting the alleged inconsegquence.

CHAPTER XIV
GENERAL LITERARY ARGUMENTS.

For these arguments we are indebted to the ingenuity
of Jusserand. He mentions cases in the history of liter-
ature, more or less authenticated, of works which we know
to be by the samw author, and which show differences simé
idar to those pointed out between the various portions of
our poems. Among ﬁhe examples gouted by Jusserand are Hame
let, the first three actsrand the last two; Chaucer, the
Miller's tale and the Parson's tale; liobntaigne, the origin-
al. and the revised e¢ssays; Defce, the farst part of Robin-
son Crusoe and the second part.(l)manly attemptes to answer

each of these; in this he is very unwise, for such examples

nimself by his own good deeds, thus showing that Dowel,
e&en without Christianity, is a sure way to heaven. This
ig the thesis the poet has maintained throughout his work
and to his mind the example of Trajan is a triumphamt vin-
dication of his stand.

(1) E. E.T.8.139 b p.52.
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from literary history are 1like Hydra's heads; for every'
one cut off, two grow in its place. The only thing an
exponent of the wmultiple authorship can do when presented
with such examples is to grin and beér it; the positioh
can only be attacked as a whole, not at all piece by piece.
Jusserand, not st all deunted by Manly's refutation of

his selections, brings forth more in his second réply .
Here he states as examples Rensard, Chateaubriand, La-
martine, Jocelyn, etc.(llJusserand concludes by sqying,“Yet.
again all those men were artists (which Langland was not),
that is men, who, if anykkimg would have preserved the
artistic products of their pen. Time and again they did

not ; much more could Bangland act likewise without Prof-
- 2

esser lManly being justified in cutting him to piéces."

CHAPTER XV
CONCLUSION,

Above L hesve presented the arguments for .and agaiﬁst
the multiple authorship theory, and have ,Ithink, establish-
ed a sound and congistent case for the single authorship.
The arguments: for the multiplicity have been refuted where-
ver they were of a sott to bear refutation.l have shown
how the differences do nat necessaridy postulate multipl-
icity, and how the differences are not as great as stated.
By several reconstructions ¢fi the processes in the author's
mind, I have attempted to show that the hyptthesis of a=

sihgle author best satisfies the facts of the case. The

(1) E.E.T. 8. 139 4, p.32. (2) Ibid, p. 33.
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new facts discovered by lir. Bright give us separate resson
to believe that there actually was a Wille Langland; the

story of whose life coincides too closely with that of the

traditional Wille, to be different. This new evidence alone

'seems to be conclusive, without even the many other facts

we have adduced in support df the mingle authnrship; The
more the nature of the controversial and thedlogicai pas~-
sages in the latter part of A2 and B is studied, the less
reason there seems t:ebziieve a multiple author necessary.
Whether the case for the single author is proven I leave
to the reader's judgment, but there can be no doubt that
fanly's case for the multiple authorship is totally and

completely disproven..
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