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PREFACE.

Tu= negleét which writers of genius are oc-
cafionally condemned to experience, as well
from their contemporaries as from posterity,
was never exemplifyed, perhaps, in a more
eminent degree than by the poet whofe works
are now offered to the public. His very
name appears totally unknown to Leland,
Bale, Pitts, and Tanner: it is mentioned, in
fhort, by no one writer, till late in the pre-
fent century, nor is found to occur in any
catalogue: while the filence of the public
records would induce us to believe that the
great monarch whom he has fo eloquently

and earnefily panegyrifed was either igno-



(vi)
rant of his existence or infenfible of his
merit *,

That thefe equally elegant and {pirited
compofitions were at length retrieved from
the obfcurity in which they had been for
ages intered was owing to a whimfical cir-
cumftance, which it may not be impertinent
to relate. 'The compiler of the Cotton ca-
talogue (printed at Oxford in 1696), or fome
perfon whom he employed, had contented
himfelf with defcribing the inestimable vo-
lume (Garea E.IX.) which contains fome
of the moft precious relics of ancient Eng-
lith poetry in thefe words: “ CHAUCER. Ex-

emplar emendate Jeriptum.”  The manufcript,

* Of this monarch, who gave to Chaucer an office in
the customs, upon condition that he wrote his accounts
with his own hand, it has already been obferved, that,
¢ though adorned with many royal and heroic virtues,”
he “had not the gift of discerning and patronizing a great
poet.””  Tyrwhitts Chaucer, Appendix to the preface, p.

xxviil.
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it muft be confefsed, is'very fairky, and alfo
pretty correctlywritten, (if either be the mean-
ing of emenaate,) but owes not the fmalleft
obligation to the great poet whofe genuine
works might, naturally enough, have been
expe&ted to occupy the whole. ~ The indo-
lence of our catalogue-maker being equal to
his ignorance, readyly converted the name of
Ricmarp CHAawFER, fcrawled, perhaps by
fome former proprietor of the volume, on a
{pare leaf, into that of GEoFFREY CHAUCER,
the fuppofed author of its contents, To this
fortunate blunder, however, (if a blunder
there was to be,) we are indebted for our ac-
quaintance with the name and writings of
Lavrence Minor, whom one of a different
nature might have configned to perpetual
oblivion. The late ingenious and industrious
mister Tyrwhitt, in preparing materials for
his admirable edition of T%e Canterbury tales,
confulted the manufcript for the purpofe of
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collating an accuraze copy of his favourite
author. His disappointment, which may be
eafyly imagined, would be very {peedyly
converted into the moft agreeable furprife,
on finding himfelf thus unexpeétedly intro-
duced to the acquaintance of a new poet,
anterior, perhaps, to that favourite in point
of time, and certainly not his inferior with
refpett to language. In confequence of this
happy discovery, the name of Laurexce Mi-
~xoT (which he himfelf has luckyly taken
care to preferve) was firft uthered into the
modern world by a note to the learned
“ Esfay on the language and verfification of
‘Chaucer.”

A copy of thefe poems having been com-
municated to mister Warton of Oxford,
{ome extrads from them appeared, with fuf-
ficient aukwardnefs indeed, in the third vo-
lume of T%e Zistory of Englifie poetry, pub-
lifhed in 1781. Thofe extralts, however, are



(ix)
by no means undistinguithed by the general
inaccuracy which pervades that interefting
and important work. Its author, confident
in great and fplendid abilities, would feem
to have disdained the too fervile tafk of cul-
tivating the acquaintance of ancient diale&
or phrafeology, and to have contented him-
felf with publithing, and occafionally at-
tempting to explain, what, it muft be evi-
dent, he did not himfelf underftand. That
an Englifh writer of the firft eminence thould
never have heard of the name of Barror
muft excite furprife: and yet this appears to
have been the cafe of our poetical historian,
-who, in his, certainly bold, but not lefs erro-
neous, attempts to elucidate one of the follow-
ing poems, makes “ Edward Tie Bariovre”
to mean “ Edward THE wARLIKE,” that is,
“ Edward THE THIRD,” who “is introduced,”
he fays, by Minot, as refitting the Scottith
invafion in 1347 [1340] at Nevil's crofs near
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Durham:"* though every child might be ex-
peted to know that this monarch was, upon
that occafion, at the fiege of Calais; and, in
fa&, he is, in the very poem alluded to, ex-
prefsly ftated to be « out of the londe.” With
refpeét to the age of the manufeript, which
the fame gentleman attributes to the reign
of Henry VI. he was probably misled by the
perfon who transmited the poems, as it may
very fairly be refered to that of Richard II.
though fome pieces, it is true, are inferted by
a later hand, and of a more modern date.

* The is well known to be the northern corruption of
de: hence the Bruce, the Baliol, of the Scotifh poets. See
Barbours Life of Bruce, pasfim. Thus, allo, Philippe de
Valois is here called ¢Philip the Palas.” The name of Balidl
‘was frequently written Bailolf or Bailliof in the age of our
poet. In Moreses Nomina nobilium equitumque fub E. I.
1749, we find < fir Thomas de Baiblf;” and in a lift of
Durham knights, in the time of Henry III. preferved in an
ancient MS. in the auditors-office, Durham, (called Z%e
_Boldon-buke, from its containing a copy of that record,) ¢ fir
John de Bailliof; fir Hugh de Bailliof; fir Euftace de Bail-

If” Blind Harry, the Scotith Homer, calls John de Ba-
liol, ¢ Thon the Balzoune.”
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That thefe poems were written, or at leaft
completed, in the beginning of the year
1352 (according to the prefent ftile), is not
a mere circumfiance of probability, but may
be clearly demonfirated by internal evidence
and matter of fa&t. The lateft event they com~
memorate is the capture of Guifnes-castle,
which happened, according to Avesbury, on
faint Vincents day, the 22d of January,
1351-2; and it is manifeft that the conclud-
ing poem, of which that capture is the fub-
je&, was written in ¢ winter”, (February, moft
likely,) while the fact was recent, and the cap-
tors were in posfesfion of the place, which,
we learn from Stow, they did not long oc-
cupy *. The fa®, indeed, might have been

* Stows account, whencefoever he had it, is not every
where very clear. If Avesbury be right, and the ambasfadors
from the earl of Guifnes did not arrive in London before
the day of St. Maurice the abbot, which is the 15th of Ja-

nuary, John de Doncaster muft have kept posfesfion till the
following year (1352-3); which is highly improbable.



(xii)

infered from other circumftances: that the
duke of Lancaster, who is familiarly men-
tioned by that title, was only fo created the
6th of March 1350-1; and that fome great
events quickly fucceeded the year 1352,
which, as our author has not celebrated nor
alluded to them, it may be prefumed he did
not live to witnefs. Minot, of courfe, is to
be regarded as a poet anterior not only to
Chaucer, who, in 1352, was but 24 years of
age, and had not, fo far as we know, given
any proofs of a poetical imagination, but
alfo to Gower, who, though he furvived that
writer, was probably his fenior by fome years.
He cannot, at the {ame time, be confidered
as the firft of Englifh poets, fince, not to
mention the hermit of Hampole, the pro-
lixity of whofe compofitions is compenfated
more by their piety than by their fpirit, he
is clearly posterior to Robert Mannyng (or

of Brunne); -whofe namefake of Glouces-
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ter is, in fa&, the Ennius of this numerous
family.*

It feems pretty clear, from our authors
diale& and orthography, that he was a na-
tive of one of the northern counties, in fome.
‘monastery whereof the manufeript which
contains his poems, along with many others
in the fame diale&, is conjectured to have
been written; and to which, at the fame
time, it is not improbable that he himfelf
fhould have belonged. Chance, however,
may one day bring us fomewhat better ac-

quainted with his history.

* * How long Mannyng was employed upon his transla-
tion of Langetoft does not appear; but that he had not finifhed
it in 1337 is clear from a pasfage in p. 243 of the printed
copy : and, indeed, he, elfewhere, exprefsly tells us,

¢ Idus that is of May left i to write this ryme,

B letter & Friday bi ix. that zere zede prime.”

(p: 341.)

The dominical letter, as Hearne obferves, thould be D : fo
that the poet finithed his work, upon which he had proba-
bly been engaged for fome years, on Friday the xs5th of
May, 1339.
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The creative imagination and poetical
fancy which distinguifh Chaucer, who, con-
fidering the general barbarifm of his age
and country, may be regarded as a prodigy,
admit, it muft be acknowledged, of no com-
petition; yet, if the truth may be uttered
without offence to_the eftablifhed reputa-
tion of that preeminent genius, one may
venture to asfert that, in point of eafe, har-
mony, and variety of verfification, as well
as general perfpicuity of ftile, Laurence Mi-
oot is, perhaps, equal, if not fuperior, to
any Englith poet before the fixteenth, or
even, with very few exceptions, before the
feventeenth, century. There are, in fa&,
but two other poets who are any way re-
markable for a particular facility of rime-
ing and happy choice of words: Robert of
Brunne, already mentioned, who wrote be-
fore 1340, and Thomas Tusfer, who wrote

about 1560.
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" As to what concerns the prefent publica-
tion, it may be fufficient to fay, that the
poers are printed, with fcrupulous fidelity,
from the only manufcript copy of them
known to exift, of which even the evident
corruptions, though unnoticed in the text
or margin, are not correfted without being
elfewhere pointed out to the reader, in or-
der that he may decide for himfelf upon the
necesfity or propriety of the correction. .All
abbreviations, indeed, have been entirely dis-
carded; as hath likewife the charactery; the
improper reprefentative, though peculiar, per-
haps, at that period, to the northern feribes,
of the Saxon }3 The letter =, however, is
retained; a retention which can require no
apology, after the refpectable examples of a
Ruddiman and a Percy ; notwithftanding they
may have been ranked, among ¢ ignorant edi-

tors,” for the prefervation of ¢ this ftupid
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blunder.”* Its power, at the fame time, is,
in thefe poems, everywhere that of the mo-
dern y confonant; though, on many occa-
fions, it is the fubftitute of gZ.

It may be requifite to apprife the reader,
that our author, like Chaucer, and, perhaps,
other poets of the fame age, makes occafional
ufe of the e feminine, which renders it ne-
cesfary, in pronunciation, to divide, in fome
cafes, what, in others, is a fingle {yllable: a
liberty upon which the metre and harmony
of his lines will now and then be found es-
{entially to depend. Thus, for inftance, in
page 1, line 8, the word “dedes” is to be pro-
nounced, as a disfyllable, ¢ dedés”; though,
in the very next line but one, it is equally

requifite to be pronounced as a monofyllable.

* See Ancient Scotifk poems, 1786, p. 520. The asfer-
tion made in the fame page, that the letter 2, ¢¢in the old
editions,” is ¢ carefully distinguifhed from the’’ y confo-
nant, in the manner there defcribed, feems to' be hazarded
without the {lighteft authority or foundation.
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In the fame predicament are “ Scottés” (p. 3.
1. 5.) and “ Scottes” (p. 4. 1.4.) and « bowés”
(p-20. 1.10.) and “bowes” (p.23. 1.4.) The
ufe of the acute accent, which has been in-
troduced in a few inftances of proper names,
may, perhaps, be thought no lefs proper in
the cafe fpoken of ; but, befide that there is
only a fingle manufeript, the writer of which,
not having received the terrible injunction
layed upon Adam ferivinere*, was posfibly un-
aware of the poets intention, one muft not
forget the fentiment of a moft ingenious and
accurate perfon upon this fubject: that «a
reader, who cannot perform fuch operations
for himself, had better not trouble his head
about the verfification of ¢ an ancient au-
thor'.”* It may, therefor, be deemed f{uffi-
cient to add, in the words of the fame ex-
cellent critic, that “the true ¢ feminine is

* See U}rys Chaucer, p. 626.
+ Canterbury tales, iv, 93.



