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This paper will describe the controversy which appeared in
the years 1866--1900 in British books and periodicals concerning
the genuineness of five works then attributed to Chaucer. These

five poems, the Complaint of the Black Knight, the Court of Love,

the Cuckoo and the Nizhtingale, and Flower and the Leaf, and

Chaucer's Dream (later kXnown as the "Isle of Ladies"), were the

ma jor remains of a sizeable number of literary works which became
attached to Chaucer in the blackletter editions of his works
between 1532 and 1687, In 1778 Thomas Tyrwhitt, in his edition

of the Canterbury Tales, published an appendix in which he

attempted to state which of the large number of pieces accumulated
in these editions were actually Chaucer's., His list discarded
more than two thirds of the spurious titles, His advice was not
heeded immediately, but by 1822 and after the editions of
Chaucer's works followed with minor exceptions the reduced canon
laid down by Tyrwhitt.

" The last new edition to follow Tyrwhitt's canon was the
Aldine Chaucer of 1866, revised by Richard lMorris, The late
sixties saw the beginning of criticism leading to a reformula-
tion of the canon, first in the Bell Chaucer of 1878, and later
in the Oxford edition and the editions of this century. The
controversy was virtually complete by 1878, but the closing
date has been extended to 1900 in order to include several
dissident opinions which appeared later and because the publi-

cation of Skeat's Chaucer Canon in 1900 provides a convenient

landmark, Although the correspondence occasionally mentions

one or two of the short poems left over from the blackletter



editions, these will not be discussed here since no issue of
substance is attached to any of them and they are mentioned only
in pass:‘mg.1

The Court of Love was one of the poems reviewed by Thomas

Tyrwhitt. He accepted it "on the basis of the internal evidence."2
though this evidence is not specified. In any case, the poem was
an accepted part of the canon down to the period we are discuss-
ing, When Swinburne alludes to it in his book on William Blake

in 1868, he calls it "Chaucer's most beautiful of young poems,"
And when he is later called upon to defend this statement, he
readily agrees he is unqualified to do so, that in alluding to

the poem in that way, he considered himself authorized by "general
acknowledgment."3 In 1857 and again in 1859, it was gquoted as
Chaucer's in letters to N&Q, a magazine where many gquestions

about Chaucer were disputed, and each time the ascription went
unchallenged by any other reader.h Most recently it had

appeared in Richard Morris's revision of the Aldine Chaucer.
Morris's main concern in his edition was to print reliable texts,
for which he went directly to manuscripts whenever they were

available, However, the appearance there of the Court of love

did not in any way discredit the poemn.,
The other four major spurious poems discussed, though not
cited quite so often, were also commonly accepted, Tyrwhitt

accepted them all, his only doubts being over the Cuckoo and the

Nightingale., "I do not think its authenticity so clear as that

of[Chaucer's Dream] ."5 They all appeared in the current

editions, including the 1866 Aldine, with no qualification of



their genuineness, They also were quoted in N4%Q, virtually the
only periodical in England which was mentioning any Chaucerian

6 But even so, the readers were not so interested in

questions.
Chaucer himself, as in his words or idioms, or metaphors or
proverbs which appear in the writings. In truth in the fifties
and early sixties the readers of the weekly did not seem overly
concerned with the canon. One reader attracted no notice who

quoted "Chaucer's" Testament of Cresseid alongside Troilus and

Crisexde.7 The Testament had been ascribed to another author
since 1721, an ascription repeated by Tyrwhitt in 1778. By the
latter sixties, however, interest in the canon was beginning to
s%ir, Thoush Morris unltimately did not attempt to separate the
spurious poems in 1866, he seems to have discussed the possibility
with his colleagues,

In 1868, the year the Chaucer Society was founded, public
discussion of the canon bezan, opened appropriately by F.J.

Furnivall, the Society's founder., In the Temporary Preface to

the Chaucer Society'!s Six=Text Zdition of the Canterbury Tales

he announced some conclusions of Henry Bradshaw on the genuine-
ness of certain poems associated with Chaucer.9 First was the
idea that he did not rhyme words endinz in -ye with those ending
in -y, Before giving a more complete explanation of the rhyme
test, Purnivall suggests that the Chaucer Society members "work
at_the question of the genuineness or spuriousness of the follow-
ing poems" all of which would be disqualified on the basis of the

test. He mentions the Court of Iove, the Complaint of the Black

Knight, the Flower and the Leaf, the Cuckoo and the Nightinaale,




Chaucer's Dream, and some short poems, Noting that Bradshaw's

conclusion, when published, "will not be of the poohpoohable
kind" because of Bradshaw's constant practice of firm and certain
documentation, Furnivall adds two thoughts of his own., He him-

self rejects Chaucer's Dream and the Flower and the Leaf, but he

emphasizes that his rejection is based on "the present state of
some of their stanzas." He affirms the possibility that later
seribes had altered the rhymes. A question is implied here, If
Bradshak maintains these poems are spurious on the basis of the
test, how can he show that the inappropriate rhymes are not
seribal alterations?

Then Furnivall has a question, He wonders what Bradshaw
will say to show that a poet's rhymes must be éonstant through-
out his life, Why might he not change his rhyming practice?
Bradshaw never did get around to pubiishing his article, and in
some respects Furnivalll!s two points were never settled.

" Turning aside briefly from the discussion begun by Furnivall
and to be taken up again in 1870, another controversy worthy of

mention concerning the Testament of love was proceeding during

this time, The Testament, a prose work, had not been printed
with the works of Chaucer since 1810, although Tyrwhitt had
sanctioned it, since subsequent editions gave only the Ypoetical
works.” Formerly believed to be autobiographical, it received
the first blow_to its credibility when Harris Nicolas showed
that it conflicted with extant documentary evidence about
Chaucer's 1ife.10 Like the poems discussed here, it had been

mentioned in the fifties as Chaucer's but now its spuriousness



appeared to be uncontested, In 1867 J.P. Collier mentioned in

his introduction to Seven Poetical Miscellanies that "a careful

perusal of the whole treatise, and a comparison of style, have

confirmed our impression that the Testament of Iove is not by

Chaucer.“11 His primary evidence was in passages in which the

author of Troilus, known of course to be Chaucer, was praised
very highly in the third person, IlLater that year he again
mentions the point in a query to N&Q. He cites his evidence
and, noting that "all the Chaucerian authorities I have on hand

speak of the Testament of Iove as the work of Chaucer," he asks

for confirmation for his rejection, since "I may be altogether

nl2

wrong upon the point, The next year in Athenaeum Collier

again makes his assertion, more positively, citing the same

13

evidence, The month following, again in Athenaeum, a reader
entered a letter noting that Collier supported the conclusions
of Prof. Hertzeberg, who had published similar reasons for re-

Jecting the Testament of love in the introduction to his trans-

lation of the Canterbury Tales, published in 1866.14 Apparently

this letter went unnoticed by Collier; in 1869 he reacted very
strongly to a report of the English Early Text Society which

said that the Testament of Love would be omitted from the society's

edition of Chaucer's works, "following Payne Collier_and other -
critics.” His irate letter to Athenaeum claimed sole credit

for the "discovery" and began a ten-letter wrangle between him-
self, F.J. Furnivall and others which continued into 1870, before
Furnivall recalled Hertzeberg's role and €ollier was forced to

leave of‘f.l5



In November 1870 George Waring brought up the canon in a

review of Ten Brink's Chaucer Studien.16 Waring disputed Ten

Brink's contention that the Black Knight, Chaucer's Dream, the

Flower and the Leaf and Court of Love are spurious, Waring

mentions no specific arguments supporting the first two works,
but his evidence for the genuineness of the Court of Love and

the Flower and the Leaf is worth noting.

The Court of love, he says, '"reads like a dream of the

poet's youth." Describing the poem's first section, which
features a choir of birds, he adds,

Its appended stanzas are entirely Chaucerian
not only in their exquisite rhythm and feli-
citous expression, but even more in that
artistic selection and concentration, of
which among the poets i? his time, the master
alone knew the secret,

The Flower and the Leaf he calls "a sister poem to the

Prioress! and Nunls Tales, The three taken collectively, form
a manual of the more serious thought and feeling current among
women of birth and culture in that period." The poem is *'all
womanly'! through graceful diction, refined taste and spotless
sentiment.“18
This literary appreciation is valued much more highly than

the lack of any contemporary ascriptions, for example in the

Legend of Good Women or by Lydgate in the Fall of Princes, After

all, Waring,asks, why might it not be classed with those works
suggested but not named in Chaucer's Retraction? Also, the rhyme
test is discarded as inconclusive because of the bad state of the

text, which has been "unscrupulously modernized" by scribes, He



closes with a recommendation that the four works be given "a
close and searching comparison with Chaucer's ungquestioned work,"
Of course this is what Ten Brink had Jjust done, though not for
literary qualities, the way which appears most fruitful to Waring,

| Waring's remarks undervalue the application of scientific
criteria to the question., He reacts as if this problem of
authenticity is another literary problem to be solved by literary
method. As yet, it is true, the scientific knowledge necessary
is not yet mobilized to‘the problem but Waring's position, being
the entrenched one, becomes very hard to dislodge, even when
ample evidence is available,

Furmivall's reply is typical of the most vociferous and,
though usually well-informed, the mo&t pugnacious of the scholars
participating in the discussion.t’? He begins his letter thus:
"Being unwilling that the Academy should be held to support the
most doubtful doctrine of its last number,.. ." Thereby he
registers not only his disagreement with Waring's position, but
also his firm judgment that the position is intrinsiecally stupid,
not worth advancing seriously in a public forum like the Academy.
His reply, which deals only with the Court of Love, is brief,

almost perfunctory. It consists mainly of counter-assertions,
e.g. the language is said to be too late, though not one example
is given. He spends considerable space on an argument of doubt-

ful merit---that the author of Court of Love compares himself

unfavorably with a certain "Galfride" who must be Chaucer, but
here again assertion, not evidence, carries the weight., Finally

he ridicules Waring's suggestion that the poem has any "felicity



of expression," He does make a point worth noting---but passes
over it quickly, as if it does not carry much weight. The poem
has no external evidence for Chaucerian authorship except
appearance in Stowe's edition in 1561, (later editions merely
followed him.,) Furnivall's remark is "this evidencermay be
safely held worthless", which is quite true.

In a quite temperate reply, Waring calls Furnivall's bluff,

and points out that conclusive evidence has not yet been present-

ed and that the question of authorship is still open to discuss-
ion. Unfortunately the counter-arsuments and rebuttal he offers
are not always as strong as his initial declaration, He questions
Furnivall's identification of "Galfride," saying that Chaucer
wasn't ranked with the ancients Cicero and Vergil during his own
time, Furthermore, Geoffrey of Vinsauf was the man named by

both Tyrwhitt and Bell., Can Furnivall dispute their evidence?
And resgarding the poem's style and merit, Waring cites Trywhitt's
acceptance on the grounds of internal evidence., He also points
out that there is necessarily a difference in quality between a
poet's early work and his mature work. He admits there are

badly done portions, yet, "...The work from first to last is

made up of realistic yet subtle touches, each individualizing

an accessory, and bringing, at the same time, 1life and colour

in the picture as a whole,"20 Both these observations are well
taken, yet the strongest points of Furnivall's assertions remain
unmet,

Waring admits that Court of love has a few expressions which

seem foreign to Chaucer's English, but for these to be given any



weight he demands that the critic show two things: that "these
are absolutely incompatible with the state of the English language
in :-Chaucer's time", and that they "are home-grown in the text,

and not grafted upon it by scribes," This question of scribal
alteration, alreédy touched on by Furnivall in the Temporary
Preface, runs through the entire discussion as one of the most
frequently cited arguments, _

Regarding Stowe and his evidénce, Waring admits that he was
uncritical but still maintains that works chosen by him have
"weight of tradition" and thus must get "close examination from
every point of view! before rejection. This is a doubtful
judgment about Stowe's edition, but close examination is surely
sensible advice,

Finally, regarding the problem of non-Chgucerian rhymes,
Waring offers a counter assertion. "I say that I find in this
poem Chaucer himself, through each and every one of his character-
istics, ranging from his powers of picturesque description and
pathos, down to his familiar trick of banter."21 This is as
good a reply as any. After all, as Furnivall himself noted
about Bradshaw's rejections, nothing has yet been said to show
that a poet could not change his rhyming practices during his
lifetime.

The exchange stops here with neither side outstanding for
the strength of its position. The fuzzy literary impressions
adduced by Waring are set off against the unsupported assertions
of Furnivall, The most significant factor is inertia, the weight

of which favors Waring, Why change our evaluation? Thus, in
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1872, when the next notable exchange on the poem appeared in

N&Q, readers were informed by an editor's note that "Those
inclined to investigate the matter further will find the whole
question, as regards Court of love very ably argued by Mr, Waring

22
in The Academy for November 1870.,"

The appearance in 1870 of two books added at least the weight
of numbers to the support for some of the spurious poems, The

second edition of Charles Cowden Clarke's Riches of Chaucer,

modernizations of certain Chaucerian pieces first published in

1835, once again included adaptations of the Flower and the Lear,

Chaucer's Dream, and the Black Knight. Clarke wrote a preface

for the new edition but saw no need to explain his acceptance of

these three poems, A book by D. Laing Purves, The Canterbury

Tales and Faerie Queen with Other Poems by Chaucer and Spenser

doesn't recognize the Black Knight, but does include Court of

Love, Chaucer's Dream, Cuckoo and the Nightingale and the

Flower and the leaf., Purves does not contribute any arguments

for their genuineness, but merely prints pious admiration, "The

Flower and the Leaf is pre-eminently one of those poems by which

Chaucer may be defended against the charge of licentious coarse-
ness...The poem throughout is marked by the purest and loftiest
tone; and it amply deserved Dryden's Special recommendations,
'both for the invention and the moral.'“zu These books take no
notice of current controversy, It is worth noting that each
author in his preface also indicates his belief that the

Testament of Love is Chaucer's. These books suggest the weight

of conservative opinion,
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Furnivall mentions the Court of love as spurious in a
couple of articles bublished in 1871, but these were mostly
concerned with other topics and added nothing new., 1In one, he
places our five poems in a group of works which, "when well
examined, carry their spuriousness on the face of them," but he
does not elaborate.25

A controversy printed in N%Q in 1872 involved A. Hall and
F.J. Furnivall and arose when Hall published a series of notes
called "Chaucer Restored, Numbers I-IV." Hall's announced object
was "to question the validity of certain arguments for excluding
from the collection known as Chaucer's Works some half dozen or
so of minor vpoems."” Actually he spends very little space answer-

ing arguments supporting these threatened poems, The works in-

volved are Court of Love, the Black XKnight, Chaucer's Dream,

Cuckoo and the Nightingale and the Flower and the Leaf,

In the initial piece in the series Hall tries to establish
credibility for all the poems.26 After citing Tyrwhitt's accept-
ance of the poems, Hall proceeds, He quotes four lines from the

Confessio Amantis where Venus says that Chaucer in his youth

wrote poems dedicated to her, many poems, Then he recalls that
Furnivall has dated only two poems before 1369, the ABC and

Complaint to Pity. Chaucer must have written many more poems

than these two; and anyway these do not mention Venus at all.
She is mentioned, however, in the five threatened poems. Then
he clinches the argument with the question, "Who wrote the re-
maining five poems if Chaucer did not?" Of these five poems,

Hall continues, Furnivall has said that the Flower and the Leaf
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is post-Chaucerian, "The remaining four we may assume to be
admittedly contemporaneous." They fit the description given by

Gower perfectly.

Hall tries to load the burden of proof back on to Furnivall

and his colleagues who impugn the Court of Iove. The argument

is not very persuasive, Furnivall replies to this in the follow-
ing number of N&Q only by affirming that he does indeed believe
that all five poems are post-Chaucerian, thus depriving Hall of
his imputed assistance.z?

In the second note Hall advances two érguments which deal

with the Court of Love exclusively and are not much more success-

f‘u1.28 First Hall gives nine quotations from the Court of Love'

which are paired with quotations from genuine works of Chaucer

(except for one citation from The Complaint of the Black Knight).

For example:

The blossoms fresh of Tullius'! garden sote,
Poems of Virgil taken here no root.
Court of Love

Whan that April with his showres sote,

The drought of March hath perced to the root.
Prologue of the
Canterbury Tales

Thesé quotations purport to illustraté Hall's contention that

Court of Tove is "identical in rhyme and meter" to Chaucer's

recognized poems, that "the ring of the metal sounds alike
through all these passages.” Actually they are quite inconclusive
except to show that words used by Chaucer sometimes appear in the

Court of Love,

Hall's other argument is based on stanza 100 of the Court
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of Love, which mentions the tomb of Pity. According to Hall this

"plainly refers" to Chaucer's poem Complaint Unto Pity which also

says that Pity is dead. Hall extends this to be a proof that

Chaucer wrote the Court of Love. "“Who but the author of the

latter [the Complainﬁ} would dare thus to refer to another's
work?" Hall finishes by appealing to his readers. "I hope that
my countrymen will unanimously book the claim for Chaucer, if
only to clear his fame from a possible charge of the grossest
plagiafism."

This last suprising sally is the starting point for a rather
sarcastic reply from Furnivall which begins, "it is pleasant to

“ He ridicules Hall for supposing

see a good Jjoke or two in N&Q."
that Chaucer could be thought to have imitated a “plainly fif-

teenth century poem like the Court of Love." His reply positively

rejects Court of Love on three grounds but is still short on

evidence, Furnivall mentions the fallacy of assuming that since

the author of Court of Love mentions Pity, he also wrote Pity.

Then he disallows it as Chaucer's because "Its rhythm has not

his sweet flow." and "The ring of the Court of Love is fifteenth

century at the eérliest, all through." Furnivall's parting shot

is "This reasoning is evidently grounded on the assumption that
all readers of N&Q are fools." Perhaps Hall deserved this., Still,
though Furnivall thorousghly believes his own position, he has yet
to present it as anything more than a blunt assertion, The
literary evaluations, "sweet flow" etc. and Furnivallt's appeal

to authority are not much more help than Hall's curiosities,

Hall continued for two more installments.30 But he has used
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his best arguments. He covers the rest of the poems even less

convincingly than he did the Court of Love, For example, noting

that Chaucer wrote the "Complaint to Pity" and the "Complaint to
Mars", the "Complaint to Venus" and the "Complaint to his: Empty
Purse", "because of manifest resemblance in title and construct-

ion," the Complaint of the Black X¥night must be Chaucer's also.

Actually the latter poem is much longer than any of the others
and it does not fit the conventions of the "complaint" genre.
In a brief note to the third installment (he disregards

the last), Furnivall meets Hall's claims for the Black Knight

squarely with the information that Shirley ascribes the poem to
'Lydgate.jl This ends the discussion on this poem, Apparently
Bradshaw had located the citation by Shirley years before, but

had not had time to publish, Furnivall asserts that Chaucer's

Dream is too late to be Chaucer's and that the Flower and the
Leaf was written by a lady. Furnivall does not explain his last
assertion here but continues a couple of months later in the
Athenaeumn,

In 1871 Furnivall published his Trial Forewords.3% He

mentions the Court of Love, the Cuckoo and the Nichtingale and

Chaucer's Dream but only to say that proof of their spuriousness

does not depend on the Y-ye rhyme test, For such proof he refers
the reader to his "answers to Mr, A, Hall---a publisher or book-
seller in Paternoster Row, with quéer reasoning powers," Since
we have already been unsatisfied with the said answers, this
isn't any help., Furnivall also makes the notable announcement

that Chaucer's Dream ought to be considered spurious, until shown
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to be Chaucer's, Waring and Hall claimed the burden of proof
should be with those who claimed spuriousness, The question of
who carries the burden of proof will continue to be a source of
misundersfanding.

A review of some of Furnivall's Chaucer Society publications
is more help. An anonymous writer summarizes the evidence, pro

and con, on the Chaucerian authorship of Chaucer's Dream, the

Flower and the Leaf, and Court of Love, All of the evidence he

cites for Court of Love is con., It was not printed till 1561,

Thomas Tyrwhitt could find no manuscript. The language is hard
to prove contemporary. Finally, "It requires no grammatical
‘knowledge to make the verse flow smoothly."33

Evidence on Chaucer's Dream is not as full, but what there

is is against it, Its 1597 publication is cited along with the

unQChaucerian rhyme, kneen:queen., ©Cn the Flower and the Leaf,

the review notes that the subject of the poem was mentioned by

Chaucer in the Prologue to the Legend of Good Women, but the

language is late. The article brings together evidence that
certainly has weight, though it is not totally convinecing, Still,
the evidence is scant and hardly settles the issue,

Some remarks in this artiéle on the qualifications of the
Chaucerian editor reflect on the approach to the canon taken by
literary men,

What is really wanted in an editor is that he
should thoroughly understand the grammar, the
idioms, and as far as possible, the pronunciation
of fourteenth-century English, In fact, sound
scholarship is required, and this is a point that

is always being overlooked. ...1t is strange that
such a truism should require to be so often re-
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peated: but Englishmen are, as it were, too near
to their own language, and commonly cannot see
the perplexities and difficulties of it. They
suppose they know by nature many things concern-
ing it which rg&lly require many years of haré
work to learn,

The statement is notable for two things---the minimum
requirement which is stated for the editor, and the attitude
ascribed to Fnglishmen. In reply to Furnivall's stipulation
that he have an "ear"---presumably a literary man's gquality, a

poet'!s forte---Athenaeum goes to the opposite, not mentioning

literary qualities at all, demanding definite linguistic know-
ledge, This demand for "science'" is at the heart of this whole
controversy. Furnivall and the others of the Chaucer Society are
bringing philological knowledge to bear upon the question of
Chaucerian authorship and some of his impatience with those who
challenge his mysterious dicta ("the language is much too late",
"obviously fifteenth century") is due to the fact that he regards
such judgments based on philology to be self-evident, unless one
is ignorant of philology; in which case one shouldn't argue--
one should study. This demand for sclience is the current
revolution which seeks to displace the judgment of entrenched
amateurs who "suppose they know by nature" the language of Chaucer
because they are 1i£erary men,

When Furnivall takes up the question of the genuineness of

the Flower and the Leaf in July, he is able to present a schedule

35

of arguments which are backed by considerable evidence. His
temper however has not improved and he opens his exposition with

a splenetic reference to "the extraordinary and wilful ignorance
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of the British literary public regarding their second greatest
poet, Chaucer, and the perverse way in which professors, and
people who ought to know better, will go on attributing to Chaucer

poems which like the Complaint of the Black Knight are given to

. Lydgate by Shirley.“36 Then he proceeds to show why the Flower

and the Leaf can not be Chaucer's, His first arguments relate to

the .content of the poem. It can not be Chaucer's because it speaks
against the Daisy, Chaucer's favorite, supporting the leaf. This

is done not in the "light easy tone of vers de societe" of some=-

one like Deschamps-who could choose the flower and then the leaf
with no greaﬁ conflict,., -Rather the tone is contemptuous, hardly
reconcilable to Chaucer's "profound affection,” Now.Furnivall
repeats his claim that the author is a woman, as is clearly seen
when the "faire Lady" of the poem addresses the narrator as
"doghter" three timei Further, the poem praises virginity rather
than the "indulgence so often instanced in Chaucer's tales." He
adds, "and this praise is a woman's rather than a man's; all
through the poem run a woman's grace and tenderness, a woman's
feeling, Jjust as the worthiest predecessor of Elizabeth Barrett
Browning should have possessed."3? Perhaps this female author
was in his mind when he declares the poem un-Chaucerian because it
"confuses things" by having the Flower party wear green dresses
and the Leaf party white dresses. Chaucer would never have been
quilty of such awkwardness,.

Having devoted considerable space to these opinions, he
advances arguments based on language. The poem "plainly copies

Chaucer's poems and words," and he cites four passages which
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echo passages from recognized Chaucerian poems,

When that Phebus in his chaire of golde sc hie
Had whirled up the sterrie sky aloft
Flower and the Leaf

Appolo whirleth up his char so hye
Til that the God Mercurius hous the slye
Squire's Tale

He mentions that the poems fail the y-ye rhyme test, with
fifteen faulty rhymes in 600 lines, He cites fourteen vocabulary
items which he says are fifteenth-century,

Before he concludes, he adds two short arguments. First the
poem refers to the founding of the Order of the Garter as long
ago, whereas it occurred about 1344, Second, "The flow of the

Flower and the Leaf is not Chaucer's." He is referring mainly

to run-on lines,

He concludes with the evidence that it was printed late, in
1598, and no manuscript is extant., He asserts, "It was, without
doubt, written after the invention of printing, and multiplied
by copies," He notes that Tyrwhitt questioned it, and, citing
Bradshaw, Ten Brink, Hales, and Skeat, adds that "all our best
late critics" have rejected it. Even Morris's printing is no
testimonial since his intention was not to set the canon.,

Furnivall's opinions on the feminine character of the poem
or on the flow of the verse micht be successfully challenged,
Nevertheless he makes a strong presentation. The lack of external
evidence, the difficulties in the language of the poem, the
question of imitation, all reguire notice., Furnivall's case

may not Jjustify his bad temper, but it is a good case,
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Hall does not offer much evidence in reply.38 He quotes a

passage from the Legend of Good Women.

But, natheles, he were not that I make
In preysing of the flour agayn the leef,

which purports to show that Chaucer was not all for the "Flour"
against the leaf,

Responding to Furnivall's linguistic evidence, Hall agrees
that he "has a perfect right to his opinion" but asserts that the
text may have been modernized by the scribes, And Hall scornfully
refuses to accept the sﬁggestion of imitation.

The real point of Hall's article is the way he describes

his defense of the Flower and the Leaf,.

I consider it a moral wrong to withdraw
from an author works that have been habitually
ascribed to him, except upon conclusive testi-
mony; without such conclusive testimony, the
eliminators are in a false position; with

conclus%ge testimony, all argument is super=
fluous,

It is true that, in a sense, Furnivall's statements are not

conclusive; there is a possibility the poem is Chaucer's after

all., But what Hall is not willing to admit, with great fervor,
is that the work can be doubtful, and that to establish a merely
likely case is a legitimate procedure. Whereas Furnivall is
convinced that he has done enough in establishing the doubtful-
ness of the poem, Hall is just as convinced that anything less
than a complete viectQry by Furnivall is a vindication of his own
position,

In 1873 Furnivall published an article in Macmillan's

Magazine on the gradual settling of the Chaucer canon.uo In the
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ten-page article the Court of Iove, the Flower and the Leaf, the

Cuckoo and the Nightingale and Chaucer's Dream are again passed

over as spurious simply because they'fail to pass the rhyme test.
So further elucidation must wait,

In 1874 Skeat printed in a note to N&Q the results of a
little test he had devised.ul From the present, when the rhynme
test seems inevitable, looking at another attempt at a test can
perhaps recall the contemporary appearance of such indicators.,
Skeat‘s idea was to count the number of times the opening lines
of a verse paragraph was rhymed with the concluding line of the
previous paragraph. The data he derived from the test supported

conclusions already arrived at by other means, The House of Fame

had 58 such links in 2,170 lines, for a ratio of 26/1,000. The
Book of the Duchess had 47 in X,334 lines for 35/1,000. The

Homan de la Rose had only 37 in 7,700 lines for a low count of

5/1,000 and Chauvcer's Dream had no such links at all. The latter

two, then, are non-Chaucerian,

Skeat placed no great weight on this test, and its premise
is at least plausible; btut he did not pursue the matter further.
The hard mathematical evidence, however, serves to dramatize a
basic difference in approach between the Chaucer Society scholars
and the critics who opposed them with less concrete evidence.,

William Minto's Characteristics of English Poets, published

this same year, provides an example of continued skepticism dis-

Played toward the rhyme test.uz' Minto cannot believe that the

Court of Love and the Flower and the Leaf are not Chaucer's,
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Minto is convinced that none of the contemporary poets we know
about could have written such excellent stuff, and, as for an
unknown poet, "It is simply incredible that these poems could
have been written by a poet whose name has perished." If the
poet was before Chaucer, then he would have been very famous
indeed, and Chaucer "would have mentioned him as the model of his
seven-line stanza." If after Chaucer then he would have mentioned
Chaucer as his master "according to the universal custom of the
time." The only other alternative, Minto says, is deliberate
forgery, and this is out of the question since a forger would
have been especially careful about a mechanical rule like y-ye
rhymes.

So Minto cannot admit the rhyme test as final. He supports
his decision with the Homaunt, which he thinks is indeed Chaucer's
own translation, "It is hard to believe that this translation,
if written before Chaucer's, could have been unknown to him, and
if known, could have been ignored; and the supposition that it
could have been written after his, without any reference to him,
is absurdly contrary to the customs of his time."L"3

The failure of the Homaunt to pass the rhyme test presents,
at least Minto believes, sufficient evidence of the test's in=-
adequacy. He notes that Bradshaw then rejected the Romaunt, but
"Ten Brink makes the more cautious and rational conjecture that,
when Chaucer translated the Romaunt, he had not yet begun to
restrict himself from the ye-e rhyme, which was freely used by
all English poets before him,"

Minto decides that the only significance of the rhyme test
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is for determining the order in which the poems were composed.

Early works, like the Court of Iove and the Flower and the Leaf,

do not have the rhymes of his more mature work,

In 1876 Skeat published a trather full marshalling of
Ll

evidence against Chaucerian authorship for the Court of Love.

He, in large measure, makes good on Furnivall's claims, He
begins,by pointing out there is no external evidence at all for
Chaucerian authorship. Then he lists the internal evidence which
is against Chaucerian authorship:
First the issue of Galfride, Skeat says it cannot

be Geoffrey de Vinsauf because the man was ridiculed by

Chaucer. In other words, how could such a man be

regarded as superiort It cannot be Geoffrey de Monmouth,

who does not fit at all., Actually the stanza seem to be

copied from Occleve's tribute to Chaucer in De Rezimine

Principium, where Chaucer is compared with Tully,

- Aristotle and Vergil. Hence Galfride must be Chaucer,
who is thereby disqualified as a possible author,
Second, no final -e's appear as line closings in
the poem. Four apparent exceptions are imperfections
in the text, that is, a line ending is a word left
out or the line is corrupt.
Third, language is sixteenth century. Words
like celsitude and pulcritude appear. The use of

names like Philobone, Philogenet suggest Greek learn-

ing which delays the poem to Sir John Cheke's time,

The word exception is given three syllables instead of
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the four Chaucer would have used.
Grammar is bad., The -en particularly is misused
as when kepten is given as a past participle. Also
the ancient plurél -es is not consistently maintained.
Use of the word enprint suggests an anachronism.
BRhymes are obviously post-Chaucerian. Finally the
.versification is smooth, unlike Occleve, Lydgate and
Hawes, but like Sackville., Skeat suggests Sackville
as a possible author, but definitely rejects Chaucer,
Skeat's critique is brief, to the point and well-supported.
He does not supply evidence for his last two points but at least
the smooth versification is easily verified as true. This is at
leasf a respectable presen%ation of evidence which merits serious

reply. The case still is not made exhaustively, but those who

maintain the Court of love's genuineness must do more than rely

on critical inertia,

A few weeks later Furnivall prints a éhort note in Athenaeum
to thank Skeat for "adding the weight of his well-known and well-
won authority" to Bradshaw, Ten Brink and F.J. Furnivall himself,

against the Court of I..ove.,i‘L5 He adds that Skeat may be wrong

about Galfride, Geoffrey de Vinsauf in fact wrote De Arte
Poetica which was a highly respected poetical treatise, Thus he
might be the one referred to in the poem. This removes one
argument from Skeat'!s arsenal, but he still has enough to demand

notice,

F.G. Fleay's Guide to Chaucer and Spenser, published in

1877, apparently does take some nv:'.it;:'t.c:.e.b'6 Fleay, an industrious
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member of Furnivallt's New Shakespeare Society, apparently has
followed to some extent the discussion of the canon. He confi-

dently ascribes the Black Knight to Lydgate, an opinion which

Furnivall had published, and he joins in the rejection of the

Court of Love and the Flower and the Leaf, but he does have his

oWn reasons, He rejects, for example, the rhyme test, which he
exPlainé by a recollection from his own poetic career., "In my
first period, up to leaving the university, I used to rhyme -in
and -ing in imitation of my then favorite models, especially of
Mrs, Browningo“u? He reports that he later changed his mind on
the point and burned a quantity of his verse and has not since
used such rhymes at all, He suggests that a similar change of
taste occurred in Chaucer's case,

He rejects the Flower and the Leaf, then, not because of

faulty rhymes, but because it was written by a lady, where he says
he follows Tyrwhitt, He gives three reasons for rejecting the

Court of Iove, First, its non-pronunciation of final -e's in

nouns, adjectives, and adverbs, However, he does not reject it
because this usage is too late, for he then ascribes the poem to
Henry Scogan, Chaucer's contemporary, with this observation, "Is
not, however, this poem too modern for the fourteenth century at
all in its present shape? 1t seems to me to have been re-written
by the sixteenth century editor." Skeat's demonstration of the
lateness of the language has thus been shuffled off to a paren=-
thesis, Fleaj does not see it as bearing directly on the question
of authorship, Another reascn for rejection is that the poem does

not use the "dream" framing device "as all Chaucer's poems of this
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kind" do., His third reason is that it contains a distinct allusion

to the Lergend of Good Women, thus placing it after 1383, a time

when Chaucer had long given up his imperfect rhyming practices.
Bhymes can be used to date a work within Chaucer's career, once

the question of authorship is settled. Thus Chaucer's Dream and

the Boman de la Rose are both assumed by Fleay to be early works

of Chaucer, The genuineness of Chaucer's Dream is, of course,

supported by its use of the dream as framing device,

Fleay suggests that the Cuckoo and the Nightingale also is

genuine, though it doesn't use the dream device as he might expect.
His principal reason is that "no one else I know at that date
could have written it.," Fleay's book suggests that the opinions
of Furnivall and Skeat were not making as much headway'as they
Sometimes assume,

A more conspicuous reply, thousgh not directly to Skeat,
came the following year when William Minto's article on Chaucer

for the ninth edition of the Encyélopedia Britannica became avail-

able.u'8 Minto'!s piece is a general survey of knowledge about
Chaucer and he discusses fthe facts of Chaucer's life as well as the
works themselves, But he does not try to dodge the controversy
over works of disputed authorship in the canon, led by Furnivall
and Skeat. He has no trouble with the exclusion of the Testament

of Love, Assembly of ladies, and Lamentation of Mary Magdalene,

all of which bear no internal marks of Chaucerian authorship and
are universally rejected. Still convinced of the position he held
in 1874, he balks at the rhyme test, "which would deprive us of

several works which are in no respect unworthy of Chaucer's genius",
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meaning the Court of Iove, Flower and the Leaf, and Chaucer's

Dream. He cannot accept the rhyme test as sufficient proof, he
says. He repeats his belief that these poems may be early works,
done before Chaucer had become confident of his poetic technique;
and that a forger would surely have most conscientiously observed
such a rule., He points out that the works have received ample
testimony from eminent men; Swinburne wvouched for the excellence

of the Court of love, Dryden and Hazlitt for the Flower and_ the

Leaf, If we reject them, he says, the obvious questioniis, "If
Chaucer didn't write them who did? Is it conceivable that the
writer of such works could have been utterly unknown in his own
geme::'at:':.on’:"“i‘L9

Minto decides that though he bhelieves Chaucer's Dream to be

genuine, "it is not worth contending for.," And he is now willing

to admit that the Flower and the Leaf is perfect enough to be an

imitation of Chaucer by another hand, The Court of Love, however,

'is genuine, as is proven by the Kingis Quair, This poem, written

by James I of Scotland in 1405, imitates the Court of Iove, which

thus obviously preceded it. Furthermore, "“in paying the customary
compliments to his poetical masters, he mentions no names but
Lydgate and Gower, who were clearly incapable of writing such a
poem, and Chauceér", indicating, says Minto, that it was Chaucer

who wrote the Court of Love.50 Finally Minto sees a possible

reference to the poem in the Prologue to the Legend of Good

Women which explains why it is so little known.

Hast thou not in a book lyeth in thy chest
The greate goodness of the Queene Alceste
That turned was into a dayeseye?
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Of course, Chaucer had hidden it away in a chest., Why? "The
tide of Puritanic religious sentiment which was destined to sweep
into temporary oblivion the airy structure of the chivalric
imagination had already begun in the middle of Chaucer's 1ife.“51

The Court of ILove adopted the courtly notion of love where the

"husband is the natural enemy of the lover," which may have proven
offensive to the "Fair Maid of Kent, the widow of the Black
Prince." Thus Chaucer hid the poem away,

Apparently Minto's article was written too early to take
advantage of Skeat's more complete linguistic and grammatical
evidence, or too late for him to prepare an adequate defense, At
any rate, he takes no notice of Skeat. For all its length and
ingenious reasoning the statement is short on evidence, A fact
that carries considerable weight with him is the fact that the
.poem is pretty good, too good to be spurious, This argument might
have had some value in 1870 when Waring used it, but in 1877,
after Skeat's remarks, it ' is a little pale.

A brisk controversy resulted from Minto's article, though a
good bit of it had not much to do with Chaucer. F.J. Furnivall
replied at the end of March in Athenaeum with considerable
sarcasm and contempt.52 He begins, "If all, or many of the

articles in the new Britannica match the Chaucer one, Punch will

have a dangerous rival.," Furnivall attacks (that is the proper
word) two arguments advanced by Minto. The first is his citing of
Swinburne's judgment as evidence for genuineness., He makes a
point prefigured in the review from Athenaeum quoted above and

which apparently had not been widely thought of, "The genuineness
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of a Chaucer poem is first a question of knowledge of Early English,
the history of its grammar and vocabulary, and of paleography;
second, of taste and éritical power, which are of no use till the
first conditions are satisfied." Here Furnivall makes explicit
the priorities he has been working under., It is precisely Furnivall!
granting of precedence to the findings of philology. which has
caused differences of opinion.

A common attitude in the discussion up to this point is to
see linguistic evidence countered with a literary judgment, as if
the two were more or less interchangeable. Perhaps this was true
in an earlier time when linguistic knowledge was vague and
probably of less value than carefully considered literary opinions.
But in 1877 linguistic knowledge carried unimpeachable authority
within its proper area,

Having made this valuable point, Furnivall goes after Swinburne,
calling him a man even less knowledgeable on Early English than
Minto, and one whose opinion is worthless, Furnivall then attacks

Minto's "'evidence' gleaned from the Kingis Quair; Minto just

assumes that Kingis Quair is an imitation of the Court of Isve."

Furnivall counters with the observation that "James never mentions
this poem, never quotes a line of it, as, of course, he could not,
for he had never seen it; it was written long after his death."53
Minto's only defense, in the face of Furnivall's disagree-
ment is to say that the positions mentioned "are matters of
opinion in which I do not agree with Mr. Furnivall, with all my

n 54

respect for his authorities, He declines to repeat his

position, saying it has been demonstrated twice, in Characteristics
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and again in the Encyclopedia 3ritannica. He adds one more point.

I am perfectly open to conviction as rezards the
authorship of the Court of Iove. I am simply in
this position, that I have not yet seen any
evidence against its being Chaucer's which seenms
to me to be conclusive, I hope I shall lose
neither my temper nor my memory if Mr, Furnivall
should prove that it was written in the latter
end of the nineteenth century by himself and Mr,
Skeat, It matters very little either way, it
does not affect Chaucer's position in literature,
nor any critical Jjudgment on the charact?r of
his mind or the gqualities of his poetry. 5

Minto's argument does not, in truth, advance the case for
Chaucerian authorshnip; but neither does Furnivall's gleeful
annihilation of Minto help explain his own conviction that the

Court of Iove is spurious, He has yet to present a thorough

case for its spuriousness, The linguistic evidence is still not
compelling, hence Minto's expression of doubt is understandable.
In the following week's Athenacsum Swinburne points out that
F.J. Furnivall merely entered a rebuttal against Minto's argu-
ments and offered no proof for his assertions.56 Most of
Swinburne's space is devoted to vilification of F.J. Furnivall
who had been in dispute with Swinburne on his New Shakespeare

Society publications,

I have as little wish as ability to contend with
the erudite and warlike founder of the new-
Shakespearean dynasty---be it a dynasty of dunces
* mainly, or chiefly rather of churls---on the
especial eminence from which he now crows and
claps his wings with more than all the clamorous
confidence of the most bellicose bantam=-cock
that ever defied creation to match for mortal
combat on the towering crest of his own duncghill.

In the same number Skeat enters a peacemaker's plea, while

at ths same time disputing straizhtforwardly the idea that there
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is no proof the Court of love was not written by Chaucer.S? He

is ecareful to preface his remarks with "I wish to say that I do

not express any dissatisfaction with that Encyclopedia Britannica

article except to say Minto is mistaken." Skeat says "the proof
to the contrary is positive and certain; being simply this, that
the language and prosody alike assign it to the very end of the
fifteenth century." "I wholly repudiate the notion that his
gquestion is one of authorities"; instead it is based on externally
verifiable linguistic facts, This is a statement which we have
been waiting for. Up to now the case has been obscured by dubious
suppositions and arguments added to linguistic facts. This is the
first declaration that the linguistic facts by themselves are
decisive,

Finally, to indicate his peaceful intentions and no intent
to insult, Skeat adds, "Let us do what we can for our own noble
language and literature, sinking all personal considerations in
our love of subject,"

The following week F.J. Furnivall makes a return with more

58

Spleen. He has a few more words for Swinburne, of which this is

more or less characteristic, "If only his knowledge could be
brought up to within a hundred miles of his insoslence and pre-
sumption, what a scholar he would bel" Then he takes Minto to
task for his remark "it's no consequence."

This no-consequence Toots or Minto notion is
precisely the thing we want to stop in the
treatment of Chaucer, We do object to our great
early poet being set up as a sort of cockshy for
everyone to heave the guesses of his icnorance
at, We do object to having the facts of Early
English grammar treated as 'matters of opinion!
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by men in Mr. Minto's state of inc%gacity to
perceive the facts or their wvalue,

The publication of the Bell edition of Chaucer's works in
1878 is an important point in the controversy over the canon
because it presented without possibility of mistake the result
of discussion on the canon to date. It also intimated, in a four-
volume edition, the fact that the changing attitude toward the
five poems we have been discussing is not eccentric and singular
but recognized "best opinion.," In revising the edition Skeat

tried to place in a separate volume the works he judged spurious

or very doubtful, Thus volume four contains Court of Iove, the

Black Knight, the Flower and the Leaf, and the Cuckoo and the

l.ightingale, Chaucer's Dream was placed at the end of the third

volume only because the last volume was full, The remarks on
each exclusion which he made in his preliminary essay were very
brief and merely restated arguments already advanced at more
length, but their very succinctness lends them an interest. The

Black ¥Knight he says, of course, is ascribed to Lydgate by

Shirley. Against the Court of Love, he mentions that the unique

manuscript is sixteenth century; and that the language of the
poenm is also sixteenth century ("hardly contains one clear

example of the use of the final -g")., Against Chaucer's Dream

he mentions its late publication, 1598, and the rareness of the

use of the final -e. Against the Flower and the Leaf he mentions

un-Chaucerian rhymes, clearly fifteenth century languazes, and the

fact that it "purports to have been written by a lady." The

Cuckoo and the Nizhtinzale, he allows, is "much nearer to Chaucer's
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style than most of the spurious poems," but its first two lines
are the same as two lines from the Knight's Tale. Thus the poem
is probably an imitation of Chaucer,

Skeat cites linguistic evidence when it is available, except

in the case of the Black Knight, where he has more definite

evidence, It is worth remark that he supports the linguistic
evidence with other arguments, despite his confidence in the
evidence.

Lest it be assumed that this is the end of the controversy,
we must say that not quite all crities were convinced. In April
1878 F.J. Furnivall wrote to Académy praising Skeat's work in the
edition,_and hoping that all infidels would be soon converted.60

He mentions specifically the Testament of Love, RHomaunt of the

Rose, Court of Love and the Flower and the Leaf, There had not

been much doubt about the first, but since the other three had all
occasioned considerable differences of opinion, it is hardly
suprising that a letter was forthcoming on one of them,

In June, a T. Arnold challenged Skeat's rejection of the

Court of Love.61 Arnold disputes him by claiming that the

language is not late, He points out that Skeat's charge is
applicable to the poem as printed by Stowe in 1561, but not to
Morris's edition "from the manuscript.,” The 1561 edition has
Uthem" and "their" which are late, of course. But Morrist's
edition uses "hem" and "here", which are the authentic early
forms, Further, he says, "A minute examination of the language
of the poem would, at least in my Jjudzment, show that there

exists no reason why it should not be assigned to the age of
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Chaucer and Gower." The other arguments are familiar., The poem
cannot be sixteenth-century because its attitude toward classic
authors is medieval, not from the re-awakening of learning. The
poem is much better.than anything between Chaucer and Henry VIII
and if it is not by Chaucer it is by "an unknown contemporary...
of very remarkable and highly cultivated powers" of whom no

other trace remains, implying of course that this is scarcely
possible, Arnold finally declares "This is a matter of taste and
it would be interesting to have the opinion of the Poet Laureats
upon it, or that of Prof. Shairp."

Skeat replies rather sharply the following week, answering
Arnold's claims for the'early 1anguage.62 He points out that
Morris used the same manuscript that Stow used,‘only he altered
"them" and "their" in deference to the possibility that the poem
is by Chaucer, He says Morris informs the reader of this practice

by printing altered words in italics, Skeat finishes by observing ,

"The whole difficulty of the matter resides in this: that critics
have preferred in general to adopt opinions on slicht grounds
rather than go through the solid drudgery of textual criticism,"
But the matter is not done with., Arnold replies again,®3
"I still rely on the soundness of his LMorris'é] philological
instinct" which prompted him to alter the late forms. Arnold
then lists Chaucerian forms of negatives, Chaucerian words and
phrases which occur in the poem, He finishes by complimenting
Skeat., "He is certainly a true scholar, and therefore I am
convinced, as I said before, that he will not deliberately

maintain a thing [sixteenth century datel so untenable."
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; ,

his position.6+ Skeat points out that the poem has Chaucerian
words because it is an imitation of Chaucer, Jjust as the Rowley
poems had fifteenth century words., He then suzgests a test,

The true test in these cases is a philological

one, or to speak more plainly, a grammatical one,

Mr, Arndld seems to know nothing about this and

never to have dreamt of applying it. Yet it is

not only a safe test, but a convincing one. .o

The result is certain, because it appeals to facts,

He suggests that Arnold look in the introduction to Morris

edition of the Prologue of the Canterbury Tales where the

grammatical uses of the final e in Chaucer are tabulated, Then
should observe the occurrence of the final e in a given number

l.nes of the Canterbury Tales, and record the frequency of its

use for both metre and grammar. Skeat concludes that Arnold wi
find the number of occurrences ‘in the Chaucerian passages to be
"very considerable;" he will find, very likely, none at all in

the passage from the Court of love, In a posteript, Skeat adds

a 1oﬁg list of other grammatical violations in the poem,

To Arnold's credit it must be said that he did not try to
enter a rebuttal, and this discussion ends, With this exchange
controversy on these five poems is virtually complete,

From this time until 1900, there is no direct exchange of
views in periodical publications., Critics express their views
more generally, mostly in books.

When Characteristics appeared in a second edition in 1885

Minto revised somewhat his expression of his position. He wish
to add new arguments to those advanced in 1B74 in his first

edition because Skeat and Furnivall through textual criticism
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have strengthened theilr case against the two poems, Minto admits
the case is "so strong, that Mr, Skeat is pardonably impatient
with those who do not at once own themselves convinced.65 Kinto

does not add new arguments so much as concentrate the ones he has

advanced, dropping the evidence relating to the Kingis Quair.

The great difficulty in the way of not assigning
Court of Love or the Flower and the Leaf to Chaucer
is this, that between him and Surrey there is no
English poem half so good, and that it is next to
incredible that the name of any poet capable of
such work should have perished, If Chaucer did
not write them who did?...That the grammatical
differences, which are doubtless very striking,
should have been introduced by a transcriber,
seems to those of us who think Chaucer may have
been the author more likely on the whole than
that a nameless poet, in an age whose knhown

poets never rise anywhere near such a level,
should have produced works that have received
enthusiast%g admiration from Dryden and Hr.
Swinburne,

This manages to roll a great many arguments into one sweep, but
the idea of scribal errors seems to be somehow fundamental to
Minto's statement.,

| This is an argument advanced by Minto before, and by others
before him including Furnivall., It is interesting that Minto does
not let the argument stand alone but ties it to another, making
the case a dilemma: either Chaucer wrote the poems and they were
later corrupted by scribes: or the author of these excellent
poens is a complete unknown. lNinto has been forced to reduce the
argument to this form by the accumulation of philological evidence,
He has hbeen compelled to grant a degree of credence to the
evidence collected,

In 1887 Hall's name appears again.67 In N%Q, he makes the
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belated observation that the fact that the narrator of the

Flower and the Leaf is a woman, does not necessarily indicate that

the author is a woman. In making this observation he recalls pzin-
fully his confrontation with Furnivall. "My humble papers were
followed by a sort of running commentary of an aggressive nature,"
.Hali makes no further attemﬁt to press the point, and he expressly
disclaims any intention of controversy.

In the 1890 edition of English Writers, Henry Morley contests

the rejection of the Cuckoo and the Nightinegale, and Court of

Love and the Flower and the_Leaf.éB The case of the first he can

settle merely by saying "There is no great reasomfor denying it

to him," The Court of ILove he also gives to Chaucer, but feels

compelled to Jjustify himself, He dismisses the problem of late
language in the poem by comparing it‘to the second manuscript of
Layamon, where changes had occurred after only forty years. He
assures us "Changes made after a hundred years by some transcribers

of the Court of love whose work was re-copied into the Trinity

college manuscript, would account for much more alteration than
we findo“69 After reviewing the contents of the poem, noting the

reminiscences of the Homan de la Rose, the use of the Triolus

stanza, the technically accomplished verse, and an attitude
toward love which he says would not offend God, he decides,

"Argument against Chaucer'!s authorship of the Court of Love from

the fact that it could not have come just as we have it, fresh
from Chaucer's hand, has I think, no great force against the
strong reasons for assuming Chaucer's authorship on evidence of

its contents."’?
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The Flower and the Leaf occasions comment, not because

Morley seeks to demonstrate its genuineness, but because he wished
to establish firmly the inconclusive nature of present evidence
against it, He admits that the poem is "not now usually regarded
as Chaucer's" but he challenges the idea that the alleged late-
ness of its vocabulary is decisive against it, Morley regards

the procedure of dating a work by the words in it to be highly
suspect, and he mentions T.L., Oliphant's essay in the Chaucer
Society series in particular, Morley cannot accept such a pro-
cedure for two reasons, It is impossible to be sure that the
earliest recorded use of a word noted previously is in fact an
accurate reflection of usage, that the word wasn't current at an
earlier date. He points out this is particularly true for

earlier stages of the language when written sources are fewer,
They may fail to reflect completely faithfully the actual vocabul=-
ary of the languvage. The second source of error is the fact that
copyists may vary the vocabulary, He cites an example from two

manuscripts of Chaucer's Complaint to Fity,

I Pitee that I have sousght so yoore
With herte sore full of hevy peine
That in this world was no wight woer

11 Pitee that I have sought so yore agoo
With herte sore full of besy payne
That in this world was never wight so woo
demonstrating the introduction of a new word into the text,

Regarding what may be late vocabulary in the Flower and the Leaf,

Morley says, "No very great allowance is required for the corrupt-
ion of the text under c:opyists."?1

The chief statement that Morley has to make concerns the
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degree of certainty which we are authorized to grant our evidence,
He cautions, "Wherever there is room only for reasonable doubt of
Chaucer's authorship of any piece, it should be taken as doubt
only, until facts appear that supply conclusive t:'nri,dem:e."?2 He
is not unduly concerned with the lack of manuscript ascription.
He regards the matter firmly, as "not a séttled question." This
final statement directly reflects the certainties which others
have advanced,

Each reader may incline as freely as he will to

one opinion or the other, Let him be positive in

his own mind, if he will, but he must not tum

amiton Hhin Dylrione Face Antiher Bage T

The last remark seems to be a direct product of the certituds
long expressed by Furnivall and of his use of strong language in
rebuttal, Morley uses the same argument advanced by Minto---
that late lanpguage is the product of scribes, Morley adduces
examples for support, but these are hardly conclusive. He shows
no real acquaintance with the process of manuscript corruption
and the argument is still little more than conjectural,
In the final decade of the century, Lounsbury published his

Studies on Chauvucer, and Skeat brought out his edition of the

Oxford Chaucer. OQOur five poems have been dropped from the canon,
and now there is no advocate for bringing them back.

The last critic mentioned does not even suggest that
possibility, Saintsbury's remarks in 1898 touch on two of the

poems, the Flower and the Leaf and the Court of Love.?"1L He is

careful to inform the reader "I do not by any means assert" that

Chaucer wrote the Flower and the Leaf or the Court of Love, He
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is concerned with clearly stating some arguments which "do not
appear to me to have received sufficient answer," The arguments
he advances object to the rhyme test and to the dating of poems,
His ground for challenging the rhyme test is that it seems to
produce a kind of circular arsgument for exéliuding the poems, The
test was derived from a group of poems which conciously excluded

the Flower and the Leaf and the Court of Iove., When the Flower

and the Leaf and the Court of love did not follow the rhymes of

that group of poems, they were excluded from the banon. He suggests
that acecording to such a procedure Tennyson'!s classical experi-

ments in the appendix to Enoch Arden would also have to be named

spurious because none such exist anywhere else in his poetry.

For the dating of Chaucer's poems Saintsbury lays down two
rules, He says first that poems older than Chaucer's in meter,
language or rhymes may be safely excluded. His second rule says
that for poems younger than Chaucer's in meter, lanzguage or rhyme
"no argument can be founded on that fact alone, because copyists
may always have been responsible for the modernization," Having

made this reservation he recalls that both the Court of Love and

the Flower and the Leaf exist in unique manuscripts, "facts of

75

which the importance cannot be exaggerated."
Saintsbury seems to be most interested in calling attention
to our lack of certitude about the two poems, In stating our
knowledge about the poems we should be aware that there still is
room for doubt, That this doubt is not very large seems to be
suggested by his careful disclaimer of any assertions for the

genuineness of the poems. Nevertheless he considers it worth



mention,

In 1900 Skeat published his thoroucgh review of the entire
camon.?6 In the course of the book he touches upon the evidence
relating to all the works which have been at some time ascribed
to Chaucer and his presentation of the case against the poems

here is very full. For the Black ¥night and the Cuckoo and the

Mightingale, the manuscripts prrovide ascription to other authors,

Lydgate and Clanvowe respectively. The linguistic evidence he
gathers against the other poems is extensive and varied, very
discouraging indeed to proponents of the scribal alteration
theory. This is enough to settle any lingering disputes.

The controversy chronicles the maturation of textual study
in Chaucer, There is a great difference on both sides of the
question between the statements of 1870 and those of 1889 or 1900,
In the opening rounds Furnivall rejects the poems, but justifies
his rejection only by assertion., His attitude toward the language
of the poems proved to be correct where, at least for the Court

of Love and the Flower and the Leaf, the language is late, But

the proof of that, the cold hard factual presentation of that&was
years away. The progress of the controversy shows the gradual
accumiulation of facts on these poems, The few critics who con-
tinue to dissent into the final decade of the century are compell-
ed to recognize the arguments based on language and somehow
account for the modernisms they point uwm They can no longer claim
merely that "internal evidence" or the style shows the poem to

be Chaucer's,

The controversy also suggests some of the effects, good and
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bad, of extreme opinions., From 1870 on Furnivall spoke about
the spuriousness of these poems as a settled question, and he
addressed his opponents as though he was ccnvinced they were
doubting absolute fact, When Saintsbury and in part Morley
discuss this question, they go to some trouble to enter a
resounding maybe. They emphasize very strongly that the lin-
guistic facts collected by the Chaucer Society scholars justify
only a tentative, not a positive, conclusion of spuriousness.
This seems a direct effect of Furnivall's words. On the other
hand, the speed with which these works went from being consid-
ered Chaucer's as a matter of course by informed men, to being
considered at best highly doubtful is remarkable, Until the
final stage of the controversy there are few uncertain expressions,
Either a man is fairly well convinced they are genuine, or he is
convinced they are spurious. This also is an effect of
Furnivall's words which rather forced the issue, forced critics
to take sides,

The Chaucer Society critics, as Furnivall relates in the

Temporary Preface, sought to establish the canon from scratch,

reviewing the arguments for every work. The advantages of this
procedurs were never brought home to some, and this was perhaps
the ma jor source of disagreement. On the one side were Furnivall
and Skeat pointing out facts which would make a work doubtful;

on the other side were critics like Hall and Morley pointing out
the lack of pfoof od the other side, PFPerhaps the ultimate
accomplishment of this whole exchange was to make it impossible

to claim Chaucerian authorship for a poem on the grounds of its



poetiec qualities until its linguistic authenticity had been

established.,
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FOOTNOTES

The controversy over the English Romaunt, long and quite
varied, is interesting in its own right. Adequate coverage
of the discussion on this work would lengthen this paper
inordinately and so it is not included here, Likewise,
German scholarship, through the activities of Ten Brink,
Koch, Kaluza, and others, was active during this period.
Though sometimes allusion is made to their work, e.g. as
mentioned in a review, no attempt is made here to consider
the progress of this question in the German press. The
paper is limited to the British press exclusively.,

Thomas Tyrwhitt, ed,, The Canterbury Tales, Second Edition,
(Oxfords 1798), p.526,

A.G. Swinburne, William Blake (1868; photorepr., New York: 1967),
P.89,

F., Notes and Quotes, Second Series, 3(1857), 329.

T.W. Wonfor, N2Q, Second Series, 7(1859), 66,
Tyrwhitt, p.528.

W.D., N3Q, Second Series, 1(1856), 401, Complaint of the
Black Kniczht

W.Denton, N&Q, First Series, 6(1856), 426, Chaucer's Dream

Cuthbert Bede, N&Q, Third Series, 11(1867), 504, Cuckoo and
the Nightincale '

J«R.M., NZ%3, First Series, 6(1852), 424,
F.J. Furnivall, Athenaeum, No0,2166 (1 Nay 1869), pp.606-7,
FoeJ« Furnivall, A Temnorarv Preface to the Chaucer Society!s

Six-?ext Zdition of the Canterbury Tales, Chaucer Society
Fublication, No.3, {London: 1Z68), pp.1i07-8.

Nicolas's biography of Chaucer, the first assembled on
historical principles, published discoveries he had made of
documents relating to Chaucer's life, These plainly con-
tradicted the poet's supposed imprisonment in 1384 drawm

from the Testament of Iove, The blography first appeared

in the 18%5 Aldine Chaucer and was reprinted many times, as
in The Eoetical Uorks of Ceoffrey Chaucer, ed, Hicghard

Morris with memoir by Sir Harris Nicolas (London: Georze Bell
and Sons, 1882), pp.l-116, esp., pp.31-3L4, '

John Payne Collier, ed.,, Seven Enzlish Poetical Miscellanies
(London: 1867), p.iii. ;




12,
13.
14,
15,

16,
17.
18.
19,
20,
21.
22,
23
2k,

25,
26,
27
28,
29,
30,
31.
32.

John Payne Collier, N&Q, Third Series, 12 (1867), p.303.

John Payne Collier, Athenaeum, No,2138 (7 October 1868), p.499.
D.Asher, Athenaeum, No,214l (7 November 1868), p.611.

The correspondence runs as follows: Collier, No,2159 (7 March
1869), 377:; Fatthew Browne, No.2160 (20 March 1869), 410;
Collier, No,2161 (27 March 1869), 438-9; Henry B, Wheatley,
No,2163 (10 April 1869), 508; Collier, No,.,2164 (17 April
1869), 541; Furniwvall, No.2166 (1 May 1869), 606-7; Collier,
No.2167 (8 May 1869), 638-9; Furnivall, No.2233 (13 August
1870), 211; Furnivall, No.2234 (20 August 1870), 243,

George Waring, Academy, 15 November 1870, pp.33-4.

Ibid,, pe3l.

Ibid., p.34

Furnivall, Academy, 15 December 1870, p.60.

Waring, Academy, 15 December 1870, pp.50-1.

Wit ey Deb0s

N4Q, Third Series, 3 (1872), 71.

Charles Cowden Clarke, The Riches of Chaucer (London: 1870).

D.Laing Purves, ed., The Canterbury Tales and the Fasrie
Queene with Other Poems bv Chaucer and Spenser (Edinburgh:1870),
[}

22l

Furnivall, Athenasum, No.22%4 (14 October 1871), 495,
Hall, N&Q, Third Series, 3 (1872), 32-33.

Furnivall, N&Q, Third Series, 3 (1872), 71.

Hall, N&Q, Third Series, 3 (1872), 70-71.

Furnivall, N&Q, Third Series, 3 (1872), 110-11

Hall, N&2, Third Series, 3 (1872), 109-10; 155-56.
Purnivall, N&Q, Third Series, 3 (1872), 156.

Furnivall, Trial-Forewords to my Parallel-Text Fdition of
Chaucer's Minor FPoems, Chaucer Society Publication, o, 5,

(London:1871), The portions cited here were published as
"Additions" in 1872,




33.
3k,
35.
36,

37
38.
39.
Lo,
41,
42,

43,
ul,
45,
46,
47,
L8,

49,
50,
51,
52,
53
54,
55e

Athenaeum, No.2313 (24 Feburary 1872), 236-37,
Ibide, Pe237.
Furnivall, Athenaeum, No.2333 (13 July 1872), 49-50.,

Ibid,, p.%49, John Shirley (1366?-1456), traveler, translator,
and transcriber, The manuscripts and commonplace books
compiled by him are an important source of information on the
authenticity, occasion, and text of many poems by Chaucer

and Lydgate., OSee Eleanor Prescott Hammond, Chaucer, a
Bitliographical Manual' (New York: 1908), ppe515-17.

Ibid,, p.49¢
Hall, Athenaeum, No,2334 (20 July 1872), 82-83,
Ibid., p.83.

Furnivall, Hacmillan's Magazine, 27(1874), 183-93.

Skeat, N&3, Third Series, 5(1874), 185-86.

Minto, Characteristics of Enzlish Poets from Chaucer to
Shirley (ddinburgh: 1874).,

Ibid., p.21.
Skeat, Athenaeum, No,2558 (&.November 1876), 592-93,
Furnivall, Athenaeumr, No,2560 (18 November 1876), 658,

Frederick G. Fleay, Guide to Chaucer and Spenser (London: 1877).

Thid,, p.32.

William Minto, "Chaucer," Encyclopsdia Britannica, Ninth
Edition (New York: 1878-89), vol.3.

Ibid., pe#51e

Ibid., Dpe%51.

Ibid,, p.454.

Furnivall, Athenaesum, No,2579 (31 ¥March 1877), 417-18.
Tbid., p.418,

Minto, Athenaeum, No.2580 (7 April 1877), 447,

Ibid,., p.lL7,



56,
57,
58,
59,
60,
61,
62,
63.
6k,
65.

66,
67
68,
69.
704
71,
72,
73,
74,

75
76,

Swinburne, Athenaeum, No,.,2581 (14 April 1877), 481-82,
Skeat, Athenaeum, No,2581 (14 April 1877), 482.
Furnivall, Athenaeum, No.2582 (21 April 1877), 512-13.
ITbid., pe512, .

‘Furnivall, Academy, 27 April 1878, p.365.

T. Arnold, Academy, 1 June 1878, p.489,

Skeat, Academy, 8 June 1878, p.512.

T. Arnold, Academy, 20 July 1878, p.66-67.

Skeat, Academy, 3 August 1878, pp.116-17,

Minto, Characteristics of Znglish Poets from Chaucer to
Shirley, Second Edition (Zdinburgn: 1883), pP.l5.

Ibids; pelbs
Hall, N&Q, Fourth Series, 14(1887), 167.

Henry Morley, Enslish Writers, vol. 5 (London: 1890),

Ibid., p.125,
Ibid., p.125-27,
Ibide, pe252,
Ibid., p«251,
Ibid., pe253.

George Saintsbury, Short Histosry of English Literature
(London: 1898),

Thide ;s Deilhe

Skeat, The Chaucer Canon (1900: photoepr. New York: 1§65},




LIST OF WORKS CITED

Anon. Athenaeum, No.2313 (24 Feb. 1872), pp.236-37,

Arnold, T. Academy, 1 June 1878, p.489.

Arnold, T, Academy, 20 July 1878, p.66-67.

Asher, D. Athenaeum, No,2141 (7 Nov, 1868), p.611.

Bede, Cuthbert. N&J, Third Series, 11 (1867), 504,

Browne, Matthew, Athenaeum, No,2160 (20 March 1869%), p.410,

Clarke, Charles Cowden. The Riches of Chaucer, London: 1870,

Collier, John Payne, Athenaeum, No,2138 (7 Oct, 1868), p.499.
Collier, John Payne. Athenaeum, No.2159 (7 March 1869), p.377.
Collier, John Payne., Athenaeum, No,2161 (27 March 186%), p.%438-39,
Csllier, John Payne, Athenaeum, No.,2164 (17 April 1869), p.541,
Collier, John Payne, Athenaeum, No,2167 (8 May 1869), pp.638-39,
Collier, John Payne. N%Q, Third Series, 12(1867), pp.303-4,

Collier, John Payne, ed. Seven English Poetical iMiscellanies,
London: 1867,

Denton, W. N&Q, Second Series, 3(1857), 426.
F, N&Q, Second Series, 3(1857), 329.

Fleay, Frederick G, Guide to Chaucer and Svenser, London: 1877,

Furnivall, Frederick James. Academy, 15 Dec., 1870, p.60,
Furnivall, Frederick James, Academy, 27 April 1878, p.365.

Furnival%,é?rederick James, Athenaeum, No,2166 (1 May 1869),
pPp.606-7,

Furmivall, Frederick James., Athenaeum, No,.,2233 (13 Auszust 1870),
pell,

Furnivall, Frederick James, Athenaeum, No.2234 (20 August 1870),
p.243.

Furnivall, Frederick James, Athenaeum, No.2294 (14 Oct, 1871),
p.495,



Furnivall, Frederick James, Athenaeum, No0.2333 (13 July 1872),

pPp.82-83.

Furnivall, Frederick James, Athenaeum, No,2560 (18 Nov,., 1876},
P-6581

Furnivall, Frederick James., Athenaeum, No0.2579 (31 March 1877),
P.ul?-lsa

Furnivall, Frederick James, Athenaeum, No,2582 (21 April 1877),
pp'Slz"ljo

Furnivall, Frederick James, MNacmillan's Magazine, 27(1873), 383-93,

Furnivall, Frederick James. N&O, Third Series, 3(1872), 71.
Furnivall, Frederick James. N%Q, Third Series, 3(1872), 110-11.
Furnivall, Frederick James, N, Third Series, 3(1872), 156,
Purnivall, Frederick James, A Temporary Preface to the Chaucer

Society's Six-Text Edition of the Canterbury Tales. Chaucer
Society Publication No.3. London: 1568,

Furnivall, Frederick James, Trial=Forewords to My Parallel-Text
Edition of Chaucer's Minor Poems, Chaucer Society Fublication
No.b, London: 1271,

Hall, A. Athenaeum, No.2334 (20 July 1872), pp.82-83.
Hall, A, N&Q, Third Series, 3(1872), 32-33.

Hall, A. N2Q, Third Series, 3(1872), 70-71,

Hall, A. N&3, Third Series, 3(1872), 109-10,

Hall, A, N£Q, Third Series, 3(1872), 155-56.

Hall, A. N%3, Fourth Series, 4(1887), 167.

J.R.M. XNZQ, First Series, 6(1852), 424,

Minto, William. Athenaseum, No.2580 (7 April 1877}, p.447.

Minto, William, Characteristics _of English Foets from Chaucer
to Shirley., Edinburgh: 1874,

Minto, William., "Chaucer" Encyclopedia Britannica, Ninth Edition,
New York: 1878-188¢9,

Morley, Henry. Zneglish Writers, V; London: 1890,




Nicolas, Sir Harris. "Life of Chaucer," The Poetical Works of
Geoffrey Chaucer, Ed, Hichard Morris., London: George Bell
and Sons, 1882, I, 1-116,

Purves, D.laing, ed, The Canterbury Tales and the Fairie Queen
with other Poems by Chaucer and Spenser, zZdinburgh: 1370.

Saintsbury, George, A Short History of English Literature.
London: 1898,

Skeat, Walter William, Academy, 8 June 1878, p.512,

Skeat, Walter William, Academy, 3 August 1878, pp.116-17.

Skeat, Walter William, Athenaeum, No,2558 (4 Nov. 1876), pp.592-93,
Skeat, Walter William, Athenaeum, No,2581 (14 April 1877), p.482,

Skeat, Walter William, The Chaucer Canon. 1900; Photo repr.
New York: 1965,

Skeat, Walter William, N&Q, Third Series, 5(1874), 185-86,

Swinburne, Algernon Charles, Athenaeum, No,2581 (14 April 1877),
pp.481-82, - .

Swinburne, Algernon Charles, William Blake, 1868; photorepr,
New York: 1967,

Tyrwhitt, Thomas, ed. The Canterbury Tales, Second Edition,
Oxfords 1798,

W.D. N%3, Second Series, 1(1856), 401,

Waring, Goerge, Academy, 15 Nov. 1870, pp.33-34,

Waring, George. Academy, 15 Dec. 1870, pp.60-61,

Wheatley, Henry B. Athenaeum, No,2163 (10 April 1869), p.508,



THE AUTHORSHIP CONTROVEZRSY ON FIVE
PSEUDO-CHAUCERIAN POEMS, 1866-1900

by

JAMES J. EROS

B.A., St. Louis University, 1966

AN ABSTRACT OF A MASTER'S REPORT

submitted in partial fulfillment of the

requirements for the degree

MASTER OF ARTS

Department of English

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY
Manhattan, Kansas

1972



Five spurious poems, the Complaint of the Black Knight,

Court of Love, Flower and the Leaf, Cuckoo and the Nichtingale,

and Chaucer's Dream, attached to Chaucer in the sixteenth

Century blackletter editions, were accepted as part of the
Chaucer canon up to 1866, when they appeared as Chaucer's for
the last time in a new edition of his works, Between 1866 and
1900 F.J. Furnivall, W.W. Skeat and other critics called these
poems into question despite opposition, and finally saw thenm
completely rejected.

Purnivall in 1868 announced Bradshaw's rejection of the
poems because of the rhyme test.* Furnivall tentatively
accepted this conclusion but asked other scholars to consider
the question, In 1870 George Waring opposed Ten Brink's rejec-
tion of four of the poems on the rhyme test, emphasizing their
literary merit and the conjectural nature of evidence against
them. Furnivall disputed with “aring, but their exchange was
inconclusive,

In 1872, A. Hall tried to reestablish the poems securely,
but advanced such silly argzuments that Furnivall in replying to
Hall's four notes had no trouble discrediting them, Furnivall
introduced some linguistic evidence, but nothing very convinc-

ing, A review of F.J. Furnivall's Trial Foreword, published the

same year, pronounced the evidence to be against Chaucerian

authorship. When Furnivall and Hall disputed the genuineness of

¥Bradshaw and Ten Brink found that the undoubted works
of Chaucer did not rhyme words ending in "ye" with those end-
ing in "y," whereas other roets! work made no such distinc-
tion, The presence of y-ve rnyrmes was taken as evidence
against Chaucerian authorship,



the Flower and the Leaf, the main issue was whether Furnivall's

evidence against Chaucerian authorship of the poem had to be
conclusive in order to be credible, Hall believed all the poems
to be Chaucer's until conclusively proven otherwise.,

In 1876 Skeat assembled an impressive amount of linguistic

evidence against Chaucerian authorship of the Court of lowve, but

did not directly settle the question of possible scribal alter=-

ation. In his article for the Encyclopedia Britannieca, and in

the exchange of views it elicited, William Finto continued to

maintain the genuineness of the Court of love and the Flower and

the Leaf, supported by the theory of scribal alteration, although
he doesn't directly reply to Skeat., ©Skeat states unequivoecally
that linguistic evidence is sufficient to disqualify the Court

of Love,

The Bell Chaucer of 1878, edited by Skeat, clearly separates
the five poems as spurious, and practically speaking settled the
matters William Minto in the 1885 edition of his book Character-
istics reiterates his arguments and considers them as yet un-

challenged, Morley claims Court of Love and Cuckoo and the

Nightingale for Chaucer, on rather peculiar grounds, Saintsbury

in 1868 also resists rejecting at least the Court of Iovs and

the Flower and the Leaf, de doesn't claim them for Chaucer,

but he assails the certain rejection issued by Furnivéll and
Skeat, In 1900 Skeat gathered the evidence conllected since 1868
and repeated his rejections of 1378,

The controversy chroniclss the maturation of textual and

philolozical study in Chaucer. The linguistic evidence only



guessed at by Bradshaw in 1868 was later amply demonstrated, and
even opponents to rejection were forced to acknowledge it. The
controversy also provides a demonstration of the effects of

advancing doubt-free, positive opinions.





