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‘ . - T Preface
M.y interest in the relationship between Chaucer's worke and the X
. current happenings of his day stems from my participation in a |
w, Chaucer seminar during the fall and sprlng terme of 1958-59. thring‘ :
these courses the more scholarship, pro and con, dealing %h | \t )
| references to contemporary affairs that I read the more I wanted to 7
read. This paper, then, eupplied a concrete purp?ge for my continued
reading. I oWwe my original and developiﬂg in : n this subject
I i to Proféssor J. Burke Severs, and I am indébted to Professor John
“ A. Hertz for his patient supervision dunng the 1 ting of ~this paper._ | '_ L
’ T Since Chaucer was interested in the people from all walks of
4 0 ldfe, it was neceseary to restrict my field of sltudy. The final
 decision confined the sub,ject to allusions to the royal family; ¢
therefore all of the charactera dlscussed within this paper were
either members of the royal family or directly connected te them by
marriage or parenthood. | | | : ; .
In order to arrange this research material :ifh as practical a
fashion as possible, I have used two approaches to the topic. A-
detailed discussion of the :cholarship was developed using a simplified
;o __ ’form of F. N. Robinson's arramgement of Chaucer's works as a method of
‘organi'zation.l This system was chosen because nearly all presentatfons }
of Chaucer deal with particular works; therefore this ‘method should B .. r
N "——q prove to be most useful In order to make it possible to locate qu:x.cklf
| all the material de#oted to a particular mepber of the royalt family,
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- I have also coné%?%;§%§ya chart and writteq/verylbrief skegcheswshowing |

; "ﬂf?e relationship between Chau.er's works and hié royal coevals.

Among the people who have published the books and the papers which

\ R - | ’ |
have become the source material for this paper are scholars of long C .

sta@dfhg and considerable renown as well as newcomers -to this field of

~

study.- Some of them prefer % broad, general approach to Chaucer and his

, . works like Professors Robinson, Brusendorff, Root, French, Kittredge,

TN

Lowes, Manly, etc. Others who have.conceﬂtraped'on the allegoricél

* et

\\‘approach to his works have specialized on the relétiOnship of a

particular\indﬁvidual'to his wofks.- Some of thesé'scholars are_Profeééors
Galway (Joan of Kent), Williams (John of Gaunt and Katherire Swynford),

Braddy (Richard II and Marie of France), and O. F. Bmerson (Richard II |

“
- -==v~"‘ \

and Anne'of.Bohemia). In aqditioﬁ there are ofher,scholars, too

A

numerous to list, who are more interested in the canon and chybnologyu\
& S

o of the works, Chaucer's narrative technique, the sources and aﬁalog@és
< for the works, or other approaches to the study of Chaucer. This last

P . hd |
group are interested in political allegory only when it affects their . , 3
field o£ study; consequently their criticism is less frequently mentioned.
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o o it is the purposelof this'péper to collate and evaluate the

. e
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scholarship concerned with the possibility that Chaucer was

alluding to contemporary people and events in his works.

[ “ Chronology has been included only where it influences the’historical

- allusions.

§ ’ Although a historical interpretation of Chaucer's workS‘isA ¢

% /‘< not necessary for appreciation and enjoyment, the literaryfashiod[/ |

; of the fourteenth century inclgded it. Machaut, Froissért9 Deschamps, | '.i J
GnéunSQn, Gower, Langland, etc. used political allegofy in many . i

| E??°instances. F?F_Qxample, in France, Deschamps used birds and animals |

to symbolize prominent people - an eagle represented Charles VI of

f France, a }eOpard symbolized English Richard 11, étc. In Grounson's

g | poetry, it is not;difficult to find verses which identify his amie j

% by means of an aérospip; "Le Songe," "Complainte de Grénson," and ;i

% "Le Souhait de saint-Valentiﬁ" each cgnxainrthe nam; ISABEL+ In-  | 1

é England, Gower'q_Mirou; de i'Ommé.contains accépted references\to the 'l

; last years of Edward III's reign when A}icg Perrers was a powerfﬁl | ‘i

i o | »inffﬁence on the éourt.l I doubt thatﬁZhaucerian scholars will deny & ‘i

é - f& ;' that the worksVSf»these ﬁriters were sources for Chaucer and that he '%

é also has some accepted referencés to currenﬁ events)in hislmajor wopks.z ® !

- '.%'“ 'i‘ . Thé;;fbre it seems lqgicél to continue searching for other references | !

I W

%,' ’ :'  to contemporary affairs in the Bogg'OE‘ggg Duchess, Troilus and“v',

P o - ';Crise de, thqﬁHbuse of Fagg,,gpé ngend of Good Women, etc. To B

4
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of the day.

 his speeulations”,w for th“e}:- are as mich speculation as Bilderbeck's and

? .

substantiate this theory further, the records prove that Chaucer was oy

employed by the king's government. Wwent on several diplomatic- miseions

for the king, and was intlmately associated with the members of the

court. What could have ‘been more natural than his subtle allusions

to court personalities as they listened to him recite his poetry,

the product of his avocation and. a source of 'enterbeinment for the
court? | . ” % » - ,

In considenng Chaucer's poems as occasional pieces one must
remember that there are serious pitfalls in this type of x%search.
On the one hand, the advocates of hlstorical allegory may become so
carrzted away with their comparisons that they use only facts which‘
substantiate their theories and discard the remainder. They sﬁde
~also into the habit of using expressions such as “probably" and "1’0 13
safe to assume" to introduce their new hypotheses. On the other hand N
the distrust of historical allus:.on§ exhibn.ted by some Chaucerlans is

just as lacking in understanding beceuse it ‘denies a literary custom

A

On. ' numerous occasions etudents of Chaucer have objected st'renuously |
to the whole idea of historical allegory or to a portion of a particular
hypotheSis. A most vociferous dissenter to the theéry of -historical

allusion was John L. Lowes, who refuted one advocate of cont.emporery

allusions after the other because he felt that Chaucer was borrowing

directly from his sources. He accepted only a few references like the

dedication to Queen Anne found in lines 496-497 of the Legend of g_god B

Women as allusions to contemporary affairs. The major 'di‘ffi’cult..yj with

b

Galway's interpretations are, is_ that he refused to credit the ifaét that -
: < S ._3-: ' V - . @ ,‘ﬂ : a_.

%




Chaucer might have followed the lead of the French poets-who wrote many

of their poems to honor some living lady and adapted his poetry to his

| imgdiate surrbundings. Graunson, as mentiéned earlier, wrote p@oetryw 3

¢
3

to celebrate a Princess Isabel.l Deschamps wrote several ballads for

Philippa of Lanca.ster;' John of Gaunt's oldest daﬁghtér,l* and others to

[

h%mor Marie of Hungary. kItjwa-s Lowes, himself, who mentioned that

French marguerite ballads were written to "celebrate the virtues of ;

Marie of Hungary" i?; the fall of 1385.5_ I cannot conceive of Chaucer
bofrowing the words and thoughts of the French poets without being
inflti/enéed by their pur;;ose 3 Chaucef was too much interested in people

as individua.lw_personalities to write words only. His close association N
with the courts and tl}e business end \of' managing ’a kingdom gave him o
ample opportunity to obgerve‘ the day-to-day life of Londoners.

The advocates of historical allusion are just as quick t.o present |
their views as their opponents are. Their enthusiasm for their subject
rangesf %from Bertrand H. Bronson's cautious 'approval of the concept of
histor.{cal allusion, to the point-by-point method of presenting a
hypothesis Subscribed t'o by ‘George G.-Williams and his predeceésors.' o
Sdme have fallen into ‘the pitfalls mentioned earlier; otﬁers have been
- more prudent. | All are wort}}y"of examination and gppraisgl., ‘

Although I am cer?\tain that Chaucergalludéd to his acquaintanées
in his poetry, I am“not‘, convinced that all offt}he quotations which -have' ,
beeh suggested as allusions to ;cc;urredcées ére valid. Chaucer probably
was referring to cur;'ént affairs in éome instances and simply exercising

his poetic abilit;mto translate and interpret the w%fks of others the N

rest of the time. For Chaucer to have indulged in all of the

. -,polj_tica]_- allegory that he has been charged with would have been * -




to it with an open mind. . | /

hazardous indeed, considering that he was a'public sgrvant dependent on

‘the generosity and favor of the Crown.

'The'possibility of ever positively establishing the-identities‘of

A~

hisﬁpharacters is remote because of the'néarly six centuries of time

_which has elapsed since Chaucer was alive. In addition to the time )

element the'haphazard treatment which was accorded the records of the

;purteenth centufy during the intervening years must also be taken

TR

- inhto consideration. From this standpoint whether‘bng subscribes to the

idea that Chaucer was essentially a realist interested largely in his

associates or that he was a student of the French and Italian writers

who concerned himself'only with translating their works into English,

~one is faced with the samle problem -- lack of reliable information.
Consequently it is necessary for all those who are interested in

_‘Chaucer and his period of history to approach the scholarship relating

QIRADVE
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" The Book of the Duchess.

The Deethwof Blaunche the Duchesse as Chaucer called.lt in his

* Prologue to the Legend of Good Women (l FL18) is the only'one Of

Chaucer' poemns that'we can date W1th certainty. It is also the only

-

one we can feel reasonably confident was related to a historical event.l

It 1s generally accepted that Chaucer wrote this poem.ln honor of

Lady Blanche,‘the daughter of Henry, Duke of Lancaster, and the first
wife of John of Gaunt. “She dled of the Black Plague on Septanber 12,
I:l369, very shortly after the death of Queen Phlllppa. This was the
third v131tat10n of the Plague durlng Chaucer's llfftlme and one which
costhngland dearly in humanlives.2 Queen Phlllppa and Blanche were
both well-loved and much-missed representatlves of the ruling ‘classe
- Court records ShOW‘that John of Gaunt was not in England at the tlme
of his Wife's deathnbecause he was on a mllltary mission to France,
,p0351bly the campaign in Picardy, and did not return untlleNovenmer,
_1369 3 @haucer was also 1n.France at this time on mllltary duty,
probably in John of Gaunt' forces,4. With these facts in mlnd.lt :
seems reasonable to assume that, since communlcatlons were SlOW’ln the
| latershalf‘of-the fourteenth century, John of"Gaunt did not learn

1mmed1ately'of his w1fe S death and that Chaueer dld not compose the

@

«elegy'untll after his return from.France.p Numerous Chaucerlan

Awscholars subscrlbe to the theory that John of Gaunt requested Chaucer l

gt e e e e g i o

to write the eulogy.5 L R Av ] b 'Z. - E :

Tb substantlate further'the 1dent1ficat10n of Lady Blanche w1th

» o 1
' ) A
. "t o y G . T Y Al
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"good faire White" of Chaucer's'poem, Bmsend'orff states that during
= |
the latter half of the fourteenth c@ntur% there was R

only one Duchess Blanche in England, ‘it,h@ first wifée
of John Geunt, and towards the clogse of the present
complaint she and her husband are clearly indicated

as the models of the dead wife and her lamenting lover
(1.1318£.). These lines evidently contain punning
allusions te Blanche of Lancaster and John of Richmnd,
allusions which eomplete the identification of the
present goem with Chaucer's Death of Blanche the
«Duchess . | |

The "ounning allusions™ mentioned abdve which are found in
’ ‘ '

n.axust., 1 ~_

L

A long castel with walles white £s | s
‘Be seynt Johan! on a ryche h{’il

e

were first commented r‘on by Skeat. He thought the "leng castel"

was Windsor and that "ryche hil" had no signilecal,ncwz.8 Later, in

'

1916, Professors Tupper and Savage continued the discussion.

AP_rofessor Tupper established "ryche hil" as the castle of Richmond

JAn Yorkshire which hag belonged to Jehn of Gaunt since he was two years

old,9 but he MSsed the conneetlon between the "long castel® and \

Lancastere The fact that Chaucer chose to identify "Jol}an" with

. ‘Q{

Richmond and not with one of the properties which he acquired by
. . \S : v

mari;ying Blanche is also mrthy of %note. Professor Savage noticed the

_connection between 1.1318 and Blanche of Lancaster.  Hé based his theory

- on Camden's Britannia which stated that the Scots called MLoncaster®

o

"Lon castell®lO and of course/ ‘he also accept.ed"white" as a reference

\

%t.o Blaneheo'l—l Thls cm;rélation is also substantiated by 11 9h8f. -

which Chaucer stated

And goode falre White she :hei 5
That was my lady name ryght.

= Another possible allegorical reference in the poem may be the -

......
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| ahd 131A are used as a basis for this theory.l-’}"

g i - B " %

'presentatn.on of King Edward IIT as ‘Octavian, the King. L1ne3368

Sy
e |

- Chaucer!?'s elght years sickness of ll 33 f:f.‘. has elicited a I

| sizable controversy._ T\he scholarship which considers the llnes

‘ﬁ)

,,,,,

autoblographlcal is gll that thJ.s paper 1s concerned with. The most

,pers:.stent exponent of this' 1dea is Dr. Margaret Galway, who 1s \

convinced that Chaucer was enamored of Joan of_Kent, t_he mother of

King Richard II. o
Miss Galway contended that Chaucer was following t-he. t"raditi-Q.r?i.

of cpur'tly love in Wthh it was customary for a poet to attach

. o=

v'f""-j'_"'self to the serv:x.ce of some well-known lady, usually a member of

the\no/bjlity:_:,{ Thls arrangement ben‘e‘fited, both of theng, - the poet

praised her beauty and virtue in edcchang‘e_ jfo,r- her ;-pa-tronage'. _"Goo?d;

love-songs, too, were con§ider"ed”" a pOet."l's "b'eSt claim to fame and the *

greater the renown of hls lady the better for his own. nll
On Jime 20, 1370 Chaucer recelved a passport and licensé to be

abroad until Septemb.er 29, but his. dest:Lnat;on is unknown. ,A reasonable
oh Q o 7 .
conjecture 2 Miss Galway feels, is that Chau’ce‘r went to Acqu?itaine‘. with
? , 7 SR
John of Gaunt who went to take over the command from the Black Prince,

While he was in France, it is llkely that he read his 1mportant new

poem at the Engllsh court established there by the Black Prlnce ‘and

Pmncess Joan.

With Joan as hostess Chaucer could not gracefully _

have proceeded to recite his eulogy of another i

lady without first-pausing to acknowledge her. ~ -
. A way of doing this would have been to introduce

-into the poem an assurance that his love for

- Joan, rendered hopeless by her marriage to the .~ -

Prince, had neverthelesg continued unabated ) L
- 'this elght yeer' 15 | - / - < e : .

(P

T




. - .
Il - .
p - . . . » .

1 4 . R . . .
j : : | ‘ :

i : ‘ . Y s < . . . : . .
[/ ] » . - nr . )

. , ' o ,
. A .
. : . .

s Slnce\Miss Galway has suggested Joan of Kent as the subgect of-
N J N -ﬂ-"" ""} | . )
all Chaucer's extant serious love-poems, it was not st range that she

L should propose the above theory. |

A1l but two of the other scholars who have different explanat1ons <

{

a for these lines do not employ historlcal allegory,‘or they assoc1ate L. ) ;o
the references 1n 11. 32—AO with persons out31de the royal famlly 16 |
George H Cowllng and Marshall'w. Stearns connect Chaucer's elght\'
years 31ckness with the ‘Duchess Blanche hershlf, Cowling comments

l'that Chaucer was simply saying?that‘"to see'Blanche'wasvto_love‘her;

j*aﬁ@ that from_the'time.when-he first saw her, on hisireturn-from.FranCe
N f 1 g
in 1361, until her death, she<§asphis sovereign lady - but "That is

o rgmet

doon' - she was dead."l7 - Stearns feels that "the poet may have been R

b F N L

e

making known his own respect and esteem.for the departed duchess by

) 18 " He contlnues that 31nce~Ghaucer

;means of a common llterany pose't,
;dlsavowed 1nterest in the affairs of love throughout most of his other
works, the hlghly conventlonal quality of these lines makes them
"incapable of belng misunderstood. Yet they fit the occa51on closely."9
. Chaucer?!s referencetin_ll.39-AQ to‘the fact’that theretls only one
h - Sy !

physician to remedy the present sitnation fits well "nith the lament .of

[ ] a courtly'poet:for the death of a great lady. "20

- —
&

Professor Stearns contlnued the hlstorlcal analogy by explalnlng
\ ‘the eight year period as the length of time that Chaucer had known
Blanche in King Edward III's court. He c1ted the 1nvest1ture of John

7 .
o% Gaunt as the Duke of Lancaster in November 1362, as a p0331ble

s 4 B st e = 22

occas1on for ‘the begngnlng of the frlendshlp between" Chaucer and Lady

’
. .-
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I feel that Professor Stearn's theony in the fleld of hlstorlcal allegory

'is the most cnedlble. I agree that hlS eXplanatlon of Chaucer's elght

ﬂ
years 31ckness does not 1nterfere with Professors Sypherd and Loomls s

5‘

theorles that the llnes are “hlghly conventlonal" and dependent upon

: ‘ the Old French love poems of that perlod. In view of the fact that‘the
occasion for the wrltlng of thls poem is generally accepted by all |
scholars, 1t seems reasonable to assume that 11. 32—h0 should be in the

: same vein. o
e ‘\- et / n
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f ellclted several allegorlcal interpretations.

ot - : . 2 bR A S S b A

B The House of Fame
N |
lee other works of Ge\ffrey Chaucer, the House of Fame has

The arrival of Anne"

of Bohemla on Engllsh shores was suggested flrst as the occa51on'Tor
the poem. ' Somewhat later John of Gaunt's unsuccessful efforts to
"marry off" his .daughter Philippa were prOposed. The most recent

attempt to explain the»purpoSe for'writingpﬁhe House of Fame

compares the incidents in th@dpoem;to the gossip involving John of

Gaunt ‘and Katherine Swynford in 1378.

- The Richard and Anne theory was first proposed by Rudolf
. ! - 7

dlmmelman,l whozargued that the poém was written to commemorate the

‘ arrlvai in England o(\Anne of Bohemia to become the bride of e

Richard II. But, as one of Immelman's crltlcs has commented,’ he made

SO many indefenSIble-statementS‘that it was not difficult for Manly

ol

‘and-othersetordiscredit this theory.2} Later his theory was revived

-and modlfled by Aage Brusendorff who assigned the comp031tlon of

N

(\%{

‘the House of Fame to the period of time durlng which the negotiations

for Richard'S‘marriage to Anne'werefin,progress, not to the ﬁimﬁﬁOf

S

Anne!s arrival. Brusendorff concluded that the poem was begun/ in.
December, 1380, and probably finished esrly-in 1381, Both Immelman

anderuSendorff based their theories~on line3-647‘ff..which speak of

Chaucer's lack of news fronlfar countrles and ‘the flnal lines of the

poem in_ which Chaucer referred to "a tydy“ce for to here,/ That I

herd of som contre" (ll 2134-2135) and concluded that the only newsAJ

o
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- gift“to a couple about to be married, and therefore I woﬁld discount

both of the theories. i

Charles VI of France or William of Hainault, minor son of Duke Albert.7

Book I of the House of Fame made the poem very inappropriate as an

- summer. Chaucer'!s admonitions against:falsehmen (HF 269-271), the

o —N
>

worthy of such comment during the time of Chaucer's 'incumbenpy“‘ in the o “&»‘*

position of controller of customsh'waslphe arrangement for Richard's

marriage to Anne of Bohemia. The fact that Chaucer chose to use a

portion of the Aeneid which is a story of infidelity'makes me agree

with Bronson5 and Riedel6 that the House of Fame was not an appropriate

s

Another theéry'ﬁhich should be disregérdedKﬂor the same reason -

was Koch's claim that Chaucer was referring to John of Gaunt's efforts

f

to procure a husband for his daughter Philippa. Koch reasoned that

R | |
Chaucer/g&lmi;ated the poem abruptly because John of Gaunt was

A o | |
unsuccessfu%;in negotiating a marriage for Philippa with either King

As I mentioned previously, both B. H. Bronson and F. C. Riedel

have pointed out that the presence of the story of Eneas and Dido in

offering to either the queen-bride or Philippa of Lancaster. Bronson
simply discredited the earlier int;erpretations,8 but Riedel supplanted

them with a postulation that Chaucer was admonishing John of Gaunt for

his questionable love affairs.9 In addition to political disfavor,

Gaunt had alss incurred social displeasure because he had appeared

| publicly'ﬁith hisimistreéég Katherine Swynfbrd, during the summer of VIS

\
1378. Riedel even equated the destruction of Eneas' navy with the

deieat of Gaunt's ships in a naval skirmish with the French during the

. eagle's warnings of the evils of gossip (765ff),'and thé-referehce to

Spain and the fighting for the Castilian throne (116-117, 1239ff.) were

L

©
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i alsO_construed to mean that Chaucer was warning John of Gaunt to be ;; .

'more'prudent.

Llnes 2155-2159, espe01allJ line 2159, have also been the cause
- of some speculatlon. Who was. the "man of great auctorlte" whom
I~Chaucer clalmed he could not name? ‘Some have guessed that he referred
to Klng Rlchard and others thlnk that he alluded to John of Gaunt.
The ch01ce between the two in some cases was governed:by the allegorlcal

. < interpretation of the balance of the poem. Other scholaxrg named one of

these men 31mply'because he was an example of a. contemporary man of
authorlty.lO Although we will never'know:fOr certain, Chauc%r may'be
concealing the name of one of these two men or of some other respon81ble
officer of the court, like Sir Simon Burleys I would suggest Burley
because he was closely connected with the royal famlly, haV1ng been put
in charge of Rlchard II's education during his mlnorlty, and later stlll
w1elded enough power to warrant the ire of the Duke of Gloucester when he
temporarlly controlled the klngdom in the late 1380'3. Even Queen Anne
;ﬁ=valued Burley enough to plead for his life on her knees when the Duke
rordered his executlon, but she was unsuccessful In my Oplnlon Burley
is as good a suggestlon for the "'man of'great auctorlteﬁ, ds elther

‘Klng Richard or John of Gaunt.

The whole controversy involving the House of Fame can be summed
1 pz, - up rather brleﬂhy- Chaucer's reference to his personal affalrs in
&llnes 653 ff. anhd hls spec1f1c statement that this dream occurred on
.December tenth lead me to belleve that there are grounds for supposing

uthat the House of Fame contalns some references to contemporary affalrs. )

I agree that the poem would have been a very unsultable gift to present

" to a prospective brlde, but I am not entlrely satlsfled that the Duke.
fl
of Lancaster's extra-marital affalrs were the motlve for the comp051t10n
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of the Hpuse of Fame. Until some one with access to contemporary papers
can prove beyond a shadoonf:a'doﬁbt that Chaucer was not indebted to

John of Gaunt for polltlcal and personal patronage, thls explanatlon
Ry -
will remain problematlcal and the only'eﬁtabllshed facts will be the - -

=aut9blqgraph1cal ones. o | o T r
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“\\\A;“}K | o  Anelida and Arcite

"foTH;éé‘hiéﬁaffaéiﬁéﬁalogies to Anelida and Arcite have been

Vet e o e

prdmulgéted duringfhe'last sixty-five féars. Two -of them have been

: refuteé; the third appearstohavekslipped_byrelativel&ﬁnnoticedo;
. ignéred. | - \

As early as 1896,UJ;.B.iBilderbeck eXpounaed thehtheory that
Arcite portrayed Robert de Vere, the Earl of Oxford, and that |
Anelida was the mbdel for his wife Pﬁilippa,lthe granddaughter of
Edward III. It seems thatprert de Vere became "enamored with one of
the'Queen's.damSels, called the Landgravine,"l who had come from
Bohemia with Queen Anne. He applied to Pope Urban»VI»for a divorce
from the Clementist Philippa and got it, Bilderbeck reasoned that
:Chaucef.began to write the péem.in,an atﬁempt to "move the Court éo
active interference in, as well as to sympathy with, the cause of 
Philippa™ and that.when-he learnéd~that dé Vere had definitely applied
for the divorce, he abandoned his work.2 Although Tatlock foundthis
allegory attractive, he could not accept itgbeﬁausg Chaucer was obligated R
to the Eafl of Oxford.’ It wbuld_have‘bgen.poor éCOnomips for,Chaucerf -
to have ridiculed,him; o | 'gf N

The-secoﬁd.conjectﬁré was advanced by Frederick Tupperwwho
equated Anelida and Arc;te‘with.Anné'Wélle, ihe Countééé of Ormond
(*"Ermon™ ffequently in the éhppnicles‘and documehts) and the third
Eari of Ormond;kson ofvthesécondEarlanﬁ Elizbeth d'Arcy.LL ‘Thesei\

two persohs were not members of the rqyal family; thérefore they are




‘tofzinfidelity to warrantra comparison to this poem. When this portion

>

the Anglo-Nonmmn settlers of two centuries before) with the battles

ldesertlon of Joan by Thomas Holland a year or two after their secret

jory

not of interest to thistaper, but personalvanalogies~for Theseus,’ : -

»Iﬁolita, and“Emelye are‘important.~ Tupper felt that.Theseus

| symbolized Prince Lionel, Ipollta stood for his W1fe, the Countess
| of Ulster, and Emelye deplcted the Countess S 31ster, Maud Ufford,
who was the mother of Robert de Vere. He even companed the battles

ﬂfbetween the Engllsh by birth and the Engllsh by blood (descendants of

in the poem between the Athenians and the Thebans.” . He also contended
that the poem was a tribute to the Countess of Ulster, whom.Chaucer

had served in his youth and p0551bly-dur1ng,her fateful SOJOHTﬂmln'a

Ireland.

Aix\gust:as Bilderbec&is/hypothesis was refﬁted, SO haS‘Tupper's
theory also been disproved because of lack of substantiating evidence.

~ The two illegitimate sons-who~may»have-been¢born to -the Earl of‘Ormonde

gprior to his:marriage to Anne Welle are not considered sufflcient ev1dence

ofmthe.proposed'allegory'is rejected, the references to members-of thé"

royal family have little basis for ex:x.stence.6 |
The third attempt to find historical allegory'was published mach

more nec%ntly by'Miss Margaret Galway. In order to: advance her s

contention that Joan of Kent was r‘haucer'sﬁ"'patr'on."ess, and therefore

the subJect of the-majority of hlS poems, she has suggested that

Anellda was Joan of“Kent. She feels that the desertion of Anelida,

_the "feire" her01ne, by Arcite, the "fals" knight paralleled the

marriage.7 """"

An additional corroborating factor for her theory was tﬁé\fact

% /




N

that Joan of Kent?was called Johanna'in contemporary documents and o
b -
| also held the t1tlé>Lady Wake of‘ledel. In the troubadour tradition

-'these two appellatlons could be: construed to form.an abbrev1ated

| anagram of (Joh)ann-a Lide (l) & To strengthen herﬁmypothe31s Miss
JGalway suggested that Holland (Arc1te) had fallen.ln love W1th,Lady
| Fame who sent hlm travelllng (11. 19h~l96) | The facts that Chaucer

--stated that he knew not whether Arcite went travelllng wearlng red

»

and white, Joan! s'colors, or green, Lady Fame' s color, and that
Ar01te~was "clad in asure" (l 330), the color of the background of
Holland's arns, nere also used in an effort tofestabllsh Joan of Kent's
claims to identificationWith~Anelida;9

There is, in my opinion, reason to believe'that Chaucer did

intend to allude to contemporary figures in this poem as well as in

the Squire's Tale, sinceﬁhefso abruptly discontinued the composition

of both of these tales, and no.definite source3has been assigned to

cither of them.10 A reasonable assumption is that the occasions for
!

“ / N .
writing them no\longer:egisted. But, returning to Anelida and Arcite

Iy

,in,particular; inasmuch as the-refutations of Bilderbeck's and Tupper!s
theories are quite credible and‘Miss{GalWay*has-compared Anelida's
" complaint with a period in Joan of Kent's life when Chaucer was less

than ten years old and not likely to have been interested,in nor

acquainted with a court love affair, the question of whom Chaucer was

&

describing is stillgto be answered. | o L

o
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e _,ﬁa.hd,..,the "formel .evgle.-"} ‘But the Italian influenc'eS"'in""the"poe'rﬁ“,“““ﬁ‘o“‘t“é“d””’““"‘ff"”“m;'_*-”wf

" The usua.l prominent members of the English royal family plus a few

'tltled forelgners have been suggested as identifications for the

'I_'he »Par‘liament- of ‘Fowls - s e

No other poem among Chaucer's works has received as meny

different historical 1,nterpretatlons as the Parlia.ment of Fowls has.

" connection betwesn contemporary events and this ‘work have not

Brink remarked: "Undoubtedly the Parliament of Fowls represen_ts the

. -wooing of a person of high rank, crossed, as it seems, by rivals and

‘The only difficulty whith remains is the formulation of a theory which

Parliament characters. In all, seven separate allegories have been * .

recommended.

In spite of the fact that the many efforts to establish a

produced an approved theory, the Parliament of Fowls has been-

generally accepted as an occasional poem. About a century ago, ten

by impediments of other kinds."! Recently, F. N. Robinson commented:

"The Parliament looks, without doubt, like an occasional p:i.ece."2

is substantiated by the text of ‘the poem.

The two earliest 'hypotheses have been abandoned as untenable,

t

but they should be meritioned for the record. In the earliest of the

modern editions of Chaucer's works, Thomas Tyrwhitt proposed John of

Gaunt and Blanche of Lancaster as ldentifications for the "royal tersel™

. by ten Brink, made it impossible for the poem to have been written

. ; S J o
before 1372; therefore since Gaunt and Blanche married in 1359, they

%
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could not represent the "egles."h

Later the courtshlp of Enguerrand,%Lord de Couc1, and Isabel

k%

“ Plantagenet the daughter -of Ebward III, was offered as an eXplanatlon.5 |

Lord de Couc1 was 1n England w1th Klng John of France as a hostage by

s
4

- the Treaty of Bretlgny. Even though they were prlsoners, they'were

__entertalned at the English court as though they were honored guests. N Xl

b

The orlglnator of the theory claimed that Enguerrand de Couci had

2

| ‘wooed Isabel at Eltham and married her a year later. Fo Jo Furnlvall

_effectively discounted thls theory byjprov1ng’that the court wasnot

at Eltham in February of 13645

Late in the nlneteenth century John Koch postulated the theory
that Chaucer was honorlnv the marrlage alllance between Rlchard II |
and Anne of Bohemia and that the poem.wanwritten in 1381.7 The fact.~J

that Anne had several suitors, Jjust as the formel eagle in the-

Parllament of Fowls did, led hlm.to'belleve that this match was the

after that to have by choys al fre:", as evidence because Anne was of

occasion of the poem. He”01ted a blography of Wenceslas I, Anne's

brother, by Pelzel as his source of information. Pelzel stated that
the emissaries fromlRichard II came in January of 13%1. xghey were
graciously received and the proposed match‘was\regarded favorably
because Anne's engagement to the Margrave of Meissen had been brohenu
off and also because'Anne had reached the age when she could choose
her own husband. Pelzel also commented that Anne had been betrothed'
earlier to a prince of Bavaria. ‘This account by Pelzel.plus
Froissart's remarks relative to the ambassadors who were sent to offer

Anne a royal BEnglish marriage led Koch to think Qhaucer was celebrating

‘\;P\_

st he-gprangements for this marriage.  He even quoted line 649, MAnd- ~-momses

——

age and free to choose her own husband. Using these contemporary

R

¢
. -~ a.
g.J ] N
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documents as a foundatlon for his hypothes1s, Koch recommended. Anne of
"Bohemla, K:Lng Richard II William of Bavaria, and Frederick of Meissen

| as the ma,jor figures in the poem,8 but his concluding statement 1s  that

-~y

‘_YChaucer wrote the Parliament on Salnt Valentine S Day 1n 1381 "As a

‘ klnd of prophecy, not as a hlstorloa.l song."9
The second theory involv:mg Richard and Anne was origlnally .

“offered by Ollver F. Emerson. He agreed with Koch that the "formel™
| and-the "foul royal" were Anne of Bohemia and Klng Richard IT and that
one of the other two suitors was Frederick of Meissen. He did not
agree though that the third suitor was Prince William of Baiern-
(Hol_land (Bavaria) because Anne's betrothal to hJ.m was terminated in
1373, when her engagement to the Margrave of Meissen was begun. 10 The
annulment of Anne's bethrothal to W:Llliam was complete and apparently
satﬂ.sfactory to William's father, Duke Albert, because he began
negotlations very soon for an a]_liance between his son and Mar:Le, the
daughter of Charles V of France. As was p01nted out by Samuoel Moore, |
thls marriage treaty was never fulfilled for Marie dled in 1377. 11
Other reasons for assuming that the Wllllam-Anne engagement was
-completely severed\were Sir Simon Burley's pleasant association with
Duke Albert when he stopped in Brussels during his journey to Germany
'as Richard II's emissary seeking Anne's hand,l2 and Anne's visit of g
month* with William's parents on her way to England to marry Richard I1I.13
The new match with Frederick of Meissen must have been considered very
iavorable by Anne's father because he pledged the two towns of Brux and
| Laun as security for the contract. It also seemed qulte logical to

Emerson to assume that this engao'ement was not formally severed since

Frederlck finally forcibly took the two towns from Wenceslas I in 139'7.14‘




[
)‘ l‘ ’
R
e
!
L
s
i
I
;
¢
o
3
5
&
K‘:
Ak
B
e
-
&

@
i

i
y
;

ST

SO LR
:

A P b ey bty ot o i

S

R TR

ERHEEIS

R

R B e T R R A TR Y T R TN

i,

e s

v

el

The cont:Lnuous struggle for a balance of power between England

and France and between POpe Urban and Pope Clement VII durlng the - s

'_ Papal Schism of 1378 had made Anne a polltlcal pawn; therefore Eknerson |

reasoned that these controversies should ‘be _taken into aCcount. He

o dlscovered that Pope Clement advocated a French-German unlon, but Pope

Urban favored an Engl:.sh—German aJ.llance. In fact, the representatlve

You have 'he‘ard that our adversary is aboutwto marry from thence to

of Urban threatened to brand Charles -'IV, the father of Anne and
Wenceslas, as a heretic if %nceslas I supported French Pope Clement,.'
This threat also precluded a military alliance with France, so Anne's

brother wrote to Richard II seéking a closer affiliation with England.

' This overture s then, led.‘to the marriage of Richard and Anne.l>

He also "uncovered two statements which suggested tlfat the Dauphin,
who became K:Lng Charles VI in September of 1380 was the French

cand_ldate for Anne's hand. According to Froissart, when Charles V of

g

Fjra'nce s who was dying, learned of the new relationship between England

- and Germany, he instructed h_is courtiers: "Seek out in Germany an

alliance for my son, that our connections there may be \st,rengthe‘ned.

increase his alliance."l6 The other assertion was made by Adam of Usk, &

~an English chronicler, who stated that "The said Lady Anne was bought

for a price by our lord the king for she was much sought in marriage

by the klng of France."17 N

Sin.ce, aecording to these reports, Frederick of Meissen and

| Charles VI were both suitors for Anne's hand at the same time that

Rlchard II was, Emerson suggested them as identlficatlons for the two
1esser tercel eagles. A later entry by Fro;ssart indicated that

Charles V may have been referring to another German princess when he

B
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| request.ed on his deathbed that a marriage alliance for his son should | L

" negotiations.<0

be sought in Gema.ny to offset the English-Behemian alliance. This

| entry hee been breught fomrd by another scholar as evidence that
| B Charles VI uas not a suitor i‘or Ame 018 Hcm'ever9 t.he fact that. Anne

" needed and meeme;_d a safe-conduet paeepem from Charles VI before she

resumed her journey to ;Englemil? mey indicate that Charles VI was

interssted either in Anne herself or in p\reven{;ing her marriage to

‘Richard -- which, we do not know. If he was interested in Anne, then

he can be considered a Jsuiterﬁ_in the allegory of the poem, but if th |
was only intere$ted in stopping the marriage, he does not fit the |
allegory. He did marry Ig}ébella of Bavaria in 1385. #

The fact that the English king claimed France as English
territory anc:‘\l\ ‘therefore did not recognize Charles VI as king of France
makes the presentation ei; Charles as an ordinary tercel eagle
understandable. Frederick , on the other hand, was the heir to a small
principality; consequently he did not deserve to be represented by a
"foul royal" either. - |

- Like Koch, Ermerson thought that lines 645 £f., which state the
request of the "formel egle" for free choice of a husband; referred to
Anne, who had reached the age Wh'ich gav‘e_;“her the right to cheose her

own husband. He also felt that the fo'rmel's‘request for a "respit"®

| ‘in which to make a decision alluded to the year which was consumed by

it

Another hypothesis was offered by'Miss Edith Rickert. Her theory

. propoeed John of Gaunt*s eldest d&ngh‘ter Philippe as the femel eagle,

King Richard II as the royal 't.ercel W:Llliam of Bavaria as the second

tercel eagle, and John of Bleis as the third fowl ,sult.or.zl

&
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The Duke of Lancaster's ambition for the throne, or at least his

'de51re to dlvert the llne of succe531on to hls own llne and hlS lack

of popularlty in the House of Commons and W1th the peasantry, was

L3

‘suggested as the social and polltlcal situation that Chaucer chose to

deplCt‘ WhYs Mlss Rleert asked, had the duke allowed hls eldest ’”"f”““””“”“"'“w

daughter to reach the mature age of twentybone unmarried if he did not

have royal ambitions? For this reason she suggested.that Gaunt. was

 trying to arrange a marriage between the two cousins. The“dncertainty

of the formel was attrlbuted to the possibility of a marrlage between

_Richard and Anne of Bohemia. Actually, even if the duke did aspire to

control the throne, it would have been very poor pOlle on Chaucer's
part to have focused attention on his hopes since the duke's ﬁopularity

was so uncertain and a foreign alliance for Richard was much more

beneficial to England. 8

b

Because John of Gadnt sent‘emiseariee to Duke Albert, the
father of Willigm of Bavaria, to seek a marriage for Philippa, - .
William was Qamed as the second suitor. Unfortunately Gaunt's
repreeentativee wégigreceived unfavorably; therefore, to my mind,

William was never a suitor of Phili:ppal"s-.-- | |

John of Blois, who was a prisonerrof the English, was nominated
for the third sditor; According to.Froissart 'John of'Blois was
offered his freedom and Opportunlties to become duke of Brlttany
under alleglance to the English king and to marry Phlllppa of Lancaster;

He was willing to marry Philippa if he were freed from England, but he

"freedom, he did not do so when he was: released in 13873 consequently he

[«

S

can hardly be called a sultoﬁ elther.
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R When one looks at this theory as a whole, the identifications
for the major bird charaéters are very remote posSibilitiés, but |
Miss Rickert's explanation of the bird‘parliamént»as a satire on the

polltlcal factlons which made up the Brltlsh parllament is qulte'

credlble. She clalmed that the "fbules of ravyne" were the noblllty,

PR

’ !. : the water fbwl were the great merchants, the seed fowl were the

.

Vg e

31mple country gentry, and the worm fowl were the workingxclass.

Miss Rlckert's point, of course, was that Chaucer satimized the lower '

classes to please John of Gaunt.
. The next theory was postulated by Héldgethraddy who, after -
‘considerable research, came to the conclusion that thq Parliament of

Y

Fowls alluded;to the marriage hegotiations for Richard and Marie of

‘&__\

France which he claimed were instigated bymEdwagp“III's ambassadors

at fhe peace conferences of 1376.2%. Braddy conjecturéd that Chaucer!s
t?ips to the continent in 1376;1577 were’for the purpose.of’representing
England at the peace conferences at Buenen and Bruges;23 Since it was |
not unusual for marriage alliances to be used to cement peace

treaties, Braddy assumediihat Chaucer might have been involved in
k\discussing both pe&cenand marriage negotiations; When he found an
'écéount of the conferences by a cqntemporéry French chronicler N -
(Proissart aiso records this infogaation) who stated that marriage‘ "“
between Richard, the son of the Black Prince, and Marie, the daughter
 of Charles V of France; was discussed at these peace'coﬁférencés, he
suggested Riéhard and Marié‘dé identificatibﬁs fOr'the rbyal'ter¢e1

ahd'the formel eagle.24
| | .

T~ Since William of Bav*arj&axh‘ad‘ already been a suitor of Marie's - s
| - & for é’feW'yéars, Braddy had no trouble naming
. . ’ \ -

n as the second tercel
A\

- A
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eagle.' As I'mentioned before ,22 ‘almost immediately' after' the annulment

of‘Anne of Bohemla's betrothal to Willlam, Duke Albert sought to -

arrange a marrlage treaty between his son and Marde.‘ His prop031t10n

’m;was agreeable to Charles V and the marrlage contract between Willlam.uwgu*

of Bavarla "and Marie of France was confirmed on March 16, 1375. The
marriage never occurred, however,becauseJMarie died in 1377 when shew
was only seven years old.z,6 w; | -?‘ . | »

Because the third suitor_could not be: readily identified, Braddy-
attributed the.presence of’the third wboer to the'literany conventions
of'the "contending lovers" type of Story‘which requires three suitors
and one maiden. He also reasOned that "A contest in which William
was presente% as Richard's sole competitor would gét have been over-
flattering to either the,French'or'English court .27 ¢
The lines in which the formel eagle requested a "respit" and in
‘which the."parlement“ was adjourned were equated with the break in
uthe conference from late March till May first to permit the e@;ssarles

to report to theirrespeCtive governments. It'is durlng this lnterval

that Braddy claims Chaucer wrote the Parliament of Fowls. Braddy

concludes his argument with:this thought: "And we maywbelieve that the:
sudden death of the Prlncess Marie in May was the real reason why the
story of the suspended Parlement was never followed by an eplthalamlum "28
'Manly*offeredvtheifirst major rebuttal to this theory. He
Jcr1t1c1zed Braddy for using Froissart as an authorlty because his
accounts of these conferences uere written some'years after 1377 and

-are not supported by any'contemporary or axcanc documents. Manly also

c1ted some dlscrepanc1es in the royal accounts; which Braddy also had -

used, which may mean that Marle dled before the conference began.29 |

Py
Aty
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. satisfying conclusion. ... .. & 0 oo

J”_much of a realist tovhave used the contending lover™ type of story

‘March to May is not a year and the position of the word M"yer" in line

‘6A7'does not make. it necessary for the rhyme scheme. If Chaucer were

,went.home in Ms;'r'ch.31

astronomers state that Venus is never in a true north-north-west

‘position over Britain nor was it close-in 1377. B. H. Bronson, in

de‘gree,s. away from north—_-nqrth—wes’o.3 b . !,

g

Naturally, Braddy answered Manly's accusations and did his best to .

/

disprove t hem.>0 Tb,the best'of my knoﬁledge, although the articles

continued, the debatetbetween the two men was nevér"brought to a

- To Manly's objecﬁibnsll would like toiadd‘myﬂbwn. The last two
suppositions in Braddy's theory}ére'the«ones which cauSé'ms to doubt
the reliability of his hypothesis. In my opinion, Chaucer was too

w . ‘g::

if he lacked an identification for one of the suitors. Secondly, from

uncertain about the length of time that the indecision would last, he

could have used a less def%@ite time measure. 'Braggy, himself, observed

’that the reassembly date of May first was set before the commissioners

8,

My third cbjection to the Richard-Marie conjecture concerns. the

stanza consisting of lines 113-119. Although Braddy definitely stated

\
that the astronomical allusion in lines 117-118 agreed with the position

~ of Venus in April, 1377,32 othér scholars who have also cohsulted modsrn

i

particular, asserted that the "stanza invoking Cytherea is believed

to indicate a position of the planet Venus which was most closely

’approx1mated - though never reached for>Londoners -~ in the spring

(Aprll-May) of the years 1366 137&, 1382 1390 1398 33 Actually the o

TETEN AL T ST AL T BRI T T it Ul S .
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closest that Venus approaches the merldlan of’London is twenty~two
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When one considers the Richard—Mar:Le theory in detail there |
b

just seem to be too many dlscrepanc:Les s therefore, I questlon its

valldlty .

v The latest and least credn.ble of the Parllamdnt of Fowls -
,‘allegorlcal 1nterpretatlons 1nvolves the use of acrostlc a,nagra.ms. - :
The manlpulatlon of Iine initials and 1n1t1als after the caesural | 'T",

pause produced letters which were arranged in a manr,ler which spelled
_ e

¥

out the names of Lionel of Clarence, Violanta Visconti, Galeazzo, and‘
Milan. These acrostlcally spelled—out names were proposed as evidence
that Chauoer was describing the marriage arrangements for Llonel of

Clarence's second marriage. The speeches of the second and third

tercel eagles Q%'evea.led the names of the two envoys who were sent to, g
Milan to open negotiationse. These two, Humphrey Bohun (Earl of
Hereford) and Sir N;’Lcholas Tamworth were "only suitors by proxy"
accordlng to MlSS Seaton, author of the theory. 35 | - .
The name of Edmind of Langley, Earl of Ca.mbrldge, was also fodnd
1r1 the deS’cription of t-he royal tercel. Miss Seaton explalned this b;
c1t1ng a postscrlpt at the end of the commission to the two above—

named envoys._ The postscrlpt stated that if the Llonel—Vlolanta

’negOt'i'at:Lons were unsuccessful, then Edmund was to be proposed in

Lionel's place. The outcome of this postscrlpt was. not explained. |

A rebuttal to this proposal by a Lehigh Chaucer semlnar student

‘followed in the next volume of Medlum Aevum Mrs. Katherlne Te

PU———

Eknerson pointed out that Miss Seaton had followed rione of the accepted

"

methods of" developlng anagre;ms.- - Instead she.....had.acﬂcummle,t@(i_ a stockpile .

el

of letters by wvarious methods from which she was able to construct the

:\né.mes she'deSired. To show how 1nvalld this method was, Mrs. Emerson

pe——

‘produoed the .names of Richard II, Willlam of Halnaut Fredferlck of Melssen,

»

-~y e

R . . '
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| _V_lsconti John Manly propagated the theorx that. 1t was. jlst, a jt,

Charles of France, and Anne of Bohemla by the” same method. Naturally
- the end result of th:Ls publlshed dlscussion was that 1f this method

of selection can be applled to both sets of sultors, it is proof for

o Y
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~neither one- of them.36 Thls conc1u31on I heartlly endorse.

-

Soon anotherxartlcle on acrostics and anagrams appé-ared; ~In this

R arzicle ac*ro_sti,c_vsf and: anagrams were clearly defined. Acrostics folloW'

‘#h inflexible method and proceed with undeviating regularity.  Miss |
| : 3

Seaton did not do this; therefore her conclilsions ‘are invalid. Mrs./

[

e

Emerson, on the other hand, ably refuted Miss Seaton but erred by

3y e
"admlttlng that any acrostic names whatsoever might be there." Lack

of an 1nflex1ble system for selecting the letters nulllfles the whole

____procedure, 37

As I commented at the beginning of this diseussion, no other
work of Chaucer's has elicited so 'Inany”‘bh?eories . Thomas Tyrwhitt
and Henry Morley advocated John of Gaunt and Blanche of Lancaster as

‘the major characters; an anons;;xj_lous author in the April 15, 1871

Saturday Review proposed Enguerand de Couci and Isabel Plantagene't-_;;
S |
John Koch, A. W. Ward, and Emile’ Legouis promoted Richard II, William

i/

of Hainaut, Frederlck of Meissen, and Anne of Bohemia; O. F. Emerson

‘and Samiel Moors pleadedlthe cause of Richard II, Frederick of MelsS

| Charles VI of France, and Anne of Bohemia; Edith Rickert defended

Rlchard II Wlll:Lam of Hainaut, John of Blo:Ls amgY Phlllppa of Lancaster, |

Haldeen Braddy supported Richard, Nllllam of Halnaut and Marle of

France 5 Ethel-Seaton trled to Justify Lionel of Clarence and Vlolanta

| Valentlne S Day poem, Victor Langhans conJectured that it was Chaucer's

b

}

own ma-rrlage; and others -.(H. Lange, M. E. Reid, T. W. Douglas, W. E.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
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Farnham, for example) have accepted port:Lons or comblna.tions of the

various theories. In spite of all thls effort, no one has proved | H |

conclu31vely that his theory is beyond reproach' therefore there is I
T8 t:Lll opportunlty for further resea.rch. - The encouraging ---feature‘- e
thls sn.tuatn.on is that the Parlla.ment of Fowls is generally accepted
: as an occasional- _p—o_em.38 ‘I'here is no doubt, though that Chaucer's
# manner of presenti”r'ig the three su.ltors did not puzzle his listening
public as it has twentieth century schole.rs. .
) W
/
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Although there has* been a°vasg*amount of criticism written

about Tr01lus and Crlseyde, a relatlvely small portion of it deals

with historical allegony. There is little doubt or'questlon that -
two of the allusions, the first two discussed, are reliable ev1dences
of fourteenth century affairs;’the other suggestions are still open to

- e T conjecture.

Quite early in Troilus and Criseyde Chaucer?madeﬁﬁhat mist be

.an,allusionfto a contemporary person. As Lowes pointed out many years

ago, line 171 of Book I, "Right as-ouregfirste'lettre is now an A," must

refer to Queen Anne because the line is an addition of Chaucer's and -
because line 169 is the one place that he.spelled.criseyde's name with
an "A" instead of anL"E"in order to maintain the rhyme scheme which
was necessary to introduce.QUeen Annels initial.i The use of
promlnently displayed royal initials was ordlnary durlng Edward III'

2

baw,
L

and Rlchard's reigns.
Later a substantial argument was advanced by Mlss Galway 1n favor
| of Joan of“Kent as the pattern for Crlseyde although she d1d agree that

the line "Right as oure firste lettre is now an A" is an allusion to

@ueen Anne. She reasoned that Chaucer wrote the Troilus at the behest

fef Joan to present to the King and~Queen as_a~wedding7gift.5 Joan's

amorous adventures were again suggested as the source for Chaucer's
characterization of Criseyde but specifik incidents in Joan's career

= nwere*net paralleledrﬁith the heroine's action.3 - o
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'”fi”ff““”**““latter'was dead.z A -more- feaslble explanatlon is that John of Gaunt o

Ch s imede bl

. - .'
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In addltlon to the poem, the Corpus Chrlsti College manuscrlpt of #lg”

the Troilus contalns a frontlsplece which depicts a large gatherlng of

obviously notable people.~ Brusendorff made an early effort to 1dent1fy -

' -the 1nd1V1duals portrayed by the medleval artlst h ‘Miss Galway adopted

this chore and has a351gned the names of Chaucer's contemporarles to
_.each of the figures in the foreground 6} the painting and to some‘of
¢ those in the background. Chaucér and fourteen members of the royal
famlly'were proposed as models for the figures in the palntlng:' Among
them, of course, were Joan of Kent, Richard II, Queen Anne, and John
of Gaunt.5 | | | ”. .

Until 1957, these feW'parallels between the members of the royal

., family and Tf01lus and Criseyde were the only ones citeds At this

time G. G."Willlams proposed a correlation involving John of Gaunt,

Katherine Swynford, and Chaucer himself.® He began his assumption by

commenting on the fact that in the Filostrato, Chaucer's major source,
Boccacclo 1dent1f1ed the chief characters as himself and his mistress.
According to Williams, Troilus and Criseyde were not Chaucer and his
~ mistress but Chaucer's close frlend and patron, John of Gaunt and his
1mlstress, Katherlne Swynford. Tr01lus, as well as John of Gaunt, was
a king's younger\son and Criseyde, like\Katherlne Swynford, was a
widow of lower rank, but here this parallel“ends becauselthere is no
evidence that Katherine was unfaithfuldto Gaunt . The_suggestion that
P

- their temporary separation in 138l was the result of interference‘by

Katherlne s father, Sir Payne Roet, 1is hardly tenable because the

and Katherine Swynford succumbed to the pressure of publlc 0p1nion. .

b

It was only a temporary separation because the entries in John.of
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Gaunt's Reglister for January 20, 21, March 6, May L, September 7, 17,

1381 and February 1lk; 20, 1382 record financial arrangements or personal

gifts involv:l.ng Katherine Swynforde The burning of the Savoy in June

,ti.me may have contributed to a separation of short clur:n.ti.on.8 It is

possible though that Chaucer's softening of the condemnation of

Criseyde as a traitress to love in comparison to Boccaccio's treatment

of her is an indication that he was alluding to a real person of his
acq\minte.noeo9

Another identification of Williams' preeente:‘Edward , the Black
Prince, as Troilus' older brother Hector. Again Boccaccio did not
emphasize Hector, but Chaucer did; he even made Troilus elmst a
Hector II .10 Willla.ms thinks that Chaucer did this because the Black
Prince was idolized and John of Gaunt was suspected of kmgly ambitions

toward the English throne. On the other hand because the very credible

astrological allusion in Book III, lines 624 ff. would date the composi-

tion of this poem about 1385 ,ll this comparison between Hector and
Edward, the Black Prinoe,, is not logical since Edward died in 1376, a.nd
there would be no political advantage in seeking patronage from him.
Williams is not ei;l;one in hieidentifiee.tion of Chaucer with
Pandarus. Nevil (:ogh:i.ll-\.l\_2 also considefed Pandarus .a? self-portrait.

Their conte_ntion is that Cheucer?s additions and changes in Boccaccio's

“ Ppandarus fit himself perfectly -- man of proverbs, court figuré,

diplomat, etc. 3 *
-~ Quite recently Williams added to his hypothesis by - reaseigning

U S T SV

., identif:.catlons for the pox'traits in the frontispiece of the Corpus

Christi manuscript of Troilus. He concurs with Miss Galway and

N (5] -~ B
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of 1381 and the damage to the other residences of the duke at the same
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.* prominent one, and therefore he selects the tall, blond figure in

Brusendorff on the identities of King Richard II and Queen Anne. He
reasons, though, that 1f the illustration'wa‘s made for John of Mt

or his descendants , the figure representmg Gaunt would be a

blue just to the right of Chaucer as John of’ Gaunt.

" composition after Joan of Kent's death; consequently he does not- - E—

The date of 1390 which Williams assigns to the work places the

think that she is represented in the foreground of the picture. She
may be in the background. |

Williams concludes his article by commenting that "The chief

-purpose of the frontispiece seems to be to emphasizéthe relationship

 of Chaucer and the Iroilus to the femily of John of Gaunt, nlh

In spite of the arguments to the contrary, I believe ‘that only

~ the allus:Lons to Queen Anne and to the rare ast.rologlcal phenomenon

of 1385 have reached the unquestionable class. The other theories

still contain too many loopholes to be accepted in toto. Chaucer may

have been stimulated to write the Troilus by the example of his
sister-in-law and Johx; of Gaunt, but since their separation in 1381
was of short duration and no evidence has been uncovered to indicate |
that Katherine was unfaithful to the Duke, I doubt that Troilus and
Criseyde were intended as charaéterizations of the Duke of Lancaster

and his mistress. On the other hand, if Troilus and Criseyde was

writt‘én,rin 1385, the idea that Joan of Kent was the pattern for
Criseyde also seems remote because her amorous escapades occurred so

long before. I do not think that t.he public s memory was any better |

then than 1t. is NoW,
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King's Works.? Hé also stated that the Mlylye floures" were

-with Frapce.3

 The Legend of Good Women

It'has'beenvgrgued-ﬁhat since the Book of the Duchess is

" accepted as an occasional poem, and the Parliament of Fowls and the

.'Hbuse,of Fame almost certainly allude to ;¢tual'persons and events,

o

it is likely that the Prq}bgue‘to thé Legend of Good Women was also
inﬁended to reflect contemporéry happeninés.1 Two major theories
ﬁéVeiBeen,presénted; the first, ﬁhich has béen discussed for well
over a century, is the identification of Alcéste with Queen Anne,

and the second is the portrayal of Joan of Kent as Alceste. The zwo -
theoriés will be examined in the order of their appearance in
literary criticism.

Although this paper was not designed as a discussion of the
priority.of texts, F (B) first or G (A);first,;ituis;impossible to
ignore the problem.becausg it is so closely allied with the discussion
of historical allusions. Some of the earlier;scholars.subscribed.tﬁ.
the theory that-the G (A) vefsion was the original and that Chaucer
had added the pronouncedfallusion to Queen Anne in ihe F(B)’version
in order to please her aﬁd express his gratitude for her political

assistance. For example, Professor Bilderbeck assigned the F (B)

version to 1390 because he thought that Chaucer wished to thank

Queen Anne for hisappointment on July 12, 1389, as Clerk of the

e ke B ARt T

‘removed from the god of Love!s garland because'of a three year truce

2
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% But in spite of all the discussion of historical allusions

% among the students of Chaucer, it was notureferences te Englieh

EL_ | history which.established the e;der of coﬁposition of the texts.

.%" - with a reasonable"degree-ofeqncurrence. Instead, it was the #

nopiceable differenee in the quality of Chaucer'e workmanship that
influenced the decision. ‘The‘F (B) Version;iejaJieosely joined =
collection of passages closely resembling Chaucer's sources whereas
the G (A) version, on the other hand, is a much more unified,
polished whole. Chaucer, it seems, was farther removedlfroﬁ_the
originals when he wrote the yevised G (A) version. As Lowes eXpreesed
' it, with "the words of the originals long out of mind,; he comes back
to the passage on'itS;OWh:meriﬁS, and turns the loosely - linked

cento into a compact, close-knit un1t."4

In an article about a year later, Lowes furthered his hypothe31s
b& discussing Chaucer's lines on medieval "old age" (G (A) 258—263,
315, 400-401), the effecteof"the rhyme scheme in re?dsioﬁ; and the
" fact that there is only a single manuscript of the”G (A) prologue
. but "a dozen or more manuscripts'" of the F“(B).version.5 Since theée
two detailed studies were made, very few questions eoncerning.ﬁhe
priority of texts have'been-rai;ed; the F (B) verson is considered the
original and the G (A) version, the revision.
Ae early has 1775, Thomas Tyrwhit showed a cgnne'gtlon between
F 496-497 and -Queen Anneféyr
And whan this book ys maad,gyive itithe quene,:

On my byhalf at Eltham or at Sheene. _

Rlchard ordered Shene torn down followlng Anne s death there |
. in 1391[7 and he undoubtedly did not inhabit it after that date.
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.3If ihe building in which she died was_repuléive tofhim,lihes of poetry i‘.wm“'h - %
whiéhlfefer to her spending ldng periods bftime\fhere would also‘have o
bgen_offensivé. WCh;ucer probably”remo&éd £he linéé in deference ﬁo o L g

!the kiﬁg's?wishes. Thé_factvthat they were omitted from the G version
}isnow'widely acéepted as evideﬁcethat it was the révision.: - “< | ;

‘ f?rofeSSor~Lowes was the first to suggest thattﬁewreferencésto Anne

- -were deleted because of Richard's grief over her death.

L
.

On.the other hand, Tatlock's date of 1394-1395 for the G
o

revision of fheILegend of Good Women can be disputed. "He claimed.

that the revision was made very soon after'Anné'S death;becauée

'Richard hadWrecovered sufficiently by tpéeﬁd of 1396 to go through

the marriage ceremony again.8 Although Richard dia marry Isabelnbf
 France in 1396, she was only seven years old and her age alone is

sufficient evidence to indicate that the marriage was never consummated,

- and therefore it would not necessarily have interfered with Righard's

grief over Anne's death. Richard's ﬁar?iage to Isabel was politically
desirable since peéce negotiations with France were ﬁndér consideration . §
and Richard was under~pressuie tbeend the war; therefore the poem dbés

not of necessity have to have been written before 1396. In.fact, later

—_—

in this discussion Miss Galway's theory that the revision was written

it i i iy T D e eyt e ey e ns i et s - . e Cee e e . .
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. to honor Queen Isabel will be examined. | ~

S A A A

In 1870 ten Brink also stated that in his opinion the daisy and
Alceste répresented‘Queen Anne. He was convinced that Chaucer had
ﬁwritten the Legend to show his appreciation to her for getting th

‘permission to fulfill his custom-house duties through a deptity,9

) St ORI e LADTERLUU A GO g oA L 20 Sl SIS S tvers:
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- But, in 1903, Tatlock produced evidence to show that Chaucer got the

preferment fhrougﬁ‘the efforts of Robert de Vere, Earl of Oqurd,
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and not the queen.lo His argument, though, was not intended to .

indicate that he denied Anne as the daisy and Alceste, but that the

v

incident ten Brink assdciated with it wasifallacious.-

CREEE
L

. Tatlock was convinced that the daisy and Alceste symbolized

.
e

some liviné woman because of the personal devotion which Chaucer

expressed in thé F version but omitted in the G”version.ll He B o

féfuted Lowés' theory thdt if.wés all liiefa?y'ééﬁven£ibgwg§;rg;;é |
~from the French poets‘he copied and directed toward Chaucer's ideal-

mistress. Tatlock pointed out, for example, that irt French the

R ST NS L b e Tl Ly mhwle b9 e Oy, i
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feminine pronoun must be used with fleur and margherite,but in
g English the neuter gender is used to refer to such inanimate objectss

Since Chaucer used "she" which is "wholly personal"™ to refer to the
vy

daisy, he must have had a living lady in mind who fit the descriptidﬁ'
better:tﬁan.the queen. Tatlock reasoned that

Chaucer wished to pay a gallant and delicate tribute.
to his queen; that he adopted a well-recognized form,
poetic praise of the daisy, which at once set people
asking who was really meant; his overt answer in the
poem is - Alcestis; an answer which, considering
contemporary custom and the strength of his language,
was hardly quite satisfying, yet took the crude edge
off the identification with the queen; the more
subtle answer is indicated when Alcestis herself

says at the end that the whole completed poem is

to pe laid as a tribute at the feet of Anne.l<

‘ X

& | He went on to suggest that Anne may have introduced the flower

and leaf cult in England. Since she was YOung and thefashion—ieadenﬂ
of her day, shé.oould:easily'have imported it. ' This, of course, WOuld
_also explain the manner in which tHé“flOwef\and-leaf poetry of Machaut,-

Froissart, and Deschamps progressed to England. Chaucer's own
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_ acquaintance with the works of.these\pdéts plus his willingness'to» | u; ﬂ“ R
borrOW'from.them and his devotion to the royal family add to the
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plausibility of the theory that Anne’was the recipient of Geoffrey's
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cdmpliment.'

Anne possibly was connected with the poem.ln another way.'

'Llnes F- 341 ff. contalned admonltlons to a ruler about the way in

whlch he should govern his people. Through the. lips of Alceste -

| (Anne?), Chaucer may'have cautioned the klng to beware of flatterers

and peOple that carry false tales. In fact ‘he was qulte explicit - =

MFor in youre court ys many a losengeour" (F352), It was probably

the words "inxyoure court" which suggested that Alceste was speaking
to King Richard as the god of love. in,the middle 1380's, Richard
did attempt to take over his own, government, but his W1llful

tyrannical character and hlS dependence on his court favorltes led

to extreme dissatisfaction in the'klngdom. Because of this 51tuatlon,

_ there 1s little doubt in my mind that. Chaucer's admonltlons to the god

of love probably do refer to this periocd in English hiétery.13
;In_19lA, Bernard L. Jeffefson outlined the existing theories.
}Hegconcisely stated the ideas which,support the Anne theory and those
which tend to disprpve.it,: Since the supporting theories'with few
éXCeptidns have been covered already, only the main otjectidns will
be n6ted here. Professor Kittredge had asked these questions. If
Alceste were Anne, why did Chaucer tell her to send it to herself,

and since Alceste descended to Hell, would this be complimentary to
, ™

Anne? Citing F510-522

' _MHastow not in a book, lyth in thy cheste,
The grete goodnesse of the quene Alceste,
That turned was into a dayesyej; | S,
She that for hire housbonde chees to dye, -

 And eek to goon to helle, rather than he, | u_‘ : -

'And Ercules rescowed hire, parde,
And broght hir out of helle;agayQ&to blys?"

\
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And I answered ageyn, and sayde, "Yis, .

Now knowe I hire. And is this good Alceste, |

The dayesie, and myn owene hertes reste? - | .
Now fele I weel the goodnesse of this wyf,

That both aftir hir deth and in hir 1lyf P
Hir grete bounte doubleth hire renoun. \\__/ .

" 'hE’EI%b\eshed'hOW'Chaucer could have written these lines as a

| compliment‘to Queen~Annes%sShe'was only niheteeh or twenty'years old

| z at thls time and Very much allve, Alceste could not be Anne.14

After weighing these arguments, Professor Jefferson came to a

i onclu31on which other scholars15 have accepted generally and which

I find most tenable. He proposed that Alceste equalled the daisy -
and Anne equalled the daisy, but Anne does not have to equal Alceste.
HisweXplanation is as follows:f the first 210 lines honor Anne and
Anne alone; the middle portion from,line 210 to 1i;é 430 he consideféd
a ﬁgatral zone in which Queen Anne, Alceste, and the daisy merged into

one another by an almost indefinable and dreamlike process. In the

I/st 150 lines of the Prologue Alceste stood practically alone, Queen

Anne was involved only when the daisy entered and the daisy participated

orly to a slight extent.l6

. There is another bit of sdpporting eVideﬁce1fOr'the Anne theory =—-

Lydgate, a follower of Chaucer!'s, asserted'in the Prologue to his

Falls of Princes that the Legend of Good Women was made'ﬁat the request

of the quene."
This poete wrote, at the request of the quene,

A Legende, of perfite holynesse, .
- Of -Good Women, to fynd out nynetene. 17 |

Skeat and Pollard reJected.Lydgate S theory, but most of the

» others, 1nclud1ng Root acknowledged the fact that he may be correct.

~

As Professor Root expressed 1t
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S Queen Anne was the 1dent1flcat10n of the god of Love w1th Klng = M_ i
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Perhaps Lydgate is reporting authentic tradition;
perhaps his statement rests only on his own inter-
pretation of Chaucer's Prologue. Even on this
latter hypothesis the evidence is significant.

The modern critic would be less diffident of seeing
in the poem a meaning found also by a nearly contem-
- porary poet thoroughly conversant with the conven—
tions of mediaeval poetry.l8

'One bybproduct of the theony whlch connected Alceste with

‘Richard II. The theory was dlscussed in detall in the last decade

of the nineteenth century and the first decade of the twentieth

'century by such éminent sCholarSEas'Professors Skeat,)Legouis, Koch,

—

and Bilderbeck. The only one who presented a real ar@ument in favor
of ‘the theory was Professor Bilderbeck.l9 He based his identification
of Richard on F226-232:

Yclothed was this myghty god of Love

In silk, enbrouded ful of grene greves,
In-with a fret of rede rose-leves,

The fresshest syn the world was first bygonne.
His gilte heer was corowned with a sonne,
Instede of gold, for hevynesse and wyghte.

and G158-164:

Yclothed was this myghty god of Love

Of silk, ybrouded ful of grene greves,

A garlond on his hed of rose-leves, .
Stiked al with lylye floures newe.

But of his face I can not weyn the hewe;
For sikerly his face shon so bryghte

.That with the glem astoned was the syghte.

In these lines he picked out the following points which the

‘god of love and Richard had in common: 1) beauty of face and auburn

or golden hair, 2) "lylye floures newe" which suggested the recently g

advanced claims of the English kings to the crown of France, 3)

39

of Richard's robes embroidered with circles of wvetch beans,-h)uthe

Pro—
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sun used ae a crownbwhich suggested a device‘ehpioying the“sungi
emerging from_behind a cloud which Richard used. e
:in 19OA,'Lowes refuted Bilderbeck's theory. He pointed out
Ithe correlations between the Prologue and its sources, the French
,Margueiite poems and the Filostrato of‘Boccaccio. The descriptive ;
| words he claimed came from the sources and therefore do not refer to
- ~*‘"""“'"‘“"K:i.ng Richafd II.ZO Later- Tatlock.dlscussed both.theorles and concluded _,wa;m_h
that ™in Alcestis! admonitions to the God of Love‘(F373—AO2, G353-388)
it seems not unlikely that Chaucer had Richard partly in mind .;. P
~though i can hardly ... believe that Chaucer was SO hmpertinent as\bo
F offer indirect advice to Richard thrdugh Anne."?l He went on to say,3
though, that G360-364"and 368-369, which were added, may refer to
Richard?!s coronation-oath which Parliahent-had forced him torenew
on June 3, 1388 in which he promised to observe the laws of the o’”‘
realm and follOW'the advice of the lords: and parliament, not that of |
flatterers. If this did not refer to Rlchard why was Chaucer so
. careful to add it to the original sermon on klngshlp in the revision? /

‘eGower, Chaucer's contemporary, was not afrald g% express himself to

Richard in the Confessio, so why should.Chaucer have hesitated?22

It is my opinion that Cbaucer was rebuking his young king.
w

The discussion of the Klng Richard-Queen Anne identification of

Ce=m

. .=|4 ,=4 11

“Klceste and the god.of love /has established only a feW'facts;

'historically*FL96—h97 must refer to Queen Anne, and it is difficult

——

to rule out King Richard as the 1ntended rec1p1ent of Chaucer's

T

B .adv1ce to kings. The balance of +he debate still falls in. the realm

- - I T T T

of conjecture,‘ S0 lt Wll-L be Wb]Ll tO exa,mlne' f’,h'e’""'cjtherf’fheof-y. - e e

Slnce it is qulte p0331ble that Chaucﬁr paid_ homage to Queen Anne”
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in FL96-497 only and honored some one else throughout the balance of -
. the poem, Miss Galway's theory may ‘have merit. It is her hypothe31s

that Chaucer honored Joan of Kent and the deceased Black Prince rather

than King Rlchard and Queen Anne._

Miss Galway divides the Prologue into two parts, F1-196 in which

ChauCer did homags to“the'dalsy~whloh symbollzed his Mady sovereyne"

| and Fl97-579 in whtch Chaucer related his dream.lnvolv1ng the god of
Love ahd a queen who 1ater proved to be Queen Alceste, dressed to
.represent a daisy.23 e

| The flrst facts that she attempts to establish are the
1dent1flcatlon of the god of Love with a. deceased person and the

e

widowhood of Alceste. ’The god of Love's "aungelyke wynges" of F236,
his‘halo described in ;2504231, and his remark to Chaucer hefore he
returned'to paradys® (F563) that "Ne. 'shal no trewe lover come in
from the earth and now inhabited_Vparadys." The god of Love was
"an authority on what_happens after death."24

The widowhood of Alceste was proposed by means of FALL3-LLL,
the use of the words "my relyke" (F321)‘byfthepgod'of Love to
‘describe the daisy, and Chaucer's use of the classical story of
| Alceste. In FLL3-44L the god of'Loue;oalled'attentionfto the length
K;pf.time that had'pasSed since he had known Alceste who was "so
charitahie and trewe" (F4L3); if the god of Love was a shade, this
- made Alceste-a widow.

. |
ﬂaThewuse of "my relyke", meaning "relict", to refer.to a widow

brought Miss Galway a rebuttal from Roger S. Loomis on the point

;that "rellolt" in the sense of w1dOW'was not recorded by the NED
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o uhtil 15453 its'usual.meaning in Chaucer's day was "treasure."25. She

answered him in a later"erticle with the information that "relicte"
in 0ld French had been in.use’in the sense of widew since 1363}ﬂend
that since €he‘eeurt language ﬁas French, Chaucer's listeners weuid
attach that’meahing to it. Also if it meant "treasure," why did

Chaucer remove it in the%G-versioﬁ along with many other "signs that

‘the god represented the deceased Prince™ ,20

The last of these,argumente;’the Alcestis legend, dealt with a
wife who offered to die for her husbaed, did die, andlwas returned
to. earth. To this‘Ghaueer added the transformatioe of Alceetis
into a dalsy.27 The use of this argument to suggest w1dowhood for
Chaucer's Alceste seems to be stretching a point since there 1s no
evidence that she didﬁanything suggestive of this story.

Feeling thef theuiines-ehe had quOted.were ample proof that the
god of Love agd Alceste represented living people, Miss Galway
proeeeded to advance historical facts to identify them.W1th Prlnce
Zdward and Princess Joan. The golden crown'whlch was replaced by a
halo she felt referred to the coronets w1th which Edward III honered
some offhis-sen328 (the Black Prince was one.of_them). hThe llneS*.
"for hevynesse and wyghte," she thought, may have referred to the
exireme phy51cal weakness which afflicted the Prince before hlS deeth.

Among the members of the court, the Black Prince was the only one

eligible to wear a crown or coronet who had left a widow who did not re-

* marry. King Edward had died in 1377, but Queen Philippa pre—deceased

him in 1369, so widowhood was not involved there. The Duke of .
Clarence died in 1368, but his widow remarried very soon after.

Prince Edward, the Black Prince, then, who left Princess Joan a widow,
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was the choice for the god of Love.29
To try to prove that Alceste was Joan of Kent, Miss Galway
cites lines FL99-500 in which the god of Love asks Chaucer

¥ "Wostow " quod he , "wher this be wyf or mayde,

1"t

Joan's hereditary title was Countess of Keni which ma have been -

imaen 5o

1ntended as a clue to ﬁifeste S 1dent1ty.30 In the same line is
a p0531ble allu31on whlch MlSS Galway'seems to have missed -- If
the title of king is a legitimate reference to the Black Prince, the

5.

title "queene" in the line F500 could refer to the facts that Joan

" would \have been queen if Edward had lived and for all practical

purposes she did rule during the early years of RichardlII's reign.
Professor Legouis had commented twenty-odd years before in his

Richard-Anne identification that since Anne was only in her teens,

she could hardly have uttered the wordsof-adViceﬂtO‘Richard; "They

Q’l.

were much mogemlikely to have come from Princess Jeanne, and to have

¢

been spoken with the authority and ekperience;of'aﬂmother."Bl This

suggestion of Legouis?! that Richard's mother;wﬁct his wife, spoke the

words of advi¢e was the foundation stone for Miss Galway's development
of the Joan theory« She conceded that Alceste's (Joan's) speech to

'the king#in-lines F3L2-4/41 was directed toward Richard II even though

it was spoken to the god of Love whom she had already identified as
the Black Prince. Alceste's advice was compared with Joan's intercession

'°injthe-Stafford-John Holland affair. During Richard's Scottish

expedition, John Holland, who was Joan's son by a previous marriage,

~ killed the only son of the Earl of Stafford in a fit«of rage. The

Farl demanded Justlce° SO Rlchard ordered Holland's -lands conflscated.

P

o

Or queene, or countesse, or Of‘wha;/degre, S
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Miss Galw&y commented that "Every word ofiher Alceste's 'speeéh'
(F342-441) which is unfitted to the offence of the lowly poet would
fit to perfection the crime of-the King's half-brother.">?
-‘Ten years after this theory was first.presented,Befnard Fn_Hﬁppe Www;wmwwwmm”f
objected strenuously to her analogy of these lines with the Staffordf
Holland affair. He called attention in particuiar to the fact that I
" the lines which Miss Galway says contain Joan's plea for John Holland
to Richard II are addressed to the God of Love, who she contends is
the Black Prince, in the poem. In the same edition of this journal

Miss Galway confeded the issue and abandoned this portion of her
theory.33

g ‘In its place she has substituted the efforts Joan made to maintain '

peace between Richard II and the nobles of the court.34 The particular

event to whi;hvshe alluded was the misunderstanding between Righard
and John of Gaunt in early 1385, which nearly resulted in civil war.
She cited contemporary chronicles to prove that Alceste's speech on
a king's duties was Joan's lecture to her son. Three years later |

Walter Weese refuted her contentions by showing that the chroniclés,

the Polychronicon of Ralph Higden, the Historia Anglicana, mention
" only the fact that Joan visited both Richard and John of Gaunt but do

not quote any speeches. The Chronicon Adae de Usk did quote three lines,

but the reference was dated 1387, two years after Joan's death. This
1ack of evidence madé the authenticity of this claim suspicious,
accordlng to Mr.Weese.35 But he had apparently missed a:much
earller note in which she revealed that W3131ngham.and a fifteenth
- century chronicler told the story-with similar details but dated it

at the "beginning of 13§5-"36 To this I might add that although I do- -
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not subscribe wholeheartedly to Miss Galway's theory, I do think

thét”cOnsidering the laxity which is ascribed‘to the chroniclers‘of

this period, it is entirely possible that Adam of -Usk misdated his

‘mentny.37

PRy

In order to answer the. claims of the Queen Anne theory, Miss

Galway had to explain the Lydgate verses which said that the queen

ordered that the Legend of Good Women be written. In a roundabout
fashion the lines were explained by this equation: Lydgate's queen =

Queen Alceste = Joan of Kent .38 Now, if Lydgate's proximity (1370 -

'14507) to the time in which this poem was written is considered, it .

seems improbable that he would speak of "the quene™ unless he meant
"the Queen of England."

There is, however, one other reason for possibly identifyirig
Joan of Kent with Alceste, which, in turn, will lead on to the
position of the G(A)-version in this theory. In the F(B)-versiogi

Chaucer euloglzed faithful maidens and falthful wives but not

falthful widows, but in the G(A)-version he spoke of all three

kinds of faithful women. If Alceste vas Joan of Kent, then Chaucer
was trying to spare her feelings in the F(B)-version since she was
betrothed to Prince Edﬁard within a few months of Ihomas:HQllandﬂﬁ
death in-December 1360 and married to him in October 1361.39 The
acceptance of a date after Joan's-death for the G(A)—ver31on'meant
tﬁat Chaucef could write freeiy because he was no longer restralned

'by'her-patronage. On this point in the theory Professor Loomis

~agrees 40

ther referénces weré'remgyed in-the G(A)-version which

/“"'" i

| 1nd1cated a change in the purpose for comp051ng the revision. The
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G(A)-version lacks line F212 in which the god of Love came "from

afer", lines F230-231 which described his. halo, line F321 in which

the god of Love called the daisy "my relyke", and. lines F563456A in

:whichihe returned "to paradys" at sunset. These differences all fit
Miss Galway's theory rather well and "As a result’ of theee-emissions

" the G(A)-version gives no'sigh that the god was a shade or the daisy

alias Alceste a widow; it restores them to the conventional status of =

- Cupid and'queen."hl

The reduction in the G(A)-version of the flattery accorded the

daisy in the F(B)-version can be used to advance either the Joan of

Kent or Queen Anne theory because the exponents of these two theories

each can cite the death of a "soveryne lady" to account for its

3

;deletiOﬁi

After Miss MarionjLosSithZEdefinitely‘discredited Professor

Lowes'®3 article on the sources of-theibrOlOgue to the Legendréf'

Good Women by finding closer parallels in other poems than in the ;

Lay de Eranohise,’Carleton BrownAA stated that he c¢onsidered the RN

»Prologue Wthh increased the feasibility of the Joan theory.

lF(B)-version. G‘ : | —

Alceste-Joan of Kent analogy very plausible. Miss Lossing'

scholarshlp made it p0331b1e to assign an earlier date to the

K«s
The G(A)-ver31on, as I mentioned before, has come to be accepted

as the revision by the advocates of both theories, eaoh having an

, . | )
explanation that is compatible with their interpretation of the

) |
The supporters of the Alceste-Queen‘Anne theory§~a§'was mentioned
earller in this paper, contend that ll FL96-497 ‘which ordered the poem

sent to “the queen:at\Eltham.or”at Shene ahd the lines of personal

-3
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adoration which were deleted in the G(A)-version were removed because

of King Richard's grief over Queen 'Anne's death.

The Alceste-Joan Of Kent theorigers foel that it was Princess
Joan?s death in 1385 .whichhcansed Chaucer to make the Prologue less
personal, but the_y can not avoid attributing the erasure of 11.F,496-
497 to Queen rAnne"s death .4 A

| ~ Beginning \d.tllx a comment of J. M. Mftl.nly"6 in 1928, that Chaucer

wrote "Rosamounde®™ for Queen Issbel in mid-November, 1396, Miss .

Gelway has built an allegorical framework to support the theory that

he revised the Prologue of the Legend of Good lomen to honor Queen

- . Isabel. She conjectured that if Chaucer celebrated Richard's

~ be "rothal to Princess Marie of France in the Parliament of Fowls

and his marriage to Anne of Bohemia in the Houge of Fame, he found

it politic to write a poem for Princess Isabel. But -- the age of the

new queen may have made the composing of such a poem difficult, so
he possibly solved the problem by revising the Prologue to t.he Legend
of Good lWomen.
The basis for this analogy was Isabel's ’heraldic emblem. When
Richard married her, she brought not the device already quartered
| in the royal arms 61‘ England and known as Old France, -
golden fleur-de-lys freely scat.tered over an azure
field, but the much-praised device introduced by
Charles V and known as New France, thrée liliés only,
- one below two smaller.
The Lyle floures newe" of 1.Gl6l may refer to the new arrangement
of fleur-de-1ys on the coat of arms wﬁich Princess Isabel brought to

her marriage with Richard II. Other evidence, namely the removal of




FL96-197 which most scholars now accept as evidence that the G(A)-

version was written following Queen Anne's death, indicates that the
| poem was written after 1394 and quite conceivably in 139647

In order to summarize the two theories quickly, 1 will continue
to use the order of their appearance as & guide. |

The .Queen Anne theory, supported by ten Brink, Koch, Skeat,'
Furnivall, Bilderbeck, and others, is the oldest attempt to explain
the poem in terms of contemporary events. Chaucer's roquest that the
poenm be sent to "the Quene“whhs'been accepted generally as a specifi?
‘-,reference to Queen Anne, but all the other suggestions are still
controversial. I am also inclined to accept the proposal that
Richard II is the object of the discourse on the duties of kings
because he was notorious for his tyrannically erratic personality.

Of course, the acceptance of this assumption fits both theories.

In the Joan of Kent hypothesis, Miss Galway pushes her analogy
too far. The rather marked omission of references to faithful widows
in the F(B)-version and the presence of them in the G(A)-version is
~ good supporting evidence for the Joan proposal, but the forced
jdentification of Joan as Lydgate's queen fbr'whom.Chaucer'wrote'the
poem and the sudden switch of identification for the god of Love from
Princeiﬁﬁmard, the Blaék Prince, to King Richard II are more than I
can accept.

_‘ It is quite possible, though, that Chaucer sought to honor both-
the King's wife and mothet, and reasonaﬁle o assume vhat they were

both influential in the court. The dedication to Queen Anne does not

k
necessitate con81d@ring her SyRoNnymous with.Alceste. Chaucer's

purpose in choosing the Alceste story was .probably no more than his c e
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desire to use a mwthical character whe, 1ike Anne, was a model of

- wifely virtue. Considering that Joan of Kent influenced her sonﬂs
“‘life to a large extent and that for allppractical purposes.she had
‘had three husbands, he conceivably decided that~it wnuld'Eé‘diﬁlémntic
‘to avoid the m@nﬁien'of faithful widgﬁs while Joan wms elive. |

Since it was not uncommon for literary men to exhort their rulers

on the subject of good government, I do not find it incredible for
Chaucer to reprove Richard Ii in a kindly, yet serious way. In
addition, I can endorse, without resérvatiéns, Professor Tatlock®s
suggestlon that 11.G360-364 and G368-369, which were added to the
original sermon, allude to a historical fact, Richard's renewal of his
coronation oath on June 3, 1388, at the request of Parliament.

Miss Galway’s supposition that Chaucer adapted the Legend's

Prologue to honor Queen Isabel is quite credible. The dedication

of the Legend of Good Women to Queen Anne and the reference in the

Troilﬁs to Queen Apne's first initial are generally accepted as

| poetic comments honoring Richard®s first qpeen. If Chaucer wished

to pay homage to Queen Anne, it is not beyond the realm of possibility
that he desired to express his respect for the new queen by alluding
to her heraldic emblem. |

In brief, my interpretation of the Prologue of the Legend of

Good Women is that Chaucer did wish to honor his queen and did offer

the poem to her, but I do not think that he was trying to record a

contemporary situation under the disguise of a "daisy poem."
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| . The Canterbury Tales

Of all the members of t:hem”;i]”.'g.i;:*i—.-m;ge bﬁly the knight has been e o

~ suggested as a word portrait of a membérvof the royal family. | |

Therefore, the knight will be discussed first; then his tad.e ‘and

the tales of the Squire, the Man of Law, the Physician, Chaucer )
(Melibee only) and the Nun's Priest will follow. ‘

‘There is quite a possibility that Chaucer's Knight is a composite
picture of Henry, Earl of Derby, who was Blanche of Lancaster's father,
and Henry, Earl of Derby’)who was Blanche's son and later Henry Iv.l

The elder Hehry was in his prime at the time of the siege of

Algezir, the raids in Belmarye, and the combats in the list at

Tramissene.?. In fact, Rymer's Foedora has been cited as evidence
that he was sent there.3 The document contains a letter of credence
dated August 30, 1343, sending Henry, Earl of Derby, and William de
- Montacute, FEarl of Salisbury, to Alfonso, King of Castile. To quote
Q Px;;fessor Cook: "If the crusading exploit by which Lancaster (Derby)
- is best known was performed in thé S@dthp that of his grandson belongs
to the far North, from which the latter doubtless bfought reports of

the table of honor."4 Since the elder Derby's exploits were well-

known and Chaucer was well-acquainted with the younger Henry, this is
quite possible, but I am inclined to agree with F. N. Robinson that .

the younger Henry's experiences at the siege of Vilna in 1390-91

came too late to have influenced the Prologue of the Canterbury Tales’

s , and the elder Henry was dead before the earliest record of the Teut.onic

v g
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table of honor in 1377.6 In my opinion it is much more sensible to

consider the Knight a typical émmple of the declining feudal system
patterned on all the knights of Chaucer's acquaintance rather | than
one in particular. _' |

Another possibility, advanced by J..M.Hanly, is that the
Knight was a composite of the Sdmpe'sf?'“who, oi: course, were not part
of the royal family and therefofe not part of this dicussion. |

The Knight's Tale itself has proven to be much more fertile
ground for the allegoxty hunters. Professors Lowes® and Fmerson9 are
the chief exponents of the theory involving RJ.Chan and Queen Anne.
They have based their comments opn the similarity between the natural
disturbance which wrecked the ship in which Anne of Bohemia had
arrived in England on B@@ember 18, 1381, and the "tempest! of 1.88
of the Knight’s Tale. The "feste that was at hir weddynge" (1.883) .
was also equated with the marriage festivities which followed Anne's“
arrival. The fact that neither Statius nor Boccaccio used the term
"tempest" in the sense that Cﬁgucer has used it makes these two
scholars feel that this is an addition of Chaucer's. There is no
question of the authenticity of the 1381 storm because Walsingham
described the event at the close of his account of 138l. Subsequent
historians like Stows and Holinshed also included it in their records.

As further substantiation, Professor Emerson adds line 2973 in
which Chaucer refers to alliances between countries. It is true that
England was very much int.erested in furthering her foreign alhances
because she was in serious trouble as a result of her long conﬂict

with France. Since Richard II's marriage to Anne was the chief interest
of the English Court in 1380-81 and there is a fair amount of evidence

~—




'tevindicate that Chaucer wrote the originaliPalamon abeut 1382, it

seems reasonable to assume that he was making allusions to current

'affairs,and to Richard and Anne in particular.l0 | ) =

Theseus and Ypolita have also been suggested as complimentary

- references te'Eduard III and Philippa. The character of Edward III
was mich like Theseus as Chaucer pictured him; Theseus S&W’th&t

showing mercy would improve his reputatlon as a merciful lord. Lines

Al7,48 ff. which tell of Ypolitags inter@essien for Palamon and Arcite-
have been construed to symbolize Philippals entreaty for the six
citizens of Calais.ll of course, Manly has suggested the ﬁossibility
that\it may refer to Anne's intercession for al% offenders in 1382 and
Jo Parr has advanced the theory that Ypolita's Blea could pertain to
Queen Anne's plea to the Duke of Gloucester for ihe life of Sir Simon
Burley in 1388.12

PfofESsor Emerson suggested also that Theseus may be Emperor

‘Wenceslaus, Queen Anne's brother, since Theseus referred to Emily as

suster" in 11.1853, 2818, 3075.13 This may be so, butyit does not

fit the basic theory any better than A. S. Cook's proposal that Chaucer's

madel for "his dashing and splendid young king in the Knight' Tale™

is Henry, Earl of Derby, later Henry Iv.l4 | |
Professor Cook appears to have been very mch impreesedby Henry

because he also considered him the pattern for the minor character |

Y,

Emetreus, who is described in lines 2155-86. Since there is nothing in

the Teseide to correspond to this portrait and Wylies® History of England
under Henry IV revealed that Henry actually had many of the characteristics
and worldly pessessions that' Chaucer assigned to Emetreus, Cook reasoned )

that Emetreus and Henry'may be one and the same.l> -
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‘In a brief note to the Knight's Tale, Manly suggested that

Emetreus might have been patterned on Richard IT.16

Similarities between the triumphal journeys of Chaucer's day,

for example - Froissart's account of King John of France's entry ’i-nte |

~ London as a captive, and those of the Knight's Tale were noted by

Hinckley.17

It really makes little difference how you arrange the various
parts of this basic theory; there are objectionable aspects to them .
all. If Richard and Anne are Emily and Palé,mn, then, first , who is
Arcite and, second, how can Theseus and Ypolita be Edward III and
Philippa since they were dead? If Richard and Anne are Theseus and
Ypolita, who are Palamon, Arcite and Emily? If Theseus 1s Wenceslaus
or Henry, Eai'l of Derby, or King John of France, who are the— others?

Before leaving the Knight?s. Tale, one must consider yet another

theory. As usual, Miss Galway proposed Joan of Kent and her suitors-
as living counterpa;-ts of the charact‘ers. ' She equated the dispute
between Sir Thomas Holland and Sir William Montague over poésession

of the Fair Maid of Kent with the fictional dispute over Emily by
Palamon and Arcite. Emily's identity was further established by the
fact that she wore red and‘white, the heraldic colors of Joan oi; Kent
(1ines 1053-54). Miss Galway pursued the theory further by calling
attention to the fact that Holland (Arcite) had the position of steward
of Joan's household and latef a‘promotion to marshal or constable ir; the

army of King Edward (Theseus). This, of course, matched the account of

Arcite's stay in Theseus®s court as #Philostrato.

Miss Galway also identified Enetrféus, who was Arcite's chief

supporter in the tale, as the Black Prince, who was Holland's chief

g™
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" defender. " In her opinion, mch of the description of Emetreus in lines';
l g f B 2155-86 can be applied to Edward, the Bl.acnk‘ Pririce. For examplé y thé
. fresh laurel wreath (11.2175f.) was appmpriate to the Black Prince
after his triumph as the comnander of the most hardpressed division
! Qf the English army at Crecy and h:Ls heraldic emblem contained the
alion and 1@0pard of line 218@. If this theory is correct, a draft of |
the Knlghtg Tale was probably read at a Feast of the Order of the
Garter on Apnl 23 s 1377 ,18 a date which also fits the theory that
Chaucer wrote a version of the Palamon and Arcite story quite early

N
Sk

in his career.l?

Although I do not agree with all the theories involving Joan of
Kent, this explanation of the 6riginal Palamon has fewer obstacles to
jts veracity than the other theories. When the tale was fitted into

J
the Canterbury Tales at a much later date, the references to alliances

with foreign countries plus a few other detailé may have been added to
bring the poem up to date. King Richard'.ls II's political situation
during the 1390's was uncertain enough that Chaucer may have considered
it unnecessary to' go to great pains’ to change the poem.

Like the Knight, the Squire is probably a composit.e/pe.cture
presentlng the best qualitles of that stratum of chivalry. Two
exceptions to this theory suggest young Geoffrey Chaucer or William
Montague as the model for the Squire. Young Geoffrey Chaucer was

offered because of his service as a page and later a squire in the

household of the Countess of Ulster.<0 William Montague's claim
" was advanced by Miss Galway in connection with her Joan of Kent

‘explanation for the Sguire's Tale. First of all, the young squire, . -

described in the Prolggue (11.79-100.) was wearing Joan of Kent's

\ ! : LS I
“ .
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| colors - 'whyfe and rede.' Second, he may have been permitted to

| accompany9the king on his raids into French territory, and last,

‘William Montague, son of the Earl of Salisbury, was noted for his skill

in poetry.<l

The allegory of the Sggire'é Tale has one generally assigned

‘character; Cambyuskan was King Edward III. Edward III was chosen as \'

an identification for Cambyuskan because of the resemblance between

' Edward's celebrations of anniversaries during his reign and the feast

described in the first part of the Squire's Tale. For instance,

Edward's coronation is reputed to be the occasion when the ceremony

of the king's champion was instituted. In the Squire's Tale the
strange knight also rode directly into the great hall and up to the
king.22 - 7

The earliest attempt to explain the Squire's Tale was based on

the Chronicon Henrici Knighton. Brandl identified Cambyuskan as King

Edward III; Algarsif as the Black Prince; Cambalo as John of Gaunt;
Canacee as Constance of Castile; the deserted falcon as John of Gaunt's
daughter, Elizabeth, the Countess of Pembroke; the faithless tercelet

| as John, the‘Eériaof Pembroke; the temptress kite as Philippa, the
Countess of March, who married the Earl of Pembroke after his divorce H
from Elizabeth; and the "brethren two" as Pedro the Cruel and his

bastard brother, Enrique de Trastamare. According to this interpreta-

tion, Chaucer intended the tale as a complimentto the House of Lancaster.23

Brandl reasoned that Chaucer was celebrating the valiant deeds of John
of Gaunt in Spain and praising the sympathy ofﬁConstanceﬁﬂor her
stepédaughter Elizabeth.

In the very next issue of Englische Studien, Kittredge vény ably
R :

@
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| - | . refuted Brandl's suggestions. Among other points of diaagfeement, he

~
£y

noted the vast difference in time between the events which Brendl

claimed Chaucer alluded to in part I and those of part II. Part I
»___”deealt with the English court before 1377, and par% IT paralleled
',/ the Lancaster femlly difficulties of 1389-90. Since the falecon 4
/f episode in the "Squire’s Tale" occurred the morning after the etrange

knight bestowed the gifts, it seemed incredible to Kittredge that Chaucer

might be referring to events separated by at least fourteen yeers.24
Twenty-odd years later in a note attached to an article on the
Knight, the feast to celebrate Prince Lionel's marriage to Vioclante
was proffered as a solution to this allegorical puzzle. Galeazzo II
was suggested as Cambyuskan; Elpheta, Blanche; Algarsif, Gean
Galeazzo; and Canacee, Violante. When evaluating this hypothesis, I

must agree with its author that such an explanation is "too faneciful."25

Later, as a side comment in an article on Anelida and Arcite,

Edﬁend Langley, the Earl of Cambridge, was proposed as '""Cambalus,
the kynges sone."26 Thig hypothesis was not pursued further, nor does
it seem worthy of further study. |

The fourth and last conjecture involves Joan of Kent and her
entourage. Cambyuskan is again Edward III; Canacee and the falcon are _\
Both Joan of Kent; and Cambalo, who ultimately won Canacee, is the |
Black Prince. The faithful fe£con is Joan in her youth and the
unfaithful tercelet is Thomas Holland, who left her to go campaigning
in France “for his honour," According to Miss Galway, Holland fits the
'descriptien of the unfeithful tercelet because he peti@ioned for the
solemnization of his marriage contract with Joan upon ﬁie reeurn fronf

- Franqe.27 Later Miss Galway'purSued the comparison furthef. She
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reasoned since Joan was adOpted by Queen Philippa after her father wae

executed 28 she is a l:n,kely candidate for the parts of Canacee,
Cambyuskan's daughter, end Cene’.eee9 the wife of Cambolo. This
exple.nation is acceptable as far as these individuals are concerned,

~ but unfortunately it does not account for identifications for Algarsif

or for the "brethren two'“ therefore the nddle of the "Squ.lre s Tale”

is no closer to bemg solved than it was before.

There has also been some speculation over the political inferences

in the Man of Law's Tale. Since both Trivet and Gower, who told the
same story, used Knaresborough Castle as the scene of King Alla's
mother's treachery, why didn't Chaucer? He probabiy did not name the
cestle » 8ays one commentator, because it was owned by Jomn of Gaurxt“,
his patron or benefactor. Gaunt's career fluctuated from popularity
to threats on his iife 3 therefore it would not have been prudent for
‘Chaucer to name a property of his as the scene of treachery.<9

Tied closely to this problem is the question of the identity

of the Constance in the Man of Law's Tale. Constance of Castile,

John of Gaunt's second wife, has been suggested since the attributes
which Chaucer ascribes to the Man of Law's heroine fit the personality

of Constance of Castile. Like the Constance in the "Tale", Constance

of Castile was exiled, married a foreigner, and was knom for her piety.BO
Naturally this idea hag been questioned also on the ground that John of
Gaunt and King Richard were frequently not in agreement and that it would
have been imprudent for Chaucer to focusAattention on John of Gaunt.3l
Since Chaucer has alluded to John of Gaunt in other places among his
writings, there is no reason why he should not have referred to him

‘in the Man of Law's Tale. The fact that he appears to have deliberately

ﬁ-/ . ' | . "

57




omitted the name of one of Geunt's castles adds credence to the
identlficatlon of Constance of Castlle wlth the Man of Law's Constance.
I agree with the majority of the commentators on the Physician's

e " Tale that Chaucer inserted lines 72-104, which cite the responsibilities

e, of governesses and parents, into the material he borroﬁed from.Li%y as
,a warning to his 31sterbin-law, Katherine Swynford. It is possible that
- he was cautionlng her because her conduct as mlstress to: John of Gaunt
was a poor example for his daughters for whom she was governess.32
N In fact, Ellzabeth, the duke's second daughter by Blanche of Lancaster,
was everything that Virginia was not. Unlike Virginia, Elizabeth had
become involved in a court scandal. She, in spite of her betrothal
at an early ageAto the Earl of Pembroke, had begun a liaison with
John Holland, whom she later married. 'This action, of course, was
v scanéalous because a betrothal then was as legally binding as a
marriage is today.>3 _ |
 Moving on to a later tale, one finds that two theories have been
advanced in ‘an effort to understand why Chaucer chose te“insert his

//?resentation of Renaud de Louens' adaptation of Albertano of Brescia's

Liber consolationes et consilii into the Canterbury Tales as one of
' the tales told by himself. Either advice to Richard II or to John of

Gaunt has been suggested as the purpose of the Tale of Melibee.

The earliest notice of the political flavor of Melibee was

Tatlock's comment on lihe 2389 - "Thou shalt also eschue the

conseillyng of yongvfolk for hir conseil is nat rype 1 He felt that

this line was directed toward Richard I, who had rejected the more
~ mature counsel of his uncles for the advice of court members more nearly
his own age. Immediately following this line in the source are lines

which comment on boywkings. Tatlock reasoned that the omission of these

Al




lines from the Tale indicated tﬁat Chauc;er wrote Melibee about 1377,
immediately folléwing Richard's coronation.3” Or the other hand these
lines could have been omitted becauée Richa}d had reached a greater'
degree of maturity and the lines were no longer applicable. Following
this lihe of thought, Stillwell feels'that line»2389 may allude to &
.date of 1386-1388 and to the counsel of ‘Robert de Vere, who was only
-'ﬁthree years older than Rlchard.35 He also suggested that although
Queen Anne could not be identified absolutely with Prudence, Chaucer's
audience probably thougﬁ} of the Queen when they were listening to
Prudence's discussion.36 .

Another possibility for interpreting Melibee involves John of

Gaunt, who wanted to launch a campaign in Spain to solidify his title
to the Spanish throne. Hotson suspected Chaucer of having translated

Melibee for the express purpose of warning John of Gaunt of the perils

of aggression.>! Gaunt, Hotson reasoned, should have had little trouble
seeing "himself as Melibeus and his own better sense (or perhaps that
of Katherine Swynford) as the allegorical dame Prudence,"38

Later in the process of a rééearchwpfoject on the sources for

this tale, Professor Severs found a French manuscript which contained

the same material that Chaucer used in the Melibee. Since the lines

that Hotson used to substantiate his idea were present in\the same
ﬂorm.ih this. source manuscript, there is little reason to think that
Chaucer added or subtracted material from his source in order to adapt
it to John of Gaunt's personal life or to his posi%ion on the political

scene.>? On the other hand, Thtlock's theory for dating the Mellbee

based on the om1381on‘of the reference to boy-kings was confirmed by

Severs! study. Not one of the twenty-three manuscripts he examined

omitted the line although some shortened it somewhat.ho

L
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Some interesting par.allels between the Nun's Priest 's Tale and

the happem.ngs of 1397-98 have been c1ted by Hotson. He reasoned that
since the Renart epic » Which has been suggested as Chaucer's source,
was "a satire o1l contemporery society, " 1t is not hard to believe when
Chaucer's additions to the orlginal fable are examined that Chaucer
intended his listeners to get an implied meaning. The nature of the
revelation, however, was so dangerous that it had to be cloaked in a
beast fable. The murder of the Duke of Gloucester by King Richard's
minions and the subsequent duel and banishments were hardly idle chatter.
First, Chaucer did not give the fox its traditional name of

"Renart" but instead named him colfox and later "daun Russel.

Between 1360 and 1400, there were two Colfoxes in the Court; both were
prominent men associated with Thomas Mowbray, Duke of Norfolk. The
relation between their name and Chaucer's fox was reveaied when one
Nicholas Colfox was implicated before an open Parliament :unmediately

~ after Henry of Lancaster usurped Richard II's throne. Colfox was | j

dccused of being "chief coadjutor” with Mowbray in the murder of. the
Duke of Gloucester in 1397. Colfox’s name was used for the fox but

his superior, Thomas Mowbray, Duke of Norfolk, supplied the colors
which Chaucer used to describe the beast. Mowbray was made Earl
Marshal of England in 1397, an office which permitted\"him to use the
"golden truncheon tipped) mth black at both ends" as a sign of office.
Lines 2902-2904 describe the color of the fox as "b::.tw:l.xe yelow and
reed,/And tipped was his tayl and bothe his eeris/With blak unlyk

the remenant of his heeris", The colorlng of the fox is a reasonable
facsimile of Mowbray's colors, but the representation of Henry

Bolingbroke s colors in the description of Chanticleer is even better.
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Second until Chaucer chose to tell the tale of Chanticleer and

Pertolet no one had bothered to describe the appearance of the cock.

."In the Nun's Priest’s Tale (11. 2861-286&) Chaucer portrayed the cock in

the colors of Henry Bollngbroke s coat of’arms - black whlte, azure, :

and geld. It is 1nterest1ng also to note that other. contemporary

| .popular poetry represented Henry M™under the guise of a fowl® —-

sometimes aquila, egle, falcOn, blessed bredd, etc..

The final character identification connects "daun Russell" with

Sir John Russel one of Richard II's hated followers.il

These comparisons between Chaunticleer and Henry of Bolingbroke.
Colfox and;ybwbray, "denn'Ruseell"and Sir John Russel are intereeting,
but only a guess, for Hotson acknowledged that he could not explain the
discrepancies in the days and dates which Chaucer was so careful to be
specific about. nor could he identify Pertolet since Henry's wife,

Mary de Bohun, was dead.

Since Hotson's article was published, evidence that Chaucer may
have beendescribing a particular breed of rooster has been offered.
Miss L. P. Boone discovered that the characteristics of the golden-
spangled Hamburg breed of chicken fit the descriptions of Chaunticleer
andkPertolet nearly perfectly., An especially noteworthy point is that
in this breed the hen is as beautiful as the cock, a characteristic that -

1s true of very few breeds of birds. Pertolet was just as brightly
plumed as Chaunticleer.4? ;

‘ f
~ Hotson's interpretation’is‘"extremely'conjectural,"43 for if
Chaucer combined the colors of Henry's blazonry with those of the golden—

spangled Hamburg, his artlstry is superlative, indeed.
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The Minor Poems .~ . P

In addition to the better-known and longer works which Chaucéfe

wrote, appmeMtely twenty relatively short poems have been
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attributed to him. Of these poems fourteen have been suggested by

LB

scholars as vehicles for references by Chaucer to contemporary

R LA g st

court personalities.

Since there is often disagreement over the chronology of the
poems, I have discussed them, sometimes in groups, according to &he o i
person to which they are supposed to allude.

In his 1602 edition of Chaucer's works, Thomas Speght described

SR AR Ro e A B AT et RN e RPN SR AL S

the poem called "An ABC" as "Chaucers A.B.C. called _1_.3 Priere de ) |
- | nostre Dame: made, as some say, at the request of Blanch, Duchesse /
of Lancaster, as.a praier for her priuat vse, being a woman in her
religion very deuout.™ Although those Chaucer enthusiasts who
subscribe to the idea that John of Gaunt was Chaucer's major patron
| may accept this comment of Speght's without reservations, there is
}xo corroboration for it among contemporary writings; therefore it

cannot be considered an established fact.

Since this poem is a translation of Guillaume Deguilleville's

Le Peleringe de la Vie humaine? and does not contain any additions

which might be construed as cont.empofary allusions, it probably will | ,

/

have to remain simply a prayer to the Blessed Virgin which Chaucer

translated for personal reasons.

Four of the minor po@ms, "To Pity," "To His Lady," "Womanly
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Noblesse,"hand'"The Balade of Complalnt" have been suggesteq;by Miss
Galway as expressions of Chaucer's respectful adoration of Joan of
Kent. Miss Galway points out that in "The Complaint Unto Pity"

Chaucer addresses the lady as "real excellence" (1. 59) and "regalye"

- (1. 65) In "A Complaint to His Lady" he calls her "hynesse" (1 70).

| These expre331ons, Miss Galway'contends, are appropriate tltles for

the Princess of weles,B*whom.Chaucer was also "certainly or all but

~ certainly" referring to in the "Ba\ede of Complaint". and "Womanly

Noblesse, ' Although these suggestlons fit the over-all presentation

vof Joan of Kent as the recipient of Chaucer's devotion (in the courtly

love tradition), they are hardly significant if the poems are considered

as individual units.

According to Shirley, a fifteenth century copyist, the short poem

.eurrently tltled "Lak of Stedfastnesse" was captioned "Balade Royal

made by oure laureal poete of Albyon in hees laste yeeres." He also
captioned the envoy - "Lenvoye to Kyng Richard." In another manuscript
(MS.Harley 7333), he stated "This balade\made Geffrey Chaunciers the
Laureall poete of Albion and sent to his souerain lorde kynge Richarde
the secounde thane being in his!castell of windesore.">

Although Shirleﬁ's uncorroborated statements have not always heen

accepted in toto, the dlsagreements over "Lak of Stedfastnesse" are not

concerned with the identlty of the person addressed but with the

#
chronology and source of the poem.6 To date, though no one questions
Shirley's statement that Chaucer was addressing his sovereign, King

Richard II.

-One other poem contains a possible reference to King Richard.

‘\,The poem entitled "Fortune' or "Balade de vilage saunz peynture"




may have been addressed to him. If the three seétions of the poem
and the envoy are considered together, Chaucer was probably alluding

N
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to the situation following the paSSage of an ordinance by the Privy‘
.Council (on March 8, 1390)'which prevented the king from making a.
ﬁ"i }gift withouf the consent of the Dukes.of Lancaster, York, and
éw . fglbucester, the three princes of lines 73 and 76.7 N
On the other hand if the body of the poem was wrigten at an |
ea;iier‘date, "thy beste friend" (lines 32, 40, and LB)mey be John

of Gaunt who was Chaucer's literary patron during at least part of

8

his career.
Although there is some question of Chaucerian authorship, "The %
Complaynt dfAmours" may have been written in honor of or for the use

of Edward III or Richard II. As Robinson notes (p.866) "An unintelligi-
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ble heading in MS. H declares it was made 'at wyndesore in the laste
May tofore Novembre.'!" The fact that "Chaucer became valet of the
King's Chamber in 1367, "the poem was found in manuscripts containing
other Chaucerian material, and "the language is in general consistent
with Chaucer's usage'" have caused Robinson to think that the poem is
almost certainly the work of Chaucer.,

Richard's second quéen, Isabel of France, has been proposed as

‘the recipient of several of Chaucer's poems, "To Rosamounde,"

 ‘5> "Against Women Unconstant,'" "rerciless Beauty," and "Complaint of %
Venus." %
. Over a quarter century ago Miss Rickert and Professor Manly ) h %

- (in separate publications) ventured to suggest that young Queen Isabel

=i

was the person Chaucer had in mind when he wrote "To Rosamounde."9_

Later Miss Galway elaborated on this suggestion and included the other




three poems plus the revision of the Prologue of the Legend of Good

Women whjch was discussed earlier.

The center of this discussion was the "Complaint of Vehus,"

e

~ which consists of three amorous poems translated from Sir Oton de

Graunson's Les Cing balades ensuivans. Miss Galway contendslO that

Graunson wrote these ballads and another set entltled Les su; balades

ensuivans as gift.s to Princess Isabel for her fifth and sixth b:a.rthdays

in November of 1394 and 1395. 1In Ju.l}r of 1395, Richard II sent
envoys to propose a marriage alliance between himself and Princess
Isabel. One of the ambassadors was Sir Lewis Cllfford an acquaintance

of Chaucer's, who may have carried Graunson's poems (Les cing balades

ensuivans in particular) back to England. Chaucer, to quote Miss

Galway, "joined the poetic game" at this point. He probably knew
Graunson, who had spent years in England and even vowed allegiance
to the English king; therefore it is not strange that Chaucer trans-
lated Graunson's French poetry into English for Princess Isabel ‘who
was soon to ‘*transfer her allegiance from France to England. Chaucer, |
also, changed the first and third parts of the poem so that they
praise a knight instead of a lady in order that Isabel might, if she
desired, present the poem to Graunson, who, in turn, mayhave answered
Chaucer in one of his farewells to Isabel. f

Miss Galway continues her explanation by suggesting that when
Chaucer met ‘the new queen in person, he wrote the ballad "To
Rosamounde" for her. Since he had celebrated Richard's first queen

extensively, he also felt the need to offer her 2 more elaborate work;

therefore he revamped the Prologue of the Legend of Good Women to make

itf\’_appropriate for Isabel (see the chapter on the Legend of Good Women

65




 for these details). When Isabel objected to the'recast poem, Chaucer
~/  may have answered with "Aéainst Women Unconstant” in which he complains
"of her over-fondness for 'newe thing.'" "Merciless Beaute® forms a
sequel to "Women Unconstant."
The sequence of these poems, Miss Gelway feels, was
“Complaint of Venus" - late 1395 or early 1396
S "To Rosamounde" - soon after Isabel's arrival in
. ~ November, 1396 | =
Revised Legend Prologue - May, 1397

MAgainst Women Unconstant™ - May - June 1397
"Merciless Beaute" - very soon after.

é

- She aiso mentioned thét Shirley must have been misinformsd by the
house of Lancaster when he associated Isabel of York with the
‘"Complaints of Mars and Venus." Isabel of York, though, may have

been the recipient of earlier verse that Graunson wrote. La Complainte

de saint Valentin contains lines which mourn a dead princess; since
Isabel died in 1392,klperhaps Graunson mourned her in these lines.l?
Shirley's marginal notes and the proximity of the "Complaints
of Mars and Venus' in some manuscripts have led some scholars to
o * think that both of these poems were addressed to Isabel of York.
Isabel, who was the daughter of Pedro the Cruel, King of Castile, and
sister to Constance, the second wife of John of Gaunt, married}
Edmund of Langley, who later bacame the Duke of York. Shirley commented
at the élose of the “Complaint of Venus" that "Hit is sayde that
Graunsome made this last balade for Venus resembled to my lady of York,
aunswering the‘Complaynt of Mars."2 At the close of the "Complaint
of Qars," he remarked "Thus eondethe here this complainte whiche some
% - . men sayne was made by [i.e. about] my lady of York doughter t§ the

kyng of Spaygne‘and_my lord of Huntyngdoun some tyme duc of Excestres.. .lh |

)




Since 'the're is no othér evidence to corroborate Shirley's
statements, some scholars have found it difficult ﬁo accept them
wiiﬁhout question. Some of the earlier ‘h'ssch.o].aur*s’.‘9 Skeat for example ,15
 accepted Shirley's association of thé wComplaint of Venus" with Isabei
of York, but most of the students of Chaucer today are not completely
- convinced. | | '

Shirley's cdmméntary on the. "Complaint <f Maré“ elivcit.'e'c‘:l" a mch
greater response. Isabel of York's affairs as an occasion for the
"Maprs" was accepted reluctantly by Skeat and Fumlvall.16 In 1896,
Manly published his evaluation. He felt that the poem was merely an
exercise describing an astrological event in terms of human action and
emotion. He concluded that it was possible for Isabel of York and John
Holland to have been the subjects of the poem, but it was unlikely that
it could ever be proved.17

QThis evaluation remained acceptable until Brusendorff re—examined
the poems and pointed out lines in t.hﬁe two poems which fit the personality
of John Holland reasonably well. Holland was a good example of
knighthood (cf. 11l. 11f. of "enus"); he also had a poorly controlled |
temper which fits lines in "Mars” (11. 36f.). A third quotation
(11. 64-67 of "Mars"), Brusendorff felt, may have alluded to John
Holland's forced retirement following the death of the soh of the
Earl of Stafford at hié hands. Because tk;t\ese lines are appmpﬂate
~ to John Holland, Brusendorff concluded that Shirley was correct and
Holland must have been involved in an affair with Isabel of York while
he was hiding from the law. He also decidéd that Shirley's remark that

“Mars" was written at the command of the Duke of Lancaster was

understandable because John Holland had seduced Ellzabeth, John of
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% o Gaunt's daughter, (he later married her) and this was ah Oppdrtunify".
to "jeer" at ﬁhe man who hadﬂ;toleh hi§ daughter's horior.18

Ge H; Cowling quickly replied gé-Brusendorff's statements. He
- commentéd that there is.n§ evidence that theré ﬁas an affair between
 John Holland.and'Isabel of York, but there is no question that there BN
was a 1iaison between John Holland and Elizabeth of Pembroke, John of
Gaunt's .daughter. Cowling feels‘that the poem was intended to
congratulate this youhg couple and £: gloss over the unsavory beginning
of their marriage. AiﬁhoughtI do not necessarily agree with Cowling
that John Holland and Elizabeth of Pembroke were the major characters
in the ﬁMars," it seems much more consistent with the time in which
he lived for Chaucer to zmeliorate a touchy situation ﬁithin one part
of the royal family than to invitelgge ire of Edmund of Langley,

another of Edward III's sons, by casting aspersions on his and his

wife's name.

The "broche of Thebes" (1. 245 of "Mars") is possibly a play on

words according to Cowling - portionsiof the lady's name, Elisebeth of
Pembroche, form the necessary words.i He was cog§inced, also, that
Shirley was correct when he stated that "Venus" was a sequel to
"Mars." The second poem was "another defence" of the marriage of
Elizabeth of Lancaster and Sir John Holland, aftefwards Earl of
Huntingdon.19

As an-adjunct to her discussion of Joan of Kent as Alceste,

Miss Galway suggests that the "Complaint of Mars" presents in

allegorical form the story of the liaison between Thomas Holland (Mars)

and Joan of Kent (Venus) before their official marriage. Phoebus may

® pepresent Edward III who sent Holland off to war in Frence. The
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“ | flight of Venus to Cilenios may symbolize Joan's temporary alliance
with William Montague, the Earl of Sallsbury.20 |
The most recent proposal of an occasion for the "Complaint of
Mars" was put forth by G. G, Williams, who dlsagrees with Ma.nly'
| theory because "the lack of astronomical reallsm in the poem argues b
| against 1ts belng a mere astronomical exercise, and many detalls of
statement and of dlctlon argue for its being a fanclful deplction of
a flesh and blood love affair." Williams suggests that Mars is John
of Gaunt, Venus is Katherine Swynford, Cilenlos is Chaucer himself,
and Phoebus is probably William Courtenay, the Bishop of London, who
was one of Gaunt's severest crities. . ‘
During the period of time between the deaths of Prince Lionel .
and the Black Prince, John of Gaunt was"thridde hevenes lord above,/
as well by hevenysh revolucioun as by desert,..." Between the deaths
of his two brothers Gaunt was third in line to the throne as well as
| being the third most powerful man in the klngdom, financially and
militarily. |
~If Gaunt is Mars, Katherine Swynford must be Venus. Their
alliance was the only semous extramarltal affalr that Gaunt
indulged in. Since they lived together for nearly thlrty years and
eventually married, the publlc crltlci‘sm probably was felt sharply by |
Gaunt. He may have requested Chaucer to write the poem, as Shirley |
contends. | |
Although Williams recognizes that we pmbably will never know

whether Katherine was forced to flee as the poem depicts Venus l,fleeing

from Mars, he speculates that "Cilenios'! tour" may have been Chaucer's

o
oA *

“Aldgate residence and the most logical place for Katherine to seek refuge.
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 The "Cbmplaint of Mars,"_then;'according to Williams, is a plea |

for toléranée for John of Gaunt's illieit love affair with Katherine

Swynford which had been so severely criticized by Knighton and

Walsingham.<l

Whe'ther\"Mars" is an occasional poem or not is almost impossible
to determine, but bhé intrcduction of»non;éstronomical &i§ti6A;.w”””.
Shirléy's comments, and the presence of descriptive details which may
be clues to the occasion for the poem should at least cause the reader
to keep an open mind,

The poem which may be Chaucer's last composition and also the
only one among the minor poems to allude to genry IV is "The Complaint
of Chaucer to His Purse.”" The "Complaint" itself is not addressed
to anyone in particular; therefore it might have been writﬁen.earlief
than the envoy, for King Richard II to hear.?? If it was written
earlier, I see no reason why it might not have been inﬁended for John

of Gaunt to hear since he had given Chaucer pensions in the past.

The poem also does not indicate the rank of the person being petitioned.

The "Envoy," which is present on all but three of the eight
manuscripts, plainly refers to HenrY's acqﬁisition of tbe_throne on
September 30, 1399 by "free eleccioun" of Parliament.<’ In 1398,
Richard had banished him from England for ten years; therefore when

Henry returned in 1399 and forced Richard II to abdicate, he claimed

. the throne by conquest. He claimed the throne by right of succession,

and Parliament declared him king by free election.?4 Thus Henry IV was

«e+ Conqueror of Brutes Albyon,
Which that by lyne and free eleccioun

Been verray kyng,... ("To His Purse" 11.22-24.)

No one doubts that in this poem Chaucer was addressing a
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L particular member of the 'royal family, gspecially since Henry v

~ granted Chaucer an additional forty marks on October 3 ’ 1399,25 and

_confirmed Richard II's grants to him o%‘{ 20 a year and a butt of wine

on October 18th of the same year.26
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The Royal Family and Chaucer's Works

In order to be cértain that tﬁe names':rerferred to in the

- dis‘,cus'smsions;\oﬂf Chau;:er's }ndividual works are not justw a":,jumbled'
mé.ss of character identifications, I have compiled a chart which
utilizes the persons of Chaucer's acquaintance for its principle of
organizatior{. Each individual is shown in relation to the works

and characters for which he has been suggested as an identification.

I would also like to point; out that in the process of research

and in an effort to be factual it is not difficult to forget that these

cognomens were identifications for "real™ people. We mst remember that,
Chaucer's contemporaries had;all the anxieties and proble;ls, peculiar‘ to
their age. They were constantly striving to advance their buéiness
and social positions; they had problems to solve in their personai.
lives; Just as we do. We musto also recognize the fact, though, that |
the society in which they livéd was organized on a different plan.

Since the years of Chaucer's lifetime included '—the reigns of
three kings - Edward III, Richard'II , and Henry'IV - and Qhaucer
enjoyed the favor of each in his turn, it is n&tﬁstrange that they‘
have been propose‘d as models for his character‘s‘. The first of these
kings was the gréndfather of both of the rulers who followed him.
although he had designated only Richar%d as his heir. ‘Henry usurped
Richard's throne on 1399, -- ‘

Edward IIT with his queen, Philippa of ‘Hainault, had been the

reigning monarch of England since 1327. During his 'sovereignt;y

A




the Hundred Years' War over England's claim to Acquitaine and later
the crown of France was begun and waged intermlttently'until a time
long after his death in 1377. It was the many rami fications of this
L\r'which ser#ed as inspirations for the suggested allusions to
contemporary affairs in Chaucer's works.

o Since the Prince of Wales, Edward the Black Prince, eredeceased
his fether; King Edward III named his grandson, Pfince Richard,}son
of the Black Prince, as heir to the throne. It is not strange then, -
inasmuch as Richard'e reign coincided with the height of Chaucer's
llterary productlvity, that his marrlage negotiations caused the
largest number of conJectures. He actually married Anne of Bohemia,
the daughter of the emperor Charles IV, and Isabel, the daughter of
King Charles VI of France. In addition to minor references, the

- House of Fame, the Parliament of Fowls, and the Legend of Good Women

have each been suggested as an occasional poem honoring Richard and
&

Anne, his first bride. The immatufit§'of Queen Isabel, who was only

seven years old when ehe married Richard in 1396, is probably the

reason that only a revision of the earller Legend of Good Women and ——

a few minor ballads were credited to her honor.

The third occupant of the English throne durihg Chaucer's

lifetime was Henry of BolingbrOR;, Earl of Derby. He was the eldest

eon of John of Gaunt and Blanche of Lancaster. Through a series of
circumstances which cannot be Qescribed‘here, Henry usurped the throne
~ef Richard II, basing his claim on the right of conquest, the right of !
1 2

| inheritance, and the right of election.

.\ potentielxking who died too soon was Edwerd)~the Black Prince.

. He was the first son of King Edward III and Queen Philippa. During
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his father's reign he distinguished himself in France and ruled over

Acquitaine, the English province in France. When his health began to

fail, John of Gaunt took Edward's place as governor of Acquitaine.

Edward's wife and the mother of his two sons (the youngest became
Richard II) was Joan of Kent. Quite understandably the contemporary
chronicles did not treat Joan kindly because of the unorthodox
clrcumstances surround.mg her early marriage. To understand the
vserlousness of the mix-up, it is necessary to reallze that during
early English history“a betrothal wasas binding a -contract as marriage.
Joan, whose father had been arrested, tried, beheaded for conspiracy
against his young nephew, Edward III and later exonerated, was adopted
bj—Queen Philippa. As a result she spent much of her childhood at
Woodstock with Prince Edward and William %Ata@e as her playmates.
William Montague, who later became the Earl of Salisbury, was the
1lleg1t1mate son of Edward IIT by the sister of William Montague s the
first Earl of Salisbury, Later the king betrothed Joan to William
Montague, but before her marriage took place Joan secretl;rg married
,,Thomas Holland who promp‘:ly went off to war for a couple of years.
During the interval that Holland was in France the king caused Joan and
William Montague to be married. When Thomas Holland returned, he
appealed to the POpe and on/ November 13, 1349, {oan was restored to him
by papal orders. Subsequently Holland died and Joan married Edward,
the Black Prince, in October of 1361. Only <Ewo of Joan's seven children
were alluded to by Chaucer - John Holland and Richard II.

Another i‘requentl}r alluded to member of the royal family was John

of Gaunt the thlrd son of Edward III@ Through the first two of his

marriages he acquired wealth which gave him political power in England

Th




| and a claim to the throne of Castlle. In 1359, he married Blanche,
the daughter of Henry, Duke of’Lancaster. Shortly after the death of

4 Blanche?e father9 King Edward bestowed the rank of Duke and Duchess of
Lancaster on his son and Blanche. Ten years later Blanche died of the
plague, leaving three children, Elizabeth Henry, and Phllippa, who all
have been suggested as contemporary counterparts of Chaucer's characters.
AVShort time later John of Gaunt effected a political marriage with
Constance of Castile, the daughter of Pedro the Cruel, King of Castile
‘and Leon, who had been driven from his thrOne. It was through this
marriage that Gaunt acquired the title of King of Castile and Leon and
the mammoth task of taklng physical posse351on of it.

After the death of the Duchess Constance, Gaunt married Katherine
Swynford, who had been the governess for B;anche's children and Gaunt's
mistress of many years standing. ”Katherine was also Chaucer's sister-
in-law. Q |

Only two other'of Edward III's children have been mentioned in |
| connection with Chaucer's works -- Lionel of-Clarence,his second son,
and Philippa de Couci, his granddaughter, who married Robert de'Vere.
They were each suggested for one work and both theories have been
~ discredited. |

With the exception of Isabella of York, all those listed in the
following chart have already been identified in the conree of this
- discussion. Isabella of York was also, like Constance of Lancaster, a
‘daughter of Pedro the Cruel, King of Castile and Leon. Like her sister

she had married into the royal family of England when she wed Edmund of

Langley, the Duke of Yorke.
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Chart of The Royal Family and Chaucer's Works

v . ' 1

Court Figure . -Work Reference or Character#*
King Edward TIT2 Book of the Duchess Octavien3
| "Knight?s Tale" - Theseusai
"Squire's Tale" Cambyuskan?
King Richard II House of Fame | eagle6
' House of Fame ~ "man of gret auctorite"?
House of Famé To honor Richard and
" Anne8
'Parliamemf, of Fowls "foul royal"?
Parliament of Fowls To honor Richard and
AnnelO
"Knight!s Tale" Palamonll

Ta

F-version of the
i Legend of Good Women God of LovelZ? e

"Lak of Stedfastnesse" Lenvoy dedicated to
King Richard 13

<

Queen Anne Troilus and Criseyde Reference to Anne's
- « . initialls
q‘ House of Fame To honor Richard and
Annel>
Parliament of Fowls "formel egle"l6
) F-version of the

Legend of Good Women Alcestisl?
"Knight's Tale" | ‘Bmilyl8

Queen Isabel  G-version of the -
Legend of Good Women Addressed to Isabell9

 #The footnote numbers refer to a compilation of the major critical -
works which discuss each character assignment.,




-
|
- Court Figuré u . Work | | Reférence or Character ﬁ
,~“Rosamounde" | Addressed to Isabel<0 ,. %
: wAgainst Women © Addressed to Isabel?l o
- Unconstant" \ | S
‘MMerciless Beaute" Addresseditd‘lsafbel22 | %f/ _
"Complaint of Venus"™ = Addressed to Isabé123
King Henry IV "Knight's Tale" . Emetreus<k
"Prologue" to the Knight25
Canterbury Tales
"Complaint of Chaucer Addressed to Henry V26
to his Purse"
Edward, the Black F-version of the " God of Love<7
Prince Legend of Good Women
"Knight's Tale" Emetreus<®
. "Squire's Tale" Cambalo<?
_‘ "Squire's Tale" Algarsif30
K Troilus and Crisezﬂé Hector3l
Joan of Kent o F-version of the-  Alcestis32
Legend of Good Women
r~ Book of the Duchess "Lady Sovereign"3J
Anelida and Arcite Anelidth
o Troilus and Criseyde Criseyde35
o "Knight's Tale" Emily36
; "Squire's Tale" Canaceel?
g : o o "To. Pity" Addressed to Joan38.
g "To HisLLady" Addressed to Joan3?
% "Balade of Complaint" Addressed to JoankO
§~ | 3 "Womanly Noblesse" ~ Addressed to Joankl _ | f
N . | - "Complaint of Mars" Venus® -
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Cdurf‘Figure

Work

o

"Reference or Character

John of Gaunt

‘Blanche of
Lancaster

‘Constance of
Castile

Katherine
Swynford

Philippa of
Lancaster

- Elizabeth,
Countess of,
Pembroke

Book of the Duchess

 House of Fame

Parliament of Fbwi§

royal tercel®?

Troilus and'Criseyde'

"SquirefssTale"
"Tale of Melibee'
ﬁComplaint of Mars"
"Complaint of Mars

and Venus?®

AN

Book of the Duchess

Parliament of Fowls

"in A B C%
"Squire's Tale"
"Man of Law'!s Tale"

House of Fame

., .
~
»

Treilus and Criseyde

"Physician's Tale"
"Tale of Melibee"
"Complaint of Mars"

House of Fame

Parliament of Fowls

- Venus

"Squire's Tale"

~ "Complaints of Venus
and Mars"

Black Knight43

Warning to the Duke’

7

- Troilushé

Camballus’

Melibeushs

Mz-:%rsl*9
Ph.oebus50

"goode faire Whité"Sl |
Formel eagle’?
Requested by Blanche?3
Canacee”k

Constance?d

- “Warning to John of Gaunt

and Katherine5®
5T

Criseyde

Advice to g,mrernessess8
Prudence??
60

"tydynges™ were plans for
her marriage in 138h61

Formel eagleb2

déserted falconéal L

Venus®h

78
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Court Figure

Lionel of Clarence

Henry, Earl of
Derby ‘

Philippa

- Plantagenet

Thomas Holland

John Holland)
Earl of
Huntingdon

William Montague,
Earl of
Salisbury

Isabella of
Castile,
Duchess of York

Robert de Vere,
Earl of Oxford

Philippi de Couci,

granddaughter of
Edward III

| Work

Reference or Character

A A

Parliament of Fowls

Anelida and Arcite

"Prologue®® to the
Canterbury Tales

Parliament of Fowls

Anelida and Arcite
"Knightts Tale™
"Complaint of Mars"

"Squire's Tale"

"Complaint of Mars"

"Complaint of Mars"
"Knight's Tale"

"Complaint of Mars"

Anelida and Arcite

,, l_
Anelida and Arcite

royal 'ﬁ:.er’c:’el65

~ Theseu966

Knight67
Formel eagl‘eé.8

Arciteb9

Arcitg70

Mars /L

Unfaithful tercelet’?

19}

Mars 3

Cileniusw‘
Palamn75

Venus76

Arcite!!

Ix.nelida78
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Footnotes
* __ Preface |
1 F. N. Robinson, ed., The Works of Geoffrey Chaucer, 2nd.

ed. (Boston, ¢1957), p.XXIX. This edition of Chaucer?'s work
has been used t.hroughout. this paper for all line references. £

Introduction

1 Edith Rickert, "A New Interpretation of the Parliament of
Fowls," MP, XVIII (1920), 4-5; Bernard F. Huppe, ntpjers Plowman'!
ond the Norman Wars,” PMLA, LIV (1939), 37ff.; Ho S. Bennett,
Chaucer and the Fifteenth Century (Oxford, 1947), p-103 Gardiner
Stillwell, "John Gower and the Last Years of Edward III," SP, XLV
(1948), L454-4T1; Haldeen Braddy, Chaucer and the French Poet |
Graunson (Baton Rouge, Lac, 1947), pp.72-73. The use of disguises for
the names of prominent people in the works of English writers from the
twelfth century on also is attested to in Rupert Taylor's, The
Political Prophecy in England (New York, 1911).

2 Book of the Duchess— 1.948- "goode faire White'; 1.1318f.
. ®yyche hil,”™ 'long castel," "walles White," ''seynt Johan,"
Troilus and Criseyde, I- l.171- "Right as oure firste lettre
is now an A."
House of Fame- 11.652-660- lines referring to Chaucer himself.
Legend of Good Women- 11.496-497- "And whan this book ys maad,
yive it the quene,/ On my byhalf, at Elthem or at Sheene.”
i wun’s Priest?s Tale” in the Canterbury Toles— 11.VII
339,-3396~ “Certes, he Jakke Straw and his maynee / Ne Made nevere
shoutes half so shrille / Whan that they wolden any Flemyng kidle."

" 3 Braddy, Chaucer and Graunson, ppe 71-85.

' I, George L. Kittredge, "Chaucer and Some of His Friends,"
MP, I (1903-04), 4fo "

- 5 John L. Lowes, "Prologue 'of the Legend of Good Women as
. Related to the French Marguerite Poems and the FMlostrato, ' PMLA,
. XIX (1904), 608. Lowes cited several French Marguerite poems, but
S . he apparently did not realize that he gave the name of an honored
person in nearly every case. - -
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Book of the Duchess

1 Robinson, p. 266. \ (

2 George L. Kittredge, Chaucer and His Postry (Cambridge,
M&SS., 1933), p. 370 '

3 Marjorie Anderson, "Blanche, Duchess of Lancaster,"
MP, XLV (1948), 157.

4 Robinson, p.xxi.

5 Kittredge, Chaucer and His Poetry, p. 37; Marshall W,
Stearns, "A Note on Chaucer's Attitude Toward Love," Speculum
XVII (1942), 573; Robert D. French, A Chaucer Handbook (New
York, c1947), p.86; and others.

“6 Aage Brusendorff, The Chaucer Tradition (London, ¢1925),
p.29lq.. '

7 TRobinson, p.279.

8 Walter W. Skeat, The Academy, XLV, 191. This reference was
not available; therefore the content was obtained through Frederick
Tupper, "Chaucer and Richmond," MLN, XXXI (1916), 251.

9 Tupper, "Chaucer and Richmond," 251.

10 The derivation of the word Lancaster could be pursued from
another angle. The ™lan" seems a reasonable abbreviation of the
0.E. "lange" which means "long" in modern English. The *caster" is
accepted as the Latin word "castra® which meant ¥camp™. In its
passage through O.E. to M.E. the word became "ceaster," meaning
ncity, castle, town." "

11 Howard J. Savage, "Chaucer's 'Long Castel,'" MLN, XXXI ""
(1916), 442-443. |

12 . Robinson, p.276. “ | : .

13 Tupper, "Chaucer and Richmond," 250; A. S. Cook,
"Chaucerian Papers," Trans. of Conn. Acad. of Arts and Sciences,
XXIII (New Haven, 1919), 31; and Robinson, p.775.

14 Margaret Galway, "Chaucer's Hopeless Love,"™ MLN, LX |
(1945), 1-133"'1-&3‘&0

15 Galway, "Chaucer's Hopeless Love," L32—h33'.

16 Several writers, among them Bernhard ten Brink and Adolphus |
. W. Ward, have expressed autobiographical theories which involved lesser DR
 figures of the court. Bernhard ten Brink (History of English Literature, ro




trans. William Clark Robinson, vol. II, part I (New York, cl892),
4LB-L9.) considered the eight years sickness autobiographical, but he
does not name a recipient of Chaucer’s unfortunate love. A, Wo Ward
(Chaucer (New York, n.d.), p.55.) was of the opinion that either "the
Philippa Chaucer of 1366 was Geoffrey Chaucer's wife o Whether or not
she was Philippa Roet before marriage, and the lament of 1369 had |
reference to another lady -- an assumption to be regretted in the case
of a married man, but not out of range of possibility. Or -- and this

‘seems on the whole, the most probably view -- the Philippa Chaucer of

1366 was a namesake whom Geoffrey married some time &Tter 1369 —-
possibly (of course only possibly) the very lady whom he had loved
hopelessly for eight years, and persuaded himself that he had at last \_
relinquished, and who had then relented after all.®

Wo O. Sypherd ("Chaucer's Eight Years Sickness™, MLN, XX (1905),
240-243.) stated that in his opinion Chaucer®s lines were not
autobiographical but simply patterned after the conventional love-poems
of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. |

Ro 0. Loomis ("Chaucer®’s Eight Years Sickness,® MLN, LIX (1944),
178-180) followed Sypherd’s lead in order to refute Miss Galway's
theory that Joan of Kent was the cause of Chaucer’s sickness. He cited
Machaut’s Jugement due Roi de Behaigne in which a lady confessed to a
lovelorn state for seven or eight years as the source of Chaucer®s number
eight since G. L. Kittredge had demonstrated that this particular poem
was a source for the Book of the Duchess.

17 George H. Cowling, Chaucer (New York, n.d.), p.l5 n.l.

18 Stearns, 573.
19 Stearns, 572.

20 Stearns ’ 573 °

"House of Fame

1 Lacking access to Rudolf Immelman's discussion of his Richard

- and Anne theory in E St, XLV, 397 ff., I have utilized B. H. Bronson's

and F. C. Riedel's reports of it in their articles dealing with this

- poem.

2 Bertrand H. Bronson, "Chaucer's House of Fame: Another

Hypothesis," University of California Publications in English, III
(1934), 176-177.

3 Brusendorff, pp. 163-165.

4 Bernhard ten Brink, in his volume Chaucer Studien (Muenster,
1870), placed the date for the House of Fame between June 1374 and
February 1385, because of Chaucer®s reference in 11.652 ff. to his
position as controller of customs.

> Bronson, "Chaucer's House of Fame: Another Hypothesis,"
- 180. v ‘
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- 6 PFrederick Carl Riedel, "The Meaning of Chaucer's Hdusqug‘fggg,"‘
JEGR, XXVIT (1928), Ail-4k2. - T ~

7 Since Professor Koch's article in E St, L, 369 ff. was not
available, I have been forced to use Bronson's and Riedel's accounts

of it.

8 Bronson, "Chaucer's House of Fame: Another Hypotheéis,",l9l. ,

9 Riedel, 457-468.

10 For example: F. J. Sneli,‘ggg.gg Chaucer (London, 1926),
p. 185; W. O. Sypherd, "The Completeness of Chaucer's House of Fame,*
MLN, XXX (1915), 67n.

Anelida and Arcite

1 J. B. Bilderbeck, "Chaucer's 'Anelida and Arcite,' N&Q, 8th
Series, IX (1896), 301.

2 Bilderbeck, "Chaucer's 'Anelida and Arcite, ' 301.

3 J. S. P. Tatlock, The Development and Chronology of Chaucer's
Works (London, 1907), p.84.

r 4 _Frederick Tupper, "Chaucer's Tale of Ireland," PMLA, XXXVI

5> Tupper, "Chaucer's Tale of Ireland," 208, 212,

6 Robert K. Root, The Poetry of Chaucer (New York, c1922),
PP. 295-296; Robinson, p. 788; French, pp. 100-101.

7 Margaret Galway, "Joan of Kent and the Order of the Garter,"

~University of Birmingham Historical Journal, I (1947), 44

8 Margaret Galway, "Chaucer's Sovereign Lady," MLR, XXXTII

(1938), 180,

9' Galway, "Joan of Kent and the Order of the Garter," L4-45.

10 Robinson, pp. 717, 788.

Parliament of Fowls

1 ten Brink, Chaucer Studien, p. 129. This item was translated
in John Koch; "The Dates and Personages of the Parliament of Fowls,"
Essays on Chaucer, Chaucer Society, part IV, XII (London, n.d.),

ll»oh“l&OS ° |
< Robinson, P. 791. - | o S
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3 Thomas Tyrwhitt, Canterbury Tales, I (London, 1775-78),
XXVI1, note e; Henry Morley (English Writers, V (London, 1893),
154 £f.) agrees. . -

4 ten Brink, Chaucer Studien. This item was translated in Koch,
"The Dates and Personages of the Parliament of Fowls," 405, -

5 Saturday Review, XXXI (April 15, 1871), 4é8.

| 6 Frederick J. Furnivall, Trial Forewords (London: Chaucer
Society, 1871-73), pp. 72-74. | |

7 Koch, "The Dates and Personages," 406-L08.

8 Emile Legouis (Geoffrey Chaucer, trans. L. Lailavoix (London,
1913), p.82.), Tatlock (Develgpment)ppo [1-42.) and Snell (p.170.)
agree with Professor Koch in spite of the introduction of the other
Richard-Anne theory and the Philippa of Lancaster supposition in the
interim. - -

9 Koch, "The Dates and Personages," 409,

10 Oliver F. Emerson, "The Suitors in Chaucer's Parliament of
Fowls," MP, VIII (1910), 45-47.

11 Samuel Moore, "A Further Note on the Suitors in the Parliament
of Fowls," MLN, XXVI (1911), 10.

12 Oliver F. Bmerson, "The Suitors in the Parliament of Foules
Again," MLN, XXVI (1911), 110. |

13 Moore, "A Further Note," 11.

14 0. F. Emerson, "The Suitors," 48-49. It should be noted that
this statement contradicts the contemporary account by Pelzel which -
Jo Koch cited to support his theory. |

15 O. F. Emerson, "The Suitors" h9,51-53f

16 0. F. Emerson, "The Suitors," 54.

17 O. F. Emerson, "The Suitors,” 54.

18 Rickert, "A New Interpretation of the Parliament of Fowls,"
MP, XVIII (1920), 9. . ~

19 0. F. Emerson, "The Suitors," 55-56.
20 O. F. Emerson, "The Suitors,“_él.

21 Rickert, "A New Interpretation," 16-28.

22 Haldeen Braddy, Three Chaucer Studies, part ii (New York, 1932),
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De '16. This publication was expanded from "The Parlement of Foules:
A New Proposal," PMLA, XLVI (1931), 1007-1019. -

23 Braddy, Three Chaucer Studies, p. <9.

- 24, Braddy, Three Chaucer Studies, pp. 15-16.

25 For more details refer to p. 19.

26 Braddy, Three Chaucer Studies, p. 70.

27 Braddy, Three Chaucer Studies, p. 54.

28 Braddy, Three Chaucer Studies, p. 56-59, &0. . (“‘\
* 29 John M. Manly, ""Three Recent Chaucer Studies," RES, X (1934),
267-272.

30 Haldeen Braddy, "Historical Background of the Parlement of
Foules," RES, XI (1935), 204-209. This article was followed by another
by Manly ("Historical Background of the Parlement of Foules," RES,

XI (1935), 209-213.)

%

31 Braddy, Three Chaucer Studies, p.43.

32 Braddy, Three Chaucer Studies, pp. 56-59.
g&-

33 Bertrand H. Bronson, "The Parlement of Foules Revisited,"
E—-}i’ XV (1914'8)’ 2‘0‘80

34 Bronson, '"PF Revisited,™ 251; Robinson, pp. 791, 793; John
Koch, The Chronology of Chaucer's Writings, Chaucer Society (London,

1890), PPe 37"380

35 éEthewi Seaﬁon, "The Parliament of Fowls and Lionel of
Clarence," Medium Aevum, XXV (1956), 169-171. .

36 Katherine T. Emerson, "The Parliament of Fowls and Lionel of
Clarence: A Reply,'" Medium Aevum, XXVI (1957), 107-108.

37 William F. Friedman and Elizabeth S. Friedman, "Acrostics,
Anagrams, and Chaucer," PQ, XXXVIII (1959), 1-20. -

38 Robinson, p. 791.
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Troilus and Criseyde
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s

1 “John L. Lowes, "The Date of Chaucer's 'Troilus and Criseyde, '™ .

PMLA, XXIIT (1908), 285-287.

T

. —

2 Lowes, "The Date of Tr.," 293-296.




3 Margaret Galway, "The Troilus Frontispiece," MLR, XLIV
(1949), 168-172. | S

]f

kL Brusendorff, pp. 19-25.‘
5 Galway, "Proilus", 162-165.

B 6 George G. Williams, "Who Were Troilus; Criseyde, and Pandarug,"-
~ Rice Institute Pamphlet, XLIV (1957), 126-1L46. | |

7 Cook, YChaucerian Papers,” Trans. of The Conn. Acad. of Arts
and Sciences, XXIII (1919), 55-63.

8 Eleanor C. Lodge and Robert Somerville, ed.,John of Gaunt's
Register, 1379-1383, 2 vols., Camden Third Series, LVI, LVII (London,
1937). "

9 Williams, "Who Were,'" 130.

r

10 Williams, '"Who Were," 132-133.
11 Robinson, p. 8l1.

12 Nevil Coghill, The Poet Chaucer (London, 1949), p. 76.

13 Williams, "Who Were,"™ 14l.

14, George G. Williams, "The 'Troilus and Criseyde' Frontispiece
Again," MLR, LVII (1962), 173-178. |

Legend of Good Women

1 Margaret Galway, "Chaucer's 'Lady Sovereyne,'™ MLR, XLIII
(1948), 400.

2 J. B. Bilderbeck, Chaucer's Legend of Good Women (London,
1902), p. 101. ~ |

3 Bilderbeck, Chaucer's LGW, p. 105 |

. , John L. Lowes, '"The Prologue of the LG_W_ as Related to the
French Marguerite Poems, and the Filostrato," 660-661.

5 John L. Lowes, "The Prologue to the Legend of Good Women
Considered in its Chronological Relations," PMLA, XX (1905), 780-801.

6 Tatlock, Development, p. 103.

" 7 Robinson, p. 846.

8 Tatlock, Development, p. 122.

9 Tatlock, Development, p. 103. This was origi_nally taken from

ten Brink'!s book Chaucer Studien, pp. 147 ff.
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10 Tatlock, "Dates of Chaucer's Troilus and Criseyde and the
Legend of Good Wbmen" MP, I (1903-04), 324-329.

11 Tatlock, Development, pp. 104-110.

12 Tatlock, Development, p. 107. | T

13 ten Brink, History of English Literature, pp. 116-117.

14 George L. Kittredge, "Chéuper's Alceste," M£, VI (1908-

09), 436.

15 Root, p. 142, French, p. 127, and others.

.
16 Bernard L. Jefferson, "Queen Anne and Queen Alcestis,™
JEGP, XIII (1914), 438-439.

17 Tatlock, Development, p. 1lll.

18 Root, p. 1lA4l.

19 Bilderbeck, Chaucer's LGW, pp. 85-7, 103.

20 Lowes, "Prologue of LGW as Related to French Marguerite
Poems and the Filostrato,” 670.

21 Tatlock, Development, p. 120 n.

ﬁé Tatlock, Development, p. 121 n.

23 Galway, "Chaucer's Sovereign Lady,"™ 145-171.
2L, Galway, "Chaucer's Sovereign Lady," 148.

25 Roger S. Loomis, "Chaucer's Eight Years Sickness," MLN,
LIX (1944), 180 n 7. |

26 Margaret Galway, "Lylye Floures Newe," TLS (Sept. 29, 1945),
L68. | | A

27 Miss Galway notes on p. 148 of her article in MLR, XXXIII,
that the source studies indicate Chaucer borrowed this from
Froissart's Dittie de la Fleur et de la Margharite. This point of
scholarship was established long before by John L. Lowes, "Legend of
Good Women, Marguerite poems and Filostrato."

28 Richard II bestowed some of these coronets on his uncles
and on De la Pole after Edward III's death.

29 Galway, "Chaucer's Soverelgn Lady," 149. The other

| reéipients of coronets were the dukes of Lancaster, York, and

Gloucester who all died after 1394 and Robert de Vere who died in
1392 but wes deprived of his coronet long before. .
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30 bGaJ.way, "Chaucer!'s Sovereign Lady," 150.
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 '31 Legouis, Po 41,
- 32 Galway, "Chaucer!s Sovereign Lady," 157,
33 Huppe, "Historical Allegory in the Prologue to the Legend

of Good Women," MLR, XLIII (1948), 393-399; Galway, "Chaucer's
- Lady Sovereign,® 400: |

34 Galway, "Chaucer's Hopeless Love," [34-1435.

- 35 Walter Weese, "Alceste and Joan of Kent," MLN, LXIII
(1948), 474-477. .

36 Margaret Galway, "Chaucer's "Sbvereign Lady'*" TLS
(Oct. 10, 1942), 499. | «

37 Lowes, "The Prologue to the LGW considered in its
chronological Relation," 766 and Sydney Armitage-Smith, John of Gaunt
(Westminister, 1905), p. 321 n.

38 Galway, "Chaucer's Sovereign Lady," 162.
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39 Galway, "Chaucer's Sovereign Lady," 152,

40 Loomis, 180 n 7 and Galway, "Chaucer's Sovereign Lady," 162.

4l Galway, "Chaucer's Sovereign Lady," 163.

L2 Marion Lossing, "The Prologue to the Legend of Good Women and
the Lai de Franchise." SP, XXXIX (1942), 15-35.

43 Lowes, Legend of Good Women, Marguerite Poems and Filostrato,

44 Carleton Brown, "Legend of Good Women, " MLN, LVIII (1943),

278,

L5 Galway, "Chaucer!'s Sovereign Lady," 164.

\ L6 John M. Manly, ed., Canterbury Tales (New York, c 1928), p. 40,

47 Galway, "Lylye Floures Newe »" 468, :

Canterbury Tales | : -

1 Albert S. Cook, "The Historical Background of Chaucer's
Knight,” Transactions of the Connecticut Academy of Arts and Sciences,.
XX (1916), 237. T T -

-2 John M, Manly, "A Knight Ther Was " Transactions of the
American Philogical Association, XXXVIII (1907), 92.




~Manly, "A Knight Ther Was," 93.

Cook, "Chaucer's Knight," 237.

3
X
5

Robinson, p. 652, -

6 Mum.el Bowden, A Commentary on the General Prologue to the
Canterbury Tales (New York, 1949), p. 63.

7 Manly, "A Knight Ther Was," 107.

8 John L. Lowes, "The Tempest at Hir Hoom-Cominge," MLN XIX

- (1901&) ’ 21}0"21&3 .

9 Oliver F. Emerson, "A New Note on the Date of Chaucer's »
'"Knight's Tale'!,"™ Studies in Language and Literature in celebration
of the Seventieth Birthday of James Morgan Hart, November 2, 1909

~ (New York, 1910), pp. 203-254.

10 Robinson, p. 669. :

11 Henry@B. Hincklej: Notes on Chaucer (Northampton, Mass.,
1907), p. 75; Stuart Robertson, "Elements of Realism in the 'Knight's
Tale,'" JEGP, XIV (1915), 233. - -

12 Manly, Canterburl Tales, p. 549. Jo Parr, "The Date and
Revision of Chaucer's "Knight's Tale,' "PMLA, LX (19h5), 317.

13 O. F. Emerson, "A New Note on the Dat.e of Chaucer's 'Knight's
Tale,"' p. 2490 :

14 Cook. "Chaucer'!s Knight," 237,
15 Cook, '"Chaucer's Knight," 167-170.

16 Manly, Canterbury Tales, p. 555.

17 Hinckley, Notes on Chaucer, p. 61.

18 Galway, "Joan of Kent and the Order of the Garter," 41-ik.
19 | Robinson, p. 669. |
20 Robinson, p. 653.
21 Galway, "Joan of Kent and the Ordor of the Garter," 47.

. 22 Galway, "Joan of Kent and the Order of the Garter," L5-46.

, 23 Alois Brandl, "On the Historical Personages of Chaucer!'s
'Squyeres Tale!," Essa;[ on Chaucer, Chaucer Society, part VI, XIX,
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E ST, XII (].888) | | . . |




2L George L. Kittredge, "Supposed Historical Alusions in the
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25 Cook, "Chaucer's Knight," 185n,

26- TUpger&)"Chaucer's Tale of Ifeland,"'i98,
27 Galway, "Chaucer's deereign Lady," 181, -«
28 Galway, "Joan of Kent and‘the Order of the Gartér," 15-16.

29 A. C. Edwards, "Knaresboroﬁgh Castle and Kynges Moodres
Court," PQ, XIX (1940), 308,

30 Edith Rickert, Chaucer's World (New York, 1948), p. 325;
’Armitage—Smith, John of Gaunt, Pe 357.

31 Roland M. Smith, "Chaucer's 'Man of Law's Tale' and
Constance of Castile,™ JEGP, XLVII (1948), 343.

- 32 George L. Kittredge, "Chaucer and Some of His Friends,ﬁ
5 n “70 ] ‘ ;

33 Tatlock, Development, pp. 154-155.

34 Tatlock, Development, p. 192,

| 35 Gardiner Stillwell, "The Political Meaning of Chaucer!'s
'Tale of Melibee, '™ Spec., XIX (1944), 442,

36 Stillwell, "Melibee,™ 443,

"

37 J. Leslie Hotson, "'Tale of Melibeus' and John of Gaunt%%

SP, XVIII (1921), 452. |
38 Hotson, "'Tale of Melibeus' and John of Gaunt," 437.

39 J. Burke Severs, "The Source of Chaucer's "Melibeus, "
PMLA, L (1935), 98-99.

40 Severs, 99 n 14,

41 J. Leslie Hotson, "Colfox versus Chauntecleer,® PMLA,
XXXTIX (1924), 762-781.

42 Lalia Phipps Boone, "Chauntecleer and Partlet Identified,"
MLN, LXIV (1949), 78-81. | ,,

43 -Robinson, p. 751.
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dates and Boethius (Skeat, I, 84), Dechamps (Braddy, ""Date of Chaucer's

Minor Poems -
1 Root, p. 82; Snell, p. 136; Robinsbn, Ppe. 855; and others.

2 Snell commented (p. 137) that "As a version, Chaucer's:
A.B.C. is certainly free - sentences, for instance, are transposed -

‘but it is modelled far too closely on the French to be regarded in any

other light."” French and others have made similar comments.

Galway, "Chaucer's ‘Hopelesks Love," 436; Galway, "Troilus;" 170.

v

Brusendorff, pp. 274 f.; Manly, Canterbury Tales, p. 40.

3
l;‘ Gaiway5 "Chaucerfs Hopeless Love," 436.
5
6

Both the late 80's and the late 90's have been advanced as

",ak of Steadfastnesse, " 487-490), and Graunson (Braddy, Chaucer and
Graunson, pp. 67-69; 88 f) have been suggested as possible sources.

7 Robinson, p. 860.

8 Howard R. Patch, "Chaucer and Lady Fortune," MLR, XXIT (1927),
38l. |

9 Edith Rickert, "Documents and Records," MP, XXV (1927), 255;
Manly, Canterbury Tales, p. 40. |

10 Galway, "Chaucer, Greunson, and Isabel of France," 276 ff.

11 The exact year of Isabel'!s death is uncertain; I have found
statements that she died in 1392 (Brusendorff, p. 268 n 2; Robinsen,
pe 862) and in 1394 (Root, p. 77; French, p. 113).

12 Braddy, Chaucer and @raunson, p. 76.

-

| 13 French, p. 112.
14 French, pp. 91-92.

15 Skeat, I, 87.

16 Skeat, I, 65; Furnivall, p. 80. | o

17 John M. Manly, "On the Date and Interpretation of Chaucer's
'Complaint of Mars,'" Harvard Studies and Notes in Philology and

. Literature, V (1896)@, 124.

18 Brusendorff,\:‘pp. 261-268., . o - ~

19 George H. Cculing, "Chaucer's 'Complaintes of Mars and Venus, '™
RES, II (1926), 405-410. - .
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20 Galway, "Chaucer's Sovereign Lady," 183 ff,
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21 George G.'Willlams, "What is the Meaning of Chaucer's
| 'Complaint of Mars, '"%JEGP LVII (1958), 167-176.

22 - Robinson, p. 864.
23 'Brusendorff pe 253; Root, p. 783 French Pe 113, etc.

. 24 M. Domlnica Legge, "The Gracious Conqueror," MLN, LXVIII (1953),
. 18"21 o .

25 Robinson, p. 865.

26 Cowling, Chaucer, pe. 37. The text of Henry IV's reply to

"Chaucer when he asked to have Richard's patents to him confirmed can
be found in Allen Rogers Benham, English Literature: From Widsith to the
Death of Chaucer (London, 1916), pp. 610 f.

The Royal Family and Chaucer's Works ) | .

1 Henry IV's claims to the throne were spelled out in t%e
Lenvoy de Chaucer® which was attached to the twenty-one line,poem,
"The Complaint of Chaucer to his Purse.” An explanation of the
significance of the lines of the "Lenvoy'" has been publisheékby\

M. Dominica Legge, "The Gracious Conqueror," MLN, LXVIII (1953),
18—210

2 The only references to Queen Philippa are made in conjunction
with King Edward III's decision to spare the six citizens of Calais.

3 Cook, "Chaucer's Knight," 176; Cook, "Chaucerién Papers,'" 3l.

: 4 Hinckley, Notes on Chaucer, 61, 75, 77; Robertson, 233-234;
Galway, "Joan of Kent and the Order of the Garter," 42-43.

5 Brandl, 624, 636-637; Galway, "Joan of Kent and the Order
of the Garter," L5-146. N

6 R. Imelmann, *. "' Englische Studien, XLV, 397 ff.
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through Robinson, p. 779 and John Edwin Wells, A Manual of the
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7 Snell, p. 185; Wells, p. 656.
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France theorys Oliver F. Emerson, "The Suitors in Chaucer?s Parlement
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pretations of the Parlement of Foules," Wisconsin Studies in Language
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tion of the Parlement of Foules,® 15-29, |

| - ¢
10 ten Brink, History of English Literature, p. 84; Cook,
“" WMChaucer's Knight,” 189, | o | |
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15 See footnote 8.
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(1948), 279-280. ' |

20 Manly, Canterbury Tales,p. 40; Rickert, "Documents and Records,"

MP, XXV (1927), 255; Galway, "Chaucer, Graunson, and Isabel of France,"
275,278, !

21 Galway, "Chaucer, Graunson, and Isabel of France," 275.

22 See footnote 21.

23 Galway, "Chaucer, Graunson, and Isabel of France," 273-280.
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