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Abstract
Alison Wiggins

Guy of Warwick: Study and Transcription

The purpose of this thesis is to provide a detailed study of the texts and manuscripts of the
Middle English Guy of Warwick, such as is not presently available. The agenda of this

investigation is essentially interdisciplinary. Each chapter considers a different set of
evidence (literary, historical, manuscript and linguistic). In addition to which, this study
benefits from the opportunities offered by new media, incorporating the results of
exhaustive and highly accurate computer-enabled searches of a range of late medieval

texts. Through this approach it has been possible to integrate and identify links between

different areas of research in a way which has been crucial to dispelling various myths

and misconceptions which have, in the past, dominated the critical perception of Guy of
Warwick. This thesis encourages a view which emphasises the complexity of the textual

tradition of Guy of Warwick and rejects past assumptions which over simplify the

circumstances of its production and circulation.

Chapter 1 considers the place of Guy of Warwick in late medieval literature and culture,

assembling the evidence for sources, relations, transmission and reception. This chapter
emphasises the protean nature of the romance, its adaptation and regeneration for

different contexts and the evidence for a range of responses. Chapter 2 provides, for the
first time, a comprehensive account of all of the Guy of Warwick manuscripts, including
full codicological descriptions and giving special consideration to the presentation of
Guy of Warwick in each. By combining this codicological data with the linguistic
findings of Chapter 3, it has here been possible to review and reject a number of theories,
most notably concerning the Auchinleck MS, which misinterpret the sigmficance of the

manuscript presentation of Guy of Warwick. Chapter 3 uses linguistic data to clarify the

relationship between the manuscript texts and the different versions of Guy of Warwick.
Traditional dialect analysis is combined with computer-enabled searches to provide
detailed information which establishes the origin and circulation of the texts and their
literary and stylistic affiliations, including evidence which rejects the traditional

Warwickshire origin for the A-version. The thesis 1s supplemented on CD ROM by new,
accurate transcriptions of all the complete texts of Guy of Warwick and a review of

Zupitza’s 1875-91 edition, including a list of errors.
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Preface

This study provides a detailed account of the texts and manuscripts of the Middle English
Guy of Warwick. There exists at present no such account, which would usually be
provided within an edition. It was always intended that Zupitza’s EETS edition of Guy

of Warwick (1875-91) would include a volume containing a full introduction to the

texts: Zupitza stating in the preface to the 1875-6 volume that “...the last volume of the
M.E. Guy Romances will be accompanied by a general introduction, literary as well as

. . ss ] . . .
philological...”." However, this final volume was never produced and no new edition or

book-length study of the ME Guy of Warwick has been produced in the last century.

In addition to the incomplete state of Zupitza’s edition, the preface to the 1875-6 volume
1s now seriously outdated, with Zupitza’s statement outlining the various versions of the
text having been reviewed and modified in the last century. Problematically, the work
which reviews, modifies or builds on Zupitza’s initial statement tends to be scattered and
1s often 1naccessible. For example, the most significant findings regarding the versions of
the text are provided by Moller (1917) in an unpublished German dissertation, and
Ikegami (1988), 1n an article in a Japanese periodical. As a result, critics tend to refer to

Zuipitza’s preface even though a number of its findings have been shown to be

lnaccurate.

This kind of problem i1s symptomatic of the lack of a book-length study of the Middle

English Guy of Warwick. Such research as has been conducted appears in articles and

essays, or in studies which do not focus directly on Guy of Warwick. For example, the

studies by Fewster (1987), Frankis (1997), Mills (1991) (1992), Mills and Huws (1974),
Shonk (1983) (1985) and Turville-Petre (1996) each contribute to understanding of the

texts, manuscripts and contexts of Guy of Warwick and represent, variously, the work of
literary historians, codicologists, palacographers and editors. It 1s knowledge which
serves to emphasise the importance and interest of Guy of Warwick but, scattered as it

18, and dispersed across a range of disciplines, it is disparate and difficult to access. One

of the purposes ot this study is to review and re-assemble this existing, scattered body of

il P T T —,

' Zupitza (1875-6), p.ix.
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knowledge. In this, it is a project which is highly inter-disciplinary and which, by

reviewing and making links between the findings of different disciplines, provides a more

comprehensive and integrated account of Guy of Warwick.

In addition to the scattered state of the existing knowledge, the lack of a book-length

study has meant that important aspects of Guy of Warwick have been neglected. Most

notable 1s the lack of a full study of the linguistic data: such work as has been produced
has been restricted to the NLW/BL fragments (provided by Mills and Huws, 1974) and
the Auchinleck texts, though this latter has been limited. This study provides the detailed

investigation of language and dialect that is currently lacking and, by bringing linguistic
commentary to bear on the assumptions made by various commentators, this aspect of the
study has proved crucial in dispelling certain long-standing misconceptions regarding the

origins and production of the texts of Guy of Warwick.

This thesis, then, is a response to several factors: the incomplete state of the current

edition; the scattered and disparate state of existing knowledge; and the lack of a study of
the linguistic data and versions of Guy of Warwick. Chapter 1 considers the place of

Guy of Warwick within medieval literature and culture. The various contexts which

inform reading of this romance are assembled and the evidence is considered for sources,

relations, transmission and reception. Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive account of all
the Guy of Warwick manuscripts, including full physical and codicological descriptions
and giving special consideration to the reading context each manuscript provides for Guy
of Warwick. This chapter provides for the first time full descriptions of the single-text

Caius MS and the Sloane fragment. It also acknowledges the importance that Guy of

Warwick has had for past understanding of the well-known Auchinleck Manuscript and

reviews assumptions made about the Auchinleck Guy by linking linguistic findings with
palacographical and codicological data. Chapter 3 presents the linguistic data and
considers the versions of Guy of Warwick, providing information about the production

and circulation of this text in late medieval England and including stylistic analysis.

This thesis exploits the opportunities offered by new media. The linguistic analysis
presented 1n this thesis benefits from access to a collection of machine-searchable late
medieval texts: referred to throughout as the ‘TextBase’. The TextBase was compiled by

Professor David Burnley and is searchable using the Wordcruncher software; a full
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description and bibliography is provided in Appendix L. As the findinus of this thesis
attest, access to this range of fully-searchable texts has enabled more accurate analvsis

and a more exhaustive assembly of linguistic data. It has been possible to compare

features ot dialect and phrasing consistently across a wide range of texts in a way which

has proved invaluable for dialectal and stylistic analysis.

In order to facilitate detailed language analysis the texts of Guy of Warwick have also
been transcribed 1nto fully-searchable electronic format and throughout all references are
to my transcriptions.” By foregrounding deviations, the computerised format has enabled
much more consistently accurate transcriptions than are provided by Zupitza whose texts
contain numerous errors and 1naccuracies. For example, Zupitza’s Caius text has 336
errors, 1ncluding incorrectly represented letters, modernisations and incorrectly
transcribed flourishes, obviously problematic for anyone attempting detailed

consideration of language or scribal practice. A full review of Zupitza’s edition including

a list of errors and 1naccuracies 1s provided in Appendix J.

McSparran commented over twenty years ago that “...The Middle English versions of

29 3

Guy of Warwick deserve closer analysis...”.” This thesis fulfils this overdue need tor

close and detailed analysis and, in so doing, recognises and demonstrates the importance

of Guy of Warwick as a cultural object in the late medieval period.

> Only the NLW/BL text has not been newly transcribed here as Mills and Huws (1974) have provided
an excellent transcription, despite the poor condition of this text.
* McSparran and Robinson (1979), p.xi.



1. Introduction

In order to move towards provision of a literary and cultural context for the Middle

English Guy of Warwick, this chapter assembles and considers the evidence for the

text’s origins, relations, transmission and reception. The evidence is varied and often
fragmentary and the aim here, within the scope of this account, has been to rehearse the
various viewpoints in order to locate the text more precisely within its own cultural
milieu. It 1s not an attempt to reconcile the various viewpoints in order to present what
would, 1t seems, be an artificially coherent and homogeneous view of the romance. If

anything, the aim here has been to recognise and identify this text’s protean tendencies as

they are suggested by the evidence for a range of responses.

The story ot Guy of Warwick was well known from at least the mid-thirteenth century
and appeared 1n a wide range of literary and non-literary forms, adapted and regenerated
for different periods and different audiences. Sections 2 and 3 locate the Middle English
romance within this wider tradition by outlining the origins, relations and development of
the story. Section 2 begins by providing a descriptive account of the structure of the
romance, the progenitor of all other versions of the story, and tracing the sources and
applications of the main structural frames which inform the narrative. Section 3 then goes

on to provide an account of the different literary realisation of the story during the
medieval period, from the earliest, the thirteenth-century Guit de Warwic, through to the

Renaissance.

Having established this wider literary perspective, sections 4 - 8 then focus on the

reception and transmission of the Middle English romance. Section 4 begins by
considering the internal evidence, primarily from the fifteenth-century texts, for how the
Middle English romance changed and was adapted during the late medieval period.
Sections 5, 6 and 7 then go on to consider the external evidence for reception. Section 5
rehearses the problems experienced by twentieth-century critics in approaching and

defining romance in general and in understanding this romance in particular. Section 6
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considers the evidence for Guy of Warwick having been read and regarded as a

historical text, and section 7 considers its status as a prous or homiletic romance

of performance.

2. Structure and Relations

The substantial length of this romance, which works into its basic plot structure
significant diversions, amplifications and duplications, has resulted in the description of it
as “..the romance that has everything, with Guy himself embodying almost every
important characteristic of a romance hero, and undergoing almost every kind of
experience that a romance hero has a right to expect...”.' This comprehensiveness can

tend to obscure the larger structural frames that inform the narrative and has resulted in
the narrative having been criticised for a lack of coherence. The author has been labelled

a ‘raider of the stockpot’, one who ‘compiled’ traditional motifs without a sense of true

creativity.” Ewert notes that nine chansons de geste and romances have been suggested
as sources for Gui and this number has been added to elsewhere.” Bordman, having

identified 182 motifs in Gui de Warwic,' describes the narrative as an incoherent

melange put together by “...a hack..forced...to add whatever motifs pleased his fancy to a

- 4
basic frame...”.

Such criticisms are, however, to a large extent invalidated by their own methodological
approach. They inevitably accompany analysis which concerns itself with taking the
narrative to pieces in order to identify its individual motifs or sources and, as such, tend to
be limited within the particular perspective of the source- or motif-hunter. More
appropriate is an analytical method by which the romance is approached with an informed
awareness of the structural patterns that characterise other romances and related genres.

Certainly, it is an approach which will resonate more closely with the way the text would

have been read by contemporary audiences well-versed 1n traditional narratives.

il .
o

' Mills (1992), p.54.

* Richmond (1996), pp.7-8. Legge (1963), p.167. Hibbard Loomis (1924), pp.136-137.

*Ewert (1932-3), p.viii. Hibbard Loomis (1924), pp.133-136. Severs (1967), vol. 1, p.29. For turther
discussion of sources see Richmond (1996), pp.7-48.

*Bordman (1962), p.39. See also Bordman (1958), pp.150-152.
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The most obviously apparent structural frame informing Gui de Warwic and Guv of

Warwick® is that of exile- and-return: a well-rehearsed story pattern found in both

romance and folk narratives and catalogued by Aarne and Thompson and then Bordman
_ 6 : :

as L111.1." Of interest in the case of Gui / Guy is the manner in which the exile-and-

return pattern has been adapted and modified and the following discussion identifies the

particular spin that has been put on this traditional frame and the significance of this for

the meaning of the narrative.

For ease of discussion, a plot synopsis is given below highlighting the exile-and-return
sequences 1n the narrative. Following Mills, the linked components of each sequence are
indicated with paired alphabetical symbols (A', A% and so on)’ and each is referred to as a

move , after the terminology of Vladimir Propp.® The synopsis takes up these structural

definitions established by Mills and cites a slightly summarised version of his account of
the narrative. Unlike Mills’ account, however, Zupitza’s line numbers have been
substituted by those from the transcriptions which accompany this thesis and the Reinbrun
material, excluded in Mills’ account, has been included as the ‘fourth move’ as it should,

without doubt, be regarded as an essential part of the original story:’

Gui de Warwic / Guy of Warwick: Plot Summary

Manuscripts
E The Anglo-Norman version from BL MS Additional 38662, which provides the basis

tor Ewert’s edition (1932-3).
Auchinleck The Middle English text from the Auchinleck MS.

CUL The Middle English text from CUL MS Ff£.2.38.

Flrst Move (E 209-1054; Auchinleck 103-938; CUL 177-792)

A Guy, the son of Duke Rohalt’s steward falls helplessly 1in love with the duke’s daughter
Felice. Felice will grant him her love once he has proved himself as a knight.

C Guy travels to France. He distinguishes himself in a tournament at Rouen and as a prize 1s
offered the love of Blancheflour, the daughter of the German Emperor Reiner.

A’ Guy returns to England to claim the love of Felice.

> The ME translators of each of the versions of Guy of Warwick adhered to their AN source
sufficiently closely that, for the purposes of this discussion of structure and relations, 1t is possible to
refer to both the source and its ME translations together (see the discussion in section 3, below). The
problems and questions which arise when more close comparison of the AN and ME texts is
undertaken, especially in terms of relating the various versions of the AN romance to the various
versions of the ME romance, are given consideration in section 3, below, but because they concern the
more detailed minutiae of the narratives do not present a problem here where the concern is to highlight
the basic structural frames which inform the narrative as a whole.

Aarne and Thompson (1964) and Bordman (1963), p.61.

Mllls (1992), pp.59-60. Reterring to Propp (1968).
* Mills (1992), p.56. Propp (1968). As Mills (1992), p.67, comments *“...While it would be

inappropriate to apply Propp’s scheme as a whole to the Matter of England romances, 1nd1v1dual points

of his terminology or detailed analysis are very useful 1n attemptmg to analyse them...
” The significance of the Reinbrun material within the narrative 1s discussed below.
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Selcond Move (E 1055-7562; Auchinleck 939-6925, stanzas 3-19 (11.6950-7153); CUL 793-7116)

A iﬁ!iclft tells him that she will grant him her love only when he has proved himself the best of all
| 1ghts. .
] . . . . »
B Guy travels abroad again and distinguishes himself in a series of tournaments. His adventures

that Guy finally effects between the two former enemies.

C Guy next travels to Constantinople. He frees the land of the Emperor Hernis from the forces
c_;)f the sultan and is offered his daughter in return. However, Guy is hated by the Emperor’s
Jealous steward Morgadur, who slanders him and kills his pet lion. At this, Guy kills

: Morgadl_lr, refuses to marry the daughter, and leaves.

B In Lorraine Guy rescues Tirri (who has become his sworn brother) and his mistress Oisel and
then helps Albri (Tirri’s father) against Loher (Oisel’s father) and Otes (now Oisel’s intended
husband). After rescuing Tirri from prison Guy kills Otes. Then, whilst hunting Guy kills a
young knight and has to fight with the vassals of Florentin, the knight’s father.

A’ Guy returns to England and kills a dragon that is devastating Northumberland. He returns to
Warwick, marries Felice and conceives a child.

Third move (E 7563-8974, 9393-11412; Auchinleck stanzas 20-281 (11.7154-10290); CUL 7117-8396,
8?45-10520)

A A fortmght after the marriage Guy repents that he has so long neglected God through his
excessive devotion to Felice and sets out on a pilgrimage of atonement.

After visiting Jerusalem and Bethlehem, he successfully fights for King Triamour against the
sultan’s gigantic champion, Amorant.

B!
C While travelling through Germany on his way back to England, Guy meets with Tirri and
B

defends his cause against the steward Berard.

On his return to England he meets king Athelstan at Winchester and averts the threat of Danish

rule by defeating their gigantic champion, Colebrond.

A’ He then goes to Warwick where he receives food and drink from the hand of Felice without
being recognised.

2

Epilogue to Guy story (E 11413-11656; Auchinleck stanzas 282-299 (11.10291-10506); CUL 10521-

10786)
Still incognito, Guy moves to a hermitage. When close to death he sends a messenger to Felice bearing

a ring she had given him as a token of recognition. She reaches him when he is on the point of death
and dies soon afterwards herself. Hearing of Guy’s death, Tirr1 obtains his body and has 1t buried in

Lorraine.

Fourth move: Reinbrun (E 8975-9392, 11657-12926; Auchinleck 10507-12027; CUL 8397-8744,
10521-11976)

A Reinbrun 1s born after his father has renounced married life and 1s therefore entrusted to the
care of Heraud. Aged seven years old, Reinbrun 1s stolen from Wallingtord by merchant
pirates, sold to King Argus of Africa and reared by his daughter.

Heraud searches for Reinbrun and eventually finds him after unwittingly dueling with him.
They set out for England. Reinbrun frees Amis, a knight who had been imprisoned for aiding
Guy.

Rei);lbmn unwittingly duels with Heraud’s son, who has also been searching for the missing

heir.
Reinbrun, Heraud and Heraud’s son reach home safely..10

& O

>>-l‘-‘r-

The exile-and-return frame, then, is duplicated four times in Gui / Guy, with the Guy

material representing a tripartite structure and the Reinbrun material as a further, but still

't should be noted that, in the Anglo Norman, the Reinbrun material is split into two instalments
which are interspersed with the Guy material: the first part appearing 1n the ‘third move’ ot the Guy
story and the concluding part appearing at the very end. The varying treatment of the Rembrun
material in the various Anglo Norman, French and Middle English texts is described in section 4,

below.
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integral, move. It is important to identify and acknowledge that the first and fourth moves

are 1ntegral to the way the romance was originally conceived. Despite its relative brevity

the first move represents a clearly defined example of the exile-and-return pattern and

should therefore be acknowledged as a move in its own right. Likewise, though the

material dealing with the story of Reinbrun IS, In many ways, very self contained, it is,
nevertheless, part of the same narrative event as the story of Guy: it is structurally
consistent with the other moves and was part of the original conception of the story.'
Changes were made to this basic structure as the narrative passed into the hands of
different translators, adapters and scribes and a clear distinction needs to be made
between discussion of the narrative in its originally conceived form and discussion which

specifically considers later, re-worked and re-structured versions of the narrative. Both

are of interest and are of use for understanding the circulation and reception of this

romance, but they should not be confused or conflated.

There 1s a particularly important example of such confusion or conflation which it seems
important to mention here before moving on to analysis of the narrative proper. There has

been a misleading tendency among critics to use the concept of a ‘bipartite’ or ‘diptych’

structure for Gui / Guy, with the proposed two parts hinged around Guy’s religious

conversion and renunciation of the motives of his former life. That is, with the second
and third moves representing the two facing panels of the ‘diptych’. There are certainly
parallels between these two moves (and these are discussed below) but as a model of the
narrative structure as a whole, the 1dea of a diptych fails to acknowledge the presence of

the first move and dismisses the fourth ‘Reinbrun’ move as a completely separate

entity. 12

The idea that the narrative is of bipartite or diptych structure springs from the tendency of
literary critics to rely upon the Middle English version of Guy of Warwick as it appears

in the Auchinleck Manuscript and, problematically, relies on the beliet that this re-

structured version of Guy was designed according to the literary preferences of poet-

"' See Propp (1968), pp.92-115.

'* See Mehl’s discussion of Guy of Warwick (1967), pp.220-227, especially pp.222-223. See also
Fewster (1987), pp.82-89, who uses the term ‘diptych’. Although Fewster goes on to reject the idea of
a ‘diptych’ structure, commenting that “...the movement of the Guy story as a whole...1s not to suggest
diptych, so much as to emphasise gradual change, broadening and contextualisation...”, p.89, the
emphasise on a diptych structure in her opening analysis forms much of the basis for her argument.
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scribes 1 a ‘bookshop’ environment. Most notably, Mehl’s account of Guyv of

Warwick relies on this theory of the Auchinleck poet-scribes having carefully dismantled
the narrative into what they perceived to be its three constituent parts: presenting the Guy
material as a two-part romance, part one in couplets and part two in stanzas. and dividing
off the Reinbrun material as a completely separate romance altogether: with this editorial

dismantling supposedly motivated by a desire to reduce the text to smaller. more

manageable units, better suited to oral recitation by minstrel performers.'”

Fundamental to Mehl’s proposed ‘bipartite’ structure is the idea that it was the structure

perceived, preferred and consciously emphasised by the Auchinleck poet-scribes. More
recent re-assessments of the manuscript evidence, however, have replaced the theory of a

‘bookshop’ where the Auchinleck texts were adapted and translated with a model of

distribution copying..]5 Further, and as the conclusions to Chapter 3, below, show, it is

most likely that the ‘fragmentary’ condition of the Auchinleck Guy reflects a necessary

patching together of three texts from different sources due to the incomplete or damaged
condition of the exemplar for the first part.'° Far from representing an attempt to ‘break
up’ and ‘dismantle’ the narrative, as Mehl’s theory implies, then, the Auchinleck Guy can
be seen to represent an attempt to ‘piece together’ and achieve unity in the tace of
pragmatic problems. [t portrays a compiler/editor going to some lengths to produce the
most complete text possible; not evidence for poet-scribes re-working the text according

to what they perceived to be its bipartite structure and with Reinbrun as a separate

romance. ' In this, then, Mehl’s description of the structure of Guy of Warwick

demonstrates the dangers of taking the evidence of one manuscript, however interesting
its idiosyncrasies may be, as evidence for the universal understanding of its texts. What 1s
also demonstrated is the way that careful consideration of the details of manuscript and

language can have an important bearing on literary analysis.

> See Hibbard Loomis’s proposed ‘bookshop theory” (1942; rept. 1962), discussed in Chapter 2,
section 2.2, below. See also the comments of Bordman (1958), p.62, who expresses doubt that the
Reinbrun material “...ever had currency as a separate romance outside of the Auchinleck MS... .

“Mehl (1967), pp.222-223. Richmond (1996), pp.56-57, also agrees with this conception of the
divided text having been for oral recitation.

> Shonk (1981) (1983) (1985). The issue of the production of the Auchinleck MS 1s discussed 1n detail
in Chapter 2, section 2, below.

'® Chapter 3, below, see especially sections 2.5, 3.1 and 3.2.
"7 That the compiler/editor had to spend some time seeking out the stanzaic Guy and Reinbrun used to

complete the text in Auchinleck is suggested by the increased size of the of hand between the couplet
and stanzaic parts, indicating a lapse of time. See Chapter 2, section 2, below.



Creek has noted the structural similarities of King Horn, Bevis of Hampton, Guy of

Warwick and, to a lesser extent, Havelok and demonstrates their close correspondence

through grouping and analysis of the characters from each.'?* What is highlighted by

comparison of these texts is the intricate and innovative manner with which the exile-and-
return frame has been adapted in Gui / Guy in order to weave together a diverse,

disparate and lengthy narrative. Important in this is the duplication of the frame four

times, which can be compared, most notably, with the much shorter and more tightly

controlled King Horn, with its distinctive pair of linked, geographically-defined exile-

and-return events. By contrast, the number of moves in Gui / Guy, which may be

marked out by geography, character or incident, reflects its length and structural

complexity. Whereas there is only one structural repetition diverging from the narrative

symmetry in King Horn, in Gui / Guy digressions can lead to entire sequences of

- 19
episodes.

Each move in Guit / Guy is bracketed, in the outer A-stages, by a journey away from

then returning to Warwick, and this repeated geographical signposting helps to build the
‘Matter of England’ theme into the romance.”” Within each move the underlying
symmetry 1S marked out through the reappearance of certain key characters and the
repetition of particular incidents. The reappearances of Tirr1 and Otes are particularly
important to the symmetry of the second move, appearing in B' and B°. Symmetrical
balance i1s maintained in the third move with both B stages involving combat with a
giant.”’ Important at the centre of each of the first two moves (the C stages) is the
appearance of a woman who threatens the relationship of Guy and Felice. And

symmetrical balance is maintained in the fourth ‘Reinbrun’ move by two battles between

Reinbrun and an unrecognised friend: in the first B stage Reinbrun, unrecognised,

' Creek (1911), p.430.

"’ See Mills’ discussion of King Horn (1992), pp.55-56.
**See Fewster (1987) who argues for more precise geographical mapping, pp.95-98.

*! For more detailed discussion of symmetrical patterning in Gui / Guy see Mills (1992), pp.61-64,
and Fewster (1987), pp.83-85 and pp.89-99.



15

engages 1n combat with Heraud, and the second B stage Reinbrun, again unrecognised

engages in combat with Heraud’s son.**

The creation of symmetry and patterning through the repetition of character and incident

in Gui / Guy is reminiscent of Bevis of Hampton. Though much longer and more

disparate than King Horn, Bevis does not, however, approach the scope of Gui / Guy
which 1s almost twice its length and has four moves to Bevis’s two. It is through the

fourfold repetition of the exile-and-return frame in Gui / Guy that coherence is

maintained: with each series of episodes bound into the wider narrative symmetry.

Further to this, the fourfold repetition of the exile-and-return frame functions to allow for
a process of continual paralleling to evolve in the narrative and for balancing of

comparable and symmetrically opposed scenes. As well as occurring within an individual

move, these parallels can occur across the broader narrative. For example, and as Mills
points out, Guy’s agonising love sickness and pleading with the intractable Felice early in
the narrative prefigure a role reversal which leaves Felice pleading to an equally resolute

Guy before he departs on his pilgrimage of atonement:

her imperious treatment of Guy’s early pleas for mercy 1s now strikingly balanced by his own
inflexibility when she laments and swoons before him for a second time (E 7687-93; much
softened in the ME versions); this time 1t 1s Guy who imposes the conditions, and Felice who
must submit to them”’

The symmetrical balance achieved here, involving the balancing and playing off of an
early scene against a later one, characterises the structural tendency of this romance. It1s
a narrative preoccupied with recontextualising, balancing, comparison and retlection and
parallels occur throughout the narrative in terms of character, specific episode and
broader perspective.24 The climax of both the second and third moves involves Guy
battling with a monster to save England. The ‘son killing’ incident in the Earl Florentine
episode (move two, stage B?) is paralleled by the same incident in the Earl Jonas story
(move three, stage B'). Further, in a questioning of moral values, Earl Florentine’s sad
return home after the death of his son is set against Guy’s joyful homecoming (move two,

stage B*; Auchinleck 6631-6651, CUL 6703-6720). The ‘conversion’ scene (move three,

** In a versions of the Oedipus story where, unrecognised, the father is killed by his son. Though here
parricide is avoided and it is Reinbrun’s foster father, acting in loco parentis, rather than his real
father. Compare to motif *N338.4 (son unwittingly slays father), Bordman (1963), p.67.

> Mills (1992), pp.65-66.
24 \ \ : :
Fewster (1987), pp.85-89, who argues strongly for this structural preoccupation and identifies and

provides detailed discussion of examples from the narrative.




The repeated reappearance of
Tirr1, who 1s always rescued from distress by Guy, offers paralleling of

the successtul and the failing knight: as Fewster comments, ¢

the characters of

...the poem uses the Tyrry

figure to offer a set of alternatives to Guy’s success...” with Tirri representing a

“...parallel but failing version of Guy himself...” and offering “...a backdrop of conflict

2

and decline...” against which Guy’s idealised successes are played out.”°

Gui / Guy may lack the taut economy and bold, archetypal quality of King Horn, but it
succeeds 1n offering an intricate and balanced narrative within which episodes are bound

Into a repeated, symmetrical frame offering parallels which suggests self-analytic re-

considerations and re-evaluations of actions and events. These possibilities are afforded
only by the length and scope of Guy / Gui which determines that it is not only a

romance on a different scale to King Horn and Bevis, but also one with different

structural preoccupations.

These differences in length and scale are marked, but an equally striking difference
between Gui / Guy and other exile-and-return romances is found in the use of character,
especially the roles of Guy’s father and Felice. Creek asserts that the roles of Guy’s
father and Felice fundamentally alter the meaning of the exile-and-return structure in Gui
[ Guy, to the extent that he rejects classification of Guy of Warwick as an exile-and-
return romance at all.”” This, it seems, goes too far, as a clear structural identification can

be made between Gui / Guy and the other exile-and-return romances.” But Creek’s

response does highlight the fact that Guy of Warwick offers an innovative twist on the

traditional working of the exile-and-return frame, and in more ways than simply through

its fourfold repetition.

In King Horn, Bevis and Havelok the hero’s father is high ranking and 1s killed at the

opening of the story, leaving the young heir in a helpless position and forced into exile.

* For a detailed consideration of the conversion scene see Fewster (1987), pp.86-89.

** Fewster (1987), pp.97-98.

*’ Creek (1911), p.431.

** For example, see Bordman (1958), pp.53-63. Bordman identifies the exile-and-return structure in 1ts
most typical form in King Horn, Bevis and Havelok and goes on to comment that *...this basic 1dea
of exile-and-return will be found, thinly disguised, serving much the same purpose in almost every

other romance of the matter of England...”, p.60, including Guy of Warwick.
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Guy’s father, by contrast, is a much lesser ranking steward who plays a relativels

unimportant role in the narrative. Guy reaches maturity at home without any of the

traumas experienced by his equivalents, Horn, Bevis and Havelok, and his flights from

Warwick could only be described, in each case, as a kind of self-imposed exile: in the

actions motivated by devotion to Felice. The role of Felice as primary agent of Guy's

exile, then, can be contrasted with the more usual pattern in which the hero must seek to

regain land, or 1s abducted.

Crucially, Felice is portrayed presenting a physical threat to Guy in a way which makes
her analogous to the male tyrants to whom she is structurally equivalent (the Saracen king
of King Horn and the German emperor of Bevis).”” The potential threat that Felice
represents 1s delineated through two descriptions of violence. Firstly, Guy lists the
treatment he would receive at the hands of Felice’s father were his love of Felice known:
“...arder me freit u decoler, / Pendre en halt u en mer noier...” (E 261 - 262); “...he wald
anon mine heued of smite / oper hewe me wip swerdes kene...” (Auchinleck 163 - 164).*
Felice likewise rehearses a list of violent deaths, any one of which Guy might anticipate if

her father were to hear of his misplaced affections:

Se jol vois dire a mun pere,

Des menbred te freit desfaire,
E a chevals trestuit detraire [E 364 - 366]

schal y mi fader pe tiding bere
bou worpest to hewen oper for do
...oper wip wilde hors to drawe [Auchinleck 260 - 263]

He wald the bryn or tu-darght [NLW /BL 150]

ffor pys worde he wyll the sloo
Soone that pou schalt be drawe
On galowse hangyd... [CUL 227 - 228]

Felice thus represents, simultancously, the threat or force of evil which pushes Guy 1nto

exile and the goodness or object of desire which he strives to attain 1n the first two moves.

Mills describes these contradictions, inherent in Felice’s role, using the terminology

established by Propp:

“Mills (1992), pp.63.
*% This section is lost from the NLW/BL fragments and, notably, is not included in the CUL text.
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she 1s at once a ‘Lack’ as far as the hero is concerned

Oy _ which must lat
agent of *Villainy’ (which he may later avenge)_“ ( ust later be made good), and an

The contradictions which Felice embodies are the result of her structural role, and this is

realised through her relative status to Guy. Their relationship is unusual in romance as it

involves a high-ranking and disinterested woman being wooed by a socially inferior

suitor, 1n a version of the ‘Squire of Low Degree’ story.”” In King Horn, Bevis and

Havelok the social inequality between male and female protagonists 1s perceived and

¢« e N 37 " . . e
not, as it is in Guy, real. Only in Guy is the woman disinterested and Guy 1s unique in

34

the excessive nature of his love sickness.” The power that Felice is able to reign over

Guy, her disinterested pose, and his excessive love sickness are all essential for

motivating or setting off the ‘exile’ of moves one and two and are all derived from the
1deology of courtly love. The traditional exile-and-return pattern, then, is here framed

and informed by the discourse of courtly love in a way which gives the role of Felice a

complex set of possibilities.

These complex possibilities are continued in the third move in which, following their
marriage, Guy leaves Felice in order to undertake a pilgrimage of atonement. To
continue with Propp’s terminology: the ‘Lack’ which had been fulfilled (by marriage to
Felice) 1s now replaced by a ‘Lack’ of closeness to God, a lack of devotion, inspired by a
response to the ‘Villainy’ of Felice’s past behavior.”> The pattern of ‘“Villainy avenged’
is therefore fultilled at the opening of this third move by a reversal of power (as described
above). It 1s a pattern which gives a distinctly anti-teminist slant to the exile-and-return
frame with, this time, Guy’s exile being motivated by rejection and re-evaluation of his
past motives as he attempts to atone for his pre\}ious excessive devotion to Felice. It 1s as

if Guy’s fervent devotion to a female idol, undertaken in the role ot courtly lover, can

only be recompensed by an equally fervent expression of religious devotion.

Guy’s reinvention of himself as a pilgrim is also highly innovative in the sense that 1t
gives the third move a self-analytical dimension. The actions and events of the first two

moves are paralleled in the third in a way which questions their values and their concern

31 3 4
Mills (1992), p.63.
2 Guy of Warwick can be compared with the later romance the Squyr of Lowe Degre (which may

have been based on Guy, see Fewster (1987), pp.129-149) and the opening scenes of the French and

Continental romance Amadas and Ydoine, Reinhard (1974).
> As Bordman observes, Guy’s social inferiority is “...genuine and not merely apparent...” (1958), p.60.
34
See Bordman (1958), p.98.
> Mills (1992), p.64.
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with personal glory and prowess. Fewster gives great emphasis to the importance of this

aspect of the third move as affording re-evaluation and re-consideration and provides

detailed textual analysis to support this reading..,36 It 15, however, also important to note

that the effectiveness of this aspect of the third move (the idea it constitutes a response to
the personal motivations said to drive the first two moves) is somewhat diminished by the

fact that, during the lengthy digressions of the second move, Felice 1s somewhat lost sight
of as Guy’s ultimate motivating force and, in most instances, Guy’s actions are. anyway,

justified according to the principle that he is fighting in support of a good or just cause.”’

Though technically, 1n this respect, the narrative somewhat fails here, the third move at
least succeeds 1n oftering another version of the exile-and-return pattern which allows the
narrative to continue in a way which maintains structural symmetry and affords some
thematic comparisons. This particular spin on the exile-and-return pattern works by
association with the framing structure offered by the popular life of Saint Alexis.”

Newly married, both Guy and Saint Alexis leave their wives in order to pursue a life of

pious devotion and poverty in the Holy Land. Certain differences with Gui / Guy,
however, indicate the way 1in which the Saint Alexis legend has been adapted in order to
fit in with the demands of a romance and with the exile-and-return pattern.”” Whereas
Saint Alexis only agrees to marry in order to please the wishes of his father, for Guy, who
has first lived the life of a courtly lover and romance hero, it 1s a long-held desire. Guy’s
pilgrimage is, therefore, motivated by his specific desire to repent his former life.
Further, whereas Saint Alexis leaves his wife for the Holy Land on their wedding night,
Guy and Felice are together long enough to conceive a son, and this son has significance
for the development of the narrative. The existence of a son allows the narrative to

persevere into a fourth move and Felice’s pregnancy ensures that she does not take her

e

*® Fewster (1987), pp.86-103.
*"Mills (1992), p.65. See also the comments of Burnley (1991), p.175.

8 Bor a discussion of the Vie de saint Alexis and the Latin Vita as antecedents of Gui de Warwic
see Richmond (1996), pp.20-23. It has also been suggested that Gui / Guy is related to the legend of

St. Eustace. However, see Bordman (1958), p.117, who rejects the suggestion that Gui / Guy or
Bevis could be related to the Eustace theme: “...if this part of Beves is related to the St. Eustace [story],
might not the same be claimed for Guy? After all, the hero takes upon himself the choice of sorrow In
this life. The religious overtones are as obvious here as in the St. Eustace legend and Guy’s child 1s
abducted. However, it seems to me that in both Guy and Beves we are dealing merely with 1solated
motifs common to numerous story patterns and that unless all, or nearly all, of a pattern may be
discernible in all the stories it is futile to ascribe any definite relationship...".

*Gui / Guy has also been associated with the similar legend attached to Guillaume d’Orange. See

the discussions of La Vie de Saint Alexis and Le Moniage de Guillaume in: Ewert (1932-3), vol.
1, p.viii; Severs (1967), vol. 1, p.29; Legge (1963, pp. 165-6: Hibbard Loomis (1924), pp.137-8;
Richmond (1996), p.24.
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own life (as she threatens) or have the mobility to leave Warwick. The heroines of Bevis

and King Horn are far more proactive than Felice. By ensuring her permanent residence

in Warwick certain structural and thematic functions of the narrative are maintained: the

repeated movements to and from Warwick that her presence ensures are crucial to the

geographical definition of the exile-and-return frame and, in turn, to the building in of the
Matter of England theme.

This analysis has shown that the structural patterning of Guy of Warwick can be

characterised by its reference to three key frameworks. The exile-and-return frame
underpins the construction of every move and is combined, firstly, with the ‘Squire of

Low Degree’ story using the discourse of courtly love, and then with the theme of piety in

the popular life of Saint Alexis and finally with the more common abduction, rescue and
recognition pattern in the ‘Reinbrun’ move. Further, built into this pattern, through the
repeated movements to and from Warwick is the Matter of England theme. Contrary to
criticisms of incoherence, then, informed consideration of the structural frames which
underpin this narrative exposes its highly patterned and intricately balanced form. By
reference to well-known structural frames a diverse range of incident and location is
contained and controlled within a broad narrative sweep. The innovative handling of the
basic exile-and-return pattern, drawing upon other frames and discourses, provides
complex possibilities for the characters and provides parallels which afford thematic

comparisons, reversals and re-evaluations of themes and events across the narrative.

3. The Development of the Story and the ‘Vogue of Guy of Warwick’"

The earliest written rendition of the story of Guy of Warwick was the Anglo-Norman

romance Gui de Warwic, the progenitor of all other versions of the Guy of Warwick

' The author of Gui de Warwick is unknown. However, using place-name

story.”
references in the poem a hypothesis has been put forward by Ewert, later endorsed by
Legge and Susan Crane, that the romance was produced in Anglo Norman some time
between 1232 and 1242 by a canon or clerk of the Augustinian abbey of Osney. It has

been argued that the likely motivation for its production was in order to flatter Thomas

** The term ‘vogue’ in this context was first used by Crane in his seminal study ‘The Vogue of Guy of

Warwick from the Close of the Middle Ages to the Romantic Revival’ (1915) and was then applied by

Fellows (1979) with reference to Bevis of Hampton.
Y Legge (1963), p.167. Richmond (1996), p.37.




21

Earl of Warwick, heir through his mother of the d’Oill; family who were constables of

Oxtord and patrons of Osney Abbey.** This dating has more recently been revised by
Wathelet-Willem, and confirmed by Mason, to 1206-1214 using items from the earliest

manuscript and in view of a precise reference to destruction seen at Wallingford (Gui de

Warewic 9013-20). The reference suggests that the poem was composed prior to the

rebuilding that occurred during the civil war that began with Magna Carta in 1215.4

Though differing in the detail of the dating, these accounts agree that the original version

of Gui de Warewic was likely to have been created in the early-thirteenth century for an

carl of Warwick. The more specific question of what the particular occasion might have
been for its production has, however, provoked considerable disagreement. Theories
advanced for a specific event or occasion include a marriage between the Newburgh and

d’Oill1 families and the acquisition of estates by Henry de Newburgh through his d’Oilli

.~ 44
wife.

These theories that the text was produced for a particular occasion would support Legge’s
characterisation of Gui de Warew:ic as an ‘ancestral romance’. That is, one which was

commissioned by the family of the earls of Warwick and which implied an intimate link

45

between Gui de Warewic and the Warwick earldom. However, this notion of

‘ancestral romance’, has been challenged by Susan Dannenbaum who rejects it on the

grounds of insufficient proof:

None of these [‘ancestral’] romances praises a patron, mentions the modern family holding
the title of the celebrated hero, or even takes careful note of the alleged patrons’ history and

possessions...If Gui de Warewic was designed to praise the Newburghs of Oxtord and
Warwick, why does Gui hold Wallingford and why is his body transported to Lorraine rather

than to one of the family’s abbeys‘.?46

Rather than the notion that this was a very specifically motivated production responding

to a particular occasion, Dannenbaum favours the idea that the romance was produced as

broader kind of response to the contemporary social and political context. Dannenbaum

**Ewert (1932-3), vol. I, pp.v-vii; Legge (1963), p.162; S.Crane (1986), p.!7. | |
* Wallingford Castle was used as a stronghold by the Empress Matilda during her struggles with King

Stephen for the throne in the twelfth century but was allowed to decline after being seized by Henry 11

Chibnall (1991; rept. 1993); Wathelet-Willem (1975), vol. I, pp.27-51; Mason (1984), p.31. See also

Richmond (1996), p.37, note 1, and see the summary of scholarship by Fewster (1987), p.105.

**The recent scholarship is summarised by Fewster (1987), p.105-106 and Richmond (1996), p.37/.

Theories are put forward by Ewert (1932-3), vol. I, p.iv-vii; Legge (1963), p.162; and Mason (1984),
.30-33.

i Fewster (1987), p.105.
‘6 Dannenbaum (1981-2), pp.602-3.
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emphasises the socially conservative nature of the romances of English heroes, their
respect for the institutions of marriage, the family, the class system and traditional feudal

law, and contrasts them with contemporary Continental romances, commentine that

“..rarely does a body of literature resonate so harmoniously with its social context...” "’

Where bwert, Legge, Wathelet-Willem and Mason presume specific origins for the

existence of Gui, Dannenbaum rejects the ancestral theory arguing instead for a morc

general function and, thus, the issue of the thirteenth-century origins of Gui remains

unsettled.

As described 1n section 2, above, there have been many suggestions for literary and

folkloric sources used by the poet 1n the production of Gui de Warewic, indicating his

wide repertoire of reading. Despite this evidence for literary origins there has been a
tendency among critics somewhat seduced by the legend to claim a historical basis for

+48

certain aspects of the romance. Legge calls the story “...pure fabrication...™ and

emphasises that Guy of Warwick never actually existed. Nevertheless, suggestions have
been made for individuals upon whom the character, or at least the name, of Gui may

have been based and many historical texts and events have been suggested as important

sources for particular aspects of or episodes in Gui de Warewic. The favoured

candidate to be named as a prototype of Gui i1s Wigod of Wallingford (Wig > Gui1 having
been suggested to derive from the Anglo-Norman pronunciati0n49) who was cup-bearer
to Edward the Confessor and one of whose daughters married Robert d’Oilli.”’ But it has

also been suggested that some of Gui’s exploits may be borrowed from Brian Fitzcount,

husband of one of Wigod’s other daughters and who defended Wallingford in 1139.”
William Marshal (1145-1219), celebrated in what is thought to be the first biography in

French L’Histoire de Guillaume le Marechal, has also been suggested as having

provided a model for the author of Gui de Warewic; L'Histoire de Guillaume le

Marechal also providing a model of an ideal history appropriate for the Gui poet’s

project.”” Possible historical sources have also been identified tor specific incidents 1n
the romance. The fight between Guy and the Danish giant Colebrond at Winchester 1S
traditionally said to have been inspired by the Battle of Brunanburh ot 937, recorded 1n

*Dannenbaum (1981-2), pp.605-606.

* Legge (1963), p.162.

* Richmond (1996), pp.14-5.

VL egge (1963), p.162; Severs (1967), vol. I, p.29.

> Legge (1963), p.162.

*> Richmond (1996), p.16, provides a discussion of the William Marshal text and 1ts possible influence

upon Gui de Warewic. See also Crouch (1993).
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the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle and sung as

Viking invader Anlaf.”

a great victory won by Athelstan over the

Ultimately, there 1s no evidence for such hypotheses claiming that Gui de Warwic was

commissioned by an Earl of Warwick or suggesting that any of its incidents or characters
represent historical events. The status of the text’s historicity lies in its relationship with

the local legend at Warwick and it is most useful, it seems, to regard the text’s historicity

in terms of the response that it represents to this legend.””

There are twelve surviving manuscripts of Gui de Warwic and two distinct versions. As

Legge comments, the complex state of the stemma implies that many more manuscript

: : : 55 : : : :
copies must have been in existence.” This large number of survivals is testimony to the

success of the Anglo-Norman romance in England.”® Of the twelve surviving Gui

manuscripts, two are fragmentary and have not been classified for inclusion in Ewert’s
analysis of the manuscript stemma: he is unable to arrive at a satisfactory classification
for Oxtord Bodley Rawlinson MS D 913, and the single-folio fragment from Cambridge

University Library 1s simply described as remote from the other manuscripts of the

57

stemma.” The ten remaining manuscripts have been related to one another with some

precision and indicate that there were two Anglo-Norman redactions of Gui: five
manuscript copies derive from the earlier redaction (referred to by Ewert as the o

redaction) and five are from the later redaction (referred to by Ewert as the [3 redaction):

Anglo-Norman Gui de Warewic Manuscripts

QL group manuscripts
British Library Additional 38662

MS 186 Foundation Bodmer, Cologny-Geneva (formerly: Cheltenham, Phillipps 8345)
British Library Harley 3775

Y orkshire, Marske Hall

York, Chapter Library 16.1.7

3 group manuscripts

London, College of Arms, Arundel 27

Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, MS 50
Wolfenbiittel, Herzog August Bibliothek, Cod. Aug. 87 4
Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale MS fr. 1669

British Library Royal 8.F.1x.

Legge (1963), p. 162 Severs (1967) vol. I, p.29; Hibbard Loomuis (1924), p.132.
The legend at Warwmk is discussed in section 6 of this chapter, below.

Legge (1967) p.167.
ThlS point is supported by Ewert I (1932-3), pp.xv-xix, and Richmond (1996) p.38.

>’ Oxford Bodley Rawlinson D 913 (which Ewert names as manuscript ‘O’) is described by Ewert,
p.xiii, and the Cambridge University Library fragment (which Ewert names as manuscript "J’), p.XiL.
The problem regarding the classification of each is also discussed, p.xix. Ewert, vol.I, (1932-3).
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All of the Middle English versions of Guy of Warwick represent close translations of

Gui, however, there has been only limited research into the precise relationship of the
ME and AN texts and Ewert’s edition of the BL Additional MS 38662 text 1S the only

version of Gut that has been edited and published.®® It is crucial to emphasise, with

regard to the textual history of the romance and the relationship of Gui and Guy, that

there were two versions of Gui. The first, as Ewert outlines, being best represented by

BL Additional 38662 (upon which Ewert bases his edition); and the second best
represented by Cambridge Corpus Christi College MS 50: with this second version

appearing 1n 1ts most extreme and reworked form in Wolfenbiittel Herzog August
Bibliothek MS Aug. 87.4.%

As there was more than one version of Gui de Warwic and more than one version of
Guy of Warwick, what is found is that each of the different versions of Guy of

Warwick has a slightly different relationship to the source texts.” The comments by

Mills regarding the three couplet versions of Guy of Warwick given an indication of the

complexity of the situation:

On the whole, the earlier M.E. couplet versions are more often to be related to this second [B]

redaction than to the first [a], but their detailed affiliation is often complicated by eclectic
tendencies 1n their translators. The text of F [the NLW and BL fragments] becomes much
more obviously dependent upon the second French redaction in its later parts than in the
earlier ones, while those of A[uchinleck couplets] and C[alus] although close to this redaction
for much of their length, draw upon a text of the first version for quite substantial passages.®"

There are, then, only a very restricted number of places where all of the ME versions can

be said with certainty to be derived from the same Anglo-Norman original as each other.

> Mills and Huws in their introduction to the NLW and BL fragments (1974) provide the only close
examination of the affiliations of any of the ME texts with its Anglo-Norman predecessors and the main
conclusions of their work are summarised in Chapter 2, section 4, below. The general point that the
ME texts represent close translations of the AN is made by Severs (1967), p.28, who comments that all
the ME versions “...retain the substance of the Anglo-Norman original, and none contains independent
inventions such as are found in the Middle English Bevis of Hampton...”. See also Mehl (1967),
p.220, who comments that: “...the English versions follow their Anglo-Norman source for the most part
rather closely and do not change the character of the poem to any significant degree. Extensive
alterations, abridgments or expansions are rare; most editorial changes are to be found in the second
half of the poem which even in the sources was rather diffuse and even more episodic than the rest.

The close dependence of the ME Guy of Warwick upon Gui de Warwic is also demonstrated by
Baugh, in Shepherd (1995), pp.485-486, who gives a comparison of two passages, though Baugh 1s
1ncorrect In stating that there is only one version of Gui.

Ewert (1932-3), pp.74-75. See also Mills (1991), pp.210-211.

*For a description of the different versions of the ME Guy see Chapter 3, section 1, below.
°' Mills (1991), pp.210-211.
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Meaningful comparison of Gui and Guy will only be possible following establishment of

Guy’s precise principle sources.®

Gui de Warewic was first translated into Middle English ¢.1300 and this earliest

romance material provided by Gui and Guy gave rise to the production of different
versions, adaptations and translations in England and also quite extensively throughout

the rest of Europe.” Jennifer Fellows has commented, regarding Bevis of Hampton,

that “...In studying the history of the Beves-story in mediaeval England, one is confronted
not by a single literary phenomenon but by several...”.** And the same is true of the story
of Guy of Warwick which is rivaled only by Bevis in terms of range of popularity and

persistence beyond the medieval era. Summarised below are the various adaptations and

transformations that the Guy-story went through from the thirteenth to the seventeenth

cen‘rury..65

The story had considerable success outside England. Throughout the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries the Anglo-Norman romance circulated in France and ¢.1450 was
converted into a French prose romance which came to be published in printed form

c.1525. Meanwhile, the English version was translated into an Irish prose romance in the

fifteenth century, and into a popular Catalan romance Tirant lo Blanch, Valencia 1490,
which was in turn translated into Castilian, Italian, and French. The episode concerning

Guy and his friend Tirr1 was introduced into the Latin Gesta Romanorum as chapter

172 which was then translated into German prose as Gydo und Thyrus in the fifteenth

century, and then was transformed once again into a French mystere by Louvet, Paris

1537.

* Mills (1991), p.211. See, also, the final conclusions to this thesis and suggestions for further
research, below. |
> As very detailed discussion of each of the manuscripts and versions of the Middle English Guy of

Warwick is given in Chapters 2 and 3, below, it would be superfluous also to provide description of

them here.
*“ Fellows (1979), p.54. | |
° The subject has been dealt with by R.Crane (1915); treated exhaustively by Richmond (1996); and 1s

usefully summarised by Dunn in Severs (1967), pp.27-31. See also the discussions in Legge (1963),
pp.167-8, and Hibbard Loomis (1924), pp.127-132.
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Within England the Middle English romance Guy of Warwick survives in five different

versions, In manuscripts from the early-fourteenth through to the late-fifteenth century

and was produced 1n printed book form by Pynson, de Worde, and Copland in the late-

: .67 :
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.”” The stanzaic poem Guy and Colbrond survives in

the Percy Folio, ¢.1600, and is quite possibly a survival of a poem that originated much

earlier. The Guy tradition in England gave rise to the homiletic Speculum Gy

(discussed 1 section 7 of this chapter, below). It also resulted in several historical

accounts including Gerard of Cornwall’s Latin prose account of the battle of Guy and

Colebrond (of unknown date) which, ¢.1449, was turned by Lydgate into a poem of 74

eight-line stanzas. Other historical relations include many references within chronicles

describing Guy in accounts of Athelstan’s reign.®®

The number of different appearances of the Guy of Warwick story during the late

medieval period and through to the Renaissance - in verse, prose, chronicle, ballad,
homily, and other forms - 1s a testament to its appeal and renown and the retelling of the
story 1n different forms persists through to the twentieth century. Its progress through
seven centuries has been charted by Hibbard Loomis, become the subject of a well known
study by Ronald Crane, and, more recently, has been subjected to detailed treatment by
Richmond.”” The appeal of the story and of the broad tradition, then, has been
acknowledged. Difficulty has, however, been experienced in understanding the success

of the Middle English romance. Literary critics have experienced persistent problems 1n

understanding or attempting to explain the apparent success and appeal of Guy of

Warwick to large audiences in the late medieval period. The unfavourable responses of
modern critics, despite the popularity of the text within its own time, suggests that
attention needs to be given to evidence which will foster greater understanding of this
text’s contemporary reception. To this aim, these are the issues to which the rest of this
chapter is devoted. Section 4, next, considers some of the internal evidence for how the
Middle English romance circulated and was received and sections 5 - 8 assess the external

evidence for its transmission and reception.

°® There is no evidence to suggest that the romance circulated in Wales, Scotland or Ireland during the
medieval period, though NLW MS Binding fragments 572 seem to have arrived in mid-Wales during
the sixteenth century, see Chapter 2, section 4.3, below.

°’Hibbard Loomis (1924), pp.127-128; Severs (1967), vol. 1., p.27-8. For description of the early |
printed books see Chapter 2, section 7, below. For the survival of adapted versions of the Guy story In
eighteenth-century chapbooks see Ashton (1996) and Simons (1998).

°® These historians include Knighton, Rudborne, Hardyng, Rous, Fabyn, Grafton, Holinshed, Stow, and

Dugdale. See, Severs (1967), p.30.
*”Hibbard Loomis (1924); R.Crane (1915); Richmond (1996).
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4. Fourteenth-Century Translations, Fifteenth-Century Adaptations

Gui de Warwic was translated into Middle English at least five times, evidenced by the

survival of five independently produced redactions, to be referred to in this thesis as
. 70 . .

versions A - E.”"  The evidence provided by the language of these versions. along with

the surviving manuscripts, indicates that all five were in circulation by 1400 and that the

earliest of them cannot have been produced much before 1300. That is, all of the known

versions of the Middle English Guy of Warwick are translations from the fourteenth
century.

Of interest in tracking the circulation of this text and the changes which the various

versions underwent during the fifteenth century, are the two versions for which more than

one text survives: A and E. The A-version survives in three manuscripts: (1.) lines 1 -
6925 of the Auchinleck MS text of Guy of ¢.1330-40 (‘Auchinleck couplets’); (ii.) in a
single-folio fragment from the mid-fourteenth century (the ‘Sloane fragment’); and (iii.)
lines 1 - 4412 of the Caius MS text of ¢.1400. The E-version survives in two manuscripts:
(i.) lines 4413 - 5186 and 5778 - 7196 of the Caius MS text; and (ii.) in a very complete
form in CUL MS Ff.2.38 of ¢.1500. With both the A and the E versions, then, it is
possible to make comparison between earlier and significantly later texts. The aim here 1s
to provide an account which compares these same-version texts of Guy of Warwick and

considers the evidence that this can provide for characterising the texts and analysing

their circulation throughout the late medieval period.

Comparison of same-version texts of Guy of Warwick reveals a high frequency of

verbal differences. These appear at almost every linguistic level and as they are too
numerous to record in full are characterised here through typical examples. Here, most
examples are taken from the two E-version texts (there are only two examples from the
A-version texts and these are specified) but are typical of both versions as well as of

popular romances more generally:

" See Chapter 3, section 1, for an account of the classification of the texts of Guy of Warwick into
five versions. For a full list of the Guy of Warwick manuscripts see Chapter 2, section 1.
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Type of Verbal Difference

1. Textual divisions

2. Orthography

Ditterent positioning of paraph marks, coloured capitals.

For example, see example 4 below and compare: Caius I, have,

knyste, That, is, wyste, with CUL y, haue, knyght, pat, vs.
wyght. |

3. Spelling and morphology Often suggesting dialectal preferences. For example, compare the
different rhymes in: Caius 4553-4: Vndyr a bussch ther he fonde
/ A pore pylgryme syttande; and CUL 7403-4: Vndur a

hawthorne pere he fonde / A pore pylgryme there stonde.
Where the CUL text shows no trace of the earlier and primarily

Northern -ande form of the present participle.

4. Syntax Syntactic alterations may be necessary as the result of other kinds
of rephrasing in the line, or a change of rhyme. However, they
may also occur where the only other changes are orthographic or
morphological, for example, compare:

Caius 4925-6: But I have brow3t a noble kny3te / That in armes
1s bold and wy3te

CUL 7773-4: But y haue broght a nobull knyght / In armes pat ys
bolde and wyght

5. Vocabulary Caius 6330: slepyng; CUL 9083: slomerynge
Caius 6377: scuberd; CUL 9128: schepe.
Caius 6385: sheth; CUL 9136: skabarde.

Caius 6672: gentyll; CUL 9410: nobull.

These difference may be as the result of dialectal preterences or
reflect the replacement of what is perceived to be an archaic or
outmoded word. For dialect, compare:

Caius 4638: mykyll pryd; CUL 7488: grete pryde.

6. Altered factual details Caius 4631 Alysaunder; CUL 7481 Awfryke.
Caius 4800 Ten somers; CUL 7650 ffyttene somers.
Caius 5005 paynym; CUL 7847 Gyawnt.

Caius 6639 Monkes and frerys; CUL 6378 freres & nonnes.

7. Half-line replacement Often the replacement involves a formulaic tag (here 1n italics):

Caius 4594: And dystroyed all that was there.
CUL 7444: And dystroyed farre and nere.

Caius 6288-9: Trewer fellaw... found I none.
CUL 9039-40: trewar felowe...Was neuer made of flesche &

boon

Caius 6973: Gye hym answeryd par ma faye.

CUL 9669: Gvye answeryd vt y may.



8. Total rephrasing of line

9. Reversed couplet

10. Transposed line(s) / couplet(s)

11. Omission / addition of line(s) /
couplet(s)
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Can convey different information, for example, compare: Caius
4823-4: That Gye was wente in excile / Ipassyd a full longe

while; with CUL 7671-2: That Gye was in exsyle wente / In holy
weyes was hys entente.

Can appear to be the result of dialectal preferences, for example,
compare: Caius 4881-2: Hys berd was longe and thike of here /
He lokyd on hym full ofte there; CUL 7729-30: Hys berde was
longe fowle farande / He lokyd vp steype starande.

Can appear to be a misreading, for example, compare: Caius
5794-5: Vp ther sterte the duke moderyse in Ire / Of Comweyle
he was lord and sire; with CUL 8563-4: Vp starte pe dewke
Merot in yre / He was a cruell lorde & syre.

Can have the appearance of a ‘gloss’, with the re-written line
otfering a clarification of meaning. For example, from the A-
version texts, compare Auchinleck 53: It was opon a pentecost
day yteld; with the ‘glossed’ version in Caius making clear the
date being specified, 183: On Witsondaye called Pentecoste.

Where the same couplet appears in each text, but with lines
reversed. For example, compare:

Calus 4925-6: As we fynde in storye / Now speke we of sir Guy
CUL 7391-2: Now turne we ageyne & speke of Gye / As we
fynde 1n owre storye

Compare also: Caius 6428-9 / CUL 9179-80; Caius 6615-6 / CUL
9263-4; Caius 6535-6 / CUL 9283-4; Caius 6605-6 / CUL 9349-
50.

Where the order of one or more couplets 1s rearranged. For
example, from the A-version texts, compare Auchinleck couplets
805 - 812 with Caius 899 - 906. In Caius these four couplets are

ordered AA BB CC DD compared with Auchinleck where the
order is CC DD AA BB.

May represent scribal error (see the discussion of the E-version
and example of ‘eye-skip’, below) or may represent conscious
alteration, as seems to be the case with the ‘conflation’ offered in

CUL here:

Caius 7067-70: I wend that ther had be no kny3t / In the world so
bold a wyght / That durst ayenste berrard fy3t / But 1t wer toure

or fyve well dyst.

CUL 9751-2: I went ther had be no knyght / That wyth Barrard
durste take pe fyght.

In the vast majority of cases it is not possible to ascertain which variant could be said to

be closest to the language of the archetype in question, though occasionally some

indication is provided according to the linguistic data. For example, the following
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linguistic features would suggest that in a number of respects the language of the

Auchinleck A-version text is closer to that of the A-archetype than the language of the

Calus A-version text, with the Caius text having moved further from the language of the

A-archetype due to a tendency to phase out linguistic archaisms:

(1.) The rhymes confirm that the A-archetype used two forms for the present participle
suffix: -ing(e) and -ind(e). The favoured form of both the Auchinleck and Caius scribes

is -ing. However, whereas Caius always has -ing(e), phasing out the outmoded -ind(e)

even at the expense of the rhyme, Auchinleck Scribe | preserves the earlier form -ind(e)

where 1t 1s required for the rhyme as well as retaining it on three occasions in the line (at
3303, 3538, 4501).”"

(11.) The rhymes confirm that the A-archetype used the forms miche and michel for
‘much’. These are also the forms used throughout the Auchinleck text, being Auchinleck

Scribe [’s preferred form. However, in the Caius text the more current form moche is

most commonly used and on several occasions m(i/y)che is substituted by moche at the

expense of the rhyme.””

(i11.) The Auchinleck text has both ac and bot for ‘but’ whereas the Caius text has bot or

but, never ac. As ‘but’ never occurs in rhyme the original form(s) cannot be ascertained.
However, it is useful to compare these forms with the work of the late fourteenth-century

southern linguistic reviser of Glasgow University Library MS 250, who replaced a series

of what he regarded as archaic forms with their more current equivalents, including the

replacement of ac with bot(e) very consistently throughout the text (replacing 123 of the
126 1nstances of aac)..73 The reviser of GUL 250, then, has gone to some lengths to

remove a recently obsolete word. Distribution of ac / bot / but in the Auchinleck and

"' For discussion of the dialect of the A-archetype, Auchinleck Scribe I and the Caius scribe see Chapter
3, sections 2.2, 2.3.i and 2.3.iii, below. For evidence that -ind(e) represented an outmoded form 1n
London by ¢.1400 see Samuels (1963).

”On only one occasion has myche been retained in thyme in Caius at 1175-6: myche : liche. For
evidence that moche represents a very current form in the written language of London ¢.1400, see

Chapter 3, section 2.3.111, below.
" Duncan (1981).
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Caius texts of Guy may be regarded representative of a comparable set of preferences.

with the archaic ac having been phased out by the time of the Caius MS. ™

In these respects, the language of the Caius text can be said to represent an intolerance of
outdated linguistic forms. Further, with many of the perceived archaisms having been

phased out before, or at, the stage that the Caius text was copied 1t can be regarded as

representing a linguistically updated rendition of the A-version Guy. A text adapted, at

the linguistic level, to be in tune with the most current dialectal nuances of its own

particular time and place.

These kinds of differences are highly typical of popular romance and demonstrate the way

that, during transmission, popular romance texts would undergo verbal change. These

changes are often accounted for as the result of oral transmission by minstrels, gestours

75

or disours, with its accompanying modifications.”” This explanation, however, would

not seem appropriate 1n the case of a text such as Guy of Warwick, the sheer length of

which would have made it unsuitable for minstrel performances or for being committed to

memory as could, for example, be argued for shorter romances such as King Horn or

Sir Orfeo (and this issue is discussed in some detail in section 8, below). Further, the

three examples of small verbal differences between Auchinleck and Caius cited here

would point to a written scribal process: the information indicating preference for the
more current -ing(e) / moche / but against the more outmoded -ind(e) / mich / ac,

being based on comparison with written documents.

Other explanations for the differences which occur between same-version texts of popular
romances rest on assumptions of scribal incompetence. As Fellows records “...terms like

Y

‘blundering’, ‘interference’, ‘incompetence’...” are frequently applied in discussion of the

. . . 76 .
scribal involvement with popular romances. In the main, however, the verbal
differences cannot be characterised as errors or unconscious slips: they are far too

frequent and consistent, not to mention the fact that, as the examples above trom

Auchinleck and Caius show, they appear to be motivated by specific linguistic

" This comparison with the revisions Glasglow University Library MS 250 is possible because of the
close proximity, both in terms of time and place, of the GUL 250 revisions and the Caius MS. See

Chapter 3, section 2.3.111, below.
" For example, see the discussion in McSparran and Robinson (1979), p.xii.

“Fellows (1991), p.7.
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preferences, 1mplying a tendency toward updating and the removal of perceived
archaisms and dialectal idiosyncrasies.

The verbal differences represent intentional changes to the text. Further, if these changes

are to be regarded as scribal rather than the result of oral transmission, as would certainly

seem most appropriate in the case of Guy of Warwick, they would imply that the scribes

responsible for them had very a different attitude to popular romance than to, say, the
writings of Chaucer. It would presuppose, in fact, “...a scribe whose function is not to

copy a text but to rewrite it, not in the interest of improving a line here and there but

77

throughout the whole of a long poem...”."" The varying activities of scribes indicate,

then, that the modern concept of a literary text as a sealed and finished object, the creative

responsibility of a single, identifiable author, does not apply to popular romances in the

way that 1t might be argued to apply to the works of Chaucer. As Fellows comments

regarding popular romances:

...the scribes are not {rying to transmit accurate reproductions of an archetype - their
alterations are deliberate and constructive; they are not only verbal, but often extend to
transpositions, reworkings, introductions, omissions of entire episodes. Scribal activity can no

longer7lé)e separated from authorial intention, because the scribes themselves have authorial
status.

Analysis of the surviving same-version texts of Guy of Warwick would strongly support

Fellows’ position here: in addition to verbal differences, each of the fifteenth-century A
and E version texts furnish examples of major differences which represent ‘deliberate and
constructive’ scribal/editorial interventions. In each case, a scribe/editor has made some
sort of literary contribution to the text and, having altered its nature and meaning, must be

9

built into any understanding of that text’s authorship.” The remaining part of this

discussion outlines these examples of ‘deliberate and constructive’ scribal/editorial

intervention represented in the fifteenth-century texts of Guy of Warwick, considering

first the texts of the A-version then the texts of the E-version.

The A-version: Fifteenth-Century Adaptations

Though there are three surviving A-version texts this comparison is, somewhat inevitably,

dominated by discussion of Auchinleck and Caius due to the short length of the Sloane

""Baugh in Shepherd (1995), p.492.
" Fellows (1991), p.7.
" For further discussion of this issue see Jauss (1979) and Pearsall (1977) pp.120-130
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fragment (only 216 lines) and the fact that there is no possible direct comparison between

Auchinleck and Sloane (with no overlap between Auchinleck and the Sloanc fragment

Auchinleck ending before the point at which the section of text preserved 1n the Sloane

fragment begins).

This comparison also takes into account that none of these texts is based directly on any
one of the others. Auchinleck is earlier than Caius (so could not be copied from the Caius
text) and does not contain the section of text represented in Sloane. Caius could not have
been copied from Auchinleck as it continues with the narrative for further than

Auchinleck, and 1s unlikely to have been copied from Sloane (implied by some significant

differences 1n line order and phrasing).

Having established the pragmatics of their relationship, what becomes immediately
appérent when comparing the A-version texts 1s the disparity in length between Caius and
the earlier texts. The Sloane fragment 1s of 216 lines whereas the (approximately)
corresponding section of the narrative in Caius (Catus lines 4283 - 4366) 1s of only 84
lines. That is, the Caius text 1s 132 lines, or 63%, shorter than Sloane. Similarly, whereas

the Auchinleck couplet Guy is of 6925 lines the corresponding section of narrative from

the Caius text (Caius lines 123 - 4274) is of only 4152 lines. That 1s, the Caius text 1s
2773 lines, or 40%, shorter than the Auchinleck couplets.

The early fifteenth-century Caius manuscript, then, contains a copy of the A-version

which is significantly shorter than the two early - mid fourteenth century A-version texts
contained in Auchinleck and Sloane. The tendency for this basic point to have been

overlooked may be partly due to the description of the Caius text that appears in the

Manual of Writings in Middle English where it is incorrectly stated that the Caius

Guy of Warwick “...runs to approximately 11,000 lines...”.*" The editor of the Manual
has. it seems, looked at the last line number of the Caius text in Zupitza’s edition without
taking into account that in order to facilitate a parallel text Zupitza has, quite correctly,
inserted many ‘blank’ lines into the Caius Guy.® In fact, the Caius Guy of Warwick as

a whole runs to only 8160 lines, making it, at up to 4000 lines shorter, a much more

succinct rendition of the romance than is represented in Auchinleck, CUL Ff.2.38 or the

* Richmond (1996),p.109, also makes this error regarding the length of the Caius Guy, commenting

that “*...Caius has 11,905...".
*! Zupitza (1883, 1887, 1891).
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82
Anglo Norman.™ The shorter length of the Caius Guy is partly due to the absence of the

second, concluding, part of the Reinbrun story 1n Caius, but it is also due to the

significantly reduced nature of the Guy narrative.

having been copied from a damaged manuscript. The evidence for the presence of an
editor 1s found 1n certain features of the Caius narrative. Specifically, the use of a series
of caretully and consistently applied editorial strategies, all concerned with reducing the
length of the text and attesting to literary awareness and purpose behind the reduction. As
it 1s certain that Caius was not based directly on Auchinleck or Sloane (as described
above), comparison can never show with total certainty or precision what was cut, added
or re-arranged by the editor of Caius or, at an earlier stage, *Caius. However, as all three
are descended from the same redaction and for the most part correspond closely, line-for-
line, comparison is still meaningful.®> What is found is that those points at which the
close line-for-line correspondence of the texts breaks down, all represent exceptions of a
similar type. Altogether they are so consistent as to imply having been undertaken
according to a consistent editorial design. That is, with all of them having been part of
the same editorial project and representing the work of a single editor. Four key editonal
techniques can be 1dentified: 1. bridging couplets; 2. block cuts; 3. one or two couplet

cuts; 4. reduction. These are described below:

Editorial technique 1: Bridging Couplets

There are a number of examples in which an episode or passage of description found in
Auchinleck / Sloane has been replaced, in Caius, by a single couplet. That 1s, a couplet
which bridges the narrative lacunae left by the extracted episode by offering a brief

summary accounting for the material that the episode contained. The bridging couplet 1s

*2 The Auchinleck Guy of Warwick is of 10506 lines and Reinbrun is of 1521, so the text is a total of

12027 lines in Auchinleck. The CUL Guy of Warwick (including the first part of the Reinbrun story)
is of 10748 lines, and the conclusion to the Reinbrun story is of 1227 lines, so the text 1s a total of

11975 lines in CUL. The AN Gui de Warwick, Ewert (1932-3), (including the first part of the
Reinbrun story) is of 11656 lines, and the conclusion to the Reinbrun story 1s of 1270 lines, so the text

of Gui is a total of 12926 lines.
>’ Caius parallels Auchinleck so closely that Weyrauch thought that they were both copied from the

same source. Weyrauch (1901), pp.43 and pp.52-53. See also, Hibbard Loomis (1940, rept. 1962),
pp.111-128. And see the conclusions to the analysis of the linguistic data in Chapter 3, section 2.5,

below.
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always formulaic, explanatory and unique to Caius (appearing in neither Auchinleck.

Sloane, the other ME versions, or the AN source). A good example of the use of this

editorial technique 1s illustrated by comparison of the section of narrative dealing with the
wedding of Guy and Felice in Sloane and Caius. The Sloane text provides a 26-line
description of lavish celebrations at the wedding, with music, entertainments and rich

clothes, and giving details of the first days of Guy and Felice’s married life. during which

a son 1S concelved:

Sloane 179 - 204

Pe Bridale pei1 helden Richeliche
A fourten ni3t manschipliche
Mynstrels many per were

Mo neuer at one fest nere

bere was harp & Tympanie
ffepele Beme & Cymphanie

And clerkes wib her sautrie

bat coupe synge wel myrie

Beres & bole y bete per were

And Apes tumbled in many manere
Pere was al maner of gle

Pat man mi3t penk ober se

Robes pat were of riche pris

be panes of veir & of gris

Pe heize hors be grete stede

Pe glemen hadden to her mede
Whan pe fourten ni3t was gon
Ech man hym went pennes home
Now hap Guy al his wille

Of his lemman bope loude & stille
ftifty dayes togedere per were

No day more yfere pel nere

It fel 1n pat first ni3t

bat he lay by pat swete wizt

And nei13hed hir fleschliche

A knaue child heo conseyued sikerliche

This lively and detailed descriptive account has been replaced in the Caius text by a brief

interjection from the narrator reporting that in every respect the wedding was a fine affair:

Caius 4355 - 56

Whereto shuld y of more discrye
Of all manere thinges ther was grete plente

This bridging couplet has been created using the recognised rhetorical device of
occupatio whereby the narrator professes to leave description unmentioned because of a

lack of knowledge or some reluctance to discuss the objects or events 1n question.84 As

an example of this devise Geoffrey of Vinsauf gives the phrase: “...but I pass this by as

**See the comments in Nims (1967), p.105.
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% 85 . e : :
well known...”.”" This is comparable with the Cajus couplet proclaiming that there is no

need to go mnto detail. The appearance of this couplet is significant as it provides good

evidence for the presence of an editor who deliberately removed the passage and

significantly, it implies an editor with some formal literary and rhetorical training.

At least six other examples of bridging couplets in Caius can be identified by comparison
with Auchinleck:

1. A bridging couplet appears in Caius where the Auchinleck text has a 26-line scene

involving discussion of preparations for battle. That is, whereas Auchinleck has this

description (Auchinleck 1857-86), Caius has the 2-line summary: And commaunded

his dukes and barofis a#t | To bee redy in armes at euery catt (Caius 1833 - 38).

11. A bridging couplet in Caius replaces a battle description which in Auchinleck is of 14

lines:

Caius 2593-94 Thus thise sarasyfis with grete pride
Many xpen knyglites to deth they leye a side

Replacing Auchinleck 2626 - 39  be kinges sone of birrie

strong he was for pe maistrie

dan tebaud he felled po

burth pe bodi he dede pe launce go
& seppe he slou3 a freyns kni3t

in bleyues he was born ari3t

romiraunt com forp snelle

a sarra3in a strong wip elle

y slawe he hap dan guinman

a strong kni3t he was & an aleman
wib pat come forp an amireld

a sarra3in of wicked erd

dan gauter he hap y slawe

& gode gilmin his felawe

ii1. A bridging couplet in Caius replaces a 612-line description of battle in Auchinleck

(4644 - 5255, involving Guy helping Tirri’s father). That is, an entire battle sequence has
been replaced, in Caius, with the summary: So longe to bataille they beem goo /

That betwene thetim moche sorowe is doo (Caius 3749 - 50).

1Iv. A bridging couplet in Caius replaces an incident of fighting that hinders Guy’s

getaway after rescuing Oisel. Having killed Otes, Guy takes up Oisel in his arms and

*Nims (1967), 1.1159.
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begins to ride off, pursued by many furious Lombards. What happens next in Auchinleck

s cut from Caius: Berard, Otes’s kinsman, follows Guy and battles with him but

escapes, leaving Berard to return to the city and bury Otes whilst Guy

Guy

reassures Oisel that
she will soon be reunited with Tirri. This sequence 1n Auchinleck, in which Guy’s

getaway 18 hindered by Berard, is cut from Caius and replaced with a bridging couplet

stating that the Lombards were unable to overtake Guy so gave up and went back to

attend to the body of Otes: And whan they him ne oueretake might | Ayene they
come to the body right (Caius 4101 - 02).

v. On one occasion, two couplets, rather than one, form a bridge in Caius: So longe they
haue entreted so /| With theim the Erle Amys also | That a#t they accorded bee

/| And for euere more betwene theim treus and equite (Caius 4149 - 56). This
bridging section replaces a 446-line section in Auchinleck (Auchinleck 6206 - 6651)
involving the restoration of peace and then, occupying the bulk of this section, the boar
hunt and ‘Earl Florentine’ episode. So in Caius the bridging couplet here serves to

summarise the restoration of peace, with the boar hunt and ‘Earl Florentine’ episode

being completely omitted.

vi. The 26-line account of Oisel’s reunion with Tirri that appears in Auchinleck,
involving a description of Oisel weeping and swooning and then of Tirm’s eventual

recovery to full health (Auchinleck 4500-4525), is replaced in Caius with a two-line
summary of Oisel’s distress: But euere she wepte and allas seide | AH they had

reuthe of that mayde (Caius 3691-3692).

The passages omitted, then, are underwritten by a consistent editorial policy. All are
either digressions or passages of static or repetitive description which do not directly
forward the plot. Unsurprisingly, considering the criteria of this policy, two of the
passages - ii. and iii. - are battle sequences with battles being typically repetitive in terms

of the kind of action that is described, as well as a very common and often lengthy type ot

scene in this romance. Examples 1. and vi. (and also the wedding scene from Sloane)
seem to have been regarded as too laborious. and too descriptive and as holding up the
progression of the action. Whereas examples iv. and v. are digressions from the main

development of the narrative. Significantly, here, the exclusion of iv. and v. would 1mply

that the editor had a good knowledge of the plot and structure of Guy of Warwick before
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editing began: 1t 1s only through this kind of detailed knowledge of the plot that the editor
would have been able to identify scenes which represent self-contained digressions and

which could be eliminated without loss of continuity or loss of information essential to

the main story.

Editorial Technique 2: Block Cuts

The technique of cutting passages which constitute whole episodes or detailed
descriptions also occurs throughout the text in examples where no bridging couplet is
used. In these cases there is usually no need for a bridging couplet because the scene
represents some sort of a repetition (especially in the case of battle scenes), summary or
amplification which 1s sufficiently self-contained to be lifted out with no disruption of

meaning. Typically, these episodes are shorter than those which use bridging couplets.

The presence of an editor 1s again discernible as the content of these passages attests to
some literary awareness and editorial policy. Again, the sections cut represent episodes
which do not directly torward the plot and, to this end, there i1s a tendency to exclude
particular kinds of scenes. The types of material most commonly excluded are: battles;

laments and emotional distress; speeches; preparations and negotiations:

Battles:

Block cuts to battle sequences occur frequently (reflecting the frequency and length of
battles in the text). Block cuts most often appear in extended battle sequences and from
passages which are highly descriptive and which tend to reiterate details. The repetitive
nature of such accounts (especially in the longer sequences where descriptions have the
effect of listing blows, artillery or bloodshed) allows for large cuts of this kind to be made
without loss of sense, for example: compare Caius 2893-2896 with Auchinleck 3246-

3271; and compare Caius 2931-2934 with Auchinleck 3314-3335.

This kind of straightforward, wholesale removal of material, however, is not possible with
short, individual battles where it is important to retain a certain number of references to
the fighting in order to ensure narrative sense and continuity. In these cases the editor
employs a technique whereby the main bulk of the description is removed whilst the
couplets which ‘bracket’ it are retained. An example of this technique can be found by

comparing Caius 1771-74 with Auchinleck 1771-92, where the editor has removed the
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battle description whilst retaining the opening and closing couplets that announcing going

to battle and then victory:

Auchinleck 1771-1790 Caius 1771-1774

gij is 03ain went wel sone Than Guy ayene wente fult sone
& al his feren mid ydone And his felawes with him echone

be lombardes pai leggen fast opon ...
nil pa1 spare neuer on

when pe kni3tes of pat cite

bis dede alle ysey3en he

to army he wel fast hy gop

g1) wel gode socour hij dop

& seppen pai went forp ari3t

& gij socourd ful wele aplizt

swiche strokes men mi3t per se
togider smiten po kniztes fre

bope wip launce & wip swerd
bal 31uen manai strokes herd

pber mi3t men se stray pe steden
so mani kni3t cri & greden

bat wer purth pe bodi wounde
& ded fellen on pbe grounde

9 michel him peyned sir gij

& herhaud of ardern sikerly

bis almayns pa1 han ouercome The Almaignes they haue ouerecome
sum yslawe & sum ynome Some sleyne and some nome

This technique of retaining the opening and/or closing couplets which bracket and serve
to “signpost’ the piece description is used a number of times and removes the need for the
creation of an editorial bridging couplet. For example: for the retention of an opening
couplet before the removal of a battle scene compare Caius 2203-04 with Auchinleck

2172-83; for the retention of both opening and closing couplets compare Caius 3613-20
with Auchinleck 4388-4405.

The description of Guy’s battle with the dragon in Northumberland (at the end of the

second move) 1s also of interest here as it provides a variation on this technique. In
Auchinleck the battle with the dragon is of 72 lines (Auchinleck 6830-6901). The Caius

editor drastically reduces this battle to 8 lines by retaining only two blows: those that are,

in Auchinleck, Guy’s first and last blows, ‘bracketing’ the battle description. That 1s, the
first: With a spere he him smote strangly | That was keruyng sharply | The

spere to shyuers al to-flighe | And the body ne come it not nyghe (Caius 4247-50,
cf. Auchinleck 6830-33), and the last: Benethe the wynges he him smote | Thurgh
the body that swerde bote | That the body he karf in two | Dede he felled him
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to grounde tho (Caius 4251-54, ¢f. Auchinleck 6900-03). Thus in Caius. sense

narrative continuity are maintained but the description is drastically reduced.

and

[ .aments and emotional distress:

There 1s a notable tendency to exclude laments and other descriptions of characters’
emotional distress. Examples of laments include: Guy’s love lament at Auchinleck 407-
16 1s absent from Caius (cf. Caius 515-18); Guy’s lament at the loss of so many of his
men 1s significantly shorter in Caius than in Auchinleck with, most notably, Guy’s
extended lament at having not taken heed of his father’s advice being absent in Caius (cf.
Auchinleck 1381-98 with Caius 1465-6). Examples of emotional distress include: the
description of Heraud’s sorrow that appears in Auchinleck (3640-45), involving a short
lament, cries of ‘alas’ and Heraud tearing his hair, is absent from Caius (see Caius 3135-

38), the description of Guy’s feelings of anxiety when he is unable to find Oisel that
appears in Auchinleck (4448-55) is absent from Caius (see Caius 3655-58).

Speeches:

Speeches which run to any length are often excluded, presumably because they tend to
constitute a pause in the action, with spoken or reported recapitulations or summaries of
events being especially prone to editorial exclusion. For example: in Auchinleck, Guy’s
address to his troops before battle consists of some basic instructions (Auchinleck 3080-
89) followed by a morale raising speech®® (Auchinleck 3080-3103) but the ‘morale
raising’ section i1s absent from Caius (see Caius 2807-18). The emperor’s 12-line speech
that appears in Auchinleck (2990-3001) on hearing that Guy is leaving, 1s absent from
Caius (cf. Caius 2747-50). The treacherous steward’s allegations of misconduct against
Guy and Clarice, and his advice to the emperor as to how Guy should be dealt with,
appear in Auchinleck as a 24-line account (Auchinleck 2874-99), of which Caius contains
only 6 lines (Caius 2675-80). The pilgrim’s account summarising to Guy the feud
between his and another family appears as a 74-line spoken account in Auchinleck (1625-

98) but, due to the absence of what appears to be a carefully selected section from the

This speech follows the literary topos of the leader rousing his troops before battle. Probably the

best known example of this literary topos appears in Shakespeare’s Henry V, Act 4, Scene 3, 11.18-67,
Alexander (1951; rept. 1992). For further examples of this motif, from a range of sources, see Burnley

(1991), pp.175-186.
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middle of this narration, the Caius

text has only 20 lines of this account (see Caius 1681-
1700)."’
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