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The Pardoner’s Tale:
Chaucer as a Storyteller with a Perspective

of Relativity and a Value of Pluralism

Lee, Dongchoon

[Abstract]

The Pardoner’s Tale mirrors Chaicer’s relatividtic attitude and plurdigtic perspective.
Chauicer recognizes the holistic way in which the perversalthe absence is an integra
pat of the dominant culture. He believes that truth or meaning dso exists in the
depraved and subordinate items of the binaries that the dominent culture has
excluded. To reach the issue of mordity and a certain truth, Chaucer  presents
another way of perversity through the Pardoner’s narative, rather than the
draightforward and authoritative path. In addition, the Pardoner’s narative is a
representative work in which the reader plays some part as co-author in condructing
its meaning. A message or the meaning of a literary work is not decided by whether
the work is true or the soryteler is mordly good, but by the reader's intervention
in it. In spite of the Pardoner’s playful and deceitful voice that evokes laughter from
the audience, “som mord thyng” lies undernegth his deceptive words and frivolities.
The mord truths in the Pardoner’s narrative lie not in the narrator’s authority, but in
the reader’s authority that enables him to congtruct the mora truths enclosed in the
narrator’'s playful words and even his digorted texts.
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I. Introduction

As David Benson points out, contrary to his sermon full of the verbd tricks and
empty ranting, the Pardoner’s exemplum is a dtory of grest mord force and makes
“the audience close to evil without identifying with it."%) Condidering the Pardoner’s
exemplum done in terms of the reader's response to its mordity without his
Prologue and Epilogue, we can recognize the truth of the morad statement in his
narative without doubt on the naraor and his words. Furthermore, an audience
expecting mord ingtruction from the reading of the exemplum cannot find the gap
between the dorytdler's intention of exemplifying the tavern sns and his sory.
Unlike the omniscient and authoritative narrator of the mord tales in the Gedta
Romanorum, however, the Chaucerian narraor, the Pardoner, manipulates ancther
voice—the voice of performance—in addition to his “confessond” and sincere
voice in his exemplum. That is, the Pardoner adopts a polyphony of voices or verbd
masks in telling of himsdf in the Prologue and in retdling the dory of the
treasure-finders that he has learnt by heart for his mercenary purposed A reader’s
response to the Pardoner’s narrative, that derives from the narrator’s manipulation of
a didogic voaice, is quite different from the response or the atitude a reader takes in
the mord taes in the Gesta Romanorum An audience habituated to didactic and
dlegoricd materid would endorse the mord sermon on the tde, that the narrator
preaches in the tales of the Gesta Romanorum, or he does not fed discomfort about
its seriousness, though he does not agree with it. On the contrary, it is by intruding
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playfulness into the Prologue and the Epilogue that Chauicer wants his audience to
confront some sort of discomfort, before the audience listens to the tae unleashed by
his narrator. Even the conflicting voices that the Pardoner-narrator assumes in his
tdetdling drive the audience confused and meke it difficult to congruct the true
meaning of his narrative and his intention.

But my paint is that the mixture of playfulness and seriousness in the Pardoner’s
naraive voice reflects Chaucer's narrdive tendency in deding with the religious
materids. That is, as | will explain in a more detailed way in the discussion of the
confrontation between the Pardoner and the Hod, rather than teking a single
draghtforward path indsted on by the Hos and the gentlefolk in his way of
approaching truth, Chaucer, as implied in the kiss between the Pardoner and the
Hod, takes the Pardoner's perverse path as another way to reach truth. Chaucer
through the Pardoner’s narrative condructs the closed and hierarchicd binaries such
as impotent Pardonerivirile Hodt, derile Pardoner/vigorous “gentils” moraly
corrupted  Pardoner/spiritudly worthy  Knight, redlityffiction, game/earnest, and
fadty/truth. But he does not put his authority or vaue on the first items that had
been long cherished in the dominant culture of his age, and he thinks of the second
items as the integra part to the first ones. By removing the bar that divides the firgt
(bad) from the second (good), Chaucer encourages his audience to understand the
mord meaning or truth that lurks in the second items, for example, the Pardoner’s
playful voice and the fadty of his relics.
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II. The Pardoner Vs. The Host in Terms of

Narrative Viewpoint

Derek Pearsdl has pointed out that “Chaucer removes from himsdf the burden of
authority which lay upon the poet and which would tend to direct him, if he did not
adopt disguises... into authoritative and dogmatic discourse concerning the Chrigtian
religion. There was no other authority from which the poet could daim to spesk”
(Pearsdl 30). In order to free himsdlf from the burden of authority, he is generdly
rductant to assume the role of a mord preacher in his narrdive concerning a
Chrigtian mordity. Instead, by posing uncertainties and questions within the tae told
by his narrator, he transfers the responghility for congructing mordity in the tde to
his audience (Dillon 209, Vance 703). In short, Chaucer as a poet eschews the
authoritative role of a preacher whose god lies in indoctrinating a mord truth into
his audience's mind. By wrapping a mord truth with the envelope of a “fiction,”
Chaucer encourages the audience to exert his own knowledge and judgment,
independently of an untrustworthy narrator, in condructing a mord meaning or truth
enclosed in a “fiction.” Likewise, in the Pardoner's narrative, by refusing to present
a closed mord imperatives directly through his narrator's mouth, Chaucer frames the
plan mord exemplum within a surrounding discourse that undermines its mord
force, and he further urges his audience to defer judgment.

Before proceeding to the discusson of the Pardoner’s Tale, | want to focus on
the Physician's Tale, the immediate context framing the Pardoner’s narrative, in order
to see the differences in the way of conveying a mord to a reader between two
narratives and to reved the Hodt's point of view on a literary work and a world. The
griking difference between the Physcian and the Pardoner lies in that, unlike the
|atter, the former underscores the mord of his tde in a very heavy-handed way.
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Through his earnes and authorid voice, the Physcian apparently controls his
reader’s mord response to his narraive. But, as Dieter Mehl points out, Chaucer, as
in the Man of Law's Tale exaggeraes the Physician's mordizing interruptions
throughout the narrative in order to keep his audience distanced from his narrator's
voice. According to Mehl, in spite of Chaucer's effort to distance his audience from
the Physician's “fiction,” one member of the pilgrim audiences, the Hogt, becomes so
involved with the tae as to lose sight of the boundary between the fiction and the
redity. The Hodt, fdling into the dramatic illuson, curses the evil judge and
bemoans the degth of an innocent maid as if they were red people. Even the Hodt's
over-involvement in and his excessve reactions to the Physician's “fiction” make
him look absurd.

On the other hand, his response to a literary fiction implies his abiding concern
about the absolute authority of a narator and the mord teaching of a narative;
regardless of the implied author's intention to cast doubt on the Physcian's
mordizing voice, the Hodt's dtyle of reading a literary work is to trust the authority
of the Physician-narrator and to accept the narrator's mord judgments as his own
without suspicion. It is not surprisng & dl that the Hod's reading tendency of
imposing truth on the narraive voice and of imbibing a closed mord imperative
within the narrative clashes with the Pardoner’s narrdtive style of reveding his mord
perversity as a narator and even the fasehood of his narrative. That is, instead of
looking for a true meaning or wisdom hidden in a fiction (a metaphor), thet is, in the
Pardoner’s fase relics and fase narrative, the Hogt as a leader of the pilgrimage does
not accept the absence of truth and authority itsdf in the Pardoner’s narrative and his
relics.

From the moment the Pardoner takes his turn to tel a tde, we can find how
different the Pardoner’s point of view on a narative is from the Hogt's. The Hog,



84 gueit A4y

overwhelmed by the Physician's sad story on a maid's degth, demands the Pardoner
to “Telle us some myrthe or japes’ (319). Againgt the Host's demand, the “gentils’
protest:

“Nay, lat hym telle us of no ribaudye!
Telle us som mord thyng, that we may leere
Som wit, and thannne wol we gladly heere”  (324-6)4

The Pardoner, conscious of a reader's response, agrees to the two contradictory
demands and offers both mirth and moraity smultaneoudy in his tde. To put this
another way, the Pardoner, by using the envelope of “game’ and “solaas” conveys
his mord exemplum to us, and, unlike the narrator of the taes in the Gedta
Romanorum, he does not want his pilgrim audience to accept it as a redlity.

III. The Pardoner’s “Som moral thyng” in His

Performative Voice

The Pardoner’s first words underline his consciousness of the tae as a fiction that is,
a performance, that he has habitudly presented for his own god (Klitgard 31):

“Lordynges” quod he, “in chirches when | preche,
| peyne me to han an hauteyn speche,

And rynge it out as round as gooth a belle,

For | kan d by rote that | telle. (329-32)

Even the Pardoner seems to be scornful of his gullible, “lewed” audiences that have
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believed his performance as a truth, as implied in his disparaging asides. But, when
the Pardoner manipulates his uneducated folk of the lower classes through his voice
of “performance” he is aware of the need to display “authority” and “earnestness’ in
each of his words and of his acts. Moreover, he looks confidently on his power over
his “lewed” audiences and is excited by such power:

| stonde lyk a clerk in my pulpet,

And whan the lewed peple is doun yset,

| preche 0 as ye han herd bifoore

And telle an hundred false japes moore.  (391-4).

But, when he addresses to his primary audience of pilgrims who, the Pardoner thinks,
would not be hoodwinked by his performative voice, he exposes and even comments
on his hypocrisy and his fake reics. Rather than forcing them to beieve the
“authority” of his words and the “faith” of his relics, as does in his manipulation of
the uneducated audiences, the Pardoner smply lets his pilgrim-audiences enjoy his
tdeteling about the people defrauded by his performetive voice. As his narrdive
proceeds, however, the Pardoner's digtinction between his “confessond” voice
addressed toward the pilgrim-audiences and his “performative” voice toward the
“lewed” audiences blurs, and, as Maureen Thum points out, “the hypocrisy, supidity
and duplicity which he had attributed overtly and implicitly to the ‘lewed’ are dso
shared by the ‘gentils” whom he flaters by confessing his true identity (266). In
other words, since he recognizes that his pilgrim-audiences, unlike the “lewed”
people, are not so0 easily hoodwinked,S) the Pardoner, through his outrage frankness,
makes them fed amused and suprior, and fed sympathy toward himsdlf, as they join
in his condescenson. But his outright sdf-revelation, as reveded in the
voicemerging and his assault on the Hogt a the end of the tale, is so beguiling: on
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the wurface, forming an intimae and conspiratorid reldionships with  his
pilgrim-audiences, the Pardoner, in practice, is trying for the same effects that he has
intended for his uneducated audiences-his underlying contempt and his drawing
money from their pockets. In short, while he has spit out his venom to his “lewed”
audiences under the vell of holiness and authority (421-2), the Pardoner secretly
unlesshes mdice to his pilgrim-audiences under the appearance of honesty and
confession.

As Janette Dillon points out, rather then offer a truth or a spiritud ingtruction to
his pilgrim-audiences, the Pardoner in the Prologue tries to seek his own pleasure
that derives from “the gap between the falseness of himsdf as Pardoner-author and
the authority of his text (Dillon 212)." Indeed, the Pardoner’s plessure lies in the
distance between the falseness of his intention (459-62)€) and the authoritative texts
such as Chrigt's pardon, both letters and relics that he abuses and even makes a joke
off or his own “coveitise” The image of the dove on the barn thet the Pardoner uses
to describe his gesture of preaching before his audiences dso strengthens the gap
between the insincerity of the Pardoner and the authenticity of his text. As he
parodies the true and spiritua power of Chrig’s pardon and the holy rdics through
his performative voice, the picturing of the Pardoner stretching his neck out like a
famyard dove makes a joke on a true preacher and travedties the power of Holy
Ghog.

By twisting such images as the dove gtting on the ban, associated with
something Biblicd,”) the Pardoner offers “mirth” to his audience. On the other hand,
his employment of the Biblica dlusions throughout his tde provides his audience
some sort of judgmentd context from which to figure out his narrator’s words. That
is, a mord truth inheres not in the narrator's or the revelers' fictiond words, but
scattered throughout the text. Like the Wife of Bath, the Pardoner throughout his
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narrdive twigs to his advantage texts from Paul and other Biblicd images (Peck
16-69). If we teke a close look a his exemplum, it reveds that the Biblica images,
especidly the images of Chrigt and of Crucifixion, are inverted. The meeting place of
three revelers is the tavern, the devil’s temple, rather than the attic or the Church
which is the place of communion for Christ’s disciples. They set out on their mission
to kill Death for eternd physicd life. Inverting the image of Christ who conquers
Degth by his sdf-sacrifice, ther quest, as Eric Stockton points out, is an unwitting
atempt to usurp the function of Christ (Stockton 47). Appropriately, the role that the
three questors expect to peform—‘And many a gridy ooth thanne han they
sworn,/And Cristes blessed body they torente—/Deeth shd be deed, if that they may
hym hentel” (708-10)—represents an inversion of the Crucifixion. In addition to the
inverted images of Chrigt and Crucifixion, the Chrigtian concepts of brother hood and
of the Holy Trinity are aso reversed; they have sworn to “lyve and dyen ech of hem
for oother” (703) and they have formed a trinity of body: “we thre been d ones’
(696). But, ironicaly, they die “ech of hem for oother” not for the sake of love for
the others but for ther sdf-seeking lust. Moreover, the death of three revelers, the
feast before their degth, and the oak tree are associated with the Biblical images of
a Communion, the Last Supper, and the Tree of Knowledge, the possible dlusion to
the Cross, respectively.

Accordingly, what an audience has to do is to trust his own knowledge obtained
either from his own experience or from his previous reading. Chaucer throughout the
Prologue foregrounds the deceitfulness of the narrator, and he forces his audience to
recognize an independent authority in sorting out the words spoken by the narrator.
But Chaucer does not preclude the possibility of an audience's earnest response to
his te. Although the Pardoner’s playful and deceitful voice evokes laughter from the
audience and leads him to failure in fulfilling his avaricious god findly, “som mord
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thyng” lies undernegth the Pardoner’s deceptive words and frivolities. As the fase
relics that the Pardoner carries, regardless of his fase claims for their effects, bring
snners to repentance in no doubt8), the mord truths in the Pardoner’s narrdive lie
not in the narrator's authority, but in a reader’s authority which enables the reader to
condruct the mord truths enclosed in the narator's playful words and even his
distorted texts. In both cases, there is a common point that both the power of the
Pardoner’s relics and that of his narrative come not from their author, but from the
Pardoner's audience, whose rdligious faith and reading perception respectively make
red ther authenticity. In this regard, a great difference between a Middle English
tde of mordlity and Chaucer's “tde of mordity” exists. While, in a Middle English
tde of mordity, an audience follows the directions given by an authoritative narrator
and endorses the narrator’s didacticism, the Pardoner’s Tale emphasizes the distance
between the narrator [his true intention] and the texts that he has used for duping his
audiences and lets the audience search for the mord truth for themselves.

IV. Conflict between the Host and the Pardoner

Not only in the Pardoner’s Prologue and Epilogue, but aso even in the exemplum
that exerts a great mord power on his readers, Chaucer wraps the mora issues
through the inverted Biblicd images and dlusions. By doing so, he drengthens the
power of mord teaching through the exemplum.  Furthermore, insteed of inculcating
the mord issues into his reader’s mind directly, Chaucer urges us to find a morality
hidden in the revelers frivolity, their “game” as implied in the firg rioter's plan to
kill the murder of the youngest:



The Pardoner’s Tale: Chaucer as a Storyteler with a Perspective of Relativity and a Vaue of Plurdisn 89

Looke whan that he is s, that right annon

Arys as though thou woldest with hym pleye,

And | shd ryve hym thurgh the sydes tweye

Whil thet thou strogelest with hym as in game,

And with thy daggere looke thou do the same; [ltalics ming] (826-30)

Even when the first two have killed the youngest, they are till anticipating the mood
of merriment: “Now lat us stte and drynke, and make us merie/And afterward we
wol his body berie’ (883-4). As such frivolous attitudes toward the serious issues of
mordity imply, Chaucer does not exclude, as | have mentioned earlier, the second
items, such as “game” “merriment,” “fiction,” “fdsity” and so on, for the emphasis
of the mord issues. Chaucer’s am appears to lie in incorporating two contragting
items in a body without divison or diginction between them.

As | have mentioned before the discussion of the Pardoner’s narrdive, we can
explain the confrontation between the Pardoner and the Host and the scene of kiss by
the Knight's intercesson in terms of such notion of binary oppostion. After he
finishes his tdetdling on the theme of “Radix malorum est cupiditas,” he singles
out the Hodt as his target of attack:

| rede that oure Hoost heere shd higynne,

For he is moost envoluped in synne.

Com forth, sire Hoogt, and offre first anon,

And thou shdt kisse the relikes everychon,

Ye, for a grote! Unbokele anon thy purs”

“Nay, nay!” quod he, “thanne have | Crigtes curd
La be” quod he, “it shd nat be so theech!
Thou woldest make me kisse thyn olde breech,
And swere it were a relyk of a sant,

Though it were with thy fundement depeint!
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But, by the croys which that Seint Eleyne fond,

| wolde | hadde thy caillons in myn hond

In stide of relikes or of seintuarie.

La kutte hem of, | wol thee helpe hem carie

They shul be shryned in an hogges toord.” (941-53)

The Pardoner’s attack gopears to be unmotivated. We can only suppose that the
Pardoner's mdice againgt the Host stems from his perverse titude toward human
nature; the Pardoner with the “unnaiuraness’ of the mae body bears envy and even
anger agand the virile and masculine man like Harry Bailly. About Harry Bailly we
have been told:

A semely man Oure Hooste was withalle

For to been a marchd in an hale.

A large man he was with eyen stepe-

A fairer burgeys wes ther noon in Chepe--

Boold of his speche, and wys, and wel ytaught,

And of manhod hym |akkede right naught. (General Prologue 751-6)

Besides his absence of potency as man, the Pardoner’s sudden insult a the “virile’
Hary Bailly9) seams to derive from his jedousy of Hary's mord authority, as
shown in his response to the Physician's Tale.

Of course, Hary retorts vehemently agangt the Pardone’s persond  assaullt,
because he is singled out as the Pardoner's target among the other pilgrims. Beyond
this smple reeson for his outhurt, as implied in his fear of Christ and of the cross,
and his verba surgery againgt the Pardoner’s invitation to kned and kiss his fake
relics (946-55), Harry might fed tha his true identity as a potent man and a mord
Chrigtian is thregtened by the Pardoner whose physicd “abnormality” and spiritua
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“impotency” are irreconcilable to his own identity. Thet is, Hary believes tha the
transgressive power of the Pardoner’'s appearance detracts not only from his atempts
to establish his persond authority as a leader of the pilgrimage, but dso from the
unity and dtability of the pilgrimage. Thus, by smply excising the perverse power of
the Pardoner which derails Harry's linear “pilgrimage to Jerusdem,” Harry attempts
to seek the unitary body of pilgrimage under the name of order and dability. Glenn
Burger comments that “Harry Bailly's Smpligtic atempt to re-form the pilgrimage
body by excising the Pardoner replicates the desire of relic worshipers to fetishize a
part rather than a whole and thus fasdly appropriate the meaning of the relic as their
own (Burger 1150).” To put Harry's atempt to seek an unitary body in terms of the
notion of hinary oppostion, he abides in the firs items of the hinaries, such as
masculing, earnest, authentic, spiritual, and so on, which have been cherished in the
dominant culture of his times.

As implied not only in Harry Bailly's response to the Physician's Tale, but dso
in the Knight's reconciliation of the dtercation between the Pardoner and Harry,
Chaucer's @m in the Pardoner’s narrative lies not in championing Harry's tendency
of fetishizing certain fragments of the wholeness, instead of the straightforward and
authoritative path insisted on by Harry, Chaucer as a method to reach the issue of
mordity and a certain truth presents to us another way of perversity, as implied in
the Pardoner’s fiction and his fake relics. As shown in his naive involvement into the
dramatic illuson of the Phydcian's narrdive, Harry's abiding concern lies in the
diginction between the good and the bad, or the truth and the fdsehood. He does
not understand that there is truth in play and even in falsehood. Denying the truth or
mord meaning hidden in the metaphors, that is, the Pardoner's fdse rdlics, or in his
perverse language, his literd mindedness adheres only to “soth” and “authority” in
them.
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In this regard, it is not surprising that Harry's adherence to the voice of ultimate
authority is challenged by the Pardoner’s “performetive’ voice exposing his own
hypocrisy and fasity. Especidly, the impassioned conflict between the two pilgrims
a the end of the tde and the inclusion of the Knight is quite naturd and
appropriate. The Knight serves as a heder of the divided socid order by summoning
forth the kiss of peace Beyond this, as implied in the Knight's terms, “Sire
Pardoner” and “Sire Host” (963, 964), the Knight as a mouthpiece of Chaucer
functions to provide not only the “virile’ Harry but dso the Pardoner with his
unmanly body with the equa or the Smilar position in the body of pilgrimege. That
is, the Knight does not define the Pardoner as absolute other in comparison with
Harry, but he may try to condruct the Pardoner as a respectable member of the
Body of Chrigt. In short, the Knight as a man of balance and order provides a more
holistic way to link Harry's orthodox and authoritative perspective in viewing a thing
with the Pardoner’s perverse and topsy-turvied one. And the kiss of peace, though
uncomfortable to Harry, slences Hary's voice of mord authority and reflects
Chaucer's desire to include both Harry's voice of mord eanestness and the
Pardoner’s voice of frivolity. Glenn Burger explains the meaning of the kiss as
follows:

... the kiss of peace dills the active masculine renunciation of the Hogt into a
“spesking picture’ in which a variety of voices-and no voice-is heard. It is
precisely the Knight's (and the other pilgrims’) desire to laugh and play as they
did before that produces this other ending for the Pardoner’s Tde, dlowing the
Pardoner’s body to linger perversdy in the foreground in active, “masculing’
play with the other pilgrims (1147).
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V. Conclusion

The dructurd pattern of the Pardoner’s exemplum, except for some negdive
transformations, is quite Smilar to the archetypa petern of the Midde English
popular tdes in which the narrator tries to imprint the mord upon his audience
drongly and vividly. Furthermore, as in the Middle English popular narrdives, the
Soecdiness of action, the plainness of narative syle and the minimization of
character-description are drikingly noticed in the Pardoner’s Tale. In spite of such
smilarities between a Middle English popular narraive and the Pardoner’s narrative
in terms of dructure and the narrative stylistics, more differences exist between the
two tdes, the differences, in part, derive from the configurations that Chaucer made
from the basic folk story of the treasure-finders through his daborately constructed
“voices” especidly with his plurdigtic voicing, and through his choice of narrator.

The Pardoner’s Tale mirrors Chauicer’s dtitude of reldivity and his plurdigtic
perspective; he recognizes the holigtic way in which the perverselthe absence is an
integrd part of the dominant culture, and he believes that truth or meaning aso
exigs in the depraved and subordinate items of the binaries that have been excluded
by the dominant culture/voice. In addition, the Pardoner’s Tde is a representative
work that shows the importance of a reader’s role as a co-author in congtructing the
meaning of the tale. In other words, a message or the meaning of a literary work
is not decided by whether the work is true or the soryteller is mordly good, but by
a reader’s negotiaions with it.  Likewisg, in spite of our knowledge on wha the
Pardoner does (“I preche’) and who he is (“a ful vicious man”), a mord meaning or
truth that is dispersed in the Pardoner's fase preaching and his fake relics depends
on a reader’s judgment and intelligence together with his faith.
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Notes

1

4)

5)

For his comparison of the Pardoner's sermon and exemplum, see his book entitled
Chaucer's Drama of Syle: Poetic Variety and Contrast in the Canterbury Tale, 52-63,
quoted from 61.

Some critics have argued that the Pardoner’s exemplum is a story about himsdf and the
doom that awaits him; Marshall Leicester, J., “*Synne Horrible': The Pardoner’s Exegesis
of His Tde, and Chaucer's” in Acts of Interpretation: The Text in Its Contexts 700-1600:
Essays on Medieval and Renaissance Literature in Honor of E. Talbot Donaldson, eds.
Carruthers Mary J and Kirk Elizabeth D (Norman, Oklahoma: Pilgrim, 1982), 25-50; see
adso Martin Stevens and Kathleen Falvey, “Substance, Accident, and Transformations: A
Reading of the Pardoner’s Tale, Chaucer Review 17 (1982): 142-58.

See Maureen Thum, “Frame and Fictive Voice in Chaucer’s ‘The Pardoner’s Ta€e and
Kipling's ‘The King's Ankus’” Philological Quarterly 71 (1992): 261-79. He discusses
the Pardoner’'s manipulation of the two voices and summarizes that "The ostensbly
‘confessiona’ voice addressed to his primary audience of pilgrims exposes and comments
on the purported hypocrisy and manipulativeness of the second voice. The second voice,
that of the pseudo-prescher, is customarily directed toward the ‘lewed’ or uneducated....
folk of the lower classes' (264).

The Riverside Chaucer, 3rd ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1987): Quotations of
Chaucer are from this edition.

William Kamowski says that “The Knight, Clerk, Franklin, Man of Law, Prioress, her
Nun, her Priest, the Physician, Mork, Friar, and especidly the Wife of Bath (threetime
pilgrim to Jerusalem)”—since such pilgrims might have seen too many fake relics, they
would not believe the Pardoner’s relics and his pardon. He further says that “the Miller,
Reeve, and Manciple were too well versed in deceit themselves to have credited dl the
bogus relics they encountered.” See his aticle entitled “‘Coillons,’ Relics, Skepticism and
Faith on Chaucer's Road to Canterbury: An Observation on the Pardoner’s and the Host's
Confrontation,” English Language Note 28 (1991): 4-5.

6) In addition, Il 403-4, 407-8, 423-4, and 432-3 dso highlight the narrator’s vicious and

covetous intention.

7) For a discussion of religious dlusions, see Marshall Leicester, pp. 25-50. See aso Benson,

60 and David Lawton, Chaucer’s Narrators (Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 1985), 25.

8) Joanna Beall points out that “in the Pardoner’'s recognition and confession of his own vice

there is a seed of virtue that has the power to turn others to repentance,... only the verbal
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trickery by which he coerces people to confess sins and buy ‘pardons,’ thus converting his
words into physical gold” (36-7): See “Spiritudl Gold: Verbal and Spiritud Alchemy in ‘he
Pardoner's Tale€ and ‘The Canon's Yeoman's Tae’' Medieval Perspectives15 (2000):
3541,

For the study of the Pardoner as a feminist hermeneutical model, see Monica McAlpine,
“The Pardoner’s Homosexudity and How It Matters” PMLA 95 (1980): 8-22; Carolyn
Dinshaw, “Eunuch Hermeneutics” in Chaucer’'s Sexual Poetics (Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1989), 156-86. See dso Marshdl Leicester, Jr., The Disenchanted SHf:
Representing the Subject in the Canterbury Tales (Berkeley: University of Cdlifornia Press,
1990).
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