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Summary

Much scholarship devoted to the study of the text of Chaucer's Canterbury Tales has

focused on the Hengwrt and Ellesmere manuscripts, attempting to reconcile their
many differences in the content and presentation of the poem. In concentrating on
these two manuscripts, and a small group of other witnesses dated to the first quarter
of the fifteenth century, scholars have largely ignored over forty complete
manuscripts copied throughout the remainder of the century. Study of the
manuscripts has relied on features external to the text of the poem itself in order to
chart the development of the tradition, such as the order of tales, while details of text,
language and metre have remained relatively unconsidered.

The subject of this study is a manuscript that has been neglected by scholars
due to its date of copying, c. 1430-50, and certain idiosyncracies in the tale-order.

Despite these factors this manuscript contains a text closely related to that of Hg, the

earliest extant copy of the poem. In addition to preserving an accurate copy of an
early exemplar, Ad3 also shows close links with EI, particularly in its ordering of the
tales and the inclusion of marginalia. This is therefore an important copy of the
poem, highlighting the restrictions and limitations of current attitudes to the textual
tradition, and with much to offer as an independent witness to an early exemplar, with
unique access to materials used in the production of both Hg and El.

This study draws on recent technological developments, such as the
availability of electronic versions of Middle English texts and collation software, in
order to provide a detailed and comprehensive analysis of Ad3. In addition to this an

electronic version of the text is included to enable further research of this kind.
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Introduction

The conception of the Canterbury Tales is traditionally dated to the late 1380's and the
composition of the poem is assumed to have occupied Chaucer until his death in 1400.

The poem remained unfinished at the time of his death, and no manuscript of the work

survives from Chaucer's own lifetime.! Scholars remain in disagreement as to whether
copies of parts of the poem were circulated prior to 1400, although a reference to the
Wife of Bath in' Chaucer's Envoy to Bukton (c. 1396) and knowledge of Chaucer's
poetry 1n contemporary works suggests access to the material in some form. The
century following Chaucer's death saw the production of over fifty complete
manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales, and a further four printed versions. The earliest
of these witnesses is the Hg manuscript, dated to the first decade of the fifteenth
century and thought to represent the first attempt to produce a complete collection of the
Canterbury Tales.

The production of Hg reveals a number of problems confronted by Chaucer's
first editors; problems which continued to trouble subsequent copyists throughout the
fifteenth century. The entire century saw editors and scribes struggling to create a
single coherent work out of a series of incomplete and contradictory parts. In order to
achieve this goal links were composed or altered, extra tales were incorporated and
existing ones edited or completed, and the tale-order frequently rearranged. Thus the
textual tradition of the Canterbury Tales presents a highly complex collection of scribal
and authorial contributions, with few concrete clues as to the state of the poem left by

Chaucer at the time of his death.

In order to rule out the scribal and recover the authorial, modern editors of the -

Canterbury Tales have focused on the evidence of the earliest manuscripts, those dated

I'The debate over the possibility of extant manuscripts dating from Chaucer's lifetime is reopened by
Blake in a forthcoming article entitled ‘Geoffrey Chaucer and the Manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales.



to the first quarter of the fifteenth century. Discussion of this period of manuscript
production has concentrated on the Hg and El manuscripts: accurate and authoritative
copies carried out by the same scribe. Despite the authority of both these witnesses
they present fundamentally different copies of the poem, and much critical and editorial
energy has been expended in an attempt to reconcile their many differences in text,
metre, content and tale-order. Studies of the textual tradition have tended to chart a

development from Hg to El thus reinforcing an assumption that the progression of the

production of copies of this poem has a linear development, moving from the confusion
of Hg to the certainty of E1. However this picture is a simplification of the problem,
and 1t is important that scholars look beyond this first generation of copying to observe
the development of the text after the production of El. Despite the impression conveyed
by modern scholarship, matters of text, content and arrangement were not standardised
with El.  Study of later manuscripts shows that the production of copies of the
Canterbury Tales throughout the fifteenth century was beset by similar difficulties in

obtaining and arranging the constituent parts of Chaucer's poem.

The aim of this thesis is to approach the textual tradition from a different angle,

that provided by a mid-fifteenth-century copy, British Library MS Additional 35286. A
study of this manuscript will provide an insight into the development of the tradition

after the first generation of manuscript production, thus allowing a freer and wider view

of the development of the text.

The Canterbury Tales Project

Much of this study draws on the materials and methodology developed by The
Canterbury Tales Project, and it will be useful to set out the aims and techniques
adopted by the Project as a prolegomenon to my study. The aim of the Project is two-
fold: to attempt to discover what Chaucer actually wrote, and to provide complete

transcripts and images of all manuscript and pre-1500 printed witnesses of the



Canterbury Tales. The initial stage in achieving these goals is the preparation of the
transcripts, carried out using the program Transcribe which produces SGML-encoded
texts with original orthographic and abbreviative conventions preserved.2 Collation of
this material is undertaken using the software Collate, designed specifically for the
collation of Middle English texts with large textual traditions (Robinson 1994). The
results of this collation process will then beﬁ made available to scholars in both
regularised and unregularised forms, allowing access to substantive and accidental

affiliation. The collated material is then lemmatised to produce complete databases
containing all spellings of every individual word in all manuscripts. The results of the
Project's work will therefore give access to a vast body of textual and linguistic data
with a variety of applications. The publication of the material will take two forms: CD-
ROM editions of individual parts of the poem in all fifteenth-century versions, and CD-
ROM editions of complete texts of individual manuscripts. The recent release of the
Project's initial publication has allowed access to transcripts, images, collations and
spellings of all witnesses of WBP (Robinson 1996). In addition the Project has
completed a number of transcripts of complete manuscripts and this study draws on
both published and unpublished data.3

Underlying the Project's aims are a number of theoretical assumptions, many of
which are central to this study, and it will therefore be helpful to highlight these at this
stage. The Project adopts the assumption that all extant manuscripts are in some way
descended from one single original archetype, and therefore that every individual
reading has an independent value as a witness to this hyparchetype. Thus the recovery
of the archetype must be approached through a study of the tradition in its entirety,
rather than from the consideration of a small number of early witnesses. In addition to
the evidence for the reconstruction of the archetype, the testimony of later manuscripts
is significant to a study of the dissemination of the text and the state and availability of

exemplars after the first wave of copying of Chaucer's work. In addition to this is the

2The theoretical and technical backgrounds to the transcription procedure are outlined in Robinson and
Solopova 1993.

SThe Project has prepared complete transcripts of Hg El Cp Ha% Dd La Ad3 Gg En! Dsl.

iii



recognition that manuscripts are not simply of textual value, but also provide important
linguistic, orthographic and dialectological information. Similarly this study adopts the
~ attitude that a manuscript is not exclusively a vehicle for a text, but is a testimony to a

process of production and assembly that provides a wealth of information concerning
modes of presentation, publication and reception of a specific literary work.

The aim of this study is to apply these theoretical and methodological principles
to British Library MS Additional 35286. The main focus of my study is the textual and

linguistic information provided by this witness, and the significance of this data to an
analysis of the textual tradition of the Canterbury Tales. This is the first full-length
study to draw on the resources provided by the Project, and the application of these
materials to a little-known manuscript will provide an important testing-bed of the

theoretical and practical backgrounds outlined above.

1V
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Chapter 1

The Canterbury Tales Textual Debate

The first printed edition of the Canterbury Tales was that of Caxton in 1476, and his
second edition appeared in 1482. The rationale behind Caxton's second edition is
recorded in the famous preface to the work, where he justified the necessity for a new
edition by claiming that it represented a much closer witness to Chaucer's own text.
Whether Caxton was really concerned with the accuracy of his text, or simply keen to
justify the need for a new edition of a popular work, the methodology adopted for this
second edition, supplementing the earlier text with readings from a manuscript with
certain adjustments to the order, set the precedent for standard editorial practice of the
next three centuries. While Caxton boasted that his revised edition presented a more
accurate text, his editorial procedure served only to produce a more corrupted witness
than that of his first edition. Caxton's second edition formed the basis for Pynson's
two editions of 1492 and 1526, while a copy of the same text was partly amended with
another manuscript by Wynkyn de Worde for his edition of 1498. De Worde's edition
formed the subsequent basis of the version in William Thynne's The Workes of
Geffray Chaucer, printed in 1532, although under the authorization of Henry VIII
Thynne had special access to many Canterbury Tales manuscripts. The next two
centuries saw many editions of Chaucer's works, particularly those of Stow and
Speght, which mostly represent reprints of Thynne's text of 1532. John Urry's
posthumous edition of 1721 followed the order of Thynne, although he was aware of
many manuscripts and earlier printed editions. While including the entire accepted
Chaucerian canon, Urry's edition also contained a life of Chaucer and a Glossary. The
preface includes a list of the manuscripts consulted by the editor, complete with

accurate descriptions, thus displaying not only an attempt to apply scholarly techniques

but also to display materials as an aid to future scholarship. Thomas Tyrwhitt's edition



of 1775-1778 presents an eclectic text, based upon that of Speght, heavily edited with
the readings from some 26 manuscripts. His more scholarly approach towards editorial

technique is exemplified by his discussion of the problems of tale-order. In creating his
text, Tyrwhitt collated approximately 24 manuscripts, including Had, Dd, Adl and
particularly Ha4, a highly respected manuscript which became especially important to
nineteenth-century editors. This is reflected in Thomas Wright's best-text edition of

1847-51 which used Ha% as a base. By following the evidence of this manuscript very

closely, Wright produced an edition with the language and metre of an authoritative and
early witness. The later nineteenth century is characterized by the appearance of several

collected editions which used Wright's text as a base, such as those of Robert Bell and

Richard Morris.

The modern critical debate of the textual tradition of the Canterbury Tales begins
with Frederick Furnivall and his work for the Chaucer Society. This society was
founded by Furnivall himself in 1868, and over the following sixteen years it published
transcriptions of six of the principal manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales. Through his
close association with Bradshaw, Skeat and Morris, and an affection for Chaucer
which allowed the society to flourish at the cost of his other various enterprises,

Furnivall was able to achieve his goal: "To do honour to Chaucer, and to let lovers and

students of him see how far the best unprinted manuscripts of his works differed from

the printed texts' (Benzie 1983:162).

The society's The Six-text Edition of Chaucer's Canterbury Tales consists of
diplomatic editions of the manuscripts El, Hg, La, Pw, Cp, and Gg, and was later
followed by supplementary publications of Ha% and Dd. Furnivall's study of the
manuscripts, while not always strictly confined to matters of textuality, has received
much praise and resulted in the felicitous first printing of Hg and El. However, while
he was no doubt impressed with the linguistic value of El, it is clear that his judgment
was swayed by the physical appearance of the manuscript. Furnivall was also

concerned with the completeness of the manuscripts that he printed; a factor which

largely influenced his exclusion of Dd from the initial series. Considerations of



completeness and physical beauty were also clearly influential in the selection of La and
the exclusion of the plainer Ad3: a decision which resulted in the latter being
marginalised in much subsequent scholarship. Despite Bradshaw's many objections,
the text was presented in a series of parallel editions, thus forcing Furnivall to adopt a
standard arrangement of tales which he could then impose on each of the manuscripts.
Furnivall greatly respected the Ellesmere arrangement and considered its revisions, the

rejection of L8, the inclusion of L15, the later placement of the Modern Instances, to be

the work of the author himself. Bradshaw, however, rejected the validity of these
emendations, regarding them as the work of a "subsequent reviser", causing Furnivall
to draw on his own resources in the construction of an artificial arrangement. This
subject is discussed at length, in A Temporary Preface to the Chaucer Society's Six-text

Edition of Chaucer's Canterbury Tales, published as part of the Chaucer Society

second series.

While Furnivall accepted that the poem had been left in a fragmentary and
unfinished state, he viewed the tales as part of one complete outward journey and
arranged them accordingly. His debate on tale-order concentrates largely on an attempt
to regularize the geographical and temporal references of this journey, and a desire to
recover a scheme that allows the reconstruction of a realistic fourteenth-century
pilgrimage. His arrangement begins with GP and the tales of Group A which occupy
the pilgrims for their first day, leaving them to spend the night at Dartford. The second
day begins with Group Bl which is followed by Group B2, moved to this position on

the suggestion of Bradshaw, and thus incorporating what is now termed the Bradshaw-

shift. This alteration, implemented in order to place the reference to Rochester before

Sittingbourne, is the most crucial of those made by Furnivall and has been the subject
of much controversy since. This change permitted Furnivall to suggest an overnight
stop at Rochester, a typical resting place for pilgrims making a journey of this kind.
The third day begins with Group C, consisting of PH and PD, positioned here at

Furnivall's own suggestion, in order to align the Pardoner's reference to his hunger

with a time just before breakfast. This is followed by Group D, a break at



Sittingbourne, and CL and ME, united on the strength of their references to the Wife of
Bath. At the beginning of the fourth day the storytelling recommences with Group F,
FK and SQ, severed from Group E in order to allow the pilgrims their overnight stop at
Ospringe, and proceeds with Groups G, H, and I, leaving the travellers to make their
entrance to Canterbury at the conclusion of PA. It is important to appreciate the
artificiality of this arrangement, and the nature of the workings that lie behind it; this

ordering and the system of lineation that necessarily accompanies it have been

extremely influential in subsequent editions. While Furnivall's final scheme adopts
much of the El order, alterations were introduced with little or no manuscript authority.
Furnivall's concentration on the issue of tale-order at the expense of the more crucial
problems of the text also exerted an influence over future scholarship. Despite its great
influence, Furnivall's arrangement did not win the total support of his contemporaries,
particularly that of Henry Bradshaw who devised his own system of ordering.
Bradshaw's conclusions were the result of the study of numerous manuscripts,
resulting in an arrangement very similar to that of Hg. Although it is now clear that
Bradshaw's work would have established a more reasonable foundation for future
scholarship, his efforts were only printed posthumously. In contrast the Chaucer
Society second series produced a wealth of printed material, incorporating the work of
scholars such as Root, Tatlock and Koch. Furnivall was not an editor by his own
admission, but he did produce a huge amount of very accurate material which formed

the basis for future editions, such as Skeat's Clarendon Chaucer.

Skeat's edition of The Complete Works of Geoffrey Chaucer appeared in six
volumes between 1894 and 1895. His text of the Canterbury Tales uses El as a base
manuscript, as a result of a collation of its readings with the other manuscripts printed
as part of Furnivall's 'splendid "Six-text" Edition' (IV. vii). Skeat stressed the
importance of the orthographical and grammatical regularity of this manuscript. While
Skeat did rely principally on important manuscripts, they are only a small proportion of

the large number of complete manuscripts that have survived. He is further criticised

for his frequent assertions that certain manuscripts are better than others: assertions



which seldom receive any justification. His editorial practice received close scrutiny
from Eleanor Hammond in Chaucer: A Bibliographical Manual, from which she
concluded that 'his editorial procedure (...) is guided by the erroneous supposition that
the true Chaucerian readings may be picked out intuitively, instead of by the laborious
and 1mpartial comparison of all the authorities' (Hammond 1908:146). Despite his
claim to have 'refrained from all emendation’, Skeat introduced many alterations,

particularly with regard to orthography and metre, which have led to the incorporation

of a body of unrecorded and purely subjective material into the text. A.S.G. Edwards

writes: 'Skeat's dexterity as emender has served to interpose a layer of editorial
conjecture between manuscript and printed text that is not easy to penetrate, given the

vagaries of Skeat's printed variants' (Ruggiers 1984:184).

Skeat's arrangement of the tales follows that suggested by Furnivall, although 1t
may be seen that this did not necessarily reflect the position held by Skeat himself. He
saw the usefulness of the internal references to time and place, and felt the contradiction
concerning the references to Rochester and Sittingbourne in Tyrwhitt's edition to be
unsatisfactory. However he was unable to accept Furnivall's positioning of Group C,
believing the correct order of the tales to be: AB D EF C G HI1 Skeat felt a
compulsion to follow Furnivall's arrangement and lineation. The complexity of Skeat's
position increased in 1907 with the publication of his essay The Evolution of the
Canterbury Tales in the Chaucer Society second series. His study of the manuscripts in
this work led him to the conclusion that Hg represents the Canterbury Tales in their
oldest form and incorporates the best text of any extant manuscript. Skeat's discussion
of tale-order also offered a very different stance from that adopted in his earlier edition.
He began with the premise that the text is incomplete and therefore inevitably contains
Inconsistencies and contradictions. The acceptance of these facts allowed him to
liberate his arguments from the straitjacket of realistic accuracy, and to discard
geographical references as 'such insufficient and shifting data' (Skeat 1907:29). He

even revoked his former acceptance of the Bradshaw-shift, arguing that, having

recognised the misplacement of Sittingbourne and Rochester, the best solution is 'to



admit the fact and leave it' (Skeat 1907:30). Skeat considered Hg to represent the tales
as they were arranged in their earliest form; an arrangement which exerted considerable
influence on subsequent orderings. This early stage is followed by four subsequent

revisions: three of which were authorial, and the final one the work of a later editor.
The first of these rearrangements was represented by Pw, the next by Cp and La, then

followed Ha4, and finally the El and Gg arrangement. As the El, Gg ordering was

scribal, Ha represents the final arrangement made by the author himself, although this

did not imply that it was Chaucer's final and decisive order. These conclusions are
important for they attach a far greater significance for both the text and the arrangement
of Hg than was usual. He also cited the various misreadings of the word "sterres” at
KN 1179, explaining that these various readings represent different interpretations of a
misplaced abbreviation mark. This suggests that for this tale the manuscripts may have
shared the same exemplar, although Skeat never pursued this possibility. These
arguments lead to the possibility of a shared copytext, and a textual transmission that
may stem from the one manuscript, Hg, already perceived to be the earliest and the best
text of the poem. Skeat himself never addressed these conclusions, nor did he attempt

to explain the contradictory position of Ha%: credited with the latest authorial order yet

also with a treacherous and provincial text.

The next major study, that of John Koch entitled A detailed comparison of the
eight manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales as printed by the Chaucer Society, appeared
in 1913. Koch began with the premise that there is no extant autograph, and that all the
extant manuscripts are derived from one common source, ‘a copy of the poet's original’
(2). He viewed the prior circulation of tales as unlikely, and explained the great variety
In the textual tradition as the result of the wide time-gap between the date of the original
composition and that of the manuscripts. This time-difference and frequent efforts at
copying inevitably resulted in much contamination, progressively amplified through the
copying of corrupted exemplars. Editorial revision and scribal emendation were
contributing factors in the process of corruption. Koch constructed two separate lines

of textual descent represented by groups 'A' and 'B'. Group A contains El, Hg, Gg



and Dd, while B includes Cp, Pw, La and Had. Within these groups Koch observed
the particularly close relationships between the pairs El and Hg, Cp and La, although
emphasizing that 'not one can be the direct source of another' (418). Of these groups,
'A' preserves the text in its best form, while 'B' is descended from an inaccurate

copytext. Agreements across these groups are the result of contamination, and genuine

passages represented by only one individual group or manuscript are explained by the
assumption of the existence of some better and more complete Ms. now lost, to which

one or the other scribe of the said Mss had access' (420). Koch's highly detailed study
of the variants of these groups led him to the conclusion that El represents the best
witness to the text, and is also important as the most complete manuscript, whose
language is nearest to Chaucer's own. Hg was also considered to contain an accurate
text, and parts of Dd and Cp were seen to exhibit similar reliability. The best order is
the Ellesmerian arrangement and, despite his use of Furnivall's order in the discussion
of the work, Koch rejected its validity as a tool for future editors of the poem. By
rejecting the notion that any extant manuscripts represent authorial revisions, and the
concept of prior circulation, Koch attached great importance to purely textual

considerations, particularly the construction of textual groups in order to analyse the
textual descent from one original copytext. The previous importance of Ha% was

significantly diminished by this new attitude, and greater respect was accorded to the

more accurate text of EL

Similar ideas may be traced through the work of Brusendorff in his book The
Chaucer Tradition, published in 1925. He was also willing to allow the Chaucerian

holograph to contain errors and inconsistencies, and argued for the inevitability of

widespread scribal contamination. Brusendorff divided all the manuscripts into two
groups which he termed 'Oxford' and 'All-England’. The All-England group was the
more accurate one, while the Oxford group was described as derived from a 'single
badly executed copy of the original' (68). The Oxford group was subdivided into

‘Bodley' and 'Corpus' groups, while the All-England one was divided into separate

branches which he termed 'Ellesmere’, 'Cambridge’ and 'London'. The Ellesmere



group was also associated with Hg and Gg, the Cambridge chiefly with Dd, and the
London group contained Ha4, HaJ, Ps and Ad3. Of these Brusendorff attached
primary importance to El, dating it ¢.1400, and praising the 'great intrinsic value of its
readings’ (108). Hg represented an important secondary witness, although it displayed
contamination from the Oxford group. Like Koch, Brusendorff discredited Ha4,
particularly criticising the large amount of scribal error it displayed. However

Brusendorff's study is also important for his treatment of the London group, and

particularly Ad3. For he recognised that this manuscript contained valuable readings,
many of which were associated with those of El. He also recorded independent origins
for some readings, citing the particular case of ME 986 which disagrees with other
manuscripts yet is in agreement with Chaucer's source. This led him to the conclusion
that 'such a case definitely proves that the ancestor of the London group had access to
Chaucer's original MS' (100). Brusendorff's concluding remarks on the marginalia are
also illuminating for the greater significance they accord to Ad3. This manuscript
contains nearly all' the marginalia found in El, thus establishing a close relationship
between the two. Brusendorff's belief that these commentary glosses are Chaucerian in

origin greatly increases this significance, linking both El and Ad3 to the authorial

copytext itself.

The end of this early period, marked by the assertion of textual evaluation over
subjective criticism, a greater significance attributed to the author's copytext, and the
highest importance accorded to El, culminates in Tatlock's article "The Canterbury

Tales 1n 1400', published in PMLA in 1935. Tatlock argued that Chaucer's copytext
would have contained an amount of genuine authorial revision. It would have
subsequently been submitted to the hands of editorial revisers, and suffered physical
damage in the process of scribal copying. He also regarded the 'extra-textual' aspects
as scribal additions. It is clear that a complete version of the Canterbury Tales was

never issued, and there is no evidence to justify the belief that it may have received

publication in individual tales or groups, although it is possible that individual parts

may have been lent by the author to close friends, or even recited. Therefore at the time



of Chaucer's death in 1400, the copytext would have been in the form of an informal
draft, consisting of a series of separate sheets 'certainly not all physically and
Inseperably unified' (106). He identified the scribal compulsion towards completeness,
citing the frequent exclusion of the two solitary lines of the unfinished Part ITI of SQ as
an example. These ideas of the fragmentary state of the author's copytext, and the

contrary polished appearance of many of the extant manuscripts introduce important
paradoxes, which demand a greater study of the evidence of the manuscripts

themselves in an effort to determine what is genuinely Chaucerian.

These ideas were then applied to the question of tale-order, and Tatlock

emphasised the significance of the links over internal evidence such as references to
place and time. In determining a reasonable arrangement Tatlock once again refused to
be swayed by the appeal of any convenient solution represented by any one manuscript.
He 1dentified efforts in El to conceal incompleteness and consequently judged its
excellent order to be the work of a reviser, claiming that as a whole 'None of the MSS.,
however good, has any authority whatever in determining the order of the "groups™
(131). With the work of Tatlock Canterbury Tales scholarship came closer to an
unromanticised view of the state of the author's copytext, and a more honest
appreciation of scribal practice. His refusal to accept the notion of prior circulation,
which in turn necessitates one single copytext, placed great significance on the textual
evidence of the early manuscripts. The belief that El betrays evidence of the hand of an
unauthorised reviser in turn demanded closer study of Hg, already shown to represent

the earliest witness to the author's own work, and to contain a highly accurate text

itself.

Such a study appeared in 1940 under the combined efforts of Manly and Rickert
in the form of their eight volume edition The text of the Canterbury Tales. The primary
Intention of this immense work is plainly set out by the editors in the Prolegomena at
the opening of the first volume. Here they explain that having studied the work of

previous editors they observed that these editions 'indicated the need for a text of the

Canterbury Tales based throughout upon the evidence afforded by all the extant MSS



and such early editions as represented MSS no longer in existence' (I. 1). In order to
undertake such a demanding task, Manly-Rickert divided their work into eight parts,
only two of which contain the critical text itself. Volume I contains descriptions of all

extant manuscripts, and Volume II supplies a classification of all these witnesses. The

text and the critical notes fill Volumes III and IV, and the greatest part, Volumes V to

VIII, comprises the Corpus of Variants: a record of all the major variants in all

manuscripts.

Their initial task was one of collation, a procedure which they describe in some
detail. They used Skeat's Student Edition as their base for collation and recorded all
variants against this text, They limited their records to those variants of direct use in the
construction of the text itself, omitting spelling and dialect forms, incipits and explicits,
tale headings and other general forms of rubrication. The manuscripts were then
classified according to agreement in unoriginal readings, i.e. variants which are non-
authorial. Common variants were then used to establish variational groups, and where
they recorded persistence in agreement within the variational groups, they formed
Constant groups, i.e. groups whose relationships proved to be constant throughdut a
large part of the text. They recorded ten such constant groups in total, labelling the four
largest and most significant: a, b, ¢, and d. These principal groups may be broken
down into smaller subgroups, as is shown by group a, which comprises the two
subgroups 'Cn' and 'Dd'. The group Cn consists solely of the manuscripts Cn and
Ma, while Dd includes Dd itself, but also contains the subgroup 'Enl" consisting of
Enl and Ds. However complex the interrelationships within this constant group may
seem, group a represents the concept in its purest form, and the evidence for the
existence of other groups is far more haphazard. The accuracy of such a method must
necessarily be based on a particular set of assumptions, and the editors accepted that
certain factors may obscure the evidence of affiliation which ensures such accuracy.
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