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Elghteenth-century edltors of shakespeare have,.untll‘ﬁalrly

.-

'r.recent trmes, been greatly underestlmated by the maJorlty\of crltlcs.

u.@rtactual‘work on the text was drsapp01nt1ng. ‘In one""
1c1sm 1s justlfled The earller elghteenth—CentUry

Vrespect;such ai’
-edltors would go to almdst any lengths to "1mprove" Shakrspeare s
barbarous utterlngs'" and 1nev1tably what they produced were edltlons e
;ﬁ;'. 'whlch d1d not present what Shakespear\ actually wrote but rather what
T edltprs 11v1ng more than a century later felt he should have wrltten.- it:'ffN'\
0 . .
.is the pu:pose of thls study, however, to show that some of the cr1t1c1sms'

whlch have been leVelled agalnst these early edltors are: grossly,unfalr.

,Certalnly the century s earller edltors dld not produce the types of f”'_iff.{5'~‘:

e

i i 7
‘dedltlons that_would~be applauded today, but ‘we - must remembet_that the
‘ v T T TR T 7 IR
: motlves behlnd thelr edltlons were vastly dlfferent from those of modernj“‘ Ve

_edltors ' The task of the early elghteenthﬁcéntury edltor was- tol' 15d', _,"{ R

popularlze Shakespeare, and he felt perfectly justifled in employlng any
\ a\ . B . E .
' -means to do _so. As the elghteenth-century readers knowledge and :J B »;:”

. .
"apprec1at10n of- Shakespeare s works 1ncreased a dlfferent type of edltlon

. \ RER
became necessary, and gradually a cons1stent technlque of ed1t1ng eyo1ved
gt a N

wh}ch closely approxlmated the "llmlted eclectlclsm" of today Indeed the




‘ ‘of all elghteenih-century edltors, are- then examlnéd : A careful

:edltor s actual performance, the chapter attempts to prov1de a clear 1dea

e

The openlgg‘chapter of this study examlnes modern edltorlal tech-af A}-f

R - v
O

=wn1que. The contrlbutlons of such scholars as A W Pollard R.B. McKerrow,

W.wq_Greg,’Charlton Hinman'and'Fredson Bowers are discussed,vwith~thefa}m

B T T P S T T
of providing thé reader with a .comprehensive overview of the ‘knowledge .. - =«
(xchad , o TEEEE N A .

, i

the now:possess‘about'Shakespearefs text, and an:awareneSS of fhe“rakioﬁalé )

. . . : o o . . . . RS
"x - . - RO . S s o :

. kbehlnd modern edltbrlal progedures."‘;'“”[, T jﬂ‘[{ = -

-~

The second chapter presentsaacrltlcal survey of:. the re&pectlvebf

. elghteenth-century edltlons of ShakespeAre.l As well‘as cons1der1ng‘the'l'f. S

aoTe

\.

""of~the condltlons.under whlch.each edltor'was working; Generally

~

!speaklng, each of the\edltors appears to have been a dedlcated and

o . i @

conscientlous 1nd1v1dual, who was gu1ded in hls edltorlal pOllCY by the -

Vo

needs of the reading publlc

N

The edltorlal labours of Alexander Pope, one of the most mallgned

TSN

=extua1;
\ :

Ay

'
study of Pope s'work on. The Tempest Othello fnd Romeo and Jullet reveals
o gl v .

o

: that although ‘he. was certalnly wllllng to alter Shakespeafe s.text where

he’ thought alteratlop necessary, the magorlty of these alteratlons were fﬂ

justlflably condemn Pope S edltlon in some respects, but to claim that“h@l‘

“ approached hlS task halfheartedly or that he scamped hls work 1s to be

‘grossly unfalr

:‘fVAfter examlnlng Capell's hand,ing of the texts of. such plays as The 'ff,:‘f _ _—

"\‘

~

made for what he con51dered to be sound and 1mportant reasons
. . \.

\

»/~>In chapter four Edward Capell's edltlon ?f Shakespeare ‘is con--

51dered I belleve that Capell was’ the greatest of all the elghteenth-

century edltors, and 1ndeed;pﬂe of the most 1mportant edltors of A

Tempest, Othello and Romeo and Jullet, as Well as-the varlous comments
. . L i S

v



' about\ ed1tor1a1 technlque that he made in’ hls Notes, one can ?nly m+ ‘
T l 1

. at thé remarkable na\ture Gf Capell s. achlevement. ‘ PoSsessnxg only a
9 fract:.on of the: knowledge that we. now’*have about Sh}kespeare ,s te ,

Capell m many ways ant1c1pated modern ed,ltorlal procedure. Indeed, w.e

vall owe hm a deep debt of gratltude for hlS attempts to \l‘estore Shake-

¥

"speare 8 orlgmal text. He is perhaps one of our most unjustly neglecte '

' “'-Shakespearean scholars. e P A ;_' S

\.-, e e :u;:,;

e To pralse Capell 5 achlevement 1s not to uqderestlmate the

\

A
mportance of thé "hew blbllographers. Theu respectlve contrlbutlons

L ‘.
to ou.r knowledge of ‘§hakespeare s text are mvaluable. 'However, the'

».\ R R
,_exghteenth—century edJ.tors also deserve credlt for thelr endeaVQurs Tha_t_ ’

a. cons1stent and v1a.ble method of ed1t1ng Shakespeare s works evolved

' "durmg this perlod 1s a trlbute to the dlllgence and 1ntelllgence of

'-these ploneers of Shakespearean textual scholarshlp
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Chapter I

Modern EdltorlalzTheory

oo o : i

N Vﬂj."  In 1939 R B.' McKerrow publlsh@d hls now cla551c Prolegomena-to

-

~ S~

twfthe Oxford Shakespeare._ Thls work has been of lnestlmable 1mportan

o .'51nce 1t was here that concrete rules were flrs et dOWn for the o ..‘ B e
o : ' : : : i NI R Ty
\ S edltlng of‘Shakespeare. Several‘of'McKerrow s‘1deas have sinCe'comef _

R

-,under crltlcal scrutlny, and 1t is perhaps now generally conceded that ‘,.5'

'fﬁ_y-hls édltorlal prlnc1ples were,'at least in part ‘too conservatlve to T

P - \

(3

'fresult-ln the best p0551b1e edltlon. However, the fact remalns that

-.chKerrow s Prolegomena brought to the\fpre many of the dlfflc ltles

co . - \ . ‘ :
‘\ . that had been plagulng edltors for centurles,‘and prov1ded the 1mpetus -
: _ P

’

_behlnd much of the edltorlal dlscu551on of the last forty years

Lt Perhaps the most 1mportant dlfference between McKerrow s - f’ , vSE,

,edltorlal theory and that of E1ghteenth-century edltorsﬁ at least up

to Johnscn, 1s thelr respectlve conceptlons of what the edltor 15

N .

ﬁattemptlng to achleve. In the elghteenth centhry, one of\the edltor s

v ?most‘lmportant goals was’ to make Shakespeare mcre»acce551ble to the '_ N 7}”
a

ejf'general readlng publlc._ It w1ll be shown 1n the next chapter that for

A\
B

R g

r;;many Ain the‘elghteenth century‘readlng Shakespeare S

Indeed many

“?” ) ﬂhreaders }ﬁnd—sofe_efitors) felt that 51nce Shakespeare s language was

' ?\ﬁhe‘weakest part of h1 art, 1t was the duty of the edltor to save

ejnearly as reflned as\that of the elghteenth century




A

: obscur;tles or. to make the language more: acceptable to elghteenth-century
. B (% . . _\\ R .

\sen51b111t1e5¥ Some of the early edltors of Shakespeare, then, probably -

regarded thelr prlmary task as one of popularlzatlon,‘and whlle nope y
~resorted to wholesale rewrltlng of Shakespeare, few dlsplayed any qualms.>
L {
about alterlng h1s language\lf they felt thelr own wordln '

S
1mprowement._

Such a conceptlon of the task of the edltor dlffer greatly from

'rwhatiwe-belleve today; McKerrow s deflnltlon in. hlS Prolegomena of what .

fan ideal" tex would be is hard to- lmprove upon f-' - '»-' S

"\ " \Por: scholarly purposes,,the ldeal text of the works
' of an early dramatlst would be one which, on the

A p051t1ve side, should\approach as closely as the

‘| extant Imaterial allows to a fair copy, made by the : .

| author himself, of his plays in the form which he R
intended finally to give them, and, on the' .

negative -side, should not in any: yaﬂibe ‘coloured by

| the preconcelved ideas or 1nterpretat10ns of

' later tlmes 3 -._s_L;Q - o SRR %

. - 1 . N SRR - ke B

: Mokerrow goes on to admrt that for Shakespeare thripideal is’likéiy tg.

"remain very dlsta } but the 1mportant thlng to notlce here, I thlnk, ig

that the 1dea1 represents a ba51ca11y dlfferent phllosophy than that

.underlylng the ed1t1ng practlces of: the earller elghteenth century._
. - I

Nowhere is thls dlvergence more 1n eV1dence than in- the theorles

of\copy—text promlnent 1n:the eighteenth century and that enunc1ated by L

"En“1904 McKerrow stmply meant‘by the_ érm

edltlon'of Nashe. ’however;

the text on whlch an edltor bases hls own, so in thls 51mple sense early

’Teighteenth7oentury editors were indeed_maklng‘use‘of copy-text.



) A l ._ . | 'l ’ "‘"( . i . “a -
R o ‘f-» ‘ ’ ;, . : a# : ‘l A
v One of the major problems confrOntlng anyone 1nvestlgat1ng

elghteenth-century ed1tor1al technlque is that all of: the edltors rlght

[ N

up to Capell.relled ‘on thelr 1mmed1ate predecessor s edltlon as the
. X . ‘

e

'ba51s, or as- copy-text for thelr own Theobald Warburton 2 and Johnsdn

'all attacked the many faults of thelr predecessors edltlons andyet the

L

practlce contlnued of uslng these same edltlons as copy text, and the,

number of unneCessary errors contlnued to multlply Obv1ously these men
S were not Stupld and 1t seems amaZLng that they d1d no see the folly _

‘ of thelrxways. Although thls problem Wlll be dealt with 1n more detall
. e

in subsequent chapters, a few words about 1t are necessary here.r

N

Agalng in con51der1na thls 1ssue, one must consult the motlves of -

L.

'the respectlve edltors. Even though the edltors of the elghteenth

fcentury generally made a practlce of attacklng earller edltlons in the (n~'fﬁ

‘;Amost v1rulent manner 1maglnab1e, there can be llttle doubt that they

‘Ey'enerally belleved thelr predecessors to be falrly 1ntelllgent men,‘and R

. e o
Ythat they felF that as 1ntelllgent men worked on Shakespeare, certaln'

' -def1n1te 1mprovements were bound to occur .. Another characterlstlc of_ﬁ'
elghteenth-century edltors, and I thlnk 1t is- falr.to generallze here,drp

"‘15 that they all‘held a rather h1gh oplnion of themselves. If the |

iunderlylng goal of the elghteenth~century edltor‘was to present an .

edltlon of Shakespeare wh1ch would be readable and understandable, and

whlch would not offend elghteenth-century sen31b111t1es, what better

-

fjudge than hlmself? Thls, I thlnk, is why we often flnd the rather

\ )

whlch are elther orlglnal or wh1ch follow some ear11er edltlon.f What

.’appealrd to thelr own sen51b111t1es became the crlterlon of what was

N

. lrlght. lel.' 'QHQ'E"jﬁififll; ':f: » L A ,‘ ‘ b-l 'f_

curlous practlce of edltors at tlmes follow1ng a- predecessor s edltlon ,;-'




Coupled w1th this general arrogance of elghteenth-century edltors

B .are several other factors whlch 1nf1uenced thelr not1ons of copy text.
51"- Jx . o T
: Flrst of all, there ex1sted a great pes51mlsm as to the state offthe early
S .

'quartos If the early quartos ‘were all corrupt, the early edltérs felt :j'

_that they couldtbe of llttle auShorlty, and no attempt was serlously made

”untll Capell s edltlon to dlscover the true relatlonshlp between the fOllOS o

'fand quartos.. of course, the eariy edltors dld realize that at least some

AN E v

fof the quartos mlght possess authorlty, SO, from Pope s tlme on a more or,wﬂ'T"'ﬂi‘ﬁ

less concerted effort was made to obtaln as many early quartos as '

p0551ble ‘ Agaln though the method of using these quartos reflects :ﬁ}<"ﬁ‘nfhﬁv.

1the motlves of the edltor If an edltor llked a spec1flc quarto read;ng_ ,3§f}53t;h

-~ .»'

3 he was usually arrogant enough not only to thlnk that every other reader vf‘ﬁ»_j‘jié
would approve of it, but also to belleve that Shakespeare must Lave,7"f R
.l§wr1tten 1t - ‘ ',' ) v":'*“,‘,' o ivAS_t, f-‘,f..=' é.\~-,[..

~In The Treatment of Shakespeare s-Text By His Earller Edltors,

1709- 1768 McKerrow p01nts out another pos51ble reason for the elghteenth~‘

century method of edltlng” It 1s McKerrow s contentlon that the . Mg LD

.

, ..elghteenth—century edltors, &ho ‘had all recelved a c1a551ca1 educatlon,

.,would natirally approach thelr tasﬂ of edltlng Shakespeare 1n";i'i“

n

o ", way that they would approach the edltlng of any cla551cal text.. McKerrOW'
f;;.shpws that in the maJOrlty of cases the avallable sources’ of c1a551cal EEERRE |

Co R : : A el
"._texts are manuscrlpts whlch each represent the end of a separate llne of

S S

descent, and that one 1s seldom able to work out-thelr relatlonshlps ',x_j_i

5w1th any certalnty, hence a purely eclectlc method of edlting is the

XY

.‘_only method possible._

: McKerrow then argues that thls background affected the technlques

'bﬁfffihof elghteenth—century edltors of Shakespeare-ﬁr’g




(L....lt snmply neve ’occurred'to'men like » L ‘lﬁi .
', Pope, Theobald, and Capell that the -~ 0 a0
. Shakespeare ‘qiartos ‘were rfot in the same ‘o L
position with respect-to the’ author’s or1g1« VT
- nal text as the c1a551cal manuscrlpts were, ' ... - ETRRE
in that they did not\g:s;esent ‘ends of .separ- -, . .y
o ate lines of: desgért it, but in"most .t as. B
L. 1. cases successive members of. a151ngle line. .. ..
' : "t If they had reflected they would have 'seen . .~ ‘' -
that if we ‘want Shakespeare s orlglnal text }' PR IR S _
_the only ﬁlace*@here we have, any &hance of .. R
findlng it ds ln a quarto or fOllQ which' 1s at AP o
the,head of a: lrne of" desCent, and that .if L e
' descéndants ofvisuch a quarto Or folio have . AT '
dlfferent reading$ from theif. angestor, | thosé’v_,“ , :
M'_ readlngs must ‘Be either” acc1dent h gorrup- SN T R
tlons or deliberate alterations by comp051tors S e T
“or: proof—readers, and can ih no ‘case Nave an ¢ - vl : L
E , authorlty superlor to, or even as great -as, o T‘“ Y _7_\,
*@( R the readlngs of.the: text from- whlch they N T

'”Obv1ously, then, the theory of copy text that McKerrow was to‘ﬁut Eo;ward S

n P - N

» fln 1939 1n hls“Prolggomena dlffets greatly,from that of most elghteéhth-

2N .
y . 4"-’. “ v

century edltors.” Perhaps McKerrow s oonservatlsm 1* thls 155ue nght,‘

v L . ’ ~. RN TR
e - . ~

q%en be traced to~hls conv1ctlon that the elghteenth—century edltors f‘-_i',
» were wron;\ln thear eclectlclsm. I hopeatoﬂshow;;hat¥McKerrow goesya' PR FOR

o

O b ‘ RPN Lt N PR 8
o AR P - o It

ﬂ.Iﬁ~the Prolegomena McKerrow spends con51derable tlme outllnLng e

’ r‘ N L .
T 4 , Cal X
L { in the clearest texms p0351b1e hls theory of copy—text,l He beglns by PR

maklng the very 1mportant pOlnt that*51nce we have no autograph -57'{ ’

B B R
<@ ,-v; 2 .

manuscrlpt of‘Shakespeare, or even aay manuscrlpt copy of such a

- F2 ’ 3
P

jalways rely on prlnted coﬁles of hls pla‘
' P 3

f% that"these coples w111 be of Varylng authorlty.‘ The only poss1b1e

(R R ', R

manusarlpt ‘we‘mus

T
"

".rebourse for an’ edltor *then, 1s,by care?ﬁr‘study of ‘the. text to attempt
A -~ - - N .y‘ ',.-'
to flnd the most authorltatlve versaon of. each play, and tq reprlnt 1t " R

‘A‘_*.. /

w . . %o

o as caﬂefully as’ possible, e?Fndlng¢pnly obv1ous errors. Of course, tHe PR

"
) W N - . 7. A,_.«'k"'

only edltlon that can be of any p0551ble authorlty 1s a: substantlve 'kfg ’f“. ﬁj
E i . e e N R :



S - . _,_‘l--.‘-.l N .,‘ ) N . ,’ ‘.,'

‘f*; 'edition, one,“which cannot have'been derived'from'any other edition~now'

Al

extant, the source of such edltlon or edltlons hav1ng presumably be

e1ther a manuscrlpt or. an edltlon wh1dh has perlshed “5

B ,“’

_ UP to thls p01nt there can be no cr1t1c15m o McKerrow s theorl'

 For plays whereuwe.clea;}g\hiye o&ly one_substantlve edltion,'lt would“:
Lo . »».»f _v' o o . .' M '

be illOgiCal to use-any other\edition as“copy—text,»or'to include,'
W1th°Tt careful con51derat10n, emendatlons derlved from any other

-,

,<source.. Unfortunately, thls sxmple prlnc1ple was oyerlooked by all the

edltors of the elghteenth century, r;ght up to Capell Johnson perhaps
\

: reallzed the soundness of the theory, but unfortunately he falled to put

LY

1t 1nto practlce,.'“ coe !'
Where McKerrdw s hard and fast rule of copy—text beglns to break i’h,
3

doWn,¢however, is in hlS treatment of texts for wh1Ch more than one

substantiVe'edition is_extant,-andvinlhis treatﬁent of texts for which,
Ta laterﬁderived'edition containsjrevisions which are obVEOusly R

;‘”authoritative.; In hlS proposed treatment of these two, cases McKerrow s -

theory is ovefiy conservatlve. In the flrst case he contends that the ~ -

only p0551b1e course of actlon 1sto dec1de, through cr1t1ca1 judgment,
-, S . A .\
whlch of the substantive ed1tlons to use a; copy text, and then to.

',reprintgthat~edition:as carefully as poss1b1e, emending*only~obvious and’

"(\ [H
.

\ manlfest ernors. ,In the second case he belleves that once an edltor has

""u

. clearly establlshed that authorltatlve revisions occur 1naapart1cular

ﬂderfyed edltlon, t is hlS responslblllty to reprlnt a11 substantlve.g
K yariations £rom the'corrected'edltion» ‘Thepedltor,:McKerrow,bel;eves,‘

*:should not ‘be allowed to ple and choose.-‘ . O

:efji Obv1ouslyn}such a method of edltlng is dlametrlcally opposed to

the purely eclectuc methods that were SO promlnent durlng the elghteenth

. Sl N . B . The o



~

v n
oo

o .4 . . ‘ K . . '\ N ;: ’ T N v. .
‘ century, and no doubt McKerrow meant hlb methods to rmpose a much-needed

N ;

dlSClpllne upon these edltlng technlques. However, 1t would seem that :

McKerrow went too far 1n the opposlte dlregtlon.: In a brllllant artlcle

entltled 'Prolegomena Recons;dered "6 w w. Greg p01nts out ’

‘»‘

that to be forCed to~accept all of the substantive alteratlons in’ a

deriVed edltlon srmply because some’ may be authorrtatlve 1s to put too

glrm a hold on the edltor and in fact results 1n the abnegat;on of the
Ianat

s

ejltor s duty. Many varlants in the derlved edltlon, after allg klght

L0 concelvably be the result of typographlcal cons1derat1ons or comp051tor1al

B

"tjudges as’ emanatlng from_the author.. : ! [’13_ '- B

R T

\

: error, and many mlght be rev1srons made by people other than the 851tor.

Y

Surely the only th1ng to do when one,approaches the text of a play in

thls state 1s to aCCept only those alteratlons whlch the edltor cr1t1ca11y

AN

In hlS deflnltlve statement on the 1ssue of copy-text, "The

Ratlonale of Copy-Text," ?reg clarlfles what he conslders to be the pro-f
v

per procedure for an editor faced thh the problem outllned above
' "Grantlng that the fact of rev151on {ox cor+< Lo
.rection)’ isestabllshed, an: editor should i

"Nevery case of variation ask- hrmself (1) whether

\

. be attributed to the author, and (2) whether
e ' ‘the later reading is one that the author can -
. :: . 'reasonably be supposed to have substituted for.

o - ‘the former. . If the answer to the first. question
is negative|, then the later reading ‘should be

' laccepted as at least p0551b1y an authorltatlve h‘; A A\

‘ correction (unless, of. course, it is. itmelf, B
1 . . incredible). If the. answer ‘to (1) "is afflrmatlve
/ I \; .'and the answer to (2) is . negatlve, the - orlglnal‘
S ,.readlng should be retained. .If the answers to - .
E both. questions. are afflrmatlve, then the later -
e .‘readxng should be- ‘presumed’ to’ be due to revision

//'.. . and admitted into the- t\xt,_whether the edltor

_‘h;mselg-con51ders it an improvement or not.
o It will be obseryved that one_gmmkacatlon of thls
' _procedure is that a later variant that is either

-completely 1nd1fferent or manlfestly 1nferlor,

L

el o R

cE

N
S

R ~_.the original readlng is one that can reasonably o o



‘, later. Greg concludes hls dlscu551on of this issue by saylng that hg

Lt their klnd “8 Capeil was certalﬁly not a f001 ‘”5.xp:l "7“. o Af If\

Cor for the substltutlon of whlch no motlve can

" -be suggested should be treated as fortuitous and
refused admrssron to the text - to the scandal
of the falthful followers of McKerrow 7o

Sy

[ B

advocatlng here is a bype of llmlted eclect1c1sm, Itiis-pf;”

\

Smy, contentlon that thlS type of edltorral procedure ls in fact ev1dent 'f‘p

-,,1n Capell 'S edltlon, and is the natural outcome of edltlng practlces

\ - B

h in the elghteenth century.r Celtalnly the early purely eclectlc methods
| JARRN

were 1ncorrect but Capell, it wlll be shown, at least attempted to

follow the'procedure*that was~prescribed by Greg some tw hundred,years>
A . ,

' "con51de [s] that it would be dlsastrous to’ curb the 1i rty of

: competent edltors ln the hope of preventlng fools from behav1ng after

‘e

' Concernlng the problem of edltlons for whlch more than one sub—m;

stantlve text is extant Greg, in hlS "McKerrow s 'Prolegomena

Reconsxdered,"rdﬁtagrees wlth McKerrow S: notlon that one substantlve‘_
: . \ . L N N

text can be chosen on what seems to be llttle mor’ than personal

: preference.” Greg maintains that We‘must first of‘all have_a,Clear

notfon of the nature of these\substantlve texts, and '1f_possib1e,'of”'>

.
~

thelr relatlonshlp to one another To support hls clalm, Greg p01nts “

' out that "Unless we realzze Ve that the Quartos of Rlchard III contaln.

~

‘some sort of a-reported tExt, whi le the follo represents in.. the maln the
» stage copy, the‘ch01ceﬁbeZween them can rest upon no more than personal
- o e . . . .

- 11terary taste n9-

N

' In fact, what Greg adypcates for the ed1t1ng ﬁf texts for whlch
,more than one" substantlve edltlon 1s extant is agaxn a klnd of 1:.m;Lted.~
'e¢iect1c1sm Hls clearest statement of pr1nc1ple on’ thls matter is

Ty

g'found ln "The Ratlonale of Copy—Text



. <. whenever there is more than one‘sub-' ;
. stantive text of comparable authorltyy ‘then .=
although it will still be pecessary to choos t
ohe of them as copy-text, and to .follow it in”
accidentals, thls copy-text can be allowed
‘no overr1d1ng or. even ‘preponderant authority
so far as substantlve readlngs are concerned,
The choice: between these, 1n\cases of varlatlon,
o+ will be’ determlned partly by the opinion ‘the* .-
,T3editor may form respectlng the nature o?“the\r_\\\,
., eopy from which each substantlvegedltl was‘ C
*,prlnted, whlch iga matter of‘er ernal

H“:partly by the edltor s judgement of the ,
o » © intrinsic'claims of individual’ readings to
\ 'j orlglnallty = in other words their:: 1nﬁ;;nsrc
: ‘ merit, so long as by "merlt" ‘we mean t L
_ llkellhood of their being what the author K
~wrote rather, than their _appeal to the 1ndlv1-~f

dual taste of ‘the. ‘editor. 10" ' SES s
'Thi"s,li‘mit‘ed eclectic ‘method of -editing finds'support from Fredson

'Bowers. In: hls "Current Theorles of Copy- ext, wrth an Illustratlon
from Dryden “11 BOwers attempts to answer ant1c1pated cr1t1cisms of

'f Greg s theorles, Hls answers are lndeed-lnterestlng and 111um1nat1ngf
The flrst objectlon that Bowers foresees 1s one that llkely has'

-

-,been ant1c1pated by all readers, ~and the one that is. levelled most often i

- ‘ N

:fagalnst the purely eclectlc elghteenth-kentury edltlons. Where one,does d;
»:not mechanlcally stay w1th one text for all rev151ons, and rf‘each‘
fvarlant 1n a rev1sed edltlon must be considered on 1ts own merlts, what

' crlter‘a can one possxbly haVe for dlstlngulshlng between authorltatlve

- and non—authorltatlve readlngs? Bowers answer to thls problem.ls clear
-/ . . N N \“
and to the p01nt and should be borne 1n mlnd 1n our con51deratlon of
T L B
Qall elghteenth-century edltlons ‘ ' o
.‘ fIf an edltor is not 51mply reprlntlng some ' N K
;sxngle authority for the text but is engaging
‘himself with a critical. edltlon which is

supposed to present ‘the best detailed text

. \ . ' . - e .
\ : - ) S ~

-



o

"tentlons ‘ais’ can be m&néged then edltcrlal RN
respon91b111ty cannot:be dlsengaged from the~ W

" duty to judge the vaildlty of ‘altered: readlngs
in a. revised edltion.' Automatlcally to accept | :
a1l the plausible readings'in a revision is an-ffv~ffV

'A,unsound bibllographlcal principle 12.

.It.seems'tq me that nearly all of the edltors in the e“hteenth century

N ~e Lk

L acted as if they were aware of thls”prlnciple, and 1t 1ndeed became

,
3
SN T

. part of Capell s edltorlal phllosophy. anHf‘iTQf; ‘ ‘v"~§if“" y
) i . ; "'f;if~n” _ R
L A second objectlon wh;ch Bowers foresees is that some mlght ,

D vu‘ "

‘ argue that Grngs proposals would‘result 1n an amalgamated or bastard—

V-

;;agalnst most elghteenth~century edltions, but not, as I hope to pzove,

"‘-v'agalnst'them all. "};'? ”?'ff"*“"f f‘ o \> , o 1_:; ;‘5‘5 o
| Bowers successfuily defends Greg s methods here by dlstlngulshlng
‘.between‘a crltlcal edltlon and a,reprlnt‘of a. 51ngle authorlty - Bowers:v.-
‘ dbrllllantiy shows how an edltor attemptlng a crltlcal edltlon would
_ /actually come closest to the author s 1ntentlons by follow1ng Greo S Lf

vf method Bowers' argument 1s 1ngen10us, and deserves to be ‘quoted in

“)

‘fullf. .
A revised edition is usually typeset from a . o
_ .copy of some previous edition sultably marked : e e
;: BRI : ‘up by the author, although in some cases: the ' '
R . o author may, instead, submit a separate list
A T of alterations whizh are to be made in the -
"f_ o - new edition. Let us suppose that the author s
"7 annotated- copy uséd for a revision had been
\ . ;' - preserved. - Certainly, no editor. would prlnt
B . his critical ‘text from the actual revised
: , edition which was set from thzs marked copy.
T Without. questlon he would feel- obllged to
' choose ‘the Barlier (espec1a11y if .it were the -
first edition) and to substitute the'author,s

¥



fwho one andball assumed that matters of spelllng and punctuation were

- of the orlglnal edltion.

- editors. 'At}the bedi

. to early quartos.

" :

: . corréctions in the same way ‘that errhtalists

51‘ .~ are incorporated. " Thus, when Greg's ‘theory cLT -_; 'bilv‘

- is.applied to rev151ons, it is seen that the
preservatlon of the acc1dehﬁals of the flrst
sredition but" the.insertlon of authorltative ‘
“substantive alterations from the revised . . . . .
R text\does, in fact, reproduce as- nearly as o
™ ‘possible ‘the critical ‘teéxt as it would be made . \.-
up from a preserved prlnter s copy. for the < ‘
rev1s1on 13 SO s

,v"'

The tﬁlrd objectlon that Bowers foresees has to do w1th a551gn1ng

varaant acc1dentals 1n a rev1sed edltlon to author or comp051tor, and

PR g‘ .
N

} \

'under their control.14 The argument however, is Eﬁferestlng. Bowers h
1sees some scholars objectlng that by follow1ng the earllest text»;or .

'@ﬁacc1dentals some. alteratlons that-the author may have made ln spelllng,

~ .
u.a, i

\A P

’ punctuatlon‘an€ capltailzatlon would be mlssed He pblnts out, however, N

\.

>ﬂ’that through carelessness and through the process of modernlzatzon scores

of.unauthorlzed variants would appear for!each one offauthorlty;’ An e
: . . . ‘_ ‘ C . i . 1

‘ﬁgeditorfs'wisest»course'of action; then, would be to maintain the ‘texture

B

Clearly, much ias been added to our knowledge of copy—text in the

2blast forty years, and edltors today are approachlng closer and closer tJ

what Shakespeare actAally wrote. It w1ll not do, however, to be too

-condescendlng ln our attltudes towards the efforts of elghteenth-century .

\

1nn1ng of the elghteenth century, knowledge of what

51st of was almost non-exlstent, but so was access
& . ) : [

y As early quartos Aecame morelacce591ble,‘theorles'of

COpy-text should

. ‘1

"copy-text were "CO tlnually belng reflned until w1th Capell and Malone

t

we have edltlng

i

mpractxceto Y- AR TP ‘

ence the argument is of 11ttle relevance to elghteenth—dentury edntors,

echnlques’whrch, b believe, very;closely approach_those

-



N

Yet eweh w1th Malone we see the essentlal dlstrust of the quartos :

that 1s found all the way through the*eighteenth century ‘ In 1799 Rowe,

'clalmed to have compared as many early quartos as possxble to "glve the”

, [N

_true Readlng as well as 1 could from thence "15 However, 1nvestlgatlon

-ﬁhas shown that Rowe actually made verydllttle use of any of the quartos”
in hrs possessuon, rather he relled almost exc1u51vely on the Fourth
fFollo of 1685 As . stated.prev1ously, edutors fromfPope on dld make_

‘some effort to acqulre as; many of the quarto edltlons as. p0551ble, yet
. N\

3 " these quartos were generally not very exten51vely used:. In fact, nearly
N '

‘J'&%ﬂw ~all of the elghteenth-century'edltors,w1th the eggeptlon of Capell

adhered very closely to the follo trad1tlon : Samuel Johnson, for .

example, relled almost exclu51vely on the Flrst FOllO for his edltlon,f,

b ﬂ'

even though the n1ne years between the Propgsals of 1756 and the actual

: e,ved:Lt:Lon of 1765 saw hlm arr1 e atsa much hlgher oplnlon cf the quareos.

,Even Malone, who hadnthe beneflt of Capell s edgt;on, seemed ea511y to

f@;accept that\most of the quartos were "stolen and surreptltlous coples,"vf
"yetvhlsicrrtlcal sense’. told hlm that 1n several casestheypre;ented
'f &etter texts than the folios.. wWhy, " then, dld elghteenth—century edltors
rput such trust in the fOllO tradltlon, whlle generally rejectlng most, 1f
vvnot all of the quartos? | 3
| L The ‘answer would appear to lle in thelr 1nterpretat1on of the
‘clalms\made by hemlnge and Condell in the famous preface to the F1rs¥ -
| ,ﬂFollo, As the reader will remember, the edltors of the Flrst Follo
'clalmed to ‘be’ present&ng Shakespeare 'S plays\to the publlc for the f;rst jh

"'tlme‘ publlshed accordlng to the true orlglnal coples."_ Before thelr Qﬂf"

o edltlon, the reader Jad been abused by "dlvers stolen and surreptltlous o

N .
N

.,coples" and by "malmed and deformed"_works.‘ Most elghteenth~century

‘\ oL

EAN NIRRT SRR



edltbrs of Shakespeare apparently accepted thlS clalm at face value, and
hence followed the only loglcal course, ba51ng thelr edltlons on the

/

j/;fol1os " The: problem w1th thls sxmple course of actlon, howevei was'

" that 1n a number of cases all that the Follo edltors did was reprlnt

:some early quarto, w1thout maklng any slgnlflcant alteratlons What,
'then, ‘was. the early edltor of Shakespeare to belleve? If the.editorS"of

the First Follo were merely reprlntlng earller quartos, which they
el .
s themselves\had sald were "malmed a’? deformed " they were lndeed actlng

in a very» unscrupulous manner. Could such unscrupulous edltors be

vtrusted to prov1de\accurate texts for any of Shakespeare s plays"

S rGenerally the attltude of the elghteenth century edltor seemed to be ,'\
L .
. that the FOllO edltors could not be trusted but that what they prov1ded

N

‘was better than any other text whlch mlght be avallable. Textual
o e i
,,t‘pe551mlsm; therefore, reigned saprgme thloughout the elghteenth century,

N ')3 - )
. and had much to do w1th\the free attltude towards emendatlons that was.

i 1ﬂ,so prevalent durlng the tlme. HaGlng nothlng but corrupt and

',1funtrustworthy texts from whlch to ple alternate readlngs, mang‘of the‘ﬁ;y.

RS

early edltors felt\perfectly justlfled in. substltutlng thelr owh 'f‘ 4
‘, .

vconjectures._ Johnson and Malone certalnly lmposed a much-needed

':dlsc1p11ne, but Capell alone seems to have coupled dlsC1p11ne w1th a -

_ proper attltude towards the quartos. Unfortunately, Malone largely

1gnored Capell s work on the quartos, and,-no doubt seduced by Malonq s
' eloquence, so dld many of the nlneteenth-century edltors It 1s one of
';the great 1ron1es of the textual hlstory of Shakespeare that such a

great cr1t1c as Malone, who dld so much to establlsh proper edltlng T
'technlques, was also largely respon51b1e for a whole century of wrong
: vthlnklng about the quartos. 7ﬂ S ’j“ RO



s

.,Shakespeare FOllOS and Quartos16 that.serious thougtﬂ:wasagaln glven to

;'WLves of Wlndsor and Klng Henry v were worse than the others,v

. J
“- .
it
A
N

It was not. untll 1909 and the p%bllcatlon of A. w Pollard s -

<

hthe relatlve authorlty of the varlous quartos Argulng from whaﬁ seems

today’to' e .a rather ob.lous p01nt, Pollard attempted to clear the-’

N . '

- tarnifhed name'oflthe Folio editors by‘basing;his discussion: of the

S

the‘qﬁartos on an interpretatlon of the word "divers."
The Folio edltors, as we have seen, clalmed that before the publlcatlon

#of thelr edltlon the publlc had been abused w1th "dlvers stolen and

P

suy:reptltlous coples " - Now, if- tﬁhe FOllO edltors meant that a’ of the
,quartos publlshed before thelr edltlon were ?stolen and/szzieptltlous"

‘they had 1ndeed acted in an unscrupulous manner by reprlntlng some ‘of

\;

thege quartos for thelr own edltlon However, Pollard contended . v‘ \“

N

that by “dlvers" the Follo'edltors meant “some,f and hence not\all of

B

\

o the early’ quartos were dlsreputable, some were legltlmate. ‘_Of cdu?_, by

ralslng thls 1ssue Pollard was maklng the task/of the edltor muoh
‘-1 No longer c0uld edltors reject

_,Johnson,,Qr merely accept the earllest quartos, llke Malone. Crltlcal

B \.. N . .

fand blbliographlcal knowledge was now necessary, and the work of Capell

1began to look more and more adva ced

Admlttedly, others had also recognlzed that the %uartos were of :
'varying authorlty. Malone felt that the quarto edltlons for The,Meer

17\ﬁandl

&

Sldney Lee, ln 1902 dec1ded that only six of the quartos were manlfestly

‘ycorrupt. However, that the quartos were generally condemned as late f

\the early‘nlneteen-hundreds can-be'seen'from Lee s attltude:‘

It is not easy to! exaggerate the narrowness
of- pollcy which actuated “the Elizabethan -
publlsher 5 treatment of plays 'In his crass

re ‘._' "

T@ﬁe quartos on prlnc1ple, llke

| 14
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hands of the theatrical manager frequ

_an actor, into.procuring for him a rough -

_proved faithful to the author's intention.-

'amend

el b e
TN . ! N E
b . ¥ N
I NEAN \

| H \

endeavour to satlsfy the new—born taste for-

~ the published drama, he ignored not’ merely

the material interest of author or manager,

but the imt@lligent interest of the reader.’ = = » \

If he cared little about the manner in which
he acqulred a copy of a play, he .cared not
at all whether or not it correctly presented
the author's text Both the ‘author's manuscript g
and the authentlc ‘transcript “which’ waj in:the = |~
ntly ’
lay. beyond the publisher's reach. . Often he
printed a crude draft of a plece which had
been taken down, whether in shorthand or in A

wlonghand by an enterprlslng visitor to the
' playhouse, from the actors' lips in course

of the performance. . Incoherence and con-
fusing om1551ons commonly characterized
the result.... More frequently the pub-
lisher would bribe a scrivener, or perhaps

copy of the play which had been carelessly

.transcribed for some subordinate purpose of'

the playhouse. Such a transcript seldom

B .“\
In most-instances 1t was unsparingly abrldged
or it was defaced by ‘actors' interpolations,
andtnrlgnorant errors. of,. the copyist which
the prlnter s reader made llttle effort to .

"r

'f”The greater number of the quarto edltlons L"*fffﬂrf .‘-\ff;uam

of Shakespeare s plays, whlch were'publlshed

~in hls‘11fet1me seem to h ve been:printed - ' -

from more or less 1mperfect and unautho-

. rized-playhouse. transeripts which were ob- C i
-tained by publlshers more or less dlshonestly

L

BRI

“In a scathlng attack upon Lee, Greg caustlcally remarks in reference to

the above

,'hampered by a knowledge of the facts w9’ 5f S “;;-" ~.M

N

‘"How easy it is to palnt a graphlc plcture of the past un-'

PN

t The 1mportance of. Pollard s dlstlnctlon between the good and bad ?

.5\

':»quartos, then, cannot be overemphasrzed. In an argument that is at once o

'-clear and'con01se, Pollard manages to change the course of Shakespearean

:;edltﬂn after over oné hundred years of wrong thlnklng.zo Pollard beglns

':hls argument by statrng that of the plays found "in the Flrst Follo,

—~



| S
seventeen had been prev1ously publlshed in. qharto form, and’ that Hamlet
"} -and Romeo and’ Jullet had been twice publlshed in w1de1y dlffer*rg quarto
ver51ons In other words, by Pollard's count there are nlneteen quarto

'ver51ons of: Shakespeare s. plays precedlng ‘the First Follo Of these
nlneteen quartos, five are recognlzed as belng corrupt: the earller

3 Hamlet the earlier Romeo and Jullet Henry V, The ﬁhrry lees of Wlndsor
o and Perlcles The corruptlon of these early quartos is ev1dent not only
- ) ~ . .o . .

- because they compare so unfavourably w1th the FOllO texts, ‘but alse- because
they come nowhere near the standard of the remalnlng qu;rto texts.
S . 1 } -

. - But Pollard does not rely completely upon internal ev1dence to
prove his case.  He also attempts to show how the so—called "bad" quartos
were, w1thout exceptlon, issuved in’ some pecullar way, whlle the "good"

W quartos generally were 1ssued in a normal fashlon As Pollard says:
L. if we take the quartos which can be proved
N to have been, dlrectly or 1nd1rectly, the source
L 7r,' e of the text of the First Folio, or ‘those ‘gener-.
T A I AR ally‘whlch are ‘pronounced by 1ndependent
* ' authorities to have "good" texts obv1ously
. . ' belonging to the same. family as those of the’ =~ : _
! £y -~ First Folio, we find that with the single ex- . s
ception of Love's Labour's Lost, which will ) T
be separately considered, they all agree 1n"\" - 0
having been entered, ‘before tKeir first .
publlcatlon in prlnt, in the Statloner s Regls— .
- ters. R
R "On the other hand Af we take- the quartos whlch ‘
.. - . have Mbad" texts,_dlfferlng widely and for the . -
U .. - worse from those of the'First folio, we $hall -, .~ LT

ST o find that they also- agree in one point, that. is ., ° = -
Lo ‘ in either not. being entered prior to first pub- ’
lication in- the Stationers' Registers at all, .
or in hav1ng an entry of an unusual nature,
entitling us to- suspect somethlng wrong....

- .'Flndlng, then, as we do, that quartos whlch
 have good texts and agree with the First Follo S
. are entered reqularly in the Statloners', S T
F Registers, and that qlartos which have bad ' ’ '
'f._‘ - , _ f texts, ‘not agreelng at all w1th the’ Flrst Follo,



" are. entered 1n'the Statiocners'. Registers
either 1rregularly or not at all, we are syrely
justified in-arguing, by what used to be called.
© . in Loglc the method of Agreement and ‘Differ-
ence, that there 'is some causal relation at

}}A\”‘ CL . work;which connects a good text with requtar
£ o entry prior to publlbatlon in the Statlon rs
s 'Reglster.

Pollard later clarlfles ‘his argument by p01nt1ng out that although

N
N

nelther the later Hamlet nor Romeo and Jullet quartos was entered in the

Stationers Reglsters ini the customary manner, since. they were both
ply replac1ng early corrupt quartos there probably was no need for a

new entryt. Pollard argues along 51mllar llnes for Love S. Labour S Lost,

whichialso was not'entered Evenlthough we know of no corrupt early.quarto .
of thls play, there probably was one 51nce the extantquartocontalns the.
words "Newly corrected and augmented".on 1ts tmtle page.. Pollard does

'not contend that all’ of the fourteen‘"good" quartosareof the same -
quallty, or that(the Follo edltors made equal use of them all, but he *_'QE'T

: does malntaln that they are generally of the same quallty as thosaltexts
prlnted in the FOllO for the flrst tlme, and that.noneof them is corrupti&
enough to“throw any serlous doubts upon 1ts authent1c1ty§> Also, all have
‘a respectable b{bllographlcal orlglnji The crux of" Pollard s argument,

: then, 1s s1mply that some quarto edltlons are much beAter than others,
and that generally the edltors of the Flrst FOllO acted in- a responsxble

' manner by selectlng the best p0551ble texts for thelr own edltlon. Hence-“'
.what Pollard does is to free edltoks from the cloud of textual pe551mlsm ‘:A‘
11 that had hung for so 1ong over both the quarto and\follo tradltlons

The quartos could not be dlsmlssed out of hand as being corrupt, and the

Folio’ edltors could not be dlsmlssed as belng corrupt opportunlsts.

Obv1ously, one of the prlmarﬁ duties of the editor was gOLng to bt

l
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‘deciding, by critical means rather than by arbitraryvrules;,whichvedition

of Shakespeare tc use as the ba51s of . hls own. e i i\ “!?

‘In hls dlscu551on of Pollard s argument, Greg, whlle pralslng the
end result of Pollard S 1nqu1ry, also felt compelled to show how the

Symmetry of Pollard s argument has been somewhat blurred by more recent

textual 1nvest1gatlons 23 Por example, it has been shown that a- number
= AR

of plays w1th perfectly respect%ble texts were, -for one reason or another,‘o

never’entered in the Stationers' Reglsters The reverse. also holds true.
Plays with bad,tekts were often entered.'*Hence,.Pollardfs correlation"

: {betwéen authoritative texts'and those'entered in the Stationers'

Reglsters has come to rest on very shaky ground. .Furthermore,”Greg
. v

points out that the orlgln of some’ of the good" quarto téj///ﬂlght not

“be as respectable as Pollard malntalned'

. s applles partléularly £ Klng Lear. I

e ) //’ﬁiless I am mlstaken, and what would be’
o o more surpr151ng Sir Edmund Chambers is- S o
equally and ‘independently so, the text ‘ N
of the quarto of 1608, though on a very : ' -
‘different level of accuracy from those

of the recognized "bad" gquartos, is like

these a,repbgt basedionuactual performance,

and therefore presumably piratical and-

surreptitious.. Yet,’it'was quite ‘regularly
- enteréd in the Stationers' Register, and I

have. no doubt. myself - though'it has been :
questioned - that Pollard was right in- L y

supposing .it to_have been used in: prlntlng '

the fOllO text.

Greg admlts, however, that the Fo%ﬁo edltors only made use of thls quarto :

after it had undergone exten51ve rev151on, S0 qulte p0551b1y they were_

belng true to- thelr word by only presentlng plays in. whlch the texts had :

‘been cured and made perfect. 3\ ‘
v .

It would seem, then, that the Folio edltors at least attempted to

- make use of. the best_texts p0551ble.d For about one—th1rd<3fthe plays in

18

a



Apparently they”also possessed manuscrlpts Whlch they consldeﬁed to: be

l

the FOllQ they employed quarto texts that had been prev1ously publlshed'fv'

.

somehow superlor or preferable to some of the quarto texts, 51nce‘;

.o »“,

v number of the orlglnal quartos were rev1sed conxlderably by reference togf

e

-however, the FOllO edltors seemed'

some’ other source ' In some 1nstances,
E N . e FURRTEIL I, 4

o

Voo

| ‘_‘-v1_'9‘

f”cohtent sxmply to reprlnt the prev1ous quarto texts with only a mlnlmum of P

rev151oﬁ For the remalnder of the plays the edltors relled On manuscrlpts :

;whlch Thave long since dlsappeared, and “f£6r the authorlty of wh1ch we -have T

only thelr word The reader can see, then, where Pollard S V1nd1catlon

. of the quarto and FOllO texts was leadlng the edrtor., It riow became one

v»of the editor s prlmary)dutles to 1nvestlgate as” completely as'p0551ble“

the nature of all-of.Shakespeare s varlous texts Edltors now - had to ask

3

themselves what sorts Qf manuscrlpts lay under the varlous quarto texts

'these manuscrlpts, and from where did the varlous alterations 1n the

v-text emanate? Such enqulrles, as we shall see, lead the edltor 1nto a.

<great labyrlnth of unanswered questlons, and the most frustratlng thlng

'requlres a vast knowledge of blbllographlcal jnd textual_matters”never

dreamt‘of by edltors 1n the elghteenth_century.

”,of all isg that many of the answers to these questlons remaln,matters of

B

speculatlon,.gefylng ultlmate proof Even to approach such questlons-
(

I
\
S

The whole f1eld<3ftextual transm1s310n is so vast and enpompasses

SO many dlfferent theorles that I shall only attempt to deal w1th some of

the main 1nfluent1al 1deas.25 Agaln we must.flrst examlne the 1deas of

A W. Pollard whlch, 1f rather outdated now, dld prov1de the catalyst

'that sparked much—needed further 1nvest1gatlon 1nto thls prlmary area of

h“Shakespearean textual research.

.and PlaYs publlshed for the flrst tlme in FOllO. " How - authorltatlve’were ER



.Shakespeare followed the same course and 51mply submltteg hlS autograph

'FoundatiOES'of‘Shakespeare's'Tektffu‘

"4 > a play should

Pollard agaln returns to the famous preface of the Flrst F0118 as

lthe ba51s of hls argument Here, thﬁ edltors claxq'ﬁ that Shakespeare s

~papers scarce recelved:from hrm.a blot." " How, Pollgrd argues, would

.q

4Hem1nge and Condell know thls if. they were not in posse551on of at least

-

some of Shakespeare S orlglnal autograph papers? Ba51ng hls argument on

‘the fact that: we know today of at least three manuscrlpt prompt books

4

'wthat are in the handwrltlng of the orlglnal authors, Pollard argues that o

C e '

_'papers, whlch, 1f suff1c1ently clear, would become the prompt book, and

\

if not, would be transcrlbedvln the theatre.»'As Pollard says in his “'.

In the case of some plays by &ther play-
wrlihts we find that it was the: author 5

aut graph manuscﬂlpt which was first - sub—
‘mitted’'to the censor and then. used as a - S -
‘prompt copy and equipped w1th ‘the notes and =~ ' T
‘sta e—d1rect1 ns necesssary for this purpose. ‘
o From the. notes ‘gnd Stage-directions which L ,
ol .”‘1; , occur in some lof" the,prlnted quartos there is o iy
",1 - @ high probabi llty that these were printed ‘ L
", . from prompt -copies, and if what happened A
: . with other plays by other; playwr ghts is any ‘
guide to'what jhappened to. Shakespeare's,
‘some of these‘ rompt coples were propably
in his autogra h. Some of them, also, were
probably not; put it may be . claimed that at S
every stage ge in| the passage of a play from I o
Shakespeare's.study the balance of pro- . ' T
babilities is.in favour of optimism. Thus, °°
. flrstly, when - there- was'a rywk of piracy it
- v would be foolish to increase that risk by. _ )
T e maklng ‘a-single needless. transcrlpt. Secondly, ' Lo
A in view-of the insistence of the censor that B
R e acted in exact confOrmlty with
. the .copy on whlch the- 11cence was inscribed, he
‘greatest. proof of obedience on the part of thz
players would Ae to put thls inscribed copy in f‘<~v‘
: the hands of. tHe prompter as a.%uarantee agalnst Y
e . 'gag. . Thirdly, @as a ready” means of persuadlng '
' ] the wardens of the Statloners Company €hat a
- play might be prlnted w1thout special authorlty
P belng obtalned for 1t, ‘the productlon of the -

wt

. N . . A
3 . 1 . v . . ERETN . -,
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' manuscrlpt n whlch the censor' s llcence was ‘ ‘
inscribedys as the copy sent to the prlnter, ' ’ -// o
_would c before 1t . ) : ‘ \

R

)

Pollard s argument is 1ndeed attractlve, and when we reallze ‘that he N
g8 , , .

. s 51mplycla1m1ng that some of the first edltlons of" Shakespeare 5 plays

-

were probably printed from hls own autograph manuscrlpts, 1t does not seem
. . -y .
.that he is clalmlng anythlng beyond bellef However, cr1t1cs‘soon reallzed»

that Pollard/s attractlve theory\was in need of some modification. W.W.
Y .

Greg, in The Shakespeare Flrst Follo, poirfts ocut that Pollard's argument ' ;~haj//(
. in- fact fails to prove that any of Shakespehre s plays were prrnted from
' manuscrlpts Jn hls own handwrltlng Greg concedes that there is no
‘reason to belleve that Shakespeare ever handed over‘anythlng else but
'hlsAown drafts'to the theatrlcal company, but where Pollard s. argument
breaks down, Greg belleves,lls in hlS contentron that orlglnal drafts
_ were ever used as prompt books Greg argues hls case -as follows

i 2 I Pollard himself p01nts out- that what
ﬁ, T Shakespeare handed over were h;s orlglnal
"%,751- L ~ drafts -| what Daborne called the foul _
& " ’'sheets - and although’the players commented. .
. on the absence of erasures, it would be
' rash to‘'concludé that they were in a fit S
-~ state to serve the prompter - at any -rate LT .
without ¢ supportlng evidence. ThlS Pollard } : S \
-~ thought he had found in three. autograph s - e
‘ prompt—books that ‘survive, -although ‘in ‘order ,
\ -~ to provide relevant ev1dence it would have- - 'N
: .. 'to be. shown that they were not merely _ '
_‘-:, D ,'autograpp but foul papers, which cannot
- " be suggested of more ‘than one of them. , ."»
Besldes, none of them can be taken - as h R
typ1ca1 ) ‘"Thus the three examples that L e
. Pollard selected do- very little to support N Do
.-his case, and though other au raph prompt— e ’\
‘bocks may exist, they are,not eally any ' ‘
more relevant.,? o -

601ng on, Greg contends that‘the maln dlfflculty Wlth Pollard\s argument

is that it lacks any connectlng llnk "either ev1dence that Shakespeare



IA “

‘“sometlmes made falr coples of his plays or that foul papers normally

' ! . AR

-

»bECame prompt—books "28

i >

v . - \
,form of Pollard s argument that 1s 1ncorrect, and that hi's own cr1t1c1sms

do not - show that sOme of Shakespeare s plays had not in fact been prlnted

‘Ifrom autograph COpY-.. !

In l931 however, R B McKerrow formulated a theory about prlnter s

‘copy that was'to receive almost universal praise_and aCceptance.zgf

'Addre551ng hlmself to the problem of "whether a bad text is llkely to be

a bad reproductlon of a good manuscrlpt or a good reproductlon of a bad

~

one “3O“McKerrow pointsfout the very interestingﬂfact_that Elizabethan o

prlnters generally made a very’ ctedltable jOb of reproduc1ng non-

\

dramatlc works ‘Is 1t reasonable to assume, McKerrow asks, that the'

prlnters would for some reason, s1nk greatly beneath their normal

~

standards when prlntlng dramatlc works’> Surely 1ti/g'more reasonable to L

}assume that the fault lay in the manuscrlpts that were presented to the

printer.’ SR EE . IR o c k

N

McKerrow contends that since-a‘legible-copy of each play.had to

4" ' !

s be' submltted for the approval of the Censor, the- companles themselves

must have had good manuscrlpts of all the plays whlch they performed

N

The companles, fearlng loss or. damage to\these mahus rlpts whlch, in ‘all
. v . -

probablllty, eventually became prompt—books, would naturally be. loath to
‘submlt these manuscrlpts to the prlnter.. The natural alternatlve,l

l . -

N

13‘McKerrow argues, was: to submlt the author s foul papers, from whlch the
.falr COpY. had been preparfd He succ;nctly summarltes.hlshargument in
the followrng paragraph »‘~t .'“ N = jvi :‘:'t He N

y suggestlon 1s, then, that one of the

‘- reasons for the badness of dramatlc texts
is. ‘that they were often set up from the

22

Greg COncedes, however, that it,is Ra51cally the -
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'Bowers makes the poxnt that McKerrow 'S, theory has become too muc

w
author 's orlglnal manuscrlpt and not-from a
v'falr—copy such as .would be usual’ 1A the case
- . of other books. And we must remember that -
; the o lrlglnal manuscrlpt of a play would not "‘
- % have een written with' any -thought of the y
' presk. It was not intended for the study, . \, SR
or for the minute discussion of students )
three hundred years away in the - future.'
It was not a literary document at all.
It was merely the substance, or rather the
bare bones, of a performance on the stage,
'1ntended to.be interpreted. by actors skitled
- len their craft, who would have no dlfflculty
- 7 in reading it as it was meant to be read.
' To a compositor, however* it may w1l have
~ been much more confu51ng thanany literary.

23

- manuscript, even in the author 'S orlglnal o . S

sdraft.31

’

McKerrow's. argument is certalnly conv1n01ng, however, as R. C Bald p01nts

N

. out the one, strong objectlin'to.McKerrow s theoryyls that it'cannot‘be'

32

proved. N

N . . . Y ' . B
P . . . v

Fredson Bowers sets up some | strong opposltlon to McKerrow s

*
1

‘theory in hls On Edltlng Shakespeare?; ’ After llstlng the varlous types

of copy‘which might have bee: supplled to the Ellzabethan pr1nter,34y

»matter of falth, and the time: has come for reconslderatlon.- As
says,»"In my own oolnld"the present day tendency to the mass a 51gnment

of any,prlnter s copy as foul‘papers, when there is some presumed

evidenc% in the prlnted text of authorlal characterlstlcs and .none of the

y

: theatrlcal prompt,copy, has gone too far and is in- need of re—examlnatlon

not only'on groundi*pf.probability but also in thenlight of'evidence.

v

_which'hasvnot been bronght to bear on‘:the.problem."35 Eowers' newi;"

argument 1s dlfflcult, espec1ally for those not famlllar with the
\somewhat\spec1allzed language of the blbllographkr, so perhaps it mlght
{

first of all-be wise tovquote-Honlgmann s*succxnct summary of Bowers'

®



posftion: =~ )
. ’ Bowers ... congectured that more texts than
' o the two postulated (foul papers; fair copy

, later used as prompt—book) must have existed .

~in’ the early history of a play. ‘Fouler
papers' might precede the foul. papers; and "
an 1ntermed1ate fair copy, not. necessarlly
w1thout some deletions and afterthoughts,
1ntervened in his opinion, between the foul \
. papers and-the second. fgér:copy that would
_ become the prompt—book.r o R

’

Honlgmann then p01nts out that Bowers in effect argues agarnst McKerrow s,f
bellef that norm ally the. players would hand foul papers to the prlnters 3

»Rather, Bowers contends that whlle this mlght occa51onally have been the

© case, there is no. ev1denc§ to support the bellef that 1t frequently

b happened As Bowers hlmself says ‘"I am not concerned to arque that the

theatre never recelved an author s foul papers, but only that, in. more.

7'cases than we have CUStomarlly thought, 1t 1s Very probable fair copy
- 37 ' “[‘\ ‘ s

- ‘'was submltted 1nstead "

The textual 1mplicatlons of what Bowers says here, of course, are

enormous Relylng on'. the old theor that prlnter s opy normally
Y X

N

COﬂSlSted of the author's fouL papers, a number of edltors had felt
.justlfled in maklng emendatlons based on the bellef as Bowers says, -

"that such papers wouid have been con51derably worked over, ;nterllned
and 51dehnoted and in- plach almost 1lleg1ble w38 Furthermore,iln some\
cases, notabiy the second quarto of Hamlet, some edltors had contended
that corruptlons arose: because of theprlnters lnablllty to read the

' comp051ng‘author sbcareless handwrltlng However, - 1f we concede that
the usual prlnter s copy was. not the author s foul papers, but rather

. the av*thor s fair copled papers, “the edltor is forced to change a great '.

>

“deal of hls thlnklng. :



4

fBowers,'however, is never one to make rash stateants without
- the necessary'qualifications, and his theory of the fair copied papers is

no exception Rea1121ng that .some edltors mlght be prone to excess on .

?

“the other side, Bowers stresses the p01nt thﬁt such a falr copy mlght
.also cause the edltor a number of problems. On some occa31ons a
perfectly f;lr copy mlght have been made 1nto a prompt book w1th all -
its attemdant problems, and also, as Bowers p01nt out, "Few authors can

re51st the opportunlty to revf%e during the course of copylng, and a .

‘consc1entlous author after copylng mlght.make some number of further g

rev1s1ons 1nvolv1ng 1nter11neat10n, marglnal addltlon, and the 11ke "39_

Certainly, then, Bowers is notclalmlngthat 51nce the manuscrlpt lying"

behlnd a quarto mlght have been a "falr copy" no edltorlal emendatlonS'

‘are p0551b1e, he is 51mply pleadlng for cautlon in this regard.'v .
" Bowers then makes the point already mentioned, that perhaps on
R . -

_some occa31ons an 1ntermed1ate scrlbal falr copy of" the author ‘S foul

papers mlght have served as prlnter s copy '\ A
‘v.. I should’ scarcely w1sh to deny that
 Shakespeare, or some-Other well- establlshed
S _dramatlst, could not sometimes have contented
L himself ... with submlttln;ﬂbomethlng ‘like
’\ foul papers, though not necessarily his
original drafts. I should suggest, neverthe—
less, that we are not thereby automatlcally
justified in assuming that these papers would
ralways have been transcribed directly into
_prompt-copy, and would therefore have been
preserved ‘to. become the manuscrlpt given
the prlnter.. In some cases, especially if
- the papers were not 1n very good shape, it
could well have been expedlent, 'in lleu of '
the. author s fair copy, for a theatrical
-scribe. to.. make an 1ntermedlate transcrlpt Coil e
. of- th m for cod51deratlon, rev151on,' Sy
subm1551on to the censor, copying of the :
Aparts, or sometimes for marklng .and. cutt1ng‘~
in’ preparatlon for the flnal prompt book.
*And if this were so, it is llkely that ‘not
the dlscarded foul papers but 1nstead this

—

ok
o .
!

B
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scribal co" was the manuscript eserved o :
‘ PY iRt Py 40
as a dupllcate and thus given to the pr nter. o

The 51gn1f1cance of all thls is obv1ous Even if'the crlbe attempted

l

to reproduce as, falthfully as p0331ble the manuscgapt in front of hlm,‘

: w1thout attemptlng to clean up any dlfflcultles that he mlght see, some

R
amount of scrlbal corruptlon is 1nev1table, and the edltor must react

~accord1ng1y.

The reader by thls p01nt is no dqubt asklng hlmself what all of v

thls can p0551b1y have to do with elghteenth-century technlques of ' \

'_edltlng Shakespeare The srmple answer 1s that 1t has practlcally nothlng

to“do with,it. That,vln\fact, is prec1sely my p01nt Now~that the

\

Vreader ‘has refreshed h\s memory about merely some of the major textual
breakthroughs that have been made 1n our. own century,'lt is,; I think,

N

p0551ble to apprec1ate even’ more the mlraculous progress that” was made ' S /1f

N * : ,
>dur1ng the elghteenth century, when all of thls knowledge was not even

: i
dreamt;of.< I certalnly would never be so bold or ‘so foollsh as to say

"that Capell s .or Malone s edltlon of Shakespeane were superlor, or even

equal to the edltlons, say, of the New Arden edltors : But I would

contend that many of the edltlng technlques now popular were at least‘

1

iﬁapproxlmated by the later elghtetnth—century edltors. And'the amazingbg._ : AN

ot

‘thlng 1s that these technlques were approxlmated w1thout the a1d of

"‘modern blbllographlcal knowledge.

Before concludlng our summary of the major textual 1ssues that

- have arisen durlng the twentleth century, it is essentlal to mentlon the

, tremendous advances in- knowledge that have also been made concernlng

e the actual prlntlng and proof-readlng of Shakespeare s plafs In the S

elghteenth century, 1t was: generally assumed that Shakespeare s plays

Y

. were prlnted w1thout any ﬁund of‘broof—porrectlon,‘and thls attltude, ) N

-
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' of ‘course, only justlfled many edltors convictions that they shouid
eserve as proof-readers, and make the necessary changes and adjustmentsu
that Shakespeare would‘have made, had he taken the trouble to examlne
the proofs hlmself ' The majorlty of elghﬁeenth—century editors never
‘seemed to reallze just how 1mportant the 1£sue of proof readlng really

\

s;,,If the authy hlmSel 'examlned the prqofs, or even if the press

-employed a‘p Qof- eader wh C mpared the proofs w1th‘an authorltatlve
/

A

copy, it is essent1al that the edltor have knowledge of the corrected
‘reading. However, if prdbfing.was done by a.proof—reader_wrthout the

a;d‘ofvauthoritative copy, if he simply acted on his own'whihsf theh it

N

becomes necessary for.the editor‘to know the, originai, uncorrectedfreading.

’oIn 1935 Percy Slmpson publlshed hls Proof-Re dlngﬁln the

'Slxteenth Seventeenth, and Elghteenth Centuries. 41 Brlnglng together a f

'vast amountvof.materlal deallng with the relatlonshlp between authors

*

and printefS‘for three'centuries,'simpson added much to our knowledge of.
' .early proof—readlng practlces Basicallyx Simpson.shows.that'theAamount

and nature of proof—readlng varled greatly accordlng to both\the prlnter"

~“and the type of work belng prlnted Learned WOrksloften‘reCeived a very'

T careful proof-readlng, often by the author hlmself Moreopopular;works,,

N
~

such'as dramas, howeveri.receiv d either a_very cursory‘proof-reading,:
oranone at.all : Occasionally“a dramatic’authoriwould attend closeiy-to
'the prlntlng of his own" worhs, prooflng the sheets hlmself but unfortu-~
'7'nately 1t 1s clear that ShakesPeare, 1n pontrast to hls contemporary, ;f

‘Ben Jonson, never took~the trouble to dofso. 'There is no evldence “that’

'Shakespeare eve; oversaw the prlntlng of any of th quartos and it
seems far more llkely that any\correctlons whlch were made to hls plays
. : v ' : ‘

as they passed”thrOugh the presi-wereimade_by'the ptinters.

d
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L Proof-readlng of ‘the Fo%lo texts was apparently equally haphazard
[ ]

In what is certalnly one of the most 1mportant studles ever made on

Shakespeare s text/ The Prlntlng and. Proof Readlng;of the Flrst Folio of . \ ¥

,SAakesEeare, Charlton Hlnman,\by an exhaustlve comparlson of approx1mately

elghty copies of the Flrst FOllO,43 arrlves at the conclu51on that"

if the Folio had never been proof—read at all we would only be:the’ poorér

|

for two rather 1n51gn1f1cant readlngs\ln The Two Gentlemen of Verona,

Ay ‘ . .
and»one stage direction in Jullus Caesar. Hlnman summarizes hlS flndlngs

\

N

about the proof—readlng of the First'Folio as follows.

. ... the prooflng that was done for the. book:
- achieved little 1ndeed except in the way of
- obviating a fair number of. ‘superficial
° o faults. There was a ‘good deal of proof-= o
' e .~ .correction. Over 500 changes were made. - B ®
‘ ) Very few. substantive errors, however, were : N \

" noticed at all; for the reader paid scant \\ 5/
attention to these , and only on rare - S -
occasions did he consider ~it. necessary for _ . )
his purposes to read proof against the copy. . T

“Not' that he- absolutely never did so. Two. ... C A

' substantive errcors in the Folio were quite R N
certalnly corrected by reference to copy,
and some five or six others probably were.,
~In these ‘instances a good readlng replaces
-one that is éither. manlfestly wrong-or. at
any rate not necessarily what Shakespeare‘
‘wrote. Yet in at least as many instances

. “: ‘the correction process ,- far from. substl_b- - . | \

v tutlng a good readlng for a less satlsfac-
tory one, only 1ntroduces a new error.

..¢~in~general Tie e {the proof-reader] ap- _ : ;
pears to have been perfectly content’ to - e S
trugt the compositors to reproduce the '
v .essential substance of the copy they uséd. _
SO For there can be no escaping the “conclusion
e S _ that\the ultlmate objectlve of proof—readlng]
that 'was done for the Folio was rather to . .
eliminate superf1c1al blemishes than, by o "" v N
_ "regulané checklng of proof against’ COEY’ to oL 'QQ' .
" ensure ubstantlve textual“accurada% -



- but rather by formes 47 Thls method of composrtlon requrred the

) set by a comp051tor who' generally worked Anc aq eff1c1ent manner, “than he

e . *

R
Coel -

<

- ' : Allce Walker has sald that, ".<. one of the blg questlons which

affects the edlthp of texts for whlch the Follo s authorlty is’ the ¢

N

"higher is how far the Folio composrtors can be relled on to have
Y

s

, T
reproduced accurately thelr copy - n45 In The Prlntlng and Proof Readrgg

’

- of the First Folioc of Shakespeare, Hinman does much to add:to.our

knowledge of the performance of these comp051tors Through a‘careful

\ B .

analysis of recurring types, Hlnman is able fo prove conclusrvely that N'

the Folio was not set by only two com9051tors, as was customarlly

_belleved but that there were really no less than flve composrtors at

Jwork durlng varlous stages of the prlntlng The 1nformatlon that

AHinman is able to supply about the characterlst1CS of these various

' compositors should prove 1nvaluable to the editor. ‘For example, an

editor obviously would be much more conservative‘in emending the text o

would be in handlrng the text set by a more ‘careless workman.- One of
S [} o |
,_,: 4\ ’a

Hlnman S. most lnterestlng ?1scover1es is that one of the composrtors,'_ . \\\)
N .

. delsgnated by Hinman as compositor E, wis 1n all llkellhood an .

-~

3apprent1ce, and as. such he was 11kely allowed to set type only from

\

prlnted copy,<and all of the copy whlch he did set was apparently carefully

\-:,‘

proof read 46 The lmportance of these dlscoVerles for future edltors is

: = o . _ o N
obvious. . ' . R o T !

"BAnother of Hinman's very important discoveries is that, conérary

“to long-standing belief, the textfof thefFolio was not. set Seriatim,dk'

accurate estlmatrng and castrng off of text materlal for -each type page,\
and,- as Hinman polnts out, rt was - 1nev1table that errors were occasronally

made; In order to have the text of a certarn page flnlsh exactly here

RS .



it should, compositors were oecasionally guilty of such textual tamperings

'

;_as‘chanéing;or leaving out words,_or printing a prose passage as versel‘
- ;Or'a'versebpaSSage as'prose. .Hlnman’s\lnfornation.is,invaluable.for
showing‘just when‘a-compositor might haye_resorted to such~tactics.
.'lhe summary provided in thisvchapt' . the'adyancements that.
}have been madelin textual knoWledge-during the t ntleth century has
only attempted to~show'some of the aspects w1th whlch a competent edltor o

- of Shakespeare must - be famlllar Samuel Johnson ‘writingegn 1765

[y

chastlsed Alexander Pope \for calllng the duty of the edltor "dull."
Johnson was.aware ‘that any competent editor- of Shakespeare had to be’
far more. than abdull pedant . he had to possess a. very w1de range of
knowledge As Johnson sald

PN an emendatory critick would ill- dlscharge

‘his duty, without quallties very different

; from dullness. In peru31ng a corrupted piece, \
- : . he . must have before him all possibilities of
: ' ' meaning, with all p0551b111t1es of expression.

Such must be his comprehension of thought, and
such his copiousness of: language. " Out of many -
readings possible, he must be able to select,

that which best suits with the state, opinidns, '
and modes of anguage prevailing in every age,

and with his. authour s partlcular cast of
thought, ‘and turn of express1on. Such must be
his knowledge, and such his taste. onjectural
criticism demands more than humanit possesses,. : »
and he that exercises, it with most praise has '
very frequent need of indulgence. Let._us now

. be told no more of the dull duty of an -editor. 48

R

One can only 1maglne the pleasure that Johnson would haye in dlscuss1ng
textual‘problens with someone like Greg or'Hinmanr Interestlngly,__"' -
hmanylof Greg's pronouncements on the edltlng of Shakespeare s text
closely mirror what Johnson hadlsald approxlmately two hundred years

earlier. If Greg ever made one statement summlng up his whole phllosophy

_‘of edltlng, and 1ndeed justlfylng all of the work done by the “new




blbllographers,'~1t must be his statement that o emendatlon can,. or

ought to be,'consldered in vacuo, but e cr1t1c1sm must always proceed

. L. - ,
in relation to what we know, or what'we surmise, respectlngtthe hlstor“.'

of the text "49 We today know a great deal more about the hlstory of the

“text than we could ever expect an elghteenth—century edltor to know, but

cleariy'Johnson and men like him realized the necessity for hndwledge,
o | ) v S . B
and as I hope to prove, their editions were remarkable given the

Lnformatlon that. they possessed , - \ ' Q . B

F.P. Wllson concludes hlS summary of the principles of textual

cr1t1c1sm that have peen dev1sed 1n the twentieth century by saying that

"Cr1t1cal blbllography has dev1sed no new methods‘in emendatory'criticism,

- ! . . . . f
but it can claim to have put the oyé,methods to a more expert and

”diSCipiined use."50 Certalnly thls is -true, and it is interesting to

'thls phllosophy with the followlng statement by. Greg

note that both W.W. Greg and the later eighteenth-century ed;torsuagreev

" on one p01nt- that one should exhaustrall'possibilities of retaining a

readlng before emendatlon is made. Johnson expressed his_main guiging .

pr1nc1ple for ‘his edltldn as follows: "I have adopted the Roman

N

sentlment, that 1t is more honourable to save a c1tlzen, than to klll an

enemy, and have been more careful to protect than to attack n51 Compare

Explanatlon is safer and less heady: work
than conjecture, and even when perverse . -
it ha%s served both to define. the possibil- " IR
ities of interpretation and to help the S
_'formatlon of a severer code of emendation.
- Only through the dlsClpllne of endless trlal
-_and failure can:be: won. the sure sense of where
explanatlon becomes impossible and alteration
‘of 'the text necessary. It is the fine flower
“of cr1t1c1sm, and few attain it. 52

o~

3
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|

I belleve that Greg s final statement here has a dlrect bearlng on the

\b.
v BN

\\\\;\\\\~study of the efforts of elghteenth—centurg Shakespearean edltors. ,As’

we shall see, the hlstory of elghteenth—Century edltlng reflects an
almost contlnuous movement towards the_type of dlSClpllne'whlch Greg

Jcalled'Vthe fine flower of criticism." Men such .as Johnson,'Capell,h*‘

and Malone certalnly possessed the characterlstlcs and de51re for
knowledge thax;are today recognlzed as be1ng ‘SO 1mportant for the edltor

Wllson makes the follow1ng comment about the nature of the modern -

n

_edltor: “To no aspect of Ellzabethan llterature, language, or: 11fe can

i an editor afford to be indifferent, and the“ideal editor'ls at\once

«

: blbllographer and crltlc, hlstorlan and anthuary, paIaeographer,d
phllologlst, phllosopher, and theolog1an."53 It\w1ll ‘be one of the\

prlmary goals of thlS dlssertatlon to show the extent to whlch the
< .
respectlve edltors of the elghteenth century embodled these crlterla,

and to show how effectlvely they made use of the llmlted knowledge that .

" was aqallable to them.



N

century editors to handle Shakespeare's text as they did,

to havevsone idea of whatrthe{deneral public thought of Shakespéare. . One

N

lj

century was ' the multltude of adapatatlons of’ Shakespearean plays -that

appeared durlng this.perlod.

Shakespeare's'Eighteeqth—Century Editors:

N 4Chapter.II

e

Although ‘these’ plays have Aeen generally.

In order to understand the mentality that caused eighteenth-

: A , '
it is essential:

,of the most curious-productions of the Restoration and’the»eighteenth

and'perhapsjsomewhatkunfairly; maligned by the majority of.modern Critics,\

. ‘they nevertheless present us withaa_very_clear_%Edication of what the. L

There were, of course ~ many aspects of Shakespeare s ertlng

tha% the

Even the

‘ plays on-

Dramatic

Poetry,

‘audience of the time admired and disliked about Shakespeare;-

~

Restoratlon ‘and elghteenth century audlences greatly admlred.

authors prominent. 1n the adaptln ‘of - Shakespeare pralsed hlS

He was the’ man who of all modern, -and per—
haps ancient poets, had the largest and  *°

" most. comprehen51ve soul.- ‘All the images
~of’ Nature were still present to him, and
‘he drew them, not laborlously, butflucklly.

when' he descrlbes anything, yousmore than
see it, you feel it too. Those who: accuse

.‘” him to have wanted learning, glVe him the
- greater. commendatlon he was naturally .

learned; he needed not the spectacles of
books to read Nature; - he looked 1nwards

and found‘-her»_there.1 " oo

ad Neander say in reference to- Shakespeare

~

many accounts. John Dryden, for example, in An Essa} on 7?

»

)

Even though-Neander-goes on to'criticizershakespeare for being occasionally

flat, insipid, or’overlyvbombastic, his final assessment is favourable:

"He is always great when some great occasion is presented to him; no man

A)
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e

‘in his preface.to Troilus and.Cressida. In thls very 1mportant and -

could say he ever had a fit subject for hls wit and dld not then ralse

hlmself h1gh above the rest of poets, Quantum lenta solent inter v1burna

A

cupre551.?2 Thls was hlgh pralse indeed, ‘but no hlgher than. Dryden
,’ A (': . -

accorded Shakespeare in the preface to hls adaptatlon of Tr01IUS and

\

Cre551da ' Here Dryden stated that "our reverence for Shakespeare Ils]

. '

. much more just than thht of the Grec1ans for AEschylus."3 Drydap was

certalnly not 901ng agalnst the general crltlcal bellef of ‘the tlmes here

Shakespeare was admlred, and was admlred greatly, but w1th certaln very

N “o . o

deflnlte reservatlons.m- . ‘ A ‘;“
Of coﬁrse. 1t was these reservatlons that prompted the alteratlon

D e,

‘of Shakespeare. One'mlght assume that someonevwho admired Shakespeare

asgreatlyaL Dryden dld would have been opposed to .any -kind-of. alteratlon

to hlS text but thlS was not the .case. Dryden began his career ‘as an

K2
o

adapter'bf Shakespeare by collaboratlng thh Slr Wllllam D' Avenant mﬁ the' K

”f.wrltlng of ThefTempest or The Enchanted Islanh.\ This work was produced

“in. 1667 and publlshed 1n 1670 Dryden later wrote hls two most famous

adaptatlons of Shakespeare, All for. Love, or The WOrld Well Lost (prlnted ».lf

1678) and Trollus and’ Cre551da, or Truth Found Tbo Late (prlnted 1679)

9

Admlttedly, these last two: plays were not really adaptatlons but rather

N\

E were completely dlfferent plays, whlch were based on. Shakespeare s plots

;'.
but wh1ch retalned little of his dlalogue Yet it is 1nterest1ng to v
A '\ '

con51dqr why Dryden felt that ‘new. plays were necessary.‘ Fortunately,

”-HDryden'fully descrlbed'hls attltude towards the alterat1bn‘of Shakespeafe .

- S i

fluentmal cr1t1cal document, Dryden criticized Shakespeare prlmarlly

~

because of the typeoflanguage that hé charactbrlstlcally employed-

/
/
P} /




. Yet it must - be allowed to the present: age,
- that sthe tongue in general is so much
refined since Shakespeare s time, ‘that many
_ of his words, and more-.of his phrasef; are
cwe.f o7 scarce intelligible. And of those. which
) ' ' .we understand, some are ungrammatical, . others . .. y
coarse; and his whole style is so pestered | )
‘with- flguratlve expressions, that it 'is as
"affected as 1t is obscure 4 :

‘Here Dryden discussed the one aspect of Shakespeare that the Restoratlpn

- and elghteenth century COUld not admlre, and, as p01nted out in chapter N

one, 1t is an aspect that must be carefully con51dered when one looks at
» the edltﬁng technlques promlnent at least durlng ‘the early part of the :
; —e;ghteenth century, If Shakespeare s language was scarcely’ 1nte111g1ble IR

to the eightéenth-century reader, was 1t not the edltorls task to make

'1t more 1nt€lllglble° If the " language.was coarse and ungrammatlcal

should 1t be allowed to remaln so'> These were just ‘some of the

'

‘jquestlons that had to .be coﬁfrontea by the early elghteenth—century

edltor, and ‘as we have already seen, a number of these early 7ditors
. ﬂ{{ . \ AN

4had vastly dlfferent conceptlons of thelr task than what we have today
The adapters of Shakespeare felt that lt was. thelr duty to

:~1mprove Shakespeare, or to. make hlm pollte enough for the hrghly

'c1v1llzed world of the elghteenth century James R. Sutherland perhaps\-

.. . . N ~No
- S e

best categorlzes the elghteenth-century adapter s attltude when he says .

’ “It was a klndness to save hlm from hlmself

in reference to Shakespeare

—.\ -~ A

b the Tates, the Clbbers, the Aaron Hllls who produced adaptatlons of hlS
er‘%plays usually d1d S0 - from the best’ of mot1Ves Shakespeare-was his own
:./495 ‘ . :
_sﬂi . ) o .

“F?&“" worst enemy, he had to be: pollshed and Rut in order if he was to appeal

to a pollter age nS '?"f ' “,‘ ,j'. -,h‘::’ ' o “ . L ST

I

In thelr desrre to make Shakespehre s language sultable to the

N

h elghteenth-century stage, the adapters made a number of 1mportant

Eie
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5lteratiols to’the original text. While-a detailed examination of'these
‘changes lles outSLde the scope of thls study,6 it mlght be helpful to look :

- N

~.br1efly at several types of changes that were made.' A knowledge of
;these changes wlll, 1f nothlng else, prov1de a greater 1n51ght 1nto the J
'1ntellectual cllmate of theperlod durlng whlch our edltors were worklng.

toA

The most common sortsvgf changes that were—made to Shakespeare s

o language, and Whlch had the greatest effect on early edltlons, ‘were

~

chose madepurelyfor the sake of clarity As Dryden sa1d much of

'Shakespeare s language was con51dered ungrammatlcal and the adapters made\
‘even the smallest changes to render Shakespeare grammatlcally correct

-
\

George C Branum supplles some 1nterest1ng examples of the types of

_small grammat1ca1 changes that the Restoratlon ‘or elghteenth—century

adapter felt obllged to make 7‘ For example, Aaron Hlll changed the K ' .

verb "Slt" to "Slts" in "Reproach and everlastlng Shame,/81ts, mocklng, :

N

o on our Plumes!" » George Colman changed a llne of Klng Lear from
B Shakespeare S. "And brlng you where both flre and food 1s ready" to the ;'
more grammatlcal "are."_ Also the adapters often rejected "that" and

' "which"-as relative'pronouns referrlng to persons. 'The’examples which“"

B -

fBranum c1tes of thls preference are Dennls changlng of Shakespeare S

" "he is. a Lyon,/ That I am proud to hunt" to "Whom," and Rlchard Cumberland s; :"

A

‘r‘changlng the orlglnal "Lord Tlmon w11t be left a naked gull / Whlch

! . : ~

fflashes now a Phoenlx ".to "Who'" These mlnor changes are unlmportant

when one 1s deallng solely wlth the adaptatlons, but they become extremlly

lmportant when one looks at the edltlons.l It 1s Just thlS soro of, small

grammatlcal alteratlon that many of the early edltors felt justlfled 1n\

o o

makmg B ; - .. '_--_‘,, - o ‘.“4_ \\ :

"Equallg importantito, A edrtlng of Shakespeare was the notlon

 that Shakespeare's metrics’ _—often faulty.. The elghteenth century
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-
' crrticvfelththatfit,was essential for.ﬁajor characters in a tragedy to
‘speak in hiank'werse,~sinceionly through.blank.Verse couid snch characters -
achleve\the proper dlgnlty‘necessary forvthe genre.‘ It was permissible’v
to have clowns or -common people speak in prose, but a Qraglc flgure
would‘be.consrdered»l;ttle more than 1aughab1e ;f he descended_to suchba:
j1ow formnoﬁ'speech; Shakespeare.generaiiy.adhered topthis distinction,h
'.Ihbut there;are'occaSiOns where”some of<.hisutragic characters siip into
'prose, piac1ng a con51derable.stra1n on the elghteenth-century sensi-
b111ty Although no e1ghteenth~century edltor actually made wholesale
achanges‘;n Shakespeare'syprosody, Several editors feIt'justified in \_'”a
occasronaliy naking such alterations. We shall take spec1al note of .this
pecullarlty when we come to a dlscu551on of Pope' s edltlon.
Similarly, several_eighteenth*century editors felt a compulsionr
“nto fcorrectﬂ:ShakespeareTS"meter when'they considered rt,tosbe careless
‘or.irregular. ”sugh a practice wasva;SOtwery Widespread‘in”the adaptations,
',especiaily in those writtenlbefore the=éiddle [ theleighteenéh century;
— . . : : L Voo :
-5As Branum says, N anﬁ'line~of\Shakespearean blank verse con&aining
less than the reqplred five feet was llkely to be corrected, and substl-d
‘tutions for iambic feet (or ‘careless 1rregular1t1es) replaced to create;

8

. Several other lmportant changes were also made. to Shakespeare s»

a consistent pattern of iambic sverse.

.;anguage,: Long speeches were often greatly condensed, wlth the alm of
making:the_speech S1mpler and clearer, or srmply brlefer;t One_of the most
. ser:.ous objectlons that the Restoratlon and elghteenth century had to _' '
Shakespeare s 1anguage was to hls excesslve use of puns, and a tonlng doWn

: \ . N

A:pOf these puns can be seen in all of the adaptétlons of the perlod and

feven in some of the edltlonsf:,The critics of the-tlme'were»never-more’



" a—

/;ﬁh;hlmous than in thelr condemnatlon of this §§§PCt of Shakespeare s

1Angu5g¢, Addlson, for example, began\Spectator #61 by saylng

_ . - .There is no. kind of false wit whlch has been
~ 0 L so recommended by the ‘Practice of all Ages,"
\'“‘ ©» -asthat which consists in a Jingle of rds,
o . ~-and ‘is comprehended under the general N&me
of Punning. It is indeed" 1mp0551b1e to kill-a °
- ~Weed, which the Soil has a natural Disposition.
to produce "The Seeds of Punning are in- the
v ' Minds of all Men; and tho' they may be sub- -
.// oo 'dued by Reason, Reflectlon angd good Sense, ‘ M
i : ‘_they will be very apt to shoot up in the
| greatest Genius, that is not broken and cul-
tivated by ‘the Rules of Art. 9

Ofxcourse, when,Addison spoke‘of a genius not cultivated by the rules of
art, he was referrlng\to Shakespeare.. Further on,-gddlson said of

: Shakespeare s plays RPN nothlng ls more\usual than to see a Hero

weeplng and qulbbllng for a ‘dozen Llnes together. w10 The most famous

condemnatlon ln the elghteenth ceﬁtury of Shakespeare s .use of puns,

~
A

however, belongs to . Samuel Johnson S , » -
A u'lbble is to Shakespeare, what. -luminous
vapours are to the. traveller, he follows
it at all adventures,'lt 1s sure ‘to lead
.~ him out of hls*way,'and sure to engulf hlm'
' 1n the mire. - It has some malignant power
~ over his mind, and its fasc1natlons are
‘1rre51 ible. Whatever be the dignity or
profun 1ty of his disquisition; whether he
" be enlarging knowledge' or exalting affec- .
tion, whether he be amusing attentlon with
_1nc1dents or enchalnlng it in suspense,
let but a quibble spring up before hlm,_and )
he leaves h;s -work unfinished. A qulbble
' ds-the golden apple for which he will always'
- - » turn aside from his career, or stoop from
: S ~ his elevation. A quibble, poor. and‘barren
"as Jif is, gave him such dellght that he was . 5_
. L _.Vcontent to purchase it, by the sacrifice of. “
f;.': ' \'1'- reason,. propriety and truth. & qulbble ‘was
R to him the fatal Cleopatra for which he lost
the world and was content to lose 1t 11

. . . ot . i

Wlth the two MOSt 1nfluent1al crltlcs 1n~the elghteenth century so strongly
: T w ‘

condemnlng Shakespeare s frequent use of puns, 1t is no wor

_‘r that both“‘

- Ly
. e
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N

»: adapters and: edltors were 11ke1y to tone down or ellmlnate them

Just as elghteenth—century CrlthS objected to Shakespeare s

use of puns because puns were con51dered to be low. forms of wit, they:

-'also objected to many common words that Shakespeare used because they felt

Vg

were taken perfectly serlously in the eaghteenth ce Tury.i John, Dennls,

_1ndecorous for- elghteenth-century ears, and Garrick, in his version of

" Romeo and Jullet, felt compelled to change the llne '

I3 N

that they were too common and hence unsuitable ‘for the dlgnlty of the

_stage Many of these alteratlons may sound rldlcul >US today, but they

3 w
for example, felt 1t his duty to replace the phrase \"so much sweat" with-

N

"so'much toil" in hisradaptatlon of Corlolanus, the word "sweat" being too

O.what a beast'was-l to chide at hlml

% o -

[ T

\_‘._. ‘ - \

to o
S

And with thlS steel 1 ll help 1t presently.;z'

These alteratlons are 1nterest1ng and amu51ng for thelr own sakes, but

'they assume a much greater 51gn1f1cance when we. reallze that ‘Some of them

//
-

wactually found thelr way 1nto the scholarly edltlons of the tlme,_"A i .

2 ol

-7good example of thls sort of thlng 1s glven by Branum

_,/

yHamlet prov1ded«some 1nterest1ng alter-.~'
" ations toward a-more - elevated dictien.

39"

‘ '-:..\\ - - . .
'O_what a wretch was I to chide him so? - _A"\\g L
‘ : _ 3 Lo v SN s
o S S -
- and also Shakespeare S‘”'_--i_' j “\-\, : B v \ : : S
\z = o And w1th thlS knlfe I\lﬁ help 1t presently

Davenant had’ prlnted, in hlS 1676 alteratlon' : oo

of Hamlet, "To groan and sweat under a weary
life” in place of Shakespeare s "To grunt..._.
’Thls alteration was trahsmltted in the acting y
coples of the play and, .more surpriSLngly, in Lt
the scholarly editions as well. - Pope;’ Lo
'Theobald, and gohnson’ all prlnted\lt "groan",. = . T



_\ e .
L © " Johnson adding: "1l the old.copies have o
v ‘to grunt and sweat. It is undoubtedly the }

true readlng, but can scarcely be borne by |-
~‘modern ears. '

\ ) I3

fJohnson's comment here is Tf the utmost lmportance when we' conSLderv'"

B .‘v ’ ‘l'-l
ethe mentallty that motmyated these editors in thelr respectlve tasks.f

‘Even Johnson, who certalnly does not have’ the reputatlon thatuPope and

iharburton have for maklng gratultous.changes, felt per$ectly juStléled 1n‘f
1nclud1ng a readlng that.he knew departed from Shakespeare S text, 51mply

" because he belleved Shakespeare s wordlng was 1ndecorous.; When we con51der.

‘ the so- called "mangllng" of Shakespeare s, text that went ‘on durlng the

e1ghteenth century,gwe must remember thls attitude towards Shakéspeare's

+

. ,’155guaqé : The type of 1ntellectual soc1ety that one encounters durlng

thé elghteenth century mlght perhaps best be descrlbed as, self—satisfied_" -

»

Both wrlters and cr1t1cs belleved that they’ were 11v1ng 1n a new. golden

. n
‘,\ . / . .

age, an age.where proper.knowledge of the rules of”art led\to a stylei \

.» whlch, when properly executed was vastly superlor to the Cbarbarous

utterlngs" of the Ellzabethans, 1nc1ud1ng Shakespeare. As'I sald earller,‘

- Shakespeare was greatly admlred durlng the elghteenth century but he was

admlred as a natural genlus, who' could "snatch a grace beyond the reach

of art."149 Addlson,planpectator #lGO,’made this distinction most,clear:

Among great Genius's,tthose few draw the,
‘Admiration of all the World upon them, £nd
A , stand up' as the Prodlgles of ‘Mankind, who': -
‘ 3 by the meer Strength of natural Parts, and \
without ‘any Assistance of Art or Learnlng,;“
- have produced Works that ‘were the' Delight -~
of their own Times and the Wonder of -
~Posterity.  Ther. appears somethlng nobly
owild and extravagant in these great natural-
: . _Genius's, that is infinitely more beautiful
A . .. than all the Turn'and Polishing of what the
,-qKZ;:?ﬁ:f..‘ -French,call'a'Bel Esprit, by which>they T

express' a Genius. refined by Conversation,



o Shakespeare S "natlve wqod notes w11d ",

h‘ppsych01oglcal depth and emotlve power to a native glft whlle blamln

the poet of art Thls dlstlncthF was perhgps flrst made 1n John Mllton s

Allegro,

useful tool for both Shakespeare s admlrers and detractors,

Emerson R Marks p01nts out,

that were made in Shakespeare ‘s text we must keep 1n m

elghteenth-century s attltude towa

»

: ennth century was between Shakespeare, the poet of nature,

istyllstlc excesses .and lapses of decorum on his supposed 1gno

'poet s craft "16 When we\con51der .some of the more out

_whlle Shakespeare s works were admlred durln

':language generally was not.

fproblem when he says

The general qpinion was -

NEd

’ gReflectlon, and the Readlng of the nost N
fpo}lte authors 15 ' ’

\ s : s

~ o

¥

N

_-They admlred his character draw1ng, hls R
'treatment of the passions, his rough -
majestic force, but rarely his language.

Gray certalnly did; ‘but "in this, as in
some -other thlngs, he was . .an ekceptlon."_
t Shakespeare -
had the misfortune to 1i%e in a semi-

.barbarous age before the language had

been suff1c1ently reflned He ‘was . a rude
old artist, blundering occas1onally into

;’great thoughts, but never to be. trusted,
" and frequently, in his irregularities

and wild expre551ons, to be deplored e

k'Shakespeare was his own worst enemy; he
had to be pollshed and put in order if
. 'he was to appeal to. a politer age ... The ~
fact is that Shakespeare succeeded 1n451easing
" the elghteenth century in splte of hls language

\

where he spoke of "JonSQn's learned sock" in contrast to

17

for,.as

g hlS

James ‘R. Sutherland,ucommentlng on the

LY

. BeE
In maklng thls dlstlnctlon Addlson was merely restatlng a promlnent

.\_

'\:crltlcal heory The usual comparlson in- the Restoratlon and the elght-v

The dlstlnctlon proved a very -
"The usual tack was to ascrlbe [Shakespeare sl

rance’ of the

1andlsh alteratlons_'
lnd the fact that
g the elghteenth century, hlS

PR

rds Shakespeare, correctly asSesses the

and Ben. Jonson,"

Y

v' 41‘ o

N



Sutherland is certalnly»correct if we con51der only the flrst half

of the elghteenth century, but he overstates hls case here. 1In fact, '.N

Gray 1s not reaﬁly an- exceptlon 1n his admlratlon of Shakespeare s
lanQUagei In the last half of the elghteenth century, many earller y

B

v’crltlcal attltudes were rev1sed and critics such as the Warton brothers

" and Rlchard Hurd actually began to regard the old 1dea§,of Augustan

'_correctness as belng 1nferlor to the qualltles of subrimlty, sentmment,";‘
'and pa551on that they felt were expressed ln the works of Spencer and -

Mlltom, and Wthh reached thelr ultlmate expre551on 1n Shakespeare S

Qplays In hls Hlstory of Engllsh Poetry, Thomas Warton attrlbuted

Shakespeare s superlorlty to. other dramatlsts partlally to the fact that

~he was writing at a ‘time favorable to the productlon of "orlglnal and

true poetry, and that 1n ‘an enllghtened age,.lt was - almost 1mp0351ble tO‘.

- be a true poet. As_Warton sald,' 1gnorance ‘and sdperstltlon, SO o ﬂ\ o

opp051te to the<real lnterests of soc1ety, are the. parents of 1maglnatlon
. we have parted w1th extravagan01es that are above proprlety, w1th

1ncred1b111t1es that‘are more acceptable than truth, and w1th flctlons

N

'that are more valuable than reallty “18 In Joseph Warton S. poem The

?Enthu51ast or, the Lover of Nature, 1t 1s possxble for the poet to ask: \

What are the lays. of artful Addlson,, ER \
Coldly correct,’ to Shakespeare S Warblangs w1ld'>19
\‘ .

. Perhaps Emerson R Marks best summarlzes th1s whole attltude towards

Shakespeare s. language 1n the 1ater half of the elghteenth century when

he says:.v"In aerit%calyatmosphere permeated by the'belief that imagina?‘v\
" tive creatlon sorted 111 with soc1al reflnement, 1t was 1nev1tab1e that
the alleged rudeness of Ellzabethan tlmes once used to explaln Shakespeare s;'

falllngs should be 1nvoked 1n warrant of hlS poetlc power "20



4

Thls new . attltude towards Shakespeare s language and the new

N

reSpect afforded to "prlmltmve" cultures, espec1ally to the Ellzabethan;
had an 1mportant effect onnthe edltlng of ShakesPeare - Many critics nowlf
believed that, 'in order to understand a writer’s work,lone had to
(possess’a knowledge of the society in which'the writer was.working.'v/
“hs;éope had earller accused Lewls Theobald of mere pedantry in hls read}ng

of "all ‘such readlng as was riever read," but now Thomas Warton in a Ty

'postscrlpt to hls Observatlons showed how Theobald was able to explaln L

correctly a phrase 1n Troglus and Cre551da Wthh Pope had mlslnterpreted

by a referlnce to an old hlstory of Troy known 1n Ellzabethan tlmeS.‘~It
|- was now essentlal/for any edltor of Shakespeare to possess as much

iy 1nf0rmat10n as p0551ble about all the c1rcumstances surroundlng Shakespeare s
’ wrltlng,‘and this 1ncluded a thorough knowledge of Ellzabethan soclety,

of the type of theatres 1n which the plays were presented and of the

~
'

.spec1f1c sources of each play As Marks polnts out,,"Gone was the
'_‘attltude that had derided the hlstorlcal phllology of a Rlchard Bentley

as a dull and useIESs form of antiquarianism.ﬁ.IQ the second'volume of L
R v \ .
his critique,of Pope,‘Thomas brother Joseph made a- p01nt of: halllng

"the' v1dtory over a whole army of w1ts Beftley.mmdgalned by hls

'Dlssertatlon on the Letters of Phalarls (1697) "21 Thls 1ncreased

respect for lntlmate detall can be found 1n several of the later.

felghteenth-century edltlons of Shakespeare, ‘and perhaps culmlnated 1n

i ‘i !

: the editions of Capell and Malone,p'v ”‘Af
~oT D ned e B
o 'TOiﬁee just how far the technique of Shakespearean editing ! Nu,
advanced during the eighteenth centyry it is essential to consider briefly :

thevgeneralvprecepts behi

.of the'editions;. Certalnly much of what

w1ll\be sald in. the rema1nder of thls chapter 1s standard knowledge, and

/

43



B

I make'no claim to be breaking fny new ground~ however, this information

must be fresh in our mlnds when we come to a con51derat10n of the

fundamental claim that is belng advanced in- thls study,~1 e. K that a

- N

. cons1stent and valuable technlque of edltlng Shakespeare d1d emerge

i N

durlng the elghteenth century._ 3 | S R L
Flrst of all, one must remember that the- early editors. of
Shakespeare were worklng under’ overwhelmlng dlfflcultles,band perhaps '

7

some of tha damning criticisms that- ha*e been made agalnst them are

N

-vsomewhat uhfair. Rowe, for: example, approachlng the text of Shakespeare

" as it stood rn 1709 vmust have felt extremely bew1ldered Textual

L

scholarshlp ‘was v1rtually non- ex1stent,'and there was llttle 1dea of-how.

v the various. fOllOS and quartos related _to. one another. leely the only

knowledge that the early edltors of Shakespeare s text possesseé about -

the early quartos came from the rough llStS 1n Gerard Langbalne s Account ,

A}

“ of the Engllsh Dramatlc Poets (1691), and hls lees and Characters of the

Engllsh Dramatnc Poets (1699) In these two - books only nlne plays are

:tmentloned as belng in quarto form, 1nclud1ng The Tegpest, Macbeth and

Julzus Caesar. HOWever, all of the dates,lw1th the exceptlon of that for
, )

'=h Tltus Andronlcus (1594), were- from ‘the late seventeenth century Given.

'thls state of complete chaos, it is not surprlslng that Rowe based hlS

rrrrr

“,7{.’ . ~

edltlon on the Fourth Folio. It was the most convenient work for~Rowe‘to

R
vy

: . . -
use, and it was only natural for ‘him to feel that by u51ng the Fourth
{

’-Follo he would benefit from the labours of others, and p0551bly would

{

"av01d many of the early corruptlons of the text.

Yet even if- the early edltors had possessed a more’ complete

LN

understandlng of the 1ntrﬁcate relatlonshlp between the . fOllOS and quartos,

it is doubtful that such 1nformat10n would havebeenof much value to them.



v ‘,' . B
In thlS age when we have such free access to nearly all of the early \
N ~ ‘
Shakespearean documents that we mlght require, it is dlffacult to

: conceive of even coLtemplatlng beglnnlng an edltlon of Shakespeare

'w1thout access to them, yet this was the 51tuat10n confrontlng thei
- ¥ . W

early elghteenth-century edltors McKerrow pornts out that 1n the May S,gff

‘. T
.v;‘ B

1722, edltlon of The Evenlng Post Jacob Tonson was, 1n v1ew of Pope s

v - . . ‘u

'.Qforthcomlng edltlon,kadvertlslng for edltlons of The Tempest, Macbeth,

L

Y

Julius Caesar, Tlmon of Athens, Klng John and Hehry VIII prlnted beqo

1620. Allardyce Mlcoll ralses the'even more astonlshlng p01nt that }n
» /

45

_1726 when Lew1s Theobald 1ssued hls extremely 1mportant Shakespeare ’ 'Gvﬁ

L , :
. ,Restored he ‘had, no& been able to see, far less procure, a copy of the

.?Flrst FOllO 23 Obv1ously, knowledge of the blbllography of Shakespeare%sr

plays was, at best, vague.

N
It

Coupled with this‘lack4of~knowledge'about Shakespeare's early
'texts was a very scanty knowledge of the works of any of Shakespeare‘g

contemporarles, or 1ndeed even of the type of Engllsh\that Shakespeare
. P

and hlS fellow Ellzabethans ‘wrote .and spoke Alexander Pope, wrltlng to i

his frlend Franc1s Atterbury for advrce about some parts of Shakespeare,

FAL

recelved the followrng reply

The %ardest part of Chaucer is more intelli-
. gible to me than some of these scenes, not
;. merely through the faults of the editjion,

- but the obscurity of the wrlter, for obscure
he is, and a little (not a little) inclined
'now and then to bombast, whatever apology

- you may have contrlved on that head for hlm

. of whlch I know nothlng and can guess thing.
I protest Aeschydus does not want a comment to

- ‘'me more. than he does.f So -that, I despair of -
.d01ng you any cons1derable serv1ce.24%”

Atterbury was certalnly not an uneducatedfman, and hlS comments can be

* ,‘

‘taken as representatlve of how the vast ;aty of Engllshmen v1ewed

e



; Shakespearé at/;he beginning of the eighteenth century. His greatnesst N

o : / . o L T .
was recognized, but the difficulties with his language\and allusionS“

| b . ,
were sO overwhelmlng that readlng hlm was becomlng more and more of a

) y .

: |
chore Coupled w1th thls was the fact that apart from the bulky fOllO»
edltlons of Shakespeare s complete works, and the scatterlng o£ quarto

edltlons of 1nd1v1dual plays,.coples of Shakespeaﬁ§ s plays‘51mply were
. not avallable; Clearly 1t was tlme for a new edltlon of Shakespeare that W
" v
would fulflll the needs of. the early elghteenth century readlng publlc
"('v<’ » It 1slpleasant to think" that Jacob Tonson was prlmarlly motrvated.
.- ; . ‘ A e e A

by altru1st1c feellngs 1n brlng;ng out a new. edltlon of Shakespeare 1n:

[fﬂ;f 1709,4but the truth probably is. thaqfat wﬂs 81mply good bu51ness for h1m

\

to do so. McKertow p01nts out that f&hﬁpn had earller purchased the rlghtsﬁn

to the fOllO Shakespeare from the publlshers of the Fourth FOllO, and

that glven the amount of prratlcal Printing and agltatlon about copyrlght .

that was prevalent around thls tlme, Tonson con51dered 1t prudent to call
RN

attentlon to’ hlS rlghts 25 From the small remujeratlon that Rowe recelvedv
Cfdr his efforts, 1t seems llkely that Tonson did not expect any el#borate
\

| work to be done on. the text 26‘ The ‘edition was 1ntended as a popular one,

and the low prlce of thlrty shllllngs for all Tlx volumes shows.that

PR S

. Tonson ant1c1pate,ra\large saleg;;f

Whatever Tonson's expectations,'there can be little doubt‘that his

choice of Nlcholas Rowe as Shakespegre s f1r¥t elghteenth—century editor -

‘was a fortunate one. Rowe was a man of the theater, through and through

<~

\ .

vand therefore ‘was admlrably sulted to the task of presentlng'Shakespeare

L

to the readlng publlc Eor-t€ﬁ~yearsvprevious to‘his work On'Shakespeare, o

Rowe had,beenwlnvolved‘ln writi#g for the stage;, and although‘he might"

g}. ha&e been relativelyAignorant of the technical duties of an editor.there

." ‘were few who would be more adept at_ﬁh%,popularization of Shakéspeare,



B : T
Indeed Rowe’s own career as a playwrrght Shows that he dld not

>completely share the dlsllke of Shakespeare S language that was so prevalent

durlng this tlme In his Tragedy of Jane Shore, flrst acted ‘in 1714

\

,Rowe proclalmed that the play was "ertten ‘in Imltatlon of Shakespeare s
Style," and although many CrlthS, both elghteenth Century and modern, " o

have scoffed at 'hls clalm 27 Rowe had an Jnderstandlng of the nlcetles-
g , . \ N
of Shakespeare s language that outdld that of many of hlS contemporarles

%

: N\
Alexander Popev for example, comolalned prlvately to Joseph Spence that

it was mlghty 51mple 1n Rowe, to wrlte a play now, professedly 1n

sy

'Shakespeare £ style, that 1s, professedly in the style of a bad age "28

. Such a comment suggests that Pope was far less able than Rowe.

0 . v

to apprec1ate the beautles of Shakespeare s language Rowe s- preface to

..... i

[
hlS edltlon of Shakespeare reveals that hlS crltlcal bellefs were' :
:1nfluenced by John Dryden,:and the central thrust of the preface seems to ‘

N

‘be that Shakespeare, although neglectlng, ‘or rather not knowlﬁg, the

to ralse the pass1ons, and it was this aspect that . Rowe was attemptlng t f
copy 1n Jane shore \he sald in hls prologue to the play-

By no qualnt rules nor hamperlng Lo

o _ ' crltlcs taught; - R R

“ L With ‘rough, majestic force he [ShakeSPeare] TN

B ' A  moved the heart, .
Ang: strength and nature made amends for art.
Our humble’ authog does his steps pursue; -
He owns he had tHe mighty bard in view.
And in these scenes has made it more his care
To rouse the pa551ons than to charm the ear.29
H R ’

James Sutherland has conv1nc1ngly shown that 1n Jane Shore one -

flnds many echoes and parodles of shakespeare s. language, and also that
e
. Rowe occasronally had the ablllty to catch the rhythm of Shake$peare s

.



-  blank verse._3O Such a talent for the use and apprec1atlon of Shakesﬁpare s
,language could only prove to be benef1c1al lo Rowe in hls task of edltlng
:ghakespeare s. works . SOmeonepwho respected Shakespeare‘s lahguage_would
.ant be prqne'to making‘gratuitousuchanges)‘and in fact Rowe was:onehof

the-most conservatiye of the:early eighteenth—century editors. - o

RSN ‘ : g ’ ' \ :
) . R o

R =~ ' - s
Let ‘us now consider what -Rowe professed*to do;in his edltlon of

',Shakespeare, and: what he actually did. In hlS dedlcatlon to the Duke of h

‘Somerset Rowe clearly stated his clalms. He admitted first of all that -

°

hls work was. not perfect, in that he had not been able. to restore the

© o .text to the exactness of the orlglnal manUScrlpts, whlch were lost " He:

there was nothing left but to compare
we the several Editions, and give the true. Read-
- ing as well as I could from’ thence. This I
-. have endeavour 'd to do pretty carefully, -and
“render'd very: many Places Intelllglble, that
were not. so. before.31 .~

.

ﬂ“then made a rather grand clalm

Just how carefully Rowe compared the several edltlons remalns to be seen,

but 1t is 51gn1f1cant that he at least had an 1dea of what he should be_ o

d01n§.: Rowe was the-first-editorfof shakespeare who attempted to return
,5q'i\to thé\orlglnal edltlons for.correct readlngs;,rather than simply .to rely
| on hlS own 1nst1nct of what Shakespeare "meant"uto sa;. o o *
N _Rowev’j':t‘he:n- pogﬁ,téa; out that ‘in sone of the earlier editioms,

o espe'c'iallyv-the lastl (the Fourth roiio of 1685); many 1ines were omitted
' and that a whole scene was left out of Hamlet;\ He clalmed to have supplled

. !

all of these om1551ons.‘iHe then concﬁuded by saszg that errors would

certalnly be found in his edltlon, but that he ho 3 molt

vfnnst‘of these would

be’ attrlbutable to 51mple errors of the press.
.b v - (- ./‘

N A

N ';\- As prev1qgsly mentloned, Rowe used thF Foli ‘of-1685 as the basis

e

o of h1s edltxon, no doubt wlshlng to avail hlmself of t ; dernizatrons,

~

o~




b

;emendatléns, and correctlons of" mlsprlnts that h&ﬁ been made by earller

edltors of course, what ROWe fall’d.to reallze was that numerous new

mlsprlnts and useless emendatlons had also been 1ntrodUCed and that the
.Flrst Follo was the only folrp that could have;any real textual authorlty.

Rowe also prlnted the seven plays that were flrst added 1n the Thlrd FOllO,
and which, except for Perlcles, were later to be rejected

Rowe must however be given: credlt for attemptlng to clarify a
great many unclear readlngs that are found in the Fourth FOllO. As
. . . . ~ * : \,
Samuel\Johnson sald,'"w1thout the\pomp of notes or the boasts® of cr1t1c1sm,-

many passages are happily restored "32 Certalnly many of the emendatlons

- . e

'that Rowe made were pu&ely results of his 1nventlon, but it is'unfair. to

say w1th Professor Lounsbury that "the emendatlons he made of the text

came rarely, if ever, from the consultatlon of any orlglnal authorltles "33

- Indeed, 1t is nearly 1mp0551b1e !L determlne the extent to whlch Rowe

7-used the early texts - W.W. Greg p01nts out that such esteemed CrlthS of
\f_, :

: Shakespeare s text as ‘David Nlchol Smlth -and R.B. ngerrow could not. come .

to an agreement on’ thls p01nt Nichol Smlth says' "In the play of He y

v there are’ more than twenty passages where he has restored the readlng

of the Flrst or Second Follo, and there are other kassages 1n thls play

dwhere he glves the readlng not of a Fol1o, but of a Quarto :I Klng Lear .
o - v,

-hlS use of one of the Quartos is unquestlonable "34 McKerrow, on the

other hand states that there 1s only one 1nstance 1n Ro e's handllng

-~

.of ‘Hen ry \A that deflnltely suggests thatla quarto was, ‘u ed, and that even

3 ‘.\

‘in this 1nstance.the correctlon that ‘Rowe’ made ‘may have heen nothlng but

a lucky guess.35 Greg, however, presents a’ strong case fo, the fact.that
Rowe made at least égpe ‘use of" the Flrst FOllO S . :

“There can ... be no doubt of the use of F1, \ ¢
for there are half a dozen agreements inu rv‘\-

.:g , ‘j '_.'. B “ ~‘;. ‘; ’__ \\ o ..::‘S.K:



o

h'edltlons 023
': that ls not found in the fOllOS. However, the fact that he prlnted the

A' prologue at the end of the play rather»than at the beglnn%ng seems to n

passages in which there is noth1ng ev1dently; v
1'wrong with the readin of F4, and two or,,:'s- o o
o ©  three in which the em .ndation is by.no means - - -/ .
‘ obvious. 1In Lear there are two. readlngsu'?> ,/{"Vl LR o
that conclusively prove the use of a quarto e ‘¥z€:? <
{probably @3, 1655), namely “launcht? for . &
'latch'd' at II.i.54, and 'coyring' for - ot
'crying' at IV. vi.83. Launch, in the sense ' .
, of pierce, seems to have been already , EEEEE
S obsolete in Rowe's time, and-’ coynlng is '
Y ‘surely past. guessing.... These readings-
moreover are supported by others less
strlklng 3 A N
Hamlet is the only play that Rowe mentloned speC1f1cally in, his -

preface in regard to hls ed1tor1a1 dutles, and 1t appears that he gener~":'f"

ally carrled out what he clalmed to do. Probably he collated a rather

late quarto version of Hamlet, ‘perhaps that of l676,,w1th the ver51on _ o

glven in the Fourth\Follo, and, as McKerrow p01nts out, he restored

‘around one hundred and thlrty one llnes of - the approxrmately two hundred‘

o 4v

"fand thlrty one that were omltted in the~Fourth Follo 37_ In so. doing: he

N

restored ﬁlfty nlne llnes of Act IV, -scene 1v, of which the fOllOS only

v
4

prlnted elght lines. Presumably thlS is. the scehe’ that Rowe clalmed
that the folios . omltted completely. Of the approxlmately one- hundred
“ :

llnes that Rowe fa11ed to restore, 1t is llkely that some were purposely

»

' mltted because they were offen51Ve to elghteenth-century notlons of .

,.' N

"decorum - For example, Rowe probably felt that - the\lmnes on the drunk—-

"\

- enness of Ehe Danes (I iv. 17 38) and forty one 11nes of' Hamlet s speech

6,

to Osrlc (v.ii.l09- 150) were better omltted 38 leely some of the other

passages that Rowe nm&tted were merely overlooked.,d" f” f:>* ’ 1 -

It also appears that Rowe had access to one of the quarto :

,\_ o~ 2

and Jullet, srnce he prlnted a prologue to that play - ;Jh

. >

N R R
A A P



' .1674 adaptatlon of Macbeth but whlch does not occur in any of the fOllOS

_atlon is summarlzed by Jackson

- : 7 explain, become quite clear when Rowe's -

~ - ~

. . N
» . - -

indicate‘thatvthe quartofcame'into.his posseSsion‘while’thevedition was .

'belng prlnted, and hence .was not useful to him in hls emendatlon of

‘the text.

»

\

Earlier it wae mentioned‘that the'adaptations of
occa51onally played an lmportant role in thelr edltlng,

L

’ p01nts out a very 1nterest1ng example of thls happenlng in* Rowe s v

¢ :
© A

._ed1t10h.39 Rowe ev1dent1y prlnted a song whlch occurs, dn D Avenant’'s

© \>,‘v

\)

‘>81gn1f cantly, thls sang remalned a part of the text of Macbeth in all 3

exé}uded by Capellf o . S : K B : - | L

' Although an exhaustive study of Rowe's emendations would not be °
TR i S - v S
praCtlcal,.some.consideration of his work on Shakespeare's text is -

° ) . . .
-~ c - .

'esSential. 'Erhest Walder points out that most of Rowefs alterations

‘_consigted either‘of the modernizatidn”of spelling,'the correction of

~

punctuatlon, or the correctlon of obv1ous mlsprlnts Rowe modernized

words llke moe" to "more 'windring" "win ing,f49 "I 1e" tol"I'll W

"sware™ to. "swear," and "toyl" to "t011 "41 His alteratlogLof punctu—

"

“He’ ellmlnates almost entlrely the preaom— .
inaht use of the colon (also the brackets. . c
It may be noted that Rowe never refers to .
a footnote), substituting semi-colons or
. full stops; he employs the:apostrophe and
. extends the Folio's scanty use of exclama-
tion and interrogation marks. Now and
‘again passages, previously difficult to

punctuation is adoptea. (e.g. "a fire
with me the kings son” corrected to .
"a~-fire, wrth me, the king's .son" -~ pest) 42

\

3 Walder also glves some 1ﬁterest1ng examples of. Rowe s remedylng of

\
s

m15pr1nts.43v'Although a number of Rowe' s purely conjectural emenda-

: '51 .

subsequ nt elghteenth—century edltlons of .the play, untll rtwas flnally : f



. : : . & v .' ‘\ . o
tions are unfortunate, these emehdations are mercifully few, and
" ' ' (V'. : i

sohe of hlS hore 1mportant conjectures hdve been pﬁqmane tly establlshed.

‘As Jackson p01nts out, we owe to Rowe such readlngs as."Some are born

great" for‘"some'are,becomekgreat" and "temple—hauntlng mag&let".for
" I ‘ w44’ C
M"temple-haunting Bartlet.' R

N o . ) . ) %. :
Of course, Rowe made many errors in his editidn, some of which
are’mentipned by‘Jacksonzﬁ T : o \’ BT o
'Rowe 8 textuah emendatlons someﬁl “lbetray

a grave 1ack of. 1n31ght, for examp e (as

,noted in. the Cambridge Shakéspeare)l, the:

"1mpotant letters“‘of the 'First Folio which

became 1mpoteant letters” in F2’and’ 1mpotent
_letters" in F3 and F4 became "all—potent

. letters" in his- edltlon (Comedy of* Errors,

s VL. 138), he left "cursing like a very drab,
‘ ‘a ,stallion" (Hamlet, II.ii) and "walted like
BN akéea {Corio, II.ii). wlfflcqlt words like
;!- o :_"asprey" and’ "quat" ‘were; left in w1thout
' ' - alteration 51mply Because he. had nothing to

substitute, not because he thought them

cotrect; he omitted many word$ .in order to ‘ '
. render. the lines smoother, whr}st he often ' L I
ran ‘two separate lines into one. (e.g. C‘_ .

IV.ii. 113; ‘Antony & Cleo. Iv.ix:19). Act IV, B _
Sc 111, in Lear, between Kent ‘and a Gentleman,- S : 5.

entlrely absent in Rowe's- edltlon ow1ng to - ’

preservatlon only“in the Quartos.

‘1ts

>

I thlnk 1t 1s falr to say, however, that\these defects are. greatly out- .

_\,

‘_welghed by the numerous 1mprovements that Rowe made 1n the text

Perhaps more 1mportant tHan his: work on the text, however, 1s
. . . i P

';‘tﬁe workAthat Rowe did inxproviding_lists\of'Dramatis Personae for all of
. Shakespeare's,plays,;in;clarifying and addihg'mahvvstage directions, 'in
4 1isting‘the locaiities oftmanY'scenes where before;nollocations were

-glven, andJJ1d1V1d1ng many of the plays 1nto*acts and scenes. .Some'

mlght argue that these labours amounted to nothlng more than needless

v

’\embelllshments whlch would have been 1ncluded by Shakespeare had ‘he felt

.them to be neceSSary. -However, thlsulS to‘forget Rowe s primary purpose.

-




i
.?",
L

'He lntended to. popularlze Shakespeare, to make readlng Shakespeare a
less difficult'task. Rowe's embelllshments to Shakespeare s plays were

details to~which\thefeighteenthjpentury reader-had‘grown accustomed,

. and ‘there can be no doubt that readlng Shakespeare in- Rowe ] edltlon' ;E{éﬁr
B was a much.more pleasant‘task than attemptlng to read the\stark ,,E ‘-
Fourth FOllO.. Indeed even today mosttreaders would ferventlyvobjéct Q‘\
o haV1ng to read Shakespeare w1thout Rowe'' ﬂﬁamprovements .A '_‘ v,l, | _ j_f
\_7 B These aspects of Rowe s work are Well d‘)!)cumented'46 and it 1s

hardly necessary to say much about them Flrst of all Rowe attempted

1

to. regularlze the namlng of characters throughout Shakespeare s text.

For example, he frequently substltuted the names of Characters for the‘

impersonal de51gnatlons often found in the earller coples.- One’ example
‘ : LI S ay

that McKerrow glves of thls technlque is in The Comedy of Errors, where

Aegeon is frequently referred to as 'Merchant of Syracuse,' !Merchant,,
'Merchant Father,' or srmply 'Father Rowe made him Aegeon throughout 47

Obv1ously in regularlzlng Shakespeare s use of names Rowe took a large‘”

N

.step in maklng the text lesilconfuslng ‘to the ordlnary reader ,‘\'

The 1lSt of Dramatls Personae that Rowe lncluded before each play

» &

‘also did much to make Shakespeare's play more-accessible. Prev1ous to

his’ edltlon, no quartos and only seven plays among - the fOllOS had such , i \h

llsts. Rowe s llStS st111 form the ba51s of our 1lsts of Dramatis
ll. . .

”Personae tod\y,\although a certaln amount of\amp11f1Catlon has taken h

C e .
B v
' BTN

placet
In his work on the stage dlrectlons Rowe was malnly cohcerned

i \
”wlth cleanly 1nd1ca€1ng the entrances and exits of characters, although

;

‘he dld clarlfy many exlstlng stage dlrectlons and’ added nmwoneswhere he” R S

\’thought“them nECessary. Wagenknecht tells us that in the scene where



,3

'as McKerrow says:

"were not really necessary for an understanding of the plays,

of scenes,49 he at" least showed the way for later editors.

Tempest, an un- inhabited Island," and that of Measure for Measure,k ;‘ h
. . / \1 .
- "yienna." Rowe added general localities for- the other plays and invf P

‘ the tragedies at\least thé\localities of ‘some. speCific scenes.- Howeve7

Hamlet first sees his father s ghost Rowe added the explanatory

vdirections "Holding Hamlet " "Breaking from them," and "Writing," and

in Romeo and Juliet, in the ig’ne of their last interView, Rowe changed
. b ' ;‘,. . .
‘Shakespeare's "Enter Romeo and Juliet aloft" to. "Enter Romeo and Juliet \

jabove at a Window,.a Ladder of Ropes set "48 Perhaps some, if not mbst,
: 9

of Rowe S embellishments of and additions to Shakespeare s stage directions
, :
but

i

certainly they clarified and made ViVid a-: great deal of shakespeare s" g ”ﬁ~ »h}

‘more-complex action. A large amount of - Rowe s work An these areas remains
part of: Shakespeare 3 teﬁt today ' - T ‘ S \"

S Although ROWe was rather inconSistent Xn indicating the localities:

\
Y

“No indications

' \
of localities were given in any of the quartos, and, as McKerrow,points

o~ ~

out, SQ the only two . that occur in the folios are the setting of The

R

A K oo .
' EE N |

" He did not, ‘as modern editors do,‘in— . _ /
dicate the place of action- at the head of
every scene, but | only where he regarded it o .
~as_ changing. Thus even at. the beginning T o
»-of an act no locality is given it if-is ' C
supposed to be the same as that of the ., = T
- last scene oS the previous act - a system -~ R R &
which~is a little confusing until one R : N &
understands lt.5¥ ~l‘.u e _ PR v’ .o

RSN

i
o

N Although Rowe's work on scene localities has been greatly

improved by later editors,the work that he did represents a valuable-'

» start.

much eaSier to vis

Many eighteenth—Eentury readers would find Shakespeare s scenes

lize when a 5pec1fic locality was given, and hence

*se\\ T O :» o '. i . ’: : 'L ST .




. PR .
much o?%ﬁhakespeare 's dlalogue whlch must - have seemed very abstract

L2

whennot centered:x1a;ﬂrtlcular place would now take on new. llfe As

PN

'McYerrow says.‘ y 2 ' -

- s
it is undoubtedly true thatbmany readers

find it far easier to apprec1ate dialogue if

" they can place the characte®s SOmewhere.
Without a locallty they cannot see them,

~'if they are not Seen their conversation darries”
‘no conviction. It it is indeed llkely to froduce
as little lmpre551on and to be as tedidus to
follow: as many . of us find a broadcast of a

. play which we "have ‘not prev1ou513 seen on the '* .

-+ stage.X No doubt, then, the addition of locali- . |

~ ties beg by Rowe assisted in the popularity ' Lo
of Sha;;Z:eare 'S plays by maklng them more ’ '
generally readable

~

()

'iRowe s work on the d1v151on of plays into acts and scenes was also

‘A,.

rat er erratlc 53 HlS work in thls regard on the comedles and hlstorles
1s almost non- ex1stent,54 but he gdid do a great deal of . work on the\t

tragedles, where he made scene d1v1s10ns, albeit occa51onally rather

N . »

N :
._erratlcally, 1n all of the plays ; Agaln 1t must be sald that although

‘Rowe handled an 1mport task ln a rather scattered and anomplete

manner, he did’ lead the way for later- edltors, and dld do much 1n

i 1714, and whlle some new emendatlons‘

It should be mentloned before leav1ng Rowe that the "Llfe of .

PR

‘fshakespeare" whlch precedes hlS edltlon was the flrst real llfe of the

A

poet,‘and it isto Rowe s account that we owe our knowledge of many detalls

'4

’ about Shakespeare s llfe. This "Llfe," w1th Sllght rev1sxons by Pope,

A

55
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was publlshed thrbughout the whole of the elghteenth century, and, \
although many of ‘Rowe's clalms have been dlscounted'by modern scholars,tf”
the "Llfe" remalns an’ 1nte1est1ng and valuable document ; ]

The next edltor of Shakespeﬂ@e was Alexander Pope; and although

&l

‘.a full chapter w111 later be devoted to his edltlon, a few words are

iy

‘ @ceSsary here. o ' o S ' T
' " Pope was afnaturalychoice for T&nson to make as an editor of =

~

Shakespeare;v He was universally regarded as the foremost poet of the ’
' age, andbwhat‘better man could be foundlto edit the morkvof the‘greatest
English uriter.of all~time?. Although detalls\of the 1ncept10n of Pope' s
edltlon are rather sketchy, it seemS\that ‘he began work shortly after »? lh'\l {-
his translatlon-gf The Illad was completed (1720); and that mogm of his. " f L j_
worA on the text\of Shakespeare was. completed by 1723 ‘ The actual |
edltlon was not publlshed until - 1725 because Pope had'problems wrltlng av:
the, Preface to it. ‘ B ,l\. L».'W o ’f. , e SR |

. . & SR
It appears from hls preface that Pope had a good 1dea of his

editorial dutles,‘even 1f,he,d1d_not always carry out hls task. After-"

providing a rather.sketchy)outline of the state of the text,at this .
time,lPope_discussed @hat;he‘considered to be’ the duties-of an -editor:
. , ‘ . .
:ln what I have done I have rather given a’
proof of my willingness and désire, than of
S my ablllty, to do him [Shakespeare] Jjustice.

'\' -\- _' “ .1 have dlscharg'd the dull duty of .an Editor, : L
e to my best judgment, with>more labour than I ' Col TN
- expect thanks, with a religious. abhorrence . ' BT N \\,
. of all InnoVatlon and withdut any indulgence. R ' _‘f\

to my prlvate sense or_conjecture . The method

taken 'in this Edition will show itself. The

various Readlngs are fairly put in the margln,

sO that‘éveryone may compare ‘'em;’ and those.

I have prefer'd into the Text are constantly

ex fide Codicum, upon authorlty. The’ '
. ‘,Alteratlons or Additions which Shakespeare = = - -

,\‘, ~ himself made, are taken notice of as they ’

L]




occur. Some suspected passages Wthh are -
exce551vely pad, (and which-segm Interpola-
. - , tions by being SO inserted thggpone can

. ‘ N 1nt1rely omlt them without any chasm, or
& iR " deficience in the context) ‘are degraded :
" to the bottom of the page; with an Asterisk o
'referrlng to- the places of their insertion. \
The Scenes are mark'd so’ distinctly that
every removal of place-ys specify'd; .
which is more necessary in this Author
than any, .other, .since he shifts them nore n
frequently, and sometimes: without’ attending - 'ﬁky
to this: partlcular, the reader would have
met with obscurities.  The mbre obsolete : 0
or unusual words -are explained. - Some of '

the most . shining passages are distinguish'd

by commas in the margin; and where the =

beauty lay not in particulars but rn the

~whole, a star is prefix’'d to the scene.

N

Unfortunately,.the'difference;between what.Pope professed to do and what
he actually did rs-great

1_Perhaps the most - telllng phrase of the preface occurs 'when Pope
' sPoke of his task as the dull duty of -an edltor. Pope con51dered hrm—

'self-to"be,vand certalnly wag, a man of Splrlt taste ‘and sense, '"and

N

-he took prlde in contrastlng hunself to men like Theobald, who thrduéh'
b '

. "pains, readlng, and study" were llttle more épan pedants 57 The'teitual
problems that an edltor must. deal w1th requxred a great\deal of what
Pope,would habe con51dered very dull work, and in many cases he was just

not 1nterested enough to fulflll his task properly He was much more ;
. \ “L' ’
1nterested in pointing out what he ‘considered to be the beauﬁles of

)

‘Shakespeare s text, and for. some his. s§ temhof commas and stars is the
most 1nterest1ng part of hls edltlon. h

~ Unlike Rowe, Pope had a strong dlsllke }or the language of the
. =§ '

57

"EliZabethans, so rather than attempt to eluc1date the meanlngs of. obsolete‘

s el

"

words and phrases, he often’ s1mply substltuted a new word 1nto the text. :

' Coihciding w1th hlS dlsllke for much of Shakespeare s language, Pope also

- [}



felt that many completeipassages.infShakespeare sémp;y.did not come:up

to the high standard required by the more’sopﬂisticated eighteenth' v h, \
century. James Sutherland is‘accurate'when he characterizes‘Pope‘s
attitude as follows: "fhe editor'g‘bUSiness is to display hls author

.

in the best pOSslble llght and 1f his 1mperfect10ns can be covered

~

n58

or removed or explalned away, SO much the better.vv Such an attitude

>

led to Pope's relegaflng of whole passages, obv1ously written by

" 4 o+

» Shakespeare, to. the bottom of the page. Pope pould not stand the thought . ' i

of Shakespeare brlnglng dlshonour\upon himself.  ~ PP\ "\ ' ’\ : . \

A%

~Pope's feellng that Shakespeare needed a guldlng hand in order to

av b !

be acceptable to the-elghteenth century readlng publlc got him 1nto

trouble in several other ways.- For example,‘often when Pope found

Shakespeare s meter to. be defectlve, he had ne-compunctlon about qulte

l .

blatantly changlng,‘addlng, br leaving out words so as to have the
meter conform to, hls own taste.~ Such actlon must have been almost
1rre51st1ble to POpe, the greatest poet of the age, but it was -
certalnly'not the sort of thlng‘that a s S ~nf ShakeSpeare U o
;should have'been doing. .

S Pope also changed many cormon words that Shakespeare 1sed in
,order to have him conform to a greater extent to elghteenth cwntury
‘notions of decorum. Some of --ese alterations seem absolutely r1d1culous

“to us today, but nevertheles= Jope considered thls to be an -mportant T v‘\'

_.part of his taskvasveditor,‘ 1.« example cited by McKerroc- =R 1s that R Ht

wheneverutherord "hats" occurred in Coriolanus Pope cha.ged it to

something else,?feeﬁing that such a word simplv “a’ no place in a

i "\

cla551ca1 play. It is- for such changes that Malone dubbed Pope, along

“with the edltor of the Second FOllO, as. gne of "the- two great corrupters
. _ A
of our poet's text. " '




=, oo

It cannot be sald however, that Pope made no 1mprovements to -

@,

T Rowe's text. Flrst of all, Pope completed many é& the mgthanlcal im-

[ :
e 1

provements to the’ text that were merely begun by Rdwe._,In“hls.edltlon,‘ ,l o e

"v
-
Wit

Pope kept Rowé's llStS of Dramatis Personae more or Terﬂkantact but he \
. # ' '

completed the designation‘of localL£3§s for the varlo*was' nes, a ~task7

which Rowe had,pnly concerned himself with in the later plays. He also - . ' S
¢ N ’ ) ',: . . N . A‘ . ° ) . ’ . . =~

completed-RoWe's work of dividing all of the plays into scenes, although

he employed é rather peculiar method of doing so, It had been. the Italian

{ ~

and French custom to begln a new scene each time a character of\lmportance‘

entered or left the stage, and Pope attempted to adOpt this technlqpe for - o
Shakespeare s plays The results were, to say the least, 1nterest1ng.

" For example, ln Klng Lear, where Rowe had elghteen scenes- and most modern'

.
-~

editors'have?twenty six, Pope had sixty.ﬁg A flnal mechanlcal lmprove— o

v

ment is that Pope omltted the seven spurlous plays (1nclud1ng Perlcles)

L X g R
s 4 5. . - T
lwhlch had been first. 1ntroduced in the Thlrd 'Folio and whlch werg present' R

in bpth the Fourth Folio'andVin“ROWe's edltion. - e &n"“?-. o !

o o L -

One. must also glve “Pope - some credlt for hls handllng of the text.“;

,Pope was the f1rs¢ editor of Shakespeare who - really made a concerted

effort to obtaln as. many early quarto edltlons as. p0591b1e, and even‘~

'though hlS Fse of these early edntlons was rather erratlc, _he still

? . P
- . . [n

‘fmade much greater use of them than any prevxous edltor. Thlgfaspegf/of ‘]

1

Pope's edition willabe discussed in detall in the next chapter.

) L Pope, then, might’perhaps be cénsidered as somgdh
. IR X ,,’ e
's1mp1y unsu1table f@r the task that he had undertak

ﬁ;‘The next editor, N
»LE&lS Theobald wasvthe exact opp051te'of Pope 1n a most every way.
' Theobald, in contrast to Pope, th?ught hlghly of the art of

"Xerbal ithlsm," and because of.thls he waS»really the_flrst cr1t1¢al

‘editor of Shakespeare who understood his true duty."Hugh<Dick.calls

P ) ' SN
N



" As dames Sutheriand points out;63 Theoﬁald waselistingvtbese editorial

’._an edltor was so dlfferent from Theobald s. However, at this'pointi@

‘the historyjof Shakespeare’s text a true scholar, and not necessarily

;samebreathW1th him is absurd "65 he certalnly did contrlbute a slzabl

ey -

A —
ki

Theobald's preface to his edltlon of Shakespeare "the flrst 51gn1f1tant
statement of a scholar s edltorlal dutles and methods in handllng an

Engllsh cla551c. w6l Theobald outlined hls task as follows: _N‘ W

\ S The Sc1ence of Criticism, as far as it affects
: ' ' ‘an Editor, seems to be. reduced to these three
~classes; the Emendation of corrupt Passages;
" the explanation of .obscure and difficult ones;
» and ‘an Ingquiry into the Beauties and: Defects
. ~ . of Composition.62 .. = S

i & ~

U

dutles in théir order of 1mportance,»and by dorng SO he showed: himself

to be completely opposed to Pope s ideas.. Sutherland 1s qulte rlght in ﬂ

N

assertlng that in all llkellhood Pope did not regard Theobald as' a’

v

~-

superlor editor to hlmself, 64 since hlS conceptlon of the true dutres of

i N

- Although J.C. Collinsjmight be 0verstating-his‘case when‘he says
/]

of Theobald, "To speak of any of- the elghteenth century edltors Lﬁ the

RS
o 3

P‘

. . .Vx_'
8 . *

\

amount to the.understandi ofShakespeare's text.‘ McKerrow contendsithatﬁr
i ,

- Theobald s most lmportant claim to fame is the gact that he was the.v

RPN

'"flrst to p01nt out the’ value of comparlng other passages of. Shakespeare

oo

w1th those Wthh it is sought to emend "65 and that "In hlS Shakespeare

B

'.Restored and his edltlon of the plays he constantly supports hlS emenda«

N

tlons by parallel passages, a method whlch has, of course, been followed

»by every commentator on Shakespeare since his day "67 The reason that

Theobald was' able to pomnt to parallel passages not- only in Shakespeare

, .

but also 1n the works of many dramatlsts whlch Shakespeare may have read

60

~alman of genius, was required; and Theobald‘was'nothing if not a\scholarg_'




® Yy

" is tLat he systematlcally and completely lmmersed hlmself in the -

literatUre of Shakespeare' S‘perlod espec1ally works with whlch Shakespeare
' L

mlght have been famlllar Theobald clalmed to have read more than elght

. \

.hundred Engllsh plays in preparatlon for his edltlow of Sha&espeare,

and whlle thlS clalm mlght be somewhat of an exaggeratlon, there can

R

'~be no doubt that hlS exten51ve knowledge of Ellzabethan and early drama

served hlm well
o A

Theobald was- also quallfled to edlt Shakespeare for other reasons

1R1chard Foster anfs p01nts out that one of Theobald's major quallflcatlons
~ t
~as an edltor was t&at he pbssessed an intimate knowledge or Shakespeare sv

style and dlctlon, and that he had a true apprec1at10n of the type of

language that Shakespeare used 68 Unllke Pope, who, as we have saen*\felt

that Shakespeare s language was one of hlS weak p01nts, ‘Theobald had a

\

" great apprec1atlon of 1ts beautles As Jones p01nts out Theobald made N Y

the followlng comment about Shakespeare s language 1n Jullus Caesar

“ S to partlcular Irregularltles, it. is not ’o
o to be expected that a Genius like Shakespear's’

‘should be judg'd by the Laws of . Arlstotle, and
the other Preseribers to the Stage; it wi be
.sufficient to fix a -character of Excellen®® to

. his Performances,llf there are in them a Number
of beautiful Incidents, true and- exqu151te L
Turns .of Nature and Pa551on, fine and ‘delicate N
Sentlments, uncommon Images, and great Boldness
of expre551on 69 :

A
'\.

Such.an attltude made Theobald a mueh more sultable.person to edlt
-Shakespeare than the typlcal{elghteenthecentury man, ncludlng Pope.
Jones‘also p01nts‘out that Theobald showed an unusual knowledge of
l‘ Shakespeare s style by the type Lf phraseology that he used in- The Cave ~ ~:
N ) }t : ‘.‘(

of Pove ty and 1n hls adaptathon of Richard II 70

'

61 .
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i \- L.‘ . , .‘ . ,“ . ) .
‘\ .. What -Jones refers to as "the first truly. critical ‘work on

Shakespeare "71

Tpeobald s Shakespeare Restbred, appeared in March 1726 “\\

N

approx1mate1y one year after the publlcatlon of Pope s edltlon The
intent of thls llttle work 1s self ev1dent from 1ts full tltle 4

-

Shakespeare Restored: or a SpeC1men of tHE MamXAErrors, as well committed,
v ; ™ —— )
as Unamended by Mr. P*pe In hlslﬁate ‘Edition of this Poet. Designed Not
¢ T\ . : ) ] . .“
only to correct the sa1d Edltlon, but to restore the True Reading. of

Shakespeare in all the ‘Editions: ever yetgpuﬂilsh d It would appear from .

'thls tltle that Theobald meant to devote approx1mately equal tlme to
P AV

dlscu551ng all of Shakespeare s plays, but in reallty the book devotes
‘ . \ ;

a

one hundred,and thirtyr tivo pages of its one hundred and ninety'four

3

prlmarlly to a d1écussxon of Hamlet In the flnal 51xty two pages of the

'recelved some study, however, a number of plays were only commented pon

Ay

once. The only plays that Theobald d1d not mention at all are The Two

Gentleman of Verona, As You Like It, and Twelfth N;ght. S S \"J-

Theobald really d1v1ded h%s Shakespeare Restored i .o‘three parts,

'Sane the Appendlx has two maln lelsions._ In the first | rt"Thedbald

' was able to concentrate his'attack on Pope»even more strongly,

o s o T . o :

directly attacked Pope under the followiﬁgfsubjects:<femendation-where~ _

N
oo N

_‘there‘is no‘neediofﬁit; maiming the author‘by unadvisedf_de ' dations;

bad ch01ce in various. readlngs and degﬁadatlon of ‘e-better word;tand

 Sfgmenn

‘mlstakes in glVlng the meanlng of words. "In thls sect;on Theobald also

attacked Pope 's punctuatlon and the- 1naccurac1es of his edltlon that were’ ,.:’

ldu; to inattention to:Shakespeare and his hist;rg, The‘remainder.of.theg

: < o B X " - T T :

‘Appendix,vpagesvonethundred;and‘sikty four‘to the end, is derted entirely
. a o . o R " B
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McKerrow points out an 1nterest1ng fact about Theobald s cox-

™~ . ~.
‘rections to- Hamlet in Shakespeare Restored 72 Although he made about one E R
\ . . ~ . s \

' hundred ?nd six alterations. to Pope s text, twenty two of whlch were

elther lmprovements 1n Pope S punctuatunmorcorrectlons of obv1ous- ' <
-mlsprlnts, of the remalnlng elghtyfourcorrectlons, flfthOne were

readlngs from edltlons other than those followed by Pope, and thlrty three

were Theobald s own conjectures Usrng the Aldls erght 'Cambrldge
‘edition as“ an example of a- modern conservatlve edltlon, McKerrow notes f‘

1

that while forty five of the flfty one readlngs that Theobald acqulred

from other texts have been adopted only three of Theobald s own conjec-

" tures are’inclUded in' “the modern edition. As, McKerrow says, “Clearly SO
. LN . "i . ~~
far as. Hamlet is concerned the 1nfluence of fheobald was far more in the

_number of almost certalnly correct readlngs whlch he recovered from the

,earller editions than 1n hlS own conjectural emendat10ns.ﬂ73

. X
8 . ,‘.-. . . ~
. o

.As p01nted out in the flrst chapter, 1t 'is one of the great l;:“u
1ron1es of the hlstory of edltlng Shakespeare in the elghteenth century . ‘

,that even’ after\each of the respectlve edlg?rs cr1t1c1zed hlS 1mmed1ate

predecessor in. as strong and v1rulent terms 1maglnable, he 1nvar1ably

~

'rrelled on that edltor ¥ edltlon as the ba51s of hls own. Amaz;ng as 1t

.may seem,‘Theobald used Pope' s edltlon as copy—text for hls Shakespeare,

whlch was made avallable td\the puhllc in 1733. | i e .‘ IR

ap : Lo h o
His adoptlon of Pope s editlon as the basls of hls own greatly o

;llessens the importance/pf Theobald s edrtxon.. Theobald 1ntroduced a n
‘large number of- lmportant readrngs from other edltlons, but unfortunately\
.he also allowed many of Pope S 1nfer10r readlngslto remamn, even when N ‘ L
'_ superlor readlngs were avallable. An even more serlous grror, and one |

’ ¢~, e o

.7§that seems absolutely astonlshlng to us today, is that Theobald often

m

2o

o



',.v‘- o g i -~ . “"4

'alloWed,fbpe Ssmetrlcal varlatlogs to remaln 1n his text, even though he

‘was well aahre of. the pecuhtarxmles of Shake;peﬁre.s verse, and had
- # . ,* 1 4;

o o '
strongly changis thope fog attempt“ *to d&ke it conform to e1ghteq2§? .
LR : e

twﬁs R%hLounsburynp01nts oht74 that Theobald not’
. ) hé. LT -
» 02}y occa51onally fOIIOWed quglln prlntlng as verse those passages.

century standards

¢

orlglnally 1ntended as! prose (a vlce versa), but hesalso followed ‘Po e
P

in four other’ types of alteratron whlch affected Shakespeare s meter.

,First' there was the addition'of an extra,word or words.to a line;
i

_ second, the om;s51on of a word or words from a. llne,.thlrd the trans \ ‘ . ;,i

‘.:

p051t{9n of‘¥ords 1n a llne, and fourth the contractlon of two words
into one, or a. correspondlng expanslon Even more ‘serious than these
types%f changes\was Pope s habJ.t of‘bstltutlng a word of hls own for

~one of* Shakespeare 5. Not only were these. changes antended to alter B

\Shakespeare 5 meter, but, as. we have alrtady seen, they were also used to

o

correct supposed-errors in grammar Or composition, and were.eV@h usedﬂwith
. : . :" ) - . .1 . o o . ) i
the intent of,purposely altering*Shakespeare's“meaning; _»"p“- O

leen ‘the prlnca.ples underlylng Theobald s edltlon, 1t 1s dlfflcult N

to see how he could follow Pope 1n these alteratlons, but follow hlm he

dld. Lounsbury 901nts out,that 1n'Measure for Measure'Pope‘made,one R vvf l o b

S hundred and forty seven such emendatlonsv of whlch Theobald accepted
nlnety four and only dlscarded fifty three.?s' Why mheobald dld thls is .l: .

’ not clear. Perhaps, aq,McKerrow suggests,76 Theobald carefully collated

only thos plays in whlch he was’ 1nterested, whlle referrlng to other

edlt;ons o] less 1nte estlng plays onlyuyhen somethlng struck h1m as o BN

5 W

beingdefliitely ng. However, we'cannot lscount Martln Beller 's ‘ B ! N

assertion that "... Theobald desplte h1s sen51t1v1ty to the nuances of

e Shakespeareis language, nd desplte his attempts “to understand the R

. ¢ - :



~

’; Shakespeare allowed hlS characters in the use of language

-

_ - Theobald dld not attempt to: date any of the plays exactly, but rather,. Lo f',\}kg

o hlS element o Because of hlS knowledge of both- Ellzabethan hlstory and

PO : . | e S S
prlnclples of Shakespeare s grammar, rather than to set him to school. oo -

ra

w1th the elghteenth century, was often unable to accept the 1at1tude

»77 Like'so

'many edltors in the elghteenth century, Theobald may have understood the'A" \ \ v

"duties of'the textual edltor, bpt even he was constltutlonally 1ncapable"

w

of\fully carrylng them’ out : . - f : f‘ . S ' ",- N

O? course, all .of thls 1s not to say that Theobald s edition does ‘\

o b

~

not represent a great 1mprovement 1n many ways over Pope s . Theobald _

devoted a’ great deal of energy to - such thlngs as dlscqverlng Shakespeare s
sources, the proper chronology of the plays, and the authentlgity of

Shakespeare s authorshlp of some of the more 'doubt ful plays 'In the

. -
2

fmrst regard, perhaps Theobald s most 1mportant dlscovery was the fact - _ N

that Shakespbare often carefully followed Holanshed s Chronlcle, and

‘ thlS dlscovery occasronally enabled Theobald\go\make very astute -

emendatlons. Theobald was also aware of ahakespeare s’ knowledge of

certaln Itallan storles and the Lives of Plutarch and p01nted out

~

p0551ble sources for Shakespeare E Klng Lear, Hamlet, and’ Tr011us ‘and

»

Cress:tda.78 As far as the datlng of Shakespeare s plays is concerned,~
.a———————-‘—v)

by relylng on hlstorlcal ev1dence and on hlS knowledge of Ellzabethan

Pl . T

v

drama, he attempted to élace the plays in approx1mate chronolog1ca1
'order. Although h1s datlng was occa51onally rather‘erratuc, he dld ‘come
g reasonably close in a number of ‘cases. 79' When 1t came’to examlnlng
doubtful plays for ev1dence ofShakespeare S, authorshlp, Theobald was 1n
> U~ C
llterature, as well as his sen51t1v1ty to and knowledge of Ellzabfthan T

Engllsh, Theobald was able to apply both external and aesthetlc tests to

~‘doubtfu1 plays,-and hls“conclu31ons are dlfflcult to dlspute. Although o



~

he followed Pope in omitting. Pericles from his edition}:he was convinced .

- that Shakespeare had'a part'in‘its'composition.‘\Fe'also felt thatuin

' both Tltus Andronlcus and the three parts of Henrz VE,; Shakespeare was

N

h.not the: sole"author, and- perhaps ‘had only retouched the plays. HlS bellef

that Shakespeare ma have had part 1n the comp051tlon of The Two Noble
v =¥

. Kinsmen runs parallel Wlth the opinions of a number of modern scholars

el
\

Theobald s w1de readlng in the llterature of Shakespeare s age

_also held him in good steﬁd when 1t came to, explalnlng the meanlng of ~

obscure words or passages in Shakespeare s text. ghereuare,well over .’

two "hundred such expianatory notes in Theobald' sredition,HWHEre_theﬁ -

obscurity By u51ng his w1de knowledge Theobald was als ,”‘

N\

) restore or defend a number of varlant readlngs whlch Pope had elther

'emended‘or“discarded for an inferior reading. As Jones-polnts out 80 . ):;,T

in over two hundred 1nstances Theobald restored wprds or passa‘és elth%f

omltted or emended by Pope. R.B. McKerrow contends that Thq bald S .

[

..fooénotes form the most lmportant aspect of ﬁks edltlon, and actually

L‘serve to 1n1t1ate the cr1t1ca1 study ofohakespeare s language.81
. : L4

A second edltlon of Theobald s Shakespgare appeared in 1740 but,
. .

jsxnce the edltlon contalns mainly conjectural emendatlons -with no .
L - R T ,-.Q\ D
evidencegof fresh or_new collation, it is of mlnorvlmportance. HoweverJ . S ’

o ~ [P T . B N

a 1ater'edition; appearingfinpl757; will figure in5our’discu55ion‘ofu E s

- Johnson's text. o7 ;o v ,

The next edltor of. Shakespeare 5» workS'was‘Thomas Hanmer., Hanmer

dlffered from prev1ous edltors in that for h1m the édltlng of Shakespeare

N [ . '
=~ - - B B . €

RN



—_— —— Y i

One of the great Admirers of this incom-
_‘parable Author hath made it the amuseément |

of his leisure hours for many years past -
to %ook over his writings with a careful )
eyej to ‘note the obscurltles and’ absurdlties ' e
lntroduced into the text, and accordlng to '
the best of his ‘judgment to westore the
genulne sense and.purity of it. In this
‘he proposed nothing to hlmself but his

copy'as. perfecﬁ as he could: but as the )
emendations multiplied. 3bon his hands, s
" other Gentlemen equally fond of the Author . . ' o
desired to .see them, and some were so kind B ~
.;as to give their, assistance by communlcatlng,
their observatlons and con]ectures upon |
# difficult passag ; which had occurred to - -
" them. .Thus by, ees the work growlng
more con51derable than was at first
‘expected, they who had . the opportunity of
looklsg into it, too partial perhaps. in:
-their judgmeht,‘thOughﬁ it worthfbeing
made publlc 82 - B ' T

~

mer mlght best be déscrlbed as a cultured amateur in the ranks

K
-

-axean editors. It was hiS'alm to make Shakespeare.asvappeallng -

: to the elghteenth—century readers, and to do 30 he~ spared no

Lklng hlS edition physxcally attractlve.v Even today Hanmer s

regarded as’‘one of the\greatest productlons of the Oxford
. PN \' - . :
»use, and its appeal to an elghteenth-century reader must have

~

;e; The typography is handsome,_and the edltlon contalns
flne plates whlch were des:.gned by I{agma.n at a cost of£3 3s

1

=s:.gn. ~The total productlon cost was a llttle over 11 200,

:ded,fsoo for paper,af305 for press-work 5F52 lOs for collatlons, .

1,

i@ private satisfaction in maklng his own o -w“. A




" health."" There were at least six hundred coples of the edition

produced, since five hundred and seventy'five Sets were sold at three

. by the edltlng technlques of Alexander Pope to produce anythlng of much

‘value. OXe is. falsely encouraged when Hanmer says

c’ertaln passages we bottom of the page, and even goes so far as to

the reader, however, thatx"a great deal ..t of that lOW\Stuff whlch

'

v ’ ) ‘ RS . N

.and even two guineas for the press—men \Fo drink sir Thomas Hanmei

83 ~ '

q
RY

guineas 'apieCe'in i744—5 51x more in 1745-6,- and the last three in

/

l746 7, 84 The 1ow sellihg prlce of the edltlon shows that Hanmer certalnly

had no asplratlons to accumulate material wealth through hls labours.

Unfortundtely, though, desplte the plea51ng phy51ca1 appearancev

of the edltlon, one can clearly see that although\Hanmer had . some idea’ ij

'of what the task of an . edltor should be, he was too greatly 1nf1uenced \

|-

-~

.+. that as the corruptlons are more numerous
‘and of a’ grosser. kind than can well be con-

. ceived but by those who have looked nearly i - le’

into them; so in the correcting them this rule

hath béerr most - strictly observed,<not to give- _ EEN

a loose to fancy, or indulge a licentious T
" spirit of criticism, as if it were fit for v'\
:-anyone to-presume to.judge What Shakespeare C

ought to have written, instead of endeav-

ourrng to discover truly and retrieve what

he d1d wrlte 85

'However, hopes are qulckly dashed when Hanmer goes on to say in the same

...p%ragraﬁhthatthe only alteratrons that were made were those necessary

elther to clarlfy,the sense,of the,passage, or to regularize ‘the meters"
In the next paragraph one reallzes 3ust how{huch Hanmer was -
\ - ' BN .

.1nfluénoed by Pope s edltlon, as he\actually pralses Pope for relegatlng

LY

regret'that nbrp passages dld hot meét with a srmllar fate. He assures

~ ) l !
‘ tey - ¢ L N

dlsgraces the works of thlS great Author,'[and whlchJ was f01sted in by

. the Players after hlS death to please the vulgar audlences by whlch they

"A S T

Pt



o : STy :
'Subsisted"es would not be left in the text of his own'edition. Hanmer,
then, attempted to "1mprove" on what are p0551b1y the most objectlonable
/

features of Pope s edltlon. )
v N v . ~ . P . . .
C R e e . N ~ . ‘r

e Haﬂmer prlnted hlS edltlon from Pope S, but also used Theobald

2 ,xtv.\‘--%-’,,__. - 3 ( .',

for many texﬁual emendatlons Thus whlle Hanmer fOllOWed Pope ‘in omlttlng

A

% e (\ %- 0‘ "\
Or%degradlng to the bottom,of the page many of Shakespkare s llnes, he s

S e 55';'- », . .
ﬂ’?':,oftéﬁ'fo%}ow@d Theobald 1n the readlng of a word or phrase Perhaps the-

: o
o S . '.. .
PO SEEE S ” -q> ),,}
n’

: most annoying feature pf Hanmer 3 edltlon, however, 1s that he never ,ﬁi,

B R

acknowledged the fact that he\was followlng the readlng of a prev1ous

v

-~

edltor or of warburton, and hence many bmlSSlons, addltlons and emenda-
K B

» tlons t at were not orlglnal had &ntll falrly recent times, been credlted
. \ V ),

- w1thout any notice of varylng coples, he " .
" has.appropriated the labour of his prede-’
, Tycessors,’and made his. own edltlon of" llttle
‘ R "authorlty . His confldence 1ndeed both' in’ kN
/. .himself and others, ‘was too. great he
I viﬁsupposes all to be rlght that was done by -
“'Pope and Theobald; he seems not to suspect(g'
: ‘a crltlck of falllblllty, and’ it was but |
'\ ' reasonable that he should clalm what he~ so\' ’

- liberally granted 87

On the whple, then, Hanmer s edltlon of Shakespeare must be

~regarded as a step backwards. Some of hls.emendatlons were. clever, but

G o

'hthe fact that damns hlm is that he reverted to a technlque of‘edltlng

.that had rlghtly been rejected by Theobald However, Shakespeare,s next
‘;edltor, W1111am Warburton, does not represent much of an lmprovement

; "/ \ . . 3 M ." N . 4
o If for no other reason, Warburton has become famous (or 1n— T

“5famous) as the most arrogant and obnoxlous edltor of Shakesp are ‘in' the

69 .

to hlm Samuel Jphnson s assessment of thls feature of’ Hanm s editgon."\
o cannot be xmproved upon o a0 L KN TN :
T s . ' ’ ' \; . ey
i o ey by 1nsert1ng hig emend&tlons, whether LT
, 1nvented or borrowed; into; the. page, o

L
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LY

'.elghteenth century His quarrels w1th Theoled and Hanmer are well known,

’ and there are few accounts of these quarrels in which Warburton does not oo ;
> ¥ g

seem to be largely at fault Yet- the conceit. of the man- enabled hlm

to lash out at alb prev1ous edltors (w1th the exceptlon of Pope, in

< N

whose fr1endsh1p he’ took qreat prJ.de),88 and his bellttllng and condes—

e
\

cendlng remarks towards these prev1ous edltors in his preface make it

one ofvthe most obnox1ous documents 0% the whole perlod _For example, v '
\ ,

Warburton summarily,dismissed Rhe editorial work of both Theobald and

P

Hanmer w1th the follow1ng curt sentence "TOFCOnclude with them ina o \

ord, They separately posseSsed those two Qualmtles whlch, more than R B
any other, have contributed to brlng the Art of Crltlggsm lnto v

‘dlsrepute, Dulness of Apprehen51on, and Extravaganc of Con]ecture “895?J
. . T ,1

: _Such a comment mlght be partlally justlfled if applied exc1u51vely to :
| \

Hanmer, but to say such a thlng about Theobald, W, om many con51der to be

(Y

the,neal father of Shakespearean textual cr1t1c1/n§ is unforgavable. f;z

The“iact that Warburton actually prlnted hlS own edltlon from

) Theobald s shows that he dld not hold the edltlon in as“much cpntempt.as“_'-'

v

one mlght suppose. Certalnly 1t was common practlce for an qutor to '

A ¢ .
fprlnt his own edltlon from one that he‘had prev1ously cr1t1c1£ed in the . 7

> : - s
strongest terms 1maglnable, but in Warburton s case one feels that he ”i ot
" ..a/u ) o

ishould have prlnted his e&?tlon from Pope s, 51nce 1n hls tltle page he

\ o
‘ led the reader to belleve that the edltlon was the result of a collabor— T
,‘/‘j), o
'.':atlon between hlmself and Popu However, the truth ‘of the matter ls that

Warburton took llttle from Pope except hlS scene numberlng.

_ The worst fault of Warburton s’ edltlon 1s that in many cases he

blatantly altered Shakespeare s text where there was absolutely no need ,l

fot)domng s0.” The reason for thls is not Clear. Perhaps he felt that by



1

Beller suggests, harburton was drlven by "hls desire to demonstrate

"sald ‘"His notes exhlbkt sometlmes perverse 1nterpretatlons, and sometimes
. |

i

‘gshall see, he was‘not always succesSful in putting his theories~into : S

'~1mprobable conjectures; he'at one-time gives ‘the author,more'profundity

: enunc1ate fully the real task of the %dltor, but unfortunately, as we

- ‘..'.- i ! ) f'.'

B

that Shakespeare s wrltlngs were a rep051tory of w1sdom and truth, ‘ f‘\'én

'theologically sound, and_morally qnobnoxious,"Sq and that'this desire

~ohtwei§hed' any textual considerations. However, whatever the reason,

~ . .
> o~ . é

Nlchol Smlth 1s certalnly accurate when he says that "[Warburton's]

work is. dlsflguredtnrllcence of conjecture, and he prov1ded the example
\ 8
& \

of what must not be done. No subsequent edltor was to_take $0 great
.liberths;ﬁgl

> Lo | RN

The same sort of'problem ariSes'%lth Warburton s notes.’ Even

-

' though he occa51onally was able to clear up obscure and dlfflcult .

’passages,Ain many Cases hebwent to great lengths‘to explain'péssages )

. . N . . . ‘ ( . . ) ) R . R - ) ('
;‘where no explanatlon was;necessary, and more times than not his explana-

tlons only served to compllcate the issue at hand - As Sanuel Johnson

Y

hY . : - . . ’ . . ~ ,.

Gf ﬁeaning) than thefsentence.admits,rand atsanother discovers~absurditiés,

where the_sense iswplain tohevery other re‘ader'.“g_2

an-the“whole;'then,'Warburton’sAedition ¢annot be considered a’

' success. 'There is no doubt that Warburton was a clever man, but he was -

» also.avvain, arrogant‘and’petulant.indiVidual whO‘seemed'to.have little

idea of the‘real task‘of a Shakespearean editor. The'next editor,

Samuel Johnson, is extremely important in that he was the flrst ‘to

“<

i \ B s
< . \
- . - P A}

-practice.. - g : n




‘Tragedy of Macbeth _with remarks on Sir Thomas Hanmer S Edltlon of

“the publlcatlon of the edltlon was not- to come ‘about for twenty years.

_Rambler essays (208 in’ number), then the Adventurer
—Soeer ——rehturer

of hls mother s 11fe, in mld—January, and was written:

/ -
. -;;"

In 1745 Johnson publlshed Miscellaneous Observatlons on the.

Shakespeare, with a Spec1men However, in typlcal Johnsonlan fashlon,

|
When we look at Johnson 'S act1v1ty durlng thls tlme, it is easy to- bee why

‘Flrst of all, it was durlng this perlod that Johnson undertook his massive

-

rchtlonary of the Engllsh Language whlch was: publlshed in 1755 afterQE1ght

1

”years of what must have been the most gruel ng sort of labour imaginablex

As 1f thls was not. enough from 1750 to 1752 Johnson produced hlsc

his - Idler essays In 1759 he algo wrote hls famous:

he later told Reynolds, was composed in the evenings »f the finaI week \

to defray,the-costs of his,mother's funeral. It is lmp0551ble to know

Just how much tlme Johnson was able to devote -to shakespeare durlng

.thlS perlod but 1t ig’ obv1ous that he dld net neglect the. bard

‘ completely In 1741 Johnson composed the Prologue which was® spoken

"by Dav1d Garrlck at the openlng of - the Drury Lane Theatre and which

AN

sald much in vualse of Shakespeare s art. In 1751 Johnson dedlcated
N

two of his Rambler essays (numbers 156 and 168) to a dlscu551on of

Shakespeare, and in l753 wrote the dedlcatlon for hls frlend Charlotte

Lennox, ‘to her Shakespeare Illustrated Obv1ously, then, Johnson had

_Shakespeare 1n the back of hls mlnd all’ through this perlod and many //

of the notions expressed in these borks were later to reoccur in _"y

\ v

o reflned form in his Preface of 1765

~In 1756, Johnson 1ssued a-new set of Proposals for. the prlntlng

of his Shakespeare by subscrlptlon, and 1ncred1bly, he made 1t one of

72




' that dohnson's Statement,\rather»than representing a definite theoryfofl

B

o during bis nine Yeanglzlabour. B i - ' N o - ‘ \ - SR

‘and Theobald;"

. ‘ o
- .o o o

- : ’ ' N

.the conditions of the Proposals that the complete ®dition was to be -

. ' - . N \ - .
publlsheF by Christmas of 1757 Obviously, Johnson greatly‘underestimated‘
the magnztude of the task that he hadﬁset for hlm?elf " The completed
edition not to appear for another nine years rﬁ,ﬂ"‘

el756Proposals are 1nterest1ng prlmarlly for one reason. In

them Johnson attempted to deflne the sources of corruption in Shakespeare s

- . n . . . ~.

text: . '

y copied'for the actors,
) anscript after transcript,
‘ vitiated by the blunders of the penmen, or
T ~ changed’ by the affectation of the player; per- .
« haps enlarged to introduce a jest, or mutilated
! to shorten the representation; and prlnted at
last w1t out the concurrence olf the author,
'w1thout~the consent of the proprletor, from
compllatlons made by chance or by stealth
‘out of the separate parts written for the
theatre, and thus thrust into the world sur-
Co " reptitiously and hastlly, they suf fered v )
o another deprivation from the ignorance .and =~ | ' . <
negligence of the printers, as every man
who knows:the state of the press in that age,
‘will readily conceive.93 '

Johnson has been the target of a great deal of criticism for this stAtement,

and it has~been'often rather unfairly quoted as being representative of

. . ) ‘A <0 s . e . . ‘ ) } ;.i:?
‘his textual ideas for thevedrtlon.ltselfa94 A fairer assessment of the

: ’ : , o ) v o
~ statement, however, has been made by Robert E. Scholes. Scholes contends ' -

prlnc1ple upon whlch he based hlS own edltlon, should be seeh as "a

rather uncrltlcal acceptance of the theorles advanced prlmarlly by Pope

95" Johnson learned through the actual process of worklng

TN

-on hls edltlon, and a. nunber of the comments found in the notes and preface

u

‘to the edltlon show that Johnson changed and reflned many of hlS 1deasj

e

73



. . \.'_ . - . , )
The prevalllng note 'that one finds in the preface is one of re-

straint.\ In contrast to seve;al previous edltors, Johnson was not about
. : !
\
to ]ustlfy any wild emendatlons by the supposed complete corruptlon of
v .

the text. He Stlll felt that’ the text was corrupt, but the reasons he now

supplied to account for thecorruptionare_much sounder than those given ,

e

L

in the Proposals.

The faults are more than could have, happened .
without the concurrence of many causes The”
style of Shakespeare ‘was in itself ungrammat-
ical, perplexed and obscure; his works were
. transcribed for the players by those who-may .
. be supposed to have seldom undexrstood them; E ' 0
they were transmitted by coplers equally
unskilful, who still multlplled errours; they .
were perhaps sometimes mutilated by the actors,’
for the sake of shortening the speeches; and v f

" ' were at_last prlnted without correction of
\ B the press. 96

~ IS

As. Aobert E. Scholes p01nts out, "The pr1nc1pa1 change from the

correspondlng sentence 1n the Proposals is the omlsSLOn of the suggestlon

'that the actors may have added materlal, and the doubtful - perhaps

sometlmes - tone ‘in whlch 1t 1s observed that they were respon51ble

. N

for shortenlng the plays "97

quther on 1n the preface, Johnson made 1t perfectly clear ‘that

" he. dld not cohsid?r 1t the duty of an edltor to rewrlte Shakespeare,

o

and perhaps for the f1rst tlme the reader encounters a clear and conc1se

explanatlon of what an editor really should be doing: .
A4 ' . :
Conjecture, though it be sometlmes unavoid- R LT \.\
Y able; I have not wantonly nor. 11centlously ] o
S ~ indulged. ‘It has been my settled principle, o »t
that the reading-of the ancient- books is pro- '
bably true, and therefore i not to be dis~
turbed for the sake of elega ce, persplculty,
. or mere improvement of the sense, ' For . N . : :
though much- credit is not dude to the fld@llty,\ n e
nor any - to the judgment of the flrst publish- :
'ers,; yet they who had the copy before their . v
 eyes-were more likely to read it right, than

oo



75.

R we who have read it only by lmaglnatlon But © . W
‘ . it is evident that they have often made strange o i}
) : mistakes by ignorance or negligence, and.that . o
- therefore something may be properly attempted
. by cr1t1c1sm, keeplng the middle way between

?2§§@monamvtmumxy ' S ,
"6uch criticism I have attempted to practisef

and where any passage appeared hnextrleably v
" perplexed, have endeavoured to discover how , o .
, it may be recalled to sense, with least
, .violence. - But my first labor is, always to . ~
~  turn the old text on every side, and try if .
there be any 1nterst1ce, through which llght
can find its way; nor would Heutius hlmseﬂf
condemn me, as refusing the. trouble of re-
search, for the ambitign of alteration.
- this modest industry I have not been un- _
T . -successful. . I have rescued many lines from
‘ ’ ' the v1olat10ns of temerity, and secured many.
uscenes from the. 1nroads of correctlon I
“have adopted the Roman sentiment, that it is .
more honoraBle to-save a citizen, than to .
. o N . kill an enemy, and have been more careful to L
. ’ »protect than attack 98 - . Q?,, N : o S -
‘( \ %y . . ‘ ,

Even 1f Johnson did not carry out hls plans as thoroughly as he mlght have,
there can be no doubt that here," at last, wé have an edltor who was

¢ .
. . P

¥

'prdceedingsupon.correct principies; The aim now was/to reproduce what-
{Shakespeare actually wrote, not what someone 11v1ng two hundred years

atér thought he should have wrltten o \ o R \'i

One other 1mportant note ‘in Johnson s preface is his comments

_ . S
‘..on the four fOllOS of Shakespeare Johnson was. certalnly the flrst of, the

eighteenth—century edltors who understood how Shakespeare s early texts -
By s,

~ had to be collated._mHe’sald in reference tovTheobald: e L \ -

*
In hls enumeratlons of edltlons, he mentlons

- the_two first folios as of high, and the third
io as of middle authorlty, but the truth.is, -
Ft the first' is equlvalent to all others, and :
hat the rest only deviate from it by the - - IR
o printer®s negligence. Whoever has any .of A _
_ " the folios has all, “excepting those diversities
o +. - which mere reiteration of edltlons will pro-
SR duce. I collated them all ‘at the beglnnlng,
'<but afterwards used ‘only" the first. 99
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o

\

l['

)

T not at all 1n the last‘four, suggestlng that he may have been 1051ng

: |
[ . {
.,followed hlm had pondered over the 51gn1ficance of hls words, how much , :»\

LR \

as

s

’Obv1ously, thlS 1s exactly what modern textual critics belleve, aﬁd one
‘¢an \;,pl‘y ag:ree w:Lth McKerrow when he says "If only some edltors who Y ’

I3

trouble they mlghtipave saved themselves and of how many superfluous (; ¢
footnotes would ed1t10ns<3fShakespeare have been relleved "fOO _ L
' Robert E Scholes has also p01nted out that ‘in hls ndtes Johnson - |
dr5p1ayed a great advance 1ﬂ edltorlal theory from the prev1ous edltors 1017
Tﬂtoughout the text Johnson seldom made a major emendatlon w1thout ' |
. e S 5

attemptlng to 3ust1fy it by some sort of blbllographlcal theory. Fre— L

‘,Q

quently he spoke of{the type of errors that secribes. or prlnters mlght

. make 1n readlng or copylng, anﬂ by dorng S0 he was: at least approachlng

Ly <

the type of textual cr1t1c1sm that,we have today, where the hablts of

"«

partlculax comp051tors ‘are’ taken 1nto con51deratlon to- acéount fbr the .

o
J, N

,text Perhaps even more 1nterest1ng 1s the fact that 1n at least 51x

1
e

cases where Johnson\spoke of an error in readlng or copylng the text,‘;, i

- he attrlbuted thls error to a pecullarlty of Ellzabethan handwrltlng.A

<

3

?

N

Of course, thls sort of’study Yorms an lmportant part of modern ed1tor1a1

\

technlque,-and whlle»aohnson ce{talnly d1d not do much in the f1e1d he

'was, w1th the p0551b1e exceptlon of Theobald the ﬁlfst edltor to take

. e = R
any 1nterest 1n 1t whatsoeVer. d . { S ;'; SR ’s_ \

Although Uohnson never/completely rejected the 1dea that some of

I

the plays mlght\have been prlnted er&,actors' p1ece—mea1 parts, he used

-,

the theory sparlngly (”on three occasaons 1n.the flrst four volumes and

o LL%

confldence 1n it") 102 In hls handlmng of the quartos and fdllos, Johnson :
occaséonally accepted Pope s 1dea that some of the poor quartos Were

nerely rough drafts or ”flrst-sketches, but in discussing the relation- .J;'”"

-

\ . - B



‘poor quarto to Justify an . emendation. "“' . " M

o

shlp between the quartos and the First Folio he: maintained that the Folio

text usually represented a reVLSion, possibly by . shakespeare,yof an

N "

.earlier work Because of this belief he generally adhered to. the read—

1ng of the Folio text, and would rarely use an alternate reading in a

On the other hand’ Johnson at tlmes notlced that a FO{lO text

_followed a quarto text veéy elosely on’ this 5b1nt, Scholes makes the b

\

.

[Johnsbn] did observe that the Flrst Folio R
_text of Richard II was printed from the Quarto o
..of 1615 and that it read\on at least one oc-
casion ds a Quarto of 1598. He also saw’ that .
' the Folio text pf A Midsummer Night's Dream-
. folloved a- Quirto very closely. Here, indeed,’
' Johnson was o “the threshold of modern bibli-
=ography, though it remained for Malone: to
~‘perceive that what Johnson had observed -
of two. plays was. true.of many others.
~ Johnson, unfo¥tunately, left us no blbll-‘
-ographical ‘reagons for his obServations '
‘on the prrnting history of - these two plays.
+ . But his reasoning must have been sound, '

o : . or his guesses extremely shrewd, for ® ° A
. o 'modern scholars have supported both hlS CL T
' o observations 103 o e e

: .o . ,v~ . '-‘.,
8 . SRR “

JohnsOn S comments on the relatxonship between the folio texts has al-

S

RE

of pioneerlng modern techniques o;\teXtual criticism, and modern textual\

\ >

”scholars would do well to remembee his efforts. Unfortunately,‘though

-

77

) ready‘been commented upon. ‘Obv1ously, then, Johnson dld much in the way."

RN S

FATEN

Johnson 5 editlon is much Setter Irom a»theoretical standpoint than from

. .\
‘\, :

v

Ta practical one,/and his actual text leaves much to be desired

Perhaps the greatest difficulty w1th Johnson s edition is that he v

v used as his. copy-text both harburton g 1747 edition, and an edition of

: Theobald's Shakespeare which was published in 1757 Bx aoing 80, Johnson

A

.7was committing the same error that was nade hy every eighteenth¥century

R



ot

~

Iy

’

L . ¢ : ’ . .
tad, - . L .

e
edltor of Shakespeare up to the tlme of Capell, d.e., basing a textzon
‘one's lmmedlate predecessor 'S ed;tlon rather than on early quartos and

fOllOS However, 1n-Johnson s case the problem 1s compounded 51nce\he

' ’

.seemed to be cdmpletely lndlscrlmlnate ;n hlS choice of copy—text, at

times relylng on Warburton for a SpelelC play, and at otherﬁfrmes :

relylng on Theobald‘ What is even more dlsconcertlng 1s that at tlmes
. . ) /

o

he\relled on both of hls\predecessorsfora.spec1g&c play, again apparently
:%thout reason.104 Of course, the 1mev1table result of such a~pract1ce

was that many unnecessary errors crept into Johnson s edltlon, and the

v

" text became,’on the_whole, scarcely more rellable.than those of ‘his
predecessors o AR d, o I

*»

o Another faurm w1tH/;ohnson 's edltlon 1s that,vas he: hlmself ad-

Y

: mltted he managed to acqulre few of the: early quartps 105 -and hls e

Y

collatlon even for those that he dld acqulre beems to have been rather

-~

haphazaﬁd : Arthur Eastman malnta:mslo6 that.the great merlt of Johnson s.(;f;r:

. T

text, 1s that prlmarlly through adjustments~1n punctuataon, m;nor

emendatlons in word ch01ce and syntax, and addltlons of ?ew stage .

.98

directlons, Johnson was able‘to make thF meanlng of the text much _“'”,'"‘

A .
clearer to the elghteenth century readlng publlc.k Novdough thls 1s true,'
3 . ’ .
but real&y such,a goal, or 1ndeed such an achxevement, says llttle about~

N ’ . \ v

Johnson s pe‘formance as a: textual cr1t1c, at least as We' deflne the term

\ - . , i L X P X v - <. )
R A S A DI ST 3 WA SRS
. S . . . i . . . .

today.

-

a

' successful in- illumanatlng dlfflcult passages or. explalnlng obscure words.'

- B . . . o
A . ~ . e

. L ‘ BN ) .‘\ e

'crltlcs have spoken Wlth greater commpn sense than Johnson or been more ;”" ”



'_As.Dav‘id’ Nichol swith says: ..

L eee in the klnd of 1« k whlch alone could be : \ R
, written if all the lit¥aries in the world were ;
. ' o ,burned and we had nothlng to guide us but
",our common sense and what we know of our
- fellow creatures and of the worklngs of the
- head and of :the heart, Johnson is supreme. . . .

;; 4 : In all those passages where scholarshlp and "

. of success and fallure. Certalnly many of hlS theoretlcal prlnc1p1es were

'fk thaf have now become. standard practlce There can be llttle doubt of

1‘; after more than two hundred. years, ‘deman the utmost respect. However,:

N

I

.". ‘/y . o L - \\ S 4 e ,:"

‘historical. knowledge fajil to give us. their aid
f\ '+ there is still no more helpful guide than he.""
: Once we know him we may.be trusted to ask. W .
“when baffled by a dlfflcult passage, . "What - :
does Johnson say°"107 LR o s

. . . . ~ J .
» i . K . ! PN
L d

Johnson ] edltlon, then, mlght be .seen as a rather curlous mlxture'

sound, and he must be glven credltrfor plonﬁerlng many edltorlal technlques

brllllance and clear-headesness of hls preface and hls notes, whlch

<,

textually speaklng, Johnson s edltlon must ultlmately be con51dered ‘a5 a

R

fallhre. By not collatlng early texts, by usmng Warburton 5 and Theobald* 'b

4 [

edltlons as c0py texts, and by 1ntroduc1hg a. number of gratultous changes ;r“

for the sake ef "clarlty,ﬂ Johhson s edltlon loses much of its textual

. . . -2 #.‘ Y »_\'
importance. Hoquer, the groundwork for a successful text had now been o
. . . _."“,‘-',_

laxd More successful edltlons, by Capell and Malone, were almost “

{\ : 3 P \ . R e o . : . ) \., °. . , Q-

' ezghteenth century produced and 1ndeed he was one of the most 1nf1uent1a1

A . ,“m.”x s, i ‘ .
;Ltable., IR 1’ ‘ ST '.-f.-_"‘? CaT e B T e \
. .’_l . . . . e ., -~ . ‘ )

’ Alloe Walger has said‘that-lf Johnson cap be cons;dered .as, the \;'T e .Q;

N L . e '. .
”tgrs,vthen o b e

last repreSentative of the old school of. Shakespe&rean edj

. . ; \X . PN v
» , - L oo ek N
Edward Capell st certalnly be-cons}ﬁered as the flrst f the riew . . _“;.ﬁ o

v -

Jschool of edltors.108 It is my bellef that Capell wéstnot only the f1r$t '1f“,',_
of the new school of edltors, he was also the flnest edltor that the o

e

Rl




[ ' A %
o>jall"of Shakespeare's editors. For this reason, I.propose to deyoté a

. subsequent. chapter to Capell, but some brief mention &f his accomplishments
A s . : . L~ . h Lo . ) et . '

- 5

is neCessary at_this”point;' L ' ﬁ‘_. -

’ -

. '.'_ Capell s edltlon of Shakespeare was publlshed in 1768 He mentloned
. 1n hlS 1ntroduct1on that prlntlng had begun in September af 1760, -and
JORPEI that elghtuof h}s ten volumes were’ in prlnt by\August of 1765 He

therefore had 11t e opportunxty to make use of Johnson s edltlon, whlc

he clalmed to have looked "but sllghtly over.": For reasons whlch 6!31

become apparent later on, it lS not llkely that .he. would have made !
™ O
t'extensxve use\pf\Qohnson's\edition, even if he hadghad the chance.
. - R "_" ,“b X ._v‘ T . ' . e '

e %t'is to Capell's credit'that he managed‘to collect the. largest

- number of Shakespeare s: early quartos that had. ever been brought together
-
up o that tlme. However, unlike all of the prev1ous edltors who had’

A} N
N .

merely collected early quartos and then had not known" h\w to make proper ”

.- use of them, Capell knew exactly how to: ‘use hls early source matgrlal \> .
.,... Cea . \\ .
-.and he also possessed the necessary perseverance to USe all of hls ST

< ~ ., o . o b

’ mater1a1 to the fullest extent R ”. v, N

. A . a e
. )
v

Perhaps Capell's greatest clalm to fame is. that'he reallzed the L

. . .
essential error that all prevlous edltors, includlng Johnson, had made in- .

—\

thelr edltlons of - Shakespeare, and he broke away from thls lncorrect o

S traditlon. Capell 5 edrtlon had been rnsplred'by hrs anger o%?r the .;;:":-
'.‘efforts of Thomas Hanmé;, who, as we hauz seen, dld llttle mor%,than,ta;e P

.Pope/s text‘and makeJa number‘of rather arbltrary'alteratlons.u Capelf 7.”".

was the flrét of ;hakespeare s'edltors uho xenllzed that any edrtio; of )

Shakespeare whlch was 81mply based ‘on the edntlon 1mmed1ately prevrou; tocfi:}

SN

-

1t was not&going to be a success, but rather was. only 901ng to add further\ o

9jr corruptions to\the text For hlS own edltlon Capell went back to‘Shake~w

o E2E . ‘ ‘ - Ny R S .
e e e SR B T \\ T B
.o . : BT PR ’ : . . ’ P v . ! - X o
S : T R T e : S S



. ‘o v ’ ¢
speare s earllest texts, hlS quartos and the plays 1n the Flrst FOllO,

N

and used as the basis of hlS edltzon those early texts which were closest

v -
.

to shakespeare S-own manuscrlpt. In h1s 1ntroductlon he llsts the fOllOS

_.“‘(

‘.and auartos which he used in. the preparatlon of hls text, addlng the

~
\

: word "best" bes;de each early text that h; "Used as hi copy=text. Such

- . " ) L
rand it 15 to Capell's credlt that he restored l1te i 2ds o -a?~\

o

E transm1551qp of-the text.
: R

, ; NS ,
However, even though Capell used an early textffs the basis for
Fo W

~

.

ceach of his plays, he was anythlng but a cogsqrvatlve edltor Because he

i 4

subjected hlmself to the arduous process ofecollatmng all of the early ‘

N

: texts Capell knew that 'co ruptlons,'whether der1v1ng from comp051tors .

b o.

.errors or from other sources, weie the rule rather than the exceptlon.r
fﬂ

'He also had no delu51ons about the strlct authorlty\

’_ln the Flrst Folxo.; Capell argued that’sxnce the Flrst FOllO dld not

.',\

of. the,plaYS prlnted

A .
0 . .
.
* .
. v
EAN .

' make.a very good gob'of many of the texts for whlch the quartos arehﬁiilr

. Ry .
1 . : » - J
v - \ N ) ,\‘ ‘ . ..

hextant, there is llttle reason to beileve that 1t wasﬁiny more'?althful
. . S . , .
A_to the text of those plays of whlch the 50urce 1s now lost.. Capell

o Do

then,uwas notfafrald to make an emendatlon where he dlscovered corruptxon.

S Ao\

R

'fhoweverm Capell's method‘of emendatlon dlffers greatly from that'of e

.,«’ ! .. .."v

prev1ous edltAISO. ‘Before Capell, many edltors would emend purely bn _iJH.'

L J o .
i RN 4

grounds of persqnal preference‘~w1th llttle or no’ textual theory to *
R ;\, .

_support theLr emendatlons.v Capell's emegdatlons,.however, were based on

o St

ca flrm knowledge of the c1rcumstances behlnd the transm1351on of the text,.'

‘and also on a shrewd awareness of the relatlonshlp of dlfferent quartos

',to each other and also to ‘the folio. Capell théﬁ actually antlclpated L

L

Ed



: a great deal of" crltlcal theory whlch is behlnd the eclectlc method of

"';Hlstorlan, the Grammarlan, and the Poet "169 Obv1ously, then, Steevens

. ) .
. Lo . . . .

\ . ! i N - \

T .

P - . ) : £y

‘edltlng texts whlch is sQ common today o Co ~
‘ Capell s edltlon was followed ‘in 1773 by a revised ver51on of ' \

o

Johnson's Shakespeare, supervxsed by George Steevens. St%evens undoubtei

edly was one: of the most quallfled of all elghteenth—century edltors
§ . ) ?

: As early as February 1 1766 he- 1ndependently 1ssued a Prospectus for s IR

hlS edltlon of Shakespeare, clalmlng that "A perfect edltlon of the Plays

“0f Shakespeare requrres at once the a551stance of the Ant1 uary, the

»

‘was-not approachlng his task llghtly <Also,-his”interest in Shakespeare's

\
\
B

';early texts 1s unmlstakable. “In 1766 he brought out an edltion of

o Ve e TR

-twenty oﬁ\sh\kespeare s early quartos, certalnly a very 1mportant and

. all thls, however Steevens reputatlon as a Shakespearean ed1tor has

= ._‘. . . v . - S e
. w1th the followrng curt remark "It is by no means‘a pleasing transition

‘Afrom Capell\to Steevens. 'We-pass from”love:and refinement toﬁhaughtiness

'necessary step 1n the hlstory of Shakespearean textual study Desplte' oo

s

»never been hlgh Walder, for example, lntroduces hls sectlon on\gteevens

’

o~

~-and vulgarity “110 walder proceeds ‘to., accuse SteeVens of belng "dlshonest"

:'and "bereft of all reverence for hls author

l attltude towards Steevens is st111 prevalent today. It 1s, I thlnk, ln A :;7;7

- some respects unfalr to'hlm in the preface to hls édltlon of 1773
;:Steevens clearly showed that the revelatlons of Capell had not passed h1m ‘f%w'

.'by unnotlced‘. We mlght perhaps crltlcrze Steevens for pettmness 1n_

’{ ’J' *' oy Ly "X : : X v ‘ . ."."‘ R

L9y

nlll and- gen'erally thls A. °\

._'

Py
“‘,1 R

‘, . ~ \ ) Lot

| -never speaklng favourably of Capell but the follow1ng xtract from hlS_

. o
- A

Preface shows that he was . lmpr%ssed by at le&st some of Capellls 1deas-fs vi.*'\
SN, .. as every fresh editor cohtlnued to make S R A
"" .. the text of 1s,predecessor the groyndwork = o ST

~

of hlsdown ( ever collatlng but where diffl-

.‘ ’
S . g . R ST .o




- culties occurred) some deviatiOns"from/thef‘ SR
. orlglnals had’ been h:nded down, the number _3“:7' Y
r  of which are lessened in the impression before . - )
Jus, as ‘it has been" constantly compared. with | '.fif o
' . 'the most authentick copies;-whether collatlon e
was absolutely necessary for the recovery of A
sense, or‘not. i1z :
. RN N o
Sﬂeevens was certalnly belng unfalr to some of hlS predecessors here by

-
i ™~

clalmlng that they only collated when it Was absolutely necessary to‘do

v

V_so, but it would seem that he dld grasp Capell s p01nt about the problems

P

f to concede that "[steewens] is at\hls best in explanatory notes on-.

~

. . B .-
1+ : L a Y

1nherent in ba51ng an edition of Shakespeare -on that of one 23 predecessor.

R

Also, -as ev1dencedtn(hls dtfence of Theobald's edltorlal methods,),“,

Sgeevens was well aware of the nece551ty of belng famlllar w1th all -\

aspects\of El'zabethan-literature which,mlght somehow'aid the ShakeSpearean

\

PPV L . - S R '
editor: - \ _' ST TP . | . : _\\ :

A\

“... these strange and rldlculous books® whlch
. \' » Theobald ‘quoted,- were unluckily the very
s ‘books whlch“Shakespeare himself had. studied; -
the - knowledge of which enabled that useful }
editor to explain so many- different allusions
. and obsolete customs in’'his poet, which
: ptherw1se could never have been understood
oo IE Shakespeare is worth readlng, he is
» ]Tworth explalnlng, and the researches used : .
RN - for so valuablerand elegant a purpose,\merlt T
e+ . . the thanks of genius and candour, not the . A
BRI ' satire of -prejudice and ignorance. That . N
R “ 1abour, which so egsentially contributes to_
» " the service of true taste,‘ serves a more-
: i' S honourable rep051tory than the Temple of

—_— Dulness 113 RS . °f. R

1 ) B , R
?%deed, 1t is*in. hls ab111ty to explain Shakespeare s text that Steevens

took the most prlde, and 1t is thls aspect of h1s edltlon that contlnues

to recelve pralse, even from hlS severest cr1t1cs 1 Walderoeven manaéES

°
N

Shakespeare s language and a11u51ons “114 “_,.'”.--S_i'F 1A§ i L ll -



| publlshed in 1773, and Issac Reed's 1785 edltlon was based on Steevens

)

. - ; . A T
PR : RN
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CiEL,

19

Steevens also supervised -an- edltlon of Shakespeare Wthh was\ e

S -_\‘:- »” _{\
" text. It was not untrd 1793, however, that $tégvens brought out an
tyon ;

.edltlon of Shakespeare whlch was’ completely hlS own, and\lt is in hlS

\‘\

preface to ;this edltxon that we can- clearly see why hls edﬁtorlal labours B

N

have e11c1ted\so much adversl cr1t1c1sm The problem w1th Steevens

"_A Ky

ed1tor1al technlque is not that he meant to be dlﬁhonest,nand certalnly
. '/‘ ~ \

- not that he scamped hls work rather, ‘he 51mply d1d not have enough

» i

falth in the old edltlons to adhere falthfully to thelr readlngs 'His

p031t10n is clearly summarlzed\ln the follow1ng paragraph from the 1793
preface ' ' .
e it is time, 1ns¥ead of a tlmld and serv1le‘j
_ .  adherence to anc1ent copies; -when (offendlng ‘
« against sense ind‘metre) they furnish.no real
, help, that -a future edltor,/we & acqualnted ‘ .
with the phraseology of our author's: -age, I
”'should be at‘llberty to restore some apparent
-meaning to his corrupted lines, and a‘'decent
flow to his' obstructed ver51f1catlon. The.
;. ;\»vlatter.... may be frequently effected by the
.+ .. . expulsion of useless and supernumerary\ o
- syllables, and an occa51ondl supply of such \
0 . as might fortultously have been omitted,
. ;,notw1thstand1ng the declaratlon of Hemlngs o
A .,and Cohdell ‘whose ' fraudulent preface _
s ,asserts ‘that they have publlshed our authér's
‘ L plays. "as absolute in' their numbers as he con—f”;
v .. . ceived them " .Till somewhat resembllng the - . -
el T < process above sug ested be’ authorlzed ‘the '

:,,~ TR 'lpubllck w1ll ask- in valn for a commodlous and

pleasant tgxt'of Shakespeare.~ Nothlng will be -
.- . lost to the world on account’ of the measure ° .
. S recommended,-there belng fOllOS and quartos T
R ol 'enough remaining for the use of anthparlan
N ‘ or Crltlcal travellers, to whom a‘jolt over a
S irugqed pavement may be more delectable than
R <0 - an easy- passage over a smooth one, though R
- '.they both conduct to. the ‘same object 115 R

- Steevens' stand here does not seem unreasonable. In fact 'it -

\culmlnatlon of one school of elghteenth-Century ‘
\

.1,_ \

mlght be v1ewed as the



edltorlal technlquel ‘As we‘have seen, all,eighteenth—centhry editors

N .
made a pornt of’ commentlng on the dlsgraceful state of the Follo an&
,quarto texts,.and yet all at least made a pretence of adherlng to these.
texts wherever possib1e> é(eevens.was sxmply attemptlng to p01nt out

-

.the absurdlty of strlctly adherlng to texts that were unlversally re-:

'cognlzed as belng corrupt Unfortunately, where his loglc broke down

™~ ..\

was in tHe fact that, ‘he had no con51stent system of selectlng good

P
RO

QEadings from bad’ and therefore'he‘really was-no\farther ahead than .

\

Bope Walder, in fact, sa 'S that "[Steevens] tampers w1th the text\as

N

ch as ‘Pope,. lopplng off and addlng recklessly in order to. produce

oth ver51f1cat10n."116 Thls may be true, but what 1s 1nteres§1ng to

_ce 1s ‘that even Steevens contemporarles reallzed that there was'

,fethlng fundamentally wrong w1th hls ed1tor1a1 method. John Monck
N

'Mason S assessment of the;1785 edltlon 1s typlcal of the attltude of the o

N
%

'tlmes; L R S ;m,sw '

Gy

‘-;..'[Steevens ) ‘merit is more consplcuous RN

'“Tln the comments than the text; in the reégu- .= ‘\ i \\Vmb

' 7 lation-of which he seelps to have acted. . |
' ' -rather from caprlce,‘t» any. settled prln-*
\ — c1p1e, admlttlng alterations, in some

.v\ g.”,_"passages, on very. 1nsuff1cient authorlty,,
: R _1ndeed, ‘'whilst in others he has retalne I the

R __1ant1ent readlngs; though ev;dently corrupt,
./ in preference to amendments as evidently = . ’5‘”;.

DT Just; and it frequently h&ppens, that after e

’.polntiﬁg out to us the true readlng, he - adher!s 'fi“Laﬁc

1'.\ """ to that which he himself . has proved to be . \; ~
S .. false. ..; ‘as it ‘now. stands,‘the last’ edltlon o
has no 51gna1 .advantage, that"I %an perceave, \ :
qver that of Johnson, 1n p01nt of correct— R
’vness 117 _ﬁ\if“S\., . R SRR B
. ' SRR SR B L T ’ N
Steevens' edltions, then, represent a necessary culmlnatlon of

.y

one sohool of elghteenﬁh—century edltécialqphllosophy.v Steevens was the

el

unathamed eclectlc, and\as such he articulated much of what ed1tors ’

. . . . co
. . . : IR
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from Pope to’ Johnson belleved but refused to admit. However, this is

B .
‘ not to ﬁ;*that edltorlal phllosophy had not advanced at all durlng th.ls

‘perlbd 5 If Steevens' textual technlque does’ not represent much of an

advance over‘Pope s, the reactlon of many elghteenth century critics

certalnly shows a new sophlst¥catlon, a sophistication prlmarlly brought

Labout by the revelatlons of Johnson,, Capell and othems 118 - Many CrlthS.
J‘now belleved that one could come closest to Shakespeare s actual. text

'only by respectlng the earllest editions. As we shall see, thls ‘'school

)

" of Shakespearean edltorlal phllosophy was to find its champlon in

Edmund Malone : 'ﬁ7=n . _
\ : . ‘\\
In the Advertlsement to the 1821 "Boswell’s Malone" edltlon of

2

Shakespeare, James Eoswell sald that "It was the object of Mr Malone,

from whlch he never dev1ated to furnlsh the reader, as far as it was

gp0551ble, with the author s unsophlstlcated text »119 Indeed this isva

]
-,

very aecurate assessment of Malone S @dltorlal phllosophy Malqne was.

the arch conservatlve, in fact 1n mapy vays he was more conservatlve(p.
LA
3

“than the strlctest of twentletﬁéin‘tnry 1g,échtors : o o

- * .
Davrd NlChOl Sm)th has sag? €%at Malone "remalns the gteatest of

/\r N%

' all our Shakespeareanascholars "120 an nhen we 1ook at Malone E accom-'-
i qhn " {jf‘.q-)f.‘f " o ‘{s‘ ,

. r = . 2. & e & .
N PR ; TS -
_ retognlzed is the flrst serlous and syst gxc)attempt*!o deal w1th thls

“

'subject. Malone was well versed in all aspects of El;zabethgn llfe an% -

U W o A
llterature, and, through careful analyszs of&pertinenb recaras, letters




oo “".np ¥,

and literary works from Shakespeare's ;ima,‘he was able to make. some |

fascinating disc'overies.121 : " o o ' T (‘ "
" .Throughout his career\fs a Shakespearean scholar Malone was to
. . . I TR s
¢ L o RO ‘ . ' g A ) : ) P
contribute ‘several other invaluable studies. His "Historical Account of
g . - N . \

the Risé and Progress of the English Stage," which he -included in his

~

'1790 Shakespeare, is referred to by Smith as the "first authoritative

vy

4’!(

treatise on early drama nl22 Maione was - also.the first of Shakespeare'
, : . w
editors to attempt a reworking of Rowe's "Life Of Shakespeare}" Thggugh—

out the eighteenth century, esitors had merely reprinéed Pope s reVised fﬁ

-

version of Rowe's account; and never attempted any furtherpresearch. ’ "

Malone was the first to aﬁteppt\what may be termed a "scholarlyf biography

Wi

of Shakespeare, based on the oareful study of'pertinent documents ¥ather &
' . o IR |

than on’legend and hearsaygx Malone' s work on Shakespeare solanguage andf
verse was alSo invaluable. Even though editors like TYeobald -and Capell
had taken conSiderabli pains to become familiar with the type of English
written by Shakespeare, Malone excelled all of his contemporaries in -

this<most'important area. Because of his superior knowledge of Shakespeare s
1anguagey many obscurities An the text were clarified and many%rejected

readings were restored. ‘Malone s knowledge of Shakespeare s verse and

langﬁage enabled him once‘and for all to prove the superiority of the
ﬁFirst Folio to the Second, and to discount the claims made by Steevens as
b o - . | .

_l;garded.as one of the most7important.and“influential Shakespearean

scholars of the e&ghteenthcentury,and indeed of any century.

L Malone s own edition of Shakespeare appeared in 1790, after eight 1.3

A :

‘years of diligent preparation.3 It wQ%, as I have said the culminationn

4

.of- the conservative philosophy of editing which had been steadily grow1ngx\

L

\

to‘the importance'of the ‘Second Eolio,' ObViously, then Malone mqst be R



. . . ey
1 . . . ' .
~

throughout. the century. Malone was greatly influenced in his editing

techniques.by-Capell;*and, becausé of Malone's much more straightiorward'

and precise style of Writing,_he was to receive much more critical .praise

and attention than was afforded the earlier editor. As we shall. see,
L ; ' vl . § '

Malone'was_even‘more conservative‘in hig editorial philosophy than

Qapell, and in fact went a bit'too far in his conservatiSm;

Malone' sprefaceto his 1790 edition is a masterful exp051tlon of . L

i

the conservative'phiIOS?phy of edltlng He begah by dlspelllng the per—,

51stent ideas about the corruptlon of Shakespeare s te\g\whlch for so R >

*,

long'had-caused editors "to take unjustlflable llbertles. Malone ‘stated

categorlcally that Shakespeare s text 1s not nearly as/éorrupt‘as all .~
[ L S Y 3 . R *“*S“['—Ww ) " A R .

_edltors up to Johnson had clalmed

\‘ ' It is not true that: the plays of this author ‘

were more- lncorrectly pslnted ‘than those of - . ~

~any of his" contemp aries: for in ‘the plays
of Marlowe, Marston, Fletcher, ‘Massinger, .. ° v 2 ' \"
‘and othefs, as many errors may be found. : i
Nor is it true, ‘in the latitude in which it

_1s stated, that. "these plays were prlnted
from compllatlons ‘made’ by chance or by
stealth out of: the separate parts written

' for ‘the theatre two only of all _his o
L dramas, The Merry Wives of Windsor. and R )
' ' King Henry V‘kappear to have been thus’ . N e

“thrust into the’'world, and of the former: S \

. it is yet a/doubt whether it is a first =

~sketch or an 1mperfect cdpy.123 .

-

Hav1ng th:§ put asxde the eXCuses that earller edltors had used ' to ]ustlfy

_thelr many emendatlons, Malone deflned what he con51dered to be the task .

~ .
- v

of the Shakesgearean editor. From,what he sald, it ls clear\eustshow far

" the science of editing had.advanCed'during,the eighteenthucentury:'
| .
\ %%e pr1nc1pa1 writers of the early part of
is century seem never to have looked )
behlnd them, - ‘and to have considered ¥heir
. own era and their own. phraseology as thej .
- ‘standaxd ?fv fectlon“ hence, frqm the \lﬂf

4

. . - : | : R . o
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_tlme of Pope s edition, for above twenty ' L .
. - years, ‘to alter Shakespeare's text gnd. to - '

) restore it, were considered as synonymous i BT :
terms. During the last thirty years our -~ - SF

- ‘ - principal employment has been to restore:
- in the true sense.oflthe word; to eject

" _the arbltrary and capricious innovations .

L made by our"predecessors from ignorance [ - B : ‘7T

of the phraseology and custdms of the ‘age -
\ ~ in which Shakéspeare -lived. 124 Y

. . ' ' . /-
! T o |
A clearer exp051tlon of the advance made in Shakespearean.edltorlal tech*

o

_ nlque could hot be w1shed for In hlS explanatlon of the duty of the

»
»>

‘: Shakespearean edltor, Ma]one is equally clear and concise, S e b‘
‘ . R LB - : R
| s As on the one hand our poet s  text has been . o "”_\{
\ N - \ described as mor% corrupt than -it really is, o o
o cs qgﬁh the other, the labour regpir i X k

‘vestlgate fugitive allusrons,
justify obsolete’ phraseology
pdssages from contemporar

 to form & genuine text b

- of the orlglnal coples;

‘ v ‘that 'notice to which -§

I doubtedly it is a la-

3 R ~and the due e

R = ‘.v S . 5 ) “ . -
. Malone then went on to explain his own editorial\%echniqpes and
. . . . R g :

e

as we shalIJSee, in many respects he 51mply elaborated on. Capell g'theorles
. R K

Malone, llke Capell, was very much concerned w1th the proper establlshment

- of. copy text,llndeed he felt that an edltor could . do nothlng at. all unt11 . T

. he had thoroughly lnvestlgated the redative merxt bf all ofNShakespeare s;

. R (‘, ' g . \\ L
early texth: O A ( o p\f“ o s e
S LT R : v
] N .. though to explainNand llustrate the . . = K
: wrltlngs of our poet is a ;rlnc1pa1 duty of.

‘his edltdr, tOAascertaln his genuine text, g'
‘to . fix what is to- be. explained, is *his first
S : and . 1mmed1ate object: and till it bevestab-
I '~ - lished which of the ancient copies is* ‘entitled
r \ . to preference, we haVe no criterion- by whlch
the text can be ascertained. 125 :

P \ _'0
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The first duty of the editor, then, must be tollnvestlgate the nature of

A . .

) Shakesgeare s early\guarto and fol;o texts Malone began w1th a. careful

N

. 'efamination of the early quartos, and in hlswexaminatlon we agaln see . -

v S T - o ‘
many of Capell's 1deas belng echoed _ - ’.'5/

~
’

A5

Malone rejected the notlon that the early quartos were all “stolen ‘

~—

and surreptltlous}'clalmlng that,Hemlnge and Condell made th&s statement

merely .o s to glve an. additlonal value to. their éwn edltlon "127 Rather,:

ey
he belleved that of the f1fteen plays whl¢h were prlnted 1n quarto

““

'f ver31ons before the publlcatlon of the Flrst Follo, only two,:The Merry "

» texts.v Malonf;reasoned as fOllOWS‘::

~

.
‘,..

lees of W1ndsor and Klng Hen;y V were completely corrupt, theuothers were

. Y. .
|" ’

eXtremely.valdible, and 1n fact were generally preferable to the FOllO

T instead of prlntlng these plays from-
manuseript; “theYeditors of“the” oliojfto,save;
Ce . ‘labour, or from” someiother IO’ e; prlnted :
" the greater’ part of them from:’ ‘he- vegx coples
which they represented as maimediand am.erfect
and frequently from a late,;,instead'" he X
' earliest, edition; in 'some. instances with -’
additions and alterations of thelr own. Thu S
therefore the: flrst follo, as far as respects.-'j
. “the plays’ abOVe enumerated, “labours under
< the dlsadvantage of - ‘being at. least a second,
d:in some cases a thlrd, edltlon of these . -
quar; 5 128 - . R

.Thlsfis not»tohsay,vhowever) that Malone oompletély dlsmlssed the lmpor—ﬂf

tance of the Follo texts for plays which had prev1ously been prlnted 1n

. ‘a Do '
quarto form ' On the tontrarﬁ, a careful llne-by—llne collatlon between

"\\ ~ . L ‘\ L |

these quartos and the Flrst Follo lS necessary. As Malone said"
”",' I do not, however mean to say, that many
'~ _'valuable corrections.of passages undoubt--

. edly corrupt in the quartos are not found

- in the foilo copy; or that'a slngle Llne '

‘of these plays should be printed by <a

SR careful editor without a:minute eXamina. R
', tien, and. collation of both copies; but < <~ .

'tr; TR S I
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Cr st R i';thoﬁa quartos: we§e 1n general the basis S T
RS : ‘on whic¢h the fo1 editors built, and are o
B U RN - éntitled to our particular attentlon and T
R b e 'examznatlon as . firgt edltlons 129 .. T ,
, Ma}one's opinions in.thig regard were -later to be substantiated‘by
s Pollard. '); | | .

U Earller in this chapter we. notlced that Capell was" the flrst to

N

reallze the problens 1nherent in ba31ng one s edltlon of Shakespeare One

. . - . \ - '- . \ K
cee i'lthat ofiah immedlate predecessbr, and Le contlnually stressed the 1m— v '

RN portance of returnlng to the early quartos for authorltatlve reaglngs

: Malone\carrled thls process even farther. He not only belleyed that

v v
.

every

\

s ed}tlon is more qr less correct, as 1t approached nearer\tO\ )

or. is more dlstant from the flrst 130 he also malntalned Ehat the flrst f*'

p

D =

quartos and the Flrst FOllO were the onl z edltldhs that had any authcrlty - h:

whatever. It is in this belief that Malonef'

/, Capell, whlle reallzlng the tremendous

-mppfﬁaheequvfirst quarto editidns, also reallzed that later quartos

had tokbe

T

as follows:.;“n;_,‘;j

Th’e'}\r'ar' ous ,readix\mgs}-foﬁhd ,-:'Jf._r"i"':the'idiif_fer__ent TR
. . impressidns of. the,guar ‘copies S

G quently mentloned'

of any authority las: footnoté._ ‘except ‘Romeo R
. .and Juliet], and acqgrdln'ly{to no other\haVe
T ‘T i afy stteheion T . “

“”vﬁUnfortunately,

was generally accepted for over one hundred years.. As stated prev1ously,

it is one of ‘the great iropies of Shakespearean edltorlal history that

. ,0 .
someone who _d1d as much as‘Malone to restore Shakespeare'ﬂ*hxt should -




\\\Talonefs,aphievement =ﬁowever,fcannoﬁ befunderestimated‘beéause

N

of this one error. He did clarlfy and expand many of Capell s essentlal ‘

14

T 1deas, and w1th his 1790 edltlon\we have a. very 1mportant culminatlon of

N\

the conservatlve'phtlosophy of edltlng. NEar the-end of the preface
, ,Malone expressed the hope that "We shall never el agaln be told that

'as the‘best guesser was the best d1v1ner, so he Way be sald 1n some “
. . . .‘L P . <
measure to be the best edltor of Shakespeare '"132 Because. of the
T e :

’

dploneerlng work of men such as Capell and Malone, chh é hope was to

‘become a reallty. C i. AR »‘ .*?; B e

92"



ChaE:er III -
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E - ' Alexander Pope's ition.dfushakespeare ST

P e : T

N s ‘g_:It.is now necessary Lo consider ihdividuallyatwo‘of the most im-
5 / e R ‘
‘portant elghteenth—century edltlons of Wllliam Shakespeare s works. For .

& > / ' ' > '

‘this purpose, I have chosen the ed1tlohs of Alexander Pope and Edward

A}

'}Capell The choacetofCapell “can, . I tﬁlnk be ea511y justlfled Today,

~

even the most prejudlced cr;tlc would have to conslder hlS edltlon to be

' ‘~_' “;’a;bn'&the best of\a poor lot. Less obvmous is" justlflcataon of Pope S

\_ywprk the edltor whom Malone grouped w1th the edltor of the, Second Follo'
H . o

bas\one'of the woﬂstvcorrupters of;shakespeare s text.' However, even-;f

'Malone's’aSSessment‘of Pope's work was valid,;progress,wouldlbe shown

by comparlng q poor early edltlon w1th a good later edltlon. "However, I

l

'hope to show that many of the charges of 1ncompetence that have been
' N\

levelled agalgst Pope aré unfalr. -One p01nt'I,have attemptedrto make‘

[ L. . )

throughout the flrst two chapters is that the motlves of the respectlvenr'

" editors must always.be kept-invm;nd when one evaluates thelr performances;
. ' This is not to say that we cannot condemn Pope's edition oh some grounds.’
1'It'is,-by twent;ethrcehtury standards,'a‘very poor.work-of\scholarship.

‘ﬂHowever we must remember.that Pope was not trylng to conform to- our‘
’ 1 . s ,

'standards;. In hls preface, Pope stated that "To judge v of Shakespear

‘”?.by'Arlstotle s rules, is llke trylng a man by the'Laws of one Country,

.

“who acted under thpse of another\."l Pope here 1ron1cally antlclpated the

S type of crltl sm that hls performance as a Shakespearean edztor was to
: ﬁ

fnecelve., Fpr somT tlme, with some notable exceptlons,z he\has been judged

?'”‘by the. laws of adother country. _”‘f;' '_~Yi A \
. S e : o \

ve3. R S




RV
o . ‘ . o R e S R A
The stanﬁard complalnt levelled agalnst Pope as an editor of
o N 13 .
~~Shakespeare is that he Smely was ndt constltutlonally fitted to endure

[

'the drudgery necessary to produce a good %dltlon As p01nted out in -

€ 4

chapter.two,g Pope con51dered himself to be. a man of "splrlt, taste, and
._'sense," and as such he was not 1nterested in the type of verbal grltlcism . - ff
‘jthat Wad been recently exhlblted by Theobald, Bentley, and the llke. In"ﬂ\ﬁ

‘.fact he con31dered‘thls sort of CIlthlsm to be the dullest form of

pedantry . Many crltlcs have suggested that Pope s gtrong rldlcule of the L
. L
L :_methods of the’ 'verbal - critlcs,”_and Theobald in partlcular, fqund in.

1

"The Dunc1ad," was merely the result of Pope 5 de51re to: take revenge

. I
} T ’on Theobald for Shakespeare Restored and perhaps to v1nd1cate what he
. " . - ) ' ‘e

"‘knew was his poor performance as: an edltor by maklng hls opponbnts look . RN ff
.foollsh., These 1ndeed mlght tlaﬂly have been Pope s motlves, but )
‘ISutherland p01nts out that ﬁrom Pope § earllest days he harboured a >

strong resentment agalnst'the type of cr1t1c1sm epltomlzed so exactly by
\ - . . B
. Theobald. At the age of twenty-seven, long before Pope ever con51dered
| o - ) n W AN

becoming an_editor.hlmself,\he wrote-the following‘hote:

“It is somethlng strange that of all the
Commentators upon Homer; there is hardly 5 R e
. o . one whose principal Desxgn is to illustrate LTEA L
| "' the Poetical Beauties of-the Author. They ' el o
e . ‘are voluminous in explaining- tﬁose Sciences = . et R
| " which he" made but’ subservient to his Poetry, = .- 7 - . R i
— . and sparlng only upon . that Art whlch constltutes : o
' his Character. - .This has’ been 0ccas1on'd by - R _
the Ostentation of Men who had more Reading .. = . .= - o0
. than Taste, 'and . were fonder of shewxng thelr - S o
- Vanity of.Learning in.all Kihds, “than. thelr R O
' Slngle understandlng in Poetry. ‘Hence' it R IR
- .comes to' pass that-their Remarks are. rather T "ﬁj,
Phllosophlcal ‘Historical, Geographlcal,r--»s ey

S : _ . Allegorical, or in short rather any thing -~ =~ "7 ‘;:"*ﬂ» {'gf
e BRRITEP * than Critical and Poetical. - Even the- Gram-~_- h ST P o
s o marians, tho' their whole Bu31ness and Use ’ '

O




N e SRR
L attltude throughout the rest of hlS life: o T fk

- leen_thls attltude, then,vlt 1s llttle woAder that Pope dld nq& present

<«

WOE e g

I3 N o . . i‘

N .. Pride of d01ng something more- than they - .,,"‘, " . .
»gi _ .ought. =~ The grand Ambition of one sort of . : e ;'qm
' Scholars is to- 1ncrease the Number of Varlous, ' '
Lectibns; whlch they “have doqe to’'such a '
‘degree of obscure Dlllgence, that.we now. . _ e
.- begin'to value .the first Editions of Books _ S j‘vi.
oV as more correct, ‘because they have been ’
- least corrected. The prevalllng Passion of
':‘others is to dlscover .New Meanings in- an. - ..
: - Author, whom they will cause to appear BN S
. ' ‘mysteridus purely for the Vanity of being . oo
TR thought ‘to unravel him.... For Readlng is , . T :
./ -so much dearer to- them than Senseé, that they o ' T
_ ..+ will discard 1t at any time to make way for = , .
e Q'xvCr1t1c15m a4 . S . ' L
. . ".'..v,.‘, - o L ; :

Sutherland goes on. to make the p01nt that Pope never dev1ated ‘from thls.

1

; ¢
- . . Commentators (he flnds) per51st 1n,@ommen—
ting .upon everythlng except the poetry; they
‘concentrate: upon matters whlch are either
'1rrelevant or of secondary 1mportance, they
4 , ' havermore learnlng than taste, and they make
. o . ‘use “of their readlng to propose’ unnecessary ' S
’ . corrections or ‘to invent dlfflcultles ‘SO that
- A "‘7they may dlsplay thelr erudltlon 5.

B v'
BTSRRI

the elghteenth century readlng publlc w1th a correct" edltlon of '

’1changed leproved, Pope would say) However, to do so was a majo& part

‘and wlthq@t any 1ndulgence ﬁa*hg prlvate sensr or conjecture "

Shakespeare : Mbdern critics" obse551on w1th restorlng Shakespearejs,

r__.x__..__u-_* e g e e [ - S

orlglnal text probably would have seemed laughable to Pope : For hiﬁlthe'

beauty of Shakespeare s works lay in® the—poetry Occa51onally, of course, )

that poetry mlght have to be: reflned, since the- taste of the age: had

¢

8

of the edltor s task, ‘as Pope saw it
: ES

It is dlfflcult to reconcxle:Pope s attltude to the text w1th what

.

‘he sald in his preface : Here, in a passage already %uoted ‘6 Pope Clalmed P

sto have dlscharged his duty "w1th a rellgious abhorrence of all Innovatlon,

“.“ N . y_'\

L . ' 3 °

o e . . . . S
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Pope was not quite accurately representxng h1s actual procedure here. ‘

HoweverJ prefaces seem to be rather peculiar vehicles for a number of

‘

: elghteenth-century.editors. The reader no . doubt s s\notlced that almost

1

';. all of the editors enunciated fairly sound prlncl leslln thelr prefaces,

49' .

e and then 1gnored these pr1nc1ples in thelr actual edltlons. Why they

AN

N

d;d thlS can - never be’ pos1t1vely ascertalned The fact that the prefaces o
. »

e

1nvar1ably were wrltten after the actual edltlon was completed mlght be

partlally responsxble for the apparent change of attitude.. As wﬂ notlced

w1th Johnson, one can learn someth1n9 about edltorlal technlque through

N K2

the actual\process of edltlng. Probably Pope, like Johnson, had a clear3

- conceptlon of what hls duty ‘was only after d01ng hls ]Ob, and also, llke"

Johnson, the thought of red01ng any of ‘the work wh1ch had been such

[ . .

thls explanatlon mlght agaln be the result of viewlng Pope from a

' twentleth—century perspectxve.‘ Sutherland poxnts out that if we' try to .

B \.

v1ew thlngs from Pope 'S perspectlve, what he says in the preface becomes .

R

';. s

- much 1ess far—fetched.;;i

'll.. fpeI;could falrly cla ‘¢ 8,
dsin his “prlvate sense, OF' conjectureﬁ, he~”
' was usually emending what' seemed 'to: hxm, B
owing tg-his lack of familiarity wlth Eliza-
‘bethan? gl;sh, 4 manifest printer s error, -
.- the so Atiif error that Lintot's “¢ompositor
:might haVe made 1n setting up The Rape of

the Lock. By the- standards of the early
elghteenth century Pope W s-a conservatlve S T
\edltor,vand he probably r sisted the, tempta- ‘- i
tion to astonish the world, with a conjectured

emendat1on far more often than d1d Theobaid

As stated prev;ously, one of the. mos' common rationallzatlons of

AN

s

Pope s . poor“ performance as an edltor is that he d1d not possess the

~. i Y

, necessary scholarly nature to carry out effectlvely the "dull duty

1 . {"v \

" drudgery for h1m was. just too repellent even to be con51dered,' However}d'7'*"'
Ve




Tdrequired of him._ Lounsb y, certalnly not one of Pope s strongest sup--

el in poets of geni

C-

&

al

The scholdst'c i stlnct, sometlmes present
35, was lacklng in him-
SN entlrely - He could never have applled
i © himself, as -did Ben Jonson, to the produc-
"~ tion of Pn Engllsh .grammar . He could never:
_have composed; as did Milton," a Latin one.,
, He could never have 1nterested hlmself as’
. did Gray, in writing notes ‘upon Greek W
“authors and cpmpiling ‘Greek. chronologlcal
tables. ‘So constltuted . he "had . naturally
1. failed to acquire the spec1a1 qualifica-
"tlons which were requisite to. carry through
w1th success. the work he had undertaken. 8

\v ‘,,.‘

Pope would have objected to thrs assessment of hls character. Mere
pedantry was never con51dered by Pope to be scholarshlp, but Lounsbury, -

it would seem, is belng rather qnfalr to Pope by saylng that he was not

1nterested in anythlng even remotely resembllng the work of the scholar.

{;\“‘V :
A much fairer assessment of Pope S 1nterest in scholarly act1v1t1es 1s

"- \
.

provlded by George Sherburn
: \

[Pope] took a keener 1nterest in ant1- st
. quarlan learnlngg pec1ally of a 11terary IR
A - 'sort, than he woui&; ave: admitted to the. o L
’ ‘Scriblerus’ Club In later years he told. IR
Spence, ‘'I- once. got‘deep 1nto Graevxus, and - : ‘
was taken greatly wlth it: ‘so far as tO' ',
_ v - .write a treatise in Iatin, collected from
v o the writings in Graevius on the 014 .
' ' . Buildings: in Romeg Spence, ‘who was more
‘_than an amateur 1n archaaology, respected-
'Pope k) knowledge "the ‘poet's early
,letters to Walsh, EndueupeC1"lIy in, those

contlnued throughout ﬁls career an- ‘interest . :
in the. history of English poetry. He had B
rev1se& the verses af Wycherley and other - S
contemporary bards, he had edited the
., 'remains' of" Betterton - modernlzatlons
.f"ffof‘dhaucer - and in 1717 18 he became mych
"a;'unteres,ed ;in the Rev. Qaron Thomson's
‘"k A of Geoffrey of Mohmouth. To
at least ene small poetlc




. ";“ 3..uf,:' contrlbutlon, and his interest .in the trans-:"\

+*lation was- probably ‘an early stimulus towakds
‘the progect of hlS eplc on the subject of -

- Brutus. - L s _”\\//‘. SR
Pope, then, was not 31mp1y the creatlve genius, unlnterested and repelled .
by any type of scholarshlp, that Lounsbury represents hlm as belng. He

possessed a type of scholastlc nature, albelt perhaps the wrong type for g

A an edltor._ Pope, however, would never have admltteduu:belng unsulted for

hls task._: -f‘" g :
) Pope s actlvltles Just prlor to his wbrk»on the edi ion of. .=

.

ShakesWeare prov1de a valuable clue to the splrxt 1n whlch he approached
. . . . e l o

“his task He had been 1nVolved for some 51x years w1th a translatlon of
. Homer s Illad, and the crltlcal success of. thls work na doubt entlced ' e

hlm to edit Shakespeare s plays. In a letter to Cfryll wrltten in

»

: October 1722 Pope confessed that "I must agaln sxncerely protest to- you R _f_
. \ “

that I have wholly glven over scrlbbllng,'at 1east anythlng of Yy OWn, o :
. . 3 L :

but am become, by due gradatlon of dulness, from al poet, a. translator,

-and from a translator,,a ‘mere. edluor "10 leen Pope,s connectlon Wlth
N B

N

the Scrlbi;rus club it is doubtful that he was’ be1n§ completely sincere ; ' .<zj’

r o

about hls degradatlon, but one cannot doubt that durlng thls perlod he ‘#

oy

was almost COmpleteEy 1mmersed 1n scholarly act1v1t1es, at the expense of
& _I s . v

hlS own creatlve wrltlng.‘ Durlng the perlod that he was. working on’ hlS A

o
s

led 1o“3of’

frrends, Parnell and the Duke of Bucklngham Clearly, Pope enjo:ed olng

R = is sort of work As sherburn says,v"[Pope] came to feel somewhat

\J
rnjured 1f the works of deceased frlends (W7cherley, for example) were3

suhmatted to hls care "1;

Thls sortf“f activrty understandably ‘had- -

~




\\\<»v- o dlstlnct 1nfluence on ‘some of the edltlng technlques that he employed
N - r
,‘Ce»_ . ’1n hlg work on Shakespeare s plays, and several crltlcs have c0ntended .
§ - ' doi PR .
R 3 i that he %ould not have prepared f£or his edItlng dutles .in a wofse Lo ;_'; .
nanner. Dav1d Nlchol Smlth, for example,‘has thls to say about Pope s s'bl‘ fu

- \

act1v1t1es duriﬁé thls perlod ', : R

-

S therary executorshlp 1s the very worst
paratlon for an edltlon of a great Engli
‘cLa551c The problems are entlrely diffe
-What has an executor to do with a 'series. of .

. papers that are. not qulte ready f$r ‘the press?-’
) -+ He is disloyal to ‘the'memory|'of his friend if
he perpetuates the little blemlshes\whlch his
. friend ‘would undoubtedly have removed; and ifo o
- he hlts on a happy llttle alteratlon which he;_‘ e
is convincedy his friend would have at once '~ ¢
7adopted, a<r arrangement of words, or the _
- omission of clumsy' or obscure phrase, he may
not be the usty frlend that he was expected R
to- be if he ¥tays his hand. Now Shakespeare s .-
- papers. had no "been left ready for ress, and
‘-~ the players'w o ‘published them 1n 1 3, .and . the

S subseguent ed1 rs or prlnter [ readers, had

g ork. Pope saw,4@s clearly as we

4o, that t was the dutg oﬂ an, edltor to go

v ba/zf' o the beglnnmg , ")

ey

s to be pedantlc cr1 1c1sm. The mrxture,‘

the detalls..

-the 1nceptlon (o7

»two,

Pope S, edltlon of Shakespeare are not clear. The ‘task of\publlshlng hls

R

Htranslatlon,of the Illadiwas gompleted:;n¢l720, ‘and one assumes that Pope"




'ffcoulanot haveﬂaccomplished-much work onphis-Shakespeare'before this time. #
~ Sherburn points.out that.inaa‘letter to:Fenton, who'was.later to agsist
. . S‘. '

'Pope in hls work on Shakespeare, Pope made no mentlon of any work on the;-

edltlon. The letter reads, part, as foIIows
I am a llttle scandallzed\at your’ complalnt o ‘
that your tlme lies ‘heavy on your hands,. o o i
when- the muses have put so. many good mate- ' :
- rials into your head to employ. them. As
.~ to your queStlon, what Iam d01ng, I answer, = .
B just what I have been. d01ng some years - T “
my duty, econdly, relieving myself with N o
necessary amusements,. or ‘exercises, which’
{ 7 - shall serve me instead of phy51c as_long .
i as they .can; thlrdly, readlng till I am ‘
tired; and lastly, writing ‘when I havd no‘.k._
"other thing in the world. to do ~or no: friend'
" to. entertain in co pany,13
Obviously‘POpe,had not asked Fenton»to help h1m at' thlS tlme, but this

- | l ’ .

gvdoes not prove that Pope had not begun to work on the edltlon hlmself.

A 1 tter to Caryll the date of whlch, as Sherburn p01nts out,'"must fall

\

'i in. 1721 though dated 1722 by thevedltors,élglproveS“that the edition'

~ FEEN

””must have been underway before Bucklngham s edltlon ‘was- proofread In

, _ _ : 1

any event, Pope announced his 1ntent10n to edlt Shakespeare to the general
oA

public by advertlslng for early edltlons 1n the Evenlng Post. (October 2,

.

: 1721), and by announc1ng in the Weekly Journal, or Saturday s Post

\

o (November 18) that "The ° celebrated Mr Pope is preparlng a correct Edltlonvllv

LN

of, Shakespear S Works, that of the late Mr. Rowe belng very faulty "15

7; When Pope ‘agreed to undertake hlS work on Shakespeare s Lext, he -

-;probably had llttle conceptron of the enormlty of the task " As-we have

€ ‘ v
.“seen, Pope took great pleasure 1n certaln types of scholarly pursults,

«pro ly thought that ed1t1ng Shakespeare s works would 1nvolve =

11tt1e more work than edltlng the works of his frlends Parnell and

'hBucklngham. Furthermore,‘ he-crltlcar acclalm that Pogg recexved from,“

S




. ;6&,101,'

-

hls translatlon of the Illad had been lmmense As Lounsbury p01nts out,

\ -

"[Pope] was hall d on all sides as the Brltlsh Homer 16 . Pope was. never:
o . . . C N ) '
s : : A : :

one to shrlnk from pralse,‘and he probably saw an. even greater opportunlty

-

X for fame through edltlng Shakespeare Jacob Tonson 11, ever the crafty

K

bu51nessman, saw the glory‘\ﬁﬁt Pope s translatlon of the Illad had

.

brought to the house of Llntot, and he qulckly determlned that he Vas not

901ng to be outdone Lounsbury descr' es the 51tuatlon as follows~-
, After the ‘death of Addlson, in 1719, there e
~ wds. ho one to dispute [Pope's] Place at the y .
'head of’ Engllsh men of letters. ‘His’ only
p0551ble rival was. exiled to Ireland
'Furthermore, Sw1ft though far superlor as
a. writer:of prose, was in the highest form
- of llterature no rival at all: It struck
e Tonson as the" most: desirable of speculatlons_,
”f)\ ~ .. that the greatest of English dramatlsts »J R : “._*;']w
~ .. should be edited by the. greatest of living e |
Engllsh poets.~ It was an enterprise which ",¢~; e i
" would bring credit to his house as well as I "t'\;
" money to his purse. . Accordingly, he made T \
.. _the necessary overtures. -Pope listened_to*
.7 . the voice of the charmer. In an evil hour =
: : f-for h1s comfort and’ reputatlon he agreed to
fundertake the task 17 :

-

~

“n ’Pope, then, was to a certaln extent seduced by. the smooth—talklng'

Tonson to undertake the task of edltlng Shakespeare, but another_deflnlte

..';

factor 1n hlS decrsron was that he saw an 0pportun1ty of‘maklng;a falrly

h7]ﬁ;" substantlal amount df money, w1thout taklng any rlsk ‘ P0pe S. translatron

of the Illad had repald hlm handsomely,.but throughout hls 11fe Pope had h >

‘a desperate fear of ever hav1ng to bow down to a. patron,'or hav1ng to. aSk
,'\'- .

! N Wi . B o " i
for any sort of flhanc1aIJfavour Who can forget Pope s devastatlng ..f_‘:.g@ o

portralt of Bufo, the patron,'lh the "Eplstle to Dr Arbuthnot "

1);w 2 Proud as Apollo on his forked’ h111,_‘ 't”. ’: e
- Sate full-blown Bufo, puff'd by ev'ry’ ALYy T
_Fed with soft Dedication all day long, oo T
~Horace'and he’ went ‘hand- and hand-in song. . R
'-*Eﬂls lerary, (where Busts of Poets dead




tunlty of 1ncreas&ng hlS wealth GeoEfrey Tlllotson analyses Pope [ :5;

\'.

‘1s not surprising that Pope, the bus1nessmen, ‘would\gump at the oppor-

'{;*"*_:j ’ ~ Popé's Catholic rellglon ruled out party : R,

,\"'r ... And a true Plndar stood w1thout a head) S h\ ﬂ
] ... Receiv'd of WIts an undlstﬁngu1sh'd race,{}z ‘ RO
S0 Who flrst his Judgment ask'd, and then a. Place.m
Much they extoll{'d nis Plctures, much his Seat, «
L . And flatter'd ev'ry Q;yinand some days. eat:. -; 3 )
i 'Till grown: more fruga his riper.days, AR
.. .. He- pay'd some Bards w1th Port,' afid some with” Pralse,
To some a dry Rehearsal was a551gn'd,; ' IR
'And others ‘(harder - still) he pay'd in klnd g

[

v/ .
e *° Dryden aldne (what wonder°) came not nlgh,“”““'_; '_
4 "Dryden alone escap'd this judging eyers L T
P vBut $till the Great have kindness in reserve, TR
R S rHe help'd to bury whqm he help et to starve 18 . * .

~

.
. o
. ~ y . d 1y

PR +
X o

J

v 51tuatlon durlng thls tame as follows.

. S . RV ot ) a‘r v’ v”\’ -.
LA In between the earller “and- the - later wrltlng s 2
- ‘come’ Pope's translations. of.- Homer ‘and the .« v "% T

N, ,t‘edltlon of. Shakespeare s, plays. .Thé 1nterval Sy

o e N was deemed necessary for.-financial: reasons“

“ieve- . “wxdting,”and .he did- ‘not’care to accept bribe R

g\ :.and pension. The anly way left thereforeg T

.. was] that of maklng money by writing, | pure R

: llterature, and,. agarnst hard\condltlon -
. whrch Were ‘of xé&ent growth and so all the

‘:harder, he. galned a competence on the scale )

*gnthat allowed hlm to . 11ve the 11fe he wanted to.»

" -3

Ironlcally, however, the actual amount that Pope rece1Ved from S

.- 3 -

z N

Tonson ‘f217 lZs, seems to. be rather Small Louﬁsbury‘ 1n factL\Eézf\J;
thab "The amount 1ndeed is so beggarla as_ to be susp1c1ous."20 The

w 2 1

7 *

: receﬁVed any proflts from the subscrlptlon but recelved only a: fl%t rate

- excessivevprotestations’aboutiit;” As.Lounsbury says, "Pope{s veracity,jlp,

e N LS

'cnevervsolmUCh'to?bé?suspecte asuﬂuulhe 1s found resentlng any attaok 3

,J‘

‘mleen the fact that taxes on Roman Cathollcs were steadlly 1ncrea51ng, lt'VV

'l‘susp1c1on arises from the fact that Pope vehemently clalmeé that he never ’

jfrom Tbnson. Thls clalm 15 suspect 1ﬁ fof'no other reason than,Pope s‘%»~v

LN




-

:h he - had not recelved any proflt from the_ subscrlptlon 22 Whatever the

1

cast upon hls honour n2l Sherburn, as wéll,‘ls susp1c1ous ‘of Pope s
clalm and: c1tes a letter from Tonson to Pope from which it 1s pOSSlble

to surmlse that Tonson had trled to persuade Pope not to advertlse that

. [JNEN

<y
=

caSe, there can be llttle doubt that money, as well as the de51re for more "

’

prestlge, played a large part 1n Pope S. decnslon to edlt Shakespeare s’
wotks. .o S .

Once Pope had made hls dec151on he approached hlS task 1oglcally

and systematlcally Crltlcs who have accused Pope of shlrklng hlS task, o
| ; .

‘and d01ng only a half hearted job are belng most unfalr to hlm As

p01nted out ,in chapter two,23 Pope was the flrst of Shakespeare s edltors

to make a concerted effort to obtaln as many early quarto edltlons of o

103

‘ Shakespeare s plays as p0551ble, and 1ndeed hls flnal collectlon of early .

edltlons 1s qute remarkable Pope llStS a quarto edltlon for every one L

, \

‘of Shakespeare s plays for whlch a quarto ex1sts, except Much Ado About

' Nothlng ahd there is ample ev1dence that he made use of all. these texts“

P

letter to Tonson, wrltten 1n the sprlng of 1722 Pope prov1des some 1dea

'1n hlS collatlon 24 Furthermore, Pope llsts coples of the Flrst and Sec~

.“’

ond FOllOS as belng used for collatlon, and Sherburn p01nts out that Pope'

also probale possessed a cbpy of the Thlrd Follo.25 Such a large collec-
4.

tlon of early edltlons was not to be rlvalled unt11 Capell s edltlon in

1767 Rope s use of these)early edltROns w1ll be dlscussed %omewhat n'.'

later on 1n thls chapter, but no one can deny that he dld go to some

]

° -

' .con51derable effort to obtaln the sourte materlal necessary to produce a

good edltlom. Lo ".fl . h.;. N

Pope S method of collatlng the varlous early edltlJns of Shake-
e .

speare s works has struck many crltlcs as, belng rather pecullar.v.ln.a

o oo , |H

4



°f:hQth€ Wénﬁ.about his taskf~'f

... my affairs have hurrled me to gnd from:
' gLondon, 1nterchangeably every day; ‘the last ,
part of the planting season. taklng me up’ here, ‘
-and business which.I think: less” agreeable; . -
there.. 'I'm resolved to. pass the next. &ho&e .
week ‘in London, purposely to. get together NP
’Apartles of my acqualntance every night, to
S \ collate the several-editions of Shakespeare s VLt
R . single plays - five of whlch [whom?] 1 have.._v "
T 'engaged to thls de51gn. 26 » .« o A

’Fromvthis, and from letters to Fenton and- Broome,*27 it would seem thatbl
Z,Pope's method of collatlon mas to brlng several frlends together,‘and
- . . . B
'while one. read from a Spec1f1c edltlon of a slngle play, the others would i
' note.the varlatlons»found in other edxtlons of thatvplay.' The accuracy‘ |
v . :

of such a method of collatlng is rather dlfflcult Ao determlne. Sherburn :

calls POpe s method "amus1ngly 1nformal and unsc1ent1f1c,"28 but John‘

‘--Butt poxnts out that "Malone was: of the oplnlon that it was- the only sure

'Vmethod of comparlng texts, and a frlend once told me that he had also

;‘trled 1t and thereby corrected what he had fondly supposed was an. ”,r-
» . l - -~
accurate collatlon "29 For reaeons which. w1ll become clear later on’ Ln
. . ' . ] : .

this chapter, belleve that Pope's.method of collation_%as much'more,
accurate thanhmost critics.are ﬁilling to admit' L v _‘— T
It was not Just in’ collatlng the text however, that Pope employed o

v
N

bseveral frlends as helpers Apparently, he d1v1ded the varlous other

necessary tasks amoant a number of hlS frlends The exact dlstrlbutlon

of labour is now, of course, 1mp0551ble to determlne, but from flgures in

° N

‘.Tonson ‘s account books we can’ Judge'that the work of some of hls assxs—

tants must have been fa rly substantlal. Sherburn p01nts out that “for ‘

‘-

1help1ng Pope Fenton rece1ved;F30 14s, and Gay recelvedJFBS 17s6d. From av7

letter to Tonson [3 September (1721)] ‘we learn that Fenton receflvedfzs in

b B \

104
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v o

“addition to thls payment- enter%d 1n Tonson 's account boon, and it

; becomes apparent that 535 were pald, as Pope requested, to‘ a man'or two'f;,:r_'

here at Oxford to ease me bf part of the drudgery of Shakespeare.';30
\ ) )

When one con51ders that each of Pope S ass1stants recelved almost as

amuch for hlS labours as Rowe W@id for his whole edition (§36 lOs ), one:
4 1y

~

beglns to suspect that their contrlbutlons to the edltlon must have been l'.

;falrly exten51ve 312‘

BN I

OV GRS AR N

/ . . 1

‘After a rather'elaTorate advertlslng campalgn, and after severaI
-'Acalls for new subsFrlbers by Tonson,‘82 Pope s edltlon of Shakespeare s

warks was publlshed on. March 12, 1725. The sale of the editj

A

'Sherburn p01nts out, was qulte good
) Ultlmately 411 subscribers took 417 copies\ .
- of the six~volumes. _According to Dr. Johnsdn

(;‘ 750+sets yer\\prlnted and of those 140 re-.

. mained unsold in 1767 when ~they’ brought only Yo
- 'lés. ,each ‘instead of five guiheas. These o
"\1statements (if authentlc) hardly indicate the o

. "low regard. for Pope's editing that Johnsqn
¢ asserts; they rather indicate.a preference
- for the octavo, and duodecimo editions which’

S followed ‘the quarto durlng the years 1728~ 35. 33

5 .

Probably one of the maln reasons for preferrlng the: smaller VOlumes was ' o 'ﬂ

that they were somewhat less expen51ve.z Although Po e was mever popular
‘_w1th most of the crltlcs of the tlme, the maJorlty o the 1n1tLa1 cr1t1c1sm
'was d1rbcted agalnst the hlgh cost of the ed1t10n7 rather than agalnst

Pope_s performance as an- edltor. Tbnson, then, was the flrst target of
~
X ¥ E . .
3the CrlthS scorn.' There was a great deal of resentment over Tbnson s
. I 4

claim of hav1ng a perpetual copyrlght on: the works of Shakespeare, and

many Justlflably felt that 1f Tonson sclaunwas to be accepted he had" a. S\ 1
- » ‘ .
duty to prov1de the publlc ‘with a good edltlon at a reasonable prlce 34

It ‘was realli not untll after the publlcatlon of Theobald sfl}f ' 'f‘f'

\

o Shakespeare Restored (March, 1726) that cr1t1cs started vehemently to . o . '

<
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clear. Pope was, as stated prev1ously, the-most'promlnent man:ofuletters
L med : e y
v im'England. To attack his perfornance on such’ é major enterprlse‘as his‘

/\

-.ﬁ,ﬁedltlon of shakespeare was rndeed a very dangerous thlnguto dok?
. . e -~
there were few crltlcs who possessed the\necessary knowledge to do so
S M
‘ﬁAs Lounsbury says: L .
R s S : L
L i /. So. uncrltlcal was the age, ‘50 potent was POpe B
o ‘”jh?oplnlon' espec1ally in matters of ver51f1cat10n,
R . - that the host of .changes 511ently made 'by: hi Glnen e |
S0 77 in the text.with the 1mp11ed.or,avowed inteng.of ot e
A S ',lmprov1ng ahd perfectlng ity were’ bl"‘ndly . o
R _”adopted by hlS 1mmed1ate successors,wlthout o
,{B;;, . any thought apparently “of que: tlonlng thelr‘
D Tt;necesslty or. de51rab111ty 33 :

o

«

j As p01nted out\ln chapter two,36\even Theobald uncrltlcally“followed man

. of Pope s alteratlons to Shakespeare s text but hls shakegpeare Restored
: . rlee ' f‘“‘:»,« :

' -opened the way for a humber of. lesser crltlcs to attack Pope s edltorlal N
o work CW.L. MacDonald makes the p01nt that "1t must, ... be”emphaslzed'“y

that Theobald was the flrst to wrlte durlng Pope 8 llfet‘

criticism of one of" hls major works,'f.37

e a”substahtial

ahd Theobald’s actlon loosened A

f _xthe‘tongues of manyvless courageous critlcs A typlcal example of such al;:
cr1t1c, agalnst whom Pope felt partlcular anlmoilty, was Mathew Concaneh.'
An able Journallst but a thoroughly average poet, CohCanen seemed to
derive speclal pleasure from seelng tgk great Pope deflated by a’

: rather average wrlter. As MacDonald ‘says, "Concanen probably vomced the:f o
“sentlments-of many when he expressed his own admlratlon of the cr1t1ca1
: ) ' .
work \f Theobald thus J.ntlmatlng that, in the estlmatlon of a few' crltlcs E

1\v % at least, Theobald had thoroughly dlscredlted the edltor of the Tonson
usa ' L '

. /‘
I8
}

" \Modern crltléal oplnlon, as we saw in chapter two,
.

‘edlt;on.

39 whlle not

o completél? turning.against Theobald; has certainly'tended-to lessen'the
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. '1mportance of ‘some of his cr1t1c1sm of Pope ‘ The whole controversy he-‘

‘ tween the two men! replete w1th sycophants on: both 51des, has been well

: documented by several cr1t1cs,4\0 and hardly needs repeatlng It is

v .

"‘ff cult to find very much sound’cr1t1c1sm on e1ther 51de,u£

s the‘quarrel

z".,'

' - y : Ai;The whole Shakespeare eplsode is characterlstlc"“* A
R N e I EA T of the mad melee of: ‘personalities who surged’ ‘ :
- round .the Dunciad. One 1maglnes the; ghost of &
”-',Shakespeare rock1mgw1th01ymp1an mlrth ‘as .
"he viewed the undignified affray of whlch he
was th '1nnocent cause”and . fron: which he had

.. unobtr 51ve1y w1thdrawn 4l _ ;
' - 2

N M Y .
v

‘ and on. hls text is in hlS own prefaca.'{

Dav1d NlChOl Smlth calls Pope s preface “the best and the represen-

d .

ytatlve plece of Shakespearean cr1t1c1$m wrltten durlng the first half of
.the elghteenth century "42 and 1ndeed in- the preface onevflnds evndence of
-hPope s readlng of almost‘all of the 1nfluent1al Neo-cla551cal crltlcs of
yShakespeare. ‘As’-Smith’ p01nts out, "Pope has read Dryden, he has also read t

Rymer, and Farquhar [ Dlscourse upon Comedy, and Glldon s Essay,on the

' age and Dennls s, Letters on the Genlus and wrltlngs of Shakespeare "43

what Pope attemptéd to do .in hls preface was to prov1de the reader w1th

a carefully organlzed synthe51s of the pralses that had been accorded to

ks ]

~

\§hakespeare by the major Neo—c1a551cal crltlcs, and at the same time at
- / . .

least partlally to answer the cr1t1c1sms that had been made agalnst

“ R uShakespeare s art by the strlct "rules“ cr1t1cs. It must be remembered

that .at thls tlme many of the publlc had only seen shakespeare s plays
3. :

1




"'.nOtph d an o rtunitylto‘ser a number of'playS*which-he;was editing' i

'fampotential readers’gf Shakespeare's value“'f'

. not -a perfect writer, but rather’" ;; of all Engllsh poets Shakegpear must ;

R . -
in the form of rather loose adaptatlons, and it certainly had to be one

i
. -

of Pope s dims 1n the preface to convxnce his . readers that Shakespeare o o
B"‘" ) !

. was worth readlng ‘in the orlglna1 _ The extent to wh1ch the elghteenth—'

century publlc was subjected to these adaptgtlons, at the expense of
. . g

seelng Shakespeare s plays as he orlglnally wrote them, 1s made clear by .

N

Malcolm Goldste;n, who makesrthe fasCinating<point that'even-Pope had

d as‘ﬁhey wereaorigihallyimrittenb v‘” S (5‘,’."f‘ ' L yo

. .. .'Pope ... never saw any version of Richard III
C ' ﬂ“but Clbber‘s,'even on the momentous occas1on S
- when he watched Garrick in the part; at,no; g'=3 o« oo
time did he have an opportunlty,to see:Antohz . ?
. ang Cleopatra, which had been entirely super- =7 =" = &
4w deded: by.ﬂryden‘s All for Love, and he h ’

. been requested by Sheffield apd Hill to give

thought to thelr new ver51ons of Jullus Caesar 44

Pope,_thenA had to be COncerned with COnvincingrat least some'of'hﬁsdf

oy e -

hY ' “'

. To do so, Pope began by 901nt1ng out that Shakespeare was. certalnly

T,

\ .
be confessed to be the falrest and fullest subject for Cr1t1c1sm, and td

PP e

» aféord the most numerous, as well as most consplcuous 1nstances, both of .

N

wd5

Beautles and Faults of all sorts.? P pe then elaborated upon Shake—

.t

speare 's "beautles,“ and in d01ng soehe found it necessary to answer the ’

objectlons of the so—called "rules" cr'tlcs, such as Thomas Rymex. Gne .. . o
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- therefore above the classical rules. As Pope said: . P

/ If e¢ver any author deserved. the name of . an
e ) Orlzlnal, it was Shakespear. Homer imself
*© . . drew not his art so immediately from' the
- N fountains of Nature, it proceeded thro - o L.
'AEgyptlan strainers and channels, and came :
... to him not without some tincture of the R
."learning, or some cast of the models, of o o
those before him. - The. Poetry of Shakespear
was Inspiration indeed: he is not so much an-
'ImltAtor, as an Instrument, of Nature: and
~'tis not so just to say he speaks’ from her,
as that she speaks . thro ‘him. 4 :

Obv1ously, then, a poet such as Shakespeare, who was so much a part of

Nature tﬁat he was really Nature s spokesman rather than her 1m1tator, had"

. il e : ’ . .
no reason to labour over the forms of hlS plays. Because of his oneness

~'W1th Nature, Shakespeare had the ablllty to create gg; most 1nd1v1dual

»

‘the world, ‘may be Born, as well as the Poet "48 :.- g ', S '

characters of any wrlter, and Pope cons1dered Shakespeare 's: power over the

i -~
P . . ’

',pa551ons to be one of hls greatest assets--

NI . ‘, . ~..‘» ; .7'.'_ )
' The Power over our P3551ons was never. - ' -
possess'd in a more eminent degree,;or'-“< a
display'd in so diffegent instances. Yet all ST
along, there is seen. no labour; no palns to . oo
raise ‘them; no. preparatlon to gulde»our guess N
v - to the effect, or'be perceiv'd to lead toward e
- f:*_f it: But. the heart swells, and . the tears burst: . o
“«7‘fout, just at- the proper places: We. are sur-
. priz’'d, the moment we weep; and yet upon -
v reflection flnd the pa551on so.just, that we
. shou'd be surpriz'd 1f we had not wept, R T
‘ and wept at that very moment. ' '
P jN . ' : .
Coupledﬂwith Shakespeare's:power»over the passions,,Pope alsd found his
51
powers ofreflectlonand reasonlng to be unequaled. qope concluded ‘his

praise of Shakespeare by saying that he is "thé only Author that glves

'_ground for a very new oplnlon, that the Phllosopher and even the Man of

Pope's pralse of Shakespeare, t en, was. lndeed great, but really

.

not,very:orrglnal. _As we notlced 1n‘chapter two,vcritiCSaSuch as Dryden ;

N
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e

and Addison"Were COnstantly'praising”Shakespeare for his'power over\the"

' pa551ons and- justlfylng

_the ' poet of nature."
" PRI

hls neglect of the c1a551caL rules because he was.

|
e

Pope s answer to the critics who dlsparage

t

Shakespeare‘s‘use\of/bombast\of.vulgar expression was also not,very,

N

‘original.

_ Pope, of course,

" was at tlmes'baSe and corrupt, and‘he accodnted'forrthi5~baseness by

s
L.

completel§;agreed that Shakespeare's\language::

pointing to the age 1n whlch Shakespeare lived. Shakespeare made hlS

: 11v1ng as a playwrlght,
his 1deals to appeal to
slight~variation on the

'_and'therefore naturally

-same;v'The'Elizabethans'

,-what constltuted entertalnment were not thOSe generally accepted by the
vf much more;reflned elghteentﬁﬁcentury theatre goer. Pope‘characterized._gd .-
\the Ellzabethan audlence andflts taste%as follows "%? @_Q; ” ’ |
: The, Audlence was generally composed of thev . _ S ;,Q*::--:
meaner sort of people, *and therefore the - o

and in order to ‘be successful he had to compromlse

'
/

a base audfénéé} Pope'sIargumentirepresents a
notion that Shakespeare was part-of % base age,

wrote in a=lowsway,'hut reallygthe idea is the '~

were generally a low lot; and their‘ideas‘of

»[“Images of Life were to be drawn from those:

of their

not ‘our Author's- only. but almost all the old'

own rank: accordlngly we flnd,xthat o :‘;

. Comedies have their Scene .among Tradesmen .

_and Mechanicks: And even their Hlstorlcal
. Plays strictly follow the common Old Stories
-or 'Vulgar Tradltlons of that kind of- people..
, In Tragedy, nothing was so sure to. Surprlze
A\ ) e and cause Admlratlon, as the most strange,
‘ : unexpected, and consequently most unnatural, )
~Events and Incldents, the . most,exaggerated b
Thoughts. v
 Expression; the most pompous Rhymes, and

the most verbose and bombast = !

thundering Ver51f1cat1on * In Comedy, nothlng
. was so sure to please, as mean huffoonry,
" . vile ribaldr and’ unmannerly Jests of fools

"and clowns,

Pope s attltude here is

T

gentleman looklng down at a rather Chlldlsh and certalnly culturally

i

obvmus ‘He is the cultur,ed elghteent.h-century A
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’z

inferiorhage. Thls attltude, aé‘we shall see, 1s rather dfteh reflected

\ -p.1n the notes in his edltlon, and frequghtly 1t affected hls edltlng

_\\\ practlces. Pope at times Smely could not allow the low materlal that

AN

\ ‘
\\ Shakespeare wrote purely to please the "Tradesmen and Mechanlcks" to

i

‘remﬁln part of h;siedltlon.f'To have done so would have ‘been a graVe

i . : ' : . .
remission of his duty, as he‘viewed it' \ V_ '” . . T

ThlS same 1dea 1s us?d a‘blt farther on in the preface to account
. for what Pope con51dered to be the deplorable state of the text at the
time. . WNot only was Shakespeare an actor hlmself and hence forcedgto
v!conpromlse(hls notlons about language‘in order to please~his fegltws, he
,also had the mlsfortune of hav1ng his works edlted by actors, who had no

compunctlon about changlng the language when they felt that to do so

. woufa‘lncrease th@ ?ppeal of the play ‘to” the audlence Pope was
espec1ally hard on the edltors of therFirst FOllO,;"tWO Players, Heming

and Condéll "50 contendlng that only the "llteral" errors were purged

-

from the earller quarto edltlons by these edltors, and that 1n allg ther
: %

"
. ‘-\A. Do

B 4’
respects the plays found in the Flrst Follo -are greatly 1nfer10r to. the
Tuarto versmns o - R

,The_specific’reaSons that Pope'cited"for his diSlike of . the Folio

- _texts are very'interesting. He began w1th the follow1ng objectlon

-the addltlons of trlfllng and bombast
passages are in this ed1t1on far more numer-
ous.  Fqy whatever had ‘been added,, Jlnce
those Quartos, by the actors, or had been o -
stolen from their: mouths ‘into written parts,
were from thence’ conveyed 1nto the printed
‘text, and all stand charged_upon.the Author.5;_

\

ﬁ? Pope willvuse this claim tiﬁe and“time‘again indhis edition to Justlfy the
. N\

Vf"3,fl om1ssxon of WOrds llnes and 1ndeed whole speeches of whlch he happened to

dlsapprove ‘ Sometlmes he will see fit to-relegate'these parts of

111
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‘Shakespeare s text to the bottom of the page, but just as frequently they

\:_' AN

A“w1lL simply be omltted The actors, then, formed convenlent scapegoats

s

for Pope. Since they were- respon51ble for many "trlfllng and bombast" ) y

7vpassages, Pope*was only. purlfylng Shakespeare s text by omlttlng these

pQZEEgesn A blt farther on in- the same paragraph Pope p01nted to - Romeo
' : \
and Juliet as a prﬁme example{of a play that has been badly corrupted by

actors unnecessary and harmful addltlons We shall be looklng at Pope s‘

most pecullar handllng ‘of this play SOmewhat later on in thls chapter

o Pope s second objection to the Folio texts was that "a number of

«

beautlful passages whlch are extant in the flrst SLngle edltlons are omlt— )

- ted in this: as it seems, w1thout any other reason, thanthelr w1111ngness

to shorten some scen's "52 Pope is certalnly correct here, and one of the -

great vartues‘of hls edition"is that he restored many llnes from the

'quartos whlch had been lost 1n the fOllOS and Rowe's - edltlon. However, .

-the 1mportant thlng to notlce 1s the loglc behlnd Pope's objectlon to the

,\
; v

.FOllO texts.' The’ passages that the FOllO omlts must be Shakespeare s be- :
o ,:cause they are "beaut1ful e Who 1s the Judge of their beauty? Why, Pope

‘hlmself. If thls loglc 1s coupled w1th the flrst objectlon that Pope made

L]

,to the Follo texts, one of hls fundamental edltlng prlncrples becomeS-

clear. If he does not like a passage, he w1ll 1mmealately suspect that
. \

it. cannot be, Shakespeare s, and he will look for excuses to om1t 1t 1f
-he does llke a passage, he lmmedlately assumes that 1t must be Shake-xl

‘ ’ ' e
speare s, and he wlll add)lt to hls text. -Even=someone poSse551ng‘such

N

exqulslte taste as Pope was bound to get 1nto trouble by relylng upon such

1

i
[l

“an edltqual phllosophy.
' To relnforce the 1dea that many "poor" passages found 1n the Follo
texts, and 1ndeed also found in the quartos, were not by Shakespeare,~Popetli-

gL - TN
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made the'followiné point:
This edition [First Folio] is said to be - v I

_/-prlnted from the Original’ Copies; I believe

‘they meant those which had lain ever' since

‘the Author's days-in. the rlay-house, and had

from time to time been cut, or added to,

arbltrarlly. It appears that this- edltlon,

as well as- the Quarto's, was printed (at

v least partly) from no better. copies than the

T Prompter 's-Book, or Piece-meal Parts wrltten

' out for-the use of the actors.

) This argument is 1nteresting because, as H.W. Crundell points out, "Pope
L B
_[has] 1n fact made the earllest and one of the most carefully worded

1 v
references to the subject of assembled' text, w54 hpt it is perhaps more

‘@

1nterest1ng in that it glves Pope one more reason to take llbertles w1th
the glven text. If the texts had in fact, "been,cut,or‘added:to. .

‘arbitrarily" sinceAshakespeare's day, the editor certainly has no_respons-
Y > » . v ‘

‘o

ibility to adhere strictly.to them In fact, his respon51b111ty lles 1n
"the other.drrectlon Shakespeare s texts had to be purlfled of the |
u.'corruptlon that had 1nf11trated them after hlS tlme.g,m~,§;
One morekexcuse that Pope set up ln the preface.for the llbertles
' that he w111 take w1th the text is hls clalm that the press respon51ble it
ifor the prlntlng of the quartos was extremely careless and that éhakespeare
-urarely, if ever, superv1seg these prlntlngs hlmself Pope clalmed that
probably.no correcter, orbat best a very 1ncompetent one, ‘was presentvfor
the prlntlng of the majorlty of these plays Obv1ously, then, it was the
fedltor s duty to prune Shakespeare s text of the errors caused by a
careless prlnter.h | ﬁ_ ‘. DR : ,;t"' | P B | L
| | ‘The. plcture of Shakespeare.s text that Pope presented the reader ;

a w1th in the preface, then, 1s very 1mportant for an understandlng of the

.edltlng technlques that he employed The text, as Pope viewed 1t,'Was



full’ofvcorruptions caused either by additions andﬂdeletions by actors,

poor copy from whlch the plays were prlnted, or carelessness by the
” .

prlnters themselves. We cannot completely condemn Pope for holding these

S .

woplnlons about Shakespeare s text. lIn certaln respects his v1ews were
probably correct,‘if perhaps a bit ev.essive. However,'as we:shall see,y
where-Pope?went‘astray was in his.attempt to;rejtore.Shakespearels'text;‘
Rather thanlapproachinobthe'text bibliographically,:and attempting to
discern the.various relationshipsdbetween'individual teth in order to

. v . .

“arrive at a correct readlng, Pope relled almost exc1u51vely upon hls own-

aesthetlc Judgment to. determine what Shakespeare wrote.. Inev1tably, in
many cases what we are - left with'is not what Shakespeare wrote, but what
"rPope thought he should have wrltten : :'?f N .
| After hav1ng prepared the reader for hlS technlque of handllng
»the major textual problems, Pope enumerated a number of mlnor 1mprovements

x'that hefmade'to prev1ous edltlons of Shakespeare s plays.;;such aspects

. -

e

are| mentioned as the division of the various plays ‘into acts and scenes,

abﬂthe’sorting.out of characterS' names alonguwith.theuimprovements made to

the llsts of Dramatls Personae, ~and the proper allocatlon of speeches

-~

:It lS generally coneeded that Pope handled these aspects of the text 1n a

'»very competent_manner.
Near the'end of the prefaCe,-Pope made another very interestingv

f,remark about the quallflcatlons of the early prlnters. ."Prose»from verse

they did. not know, and they accordlngly prlnted one for the other
T T

.throughout the volume n55 1t is 1nterest1ng to note: that agaln Pope did: .

not blame Shakespeare for thlS fault in the text, but rather placed the.
'blame on- the prlnters As p01nted out in chapter two,56 the elghteenth
"century'had very strlct-notlons of what shouldvbe written as)verse, and

o /-

i
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‘what as prose It is doubtful that shakespeare would have been nearly as

partlcular in thls regard as Pope was However, 1f'anyone was competent

to tell the difference'between what'was meant as prose and what was'meant .

‘ as‘verse} it was Pope. ‘ SRR

Perhaps one other point should be mentloned before we' leave Pope s

'-preface._ Near ' the end he/dlscussed hlS method of. dlstlngu1sh1ng what
" .
‘he con51dered to be Shakespeare s flnest llnes

Some of the most shlnlng passages are dls—
tlngulsh’d by comma' s in the margin; and
where the beauty lay ‘not in particulars but

- in the whole, a star is prefix'd to the scene.

' This seéms to me a shorter and less osten-~ - o
tatious method of performlng the better half ‘.
of Cr1t1c1sm (namely the .pointingtout of an ‘
Author's excellencies) than to fill a whole

. paper with citations of fine pagsages, with
general Applauses or: empty Exclamatlons at .

- the tall of them 67 e :

e

It was- 1n thls ;area: tﬁat Pope was 1n hlS element ’There have been‘Several

" fine. studles made of Pope - thte in shakespeare,ss and really the 1ssue

falls somewhat out51de the - scope of thlS study, but the reader should be

aware that Pope no. doubt took prlde 1n thlS aspect of hls edltlon.

-

f;4Certa1nly much of - Pope s edltorlal technlque was based on hls personal

oplnlon of Shakespeare s llnes, and a study of what he- obv1ously enjoyed”

in Shakespeare is a‘host 1nterest1ng and worthwhlle pursult .-H'

The concludlna paragraph of Pope s preface deserves to be quoted

1n full. B S
I'will conclude by"saylng of Shakespear, that

_ "with all his faults, and with all the 1rregu1ar1ty
o . of his Drama, one may look upon his works, in
 comparison of those that are more finish'd and
regular, as upon an ancient. majestlck pléCe of

Gothick- Archltecture, compar'd with a neat

‘Modern Bulldlng. ‘The latter is more elegant

.and glarlng, but | the former is more strong

[and more solemh:. It mist be allow d that in

gt

N
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. make many of the other ‘It has much t e

e ‘ <‘greater varlety, and much the nobler
| - Lgiments, tho' we. are often conducted

a " "'by da¥k, odd, and uncouth’ passages._

does the Whole faal to: strlke us thhf

. are childish, 1ll—plac‘d,
its: grandeur 59 :

1n thls panagraph Pope succ1nct1y summed up all of hls feellngs concernlng L

R D

shakespeare s work, and ulthately told the reader why he undertook hlsj
» task as edltor.; Pope s lmage of Shakespeare s works belng llke a- plece ‘of

Gothlc archltecture is” brllllant He even. managed through the use of the
word ’ passages,? to make the comparlson more exact. Many of Shakespeare s,;l,yﬁu”f'ﬁg
. . : O

v"passages were con51dered by the elghteenth century reader to be ”dark,v

v

odd and uncouth " and many parts of hls work were thought to be "chlldlsh" ' ‘ .f

and "111—p1ac a," but st111 the grandeur of the whole remalned Pope saw

‘hls duty clearly . He would, flrst of all, acqualnt the reader with K

Shakespeare s grandeur, p01nt1ng out lnstances where this: quallty was

~ -

;most apparent. Secondly, he would prune the text of all corruptlons ‘*ygj~'

'bthat mlght tend somehow to lessen Shakespeare s reputatlon, and thlrdly he
»would, where necessary,‘alter_whatvShakespeare had'written in.ordér*to

make it more conformable to more reflned elghteenth—century sensxbllltles.
. 4

-Pope certainly con51dered these dutles as. constltutlng the true task of ‘
;the edltor Shakespeare was a llterary frlend. and every effort had to

be made to 1nsure that he attalned the stateﬂ he - so r}chly deserved We,

: * v ' "
'Jtoday,‘must see PTpe s edltqual labours as a 'sincere attempt to treat

Shakespeare s text asvfalrly as.he»could. Unfortunately for Pope, from

‘our perspectlve it seems as though his zeal occa51ona11y Lverpowered :

- —

_hls ]udgment. ' _y: L - :,gf' _', S
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One very unfair crlticism of Pope s ed1tor1al work

v"lax or careless in hlS duties Again; this criticism prqg

. because modérn critics have not taken the trouble to inve
’ of scholarship during the perlod that Pope was work}ng on
”fand also they have not attempted to assess Pope s motivec

he did An excellent artlcle which has done much to exon

»

this charge of carelessness 1s John A. Hart s "Pope as Sa

'Hart attacks the assertions made by CrlthS such as Louns

..’

that Pope was a. pareless collator and’ word defii

* o

'Schmldt,

117

is that he was
bablyrarises
stigate the state
hisledition,
.for editing as
era te Popea' f rom \()
holar;Editor."‘
bury and Hans

1ner, and by

hexamining Pope s motives and the state of scholarship at
presents a verygconV1nc1ng defense of Pope s performance

‘1'. »

- returning to Hart's article later on in this chapter when.

work as a collator,»but right now let us concern oursekve
’ ! ¢

el

'_defense of Pope s ability to define wordsf

. \

Since one of Pope s primary goels in editlng Shake

\

'was to 1ncrease thelr popularity, he had to define a.n
: .w

|

v

umb

lthe time, he

We shall be.\'h, :-_'
we«ekamineAPope's’

s with Hart's.

|

speare's works

I

er_of'what he

fcon51dered to be the more obscure words in the text As

,Atterbury s letter to. Pope,6 reading Jhakespeare had in #any instancest

L - Fea i

become tantamohnt to reading a foreign language, S0 the defining of

i
9 .

"Shakqspeare s more difficult words was a very 1mportant duty for. Pope to

',.perform

J“ suspect 1f we:. accept Lounsbury s verdict that Pope performed his task of

defining in a very haphazard manner.

i
v

vocabulary Was rather limited in comparlson to our own or

1

than, but he goes on to make the followxng assertion

o S >
v 4
. ESR

s 5\ , %‘

i

. The 51ncer1ty of Pope's de51re to popularize Shakespeare becomes

Lounsbury adnuts that the Augustan ’ ‘

1t is difficult to believe that several of
those [words] that [Pope} felt it incumbent
to define could ‘have. been unknown to the men

we saw from

to the Elizabe— B
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pecause of hls xgnorance of the condltlons under whlch Pope worked

A\
condemns him unfairly.

.Of'his'éeneration. ‘Evenasif strange, their .

signification in ‘most cases could have been .
easily guessed from the context: Where so

‘vast a number of’ really difficult words were

passed over. in silence, it would seem hardly
worth while to inform the reader, as did K
Pope, that bolted means 'sifted,' that budge

. means 'give way,' that €ld means - old'age,

that sometlme means: 'formerly,' that rood
means. 'cross,' and that the verb witch me: means
'bewitch.'  These, and others 1like ‘them,

,could not have been deemed obsolete some

of ‘them it would hardly have been rlght to

call ‘unusual. 62,

A

!

N

spective when he answers Lounsbury's crititism:‘

~ But these words were unusual and strange 1n \'

1725, as an examlnatlon of their history 1n
the New Engllsh chtlonagy reveals. The. ’
list of quotations -illustrating the use of '

'each word omits in ‘almost every case a quota-
" tion from the- period immediately precedi g or
. following Pope's edition; ."gyves," dated in
1704, and "bolted," which Pope-himself used
~'in the Odyssey, "1725, are the only two ex- .

amples (except ‘dialect versions) found in’ therH
first quarter of the elghteenth century. It
is not difficult to belleve that Pope felt it

.necessary to define these. words;. his edition,
‘which was dlrected prlmarlly to the general
 reader of his time, had to be comprehensrble
..lf it was to ‘succeed,. and . Pope Was certalnly

-V_trylng te make the text clear; he was not -

merely mak;ng a pretense of.scholarshlp.63

In a 51m11ar fashlon, Hart ‘is’ able to- defend Pope agalnst

N

A

N

Hart puts Pope s 51tuatlon in 1ts proper per-

A

Louns-

lhls readers w1th faulty etymologles.65 Hart proves conclu51ve1y that

T_Pope relled<on contemporary dlctlonarles, such as Balley 5. D1ct10narx

(1721) for hlS 1nformatlon, and that he cannot be blamed for any 1naccu4{

‘rac1es whlch may have resulted

Lo .'["

As Hart says, "[Pope] deflned as many

: R \
Lounsbury here is a perfect example of’ a’twentlethecentury crltlc who,~

-bury s. charges that he deflned words 1naccx‘1rately,64 and that he supplled

18 .
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- ’ . S . . .
: _words a;fhe could according‘to the hest authorities of'his day; where hed
falled, the ;ailure may be attributed to the‘age'in‘which’he livedlfse t“‘
f. ' A Pope, then,\was,not\as»careless in‘thisnaspect of his editofgal

N

B duties as-many critics have claimed. However, we still must ekamine
. o

' \
. two other aspects of POFe s edltlon, hls seemlngly gratultous minor o
<

changes to Shakespeare s . text,_and his’ handllng of the early quartos and :
folios.' It is in these two areas that Pope has been most strongly‘
g . _ v,
4criticized, and, as we shall see, the crltic1sm'is, from a twentieth- .-

fcentury‘viewpolnt at least, certainly justified.
R . . L

Perhaps the best method pf examining the tYpes of minor ohanges’

. that Pope made to Shakespeare's teXt_is\to look at a play where he had

no early quartos to turn to for suggestlons of alternate readlngs . In

-~
»

hls work on The Tempest,.for example, Pope could only. ‘examine the fOllOS

' or Rowe's edltlon to. flhd alternaté readlngs when he.was unhappy with
Shakespeare s text, and hence he wa forced to make a falr number of
.originalpemendatlons; The follow1ng table will prov1de the reader w1th
‘a clear_idea ofvhow Pope Went about the editing of this plar.

!

'Analysis of Pope's Editorial Work on The Tempest®’ =~ =~ . .

Act l,”SCene 1

-

addltlon of stage settlng. .
alteratlon of wording of stage d1rectaon. ,
' 1 change ‘of position of stage -direction.

Ll

1 word'omitted.inforder to improve meter. . ~ RN

" 1 reversal of word order.

. — —— Y — > — = S —— = T - - _ e =

':‘fsfocca51ons where Pope follows Rowe s text rather than F 1.
1 occa51on where Pope follows F. l rather than Rowe's text.



- Act 1, Scene 2
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%

l addition of stage settlng\ . v T ’ ’ ' : ny

3 addltlons

cf stage directions.-
b

‘10 contractio . v ) o R
2 contractlonw expanded 1nto two words.

8 occa51ons
3'occa51ons

l 4 occa51ons

N, ‘ ) “ .
where a word or words -are onltted in order to improve meter.» o
where a word or words are omitted for non-metrical reasonS\ '

where a word or words are added in. order to 1mprove meter s

1 occasion where a WOrd or words are added in order to clarify méaning.

'occasioné

4
-3 occasions
5

occasions

3 occasions
-2 occasions

twheregafword or words are changed in order to iﬁprove’ﬁeter,w

where a word.or words aie’changed in order to improve|grammar.
where a word or words are changed in order to clarify meaning.
where the'form of -a word is. éhanged in order to improve'érammar.
where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern-

1zatlon.

1 transposition of line order.

3 occasions

e ——— i - ——

'39'oocasions‘where Pope follows Rowe's text rather'tha

3 occa51ons

/where ?ope followf the reading of Drydeh’s'adaptation.”

’

L i

'"’""',"—""v_."'.""T;"I'"F. ) )
F.l. ’

where Pope follows F.1 rather than Rowe s text.

O

N\

L

1 addition of stage}settihg.
1 omission of stage direction,

1 contraction.

4 occasions
.2 occasions

‘1 occasion where a word orﬁwords are added to improve meter.

3 occasibns
3'occa51ons

.Art 2, Scene 1. - . o . o T -

\ R DA

where a word or words are omitted in order to impr meter.

where a word or words are omitted_forfhon—metrical~reasons._v

where a word or words are changed ih-order.to improvehmeter{
where a word or words &re changed in order to clarify?meaninb.

N . . . N

3'occa51ons where t@‘yform of a\word 1s _changed for purposes of modern—

1zat10n .

17 occaszonh where Pope follows Rowe s textwrather than F. 1.

3 occa51on$

- '

where Pope follows F 1 rather than Rowe's text.
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2

hctgz, Scene 2
. \ A
l addltlon of stage settlng

-

1 occasion where a word or words are omitted in order to 1mprove meter.

2 occa51ons where a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meaning.
1 occasion where a word change is likely. the result of a mlsprlnt

. v .

1 00ca51on where the . form of '‘a word is changed for purposes of modern—

N lzatlon._ B . o .

o LA

.. 1 reversal of word order. .. : > o -

10 occasions *where Pope follows Rowe's test,rather[than F.1.

. Bct 3, Scene 1 \ ' . ; 3

i'addition of stage setting..

'6'¢ontractions. : B

1 occa51on where a word or wbrds are- omltted in order to- 1mprove meter.;

L»occasron where a word’ or ‘words are added in order to 1mprove meter.
'l_occa51on where a word or words are added in order to clarify meanlng.

3 occa51ons where a word_or-wordsvare changed invorder to clarify meaning. _’
. . L 4 i . X .

5 occasions where Pope follows Rowe's text rather than F.l. :

‘:m\Acr 3, Scene 2 !

N\

N
0 A

1 addition of stage setting.

1 contraction;
2’occa51ons where a word oxr words are omltted in order to improve meter. '
occa51on where a word.or words are omitted far non-metrlcal reasons. - '

# OCCa51on where a word or words are changed in order to lmprove grammar. ' ”.

-

lvocca51on ‘where the form of a word is- changed for purposes of modern- .
' 1zatlon.

- —————— — —— — — —————— —_— —— —— i A———

N

RN
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Act. 3, Scene 3
1 adgition of stage s tting. ' K
1°change of position f stage direction. x

2 contractions. . I o e . N

1 contraction changed. (i.e. "tHat he's" to "that's he")

2 OAQasions where a word or words are omitted. in

>
8 occasions. where Pope follows Rowe's text rather than F.1.
2 occasions where Pope follows F.1 rather than Rowe's text., - *

Act 4, Scene 1
’ . P c
2 additionﬁ(of stage séttiﬁg.

1 contraction. -

3 occagions where a word or words are omitted in order to impréve meter.
1 occasion where a word or words are omitted for non-metrical reasons,

1 occagion where a worg or words are changed in order to clarify meaning. -

Scene 1

6 contractions. I -

1 ocfasjon where a word or words are omitted in order to. improve meter. .
1 occasjon where a word or. words .are omitted_for.non—metrical reasohs.“vi -o



-_words, omlt words or actually change words,_always almlné to. make

' Shakespeare s llnes confbrm to the measured monotony

123 7

2 ‘occasions where the form of a word is changed in'order'to impxove grammar.
2 occasions where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern—
_ization. S : ,
N ‘ o : - sy

B

2 occasions where a word or words are added in order to improve the meter.

'I‘OTAstvl'>'vv o )

Total number of alterations..........ceeeeevuonsionnns eeeeeesey 140
Number concerned with staging.,...... PN S A S S 1 -3
’Numbeﬁ'Concerned‘with metera.;......f..- ........... Nt 12
Number concerned with gr r or modernlzatlon ...... e eeeeae 22
Number .concerned with meaning................. R 18
Number for other" tasons...;...;.;....;....;.;.{ ........ wiee. 12
Number of variatioﬁs between Rowe's edition-and F.l-..... vee. 147
Number of times Pope.follgws Rowe's edition........... ¥..... 138

Number of times'Poﬂe follows F.l ......%..se et e a e vee- 9

N

L‘v_A. o _ ! .\ . Zj:\ :\-&J
The fact that one immediately notices about Pope's-work on.this

Bl@Y is- that the vast majorlty of alteratlons were made ‘in order to re-
. /

gularlze Shakespeare s meter : In order to do so, Pope would elther ~add

r

68:_:o‘f'elghteenth—

2

. century verSe -In Act l, scene 2 for~example,,the'Folio COntainsvther

followlng dlalogue between Prospero and eranda

Pros. Belng once perfected how to‘grannt suites, .
how to deny them who t! advance, and who ‘
To trash for over- topplng,(new created :
 The creatures that were mine, I say, or chang'd em, o
Or els new form'd 'em;.having both ‘the: key, L R
.. Of Offlcer, and office, set all hearts i' th state Lo
- To what tune pleas'd his eare, that now he was. : o



T

. The-Ivy which had-hid my prlncely Trunpk .
and suckt my.verdure out on't: thou attend st not?

'~ - Mira, O'good Sir, I doe;w

Pros I pray thee marke me. (96-106)

) Pope attempted to 1mprove Shakespeare s meter by(bmlttlng the phrase
"i! th state" 1n\11ne lOl by omlttlng eranda s exclamatory "O" in llne :

‘105, ‘and by adding the word: "then" at the end of llne 106 As we can

see, then, Pop

improve Shakespeare's meter rarely had. any

effect on thé'meaning of th original lines; and'Pope‘Seldom,‘if ever,

:con51dered it necessary to draw the- reader s attentlon to his a}terations

w1th a note. As stated before, Pope con51dered Shakespeare to be a\

A

_blltfrary frlend ‘and in alterlng his text to ~1mprove" the meter ‘he was
‘only accordlng Shakespeare the same . favour that he would have accorded

ﬂ"any frlend No- doubt he felt that not to have corrected faulty meter

would have been a serious rem1551on of ‘his edltorlal dutles

e

Of course, such an. 1dea 1s completely opposed to modern notions of_f

£ (

the duty of an edltor._ Instead of attemptlng to purlfy Shakespeare s

‘text by ellmlnatlng all ‘the words wrltten by others, Pope was purpOSely

and consc1ously adding to.the corruptlon\ Lounsbury s assessm%nt of

; Pope S 'work on Shakespeare s metrlcs is accurate

The process was objeCtlonable, and the re- -
~ sults.were untrustworthy. It was ob: ectlonable,
"'not . merely because it represented Shakespeare'
bercuged, periwigged, and attired’ generally .
*‘accordlng to the fashlonable literary mode of
the elghteenth century, but because it often
happened that what - ‘was gained in.artificial
. harmony was more than lost in expre551venesg
and force. . It was untrustworthy because the o
changes made were sometimes due to the :
vlgnorance of the grarmar and pronunc1atlon
of the period as well as of its methods of
versification. No small share of the work of
o later students of Shakespeare has been to

124



-relieve the ‘text. from the alteratlons made in
it by earlier editors, and to restore it as far
as possible to- the state 1n whlch 1t had ori-’
\glnally appeared :

The same ob]ectlons may be made to Pope s efforts at - 1mprov1ng Shake-

‘,spéare s grammar or modernlzlng hlS language.‘ In Act 4, scene l,\where

the ‘Folio reads v who,,once agalne/I tender to thy hand" - (6), Pope 45

changed "who" to "whom ; and, later on in the same scener, he altered-the

FOllO s "So rare a wondred Father,vand a w1fe/Makes(thls place’ Paradlse

(137 38), by substltutlng "Make" for - "Makes." Pope also modernized such

words.as ‘mine"” to "my," "littour" to "litter;' and "affeard" to "afraid."

'Obviously, what Pope was attemptlng to do was to make Shakespeare s plays

completely acceptable to the ‘eighteenth- century readlng publlc. The cul—

~

',tured elghteenth-century reader would flnd it dlfflcult to accept the

',calledﬁf

vwr;tings of someone who occa51onally used bad grammar or qualnt and/

anthuated words, so Pope .saw his duty clearly -In order to popularlze
Shakespeare s works, he had to take llbertles with: the text.
‘This de51re for popularlzatlon also shows itself ln—Pope s work on-

o

the stagin _ Tem est; In every case where ‘the scene of the actlon

‘was .not
' N

or 1f an ex1stlng one was unclear, Pope either added a new

. \
: dlrectlon or . reworded\the old. Obvlously Pope s work on thls aspect of .

r passage in Act 1 scene l which reads as follqws in the fOllOS and-ﬂs

:Shakespeare s text made the plays much easjier to read and this was Pope's

-goal.

-

of the elghteen changes that Pope made whlch somehow affectgd the'
meanlng ‘of the text of The Tempest none really altered ‘the. meanlng very

greatly Pope s typlcal sort of alteratlon may be seen by looklng at a

v
\

125

AN

e added a note on setting. If a staFeVFlrectlon was S
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Rowe: - "I doe not thlnke thou fanst, for then thou was'«énot/Out three

yeers old" (49~ 50) Pope changed‘"out" to "full In Acth, scene,l, a

51m11ar sort of alteratlon was made. The fOllOS and’ Rowe 1nclude the

:llne "... we were dead of sleepe" (275), whlch was altered by Pope to.
"... we were dead a—sleepe. ‘This type of mlnor‘alteratlon was made

_51mply to clarlfy what Pope con51dered to be an unclear passage 1n Shake- .

I

speare s text. o s ' R ' PR
. ' B ) D . .

Occasionally, though an alteratlon occurs whlch some mlght con-

sider to_be more 51gn1f1cant. In Act 1, scene 2, for example,_the earlier
’ T~ |

editions read, "ThlS is not mortall bu51nes, nor no sound/That the earth

owes" (470-71). Here Pope chanced "owes" to "owns,l_whlch, it might be

Vargued, slightly-changes the meaning of the line. However,-the égden

edltors point out that in this instance "owes" means owns,' since it is

.used w1th thls meanlng on’' two Oother occas1ons in the play..7O
.

B In Act 2, scene 1, we have a s1m11ar sort of alteratlon ,Here the

N

folios and Rowe have "I saw thelr weapons drawne‘ th@re was a noyse,/ ‘1 '{\;J
.That S verily: ~'tls best we stand upon our guard" (356 57) ' Pope changed

IR Q

"verily" to "ver;ty." Here the change 1n meanlng is extremely sllght, and

-

" Pope' s readlng is noted by the Arden edltors.7l Furness says that "Pope s

verlty “is doubtless good Kelghtly pronounces it most certaln n?2

.

"However, after quotlng several examples whlch show Shakespeare u51ng a

'151m11ar constructlon to the one’ above, Furness also rejects Pope S. reading.

Act 3 'scene 1, prov1des us w1th a very reveallng example of Pope s

-

' edltorlal technlque. The follos and Rowe's edltlon contaln the llne

f_"Most bu51e lest, when I do 1t" (l7) As Furness p01nts out, "ThlS

2]

passage has recelved a greater number of emendatlons and staggers under

.

a heav1er welght of comment than, I belleve, any other.lnvshakespear%cib

e
~



bottom of the page. Here Pope dld make some ‘sense of éh obv1ously

B obviouslyivaries'from that employed by modern editors.,

e
~

'not,exceptingfeven Julietls 'runaways eyesl."73 Pope chaﬁgedlthe wording'

. to "Least bu51e Mhen I do it," and recorded "Most busy.’ 1east" at the

N

.

corrupted line, but the emendation olearly show5‘what‘is wrong with his
method. Pope me%ely“combined\and ohanged Shakespeare’s words in order

ho(have them make. sense, andvdid~not;concern himself with whether or not

~

Shakespeare could possibly have written<the lines.as he emended them.

There is no place in The' Tempest where Pope's method of emendation so
‘ “ 74 ’ ' /

o

“the whole, then, we can see that while Pope's emendations

. very rarely affected the owerall.meaning'of.Shakespeare's text, they.

were seldom based on sound editorial prinoiples. .Ultimately,;Pope saw

himself.as the final judge of what Shakespeare wrote, and what he should
have wrltten.

, Pope s use of the Follo text in hlS collatlon of The Tempest pre-

sents ‘an 1nterest1ng problem._ It would seem from’the statlstlcs glven

above that Pope greatly preferred Rowe S text, and perhaps only con-

R

sulted the FOllO when he was puzzled by somethlng in Rowe S ver51on.

l However,'an examination of the instances where,Pope followed the Folio R

does not support this donclusion.. In no case is the reading in Rowe's °

edition vague or not understandable; rather, it appears that Pope followed -’

the Folﬂo simply because he preferred it in certain instances. Of the
nine occasions where Pope accepted the Folio-reading, one is a stage

»direotion,_twd/are contractions that wae has,expanded,,two‘areﬂinstanoeS'

Where thé Folio's grammar ‘seems superidr to‘Rowe’s, one is an instance

where an -added word 1n Rowe s text hurts the meter, and three arer

,lz

1nstances where a word ln the FOllO, omltted by Rowe, elther 1mproves thev'3
-, .. v

127 .
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meter or clarifies the meaning\ A brlef look at this last category

\

‘proves the care that Pope took in his collatlon In Act l, scene 2,'the
Folio has'the following lines:

I thus neglectlng worldly ‘ends, all dedicated
To closeness, and the bettering of my mind

. With that, which but by belng SO retir'd
Ore-priz'd all popular rate. (106-10) '

o ) \

Here Rowe, follow1ng the Fourth FOllO, substltuted "being reti edﬁ for
"be1ng SO retlr d " Obv1ously such a substltutlon does not: fect the %
meanlng of the line, but 1t does affect the meter. ' Pope picked’ thls up
1mmed1ately, and found his" correctlon 1n the First Folio.

The other two 1nstances are even more p051t1ve proof of Pope -S’

careful collation of the Follo, 51nce the difference between Rowe's’ text

/

and the Follo s ‘is not a dlfference in metrics. In Act 2, scene_l,.the

., Folio text reads as follows:
. . . o ’ P \ -
'... She that from whom _ ,
‘We all were sea-swallow' d, though some castfagaine,
(And by that destiny) to performe an act
Whereof what's past. 1s Prologue, what" to come
In yours, and my discharge. (273- ~77) -
' ]/' . :
Rowe again followed the Fourth FOllO, and substltuted "past in" for "past

'ls."} Pope,‘on‘the_other hand, restored past 1s" and changed "In yours"
to”ls yours;" Admittedly, such a change might 51mply have been fortultous,
but 1t seems. far more 11kely that it was the fesult of careful collatlon.

| Agaln, in Act 2 scene, 1 Pope changed Rowe's . "i" how shall that
dlarlbell/Measure us - backe by_Naples?" (283- 84), to the First Follo s

4

»"backe to Naples’": It seems almost certaln that such a change must have
been the result ‘of careful collatlon.75 S A ;*?f .
Generally, then, Pope s work on the text of The Tempest was careful

and’ systematlc, even though we can see the: fallac1es of hls methods The
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text that he prese ted to the eighteenth*century reader was one .that was
as metrlcally and gr mmatlcally correct as possible; one that would

hopefully clarlfy the mysterles of Shakespeare s language w1thout changlng

the meanlng of his text. In other words, Pope prov1ded the, average —

‘elghteenth century reader with just the sort of text that he wanted

E One of the most 1nterest1ng aspects of Pope s edltorlal technlque

|

is the .manner 1n;wh1ch he used the early quarto edltlons. Even Pope's
i - .
severest -critics credlt h1m with belnc the flrst edltor to make any sub-

stantlal use of the quartos, “but it has been generally assumed that Pope s

'collatlon of these early texts was careless and haphazard : Hans Schmidt _
. - . \ : R
1s typlcal in hls condemnatlon of Pope in thls regard ; o \
- SRR N '
Wlthout a doubt he had come to! ‘the rlght
conclu51on ‘in many cases where he followed . /
the quartos. He has investigated the value
- of the different- quarto editions as little as he .
has 1nvestlgated that of the folios.. His . R °,
-treatment. of Rom. and Shr. proves thlS The- =~ -
~ means and manner in which He «used the" quartos '
(//’f\.showed his idea of "the dull duty of an“editor.".
'He did not use these editions systematlcally _
and thoroughly but only occasionally. Some S
striking :examples. may show: thls : Frequently ln
Lear:.there are entire lines in the quartosv _
which are not to be fouhd in the folios and -
_ .Rowe. Pope neither" 1ncorporates hem into hls
L text'nor refers to them in 'his annotations: .
' . ~+. On the other hand in the quarto editions !
. of Lear words and’ lines are missing which are
' to be found in the folios and Rowe. - Pope
o followed his predecessor Rowe wlthout ex-
-plalnlng the quarto varlatlons to the
'freader ...75- T

'Hart however, conv1nc1ngly argues that Pope was in fact very dareful 1n'
hlS collatlon of the quarto texts Admlttedly, Pope often accorded the

: quartos a value that they did not deserve, but the reason for thlS stems ,;

‘from hlS editorial phllosophy. The quartos prov1ded Pope w1th another f[”.f\v

N

authorlty to whlch he’ could appeal in order to delete lnferlor materlal or
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. add materlal whlch he happened to like. 77 The important. thing tﬁ remember
“here is that Pope never accepted a readlng from elther the quartos or the
'uPollo because‘rt wasvthe‘most authoritatiwéz .Doubtless he_had not the
patience['inclination,” or ablllty.to‘attempt the sort of blbllographlcal g'?'
analy51s that flndlng the most: authorltatlve readlng would entall

:Ultlmately the final judge of whether or: not material was worth 1nclud1ng .h

in the text was Pope hlmself Words and llnes that he lrked from the

(Y :

quartos were 1ncluded words and llnes that he d1d not llke in the Follo

[
- -

“Q

and that were not found in the quartos_were_omitted. !

That is not to say,.howeyer, that Pope Was careless or’haphazard ]

in his collations of the quarto texts. On. the contrary, Hart convrncrngly
\shows that Pope was extremely careful W1th thls aspect of ‘his edltorlal
V'dutles. “In plays such as Klng Lear and Hamlet the nature of the readlngs

that Pope acceptedr%roﬂ the early quartos shows hlS care 1n comparlng

P

the various edltlons Hart assesses Pope s work on the Hamlet quartos
as follows:< o - oo IR

Of the seventy-flve 1nstances in IV, -7 in whlch ’
‘'g3. or g5 differs from Rowe's text, twenty six" '
are inserted into Pope's edition. They are, :
such small. changes that Pope must hav% coli&ted
very carefully to have detected them His
.‘practlce in this scene is ‘again no dlfferent o
“from his ‘collation of the rest of the. play, '
~showing that his examlnatlon ‘ofathe quarto’
readings is consistent and thorough in-every
,'-act:.78 .
. ~The same may be sald of Pope 5 use of the’ 1622 quarto edltxon of Othello.
The follow1ng table shows that Pope 1ncluded readlngs from the quarto )

:‘ythroughout hls text and that 1n cases- where both Rowe s edltlon and the

i/

quarto dlffered from the FOllO, he chose the quarto readlng almost as:

frequently as he chose RDWe S.
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B TR T SRR SO PR
SRR Analysis of Pope's Use of his $ources_fdr,his.Edition of Othello.

SER O

v

{

|

Number of times Popé follows F. - not Rowe - oo o . .l; ‘ ;
!

‘ , R
i. Act I. - 14 . & L
Act 2 - 6 C ' Te
: “Act 3 - 7 ) -
vowcAct 4 -3 LT ; -
'@ Act 5.0- 4 U . oL .

TOTAL '~ . 34 (Note:’ - On all but 3 0ccaslons F. & Q. agree.‘ On one
occa51on POpe apparently followed the readlng of\F 2. or '
F3) - . | . . ,

1 . : | i
t

.

,Number of tlmes Pope follows Rowe '& F - not - Q

‘Act 1 fL 152 . "4 ) - L e
Act-2 .- 7215 0 B R Lo -
Act 3 -:197 .- ' - SRR
Act'4 - 205. : T L R o S
Act 5 - 162 o U U S o ’ . e
- A . . L , L
- TOTAL< = 931 . C EEE

- B " ) . A4 .

_Number of timed} Pope follows Rowe — not F. or 9. *

- 13
e v,

Act 1 - 27 \
Act 2 - 41 ..,
Act 3 ~. 42 S . TR R -
‘Act 4 - 40 oo e S o o - s
Act 5 = 27 . Lne T ‘ o -
TOML - 477 o et e T

. C el , . . . ,
Nt v . , :
. . .

‘Number of times Pope follows Q. -~ not- Rowe or F. "

B

‘ Act'2 .- 28. - . . R o ,
" YSAct 3 - 39 - T . S e e

Act 4 - 14 : o O P SR
Act 5 - 16 - i

_ TOTAL - 141 T o

o POpeJ of course, also made a number of orlglnal emendatlons in the text. _
However, as, in nearly alL of the plays, the . vast majorlty of his alteratlons o

- \
: weré\made in order to correct what he con51dered to be Shakespeare 'S faulty

: meter. In 601ng so, he would have llttle recourse to the quarto edltlon,\

~°
EY



132
the meter of whlch would be equalj¢ Iaulty n80
) It is 1nterest1ng to examlne Fust how Pope d1d use hls quarto

A
»edltions From the followlng table, we can see that Pope frequently i

-~
l,

. accepted a quarto readlng 1f‘he thought the meter or‘grammar of the llne
'would be lmproved by d01ng so; but more often he: relled upon the guartov
to clarify obscurltles 1n the text,‘orato provide words and llnes that he
':thought would be more aCCeptable to the elghteenth-century reader
gAgaln, these word changes rarely/?ltered the meaning of the text‘veri.

: greatly, ‘but the frequency of theliﬁpccurrence shows that Pope must have

'been collatlng carefully

'fA;glySis'of ?opefs.Use_of‘l722 Quarto of Othello
L o o ,

N Act 1, Scene ll: , o oL L s

‘1l alteration of-%ording of stage direction.'
l‘occasion,where}a'word_or words are omitted for non;metricalfreasons

occa51ons where a word or words are added 1n order to 1mprove meter
. 1 occasion where a word or words are added in order to clarify meanlng

NI

6'occa51ons where a word or w&rds arecha*gedJn order to clarlfy meanlng

=,

- 12:occa51ons where the form of a word 1s chapged in order to lmprove grammarajuf
'.'Qvoccaslons where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern—v

: 1zatlon.j S L \ R :
Act 1,_Scene 2 T BT T S R

~

2 occa51ons where avword or words are omltted in order to lmprove meter..‘
"1 occasion where a word or. 'words are omltted for non-metrlcal reasons.

3; l oCo551on where a word or: words are changed in! order to 1mprove meter.‘ ot
\\j 1 occa51on where a word or words are changed 1n order to clarify: meanlng.
: f;‘»'.v'.’a . : .
_&gaslon where the form\of a word is changed in order to lmprove grammar. -
asion where ‘the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern-
$7,5 v dzation.. R S -

L3 i

: “1.

Lt
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'?Actll,;Scene‘3

~

l alteratlon of worfding of stage dlrectlon.

2 occa31ons where a word or words are omltted in order to 1mprove meter..
l occa51on where a word or. words are omitted for non—metr1ca1 reasons.

l occa51on where a word or words are added \in order to improve- meter.'
1 occa51on where a word .or words- are added in order to clarlfy meanlng
= Loa T
1 occa51on where a word or words are changed in order to 1mprove grammar.’
‘13 occa51ons ‘where a word or words are changed 1n order to clarlfy meanlng.

» N

3 occas1ons where the form of a word is changed in order to 1mprove grammar.

N .1 . . g

Act 2 5cene 1

[N

%

l alteratlon of wordlng of stage dlrectlon. Co
1 contractlon.-

2 occa51ons where a word or’ words are omltted“for non—metrlcal reasons._f

9

:l'occa51on where a word ox words are added 1n order to 1mprove meter.

- 8 occa51ons where a word or words are. changed in order to clarlfy meanlng.g

1 occa51on wher the form of a word is changed 1n order to 1mprove grammar b

1 occasion wherée the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern—
PR . -ization. |-

\Aotr2,lscene 2 f__’:f -

‘1 addltlon of stage directlon. s o
1 alteration of. wordlng of stage dlrectlon.

occasions where a word or words are omltted.ln order to improve meter. ‘ !
2. occasions where a.word or words are omltteh for non-metrlcal reasons.

N

'liocca51on where a word or words are: added in order to 1mproVe meter.

. o N . - .

5‘occa51ons where. a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng. '
N “- . . ‘." . ‘ '. . s [ ) . R . -y

Act 3;fScene 1 U e o

.

N

l occasion where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern-
1zat10n. T

Act 3,uScenev2 S »" : . C o o S .ff’J

I e - L g . . . SN

No use is made:of\Quarto; S S .

Y



Act 3, Scene 3 R ' o o BN o S ' _ L

1 contractlonv
1 contfactlon expanded to two words.

l occaSion where a.word or‘words‘are omitted in order'to improve.meter.
’ g

‘2 occa51ons where a word or words are\addediln order to improve meter.

) v . o
3 occasions where a word or words are. changed in- order to 1mprove meter. .
19 occasions where a word or words are changed 1n order to clarlfy meanlng

1 occasLon where’ the form of a word is changed in order to Jmprove grammar

: 2 occasions where the form éf a word is changed for purposes of modern~'

’(l-contraction expanded'to~threefwords. R, :

b

'Act 4) Scene,l\

rActl4)\Scene 2. ' . o

+2 occa51ons where ‘a word or words are’ added in order to clarlfy meanlng

- - ‘_ . . , ' * " : X " . ) P v .
2 occasions where ‘a word or words are omitted in order to improve meter.

ization. S

Act 3, Scene'4':vf o l co- A

1l alteration of wording of ‘stage direction.

1 contractlon. N ' I ; . -
2 contractlons expanded to two words. - T ;.jqﬂ

1 occas;on where a word or words are changed in order to lmprove meted '
3 occa51ons where a word or woxds are changed 1n order to clarify meanlng._

2 occa51ons where a word or words are added in order: to 1mprove meter.

_.l oqca51on where a word or words are added in order to clarify meaning.
_4 occasions where a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng

: l occa'sion where the form of a word is chaﬂﬁed in order to lmprove grammar.

~ -

LD

N -

1 occa51on where a word or words rre omltted in order to lmprove meter

1 OCCESlOD where a word or - words are changed in %r to improve meter.:
e

1 occasion where a ‘word. or words are ‘changed 1n r to clarlfy meanlng.,-

. . \ -\
1 occa31on where the form of a word is changed 1n\order to 1mprove grammar. g

‘Act 5, Scene b I

» Iy ) Lo . s
’

L} oo - N

\'1"‘”h .f.'* R R - ‘.'_ ' 1', v -
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1
!
3 occasions'where a word or words are changed-in order to clarify meaning
, . .
1 occasion:where the_form of a word is- changed in order to improve grammar.

2 occasions where.the form of a'word is changed for purposes of modern-
. ization. : :

-

Act 5, Scene 2
) O -

2 occasions where a word’or words areﬂomitted'for non-metrical reasons.

2 occa51ons where a word or words are changed in order to 1mprove‘meter.

occasions where a word or words are changed 'in order. to improve grammar.

-1 occa51on where ‘a word .or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng

N

B N}

.‘v

' Number of tlmes Pope follows Quarto......;..........u....;.,.l4l . i
Number concerned with staglngu.....,...........;, ........... 6
Number concerned With MEter........ieeeeeseeeeeseenenssnans. 34
Number concerned with grammar or modernlzatlon..........}...- 23
Number concerned with meaning. Y -0

. Number for other reasons.....,..J.Q..;La..u!......f......... 9

h . ) j . ) : . ’ . Y

N
-~

\A‘gooddexample of”Pope's-following orhtheﬂduarto text becauSe'of,
metrlcal considerations—OCCﬁrs in Act d: scene 3, where the Follb and A
Rowe's edltlon inclu#e the follow1hg llne.~ "I slept the next nlght well,
fed well, was- free and’merrie" (396) Here Pope followed the quarto’ s ‘fh
: ‘lead and omltted "fed well" from the llne, obvxously w1th the lntentlonﬂ
-.of 1mprov1ng the meter."Charles Knlghts s reactlon to such a procedjr

gtyplfles that of a numbervof more recent crltlcs: | |
| nfhe”rejectlonlorlthese words by'thevnodern'él
editors. can be accounted for only by the fact

that they would make any sacrifice of .sense L
or poetry, and prefer the feeblest to the

Y ‘strongest expression, if they could prevent ..‘ Lo
- the 1ntru51on of a line ‘exceeding ten syl- ‘ -
' ' lablesl. N e TN

It 1s 1nterest1ng'u:note, however, that the modern Arden edltors also
follow -the quarto here, but the motlveﬂls qulte different. M.gf Ridley/a

-



. edltor of the Arden Othello, prov1des the reader with a complex and thor-

ough bibllographlcal analy51s of the text,eﬁ flnally arr1v1ng at the con-

clusxon that ". 1n Q1, ampllfled by -the. relnstatement of the cuts, we:
. ’ \ . ‘ ‘\ " .
have as near an approx1matlon as we are llkely to get to the play as

' Shakespeare flrst wrote 1t, w1th nothlng between us and him but the blun—
ders of honest but not. always skllful transcrlber and comp051tor "83

Rldley and Pope are phllosophically far apart here. Rldley adheres tb

Co . , l
the quarto readlng.because, after a thorough blbllographlcal 1nvestlga—_*

‘tion, he” has determlned that it is llkely what Shakecpeare actually wrote.
One may surely assume ‘by now, however, that Pope 1ncluded the quarto

readlng 51mply because he found 1t more aesthetldally pleasrng.. Whether
. \ . ~ . 3
Shakespeare actually wrote’ the llne found in the quarto was of secondary

1mportance. . :
. _ ;

Il | C : : ‘ :
K Pope s edltorlal ph;losophy also becomes apparent 1n hls use. of
the quarto to correct Shakespeare s "faulty" grammar.‘ In Act 5, .scene 2,

the Folio and Rowe s edltlon contaln the follow1ng llnes :
. Oth: It is the very error of the Mobne,'f
She comes more neerer Earth than she was wont,“

And makes men mad.u(l38-40)

. _ l
.,\ . \

In the quarto, the double comparatlve is’ corrected by substltutlng "more

-neere" for "more neerer,: and Pope, of course, followed the quartO'

reading. Agaln the Arden ed1t1on also follows the quarto 1n thls llne,’_yf/

'.but for Tastly dlfferent reasons. Rldley certalnly is not conce;ned about

| whether or not the 11ne 1s "grammatlcally correct," but rather w1th

whether or not 1t represents Shakespeare s exact wordlng Pope, hOWever,
. : =
1never would have con51dered allow;ng Shakespeare to use grammar that mlght

'offend the cultured elghteenth—century readez._ No doubt he would Pave R

\ N Cth

corrected"Shakespeare s grammar hlmself 1f the quarto had not done so fo ",'

hin.

136 .
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ﬁerhaps Pope s most. 1nterest1ng use of the quarto texts occurs_.'

v o
AN

" when he uses them to clarlfy the meanlng of a llne in the Folio. As we

havelalready seen,rPope,frequently turned to the quarto-Jersion of
o SR . o o
Othello for help‘ih_this regard,” and the following are several ‘of the

more interestingfexampies of.his proCedure:-r' B A.‘ i FE
v / :

In Act 1,. scene 3, the FOllO and Rowe's edltlon have Othello say

,'the follow1ng llnes 1n hls speech descrlblng hls wooing o% Desdemona'”
".J0. Of my redemptlon thence,/And portance in my Jravellours historieﬁ'

~

(161 162) ~The quarto has the much more stralghtforward wordlng,_"of
my redemptlon thgnce,/AFd with 1t all my " Travellours hlstorle Pope-s'

T course here is obv1ous. ‘"Portance .is a dlfflcult word for us. today, and

apparently 1ts meanlng was even less clear in the elghteenth century

P

Furness mentlons some. of the elghteenth century attempts to deal w1th it:

‘Rymer (p. 90) in quotlng thls llne reads
- portents.  Johnson reads 'portance in't.

and explains: . 'my fedemption'from slavery,

‘and: my- behavior in it. Steevens:- Perhaps , _ ‘
‘ ‘Shakespeare meant - my behavior in my = - "\.._ : S
,_ttravels as-described in my hlstoryvof them.34. o ‘

-

. Pope,; as Shakespeare 's popularlZer, must havr breathed a 51gh of rellef

on encounterlng the stralght forward quarto readlng Agaln; what
;ShakesPeare actually w&ate was probably of llttle lmportance to Pope;i
eThetquarto clarlfled what he- con51dered to be anbobscurlty, and he no
doubt felt Justlfled in’ adoptrng 1ts readlng on that ground alone.851
A blt farther on ‘in the same scene we have another 1nterest1ng‘:
-.enample of Pope s use: of the: quarto text to modlfy a readlng from ‘the
Follo. Othello is st111 descrlblng hlS courtshlp of Desdemona, and thej

N

Follo and Rowe 1nc1ude “the followlng llne ‘ "She gave me'for my paines

¥

Ca wo d of kissés" (182). For. "kisses" the.quarto substitutes "sighs."



-

Obviously; thes

to choose the 1

'_the bottom of Bt

N

oy 4

e readlngs are equally understandable, but Pope was’ qulck

~

atter . HlS reason for. d01ng so, expressed 1n a note at

he page, is’ 1nterest1ng

_,It was klsses in the 1 ter edltlons - But this
< is ev1denly (sig.) the| true readlng the lady

had ‘been forward indee / to give him a world

- of kisses upon .the barT recital of his storgé

. nor does it agree witk
' The word‘"kisse
73ust too: offens

_ century sen51b1

:_ﬂbecause the qua

fPope s‘method h
‘hedljlons very’c
'.{authorlty\to wh

':'add good ones

edltorlal duty,

dlllgenCe. The problems caused by hlS edltorlal phllosophy become -even -

more apparent when me examine hls hand&ipg of the text of Romeo and Jullet
| In hlS preface, Pope pJalsed the 1597 quarto of Romeo and.- Jullet

-:‘because in it *

" and rlbaldrles

clear 1nd1catlo

»approved of the

t1ve than the ﬂLter edltlons,

the follow1ng llnes

éw" occurring atithis

1ve for Pope, and rather than offend dellcate elghteenth—

lltles, he gladly subs 1tuted the quarto s 51ghs "87

rto 1n some way clarlfle or “1mproved" the Folio’ text

ere qulckly becomes obv1o s. He collated the quarto

arefully,’but'hislmotEVe wa

1ch he could appeal 1n ordeF

Ultlmately, then,‘we must coﬁclude that 1t is unfalr to

'_cr1t1c1se Pope for a lack of dlllgence ln fulf lllng this aspect of hls

Y}

but -we must also dlsagree w1thth$nnt1ves behlnd his .

to prov1de hImself w1th an

\to delete poor passages or

there 1s ‘no. hlnt of a greq& number of the Meanfconcelts

now to be found th e. "aF‘ Thls statement prov1des a

n._of how Pope w1ll handle the text of the play

,early quarto not because it mlght have been more authorlta-

-~

ito ellmlnate many of the’ passages in the play that he founad of

-~ . ~

\
but prlmarlly because it gave ‘him an excuse

138
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, - \
Indeed, 1n most cases Pope dld not even prlnt the rejected llnes at the

bottom of the page, but rather contented hlmself/wlth such notes as,

BN

I N

"In the eommon editions ‘here follows 2 rldlculous speech, whlch is
entlrely added since the flrst,"89 and "Some few unnecessarp verses are -
omrtted in thls scene accordlng to’ the oldest edltlons."?o In the foi—v
lowlng tablé I have 1ndloated the exact.llnesthat Pope elther partlally
.or totally\omrtted from hls.edlthn, so that‘the-reader may check'the'.\t
';extent of Pope's manglinolfordhhnself; .The_reSults, to say. the ieast,

are shocking.

, . P . - . N : : : Vo

‘Analysis of Pope's Original Emendations in Romeo and-Juliet?l

Act 1, Scene 1

g

'wflalteration of wording of stage direction. e R S
1 éontractionj' S - rr"y‘ R ‘;'
6 occasions where a: word or words are omltted for non—metrlcal reasons. .
-A;\f . (ll 3 -4 105 10% .109, 126, 178). ) . o .
-4 occasxons where a word or words are changed in order to': clarlfy meanlng

(2 of thése changes approx1mate Ql readlng)

\i .

1 occa51on where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern—

1zat10n.. L R o ‘ . v

3 o , f"' : o .

Act 1, Scene\z ‘

“ ..’ ’ S
1 occasion,where a. word or: words are omltted ln order to 1mprove meter'f

N (1.2).

1 occasion’ where a word or words‘arefomitted for_non-metrical reasonS‘ T
(1:15). P T ST ‘
2 occa51ons where the form of a.word is changed in order to lmprove grammar,
1 occa51on where the. form of a word is changed for purposes of" modern- N
' 1zatlon. : : ' i
Act l,f5cene 3 ; S N ;

1 contractlon. o T R T ERREPU 'w:e k -
1 contraction expanded 'into two words. ' \ T T s



3 occa51ons where a word or words are omitted for non—metrlcal reasons
(11. 19- 20 78- 96 104) * S - B

N

i

1 occasion where,a word or words are changed -in order to lmprove meter.
4 occasions where a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng
(All of -these changes approx1mate Ql readlng)

v

2 occa51ons where the forfn of{a word 1s changed ("and" to "an").

o J | | - .
MScene4'_¢’ : \

1 occa51on where a. word or words are omltted in order to lmprove meter
(1. 80) T :

2 occasions where a word or words are omltted for non—metricah}reasons .

re

v (1L\ 12 '31-32).
i ) [ 3

1 occasion where a word or words are added'ln order to clarlfy meaning.
(Thls addltlon approx1mates Q1 readlng)

3 occasions where a word Qr words are changed in order to c%arify meaning.

(2 of these changes approxlmate Ql readlng) i,

Act 1,*Scene 5

- 1 addition lof stage direction." IR o : _ ‘.
-1 contraction.. - . , i N oo o o
.1 occasion where’ a word or words are owltted ln order to 1mprovL ‘meter
o (1. 18). Lo ,

2 occasions where a word or words are omitted for non—metrlcal reasons

(ll 23-24, 1. 62). T :

1 occa51on where a word or words, are added in order to 1mprove meter.;]
_3'occasions where a word or words are changed-dn order to clarlfy meanlng
) Pl con : : : N .
R ¢ occa51on where the form df a word 1s changed for purposes of modern-
’ o 1zatlon. h

"Act ZqHScenellffﬁff’-' - . :‘\

1 occa51on where a word or words are omltted for non—metricai reasons
‘ (11 37- 38) ‘ - b ‘

.. .‘\

l occa51on where a word or words are added in order to 1mprove meter,

\

140

(l occa51on where a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng. D

l reversal Qf word order ,/*;“‘///f\\?"» o - .fh- FRET L

¢



‘3iml Act 2, SCene‘2: \\ oL : . A
6 occasions where a word‘of‘WordSwaxe changed in order to clarify meaning
' (5 of these changes approximate Q1 reading). '
'Act 2, Scene 3 ' L ' L  '. i RIS
1 change of position of stage direction. SR o
_'3.occasion§;whéfe'a wo;d'ofIWQfds_afé changed in order to clarify meaning
{1l of these changes approximate Q 1 reading). - . S
. v - = . Al N "\ o ’ .
1 reversal of woxrd order..
v » S ' R - ‘, . . T . . //’ .
Act 2, Scene % . L »”'}"j‘u"'» T N
q: | . L N v »l»\" _‘: JURN . . | » V
4 occasions where.a word or words are omitted for non-metirical reasons ' - e
(11. 40,,42-90, .116-26, 175). Note: The two long passages are in- - ; '
cluded at the bottom of the pagé. S : a '
1 ocb%sion where a word or words are added in bfdér_to improve meter,
4 occasions where a word or words are cha?geﬁ in order. to clarify meanihg
(1 of these changes+approximates Q reading). _ '
.1 occasion where-.the form of%a: word is changed ("and" to "an"). . o
o : ' . : . B o A 3
iAct 2, Scere 5 g{ _ ' R A - R !
' 53‘opcasionusheré a word or words are omitted for non-metrical reasons . .
o ‘(ll. 16-17, 18, 22-24). ‘ I ’
1 occasion whgre‘é.wofd or words are changed in order to clarify meaning *
"~ "{This:change approximates Ql reading). = - - Lo I
j Act 2, Scene 6 b _Y a A' o N . R ' ‘ »5
2$occasidﬁs where a word or words are changed in ordérvto glérify meaning.
. . .- o . . ‘ | _‘..4_\4 “ :
Act/ 3, Scene 1 R ’U} -
1 occasion where a word or words are omitted for non-metrical reasons © :
o (. 143). . : C - ;
1'o¢casiéﬁ»where a word,or-wpgds are changed ‘in order to improve meter..

6\occasions;whergba'wona'df?ﬁbrds are changed in order to clarify meaning \
(3 of these changes approximaté Ql' reading). S , v

- 1 occasion where the form of a word %s changed in order to improve gf;mmar;
1 occasion where the form of a word is changed ("and" to "an").
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Act,3, Scene 2

i

s '( occa51ons where a word or words, are omltted for non-metrical reasons‘ ‘
(11. 48-51, 76-80, 120, 131- 137) Note: ' 11. 76-80.are included at
the bottom of the page. BET ‘ '

1 occasion where. a. word or words are changed in order to lmprove meter." ’ é:}§
2 occa51ons where a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng. '

Act 3 Scene 3 S " *_h » _ ‘ v"h’ﬂ_ - _v'. fa T w9

g (L. 105). A S AR
:4 occasions where .a word or words are omltted for non—metrical reasons
' (11 71-73, '87-88, 118-133, 175) ‘ ‘

2 occa51ons where a word or words are changed in. order to improve meter
4 occaslons here a,word or words aré changed in order to clarlfy meanlng ]
{1 of these changes approx1mdtes Q1. readlng) : : S

~

1 occa51on where the form of a word 1s changed 1n order to 1mprove grammar.

- -

. -

;Act 3, ‘Scene 4 R : . L N

5 occa51ons where a word or words are- omltted for non—metricalbreasons:
(11. 5 6, 10~ ll 15-17, .24, 34- 35) : -

i

1 occasxon where a word or words are changed ln order. to clarlfy meanlng

.
1 | . ) . . Py

\Act.3, Scene 5"

N 1 addltlon of stage d}rectlon.v :,cf

1 contractlon.

"1 occasion whére a

N (1. .213). ~

. 9 occa51ons where a word or words are omltted for non-metrlcal reasons
(1. 33- 34 65 70-72, 74 76, 120, 125 127, 155~ ~156, 205- 2Q8

211~ 212) ;

ds are omitted in ordér to improve meter

NI

\ v - . ﬁ_'.,: C e

1 occa51on where "a - word or words are changed 1n order to 1mprové meter
0t (This change approximates Q1. reaading).. - . : S

1 occasfon where a 'word or words are changed in order to improve grammar’
’4locca51ons where a’ word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng.

‘v .

Ea

1 alteratlon of llne locatlon.'AQ*“

- ,_,j““

Act 4, Scene 1 ' T O - i

- L S T '

1 ad?ition of stage direction. = = 1
: * ; ' 2

.' TR | fggug's;};'r



1 occa51on where a*word or words %ie omitted for non-metrical reasons - :

(l 118) ' ) ) A“'... - . -
'i_ 4 occa31ons where a word or words/are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng
: (2 of these changes approxlmate Ql readlng) f~j S e Q s

1 occa81on’where the form of a word is. changed 1n order to 1mprove grammar.
‘1 occasion where: the’ form of a word 1s changed for purposes of modern-
1zat10n._ n : :

«

1 reversdl of word order.

e e

ACt 4, Scene'2 . . s ' ' o | 'ffF
Seemmmetion L S

?l occasion where-a word or words are omltted for non—metrlcal reasons =
“{11. 3- lO) - Note;“ Thls»passage 1s 1ncluded .at.the bottom of the

: "_/page. e B i -

f”‘2§occasiéns where a.word or words are: qﬂ;ngeé in order -to- clarlfy meanlng
(1 of these changes approx1matesh&} readlng) e _ P

v

- Act 4, Scene,3 '

2 occa51ons where a word or words are omltted for non—metrlcal reasons
(ll 35 55~ 56) B

2 occasions where a word or. words are changed in order to. clarlfy meanlng
(l of ‘these changes approx1mates Q1 readlng)

1‘occa51on where the form of a word is4changed in order'to improve'grammar.',

Act 4, Scene 4'

|
No.originalnemendations.-

ﬂétg@.‘,\ S):ene "5':

P ""‘.// |
1 occasion where a word or words are Omltted in order to lmprove meter.
(1. 18). . : S !

6 occasions where a word or words\are omltted for non—metrlcal reasons
(ll. 38-40, 53-65, 68-78, 90- 95 111- 114 120—121)

1 occasion where -a word or words areladded in order to’ clarlfy.meanlng..
[ B - Lo
1 occasion where a word or words areichanged in order to 1mprove meter. S
- 4 occasions where a Jword or words are changed in order to clarlfy meaning
(3-0of these changes approximate Ql readlng) v . -

=1 occasion where the form of a word is changed ("and" to "an").

N\
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Act 5, Scene’_l . ,
1 occasion where a word or words are omitted “in order to improve meter "
(1. 15). ' ' B ' .
. \ : . : . . ..‘ ° L
l occa51on where a word or words are omitted for non-metrical reasons
R 23). : _ : cL o _ .
4 occasrons wh%re a word or. words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng
(2" of ‘these: changes approxrmate Ql readlng) : . .
Act 5, Scene 2 . R _ C L f‘
l‘alteration of wording of stage direction.
-1 otcasion where a word.orﬁwordS~gre changed. in order to ihprove grammar,
»Act55; %cen533 2 . , e '\: NS oo
1 addltlon of stage dlrectlon.
2 alterations of wording of ~stage dlrectlon. . L o
1 alteratlon of placement of-stage dlrectlon. T B
lroccaSAOn where, a word or words are omitted in'order to ‘improve meter _ :
. (1.°190). - e
~,6,occa51ons where a word or words are omltted for non—metrlcal reasons
' (11 66-67, 84 .85~ 91 159 166 178 180) s s C
. . . -__77.. 4 54 M
l’occaslon where a.word or words are added in order to 1mproue metgr. - ‘F§§
3 o i ,,.,g w‘dﬂ""‘wi
. B8 H

4 occa51ons where a word or words are changed in order to’ lmprove

occasion ‘where a word or words are changed. in order ‘to improve graﬁ P e

7 occasions where a word or words are.changed in order to clarlfy meanThg WS
(2 of these changes approx1mate Q1 readlng) h'%y

=

t1 occas1on where the form of a word is changed 1n order to 1mprove grammar.‘

.‘IOTAI:S,‘ o R SR B o
. +Total number of alteratlonS............,..;.....,;{..Q.;‘202
¢ Number cgncerned with staging........ DR S P A N ¢ \
. Number concerned with meter...............;;;:.......;.. .37 ‘
" Number concerned with grammar or modernlzatlon.......,.; 14

‘Number concernéd with meanlng.....;.........r.......;...' 74 (327of
- which approxlmate Ql reading). . ‘ T » '
. Number for other reasonSV.....!..........J..f:..;.rr;.,."67~




It would be poantless to try to dlscover Pope'! s reasons for omit~

3

t1ng as much of the textxas he dldg 1ndeed in a number of'Cases.his
'reasons are’probably beyond discovery;: It is interesting, however, to: ‘ \
'1ook‘at several 1nstances where Pope s elghteenth—century sen51b111ty
obv1ously got'the better of hls judgment. In Act 3, scene 5, for example,
‘Pope r@thlessly omltted a number of: 11nes from the text, obviously be~

\ ™~ [

cause he dld n&t approve of the type of wordplay and punning that\they

"contain. The follow1ng llnes are all omltted from the sFene' L S
A o -Juliet: 'Since arm from arm that‘voice doth us af%ray,
o ' huntlng\thee hence with hunts- -up. to the day

e ) - , (111 v,33-34) S

E :Juliet:w Is she not down - so late, or up so early‘>
\ ' o . _ . . - . - (II1,v,65) ‘
; . la. Cap.: An if. thou couldst thou couldst not make him
‘ s o . live;
Therefore have done: some grieﬂfshows much of
o love, _
oy T But much of grief shows still some want of w1t
- N L , = (III v,70-72)
”Cap.:" Out, you green;plckness carrion! out,xyou baggage!
. -~ " You tallowaacel T _ :
. L = o ' (I11,v, 1557156)
L N Jullet. ~My husband is on earth, my falth in heaven,
. L - How. shall that faith return again to-earth, :
' e - Q_f Unless that husband send it me from heaver- o~
: : : By leavlng earth° -.comfort me, counsel me.
c SR 2 . : (111,v,205-208)

_These represint only about half of the llnes Pope omltted from thls re-
‘ , L l‘

latlvely short scene, and yet hlS only ﬂote 1s the fol}ow1ng v"SeVeral
. < - . . .‘«‘ , - 3 »
unnecessary llnes are. omltted in thlS scene, whlch is prlnted more L S R
. » .. - x.
agreeably to the first edltLon "92- bne can only crlnge when one sees. the
- : .

omlssron of countless passages throughout the play justlfled 1n such a .[: o

b

manner., As Lounsbury says "There are 1nstances in whlch it 1s hard to f
. ) ) L \ S

say whether the recklessness or - the auaac1ty dlsplayed in these re]ectlo
. ) , : \ ‘ .

is the greater "93 B
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. JIt might seem somewhat unfair.to close ourrdiscussion:of Pope's ‘;;:

: edltorlal performance by examlnlng a -play that certalnly shows hlm at’ hls

v

.worst, but really h;s methods -in Romeo and Jullet are typlcal 8 Hls_.

94

'collatlon of the early texts was careful Therevwas nothing haphazard

or careleSs in any'of Pope{s editorialvwork - We havF to give h1m>fu11
credlt for belng the flrst to gomback to the old - edltlons w1th any kind

of regularlty, and certalnly he recovered a great many author1tat1ve -

readlngs nbt found in Rowe's-edition However, as I have been stre551ng
Avthroughout thls chapter, Pope s motlves were\dlfferent from thoSe of the

contemporary edltor He felt that his duty was to popularlze Shakespeare,

* ) AN
and to do so he had. to make the text more acceptable to” the elghteenth-

century reader ThlS occa51onally entailed the taklng of great llbertles,

lllbertles whlch he felt werg perfectly justlfled. Unfortun;tely for

Pope, we today have generally lost 51ght of his motlves, and tend to

B

condemn what we consider to be hlS obv1ously flawed edltorlal phllosophy

It 1s much falrer to see Pope S . edltldﬁ as a necessary part of the - ‘\-
. o : o
llterature 0of the tlme, and to reallze that Et was 1neV1table\that new
- ) . b
and better edltlonstafshakespeare s works would appear ‘as his popularlty

became assured In a llttle more than thlrty years tlme, Edward Capell
would publlsh hlS edltlon of\Shakespeare, and the.roots of modern edltorlal

' technlque would flnally begln to take a flrm hold. o A j\ \

N . s : ~
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. ’ 4
1ntroduct10n were concerned w1th textual matters, and not. w1th the sort

'Chapter IV

Edward Capell's Edition'owahakésp%are{b

., oA
.

v . . . . ,
~ ,..’.-- . . .o/

In hlS Essay on the Learnlng of Shakespeare, Rlchard Farmer re—'
b s
\ LA Q

‘ferred to Edward Capell as "a very. curlous ‘and 1ntebll ent Gentleman, to
g

!

thom the loverscyfshakespeare will some time or other owe great obllga—

t_lons.f'l Indeed Farmer was belng extremely perceptlve here, but

\unfortunately for Capell these obllgatlons were for a long ‘time 1gnored,

and it is only in recent years that Capell has begun to recelve @he praise

that he" deserves for his edltorlal labours on Shakespeare s text.? It .

415 my contentlon that Capell 1s, in fact, the most 1mportant of-~all of .?”
‘Shakespeare's early edltors, and\that he really ant1c1pated many of the

' edltorlal technlques held in favour today. - I o !

It 1s not dlfflcult to ascertaln why Capell s edlélon was not

1n1t1ally accorded the pralse it deserved -In his edltlon we have for

- ’

\

" "the. flrst tlme an edltor who was prlmarlly concerned with recoverlng

,Shakespeare S true text, and hence many of hls notes and most of his

4

: of crltlcal dlscu551on that had lnterested all prev1ous edltors k Ratner

'than spend pages and_pages dlscu551ng Shakespeare s natural genlus, hls,»

e pa551ons, his. lack of Classical learnlng, and hlS
occa51onally barbarous lanQuage, Capell devoted hlmself to a dlscu5510n
-of the proper mqfhods of\edltlng the text 1tself and spent most of hls

tlme dlSCUSSlng varlant readings and the transm1551on of the early textS.

+

\-'-‘.a

is'introduction shows that he was well aware that he was

‘\\\\‘A passa ' is' intrédsiction : Cy K : , . he was -
: A o Ce R T

, _\freakln new ground here._ After hav;ng speht almost thlrty pages prlmar-

A ) T . ki
. R A . ,' .

|

N T
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'textual matters. Qapell s 1nterest in the

‘to be_a~waste-of time. Alice Walker chara'

'not apprec1ated by most of the elghteenth century readlng publlc Two

ily dlscu551ng textual matters, Capell 1ncluded the following para-

graph

Thus have we run through, in’ as brlef a manner

- as p0551ble, all the several heads, of which it .
was thought proper and even necessary 'that the SN
public should be appriz'd; as well those that

'concern preceding editions, both old angd " new; -

as the ‘other which we have Jjust -quitted, - the

‘method observ'd in the edition that. is now '
before them: which though not so entertai
it is: confess d, nor affording so much 'room
to. dlsplay the parts and talents of a writer,

' some other- toplcks that have generally supply'd v v

the place of them; such.as, - criticisms or S T

148

panegyrlcks upon the Author, historical anee- . o ey

dotes, essays, and florilegia; yet there will be:
found some odd people, who may be apt to

- pronounce of them -~ that they are suitable to. . o
the place they stand 13 .and convey all the -~ . "
instructibn: that shoul be look'd for in a pre- '

-\ face3

Understandably, Capell S apparent obse551on with textual matters was

\

\byears before Capell's edltlon was publlshed the publlc had recelved the

o

edltlon of perhaps the greatest man of letters in the whole e1ghte\pkh

- century, Dr. Samuel Johnson As we have seen,‘Johnson dld have some

-1nterest1ng thlngs to say about Shakespeare S. text but he was certalnly

~

much more xnterested in the\then standard type of cr1t1c1sm than 1n

~

ext was con 1dered‘b‘ many
L waE cons ..u? Y

3

century attitude touardspCapell's edition. as fOllows: °
v Warbufton'thought-it 'fgntastical'_that he )
IR should vie with Johnson and begged Garrick.
S - to get him to stand down and leave Johnson
. a clear field, .When Capell s edition = |
appeared (in 1768), his. -contemporaries , \
- ‘thought: poorly of it, since it had no .explan-
atory notes, and when his Notes were published
~ .7 they professed not to understand_them.4

[T
A

T Coe
;o .

S

es the general_eighteenthf .
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' Even Samuel Pegge,'a frlend of Capell s who wrote a brief sketch of hlm
R EO ’ . . )?." .« .
“in- order to‘rectlfy what he con51derg§§§o be the 'very tran51ent and

[ ; . 1
dlsrespectful mentlon that 1s made of Mr. Capell in Blographla Dramatica,

} : ". ‘ "‘ -,-‘(.;;‘J "' .
:f12§2 "5 could not applaud Capell s 1nterest in Shakespeare s. text. .In\

fact the tone of hls comment on this aspect of Capell's work strOn ly - 0
gly -

\ e . ‘&.'
suggests that he considered much of Capell s 1abour to be unnecessary

.. S It cannot be allowed that Mr. Capell had 'f_-”xﬁe
B B : ’any genlus, b; which I mean wit or 1nventlon, ]
for nothing o iginal is known to have been ﬁﬁ
written by!' him. ..._Nelther had he any tincture
. : . "of what is called taste. He had not eveﬂ pre-.
oo L 'tentlons to the 1ntermedméte rank Sf an gghti- \
‘ ’ © quary ‘(For he -h&ld them Zather in contehpt), ' A
though he of nece551ty,met with: so many pas- - .
sages in Shakespeare relative té ancient o
v ‘customs and manfers. These he seems to have.’
o BN overlooked in search of various readangs, for
' .+ which I need but refer to his Notes, wherein.
1 - " he is much more busy in comparlng Edltions _

) . 'than in: eluc1dat1ng his Author. He is so far
RETE oo ratherﬂa'Commentati BT $Qe old Edltgons than
o A on- the Poet himself R hardly worth the

: " pains of a German G i con51der1ng how =~ .
loosely. Shakespeare he prlnted in the i’
flrst 1mpre551ons.6\ . S e .

~
v

L Capell‘ then, was definltely breaklng new ground w1th hls edltlon of .
() £ .

B Shakespeare, ang, 11ke most ploneers, hlS workrwas not fully apprec1ated

XS

-

-uxhlsomutum; 7

?nother factor whlch\probably contrlbuted to the podr receptlon
‘of Capell 'S edltlon 1s that he was generally not well known as a’ man of
' Letters,,aJd took,llttle or no acklve part 1n\the llterary soc1al life of - .

-

i . . . .
elghteenth century London. Indeed,.Pegge_characterized»Capell asfbelng_
¢ l,f ‘the next_thing to a.recluse: : I ., e
oo p'f B During the time that he was so -immersed in
v ‘Shakespeare, he secluded himself in great
.. ~.7 7 measure from the. world admitting very few
A\ S e people to an aud;ence, and these were such .
: aschulditalk about,shakespeare’themselves, _ e

vy
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- or had patience to hear him on the subject - ‘
- but he that strenuously opposed his opinions N
was forbid the court. If you had_suff1c1ent
address to hear hlm'pqpse-about various
readings, transpositigfis of passages, etc. -
you might' preserve yo f tolerably well in
"his grace:- but it was labpur and sorrow, for
he was all over- Shakespea He used .to
v . frequent the evening conversazione at ‘the
© " Bishop of Lincoln's (Greed) - and afterwards
~at Dr. Heberden's; but it is said that the
share he tock in them was not the post agree-
. able, from his: being too oplnlatre and dlc—'il"s :
e - tatorial. When he left off attend ' these. . ('
‘ . Attic evenings, he became almost af chorlte.

Later -on in his‘eSSay Pegge said that "When [Capell] came to town in -

October, for the ten years precedlng hls death, noth1 g, but the most L

urgent business . could draw h1m out of doors n8 Capell then, was. cer—

tainly a very solitary man, and obviously,he did not have the‘fame of ‘a-

Pope or a Johnson withvwhﬂch tofinstill”interestbin”his edition‘of.Shak§;~
s . 1 e

-

'-speare ' lt would see from Pegge's. account that the only promlnent )
‘literary flgure Capeli‘knew very well was Bav1d Garrlck and even that -
frlendshlp was a rather stormy one.? " Capell then, was hardlyvln an‘
ideal p051t10n to have his . edltlon of Shakespeare become very popular

. Why, then, dld Capell dec1d§ to ed1t Shakegpeare s works in- the

flrst place? The answer to thls questlon 1s to be found in hlS 1ntro—

'-ductlon, where Capell clearly showed that hls edltlon of Shakespeare was:

"indeed~a work\of love. Hav1ng long been shocked by the deplorable stateaj'
, - ) e v &

of Shakespeare'S”text, Capell felt compelled to take actlon after the

'publlcatlon of what he con51dered to be the most dlsgraceful of all the

edltlons of Shakespeare, that of Sir Thomas Hanmer. Capell, (referrlng

-~

to hlmself 1n the thlrd person, as he dld throughout his 1ntroductlon),v,

’ .
T s

descrlbed the 1nceptlon of hls own edltl?n as follows



G
3
the attempt-was. flrst suggested by that
E gentleman s performance, which came out at
\ S .- 'Oxford the year before: . Which when he had
perus'd with no little astonishment, and
‘consider'd the fatal consequences that must
- '1nev1tably follow the imitation of so much
'llcence, he resolvghlmself to be ;:he
champlon, and to exert to the uttermost .such - : ]
ablﬁltles as he was. master of, to save from . : e
. further ruin an ediface of 'this_dignity, which o
N England must for ever glory in.10

v

WOrk on the edltlon, then,_was begun as early as 1745 ‘and Capell la—

",boured dlllgently for some twenty two years solely for the glory of

fishakespeare, for he could not have expected much f1nanc1al reward.
.Fortunately, throughout thls perlod he was both Deputy Inspector of

: Plays and Groom of" the Prlvy Chamber to’' the Lord Chamberlaln, p051t10ns
whlch prov1ded hlm w1th an’lncome of approxlmatelyg?300 a year,11 ;ﬁd,
'~later he was to inherit - the manors of Troston and Stanton Capell there- :

fore was able to devoLe ‘mech of his time to hlS beﬂoved Shakespeare, -
'?w1thout botherlng too muCh about hls flnances _ From what Pegge sald

- about Capell one gathers that the only reward he really wanted was to be

recognlzed as the.“Restorer of Shakespeare.f\ Pegge supplled the follow1ng

- a\
. \
_amu51ng, yet touchlng, anecdote

e . .
[Capell] plqued himself and not wlthout some.
Justice, in having purged and reclaimed hls Ly

. Author's Text; 1nsomuch that, being compli- ‘
mented w1th he tltle of the Restorer of -

4 Shakespeare by a therary Peer (I think Lord\ Q".\

. Dacre) he was known to have wept whenever ‘
‘he read the. Letter. His vanlty, it must be
allowed,\was a. llttle aided ln his weakness
by the irritable state of his nerves, oc-".\ .

* ‘casioned by a sedentary -and secluded life.. ..~ -,

This appelation was the max1mum of his L
. w1shes,— the misfortune was," that it was sald
.ina prlvate Letter, and not to the world, w1th
whlch he was unde51gnedly at war.



Let us ‘now look at Capell s introdustlon to\his\edltion of Shake~

:speare, wheg? he clearly enunc1ated the edltoklal princ}ples‘that he
0 . .

o employed on«ﬁhakespeare s text. Indeed as we\shgl:)see, thls 1ntroduc-

~N

tion deserves to stand as a landmark in: the hlstory of Shakespearean
\ = " . \

‘.textual cr1t1c1sm o ; o ‘ @yt

N " ﬁs polnted out prev1ously, perhaps the uQst glarlng error commatted

e

by Shakespeare s eighteenth century edltors was that they 1nvar1ably
' based their respectlve edltlons on that of an 1mmed1ate or recent prede—'

cessor, accumulatlng all kinds of unnecessary errors 1n the process

~

Capell was the flrLt edltor to break from thas practlce,vand by do}ng )
yhe took a glant step forward ln edltlng technlque HiS‘rationale_is>made

clear in the 1ntroductlon.
B ++. the superstructure cannot be a sound one;, ng
%% - which is built upon -so bad a foundation as v '
‘that work of Mr. Rowe' s,‘whlch all of them, -
as we see, in succe551on, have yet made their
. corner-stone: The truth is,. it-was 1mp0551ble
- that such.a beginning should. end better than it
A . - has done: the fault was in the settlng—out
‘ and all the’ dlll ence that could be“us'd, 301n d
 to the. dlscerggszt of a PEARCE, or a BENTLEY,
v cou(d never plfge their Author of all his
.defects Py thelr .method of proceedlng 13

The lmportance of thls revelatlon cannot be overg :-ated. "No matter'how

P téxts, or\how

Coban . N ﬁ’ ,
clever and full of 1nsxght he mlght have been: in. makrng orlglnal emen—

~

pdatlons, hls text could never b‘

AN

an lmmedlate‘or recent predecessdr. Capell, weveg, went-one-step

further, and in outlining his method of col a he really anticipatedi
'__much’moderh theory about.copyftext:

7 . ! y : ; ) N . .
Thus furnlshed [with as many edltlons as : ' R
p0551ble], he fell lmmedlately to collatlon,v- ) '
-which is the flrst step in works of this nature;

:”found one if‘it“waL:basedzon that’of ‘ )

152
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and, without it nothing is done: to purpose,
flrbt of moderns: ‘with moderns, then of moderns
with ancients, and afterwards of ancients w1th
others more anc1ent 'till, at the last, a ray
of light broke forth .upon hlm, by which he hop'd
to find his way\through the' wilderness of these
edltlons into that fair country the Poet s real  :
habitation. He had not progceeded far in his

_ collatlon, before ‘he ,saw chdse to come to this
'resolutlon,— to Sthk 1nVar1ably to the old
‘edltlons, (that is, the best of them) which

: @Avv o hold now.the place of manuscripts, no scrap of \

his Prolegomena is unm:.stakable.lS For the flrst tlme, an edltor of

Shakespeare at least attempted to 'use authorltatlve texts of ShakesP

plaxs as the ba51s of h1s own, ‘and did not s1mply use ‘a contemporary

ver51on, having no authorlty

good" quartos from "bad" quartos

~which the FOllO text was. substantlally a reprlnt

the Author s wq&tlng having the luck to come
down to’ us; -and| never tordepart from them, ‘but’’
in cases where eason, "and ‘the unlform practice
of men of the greatest note in this. art, tell '
him - they may be qvltted nor yet in those,

" without notice.
o i

\

\

- The similarity between this theory’and-that enunciated by McKerrow in

eare s

By carefully examlnlng aLl of the quartos.
:1n his posse551on, Capell arrlved at a table whereln he dlstlngulshed
The good quaﬁ@os were generally the

’ oldest, and Capell gave spec1al attentlon to those early good quartos of

These consisted of

fquarto ver51ons of- Much Ado About Nothlng, Love 'S Labour 5 Lost A M1d~

4
summer nght s Dream, The Merchant of Venlce, Rlchard II, 1 Henry v,

Tltus Andronlcus, and. Romeo ind Jullet. Also, as Allce Walker p01nts

out,

whether by good luck or good judgement he dec1ded that the
{

-

"genulne lGOO\quartos of A Mldsummer nght s Dream and The Merchant of

Venice were the 'best.' He also concluded that the quarto texts of '

&}

but thought the FOllO the 'best for 2 Henry IV, Richard III\ and

v é

|

Othello "lév It is. doubtful thit many would agree w1th all of Capell'

‘1Tr01lus and Cre551da, Hamlet and Klng Lear were superlor to the Folio' s,

\

-

J
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selectionms, but that isenot really the important isstie. What is 1mpor—

o

~

_%’ltlph of u51ng the Folio text as the ultlmate ba51s for all of.

o *-\..

esp’gare "s\ %s, and only occasmnally u51ng Tlhe quartos to justlfy
‘ (]

Where Capell prlnted tge word "best" after a quarto :
1.

in hls tablé% he used that quarto as hlS copy text. .The result, as Qilce.”

Walker says, was "the restoratlon of hundreds of authorltatlve readlngs"

and ‘she goes.on to sayuthatA“On this account we may allow him the title

oo

‘of 'the Restorer of‘Sha_kesp’eare.'_"l‘7 The . importance of this aspect of

RN

-Capell's editorial théory is summarized by Saiiendra'Sen as foilows:

It is the emergence of the idea of thé most _
authoritative text consequent udeh a study of
the historical relationships of the various
texts extant, further it 'is the recognition of
the importance of this idea, whlch makes .all
-the difference between. the editorial theory

of the second half of the. elghteenth century
and that of ‘the first half.18.

Tcapell's oonception of the origin-of the quarto texts-is also ex--

tremely interesting_ahd,_as we'shall see, aﬁticipated ﬁuoh_ﬁodern textual
theory. Capell.first‘of_all shOWed how the condemnation by the Folio

A

editors ofrthe'quarto.textsi(i.e; calling.them "stolen and surreptitious")

cannot be»helieve8;7since they .very often folioyed"the-same copies that~

:__\4‘

they~condemned.’.ﬂe also attackea”the then popular dbnoeption of'the .

' nature of thefquartos, singling out Theobald's remarks about‘them for

[ e < . - R \
special consideration: ' . fo Co RS R

A modern editor, who is not without his -
v.follo?ers,‘is pleas d to'assert confidently -
. in his prefaceé, that 'they are prlnted fnom
. '"piece-meal parts, and.coples of prompters:" .
‘v * ' but his arguments for it are some of them:
wlthout foundatlon, and the others not con-
wclu51ve oand it 'is to be ‘doubted, that the
oplnlon ‘is only thrown. out to countenance Ty

tant is that Capell here broke w1th an almost one iLndred and flfty year o
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,\' L , : an abusé - that has been carry 'd to much too
' - great lengths by himself and another ﬂdltor,
that of putting out’ of the text passageSr )
that they did not like.l19 o e Pt Lot
] . . Izt \‘ . i Lo
\ ’ Capell's own view of the quartos was that the good ones were in fadt“

prlnted from Shakespeare S bwn copleéiy He went to great lengths to show y

AR
-

that the plays were of nece551ty hastlly wrltten, and that they were - .

. issued from "presses most of them as corrupt and 1icentious as’can any o
, - < T . TR
where be'producfd, and not overseen by himself, nor by any of his
|
|

20 yet, they stlll must contaln many authorltatlve readlngs and

friends";
]

51mp1y to 1gnore them is to do Shakespeare the greatest dlsserv1ce 1magin—

i
! - . . {

v

: \
able.< Capell 1ngenlously explalned Hemlnge s and Condell s assertion that

tie | quartos weret)stolenﬁ and malmed"'by clalmlng that they were "stoln

4 .

: :from the Ruthkor's coples, by transcrlbers who found means to get at: them

' and 'maim’'d’ they must needs be,'ln respect of thelr many alteratlons \

S ,‘after the flrst performance‘."21 Capell s view of the quartos obv1ously

represe ts -a very 1mportant step towards modern textual theory. As we’

chapter-one,z2

4

,A.W.'Pollard'svvindication of the quarto texts

oneyof_the most important‘steps towards the form atibn of.theﬂﬂnew‘ o

bibiiography," but-reall? Sapeli.had:attem;ted a similar vrujieation.\
:some oneahundred_and fiﬁty]years‘earii:L. Capeli's'argument, < course,
was,notfasasophi§EEEated as“Pollardfs, but when we consider the_s:ate.of:
' textual criticism in‘Capeilfsltim;,~his achieyement was -indeed remarkable_f
In‘fact, 1n\many ways‘Capeli's a::umeht was extremely similar tc Pollard‘s;'
"_Pollard suggested as Capell did that some of the good quartc~ proFably .
-were prlnted from Shakespeare S own autograph manuscr1pts,27 and, what is’

_equally interesting, Capell attempted to support the si: wority of some of

1the quarto texts by.appealing to the records of the Stationers' Register,

A oy
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Pust as Pollard dia.24 Agaln Capell s argument was not nearly as subtle -

g

and refined as Pollard S, but’ 1t was neverthelégs veny advanced for 1ts

e 1

156

.fime. In a note meant to- prove that the quartos were "falrly come by "

\\ <
W

'£apell made the follow1ng point: kh
There is yet extant in the books o il
: . Stationers' Company, an ent ‘bearing’
‘ date - Febr. 12. 1624. - to Messrs. ,
'¢ 'Jaggardfand‘Blount; the praprietors of

this first folio, which is thus worded:

"Mr. Wm. Shakespear's Comedy's History's

& Tragedy's so many of the said Copy's as
bee not enter'd to other men:" and this
<entry is follow'd by the titles of all
those sixteen plays that were.first printed
in the folio: The other twenty -plays

§_e .'. . ("Othello, and King” John" excepted which
) : ~-the person who furnish'd. this transcrlpt,
T~ . thlnks he may have overlook'd) are emter'd

too in these books, under their . respectlve
years; but to whom. the transcrlpt says not 25 \

‘It is a shame that Capell took_thls argument no, farther, but,his antiéipa—,

‘tion of Pol!hrd s dlscu5510n is certainly eV1dent. Sallendra Sen's : .

e

summatlon of Capell’s achlevement ‘here is fair and accurate

’5Pollard s demonstratlon that the Good Quartos

‘were all regularly entered in The Statloners"-

N 'Reglster, and that the Bad Quartos were not,
- is rlghtly regarded as.a piece ‘of fundamental
s  work.: Capell though not making this parti-
' . cular point, at.least drew be?ore Pollard the

important conclusidn, on an; "analysis. of. contents,-‘ﬁ '

that the books of the. Statloners* Company are

rellable 26 5 S _ ﬁ?.:.

t=

el

Capell flrml% belleved then, that the- only way an edltor could

ever arrlve at a- satlsfactory text of Shakespeare s play”.“

\to dec1de which text of a partlcular play 1s most au
i,
. to. adhere as closely ‘as posslble to that text devid

0

[ oo 3

'

s’ flrst of all

ing only yhenva B

E readlng_ls obviously corrupt, _This is not'tO'say; however,vthat'capell

was a conservative editor.  He had no delusions about the reliability of .

\

P
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either the.quarto_or‘ﬁolio texts, and did not hesitate'to emend where he hﬂ
thought emendatlon was necessary The plctureAhe palnted of even the
good" quartos shows that he\reallzed Just how corrupt they were. They

were'not only'def1c1ent 1n;such aspects’ as»actaand scene le;Slon,,Staée’

‘directions, scene placements,‘allocation of speeches, "and proper line
L =T SomeET 4 . : % N

K]

division, but also one finds "transpositions of words, sentences, lines,
’ @ - ! . ' RS ‘ . ' . . : B o
and even speechesf"words omitted, aqd’othérs added without .reason; and a

& . N - i S :
punctuat;On so deficient, and so often .wrong, that it\hardly deserves
. L % i
. regard.“27 Obviously, giVen this ‘situation, one:would be foolish to
; . _ AR l L '
adhere’doggedly to everysinglequarto7readingi

Cape}l s plcture of the texts found in the Flrst Folio was no

brlghter. After having p01nted out-that“a number of the Fol'o texts—wer:

'srmply%reprints'ofvearlier‘quartos, he ‘issued the following warning:

o Teale the\faults and errors of the quartos are .
o, all preserv'd in the folio, and others added L \‘
o ‘ to them, and what difference there’ 1s,‘;s .
o generally for the worse on the side of the . ' ' s
: félib-editors: which should give us but 7
faint hopes of meetlng with greater accuracy’
in the plays which they first publish'd; and,
' 7 accordingly, we find them subject to all the .
R lmperfectlons %hat. have been noted in the )
-former. ‘nor -is. their edition ‘in general dis-
tlngulsh d by any mark of - preference above ..
‘the earliest quartos, but that some- of their
Ve . .plays are divided into acts, ‘and some: otherS' _
! _ 1nto acts-and scenes,_and that w1th due pre— .
cision, and agreeable to the Author's: 1dea4 L
- of the nature of such lelSlOnS 28" ““., '

P

- Given this rather dGPIESSlng 51tuat10n, an edltor 1s faced w1th the pro—~
blem of how to ‘make 1ntelllgent emendatlons.  Capell was, well aware of the

fact that ‘the farther a text is chronologlcally from the earllest good

N

.edltlon, the more corrupt 1t is. llkely to be, .and, as we- can see, he had

; ) . ¢

no delusions’about the'naturecof these'later.quartos; ,7,w,_ o :' f ‘ 5 R i

? ] ; . . : . . -~ . i
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. The quarto's went th¥éugh many impressions, :
o : . ... and, in each play, the la'st is generglly - o \
: ' " taken from the impression next befor? it, and
sa’ onward to the first; the few that'!come not -
within thlS rule, .are taken notice of in the . = . L
Table: And this further is to be observ'd of
. .them: that, generally 'speaking, - the more
- distant they: are from the original, “‘the more
they abound in faults; 'till, in the end, the
. corrudptians of the last copies become "s6 ex~
_ ' .cessive, as to make them of hardly any ‘worth.29
] N . . : .
~However, he still felt that these later quartos were valqable,'and in this

belief he again was years~ahead‘of his{time. . As we saw in Chapter one,

% . .
there has recently beenma deflnlte reactlon agalnst the overly conser-
. vatlve edltorlal phllosophy of McKerrow, and textual critics such as
. ~ L’

6

‘Greé and Fredson Bowers have advocated a type of 11m1ted eclect1c1sm\fs
the only method of arr1v1ng at a satlsfactofy text.30 Capell, in his

. use of the later quarto texts»;was,\in a rudimentary way,-advocating the‘_'

" same thlng._ He explained his editorial'techniQUe in'the,following
paragraph: o ‘ S P é

, Had-the edltlons thus follow! d been prlnted
- with carefulness, from correct copies, and °
.copies not added to or otherw1se alter'd ]"
after those 1mpre551ons, “there. had been no S
: occa51on for g01ng any further: . but this was . .
not at all the case, even in the best of. them, T e
and it therefore became proper and necessary . : ' :
to ‘look into the other-old edltlons, and to '
select from thence whatever lmproves the .
Author,. or contributes to hls ‘advancement in o
perfectness, the p01nt in-view throughout all: : T
“this performance ‘that they do improve him, "
‘ was with the editor an- ‘argument in hls favour,'
"+ and a presumption of genu1nene$s for what is. . =~
© - thus selected, whether additions or:differ-
ences of any other nature;: and the causes of
»L§«' S _their ‘appearing in some.copies, " and belng o
h ’ ' wanting in-others, cannot-now be discover'd, T
. by reason.of. the time’ B dlstance, and defect : o
- to £it materials for maklng the dlscovery.:?l . . . '

<h Y
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Capé!l probably would have been w1ﬂe to have elaborated more on.

~

'hls method of selecting varlous readlngs, since thls explanatlon mlght

leave\the reader w1th the- 1mpre551on that ‘he merely adopted a readlng 1f

he happened to llke 1t McKerrow, for example, 1nterpret%d Gapell's

remarks in thls fashlon,_calllng the 1ntroduct10n‘"the clearest exp051-'
tlon of the selectzve theory of edltlng - the idea that if an edltor\ S

’ llkes a readlng, that readlgg 1s (a) good, and «{b)" attrlbutable to

"32 ,

' Shakespeare In fact, as I have been attemptlng to shpw, Capell'

'1ntrodbctlon is a very strong reactlon agalnst thls theory of edltlng

Unfortunately for th reputatlon, however, Cape;l dld not see fit to : o \

explaln his method fully at thls tlme. As he sald

. Did ‘the 11m1ts of hls Introductlon allow 1t . - -
. the editor’ would gladly have dilated and = - . N
treated more at - large this artlcle of ‘his plan, o
, : as that which is of greatest 1mportance, and. o A
. - »"_.mostvllkely.to B\ contested of -any thing in it: =~ ' ’
‘ _'but this doubt, &r this dissent (if any be) \
must come from tHose persons only who are
not yet possess'd|iof the idea they- ought to
entertain of thes ancient 1mpre551ons, for of
-those ‘who are, he‘fully pensuades himself he . Co
. shall have both ‘the approof and the applause 33 IR
{ -
It is not untll one- examlnes Capell s Notes that one sees that nearly all
'\, .

of hls\emendatlons were based on a careful analy51s of the rel

\because he llked 1t In our'examlnatlon of Capell s handllng of

-\

’orlglnal ‘hendatlon, hls method was as fair and loglcal as p0551b1e. He

'ﬁald that he flrst of all consulted other modern edltors to see if they

)

R
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'perance."

vseveral separate volumes and were not appended to the actual text pro—

N

E could offer any worthwhlle suggestlons Flndlngm;helr readlngs often
. | .

ot

1ncompetent, or else absolutely«de£1c1ent,"35 he was . forced to make an

original emendatlon _His orlglnal.readlng, however, was not arrlved at

\

'ea51ly, but rather was the result of‘has "u51ng Judgment and conjecture,

" which, he 1s bold to say, he will not be found to~have eerC1s'd wantpnly,

\ _
but to follow the establlsh d rules of crlthub w1th soberness and tem-

36 He went-on to ‘'say that the rejected readlng 1s always put

. below, except where a longer and more:- compllcated explanatlon is neces-

sary, 1nrwh1ch case that explanatlon 1s‘to be found'in the Notes,. The‘ .

PN

: N : ‘ v S
advance Capell ‘made here is great., All prev1ous editors had clalmed . ‘ﬁgi

. tl be very careful in thelr orlglnal emendatlons and in notlng ejected\

-
‘ . )

readlngs, but I thlnk 1t is falr to say that none had carrled out thlS

task nearly as conscientiously as Capell. - . B VR

| »& = ,
A rather unfortunate aSpect of Capell 'S edltlon of Shakespeare is

that he publlshed the edltlon 1tself The‘mere fact that hlS Notes formed

. g .-'-

~

.bably accounted for some of the 1n1t1al unpopularity of the edltlon, but

-~

Capell justlfzed hlS Vec151on not to publlsh hlS text and notes sxmultan-

'eously by p01nt1ng out that he would soon have ﬁ!% “School of Shakespeare"

-~

completed, in whlch would be found much 1nformat10n that he would be~ \

~

referrlng»to 1n‘the Notes In order to av01d dupllcatlon, Capell dec1ded

. to hold off publlshlng the Notes. Apparqntly, though, the completlon of
'"The School" took a llttle longer than he had ant1c1pated 37 and the flrst

‘,volume of hlS Notes did not‘/ppear untll 1774. The long delay had 1ts

predlctable effect, and thls volume was rather poorly received’~'Walker

PR

descrlbes how Capell dlscouraged by thls reception,_w1thdrew the volume,

It T 160

e

. | N
»that he dld not publlsh hls Notes and Varlous Readlngs at the same time = . )



" and was onip later persuaded by Garrxck to. attempt

»1 .
volume fof10wed the year afger. ‘ahe subscrrpt1on prrce for the whole'

: . . L . g e
CE L

g . s

‘, )

the completlon of the

enlarged flrst volume _was prlnted 1n 1779 and the second

was' three g‘&neas, and to quoté Pegge,"Th;asﬁbsc;;ptlon was respectable,

Dok '
though not nhdhro ¢"3? Cagell dled fore &ll three volumes were .Q:yh_ Q

.publlshed and Péggad?elakes spe foilowrng touc

A\

. ' ,s'”"',
Cagpll S f1na1 w1shes L-fﬁ &gu"

The most 1nterest1ng aspect of these three volumés to the

.
-A

,

Q

f}HlS attabhment to he; Work was so great that
" as appears. by- h;s W111 he charged his personal’

estate with any and every expense that might.
attend -the publication after his decease. As he -

‘had received subscriptions in part, his honour

now came in aid of his vanity; whlch, it must
be said, was of ‘superior cons1deratlon, great
as the latter mlght be 40

B

’twentleth-century reader at least is 'pell 5 notes to the var\xous

textual problems that\he encountered in Shakespeare Although a falrly
¢ F

 .wide range of subjects 1s

are concerned w1th problems 1n Shakespear

&

\

p01nted out, Capeﬂ s 1nterest in. textual matters was not generally

hﬁng anecdote about -

covered 1n these notes, by far the majorlty

A s text.. As was prevggusly

\

~

'that today we regard notes of a textual nature as an 1ntegra1 pﬁrt of any

B

good edltlon of Shakespearer

" forward in edltorlal technlque.

\Allce Walker

3

3\ ’3'

The Various adlngs are ‘no longer of much

-practlcal vallue, but they were the only record

of their kind auntil the' Cambridge Shakespeare_-

"and they marked an enormoua;advance, both = .\

in scope and method, on a hiﬂ§>before.f Pope, .

"for instance, had ‘made’ much use- of the first .

AN

s

Thelr 1mportance 1s clearly shown by

‘“‘"Various Readings;ﬁ of course, also represent a large step

' LAY
Z:;f
2

apprec1ated by the elghteenth—century readeg. but 1t need hardly be sa1d

.
/&
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‘4

QOOd quarto’(QZ) of Hamlet but, when he
substltuted in its readlngs for those of ‘the
‘Folio, he recorded the -rejected readings in so
haphaz&rd aYashion that no ‘one could tell
whence the readings of his text were derived.
;.. "Even - as late as 1766, after Capell's
“Prolusions had set an example of methodical,
edltlng, Steevens's Twenty of the Plays of"

Shakespearé was not, in its’'apparatus; an -
advance on POpé s methods, for not. only was

"~ the collation slapdash but it seems not to

Capell s "SChool of Shakespeare,' which consists of extracts

taken from some of Shakespearebs p0551ble sources, and. whlch aid in. the

have occurred to Steevens that a reader might

‘want to know from thch quarto a given var-
iant was derlvedr . ' o

- N

o

understandlng of ‘his 1anguage, clearly shows that;gapell was well versed £

. in a number of areas of Shakespeareﬁn scholarshlp'. It was p01nteé out

in chapter one that the ideal edltor of Sha&espeare must have ap ex-

trenely wide range of knowledge,42

wthroughout hls;Nétes.

Ashort essays, one deallng w1th the order and date Of shakespeare s plays,

-

‘ and the other w1th Shakespeare s verse

_'ledge is remarkable

R century angd, modern crltlcs have seen h1m as, Capell was in fact alive’ to

X

)
~

'\" : \

and Capell certalnly\fhowed thls range

At. the end of the second volume ‘he appended two

Agaln, Capell s range oflkhow-

"Far from belng the dull pedant that both" elghteenth—

fall aspects of Shakespeare that mlght somehow be 1mportant in hlS edltorlalf’

d&t;es : Walker p01nts out that Capell ‘in effect was much more accurate

’
”

~

in hlS datlng of Shakespeare s plays than was Malone 43 and yet he'has

| ™
. 5 .

. DR ¥
'y - not nearly.the same reputatio% as a Shakespearean scholar.

Havrng sald all of thls, then, let us examlne Capell s actual per-_'
formance as an edltor
elghteenth-century edltors espoused falrly sound prlnc1p1es 1n thelr

prefaces, and then 1gnored these prlnc1ples 1n thelr actual work on the

SOy

»

Ve

As w% have seen, nearly all of the prev1ous
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. \ : . : . o ‘1«
text. Capell,_however,_did no such thing. As we' shall see, he almost

never,deyiated‘from hrs‘stated editorial techniques, and as 2 resu;t,
we have.w1th Capell by far the best ‘edition of Shakespeare s text | - . -
publlshed in the: elghteenth century, and perhaps the best untll the:
'tmentleth century o : _ | 1,,h;> ."' L \
Capell s handlrng of the text of The Temgest presents a great
N .
'econtrast to Pope s. As we notlcedﬁlnwchapter three, Popevrelied on .

\
oy

‘Rowe's text of the play for hiS"copy—text, and almost aiways followed -

\ ‘ . 5;.'5

44
‘Rowe's readlng when' it dlffered from that of the Flrst Follc. *+ Further-

more, Pope made a rather large number of orlglnal Emendatlons, seldom

if ever concerning “himself with what Shakespeare actuallY‘wrote, but ' \
. . i . . . . : ! \ ) ) . N ) ) .
rather atfempting to "improve" Shakespeareﬁs meter and grammar, or'else o o

to clarify-his meaning Occa51onally Pope noted rejected readlngs at

the bottom of the page, but for hlm to do SO was m&ﬁh more the exceptlon .

than the ru%e.. Capell on the other hand, handled the text in much the

"~ same fashion\as,a'modern.editor would. - He made a number’ of original ‘

emendations»vbut-in almost‘every case the readerrwas provided~with.the

1

'rejected readlng, nd in’ a number of 1nstances Capell went to consider-

, able trouble to support hlS emendatlon 1n hls Notes. The follow1ng able Aﬂ'h

"_wlll provide the reader w1th a clear 1nd1catlon of the types of or glnal

-

emendatlons that Capell made.

Ve - L -
Analysis of Capell's Original Emendations in The Tempest

P,Act,l,,Scene 1

1 change of position of stage diréction. \ Lo "

‘-



' 1
. -
. i g
: . \ T <
.11 contraction. . "
' N . o \ . . N . ) .
Act 1, Scene 2 ‘ Ve v e~ o

alterations of wordlng of stage dlrectlon.
1 addltlon of stage dlrectlon.’

.N‘

1 contraction expanded ;o gwo“words; . ' » -

o o : o ST , e \
‘1 occasion where a word or words are omitted in order to-improve-meter.

3 occas1ons where a word or words are added in order to improve meter.

4 occdsions where a word - or words are changed in order to clarlfy
' meaning, _ ) _ ; \

M 4 N, .
N . \ o

1 reversal of word order. | R S . ‘ T

Act 2, Scene 1 : : _ .
’§ additions of‘stage dlreotlons.
1 alteratlon 5. rdlng of. stage dlrectlons.

- 2 occa51ons where a~ word -or- words are. added 1n order to lmprove meter.

4 occa51ons where a. word or- words are changed in order to c1ar1fy

meaning. ' . R

N “ . j:\ . N . ':' el
1 rev%rsa} of word order. \_' -

1

e U
Act 2, Scene 2 S

: - e o .
_ . . ' ~

.4 additions of stage directions. = - ' S ‘. .
B - L o . - : . - . ) . , . ’
. v ) . o . \ ] : . . A ’ L . o
Act 3, Scene 1 . . : L o R ’
1 addition of stage-direcfion." T

1l occa51on where the form of a word 1s changed for purposes of modern--

\ o 1zat10n. R

Act 3, Scene 2 PR /{/¢=:> DU

' K . N Ta
N € - \ .

e addltlon of stage dlgpctlon. S _ \ o ‘: -

31 occasion. where a word -OX; words are\omltted for nonemetrlcal reasons.,c
- e ) o _”r rh'_.' f S . & - . ) o B .

Act '3, Scene 3 . .. . - N
"2'additions ofTstage'direEtiohs;: '7~>’_&‘\ff},‘_tv' L

164



‘Act 4,'Scene 1

bs ,

1 occa51on where a word or words are added in ‘order to improve meter._

2 occasions where a word or words are changed ‘in order to clarlfy
meanlng : ‘ . ' R N S :

1 dccasion where the form of a word is changed ("and" to Yan").

.
-

1 transp051t10n of line order. o o

Act 5, Scene 1-

f 1 addition of'stage d}rection, T ST S L v

1 ctontraction expanded to two words.

. , A . - ~ ’

2 occasions where a word or words agb addeF'in order to ‘improve meter.

'\l occasionhwhere'a word. or words are'changed'in order to-clarify meaning, \‘

“

1 occasion where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern—

ization. .
. 1 addition of 'stage directionn‘ ' ’ ’
. . . s . R . . ) o . .‘\ . . s
: i e . ’ . - ) ’ . o ‘ . \\‘ . . N o
TOTALS . o : g L \

Total number of alteratlons..............,..,}L..;.m},.. 48

Number concerned with staglngn.,.;.]J..$r,;.......::;... 18
Number. concerned with meter.............;r.............. 14

"Number%concerned with grammar or modernization.......... 3

Number\concerned with meanlng.....;...............;...}.'13»

; N
- . B X . ,"- B . N ' . oy
u\ Capell ‘then, dld not\make a. great number of orlg}nal emendatlons '

P \‘

‘1n thls play, and when we con51der that almost a thlrd of his emendatlons

‘were! concerned wlth stage dlrectlons, it becomes obv1ous that his wbrk

«' Ce

"on the text was 1ndeed very careful and- selectlve. Capell never altered
. e ¥ . :

a readlng unless he felt that he had a good reason for dolng so.,l'
AN .

s : S e -
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\Perhaps a modern editor would most often dlsagree wlth Capell over

the types of alteratlons that he made in order. to improve Shakespeare s

[

'nmeter. ,Capell, as;we can’ see from-the tabIe,‘%as not averse to addlng

,for Omlttlng a word occa51onally where he felt that to do so was essentlal

t: ,wiof the sake of thé meter, but where he dlffered from prev1ous edltors

-"f)\. o o tR
X.n-,hf;was ﬁh%& he %lyays made the reader aware that he was in fact alterlng

-

\

'methocls'.‘_"'__' R R

B 'Vp Jf . ] :
the Foll%‘text¢ For examp}e, ln hct l scehe 2 the FOllO has eranda
;' 1“. Rt . -' ’ L
speak the.folﬁowlng unmetrical llne : "O good 51r, I doe"‘(lOS) Capell

Q - 1

-éltered the llne to read ”O, yes, good sir, I do," but he prlnted the,

word yes an Gothlc type, thus 1mmed1atgly alertlng the reader to &he

s Z/ M <
emendatlon é,‘;,Slmllarly, hen Capell omltted a: word found in the Follo
s e . : ’E"a i . .
text 1n order to ald the meter of & llne, the’ reader was made aware of

’ -"’n Lo ' ' TN e G
, the omlssron' In Act’ 1, scene. 2, the Bollo ha; Prospero say, "It\Loes '

L e ‘E S Ea

A

. on I see/As my 50u1e prompts it (486 87) Capell, omltted'the word "dn,"

‘i

_ thus regularlzrng the meter,/but as usual he prlnted the rejected

s.

. readlng at the bottom of the page. Thevmodern edltor mlght dlsagree~w1th

both these alteratlons, but he certalnly would have to applaud Capell'
[N .

. 17.5

> o

)

of- course, Capell s most 1dterest1ng emendatlons are those Made

N

to clarlfy meanlng.- Agaln, Capell nearly always\prov1ded the reader w1th

‘the rejected\readlng at the bottom of the page,45 and”he also occa51onally

v
o

-y

prov1ded ln hlS Notes, a full. explanatlon of the ratlonale behlnd h7

emendatlon. As we shall see,\hls emendatlons were nearly always based on .

. well thought—ovt ed1tor1al theorles and pr1nc1ples, and were’ seldom

. \slmply the result of personal preference.ﬁ.:)

Tt

) ,‘f . .

One of the most 1nterest1ng of these emendatlons occurs 1n Act 1,;
- ia: A T N

.| AT ',
scene 2 where the FOllO prlnts the followlng llhES“‘ SO Lo

~166
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I have w1th such g’6v151on in mine ‘Art
So safely ordered,. that there is no soule
Ne not so much perdition as an hayref
Betid to any creature in the vessell S
Whlch thou heardst cry, whlch thou sawst 51nke..,'
(35 39)
Here Capell altered the word "soule" to "loss," and expBained his course

of action as follows:

The alter'd and the altering word of this
o ' sentencge Approach'd nearer to one another
) than will be judg'd from the latter's present
orthography; but it's former was -/of@
and under that form might most ~readily be
‘corrupted to - Sev/es ; that it was the reading
‘intended, the line after is ev1dence, for that
~line is explanatory of the rm _that preceeded,
carrylng it to.an excess tha »a%gnot convey 'd
by it nakedly, as is Shakespeémg_s manner
elsewhere. Other conjectures upon the.
\ © . _passage are given in due place; and with them
_ C readings chosen by others :that belong j > two.
\ " . - pages, the present’ and that before: 4 ; - ’
S " should be’ Xemember 'd in seeing them,—“that : v
’ . the text - intitl'd to preference, here and in L
other ‘plays that are specify'd, e is that of e
the first folio, where errors are not appar- FR
ent; which (it is conceiv’ 'd} is not ‘the case of |
oo the readlngs whieh this text: has adopted to’ :
~ _ say no more -of ‘th m~46 e o NP

y

In thlS note we see: Cape%l at both h1s best and h1s worsq ‘The reasoning

1

'behind hlS emendatlon is certalnly sound. Rather than arbltraraly at— -

'temptlng to twist: the word "soule" 1nto a word that he 11ked Capell

looked for p0551ble sdurces of corruptlon. In other words, ‘his motlve
v

167

,for maklng the emendatlon was to‘fecover what Shakespeare‘actualfy wrote.fb\

2 lso, he was at hlS best 1n <rnm h1s readers not to be seduced by
YW g

other edltors who may'have iév1sed readlngs that were‘more aestheticaliy

,\‘..

pleasingL These edltors, after all, were not basxng thelr texts on any

~
0

_authorltatlve ver51on, and therefore the}r readlngs should not be trusted

o

Unfortunately, the: note also\bhows Capell;at his styllstlc worst. One- of

N \," v S o \‘ o o , Y

.»\ .

I
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A

R * o S E . . : LN
" the major difficultiesﬁencountered’in reading Capell, ‘especially in the

. _the relatlve unpopularity of hlS edltlon A reader: accustomed to the-

B rCapell s edltorlal technlque was certalnly sound here He Supported'his

' had w1th the passage due to thelr use of faulty copy-text. Agaln, the

_modern edltor mlght not agree with Cap 211"s- emendatlon, but there can

Ea 3 . <

Notes, 1s that he 1s occa51onally rather dlfflcult to understand His

,y

styllstlc dlfflcultles,~1n fact, probably were a contrlbutlng factor to .

>

clarlty and concxseness of a Joseph Addlson or a Samuel Johnson would

o

‘.f'have dlfflculty adjustlng to Capell 'S manner of wrltlng 47 . \‘,. . \

o Capell lncluded another very 1nterest1ng note to an emendatlon

'vﬁthat he ‘made’ in Act 2, scene l, -Here, the Folio §35 Antonio saying these

v

: . ;. . - . N o ’ =
llnesgl o , : 4 ‘
'$;'A‘. ‘ ee 'Twentie consciences - ' "\ »
‘ ‘!_ i~ That stand 'twixt me, and Mlllalne, candied be they,
" _And melt ere they mollest: (306-08)"

¥Cape11’changed "And melt" to "Would. melt K and justlfled the- emendatlon

in the fo;low1ng note: :’_ . o T ‘ : 4_\

File. though they were "candg'd " and (as is o B b
the nature of hard substarices. pre551ng upon o S ' '

< the flesh) might be expected to give me trouble,
: " yet, sooner than do: so, they "would melt:" the
N allusion' ‘seems. a llttle a-kin ‘to that in 1 24,
Y ~ and very- probably sprang from it. ‘“would,"- - . I
: A written by its ‘abbreviation - W'd, might very B ’ ' \ !
e ea51ly pass into - -and, with compositors who p

. attended rarely to sense. The readers of thls Coe

- speech. in editions following the flrst modern
1 will see it _otherwise broken, and alter da
N ’_51lent1y, that addition escaping them which 5 o
' compleats it's first llne, and the deficient - L ) 5
hemistich pa551ng with them: f07 a continuance s
of that from Sebastlan o

s
g .
.

v

: ,emendation by explalnlng the sense of“the passage, by p01nt1ng to parallel -

v

‘allus1ons and by suggestlng pOSSlble comp051tor1al corruptlon,' He

.concluded.hls note by p01nt1ng out the dlffgcultles that earller edltors

. o
A \

-~ ! . Va

-
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be llttle doubt that 1n edltorlal technlque he was- ‘many years ahead of

~

hlS time. o ' .'
. / :

'ﬁ Capell also made substantlal -use. of the emendatlons of other
edltors, but agaln hls ratlonale for do;ng so' was sound ' He never- ac- -
cepted another edltor S- emendatlon srmply because he found 1t aesthetl-

cally plea51ng, hlS ch01ces were always based on sound. analy51s and on a

’

. - . / \ .
desire . to JXecover what Shakespeare actually wrote In consultlng the’\
other elghteenth century edltlons for p0551ble emendatlons, Capell,proved

his de51re to achleve as authorltatlve a text as p0551ble, and’ not 51mply

to 1mpress gv the brllllance of hls ‘own conjeptures Capell reallzed

- ~,

that the other edltors were clever men, and 1f they had a v&ﬁld suggestlon

for an emendatlon,.so much the better

method of 1ncorporat'ng emendatlons from other edltlons 1nto'hi§f own

text Today, of cour the good edltor is veryscrupulousabout ac— o A

"knowledglng the’ orlgln of any emendatlon he mlght adopt but Capell felt

‘that such acknowledgement .was unlmportant He dld clearly 51gn1fy where

an emendatlon was made, and hefdld prlnt the rejected readlng at the

~ . :.1.

|
,bottom of the page, but he only acknowledged the source. of hls emendatlon'

N

“in his Notesu-,He explalned hlS reason for thls as follows '?

7~In the manuscrlpts from whlch all ‘these plays™
F:are printed, the. emendatlons are given to ‘
'their proper oymers. by initials and other
'marks: that are in the margin of those manu- \y
' vscrlpts but they are suppress 'd in the print- o :
.for two reasons: Flrst ‘theéir number, in - o oo
some pages, makes them a . little unsightly; L - ':'F -
and the editor professes himself weak - enough -+ - S
] to llkeiiwell—prlnted book: in the next place,
o he does declare -~ that his only object has - ,
: - been, to do service to his great Author; - - . S0
IR " which” prov1ded it be done, he thinks it of '
BN small - ;mportance by what hand the service



'follow1ng table shows exactlythow Capell made use of the varlous

> 7

TN . -

was administer'd: If the partisans of former
editions shall chance to think them injur'd by
this suppression, he must upon this occasion
violate the rules of modesky, by declaring -
that he himself is the most injur'd by it;
whose emendatlons are eqgual, at least in
' number, to all thelrs\lf put together; to say
nothing of his recover'd readlngs, wh1ch are
~ . more. conélderable still. 49 , : d

Admirable as it may be to. have a nicely printed edition, and true as it

4

‘may be that if an emendatlon helps to recover Shakespeake frov cor—.

ruptlon, its source is of llttle real lmportance, there dan be no doubt

. \

~

. that thls lack of acknowledgement 1s a somewhat regrettablevfeature of .

+

Capell’s edifion.‘ Even today it is 1nterest1ng to see exactly where

clevér emendatlons flrst came from, and, 1n‘the‘elghteenth'century,'

N

.. where each editor took such pride in the brilliancefof his own conjec—’

v -

'wtures, Capell's lack of acknowledgement nust have contrlbuted to the

. unpopularlty of the edltlon.sq

~.

It 1s 1nterest1ng to notlce the types of emendatlons that Capell

~

N

yaccepted from the earller edltlons. As we would e*pect the majorlty

'

of the emendatlons that he accepted from the’ three folios and Rowe's

fedition‘are concerned»with grammatical problems andeith the modern—“

. . \
~ |

"1zat10n or correctlon of the Flrst Follo s spelllng. When we come to

: Pope s text we notlce, agaln as we mlght expect that the majorlty of

Y

the emendatlons that Capell accepted have to do w1th the regularlzlng

- of Shakespeare S meter. Theobald in contrast to Pope, prlded hlmself

1

on hrs abllity to clarlfy obscure llnes, and most of the emendatlons that

~

» Capell accepted from his edltlon are concerned wlth meanlng. The, R

- - o

[4

I

unauthagltatlve" ver51ons of The Tempest

;.5?-'@

.
3

e
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Analysis of Capell's Use of Editions Other than F1 in The Tempest.
R R - o - .

(B

Folios 2, 3, & 4 -

1 contraction.- = 7 \-
-2 words added to improve meter.
1 word changed to improve meter.
7 words changed to improve grammar.
gl:lwords .changed to clarify meaning. :
2 words changed to modernize or correct spelling,

TOTAL ADOPTIONS ; 30

3

&

).
Py

i

stage direction. - :

word-added to clarify meanlng . s ' K ' -
words omltted to improve meter. o

word omitted for non-metrical reasons. , .

- word changed to improve meter. : - \
words changed to improve grammar. N ‘

words changed to clarify meaning.-

words changed to modernlze or correct spelllng

WU NN

”‘TOTAL ADOPTIONS =21

POEE e

2 stage directions.
. .5 contractions. » .
. 2 words added  to Jimprove meter.
- 1 word omltted to .improve meter. . :
"~ 2 words. changed to impyove meter. : , .
1 .word changéd to improve grammar. o SR o
2 words changed to clarlfy meanlng/ L) o o
'2 lines transposed. '

TOTAL ADOPTIONS & 17 o o

Theobald

stage directions. - - ‘ ~. T '\,

words added to improve meter. ' ’ '
word omitted to improve'meter.

word changed to 1mprove grammar. , , ) o :
words changed to clarify meaning, o - . ; ',R
change of speech a551gnment. o A ;

.H'G,HAH N R

* TOTAL ADOPTIONS 13



‘Hanmer R S ' / , . - : R
stage direction.” - . C
contraction. ' R S ‘ o
word added to imp e\meter. o : o ,: \
word omitted fjt;igz—metrlcal reasons. o . o
words changed fo clarify meaning. : : - o

word changed to modernize or correct spelling. . »
change oﬁjword order. . S -

‘;TOTAL Al IONS’= 8’

'f—"»—'mr—w—wp-)—'

Warburton v K ‘ , -_j o . \v\ : ' ~

2 words changed to clarify‘meanings
B TOTAL DOPTIONS 2

L e .

Total adoptlons from*edltlons other than Fl = él'

Total original adaptations =48 A ' o
Number'oftlmes Capell s edltlon dlffers from Fl = 139 A

o : . ) . : SR L e

'

The most 1nterest1ng emendatlons here- certalnly are. those whlch Cbpell

'_explalned in hls Notes, since it is through these" that the reader can

Y

fully apprec1ate Capell's ed1t0r1a1 technlques. One very-reveallng

1 i

SLT - -

example of the care that Capell took in acceptlng another editor's con-v

jecture occurs 1n Act l scene 2, where he partlally accept2h~§owe's T
. " . O~ . . N
alteratlons in the follow1ng llnes spoken by Callban. "ol when thou |

S

cam'st flrst / Thou stroakst me, & made much of me... '(392—93) " Rowe

A ¥

emended these llnes to"‘ .- when thou camest flrst/ Thou ‘stroak"' dst me,'
and made much of me...," thus correctlng both ghakespeare 's meter and
hlS grammar. Capel S reactlon to thls is most 1nterest1ng ﬁe accepted

Rowe s change of "stroakest" to "stroak'dst," ‘but rejetted his aiteration

f\"cam st“ to. "camest Hls,note,reads asvfollows:

TN

. . %
- . . . .
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. . . N

The plaln grammar mlsﬁgkes of the 1line follow-
... .ing strdgk the modern spoken 3r last  [Rowe],
7 ® 7 and thei cure is from him; but of a beauty .-
' resulting from it he should not have been.
‘ 'consc1ous, hor\ others after him (for ‘he is
follow d in all) by their maklng camest of
"cam'st" in the line quoted for the. sole
e burpose of having regqular: measure; a motive
oMt that induc'd hls,ﬁ’ext successor (and he too ’
- is follow'd) to make of “would't had"'- I_ e
R would it had,'in.31. ‘of his page:’ The "lines e
». . 7 severally refer'd .to, and ‘above all the second,
' © % ‘are the most adapted to character .of any
' 'throughou the play; their contractlons, and A ‘
" the harshness resulting from them, glVlng . .' CoeR
. , them this _preheminence:" “and it is of ‘them
, " .. probably, "and othersxthelr like, that.that o

Ve observation arose from ‘séme great men con- o -

'“cernlng Callban s anguage, which is recorded . .
o in Shakespeare s ."Life" ‘where this- play is \ '
-\.Q B spoke of;- and fqr the . sentlment,-'every

. : ‘“‘ - speech that. ‘is glven ‘him abounds  in strokes\ ,)
e . of the. horrid, the uncouth, the savagé, and

L : .. all those.beaut1es~which have - made, the

R L ”Cyclops of Theocxltus the admiration. of all
"/;v. aQFS L . ‘ -

»

' The care that Capeli took here ‘is- obv1ous. ’Rather than: 51m;iy acceptlng

N . . N

both of Rowe s eméndatlons,'which would have been the51mplestth1ng fOr

hlm to do,phe restored a readlng from the FOllO whlch had been abSent
’ ,“t‘ C oy ' 8 ;,‘.

,, for some s1xty years.’ He restored the readlng 51mply because he could

LI

flnd no Justlflable reason for alterlng it Certalnly, 1t makes Shake—
. »,\ a

speare s llne less metrlcal but, as Capell rlghtly’p01nted out, Callban,_

Y

of all of Shakespeare,s characters, should not be expected to. speak

: 'metrlcally.. Here, of-course, we see Capell breaklng away from fhe

-'\

'-Q_ e1ghteenth-centuryflnSIStance that Shakespeare s tex% be as regular as o

PR N . ' _ .

"pOSSlble, Capell was much more concerned w1th gettlng back to what ‘

’Shakespeare actually wrote. _h f\&' fFQ’LK}

. . . EE . B )

BEYED

A

o
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In chapter three 1t was. mentloned that in hls handlzng of the
™~
Follo 's readlng "Most busle lest" (III i. 17), Pope was greatly removed .
A4 ’
4
from modern ed1tor1a1 techn:.que.s2 All Pope dld was rearrange and change

o . .- A

' Shakespeare S words so. as t0 make some sense of themr' The fact that hlS
\

~

altered readlng could not have p0551bly emanated from Shakespeare was .

unlmportant to hlm. It ls 1nterest1ng to see how Capell dealt w1th the

’

«same.llne. Rather than posrt an orlglnal emend%tlon, Capell accepted

Theobald s readlng ("Most busy-less"), and Justifled hlS action by an.

N ~ 5’ )

examlnatlon of . the meanlng of the llne*

i ';A change of the thlrd modern s, which has a'
' bet;:r foundatlon than he knew of; for, when
de it, he’ should not have - -seen the flrst

o

174

.

W\ .

N " folio notw1thstand1ng hls round assertlon N '7“'3 AN

But. the help which this correctlon adminlsters :
goes but very small way towards a full con- - o \
ception qf the passage at’ ‘large, which beglns -0
"I forget:" a p ~aphrase must do 1t,’wh1ch\
. take in these worfls;~ I talk, and quite forget
. my task: ‘Yet I will ‘think.of her too: for : oy
L those ‘sweet thoughts I;ghten my work, and when :
I am most hmploy'd in.it - thlnklng of her T By o
scarce feel that}I m employ'd in't at allj amf' R
, leasﬁsengag d by my business: (most unengag'd _ e
. by it) when engag”d by such thinking:- The  \ -~ . .
' sentiment, "twill be. allow' d, is most. natural, ‘ .
Y : ' ~ 'but _that the ekpre551ons convey it properly, P
.+ Y no favouren of the poet will ‘have the hardlness .
- to assert in- good earnest v .

~ « : A PN

~ v

comment that "It 1s fortunate for us that after one of Capell's para-

phrases we always haue the orlglnal to go to n54 one must admlt that

Captll 's edltorlal technlque here deserves pralse.: Has prlmary readbn

. ‘IZ

for acceptlng ;heobald's emendatlonaﬁas that ;t is clope to the FQllO
P . .

readlng, and hence mgght be what - Shakespeare actually wrote.' Hls attempt
4“' .

’

to make sense of the passage 1s vallant, and hls conce351on that the ~wa”7”

.\ llne must ultlmately be fegarded as belng rather weak is- ih accordance

. B B : S _ "‘-%.‘. '_\j

Notwlthstandlng Furness 's rather snlde (but unfortunately accurate) ‘Qi“
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v)"\.'.

wlth modern edltorlal oplnlon 55 The advhnce that Capell shows here

. '“ r . t R .J
_over ?Ope s edltorlal methods must surely be obv1ous to everyone
’

; One aspect of Capell s edltorlal work whlch tends to be over-

looked, but whlch is certalnly one of hlS most 1mportant contrlbutions )
. B . ~ . i - ‘ . .
to Shakespearean scholarshlp, 1s that he restored 11terally thousands of

‘orlglnal readlngs to Shakespeare s text. Agaln, one must EOnsult hlS -

- . ?_-‘ . f

. TN
Notes to see hls ed1tor1a1 methods in actlon,\lndeed, many of the notes )

\ in. whlch he justlfled.the reé@ntlon of an orlglnal readlng ‘show just how

\
\

' advanceexhls edltorlal technlque really was. E \

_ 'In Act 1, scene 2 for example, the FOllO has Ar1e1 say, “Not a
o . —
, soule/ But felt a Feaver of the madde, cen (243 44) Rowe, in'his‘ €
. N L4
o i second edltlon, lelowed Dryden s lead and changed the word "madde" %,
v mlnd " and he’ was. followed in t&ls_emendatlon by POPe:-Theobald, . \. .
' O TR
> -Hanmer, and WarburtOn. Capell, owever, argued for a return of the .
'original.reading: S vzfﬁ L ' \A,,. IR
Lo B Slngular as thls expressaon wlll seem, there : L L
2 ~~ is cause enough for retaining it; or, at.the - \
det ] . least, for not giving into that alteration of it ‘
R " which has been made by 'some moderns)” ... = L
\' - .which. is- eVen foolish it's connex1 n con31der'd i
o V7, with what 1mmed1ate1y ushens ft: Possibly, it e
. . . . was the Poet's. first.word, coin'd in haste; and/ :
o .- . ~the- con51derat1on above caus'd the. change of . e
, \ . © . - it into'a term that is ‘hazarded, but' has it's "~ 7_\'”:’N] -
W . . é“force and proprlety, lmportlng = "of the mad i)‘ R T
B to "spec1es," that \has the strongest and the :{I LT e
o .+ 'strangest deliriums; such as ‘that 1'fever" ‘has* . . -
“‘which is intxtl“d - a calenture, ‘and 1s DR ;T_” e
S pecullar to seafarlng 56 o S ;’.j"fd“}' o
v 'I’he w:.sdom of Capel&' s, restorgtlon a.s J.mmedlately appares‘ . Unllke h:l.s _ ‘
Q . \ . ‘-- S .
prede essors, who took.the easy coursenof changlng what they dld not - “'f"f
- understand Capell was not ready to sacrlflce a readlng from hls copy-
text 1f no sacrlflce was necessary.» Of course, editors from Pope on
nght havevmade the restoratlon had they beeh usxng the FOllO text as _”‘ <-_'i¢,j*

W

e . - : . N B M o ’




“and his superlor knowledge of\shakespﬁere s us

. L

o ' ' ‘ RN
N \\ . .
o i \ ) * } N
o o . . . o K

e

_the ba51s of thelr own, but unfortunately thelr ver51ons were all ultlmate-

-l

-1y based on Rowe S. Capell s ant1c1§atlon of modern copy-text theory

A S
of language, then,v

proved extremely beneficial to hlm here.- ]L o
' _One f£indl example of Capell's restoratich of an authoritative
. i N ‘ ® : .

reading should be sufficient to show how greatfy superior his editorial

N

. dtechnlqug‘was to that of prev1ous edltors The Folio has'brospero'OPen

—~

Act 4, scene l, w1th the follow1ng llnes . ‘ o . ‘Hﬁg
1f. I have too austerly punlsh d you, - S ‘ \
Your compensat;on makes amends, for I v \ |
“Have glven you here, a third of mine owne 11fe, N \
or that for which I live ... (3- -6) -~ e o

’ Thrs readlng was accepted by both Rowe and Pope, but was questloned by

Thébbald, who clalmed that Prospero, belng a wedoQEr, would call eranda
y/ t
‘a half of hlmself, and not a thlrd Basing hls argument on the fact

that the words‘"thlrd" and "thrld" were nearly 1dent1cal in form and .

punctuatlon, Theobald altered "third" to "thread " and he was supported

h"ln thls alteratlon by many subsequent ed;tors.‘ Capell, howeyer, argued

lagainst‘the emendatlon as’follows:7

-t

* - .
Ly 1
'

v B a thlrd of mine own llfe ) I£ what follows
Sy " thesé words ine Way of explaining had’ beép re-
’ 'flected .on thoroughly, -that correctlon of -
"third" to whlch we have given ‘place 1n the
’-Readlngs Hﬁq,never been fallen-in.with so
o . . readily as we see it is in editors and their
R : »remarkers, for that poet1ca1 thread of the .
d k' fates' spinhing, is not whatkwe live. "for, U

0N put what ‘we live by: we mus o
‘ " for asense of this feym - third, Uthat shadl ...
‘o= 1ncade&with #t s> comment; -and,’ ‘unlessv¥the: Wy

U IO . . N Y I
'>'\\,?ff" Co% 0 writer deceives h;mself there is one off tb 2 “’3_3~

> that ot bnly does that, but withal honours"V N

: - Prlnces haVe a tye. upon 11fe more than others;
. ,3\  and it .is perhaps their’ flrst ‘tye:: the . ¥
L “individuhl,. and his'off-spring, are next 1t,
\ \ \\ but the/Frxnce who has a sense of hls dutyw

- ' L o ; A SRR

cast, ‘about then_,f” T

the*Poet;E Judgment in"using . this term. .. - 'IFV\;Sii o

. .176
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e

: Capell through his’ most plau51ble explanatlon of the orlglnal tekt, has

BN

LT

3

" RN \"

' W1ll thlnk his realm his first’ care, and the
_ _ better third of his life:- and this is”
Py : ¢ - Prospero's sense of his 11fe-atﬁﬁchments,,

B

NS,

his concerng here,; the matters hlsollfe con~- .
sists of, are- his realm's benefit, his -
. daughter's happiness, and his own, gon-

' servatlon

. - the daughter he gives away,
F S keeplng all his concern for her,; “the realm
s 'he hop'd to réturn to, and fbsume care of

~

that; and when return'd to it, when retir'd -

R to his Milan, then {aslhe tells us'in almost
; ~his last speech, p. 77.) .

should be his grave; words that seem to.

»' - derive themselves from the expre551on in "this -

DU \!‘passage 57

>

In chapter one it was p01nted out that W.W. Greg con51dered the ablllty

to detect where "explanatlon becomes 1mp0551ble arid alteratlon of the

-3

text necessary" to be "the flne flower of crltlcasm, and few atta%n 1t w58

™~

here succeeded whére many other ‘editors have failed.

]

L

edltor of the New Arden Tempest, sayS\of thls 1ssue that "o

“

v

Every third thought

Frank Kermode,

- thlrd and. thrld were’ so nearly 1dent1cal in form and pronunczatlon that

v

the words

the strongest argument for- thlrd is® merely that 1t makes better sense ”59

Capell, then, was qulte rlght-ln attemptlng to. explain the meanlng of

"thlrd,"’and, at least 1n thlS instance, he far outdld.the g

elghteenth-century eluc1dator of Shakespeare s text \Samuel Johnson

Johnson dld adhere to the FOllO s ”thlrd " but he gave no- explanatlon

for d01ng s0. All he sald_was, "Prospero in hls reason sub301ned why he<

»

calls her the thlrd;of hls

g , .
tlon of causes, maklng her
: J

that Furness, after glvlng some flfteen dlfferent 1nterpretat10h§ of the

13
L

llne, concludes by saylng,

Capell' .'61 ; hjﬁff

,.ti e

\

)

IR

-

é

“

-, .

reatest

&

T

llfe,_seems to allude to some loglcal dlstlnc-

the’fdna; cause."éo

<, .

- v

"The ‘true ;nterpretat;on,:lt seems to me,viﬁj«"

BN

Ve

-

-

}t ds- lnt rest;ng to nﬁte

177
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even more exten51ve use of ‘this: quarto than Pope de

T 7 occa51ons where a word\or words are changed 1n

~ . N t -

/ iNaturally, it ig in hlS handllng of the text of a play where early

\e \

; L
quaFto ver51ons do .exist that Capell' idvanced edltbrlal technlque be1

comes most apparent. We'hotlced 1n chapter three thit Pope made exten51vL

.

use of the 1622 quarto of Othello, but we also notxced that\he used the‘

|

quarto prlmarlly as. a source from wh1ch to draw aesthetlcally pleasxng

readlngs, and he was generally not concerned with' the p0551b111ty of » -

AT ] s

recoverlng Shakespeare 'S actual wordlng. Capell as we

N B 3 C e

\n : B ’
handllng of it.we at least beglnkto'see the type of llm &
that is so much in "favour today i”, S \ . .t i :

‘ »\h Capell in fact possesgbd three eébly quarto texts of Ogléllo, the g
1622 vegplon as ell as the text publlsbed in’ 1630 (Qg), ana that pub- g
A i .
llshed in 1655 (QB) A}though he made use of all three ver51ons, ‘he chose
to use the text prlnted 1n the First Follo as hls copy-text.; As we can
4 -~
see from the follow1ng table, however, he made leeral use of the quarto
- ver51ons.1n his | ssession.- : B x ' "[' BT _ b“' \ ‘
tons in his rqases Ty
~ Analysis of ‘Capell's Use of Qg of pthello : o '.}43'
SRR .3.:; T S O L . f$£\f?b.J
Act 1,7 Scene 1 A . - e BT K A
R o . e v . _ o
A contraction expanded to two words.\ K RV S
SR : S v\\? ) ¢
3 occa51ons where a word or words are added in order to "N prove\heter; o N
2 occa51ons where a word or words are. added ln order to~c arlfy mean;ng;' N
K \'<A.‘-, \ LN ".’u‘_ " FORE . - . " R . “_' .
7 occa51ons Where a word or words are changed to modernlz ‘or correct, D

3

_ spelllng. e, . . . .
" 0ccaslon herée ‘a’ word or words are changed in order to
4 occa510ns where’ a word ‘or, words are. changed in order\to
der t

e e o L, . L ~ i
RS { . o B . ., ~ L el ' ‘\

proVe‘meter.. ‘
‘improve. grammar. .
- clarify meaning.




~

~

T

1
.1 contraction expanded to two words.

3 casﬁons whére a word or words are changed to modernlze or correct A

{. spelling. - < B
2 occa51o s where a word or words are changed in order to 1mprove '
Ta gr_ r. ) " _ SO R R :,'3-'

Lo W\ R . “
Act 1, Sceme 3 -, . ;

1 addition Af stage direction, R s ) o o - \_

. . “. . N '. . .
contraction. o o . ) T

oécasions\where a word or words are omltteéwgn order to merove meter.1

-1 occa51on where a word or words are omltted fo _no.-metrical reasons.

N

3 occasions where a word or'words'are —added. in erer to imprové meter.

4 Gccaslons where a word or'words.are added 'in order to: clarlfy meanrng«’
\ : X e .

' 8 occlsions wherg a word;br words are changed to modernlze or correct

"
W

spelling. : : . “ R
'3 occasions where a word or words are changed in order- to 1mprove meter.
9 Occasions where a word qr words are changed in order to 1mprovi
grammar’ |
14 occasions where a ‘word’ ‘or words are changed in. order to clarlfy
meanlng. N b e

[P .

B R . - S, ~

1 %eVersal'Of&wordﬁorder.. _ s ;

1 contract;on. .‘T' ' oy R o R L .

2 contractlons erpanded to two, words. --5}

o’ C » N ‘ . . . - - L . N
.t " 5 . y . . c . B .
«“ R [ : o ) (RS

Act 2, Scene 1 A I SN N - : B

1 alteratlon Qf wording of:stage directiop ‘ . s o
1 alteratlon of placement -of stage dlrectlon.. LT Tl

G : uoo . o e

e,

el d N ER o : St R
o L a . - "' e . P A

1 occaslon where a word or words are*omltted 4:n order to 1mprove meter."

t1 occa51on where a- word or words are omltted for nbn—metrloal reasons.

. : . ¥ 0. " e X
. -; R Ny

'2 occa51ons where a word or' words are added in, order to 1mprove meter.

»ﬁvocca51ons where a. word or: words are changtd to modernlze or correct

I”occa51on where a ‘word ‘or’ words are added 4n order to clarrfy meanlng.

spelllhg.f N B e
3 occasions’ where a word or words are changed in order to 1mprove grammar.
X3 occasrogg where a word or words are changed ;n order to- clarlfy o
: meanrng.. ;‘ S ! »,1 ' o REL ~ S

<A @’ o R
] '

v Vo



| - * A
{ . S o [ ' . o
' Act 2 Scene 2 T o T T P =T
l alteratlon of wordlng of stage dlrectlon. T
.2‘contract:3.ons.,r B R Do o
2‘contractlons exPanded to two. words. IR f; o ST
\ Ly v . . R T I
3 occasions where: a word or words are omitted.in order ko lmprove meter._ 3

3 occasions where a word or words are om1tted for non-metrlcal reasons.
, ‘ i . . . ) y%_‘ A . P )

2 occasions whére a word or words are added in:order ‘to 1mprove meter..»??,

2.occasdons'where.a word or words are adgded 1n order to clarlfy meanlng

©. 8 occasiohs where a word or words. are changed to modernlze or correct R

o spelling.. ~ ' : ol
8,occa51oni where a word or_words~are'ch§hged Ih order to 1mprove- -QK‘X43
gr ar. I : - -

20 occa51ons where a word or. words are changed 1n order to clarrfy SR

- meanlng : o . S IR R o ,..xi_“j:ie
12 reversﬁlshof word order. o \ .'-f_i-‘v-_[ R *Tl*ie"‘ ﬂdf;‘ ‘f
Act 3, Scenel - . ' . \., ~ S R
'1-addition offstage direction; I '..n.f ‘ o .

1 occasion where a word or words are omltted in. order to. improve meter.J
1 occasion where a word or words ‘are omltted for non—metrlcal reasons.

B N . . : ‘\'_

'word or words are. added in order to clar fy meanlng

P

o~

. . . ’ L ‘
1l o¢casion where
- e -

g " 1-occasion where.a word or words are changed to modernlze or cofrect

i

o . spelllng.: : . : i 2
i 3 occaslons where a word or words are\changed in order to clarlfy o
meanlng.‘” o o : SR el o
Act‘B,'Scene'Z, S ," _ ) o ‘ b'. f \ lf: \- o

1 occa51on where a word or words are;ﬂhanged in order to. 1mprove meter\

s

. \.l N . °
o fe P " _ , .
X N . . ‘ Ed o R P
: 5 contractlons expanded to two words. , RN
-3 occa51ons where a word or words are omltted 1n“brder to lmprove meter. o
10 ‘occasions where a word or words are added in order to 1mprove meter. N
2 occaslons where a word or words are*added in order to clarlfy meanlng.
4 . y . . ] . .
=7 occa51ons where a. word or words are changed to modernlze or correct .
&~,~, spelllng - 3» s R o I R

A S . ’



~ . . Y

—

7 R
L [ i N ‘,,‘;",‘; - i .
,n- 6 occa51ons where a word or words are changed’ n, order to lmprove meter.,\
’ ?-;11 occa51ons where a word or words - are changedr' ' ';' ' C
SN grammar. . . R :
34 occasrons where a word or words arevchanged,i
meanlng : ’
S AL PN S \
Act 3, Scene 4‘ - R ’
. . . /
2 alteratlons of wordlng of stage dlnectlons.~ ) e
- _ , , . . ®
2 contractions e - - T B
4 contractlons expanded to two words. _ - - —
T2 occasions where a word or words arewaddéd in order to improve meter.:
LA . . . N o .
7'occa51ons where a word or words are changed:to modernize or’correct
"spelling. e S : X ‘
3 occasions where a word or words are chan?ed in order to improve -
o -grammar. o o0 R S
N 9.occasions where a word or words are changed in order to clarify meaning.
Act-4,”Scene 1 S S o -
a, i e ‘i; ‘_ . _‘ - ~
"1 addition of stage direction.
1l alteration gf'placement.of stage’direct}on,
1l contraction. - n\.ﬁ - r | ’ . 7.\
. 2. contractions expanded to two words: . RN
-3 occasions where a word or words are omitted in order;to*improve meter.
g occasions whefe a word or.Mords are added in order tQ° 1mprove meter.
2 occa51ons where a word or words are added in order to clarlfy meanlng
,.4.occa§ions where a word or. words are changed to modernlze or correct
: . spelllng ' S R . :
3 occa51ons where a erd or words”are changed in order to improve meter.
e 73 occa51ons where .a-word: 3r words are. changed in order to improve grammar..
12 occasrons;where a word or words.arﬂ changed 1n order to clarify
mamuw 4 s o S IR
boaTe e T :"""__L" P
Act 4, Scene 2" . R IS S e R .
"’ 1l céntraction.’- . .ot St SRR R
1 contraction-expanded to,two_words. T -‘f. e . _
2 occa51ons where a’ word or=words are. omltted in order to lmprove meter..
Sl occasxon where a- word or. words are omitted for non—metr1cal reasons.
2 occa51on§\where a word or ‘words” are added in order to 1mprove meter.
3-occa51onsywhere a word or words are added ln\o#der to clarlfy meanlng.',
! \ ! ' ' : :

B T . . . o




N

’ ' .
-3 occa51ons where a word or wqrds are chang
spelllng

I occasion where a word or ‘words are change

1 occasion where a‘word or words are change
' ~ grammar. P

.15 occasions where a word or words are chan
~ meanlng . _ (\
N . . D . N

“1 occasion:wher

.5~occa51ons where a

e

»ltoccaSion'where_a word’ or-
-1 occasion.where a word or

'3‘occasions where

A
Act 4, Scehe 3 - *

~ -

“ » ./.‘ .
2 contractions expanded to th words.

B}

1 occasion where a word,or'wordS'are omitte

i

“ R . \ :
2 qgccasions where a word or words are added
occasidns Mhere a: word or words are chang

‘a word-or\words’are chang

=~

:contractlon S . .
2"contractlons expanded to two wordsr

N

T,
o ’

1 occas1on where a word Or words are added
1 occasron where word or- words are ‘added

R
i

- & %

spelllng.L

; SN
o RN A
LR .

Mt 5, s'cene 2

e

2 contractions- TN
3 contractlons expanded to \form two words.

>

. ' L.
a word or words are chang
_ T are. .

word or words are changed to modernlze o,

- s

ed to modernlze or correct -

é in order to improve metér. |

d in order to improve

ged in order to clarlfy

a for nbd%metrical reasons.

\ L4

v,

in order to qlarlfy meanlng
ed to modernlze to correct
ed in order to improve

ed in order to‘ciarify

“

a word or words are omltted in order to 1mprove meter.

.

ln order to lmprove Wgter.”
in order to clarlfy aning.

W

correct

3 occaSLOns where a word or words ‘are changed 1n order to merove grammar.
‘rd or. words\are changed ln order to clarlfy meanlng

-

: . S .
rds are omitted ‘n order to improve meter
rds are onmitted for non—metrzcal reasons.

182 .
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1 occa51on _whe e a word or words are changed 1n "order to improve

-

grammar.'b‘.‘ B i | ﬂ" A "'-,‘ ’”\

. . , 183
,’0 -
3 occasions where a word or words -are added in order to improve meter. ' ,/
1 occasion where a word or words are added in order to clarlfy meanlng
3 occasions whereﬁword or words are changed to modernlze or correct
v, spelling. _ . B
1 occasion where a ‘word or words are changed in' order to lmprove meter.
6 occasions- where a word or WOrds are changed in order to 1mprove
grammar. .
12 occa51oms where a word or words are changed 1n order to clarify
meanlng.
. TOTALS \ .
" Number of tlmes Capell follows Qq....&}..,.J;,...Z..,ﬂ.. 425
Numbgg® concerned with staging........ B 2
Number'concernedrwlth spelling or modernization......... - 68 .
Number - concerned with GYAMMAT . sevnvs toreecnvocenn Gieves i 55
‘Nymber concerned with meter..i........ Ceeieeeseeendan.. . 108 .
Number concerned with MEANING. v oo v i evsannsesnnnnn ceee. 170 R
Numbervfor other reasons..,....... B I 9
Capell & Use ofAQZ (1630) s . . SRR
1 alteratlon of wordlng of stage dlrectlon S L : » !
1 cohtraction.-
. . . N - . uo .
2 occa51ons where a word or words are omlttedfﬁn order to 1mprove meter .
'ZS~occa51ons where a- word o; words are added in- order to 1mprove meter.
1 occa51on where a word or words are’ addedﬂﬁh ‘order to clarlﬁy meanlng
‘13 occa51ons where a word Or words are.‘ g%dfto modernaze or: correct =
e spelllng » W any : o o
2 occa51ons where a word or words are chaﬁgedwln order\to 1mprove meter -/ FE
3 occasxons where a word og‘words are changed in. order td 1mprove K
grammar.-", . By v ik %% 1.
-10- occa51ons where a word or. words Fe o er to clarlfy \ )
’ meanlng : D S
. . _”-‘\ . A v \. . \. B -’
“TOTAL ADOP’_T'_IONS‘FROM_QZ- = 3% : i o
. “' .‘ . . . . ‘~ . > . \ . \ .
o Cape}l S Use ofAQB (1655) s e TN Tt \- P N
. _: : . . ? 4 " .-’4 ._ . L -
l occa51on where a word or words are omltteo-ln e%&er go 1m§§5ue metér S
* “- . 0. Co 5 \ o N kq‘w . : oy ; N
3 occasxons where. a. word\or words are changed to modernlze or correct I B
'sPellln R : - TN . "”\'n*% ’




’/".m \,

-

1 occa51on where a word or words are chaﬁ@ed Ln order to clarify
meanlng . . . ;
N
. ‘

TOTAL ADOPTIONS FROM Q3 = 6

&

It mlght be seen from thls table that Capell 1f anythlng, was

even’ more prone than Pope -to 1ntroduc1ng readln s from his\quartos. if he ﬁy\”
g \q 'y 21¢
. X 1.0

~

happened to like them, since he did in fact accept~quarto readlngs some,

three tlmes more often than Pope. His exten51ve use- of the quartos,
N . - -

however, does not show Capell 901ng agalnst his own editofial prlnc1p1es

Many of his ch01ces mlght be rejected by the modern edltor who chooses

<

to use the Folio® as’ copy text but Capell s motlves for adoptrng quarto

°

readlng were, for. the most part at least, sound \

-One beglns to . realize that Capell was not slmply selectlng at— o

tract1Ve readlngs from the quarto texts 1n a haphazard fashlon when one

o

consults hls Notes Hére we see, ln the unfortunately few places where'

he chose to Justlfy hlS selectlons of quarto readlngs, that hls ch01ces
N were based on a careful ana1y51s of the text apd a de51re to recovef
Shakespeare s actual wordlng Capell ‘was’ never one to s11p over a

textual problem, and when he found an unlntelllglble readlng 1n hls

cop -text he 1nvar1ably went to the quartos and the other edltors for'

Q

help, dr he resorted to orlglnal emendatlon 62 l A sery reveallng example~,

. A
»of Caisi} s edltorlal technlque 1s found 1n\Ac€ , _scene 4, where the

>FOllO has1:asslospeak the follow1ng lines at the\end of ‘a speech to N

Desdemona

i \ . N -y o
: —~
E L ~

IR \.§o shall 1 dloath me in a forc d content,
“\ - 'And shut my selfe Aup in some other course . . .
+ To Fortunes Almes. (140-42) U

»

N -

184

o
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~ -~ . N

These llnes are obv1ously somewhat obscure, and yet no eIghteenth—;

century edltor with the exceptlon of Johnson, whose edltlon .Capell had

4 D ?

.not seen){had.bothered to alter them in any.way.§3 Capell, hoWever}'made

a valiant effort'at restoring'the lines by altering the Foiio’s "shut" to

Ql's ' shoote," and by emendlng the FOllO s "up" ‘to read "upon " His

Justlflcat;on for thlS actlon in the Notes is very. 1nterest1ng
\\\
: Never dld sober wrlter express hlmself as :
L \ Shakespeare. has been made to do hltherto, T S
' " with shut fa& "shbot," (a word of the first o \\\\ :
'\quarto) and what is seen at the page g bottom C . \3\
"~ for - "upon "\puttrng upon a course‘has been .,
heard of, but shuttlng up in one never:= ~What
'follows in the hemlstltch, seems tO>have been
.a phrase-in.old time expre551ng absolute de- S
.. . relection; Regan throws it in the-%EeEMﬁ%T“H%r e
" sister at 13, 1. of "k. k.L;" and we h@me— :
" thing & like. phrase "in- n the present pNP, at the .
\ bottom of 63: 'Cassio's sense 1n it, in con-
junction with what preceded is - that he would
throw hlmself upon foggpne, and ’soon,. (for
such 1s the force of ~ shoot) for a subsrstence
» some Other way.

. } k3 s X v =~ o N ,\’ R ) v : E '
., Whether we agree with Capell's reasoning here or not we cannot dispute

his methods. He made his'choice of the guarto reading after ‘much .con-

51deratlon ‘and obv1ously after much dlfflculty in maklng sense of the
7/ .

llner His emendatlon of "on" to! upon is reasonable, if not 1mmed1ately

acceptable, and he attempted to support hlS readlng by referrlng to

parallel passages both in Othello and 1n Klng Lear ' In thls 1nstance,i

_\ . v x\- N

then, Capell showed hlmself to be conscxentlous and 1ntellrgent, and to
be anythlng but the sort of purely -“lectlc editor so often-assocrated K

.w1th the entlre elghteenth century I e '. P ‘dius' '1f

/'f In Act 4 sc&ge 1, Capell prov1ded the reader w1th another in- -

terestlng justlflcatlon for hlS acceptance of a quarto readlng Othello,

mlslnterpretlng Casslo s reactlon to Iago s questlon about hlS marrylng " \1

t
-



. ] . , . ~"
~ . . ‘ B . . :
. °

jBianca, says,_in:the Folio, 'So, so, so, SO: they laugh that w1nnes"

[}

(141). all elghteenth—century editors up” to the time of Capell handled v_ !

_:thlS llne 1n the same manner They deleted two of the "so's" and lm- . o

. ) T ~. .. F—
‘proved Shakespeare s .grammar by alterlng "w1nnes" to "w1n " What they T
were left w1th, then, was a perfectly regular and grammatlcal llne, Just

L}

the sort of line that they,all so cherfshed -Capell however, was the

o

g flrst edltor to’ accept the llne as 1t appears 1n Ql ("so, ‘SO, SO, so:

Laugh that w1ns"), ‘and he jUStlfled hlS ch01ce as follows '."What‘is o o
glven to Othello at 7. is Sypall o° them rgad after the fOllO, convertlng 2
wins 1nto w1n, conc1§§§§s is of the essence of

s eech ends.with."'65 \Agaln, we see the e1 hteen”
P _ g

<
AN

/ L
'~»regular1ty and good grammar belng overshadow='

- restore Shakespeare s text
s Some of the 1nstances where Capell

. . \\a
v ) '“«.7

; vour of one in’ the Follo are’ equally rev

~
»

R nlque} At the beglnnlng of Act 5, scene 1, fcp_‘
,Iago make the follow1ng reference to Roderlgo ;’"I have rub a thls ydhg

- . s o
’-Quat almost to the sense" (14). Ql reads "gnat" 1nstead of quat " nd,

although the referenc; would seem to~be a rather strange one, both Pope

h»and Warburton accepted thls read1ng Theobald emended .the word to "knqt ”
Hanmer to quab, and Upton to "quall", but, as Capell proved all of 1
. y N
- B 3
these emendatlons were unnecessary.~ In ‘the Glossary at the»beglnnlng of

.'\'
the flrst volume of hlS Notes, Capell deflned "quat" as a prov1nc1al

"jwbrd 51gn1fy1ng - a Boyl or Sore on the Hand\or other Membér of the

.Body w66 . He 1ncluded the- follow;ng note explalnlng the use of the word
LA 2

at thls partliuiag place 1n Othello.

N



R Admlttlng Fquat” in the sense‘the Glossary
i\ T s " puts. ‘on it, there cannot be & doubt of’the :
W . . word! s genulneness, what is pfpedicated of it .7
’ . ',  .being so. apparently appllcable/to a thlng of '
_'*that sort: the -simile-has: allusion to the mood .
" of the® person spoke of; and not- hig figure, or
o ‘qualltles, as alterers have conceited;. C ‘ )
v BT gnat ‘has the elder quarto s authority," but is c .
RS ' probably a\corruptlon.....67 . \,‘ﬂ('- ST : B
-/ . . -~ . b : . L

The wlsdom of glvlng precedence to the Follo s readlng 1s, of course,

a7
- N

i 1mmed1ate1y apparent when _one understands the meanlng of quat*" and Ve
TR : : DR

hence e have another 1nstance where Capell s superlor knowledge bf

_;l‘EEllzabetqen Engllsh helped h1m in hlS edltlng of Shakespeare It is inter-

-_estlng to note that ?1d1ey, 1n the New Arden Othello, an edltlon whlch,

as we have seen, accepts a great numbth'fiquarto readlngs, 1n thls case
,agrees with Capell (and 1n facr
| s . R

the FOllO s quat."68

4

'u,reads‘"sword;ﬂforf;stand,f and thls readlng‘%as accepted by Pope,_,

thheobald Hanmer and Warburton.~ Capell's note on. the folly of hlsﬁfﬂ}e
fellow edltors £§ fasc1fat1ng o v .

N

.

R take thy sword 1s not a«phrase for that“'
'~place~ moderns have fallen-in with:.it, for the
only sake of av01d1ng what is rndeed a fault -
e ... the concurrence of -divers. words of llke sound
Y - Othello's entry with -them: (102 16) ‘is "at a
' L Window above," meaning. doubtless his Castle's;
“which tallleswonderfullyw1th ‘what is said to -
- Emella ‘at 196, 12, besides’ other ob]ectlons. e
. and to understand the scene's action,' here is ..
' t{Ww. “want of other and better directions than are i
glven in- thelr coples. . ;),, RN

’

. - . o N

; . b: .,)' ) Lo N . N L .
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“'( . B . {
" For Capell the merlt of Shakespeare s poetry was not enough reason for

acceptlng or rejectlng a given readlng.. He agreed wlth hls fellow R o

edltors that, poetlcally speaking, the quarto readlng 1s superlor(to that
. 0 :

“'of the Follo but Shakespeare,'akter all, was a dramatlst as well as a
N A o ‘ A v

poet. Whether we agree WIth Capell's dec151on to accept ‘the Follo

}readl 1n preference to,the quarto ( dle does not), we must admlt
~ {"3 Y

h that hls acceptance of the readlng for dramat reasons, and not 51mply ..
'poetic, represents a great advance in edltorlal theory. "<t .
< “The most lmportant aspectbof Capell s use of the guarto edltlon
-‘of Othello, however, 1s that he was really the\fxrst editor who attemptea\ 4
Ftohascertalnlthe blbll&graphlcal relatlonshlps exlsting‘between the varléhéﬁ'vi ‘
;jedltlons.b His work.ln this area mlght.have béen rudlmentary; but never-‘

t - A

‘rtheless one ‘can clearly see the beglnnlngs of the "new blbllography"

what he sald about these early quarto edltlons. In a note to a passage

1
.

» - i A

In the'Folio, Ca551o’concludes‘a speech in -

» orlg;n lof; heiquarto text.

N

vyInventor;%‘ﬂﬂis féasAA'forﬁaoingvsd is ektremely ﬁntefesting:,”“
PRSP . ~ 1
o The fac111ty of c01n1ngv"Ingen~ver out of
the word amending, neéd not be pointe@¥ut: .
Ustood ; probably An the copy from which the
tas publlsh'd, a copy plrated from -
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the playhouse; the publisher went roundly to
work with it; and that poor sentence, void of
~ climax and prose-like, which moderns have
. taken from him, was hls mode of amendlng it. 70

A

1

)

’Here, then, We see’ Capell concernlng hlmself w1th the origins of the

v

f.varlous texts:from whlch he was worklngy and ch0051ng hls,readlngs .

'accordlngly::'An even more;etartllngfexample of'thls same sort,of
.edltorial-technique.is found when’we look“at"Capell'e examinatlon ofipp.

_ Desdemona's.song neat theAend:oE aCt 4T{Scene“3:‘ lhe songr'omitted L : E
,,completely in Ql,‘was :estored in the FOllO ano is also found in: the
.1630 quarto, Wlth readlngs thau.Capell knew to be superlor to those of ';"'v

For the flrst llne of th@%song, for example, the FOllO has,"

5.

the FoliOu

B

;“The poore Soule sat 51nglng hy a Slcamour tree (47) \ Capell, who
mhad acqulred an 1ndependent ver51on of the. soug, knew that Q2’s readlng a .o

of "51ghvng" for "51ng1ng" was lxkely correct, and thls 1ed hlm to_l'.
speculate upon the nature of the two quartos The follOW1ng note on
Desdemona's song‘surely must~be seen,a§ an_anticipatlon_of moderng 7_
editorial technique: - E ‘.'- o ---_'1“-;. S Ly
) o h-(' Lo - B ’,_,‘ - ‘ . . , - L B . v .
- Her song, the curious are wish'd to look '
-at in a place refer'd-to before; (v. a Note/to : » )
p. 41) they will find it of great difference ‘- il
from what is found in these pages, and admire 7
‘something -the. Poet's “judgment in molding- 1t; . .
his stanza is longer as well as otherwise : e
dlfferent, dt's llmlts mark d in thls cop*, a
“‘second is but begun upon, “and- what comes after
. . that line, should be part of .some" othér song . , :
(not dlscover d as yet) which went -to- the same R e
“tune.- Among other larqevd d ctlons-and - o e

~=7='. . numerous, mark'd in the "V. “Qis that of this . S

1%,

Vo whole song by’ the first quarté a‘c1rcu@étance
"SWthh 1nduces the: edltor to tﬁ,nk it pyrated
from some stage—qo ) i




- dn a term of the - song s first line, whlch w1ll
“be . judg'd a’corruption though moderns are
leac! .. A -.7i .
pleas'd to follow.it. _ o ’
TWe.see here for 'the first time;an_editdr attempting to reco,vermshake--,l
| . ;"‘ _,-' : '
spearefs original‘text'by'using what ig often'thought of-as.being a
l L
purely modern method ‘the ascertalnlng of the varlous 1nterrelatlonsh1ps
SRR L . . . : ,
S of extant texts.\ Alice Walker also Aotlces Capell s.great deance in

AN

- 'edltorlal technlque here, and summarlzes his achlevement as, follows
\\,,_ o . . \
o fﬂs. e ... what he was worklhg towards was, ‘in fact,
7w an eclect1c15m which depended on reasoned
) \' ot conc1u51ons about the 1nterrelat10nsh1p of
Lo -Vedltlons, .and in .this respect his- methods were . cos
new and antldlpated the. eclect1c1sm of today 72
. ~

Anyone con51der1ng hlmself to be Shakespeare 'S restorer would not :

look klndly upon the sorts of cuts that were regularly made in Shake-

' speare s text by his elghteenth centurg edltors : Capell s-revu151onvfrom

. , o '
thls hablt of his fellow editors. 1s most apparent in- somelof hlS notes v <::::

' . . i

to Romeoi«andzJuliet; AsS we saw in chapter three, Pope made extensiVé‘
. v

cuts 1n thlS play, occa51onally Justlfylng hlS actlon by p01nt1ng out
ST

that the flrst quarto dld not contaln the llnes, but more frequently

,51mply om1tt1ng the Tines because he dld not happen to approve of them.
- =

Capell, offpourse, strongly condemned both of these practlces Let us

"briefly look;at some,of_hls notes where his’ condemnatlon»lsvmost

evigene P

. Pope, in h;s handllng of Romeo and Jullet, chose to Omlt two of

the flrst fg;r llnes of Act 1. The play beg;nslwlthvthe follow1ng

‘i.dlafgﬁhe‘between Gregory and Sampson:
) Sam g»Gregory, on" my word, ve 11 not carry coals
> 'No, for then we should ‘be colliers..
,JAf}hTI.mean, an we be in choler, we'll draw.
. LGre.,ﬂAy, while you live, draw your -neck out o'’ thegcollar.'
Cam . Sam:’ I strike qulckly, belng moved, (l 5) RS DA




.\'}F

, N
_Pope, no doubt upset by Shakespeare s punnlng, chose to omit the thlrd
. .

and fothh llnes of this: dlalogue, w1thout prov;dlng the reader wlth any

.'indicatlon that he,had‘done so. Capell made ‘his dlsapproval oﬂ“thls

: \ co .o ot
Apractlce ev1dent in hlS Notes B N v V

i A
' L . e

< ~ The first speaker s punn:.ng explanatlon in v
' 1. .6. of His phrase - "carry coals," has a
punning reply to it: the explanation agrees
with that in ‘the "Glossary," to which-might .
_ ‘have been added, in full proof of it, that the
: " phrase rises out’ of a. proverblal expre551on,_
'~ conceal'd anger. is a coal. of firefin the bosom
, - Both speeches are vanlsh d outADf the coples
] of those gentlemen, whose dlstaste for conceits -
. o is so very extraordinary that they neather/ :
stop to consider times nor. occa51ons nor the
" characters they come - from, nor yet: the con-
‘text's disfigurement, Whlch, among ‘their;
i ‘numerous rootings-out in this glay, few (if
: any) ever fail of occa51on1ng.,v LT

”!‘.—‘

B ﬂcapell probably had no m;;;;Eiklng for Shakespeare é puns than Pope dld,

_but he reallzed that hls task as edltor was to zeproauce Shakespeare s

o text as accurately as p0551b1e, and not to be swayed\hy hls own aesthetlc

. “ E - ‘ .
fjudgment\of partlcular lines. B _ ‘.‘_ .
”..' : .‘ R BRI
' Capell s feellngs on. this matter are made even. clearer in a note

"V .,

— X )

to Act’2 'scene 4, where Pope and Hanmer relegated 11§£s %0—90 to- the
: bottom of thF page, ‘as belng unworthy of Shakespeare. Capell also dld

i )..

not greatly approve of the w1t found in® th l;nes, but. surely, he argued
thelr obv1ous genulneness should be enough to keep them in. the text

The ommltted part s wit ' 15 not greatly ‘to be
applauded nelther is 1t Very rmuch. short of
what we have from ‘the same speaker, Mercutlo,.
pefore and after: Romeo s share of it shews
. him in a\new light, ‘and “bne that he is no
where else seen in,- a match for the other' s IR
best in his own way; ‘his cauge of being so,.
‘lying in his newly-rais'd splrlts from what
~had happen'd. This last con51deratlon alone
should have reprlev 'd it but when we add
it's:" authentlckness, (whlch appears N _/"

‘




S on the face of it) and it's- great and open
i;iﬁ: , necessity for producing fit junction, we
e ’ ;cannot but stand amaz'd at that crltlclsm
: 1whlch has thought omlsSlon perm1551ble._ —— ' C
._' ‘ o .
Capell was equally condemnatory ‘of Pope aTd the edltors who ‘

v

lfollowed hlS 1ead in u51ng the flrst quarto as an excuse for omlttlng "l. )_f

',llnes that they dld not like... Agaln, in hlS treatment of thls~quarto

Capeli was years ahead of his tlme,‘and he. went to a great deal of ki

N . e
» s

trouble to dlscover ‘the source of the quarto and to dec1pher exactly how
g
it~ related to the other texts. HlS consldéted oplnaon of the quarto waSl

b_‘that 1t was nothlng more than "a’ f1rst meerfect sketch" of ‘the play, and

" as such the ed}tgﬁehgd to be extremely careful in 1ts ‘use. To justlfy ‘ ‘l‘

\

'

wholesale om1551ons from the text‘becausethelanes dld not appear in the

. flrst quarto was, to Capell, rldlculous. In fact, as he showed in the :yu

‘vg . " /
follow1ng note to I. 1. 79 96 llnes whlch Pope and Hanm§r omltted

_ﬁ :
N

completely, thelr absence from thé first quarto is oftentlmes a mark of
'thelr authentlc1ty'- . T PR , , O C \

i

v ﬁ. An edltor may have just cause’ enough to be

‘\ dlspleas d with lady Capulet's speech in p. 18,
. Which is scarcely sense in some parts of it,
’but has no rlght to sink it: it' s -not belng , L
. . in.the first’ quarto, whiche seems to.have ‘been . . T
o , ' 'thought an authority: bybone who has done.it,
B . - is rather cause f forb arance, for the .
vaddlng shews opinion of: something having been .
.. wanted to back the. mother's proposal; and the
‘oplnlon is }ust, ‘but’ it may be-wish'd not- .
w1thstand1ng,7 that ‘this.added somethlng had been
a straln or two better : :

Agaln, Capell mlght not llke what Shakespeare saysrln theSe 11nes, but

'.)xi

_nevertheless he performed the edltor s duty of asse551ng the 1nter—_ﬁr' ; |
' . . o b . K \,‘
‘relatlonshlps between varlous texts, and governed hlS edltlng practlces

\ \\m :

accordingly.




fHowever, whereas Pope s. om1551ons,

Capell perhaps was closest to od"n edltorlal.techniqnehin a'note_j

v

{II 111 40 43, where he dld 1n fact om1t some lines. from the text. -

~ .

» century edltors, were based purely on- aesthetlc grounds, Capell's weT

':based on hls conceptlon of the relatlonshlp between varlous texts - The!

,4paSSage in questlon is ind

: .. , v
N . o

N P

’ dlfferentﬂy 1n the Folio,.the flrst\quarto, and in other quartos wThe

. "\

BEY

o

'flrst quarto omLts several 11nes from the FOllQ and later quartos

o

' Po

version:

e and Hanmer: accepted these ixnes, w1th some alteratlon. .Rowe, -

cOdiSe'here.

\{ But . Roméo may not e is banlshed -
Flmes may’ doo thls, but I from thls must flye

x

’

-

. . J! Ay
Mhrburton and Johnson, however, accepted the FOllO readlnq

’ ;Thls may Flles doe, when I from thls must flle,
.gﬁf _And. saist thou yet, that exlle is not death°
! 'vBut Romeo may not, ‘hee 1s banlshed

‘Thls may. flyes do, when 1 from thls must\flle,
And ‘sayest thou yet, that exile is: not death?
' But' Romieo ‘may not, he is banished. - D
jFlLes may do this,- but_I from this must flie;
ahey’ are freemen, but Eanlshed.‘n~._

a.rather pecniiar

N

".S,

-

revealing: R Lo ' ']”; o o Coam

N

T ; . this'have edito

b There was small occasron for maklng thrs
" over-fanciful speech worse than 'tls.nyet o
| : ontrlv'd, and the folio. ofies
. first. The perlod we' at present upon, has,

. in quarto’ s,.a conclusron of flve lines, the A B

rtwo preserv'd in this copy’ belng last of . the five;
‘the others-are in- the "Readrngs " and who 'shall
_look at ﬂhem there, w111 see plalnly - that the

1 . L . . A

eed a most confusing one, 51nce it 1s prlnted

Second andxsubseQuent quartos, however, present a sllghtly dlfferent

Lntactiythe’lastftdg. His reasonlng behlnd thlS tactlc, however, is most

along w1th those-of other elghteenth—

~

L]
/

He dhltted the flrst three llnes of Q2 s ver51on, and prrnted,

L
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-preserv 'd two were form'd ‘out of them, and
. that parent and child cannot sub51st‘together,

»»1The truth is,- the latter were sécond. thoughts : S
' of the:poet, and thelr orlglnal was meant for: o I
: expunotion; but by a negligence similar to that 'p._
in "Richard the Second" at 17,7. both his ‘ o
~ drafts were left. standing, and so got into . *

., print: the copyers of which print. in. the folio,™:
' Just dlscover d the fltness of Keeping only-one

, draft put  (as im the. other .example)- chose the

, worst, and thelr ch01ce is adher d to 8-

Obviously,hcapell carefully.considered_theIvarious relationships:hetweenhf
.lthe,texts and based his reading on these relationships' it~does'not ’
‘u . . i

: |
T matter that most modern edltors probably would not agree w1th hlS flnal

a

conclus;on. What 15 1mportant 1s that Capell s metth/Was essentlally v-"

51m11ar to that of the modern edltor 79‘“

e

Although Capell has the dlstlnctlon of belng one of the very few
who refus@d to engage in the p01ntless and 51lly blckerlng that took place

ambng elghteenth century edltors, he stlll could not hnﬁé’hls contempt\

-

K

for the type of edltlngfpvactlces employed by his contemporarles,'and

most. espec1ally by Pope What;seemed.to annoy Capell most was Pope s s

,alteratlon in hls text by referrlnghto the flrst quarto, when in reallty 3

Pope omltted or altered whatever he wanted Capell no'doubt con51dered

N A

1thus ‘to be pseudo scholarshlp of the worst sort ~and. hls 1nd1gnatlon
: g
flnally broke out in a note near th

nd of the play His - rationalé for

'the note reads as foilows

el comparlson was.not he - cause=bf producing
it; the lnducement ‘to that' was —~that it gaVe
occa51on, now at the piece's end to put th
critical reader upon remarklng that gentlem
method in modelling ‘things to his fancy so fre-
el “,quently as he has done:- this is from the old - _
nu s ™edition, and this is not in the old edition, are i -
-.*" for ever occurring in Jiim; when the lines he«v. i
L glves us %rom thence, are glven as are those

N




. ¥4 . y .
'-of this. passage, (often worse) alter'd and per-
~tdally; and the llnes or speeches dlsplac d by
him are in parts of this tragedy where that
. 1 copy of his is a meer skeleton ‘and has scarce
Jgrﬂ'” the form of the true one: But words can i1l
Sy convey a conceptlon of ‘the unfairness of hlS
5 procedlng, and those who have follow'd him
“in ‘all it's extent: collation- must doit; and,
~to that end, it were expedient that coples“hf
this his quarto were multlplled by ‘reprinting: . “
~and when that was do;ng, the other plays of
this Author which stand in the same. pre-
‘dlcament Mlth this "Romeb and Jullet"'of
) . -A1597,- as. hls,"Henry the Fifth" of 1600; his:
-~ . . . "Contention of York and Lancaster" of the -
' : . same year; his~“Mexry Wives of Windsor" of
1602; and his "Taming of the Shrew” of 1607,
o if ‘it can be had, - should be reprlnted likewise:
v S : a few ' 1mpres5155§‘wall\:erve, and a small o
- e volume hold th 8 but they should be glven w1th
'“all exactness

.

I3 . !

"'TCapell could not have artlculated ‘the major problem w1th Pope s edltorlal

technlque any more clearly, and 1ndeed, as we have seen, the underlylng

3 problem was oné: that plagued all elghteenth century edltors up to Capell
They all dlllgently collated thexr““early quartos,vand they all took

.

E painstaklng care 1n collatlng thelr texts accurately, but unfortunately,

. \\ (. .
) /hav1ng done all thls, they had no- 1dea of how to use their accumulated
e ‘

materlji. Capell was. a vastly superlor edltor to’ hls contemporarles ‘in

‘many. ways, but where he espec1ally outdlstanced all other elghteenth-

TR
%

. century edltors was in. the fact that he was‘the flrst to attempt to'

gdlscover exactly how the varlous texts of a partlcular play related to

.

ﬂfploneerlng work of men such as Pollard Mchrrow and Greg Capell s

'_methods, as stated prev1ously, were at best sxmple and rudlmentary by

:todaYYs standards, However, we can see a llght of 1n51ght appearlng in

L}

. To say thls, of course, is not to dlscount the lmportancé'of the ?F;t.
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Capell s edlblon, a llght that was obv1ously badly'needed 1n the darkness o
_whlch shrouded most eléhteenth-century edltorlal technlque. It was .-

s
Capell s mlsfortune that the gllmmer of llght whlch emanaﬁed from his

ed1t1on of Shakespeare was to be almost totally extlngulshed xndthe

‘nlneteenth century, and that 1t is only now that he is belng rightfully’

-, . \

accorded the tltle that he so desperately wanted durlng hlS llfetlme,

“"The Restorer of Shakespeare



~ Chapter v . . S - ol ‘- L
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.Conclusionmr . .. - EE ' PR

~In Malone's: preface to hlS 1790 edltlon of Shakespeare, one flnds -
PR N . N L ’
: what is perhaps the - falrest estlmatlon p0551b1e of the accompllshments

of Shakespeare s elghteenth—century edltors-
The succe551on-ofveditors ... has made
[Shakespeare] understood; it. has made him
‘ , .. popular; ‘it has’ shown: every .one who is.
R ..~ capable of reading, how. much superior-he
is not only uaJonson and Fletcher, whom .
" the bad taste of the last age from the
tlme of the Restoratlon_to the end of
the centdry set above hlm,rbut to all the
_ o “dramatick poets of antiquity....  Every f, .
N " - author who pleases must surely please more
. : as he is more understood, and there can b
no doubt that Shakespeare is now infi ely.
better understood than ‘he* ‘was in the’ last
.century. ©

.- . : . b

A

‘One of the Primary goals of thls dlssertatlon has been to show that many -

of the charges whlch have been levelled agalnst these edltors stem from

ERE -

5ﬂ-:a mlsunderstandlng or an 1gnorance of the c1rcumstances under Whlch they
5f_Qe£e worklng It 1s, of course, easy to crltlclze the edltorlal tech-.
_:nlques employed hy all of the edltors up to Johnson but 1nld01ng so u
1t is equally easy to forget the state of the text w1th whlch they were'
_worklng, and the spec1allzed needs and demands of ‘the reading publlc of
hthe time._ As'we have seen, qpakespeare s text ‘was ‘in a state of almost.
complete chaos at the beglnnlng of the elghteenth century.. Few early
' edltlons of his plays were avallable, and next to nothlng was. known about
:the orlglns and nature of any of these early edltlons. Furthermore, we

must constantly keep 1n mlnd the fact that the early elghteenth-century h:h

b

,dltor was attemptlng to lntroduce Shakespeare ‘to an audlence that was

197
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.7“hand11ng‘Shakespeare s text, all contrlbute to make hls edlt“on of :

. X \ “
e . !

1gnorant of, and generally hostlle to, Shakespeareé; 1anguage. Also, the
early elghteenth-century theatre-goer had llttle or no. opportunlty of fEE

FI S

'ever sLelng a Shakespearean play performed as it was orlglnally wrltten, ‘

 since adaptatfons had all but replaced-shakespeare S .own works on the

; C R

vStage;_ Surely, what was most needed durlng thls perlod was someone who '

. ' 4
would ass1st the elghteenth century reader in understandlng and apprec1-

ating Shakespeare,.and tﬁlﬁ»is what the-early editors, each in his'own_

way, attempted to accomplish:v——.{' e oy

leen the 51tuatlon that confronted the early elghteenth century
. : .
edltors, then, it is: llttle wonder that thelr edltorlal technlques dld

~

‘not conform;to modern practlces. However,\to.condemn all of the
_editorsfof the elghteenth century because of the "faulty" technlques‘ o
dof the earlier ones is: both rldlculous and unfalr As we»haveiseen, all

-.\lof'theﬂeditors espoused fairly sound,editorial-prinoiples in their'.

P

prefaces, and w1th the edltlons of Capell and Malone we encounter some

extremely sophlstlcated edltorlal phllosophy

o

Thexaccompllshments of Edward Capell are espec1ally remarkable

" of copy te*t hlS 1nvest1gatlons 1nto the nature and orlglns of: early

O

_As we. saw’ in the last chapter, Capell ‘s ant1crpatlon of the- modern theory

quarto and folio editldhs, and most of all hlS 11m1ted eclectlc method of

ko .
s

Shakespeare one of the most 1mportant scholarly works ‘ever publlshed

1

d”lnlt;ated a whole new attltude towards Shakespeare s text - Even though :

n

: every prev1ous elghteenth—century edltor had clalmed to. be concerned

"w1th restoring Shakespeare e orlglnal text, every one of them had felt

~- "y

»What is perhaps most 1mportant about Capell s edltlon however, 1s that 1t

-

_ obllged t5” emend frequently because of what they con51dered to be the g _'

it e nmarns aZ 2t a e
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corrupt nature of the early quartos and fOllOS Capell was the flrst to
. . i iV » S 5
show that the only way one could ever arrlve at an accurate text of, %
) i
[ R RS 4

T

- not be underestlmated. The Wealth\of textual knowledge aboA

_J;

riow became all 1mportant. S :

Shakespeare s plays was: by a careful adHerence to these early edltfbns. .

-

Thl% lS not . to say that Capell was completely Qpposed to orlglnafkemenda—

A

tlons or to selectlng readlngs from varlous texts for hls own edltlon.

However, the emendatlons and sele:tions were now based oh a carefuIly

/ [}

developed textual theory concernlng the rnter—relationshlps of texts;.

L

personal preference was no longer lmportant.i Although Capell'g theorles'

were anythlng but popular durlng hlS 11fet1me, they were to form the

1

.

3_ ba51s of a whole new phllOSOphy of edltlng Shakespeare. "Improvrng"

s RN \—:) o : } L

ﬂi Shakespeare s, text was no‘longer to be the goal of the edltor, restoratlon

~,

v, . s

U .. . WA .‘ co )
i . L : ) \k S LA

Today we generally tend to. regard Edmond Malone as the greatest

hakespearean edltor of the e;ghteehth century, and 1ndeed in some re— 'h'

', "

*\7 Gl

spects he deserves thls pralse.ﬂ‘He certalnly clarxf1ed many of_pap%ll s SR

*
u , "»' .‘ .

probably d1d more than ahy other edltor to lmplant the notldn that Shake-

A b 7 .,

\
o speare\s texts were fo be reverenced not altered. prevér, the fact that

' v.' N . -
-

Malone was’ respon51ble for se. much wrong\thlnklng aPout the nature of*“5-*

lessen the 1mportance of hls edatlon. It should be apparent by now that

Jin almost all respects Capell was the eighteenthﬂcentury edltor whosa ';J“
,c P . =

technlque most cIosely approxlmated those whlch are‘so popular today.

\ . R

-

The revelations of Pollard Lreg, McKerrow and Bowers certalnly should

Vo e

more: obscure 1deas" and, in ‘a style that is. both scholarly and prec1se, he .

.A(- Lo d. ~‘_';1§ )

t Shake—" o

PR &

_ speare 's plays that has been contrlbuted by these men 1n th ‘twentleth #

1 & \vv\,'.

o

u,centhry_ls_astonlshlng.’ However, ‘I th1nk we do tend to fo get that much

N R : ',n-"~ o T o [ N ot -
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B
. of.‘uwhat k:h,ey have said in this c'entlur'y, and for which they have right-

. fully received soimug.:'h acclaim, was in fact ‘stated in rhd:}mentary f:o‘rih_
some dné hundred -and forty years ear]ﬁ.kie‘r by one of our =mdst_ 'unjustly' o
"negléctéd Shakespearean '\swéfh,qlars and e'cii'cors., Edward’ Cvape'll.

\
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Clarendon Press, 1939), P 6 -
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A Press, 1942)
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_ 14
‘Theory," Encllsh Séudles, No. 1 (1960),4pp 92- 102, 901nts out that

punctuation was indéed very erratic thrOUghout the elghteent 'centuryv
"Punctuation flourlshes exactly when we are willing to concede it a - -

Park Honan,."Elghteenth and Nlneteenth CenturyEngllshPunctuatlonﬂﬁﬂ

logical ground ‘and ‘a ‘standard practice. Genung . (1900) and later wr1terss’7

at Genung calls that 'skilful- employment of:
punctuation as a flexrb e, living, artistic. thlnq whlch makes it so- truly

~a cardinal* factor in the organism of the sentence. No such dynamic v1ew :

“of the stops is evident in the hundred-and- fifty year perlod fter: 1700
Struggllng under twin concepts that made rational rule 1mpossrble, '
-pointing appears ‘to attract little interest and even less 'skill beyond
"limited circles of theoreticians and printers. Only when punctbation ,
theory becomes relatlvely stablllzed/— after the decade of the elghteen—'
forties - do the common marks assume more than a common value". (p.102).

It was the most natural thing in the world, then, for eighteenth- '

‘.; century edltors\of Shakespeare to feel free to alter his punctuatlon

15'Nicholas Rowe,'The,WOrRS'of*Mr.>Williah S| espéare'(l709; rpt. .
New York:” AMS Press, 1967), I, sig. A2V, ' ' '

: _: 16A.w. Pollard, Shakespeare ?51105 and Quartos " (Londoén: :Methuen,
19041, Pol v e Qua: ondens .

o

N

_ . l
' rpt New yOfk\\\ans Press, 1968), I, 10.

i1

. 851dney Lee, Shakespeare 'S Comedles, Hlstorles, and Tragedles
Facsrmlle of the First Folio Edition, 1623. With introduction by Sidney.

Lee (Oxford ,Clarendon Press, 1902), pp.xii-xiii. ‘Quoted in W.W.”Greg,-’f

The Shakespeare First Follo (prord ’ Clarehdon.Press<'1955), pp.86-87.

|

e -19crqg, The Shakespeare First-Folioh&pp.87*8§;

2OI am indebted" hefe to Greg s discusfion of. Pollard's theories on .
good and bad guartos. See: W.W. Greg, The Editorial Problem in Shake- '
speare: A Survey of the Foundatlons of the Text (Oxford .Clarendon

1

21Pollard Shakespeare FOllOS and Quartos pp -64- 65

uunderstated hls case here, "for he assumed with earller cr1t1cs that the
"folio editdrs' ... neglected ‘the quartos of 2 lenry IV, Troilus and -

* out of the three.“

A

T~ 23GregK Editorial-Problem,ipp.ll-l2_i

SN

% Greg, Edltorlal Problem, p. 11, p01nts out that Pollard actually :

Edmond Malone, The Plays and Poems of W1111am Shak;peare' (1790;

Cressida and- Othello, whereas in fact 1t Seems p0551b1e that they - used two*
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Ibid., pp. 12-13.

For an excellent summary of the advances made ln thr ~fie: A0
the twentieth century, see: F.P. Wilson, Shakespeare. agd :the: New: Blbl;;gf
nap z rev. and ed. by Helen Gardner (oxford: Clarendon Presé» 1976).*2v#

iV
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? A.W. Pollard The Foundatlons ofShakespeare S Text. (London
‘Oxford Unlv. Press, 1923), PP. §=6, "
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Greg, The Shakespeare Flrst Follo,,pp. 94- 95. S o

fxlﬁf ZTI?iQfY}?f_gs?i'”fih:‘:

4 ?9One exanple ‘of. such pralse 1s,the*re" klmé,étﬁy;j}’- ,
“wEvidence ‘and Ihferenéejin~Bibliograph§7 fEngliSthnstnﬁutevAnnual R
1941 (New York:  Columbia Univ. Press, 1942): "A brllllanﬂ\and il-

" luminating. hypothe51s, and the more. likely to win acceptaﬂce from its::
51mp11c1ty.. . It 1s a paper which can’ legitimately be- compared'to the;
~‘one in which Darwin first formulated -the theory of. evolutmon .f;
“.Qhoted in E.A.J. Honigmann, The Stability of Shakespeare s Text
(Lincoln: Unlver51ty of Nebraska Press, 1965). ps8

~
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R.B. McKerrow, "The Ellzabethan Prlnter and Dr matlc Manuscrlpts,‘.,
. The lerarX 12 (1931), 254, - . )

'.»3’1Ib1d Seb. o ': - R . ',:}
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Quoted in Hoglgmann, The Stablllty of Shakespeare s Text, p 8

v 33Fredson Bowers, Oon Edltlng Shakespeare (Charlottevxlle, Unlv—:
',;er51ty Press of- Vlrglnla, 1966) i - L SR 4 \

e

. 4In fact Bowers llsts noe: 1;¥s than thlrteen dlfferent p0551b111—
‘ties here. (On Edltlng Shakespeare, p 18.) : R

351b1d., PP- 12 13. - -

,\‘ 36 ... !

Honlgmann, The Stablllty of ghakespeare s Text, pp. 8 9. .

3780Wers, On Editing Shakespeare, p;”18.;
Brpia., p. 19. |
391pid., pp. 19-20. S | o
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, f1[ﬁ”-4lPercy Slmpson, Proof-Readlng in- the Slxteenth Seventeeth and
: Elghteenth Centuries (1935; rpt London- _-Oxford qn;v. Press, ;970)

s

2. - :
Y Slmpson p01nts out that "Ben Jonson was an asslduoﬁs prbof-
“reader.of hls prrnted work and he had no mercy on a bad comp051tor"
(p+ Y1) : : . : ‘

Vo

Nt
et

fQ Thls herculean task was accompllshed with rhe ald of the Hlnman
Collatlng Machine, ‘a maching. developed by Hinmanin 1952 which; by -

' super;mp051ng the :image of bne page- upon\the image of the correspondlng
page’ of another copy, makes differences read;lx»apparenta

4

:FoliO'of Sh

‘(Oxford: Clatrendon Press, 1963), I,'333.

lice\Walker, Textual Problems of the Flrst Folio (Cambrldge
Univ. Press,‘1953), p.w7.

“of. press—varlants in the tragedles.

(See Prlntlng and Proof—Readlng,
I, 325+330 )

49 o v v .
See also : Charlton Hinman, "Cast—off Copy for the First Folro

of Shakespeare,". Shakespeare Quarterly, 6 (1955), 257-73.

48Samuel Johnson, The Pl_zs of W1111am Shakespeare (London: . J. &
R Tonson, 1765), I, 51g. C8V - D1r, .~ : :

49,
1ngs of the British. Academy, 14 (1928),, .
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Sowilson,'p. 118,
51Johnson‘,,sig. D8V - E1T, ™~
52W W. Greg, "M3551nger s Autograph Corrections in The Duke of
E&lan, 1623," The lerarx, 4 (1924), 217.
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..



s .
8. .
j’/ \ Sy
T - .. chapter IL . i
v‘v : » ‘ .':. ) . ‘v . . . ‘ . B )J . . / ‘ Lo

lJohn Dryden, An Essay on Dramatlc Poesy ‘and Other Crltlcal ‘
Writings, ed. John L. Mahoney (Indlanapolls. The Bobbs—Merrlll CoA

: any, Inc., 1965), p. 45 . - S
2Ibid. E e T e
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3W P. Ker, ed., Essays of John Dryden (New York-_~Russell and
Russell 1961), 202 o
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_ ) James R Sutherland, “Shakespeare s Imltators in the Elghteenth !
Century, R, 28 (1933),» . . ' . <

fe subfect, of course, has- been dlscusseai;}many CrlthS.v The
two works whict 1. found most comprehenslve and helpful are: George

C. Branum, Elghteenth-Century Adaptations of Shakespearean Tragedy
"'(Bérkeley and Los Angeles: . Univ. .of California. Press, 1956). and
'Hazelton Spencer,'Shakespeare Improved . The Restoration: Vers;ons in
Puarto and<gﬂ'the Stage (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, .1927).
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8Ibid., p. 75.

9Joseph Addlson and Rlchard St ele,. The Spectator, ed. Henry"'

. Morley (London: George Routledge and\S ns, Ltd., 1902), p..99 S
1%pi4., p. 1100.
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l_]'Johnson, sig. B3T. - : ]
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'Branum,“p;’9l.;'

< Drpia., p.92.

14 ) 1exander Pope, "An Ess 'on Cr1t1c1sm," 1. ’15  Llnes 140 168

are concerned with the notion.
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i CritiCism (New !ork: Random House, 1968), p. 151 :
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17sﬁtherland, “Shakespeare*s‘Imitators," pi,25._
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18Thomas Warton,. Hlstory of Engllsh Poetry, Il (1778), 462-63

" Quoted "in " Arthur Johnston, "Poetry and Criticism After 1740," in’ Sphere
History of Literature'in the English Language: Vol. 4, Dryden:to '
Johnson, ed Roger Lonsdale (London, Sphere Books Ltd., 1971), p. 371

; Quoted in Marks, p. 159. -
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o 20Ibid., p. 158.
<2lIbid;, p. 156. ' o ‘ o SRR
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McKerrow, Treatmentvof Shakespeare‘s-Text,.p,-S.

[

23Allardyce NlCOll, "The. Edltors of Shakespeare from first FOllO to
‘Malone," in Studies in the First Folio:  Written for the Shakespeare.
. Association in Celebration of the First FOllO Tercentenary (London.v
' Humphrey Mllford, oxford Univ. Press, \1924). p. 172. R
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24George Paston,'Mr. ?;gé HlS Llfé:and Tlmes (London., Hutchinson
-and Company, 1909),.1, 264 ~-65. ,””*'F»-“‘,‘ . A3 o o
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2 McKerrow, Treatment of Shakespeare 5 Text, p. 5.‘ I
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e 26In the Gentleman s Magaz1ne, 57 (1787), 76, one flnds the follow1ng
table of prices -.that were paid by: the London, booksellers to the varlous

'[ﬂedltors of Shakespeare.  The table is preceded- by this comment : "[The

_ amounts] prove ‘that the poet has enriched those who have 1mpoverlshed
him.' ' :

= . £ s 'é‘ L)
. Mr. Rowe was_paid y,\ ) - 36 10 0’
‘Mr. Hughes - - = . 28 . 7 .0
Mr.'Pope - . . E 217 1200 0
_Mr. Fenton L - 30 - 14 -0
Mr. Gay , L ' 35 - 17 6
. Mr. Whalley .. 12 s e s 0 . ’
‘Mr. Theobald ' S o652 . 10 0 -
Dr. Warburton =~ .. %00 - 0 0
‘Mr. capel . - T : 300 .0 0 :
Dr. Johnsop. for lst edltlon 375 o0 -0 .
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I ~mentators wlthout a name.

-



~

o

_The Scholartls Press, 1929), pp. 33-34.

Yoik: AMS Press, 1970), p. 741 **”

27Jonathan swift, for example, wrote after seeing Jane Shore: "I
have seen a play pro§ ssedly writ in the style of Shakespeare, whereln
the resemblance lay one single line, 'And so good morrow t' ye, good
master lieutenant.'" (From: "The Last Volume " Mottés Miscellanies

(1727), p. 41) Irohlcally, Sw1ft not only mlsquotes the line, but also
. places it’ in the wrong ‘play. It is from Lady Jane Grey. -
In ‘tHé. twentieth:century, Sobphia Chantal Hart has said: "The

" reader of Jane Shore wonders how an edrtor of Shakespeare could' fancy L

"this play bore any resemblance to the work of the great dramatist.
Evidently in the elghteenth century ‘there was no:very.clear conceptlon
even by those who valued hlm\most, of what Shakéspeare stood for." - -
(Hart, ed., The - Fair Penitent -and Jane Shore (Boston, 1907): ; Both.of -
these examples are quoted in Harry William Pedicord, ed., Nicholas Rowe:

. )
\ 2g .
: J.M, Osborn, ed., Anecdotes, Observatlons, and Characters of

fBooks and Men (Oxford, 1966) 183. Quoted in Pedicord, ed., Jane -
' Shore, p. xxii. .. { Jf} . ' ‘ L

29Pedicord, p. 9.
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J. R Sutherland, ed., Three Plays by Nlcholas Rowe (Londoq

»
_31Rower,sig. A-aV. o v *
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& Samuel Johnsoﬁ% L;veS‘of the. Engl;sh Poets, ed. George Blrkbeck

Hill (Oxford Clarendon Pre§5y¢1905), II, 71.
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33Thomas R. Lounsbury, The Text of Shakespeare 11906 vrpt. New?=f
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‘34D NlChOl Smlth Shakespeare in the. Elghteenth Centun? (Oxford.

.;.gclarendon Press, 1928), p. 32. .Quoted in Greg, Edltorlal,Problem,u
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.. The Tragedx_of Jane Shore- (LondoQ Edward Arnold, 1975), pp xxlrxx111.'
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Ernest Walder, Shaksperian Criticism: Textual and Literary, From

Dryden to the End of the. Eighteenth Centurx_(1895 rpt New York- AMS
Press, 1972), p. 89. & :

1

Alfred Jackson,'"Rowe s Edltlon of. Shakespeare, The Librarz; 10
(1930), 467 '

N o o . ) ) .

'421bid.,467-68r' N

43Walder, PP. 88-89. "Some of the mlsprlnts are obv1ous at flrst
sight, thus in Merchant of Venice, i, 1, 27 Folios, Quartos have "And /
!see my wealthy Andrew: docks in sand." Rowe changed "docks" to "dock a,"

which has been adopted after him.:
In other cases the context helped hlm to his’ correctlon, thus in
A.Y.L., ii, 3, 71, Adam says- : .
- _From seventeen years £i11 now, almost™ fourscore,'
' Here lived I, but now live here .o more.. - a4
At seventeen years many there fortunes see"
But at fourscore it is too late. a week.
" In the first line Folio had "seaventie," but the "seventeen" in the.
third llne shows this to be.a misprint. o
In the well-known lines in Macbeth, i, 7, 47,
I dare do all that may become a man,
~ Who ‘dares do more is none. ' -
We owe the sense to Rowe, “Who substltuted "do" for the "no" of Follos._
. Metrical con51deratlons have. sometimes supplied him with an
emendatlon. In A.Y. L., iii, 2, 113 Rowe has restored the llne 'Why

\

7_should this a desert be?ﬁ where Follo% omit 'a." : ) o

b TIbid., 466. ‘See also Walker, 90-91.

v

o 46See esp McKerrow, . Treatment of Shakespeare S- Text, pp. 9-12,

, and Edward Wagenknecht,'"The First Editor of Shakespeare," Colthon,‘
2, No. 8 (1931) ‘ ol .
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: 47MéKerrow;_Tréatment of Shakespeare's Text, p. 9. -
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. '\ v . N X " g .

'.51i§ia{  t-h'b:.:'t:' | | | :\

S~




Y " VR . S : R
Ibid. I ' S v R S

53Wagenknecht,26;9; ' e e o ~

54McKerrow p01nts out that "when Rowe began his work ... he left

, the Comedites as he - found them, with the exception of the Merchant of

\\\ Venice which he divided into scenes partially corresponding. to those
of=an adaptation of the play by George.Granville published inv 1701 as.

The Jew.of Venice. 1In the ‘Histories he merely readjusted the act

- division in the first part of Hengz \'28 and divided the third part, pre-'

viously undivided, into acts, splitting one act into ‘scenes. When,
' however, he came to Troilus and Cressida, the first of the Tragedles,
he bégan to take the matter more serlously. (Treatment of Shakespeare's
Text, P 11.) o 7 ’ :
. 85 ‘

Ibid., p. 13.° Accordlng to the table. 1n the Gentleman 's. Magazine
(see note. 26), Hughes received £28° 7s 0d for hlS ‘work: on this edltlon.

- j . \ : N

56Alexander Pope, The works of Mr, William Shakespear '(l723)}yrpt. )

New York . AMS Press, 1969), I, xxii-xxiii.

7 Alexander Pope, "An Eplstle from Mr. Pope, to Dr. Arbuthnot,"
pp.’ 159- 160. . ; . -
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James ‘R. Sutherland,; “The Dull Duty of.an Editor, RES, 21 (1945),
rpt. in Essential Articles for the Study of Alexander Pope, ed Maynard
 Mack, (Hamden, Connecticut: Archon,Books, 1968} , p. 690. :
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,??Moxerrow,;Treathent;of ShakespeareTs<TeXt, pp,.ls#}J,fif";v
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Shakespeare,.Augustan Reprlnt Saciety, Extra serles #2 Pub. #20 (Ios
Angeles‘ 5Un1v of Callfornla Press, 1949), p.»l. _ . o

~

62LerS Theobald, ‘The Works of Shakespeare (1734 rpt..New York: -
AMS Press, 1968), I, xi.. . o .

A Y
ct

63Sutherland_,v"Dul_l Duty of an Editor,ﬁ pp;f675~76.h
641bid.,'p. 675;~'

6sJ C. Colllns, “The Porson of Shakespearlan Cr1t1c1sm, The -
Quarterly Rev1ew, 175 (1892), l109. S

e

ééMcKerrow, Treatment of Shakespeare's Text, p. 21.
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Engllsh Scholarshlp with Some’ Unpubllshed Letters (1919, rpt. New York--

wEdE T e

3

Richard Foster Jones, -Léwis Theobald: Hls‘Contrlbutlon o

AMS Press, 1966), Pp. 66-67 U S \\/:)

69Jones; p. 67.

70

73

.74Lounsbury,bp. 527. ; ' o

Tlipia., p. 64.

Ibid.

“McKerrow, Treatment of Shakespeare!s-Text, p. 22.

Ibid.

75Lounsbury {pp." 527 28) offers the fo;;ow1ng table show1ng how

Pope altered the text of Measure for Measure and to what extent Theobald

was con
Y Number
Number
Number
Number

ﬁiﬁ:ﬁ

vNumber
 Number’

Number
. Number

tent to follow Pope S alterat10ns.»

of WOrdS\added by Pope to the text ... 17
of these adopted by Theobald ... 15

of words o@itted by Pope from .the text ... 50i'

~o£‘these OmiSSions adopted by Theobald ... 21 ' .

of words trans sed by Pope ... 6 - :
of these alteratlons adopted by Theobald,... 4Av,,'

of words\or'syllables contracted or’ expanded by Pope,-..-l7 o

of these alterations adopted by Theobald ... .16 : .
of substitutions madedby_PopeA..,A57‘ s oy - 3

of these adopted by Theobald .... 38 . e

McKerrxow, Treatment of Shakespeare's Text, P- 23.

77Mart:Ln Beller, "Shakespeare S Edltors, 1709-1857," Dlss. Ohio-

o State 1

- 78
' coverle

'
i

R

7?Johes,3pp. 184-~85.

1973, 2 10.

“See Jones, pp. 187- 89 for a full d1scu551on of Theobald s dls—,

s in “this regard. .
' (I

N
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800444, p. -182..

1McKerrow, Treatment of Shakespeare's Text, p. 24.

W

. 8 i - ‘ .
\ Thomas Hanmer, ‘The Works of Shakespear (1744- rpt New York: AMS
Press, 1969), I, i-idi. - , . ‘ : -

83p0d1eian Quarterly Retord, 7, No. 83 (1934), 474.
‘ o . L i : . .

384Ibid. I o :. o B .

85 ca i
Hanmer, ii-iiji.
86.. . o
461b1d,,‘111, iv.
P ' .
7 A '
Johnson, sig. D2V.
. "881t is lnterestlng to note, however,. that Warburton s true character
becomes apparent when the whole of his relationship with Pope is known.
Warburton was, early in his caygmer, a violent enemy of Pope's (see
Lounsbury, pp. 351 -62). Lucgg?§}~however, Pope never learned of
Warburton's early an1m051ty,.‘nd Warburton, no doubt, spared no efforts
 to keep it a secret. . o o o L S \

o

' 89W1111am Warburton, ‘The- WOrks of Shakespear (1747 rptl NeWpYorkr,
’_AMS Press, 1968), I 1 xidi,. . . T

90Bellet,-p._72. e : d . | P

1glsmith,‘8hakesPeare in the EighteenthﬁCenthry, p.f44." 2

2JohnSOn, sig. D3T, A very 1nterest1ng article on Johnson's

reactions to some of Warburton s stranger notes and emendations is A.T. "~

Hazen, "Johason's Shakespeare.- A Study in Cancellatlon,ﬂ TLS, 24 Dec.
”.1938, p. 820. In this article Hazen quotes the sixteen cancels that \
~ Johnson made to his own edition, and; whlch\were preserved by Bishop Percy
,_ln his copy of Johnson's Shakesgeare‘ "The cancels support’ the view that
,after the completlon of his edition Johnson decided to soften his
:cr1t1c1sm of Warburton.ﬂ The type of ‘criticism that Johnson made of
Warburton's notes and emendatlons can- be seen 1n the follow1ng few
»examples. : : : :

Volume I, X6 VERSO. (Measure for Measure, III,i, line 37). . Warburton
asks, "How does beauty make. riches pleasant”" He therefore emends )
"Beauty" to mbounty " Johnson's comment reads as follows: "I ‘am in- ~
' clined to believe t(hat) neither man nor woman will ha(ve) much diffi-
“.culty to tell this commentator how. beauty makes ri(ches) pleasant..




AY K
'Surely thlS emenda(tlon) is not such as that an opportunity of inserting- ‘
it should be purchased by declaring ignorance of what everyone knowsh..." >
"In rev151ng, Johnson omitted the damning phrase "this commentator," and . '
in the second sentence he also made amends by inserting after "emendation"
-a quallfylng phrase, "though it is elegant and ingenious."

Volume III,“CSIVERSO. _(Taming of the Shrew, I; ii,line 73)f,,Here
Warburton suggests a r&ical emendation for "Affection's edge in me."
Johnson's comment is brief, "Surely the sense of the present reading is
toa obvious to be missed or mistaken w1thout design.” In revising he
‘omitted the last two words. . L

Volume III, Q6 (Hamlet, 111, iii, line 66). .Warburton'is puziled'by the
King's struggle towards" repentance. Johnson comments, "Here is-again.a

difficulty which perhaps never puzzled any head but that of a critick.”

In the canCel this outburst is omitted, and an apologetlc'"I ‘think"

is inserted in the follow1ng sentence. , :

93Samuel Johnson, Proposals (1756) for Prlntlng by Subscrlptlon The
Dramatic Works of William Shakespeare Corrected and Tllustrated By -
Samuel Johnson in W.K. Wimsatt, Jr., ed., Samuel Johnson on Shakespeare
(New York:" Hill and Wang, 1967), pp.‘16—l7 ' . : R

\

94Robert E Scholes, "Dr. Johnson and- the Blbllographlcal Cr1t1c1sm

of Shakespeare," ShakespearepQuarterle 1l _no. 2 (1960), 166, has
the following footnote concerming Johnson s statement in the Proposals
Q;"Blbllographlcal critics from Edmond Malone (The Plays and Poems Of %

" William Shakespeare, .in Ten Volumes, Lendon, 1790, I, Pt. 1, p. ii) to

" W.W. Greg. (The Editorial Problem in. Shake;peare, Qxford 1951, p. 18)-
“have. quoted this sentznce-from the: Proposals andthen;moceeded to undex-
~mine it. - Greg quotes Pollard as- describing this statement. as' 'the..
"nearest approach to nonsense which the great Doctor ever made,' and

oes on to suggest that Johnson's words 'no doubt helped to. colour gnd-

' dlstort the outlook of subsequent edltors and crltlcs. What actually
' seems more likely is that .subsequent editors and critics ‘learned from
Johnson's notes and Preface, and turned this knowledge agalnst the-
Proposals - w1th the natural results i

?Srbid.

96Johnson;p$ig.vc7v.5" ' ‘ T -.>'_ :.h
e » vy

97Scholes,l?Q‘

98Johnson, sig. DBV‘?jElr.

%1bid., sig. DIV. =
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»

looMcKe;row, Treatmentyof ShakeSPeafe's Teit,.p. 26.1' R j.“

s chotes, 166-72. . Lo SN

102rpia., 167568

lOBIbid;,-iGQaw Lt

l04Arthur M. Eastman, "The Texts from whach Johnson Prlnted HlS Shake—'
N speare," JEGP, 49 (1950), 186, 1ncludes the followlng table in, whlch he

ass;gn§'Johnson s.;use. of his" two precedessors, volume by volume: .

s<I”&ﬂ J,[“‘?Q II,. R I T oL nIve
““Temp.T . AYLIT - . Shrew.T .~ . R2 -
MND' T . LLL -. . "  CofE T o 1HG =
TGofV T: - WD T. « Mado - . 32HA <
- MforM - . ™ -~ " " AWTEW T . ©oEs'T L
MofV - ) : MWofW T KJohn - - 1H6. T ) L ' ..
. _ _ '__\‘/”"f e Lo c¢7f
v - ' VI 4 \3 S ocovizoo ﬁZ;VIII( L
2H6 T - Léar.~-' . cgert . 7 R&I T L
36T ' - Tifon.T - asc T CHam T Aol e
SR3S . Mitus T C o Cymb T Tl OthLITLoR T
H8 T . - 'Macb W . - T&C T T L
o " Cor w - : :
1 B ) ) N . ' \ B
‘The una551gned plays show" pecullarltles of both Theobald's and Warburton E-N
‘editions. T . _ o o o .

.i . R . SN o N ' L

‘ 0 McKerrow, Treatmenttxfshakespeare s Text, P. 26, says thét John—
son had access to about 17 early quartos, but only two of these belonged
to first edltlons.

%" o
‘106 “ . T T S - . A\

Arthur M Eastman, "Johnson s Shakespeare and the . Lalty, a Textual
'Study " PMLA, 65 (1950),1112 21

. . ) ) ) \._\ ‘\‘
7 ) S . . . L o
lO Smlth,_Shakespeare-ln.the,Elghteenth_Centu;y,~pp. 28-49.;

v

. O Allce Walker,,"Edward Capell -and’ hls Edltlon of Shakespeare,(
‘ Proceedlngs of the Brltlsh Acadegxr 46 (1960), 132.

+

v o , ‘ . : . L R
n smlth,;Shakespeare-ln the Elghteenth Centu:y, p. 55.: ST ‘

LT P o T . R T
llO,Walder, p. 130. = T o= 0w - e

1rpid.
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o

Geo-(e Stee/; s, Advertlsement to the Reader (1773 Shakespeare)

e

o112

in Pdmond‘na [Sre7The Plazs and Poems of William Shakspeare (1821 rpt

New’ York- AMS Press, lQﬁS), 173 o "
Ibld., 1_75"‘ v .o . . ‘u S o
, B T - : - P
114

§v,'Walder,:p,vl3Q.

P George Steeveﬁb Advertlsement (1793 Shakespeare) ln Malone,
Shakspeare (1821), I, 264.

"llS

¢t v
I;BWalder,~P:ﬂ131;
17 L \
John Monck Mason, Preface to Comments on the Last Edltlon of
Shakespear 3 Plays (1785) 1n'Malone, Shakspeare (1821), ~190.

118 N ' .
This new. sophlstlcatlon, of course, was not restrlcted to purely, -

‘p‘textual matters. . -As Martin:Beller points out: "The years 1765-1795 were
“a period of‘almost unparalleled - productivity’ in Shakespearean.scholar-

ship: 'witness Heath's Revisal (1765); Farmer's Essay on the Léarning of

Shakespeare (1767) ;. Morgannis Essay. on ‘the ‘Dramatic Character of Sir :
John Falstaff (1777), thson s Remarks (1783); Richardson's and Whately s

books on Shakespeare s cgaracters (1784 & 1785 respectlvely),'and to. ¥

culmlnate a great-age of ‘criticism instituted by Johnson, Whiter's
Spec1men of ,a Commentary (17?9) " (p. 143)

'119Malone, Shakspeare (1821), I, x.", n:_n P ‘

120

.

Sﬁith, Shgkespeare in the Eighteenfh.centur , P. 56.

2 ’ ‘ g
1 lJ K. Walton,_"Edmond Malone. an Irish- Shakespeare scholar,"

Hermathena, 99 (1964), 13, clalms that Malone excelled all- other Shake- . M
Spearean ‘scholars in |{two ways:. his well-developed historical sense, T
-and his abrllty_to assess ‘the- lmportance‘of_theorles -and ev1dence.“

elzgsmith, Shakespeare in the,Eiggggenth Céntury,vp; SGa

123Edmond Malone, The - Plays and Poems of W1111am Shakspeare ’(179O;H

~rpt New York. ."AMS Press, 1968), I, X, \ o . _ o

5?241b;d;,“xi;,>

| R L
125Ibld L
135:biu.,-xii. R I PR A S S
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-
| )
1271y 14. :
. “ . e . : ' . . y . . .
s . : N . : . v
128 p3a., xii-xiii. s ' L o/
. . “‘.- . ) . R Lo . _ . } ‘
12%mia., xiii, | | AR .
130.p 54,
13 1pia. , xvidi. " S . S
132 L

bid., lvi. Malone here is quoting from Newton's Preface to his

edltlon ef Mllton
>

.~

o | ©° Chapter III . =

lPope, Works of William Shakespear; I, vi. -~ -

2Perhaps the two most notable examples of modern critics treating

- pope's editorial labours fairly are: Sutherland, "Dull Duty of.an
Edltor," and John A "“Hart, "Pope.as Scholar Edltor," Studles in Biblio-

-

?graghx, 23 (1970), 45 59.

Al

3sée‘chapter IIL‘p. 57,

o 4Pope, The Illad of ‘Homer, Translated by Mr. Pog_ﬁ 1715 (£41.),
", I, 3. Quoted in Sutherland, "Dull Duty of an Editor,™ pp. 676-77.

o SSutnerlandM "Dull Duty of an Editor," p}1677. o
RN ! . : o

- See chapter II, 56-57. o : . \

7sﬁtherland; "Dg1110uty offan'Editor)" p: 683.

srcunsbufy,;pp;‘szeea,

= 9George Sherburh The Early Career of Alexander Pope (Oxford
Clarendon Press, 1934), p. 218 ‘ ‘ .

.
-
. - a

10

Whltwell Elw1n and Wllllam John Courthope, The works of Alexander

2 (London ~John Murray, 1886)., VI,,281.. Quoted in Sherburn, P 218._

Cy

,“ L - R s ‘ o ’ . ’
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lwin & Courthope, VIII, 46.' Quoted in SherbUrnélp. 232,
. : -

¥4Sherburn, p. é33. . "_. ) 5 ".*,‘, BTN I

15

Ibid. o o S T ‘ ﬁ
16Lounsbury, p. 79. R ST ' R S

l?xbid. . : \'.v'_’ .. _ o

18Pope, "Epistle to Dr. Arbuthnot,"jll, 231—48.‘ : E
19 e
Geoffrey Tlllotson, Pope and Human Nature (Oxford Clarendon Press,
1958), p. 96. Tillotson goes on to quote the follow1ng assessment of
Pope's flnanclal achlevement by Prof R.H. Grlfflth' ‘

_ "Pope was  the flrst man in Engllsh therature to accumulate an
independent fortune from the Cale of books that: were: written as works of ,
art. As well as poet, he was a man. of bu51ness. He meant to see. that his \\
published books 'succeeded.' Taking environment.by the throat, he ' , ™
campedled it to serve his ‘own ends: - he’ ameliorated risk into a reasonable L

, certainty. In his youth, he m%dltated upon patronage, and dlsmlssed it

is a system for his own aggrandlzement ‘"It was an obsolescent system

As other customs 1nher1ted from the feudal organization of society . =

[decayed after the Rebellion, .so patronage dlslntegrated through stages .

of a sort of stock—company patronage, which was published by subscription,

and polltlcal-party patronage, which was the shlftlng of the burden of,

support in the reign of. good Queen ‘Anne from individual shoulders. té the

shoulders of the government. In .his manhood, Pope watched the disintegra-

tion through.  On the other.hand, with education spreading o t and down-
wards, the wrltlng class had - deve}oped proportionally more rapidly than.
the class of reading purchasers of books. Hardship, poverty, a fierce

- struggle to survive had ensued among writers, often a losing struggle.
"Prose and verse from 1670 to 1740 are replete with whlmpers, moans,:
sardonic laughter, anathemastuxn1the Muses' ar}d breasts A dependable
. patron was gone, a sustaining public was not vet come. With such a.
"recalc1trant condition Pope wrestled; from it he wrested success.‘ He
resorted at times to subterfuges we think’ undignified, but he lost no L
contemporary prestlge by them; we pronounce them base, he thought them “. s

- . fire with which to whip.the devil. BAnd, as we have seen, he kriew his

devils pretty 1nt1mately7 The subterfugescf the Letters were the worst.
"Yét see what he did-with them. The" letters as part of: the Works of
.Wycherley fell utterly flat in 1729, 'in spite of two famous names assoc1-\
ated with them. . “He, took the very same letters, the sheets ‘indeed of the
identical book that had falled, ‘and, by manipulation.and managed publlc-
1ty, forced them in 1735 to become the llterary sensatlon .of the decade.’

-,
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If.PQpe is not'the;greatést amongsEnglish.poets, he is the greateét

" advertiser and publisher among them. The conclusion of the whole

matter is, that by right ways and by wrong ways Pope was a very powerful
influence in developing by the beginning of the second half of the :
eighteenth century that "reading public" in which, ever since, men of .°
letters have moved and had their,being; and by which they have lived."
Lounsbury, p. 79. ' o . : - o o ’

. i
20 :
 2lrpial; p. so0.

\

rfi, pp. 311-12. The'letteshreads( in part, as féllqws:

T assure yY T have considerd & reconsider”d this matter, & would give y" ~
all y® Proofs possible that 1 wd pleaseétou, wCh "are cons'stehﬁ with my
reason & honour.. I am absolutely obliged *o meﬁfion,ye'btsiness of
Shakespear, (it is-Requi:d»directly of me, besides; EK those wham I
‘cannot disobey).’ But you see I comply to y€ utmost w god, in leaving
out all your Thrqé objections. The saying before &t I c® not deny it at
your Reqguest was meapnt meerly- to express our Friendship, wCh y! seemd,
‘as well as myself, to desire. Tho indeed y® putting you down as'a’ '
Receiver of y® Subscriptions for me, was enough to demonstrate upon . .
what good terms we s#ood. "You'"l see, by thiscwondrous lettX enclosed,. .
héw highly Lintot takes it, in that very light. I shd be glad yu c@ call
at 1d Petérborrows. as soon as y? go out this morping. As to y® ‘other
particular I thank y% for your advice; wch I'm'ggre is well_m&aﬁt,'& I
believe partly Right, but I don't think it so honourable a part to
conceal y® least branch of a Truth till and Interest is servd: 'Tis
- fairer to do. it at first, & that's all my reason.. You may depend -on my
taking every thing right Qf4Y6u,'& upon my being sincerely (without any
views, for you'l finc  have none) o P -
yr affect. humble Serv-. / A. Pope. |
v G

| | Sy

N
A

235ee chapter II,_p._SQ.

24

Hart, p. M-

2ssherbqrn}.p. 232. v R 3 .

\26Ibid.;_p. 235. ",Zﬂ__ _ ’ . . SR ‘iv\

27

Donald B.fclark} Alexander Pope (New York: Twayne‘Publishefs
Inc., 1967), p. 71. ‘ ' N v e ,

2BSherburn', p. 235.
2?John_3§tt,ﬁ»?ope's Taste in Shakespeare (London: Oxford Univ. .
‘Press, 1936), p. 4. ‘ . - e '

o




BOSherbhrn, p. 234,

3lipia.
325ee Tbid., p. 240.

31pid., p. 240-41.
. 34v - ‘- : ’ )
See Ibid., pp. 241-44.
35Louhsbufy} p. 111,

3§Sée‘éhaptef II, pp.

37

63-65.

W.L. MacDonald, Pope and his Crities:

;S ' 218

A-Stu@y~in Eighteehth;

‘Century Personalities (London:

Brpiai; p. 1168 -

39See'¢hapterrlf, pp; 63-66.

OSee’esp. LQunsbury,'and'also JoneS{'Lewis Theobald.

4l.MacDonald, p. 1i8.

42

J.M. Dent & Seons Ltd., 1951), pp. 114-15.

‘

v

43Ibid;f~p. 632

“smith, Shékespeare in the Eighteenth Century, p. 66..

,.\A . )

44Malcolm Goldsteln, Pope ‘and the Augustan Stage (Stanford

i Stanford. Unlv..Press, 1958),; pp.

109 lO

i SR f__.uv v , |
SPope._WorkS'of William Shakespear,  I,i.

4rhig., i,

*7Ipia., iii.
“ésIbid., iv.

Prpia., v.



_J
" -
\ T ! \ s
5OIbi_d._, ka.
Slwia, g '
A >21pid., xvii. Y o
53Ibid. | ‘N - e \
54

. -H.W.”Crundell, "Actors'»Parts and Elizabethan PlayeTexts," N&Q,
’180'f194l), 351. ‘ : ‘ ‘ o , »
< s e ¢

Pope, Works of William Shakespear, I, xix.

®see chapter II, pp. 36-37.

7 g s A
> Pope, Works of William Shakespear, I, xxiii.

58See Butt, and also P. Dixon, "Pope s Shakespeare," JEGP,,GB
(1964), 191-203 - - /. : :

9;Pope', works of William Shakespear, I,.xxiii.n

N

. \;' 60Hans Schmidt, Die Shakespeare Ausgabe von Pope, DlSS Giessen
(Darmstadt,‘l912)

219

. ) ’ . | \
?lSee chapter II, pp. 44-45,- o
62, - o o o
~ Lounsbury, p. 87. Quoted in Hart, p. 46.
6?Hart, P. 46.
7 ®%mpia., pp. 87-88. : - R o
®Ibia., ppr 89-90. . S s
®rpia., poas.
. o

Act and scené divisions follow that of Horace Howard. Furness, ed.,

_ The Tempest: New Variorum Edition (1892; rpt« .New York: American Scholar,

1

1966).. Subsequeqt references to The. Temgest are - from thls edition.

seLounsbury, p. 108. R3

\ , . . v,! : e ri;i: | | : '1 ' \‘2‘{. ‘fv,'
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‘\ Temgést, devotes almost three full pages to a bibliographicalvdiscussion :
“of this passage. The following paragraph will g%ve the reader some idea™

i - o L o S 220

69

. -~

Ibid., p. 110

N .

% .70Fraﬁk Kérmode}‘ed;, The'Tempeét: New Arden.Ediﬁion (London:’
Methuen & -Co. Ltd., 1966), p. 36. B 7 N :
- 71

Ibid., p. 60.

72

> Ja = . o S ' . S
. Ibid., p. l44. ' o : .
.o " . N . ‘ - ) - N ) . l ‘4’\ .

4It is interesting to note that FrankAKermode, editor of the Arden.

Fufness,Ted,,AThe Tempest; p. 125. "i : I S

6f the ténour.of his discussion. _ ‘
- "Now, we.must emend; and a'proposal which is open to none of the
objeCtiohs stated above is that Shakespeare wrote pusielest and the
compositor, -or a copyist, split thiS‘into busie lest. This reading has
“the adVaqwage that, as ‘Dr. Harold Brooks rémarks, it would have been a
hard one ‘for anyone dealing with the copy, from the.first transcriber
up to the'proofreader.-ilt is certainly'avcurious formation -a super-
lative form of the adverb "busily" - but it is paralleled by the easilest
of Cymb., IV.ii.207. Bulloch conjectured "busiliest," and this needs
only slight alteration to meet bibliographical objections and conform

confessed, busilest is less satisfactory than "busiest": "my.thogghts'

"more'closely\to-the'example;from szgeline. In one respect, it must be :-/

' are than busiest” serves better ‘than "my thoughts then most busily re-

fresh me," because they obviously'yould-refresh-hls labours most when he

was labouring, ‘not when he wasn't. But. the adverb-adjective confusion is
no great matter in this play; perhaps Shakespeare "should" have written

. "busieSt,ffbut what he probably did write'was'busieleéﬁ" (p;72)._

\ \ S / . N
| \

75 ) . - ' ‘ B! L ‘, ; . L . \ L
Hart, through a study of Pope's edltorialr'abouf%_on Macbeth and ™ -
Antony & Cleopatra, comes to a similar conclusion. He says about Macbeth:

‘ ) n__. Pope's references to thejfoiivaere not made merely because
he was "puzzled" for a meaning but because he had collated with a certain
‘amount of fidelity. This is a disaﬂpoint;ng‘conclusiOn,-but nonetheless.
a valid and effective one" (p.57) + o : " : :

\ ) : -
He contludes his discussion of Pope's use of the folio texts by .saying. S Lo

that "It seems safe to conclude ... that Pope paid the folio text as
much. attention as he did to any of the quarto editions he collated" (p.58).
schmidt, p. 33. Quoted in Hart, pp. 48-43. -
| Myare, p\'49; L s e
S o A o S R
|

i 3t
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Ibid.,‘p\ 55.. Hart alsQ adds in a footnoe that "The statistics of
- Pope's-use of the Hamlet quartos are: Act I, 50 adaptatiqns;‘Act II, 55;
 Act III, 54; Act IV;'SS;_”Act v, ‘70." o . ‘ :

7

" 'w

1

All references to Othello are from Horace waérd Furness, ed.,

Othehlo: New Variorum Edition (1886; rpt. New York: American Scholar, '//%=§
1965) . : : o “ R
o . ) L3 ‘ v o ' '4/
. . M . )
See Appendix A, pp. 240-44, for an analysis of Pope's original ’\
emendations in, Othello. o = . o SR
, —_— <
8l . o : :
Furyess, ed., Othello, p. 199.
TN M.R. Ridley, ed., Othello: |New Arden Editioni (London: Methuen
& Co.Ltd., 1967); pp. xvi-x1iii. T o,
—_— ‘ ‘\. .

83Ibid.,_p.,gliiiﬁ
. - ‘ . . |
84 - S _ e ‘ I
" Furness, ed., Othello, p. 55 3 ] , S _
CHOUCR | : i ! .
_Ridley's'discussidn of this line -provides an interesting contrast
to Pope's method. “This Tine is an interesting example of editorial
operations, siﬁcé;the acceptance of F's EortanCe is almost as unanimous-
_as the rejection of .F's Travellours. But if one, why not the other?
Judged by 'preferability" - that dangerous ‘criterion - portance is no
- doubt & good mouth-filling phrase, by the side of which with it all seems
anaemic. But is it not also seriously du; of character? Othello is the
‘last man to expatiate on his own creditable behaviour under stress, and
portance:has-inéscapably the connotation of "how a man carriés himself""
‘and not ‘merely "what happens to him". Further, with it all marks a
~transition: soAfar-Othelio»hadvfelated.his adventures in war; then, along
with those, he went on' to relate the scenes and people he had 'met with on ‘ ’
his travels" (Othello, p. 29).. .. ' : ﬂ ' R ’ '

N A

;sepcpé,\Works,of William Shakespear, VI, 491.

87 . - | e L R L L ' ‘
Furness's comment En the word "Klssesﬁkprov1des an interesting _ Lo ]

.”counterpoint to Pope: "And yet we must remember that kissing in Eliza- : |

'Q’beth‘s'time was not as significant as it is now.  See the openness with
~which, in II, i, Cassio kisses-Emelia™ (Othello, p. 59). ‘

gaPope,'WOrks of William shakespear; I, xvi,:

89 pia., vI, 259.

Orbia., VI, 305 S, A S
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91
\ All references to Romeo and Jullet are from Horace Howard Furness,

eq Romeo and Juliet: New Variorum Edition (1871; rpt. New York:
. Aﬂerlcan Scholar, 1963). - " ! ' <

. . . ,

2 o L ,f - ’ ’
9 Pope, Works of Wllliam-shakesgear, VI, 308y
, 93_. o L S R
- Lounsbury, p. 1Q03. Lounsbury is especially offended at Pope's
~rationale for omlttlngnlneteenllnes of .a speech by Friar Laurence to
Romeo in Act 3, scene. 3. ° Pope says,‘“Here follows in the common books a

great deal of nonsense, not one word of which is to be found in the flrst
edition” (Pope, Works of Wllllam Shakespear, VI, 304)

94See Appendix A, PpP- 244 47, for an ana1y51s of Pope's use of Q1.
" There are 83 occasions where Pope might have used a quarto other than Ql.
Of these, 20 readings deflnltely come: from Q5 (1637) - i, e. they,dlffer
from readlngs in Ql or Q2 (1599) '

N

Chapter IV

N lREcherd Farmer, "An Essaﬁ on the Learning of Shakespeare;" in
-Eighteenth Century Essays on Shakespeare, ed. David Nlchol Smlth
($lasgow: . James MacLehose and Sons, 1903), p 197 :

2The two most 1mportant recent studies of Capell s ShaKéspearean
. labours are: . Alice Walker, "Capell!’ s Edition of Shakespeare," and
,Sarlendra K. Sen, Capell and Malone, and Modern Critical Blbllograpgy
(1964 rpt Folcroft, Pa.: The Folcroft Press, 1969). ’

‘;Edward Capell,_Mr. William Shakéspeare: . His Comeaies, Histdries,
and Tragedies (1767-68; rpt. New York:. AMS Press, 1968), I, 29-30.

!

/

'4Walker,'fCapell‘s Edifibn,of Shakespeare," pf 132, . ' e

Samuel Pegge, "Brief Memoirs of Ed ard Capell, ELq., in Illustra—
. tions of the Literary History of the’ Elghteenth Century, I, ed John '
Nichols (London ] NlChOlS, Son, and Bentley, 1817), 465,

®1bid., 469.

T1bia., 474, o L R

81pid., 47e.

9See;1bia;, 474-75,

S
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‘lOCape’ll,\ Sh sEearél', I, 1. - : J
1.

-

Pegge, 468.

21pia., 470. I R DR

}?Capellp,shakesgeare, I, 19.

Mipida., 20, o Coy '
\ ;SSee chapter I, pp. 5-6.

16Walker; "Capell's Edition. of ShakeSpeére,f o 137. f
" . | _ , . .

7 S
1 tpid., p. 138.

vlssén, pp. 22-23. . ' " IR ST .
19 - : : i
Capell, Shakespeare, I, 9.

N

~

201bid.,'1o;11;

2 rpid., 11. . o R >

%25 Chaptefui, pp. 14-18..
See chapter I, pp. 19-21.

XJSee chapter I, pp. 15-17. - . = S o :
. i | i : S | .
Capell, Shakespeare, I, 5-6.
5 . , _ v
Sen, pp. 29-30. . -
Capell, Shakespeare, I, 4. - . ‘ : . _ . . b

28

rpia., 627, DR B
1pia., 13.

) \ . H
‘ ) ‘
1/

20 11 and pp. 23-26.

YSee chapter I, pp. 6-

\
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T 3 Capell S aﬁespeare, I, 21- 22

32 S : J ' . : .
McKerrow, Treatment of Shakespea e's Text, p. 28. - T

3}Capell; Shakesgeare,‘l, 22,

4.
3 It 1s 1nterest1ng to note: that Capell developed. and ‘made use of-

these edltorlal principles some time before his edition-of Shakespeare
was published. R.G. Moyles, "Edward Capell (1713-1781) As Editor of

:f‘Paradlse Lost," Transactions of -the Cambridge Bibliographical Society, 6

(1975), 252-261, conclusively shows that Capell used similar methods in
his edition of Paradise Lost. Mdyles concludei his discussion with thq
following assessment of- Capell s performance:. "He was, I think I have
--shown, 1n terms of his treatment of the substantive text, his awareness-
of the authorltatlve edltlons, and his inclusion of "a textual apparatus,
more than a hundred years ahead of his time. One would not hesitate in
also calllng hlm the flrst systematic editor of Paradlse Lost" (pp. 259-
60) . S . \

N . ) AR | .
. . Alsdjéﬁﬁg/can see from ‘the follow1ng extract -from the preface to
his Prolusions; or, _Sel&qct Pieces of Antient Poetry (1760) that his

_editorial principles wert firmly established long before his edition of.
Shakespeare was published: c a ' :

:  "From what editions the several pieces were taken, is very' |
faithfully related at the ‘end of each piece; and the editor thinks he may
with confidence affirm, that they are the first, and best , and only ones
’worth .consulting. When a poem was to be proceeded upon, the editions.

that. belong to it were first collated; and with what care, let that minute- .
‘ness speak which may be seen in the various readings:. In the. course of

‘this collation it well appear'd, that some one-edition was to be prefer'd

- to the others: that edition therefore was made the ground-work of what

is now publish'd; and it is never departed from, but in places where some
other edition ‘had a reading most apparently better; .or in.some other’

places as were very plainly corrupt, but, ass;stance‘of books failing,

wene to be amended by conjecture; in the first of these. cases, the read-

. ing that was judg'd best ids inserted into the text of the poem, and. the
rejected readlng may be found in it! s ‘place at the -end; and, in the other,
the conjectural reading is inserted llkew1se, and that upon which it is
built. at the: bottom of the page: Where the corruption of a passage'arose v
from omissions, - whereby" the sense, the versification,. or both were S
defectlve,:— it i's endeavour'd to be -amended by the insertion of such word,
or’ words, as seem'd most natural to the place; and all such words are
printed in'a. black . letter. Upon this plan, (the merit of which the publlck
 is now. to judge of) the text of one édition, thebest that could be found,

is made ‘the establish'd text jof that particular. poem, and every departure
from it, how minute soever, is at once offer'd to the eye im the most

simple manner, without .parade of notes whlch but dlvert the attentlon...
(Quoted by'Sen, PP.- 48—49) : :



35 . S '
Capell, Shakespeare, I, 22,
361bid.,_22—23.

37 ‘ o

Walker points out that the Trinity College transcrlpt of this
volume occupied Capell between 3 February 1767 and 16 January, 1771
("Capell's Edition of Shakespeare," p. 145).

381bid;, p. 144. - . - o
39Pegge, 4(2.‘ .
, . N
40Ibid., 473,
41 ] S ’ .
Walker, "Capell's Edition of Shakespeare," p. 145.
42See_chapter I,'p-‘31-f

4 ' ' S :
'3walker, "Capell's Edition of Shakespeare," p. 147.

?4See chapter 111, p..123.

45_ ‘ :
Furness points out’ that .in II.i. 300 where the FOllO text reads, -

" "And looke how well my Garments fit upon me," Capell replaces "well"

with "feat." Furness comments: "I can find no. reference whatsoever. to
the change in his Notes, his Various Readings, or in his Errata. It has.
entirel escaped the notice .of every editor, I believe, from that day to
this" (Tempest, p. 120). Certainly this is one of the very few ‘instances
where Capell sllpped up in. this regard :

. 46Edward Capell Notes and: VarlousrReadlngs to Shakespeare, II,
(1780; rpt ~New York: Burt Franklin, . 1970), 55-56. = - -

‘47Perhaps surprizingly, Alice Walker clalms that Capell has been
somewhat unfairly criticized for his style; which she finds "informal, "
-and attractlvely free from bookishness" ("Capell's Edition of Shake-
-speare, "'p. 146). I personally agree more with Samuel Johnson who, on °
‘one o¢ca51on, is" reported to have said, "Had Capell come to . me I would
have endowed his purpose w1th words" (Quoted by Furness, Tempest, P. 27)

48Capell,'Notes, II, 64.

. L
49-AC.apell,"Sh’akesgeare, I, 23-25,

~
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Allce Walker argues that Capell’'s obsession with aﬁ’attractlve
looking text was one of the prlmary causes of the unpppularlty of hlS'

edltlon. : .
\“j , . X

"That his. Shakespeare did not feceive the attentlon it merlted
was due- to his refusal to have his pages made unsightly by footnotes.
Until his Notes appeared; - the only critical apparatus he supplied (apart
from his Introduction).was that, in the dialogue of his. text, he 9&1nted_
-1nblack.letter any word or words that.were not in- the old editions and
that he recorded, at the foot of the page, his copy-text reading if his
emendation was taken from the moderns and if it could be accomodated in ‘the
one line he allowed\hlmself for critical matter of this kind. “Thus in.
Hamlet, 'bonds' appears .in-a footnote, since he accepted: Theobald’

. emendatlon 'bawds' ,but he did not record Q2's" 'frlendly (in. the phrase o

_ '"like friendly Falconers') which he rejected. for the Folio's - 'French'.
- The latter kind of information was reserved for the Varlous Readings

"ﬂvwhlch were to follow with his Notes. There are sixty~-five footnotes in

. his Hamilet of the "bonds ', type, all neatly. compressed into a single line

_at the foot of the page, but they give, of course no 1nk11ng either of:

" the number or complexity of the variants or. of the difference between

his text (based on Q2) and earlier ones (hased mainly on the .folio).

Readers were thus deprived, until his Notes were publlshgd of what was

most essential to the appreciation of his methods His debts to' the

. moderns were ackrnowledged [as footnote - Though not by name ... since

. even initials appeared. to him' to make the page unsightlyl, but he had L
' yet to show how many authentic readings he had restored fro§ the author-
- itative texts and on what principles his selectlon of readl gswasloased"

("Capell's Edltlon of Shakespeare," p. 143).

51Capeil, Notes,[IIh 59.
52 -
See chapter III, pp. 126-R7.

53 - » ' o L DR ' ’ l
Capell, \Notes, II, 65-66. . _ : N :
54 | R R o
_Furness, ed., Tempest, pp..145-46. ‘ B B Lo

%

55See'chapt‘er III,‘fOOtnote $74.

> Capeil,-Notes, II} 57.
*'1pia., 67-68. DI S

58See ¢hapter I, p< 31.

59Kermbde; ed.,iTemEest;.p.IQB.
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~ 6O.Qu0ted by Fyrness, ed., Tempest, p. 188, ™

®l1pia., p. 189.

5 _ B - S e |
See Appendle, pp.248-251for an analysis of Capell's original -
v _emendatlons and his use- of emendatlons of. other e1ghteenth—century
_ edltors in Othello.

63It is 1nterest1ng to’ note that M. R Rldley, editor. of the New

Arden Othello, also-has dlfflculty with the lines. He accepts the Folio
reading, but his. unea51ness is apparent: "shut ... up) 'Neither this nor
‘01's shoote is very easily interpretable; the passage can mean. "confine
myself to some other way of life that may' lead to Fortune's beneflts" but
‘shut is-an oddly strong word for that, and the passage which steevens A
quotes to support it from Mac., II i.16 seems 1rrelevant, since "shut up
In measureless content" is a plcture of enclosure in a state of mind,; not
in a course of action. I have taken F's readlng only’ because it can be
made to mean somethlng, whereas Q1' s, even with "on" for 1n, and 1n

E ‘splte of Mason's defence,'hardly ‘can.

64Capell, Notes,.Ilﬁ 150;51.
®31pia., 152.

Edward:capell,'Notes and Various Readings tb Shakespeare, I,
. (1779; rpt. New York: Burt Franklin, 1970), 54.

67Capell, Notes, II, 154. f}g o A

v 68Rid1ey,_ed.j,'othello, pl 170." Tt is also 1nterest1ng to’note. that
“here, as in so many othér places, Samuel .Johnson and Capell arrive at -
similar readings. Johnson supports the Folio's ‘"quat," defining it as
".o. a pimple, which by rubbing is made to smart, or fs rubbed to sense."
‘Johnson goes. on to say that "Roderlgo is called a "quat"' by the same mode ' -
of speech as a. low fellow is- now termed in low language. a scab.  To rub .

to the sense is to rub to the - qulck" (Var p. 283). *bne suspects that
-'SOches of reference had greatly 1mproved since’ Pope s tlme. ‘

“

-~ Capelly Notes, II, 154. ..
7OIbid,, 142. - S o ,‘,, . 3 - ) : A._‘\
"ipia., 154, o ot
72 “ o ' . .‘ : \ s el N - " o ..‘
. Walker, "Capell's Ed;tlon of Shakespeare, p. 142, .

.
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73 ' L ‘ e
For an aj?lysxs -of Capell's own handllng of the text of Romeo ‘and
Jullet, see Appendlx B, pp. 252~ 261 S L '

4’Capell_,»Notes, 11, 2. - ‘ : ‘\
7S1pid., 10.°
TO1bidl, 3. .

‘ 7vIbld:,;

781bid., 15.

79_ ' : 4 .
. It is 1ntere§t1ng £0 nbte ‘that the editorial phllosophy behlndv
John Dover Wllson s handling of these llnes is not very different “frém

Capell'’ S John Dover Wilson, ed., Romeo and Juliet (Cambrldge Cam~
brldgp Uan. Press, 1955),'conta1ns the followxng note to the lines:

"J.DW. conj. that 11. 42-4 were Sh.'s first shot, for which he later

substltuted 11l. 33-9 ('But Romeo v.. kisses sin'); writing these seveh:
new 11nes in the margin or on a slip, andfdrgetting to delete the

- three- old ones. The context galns if these-three axe left out ,; while

'nothlng ls lost but l 44, which is dlstlnCto weak" (pp. 187 88)..

N . . A) . :

g 80 - . : , -
R §Capsl*-1, Notes, II, 2L . . 4 oL T
- s ) _ \

- Chapter. v -~ ~ :
1 L h - ) v . : . o
“Malone, Shakespear . (1790), I, -1xix. S ' ,.-“ R
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_ , Appendix A L
Analy51s of Pope*s Orlglnal Emendatlons in Othello.
. /
_ Act 1, scene 1 . I! . o L L
[

;-5 contractlons.

. ."v-,,» ,....

'Svoccasions where a word or words are omltted in order to improve meter.

PR g o W

occa51on where a word or words are. added .in- order to lmprove meter.

H-.

™

occasxons where a word or words are changed n order to 1mprove meter.

occasjion where a word or words-are changed ¥n okrder to improve grammar.

‘occasi ns where a word or words are. changed in order to clarify e
“meanlng. T e

uf—’un.

i
o en, .\'

1 occa51on where the form of a word is.changed*in order to improve -

grammar. : I

i Act.l,“Scene 2 . R S o o g Ce S
2 contractlons. oo
1

ﬁontractlon changed (1 e. "'TH

I e gt

"3.occasiohs where a.Word or words are omltted 1n order to. improve meter.

Act 1,'Scene 3 o R S : 'f'r‘
1 alteratlon of wordlng of stage directioni_

: : : ' e T, o ]
.6.occa51ons where a word or words are omltted in order'to improve meter.
3 occasions where a word ox words are omitted for. non-metrlcal reasons.

1 occasions where a

d or words are added in order todimprove meter.

1 occasion where a word for words are changed in order to 1mprove meter. *
1 occasion where a worg or words are changed in order to improve grammax.
clarlfy

7.occa51ons where a wofd’ or words are changed in. order t

S

e AR N LA i .
occasion where the form: of @ word is changed in order to’ improve
 grammar. ~ o ’ s

s 1 reversal of word order. =~ L : o
\\..\ . R ' N N i -
N _ o _ P L L SO T
. Act 2, Scene 1 - P " S : .
; - R : ‘ \ : .o e, .- o .
. : i . o s
4 contractions. . R . c o - R .
BN ‘ W o , A
La. wos . o R : S R L
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.1 reversal of word order. = "

‘.Act'2,:SceneJ2.

-1 ‘occasion where the form of a word is changed in order tqﬂgmgﬁg a ?

- % o . N .
v

2‘occaslons where a word or words are omitted in order to lmprove met

2'occa51ons where a word or words are omltted for non—metrlcal reasons. S

- .

1 occasion wherefa'wordhor wbrds are added in'order to‘clarify meaninq.~

2 occasions where a word or words are changed in order to.improve meter,
'2'occa51ons where a word or. words are . chanaed in order to merove

grammar. . : -
3 occa51ons where a word or words are changed in order to clarify»
‘meaning. o ' s ) )
l‘occas1on where the form of a word is changed 1n order to merove
' grammar. s : ' o
1 occasion where the form of ‘a word is changed for purposes of modern—
1zatlon.

o N

1 addition of stage settlng.. :

l alteratlon of wordlng of s¥age dlrectlon.

3 contractlons.‘ . ' LTI R R
1 contractlon expanded to two words.

6 occa51ons where a’ word or words are omltted in order to 1mprove meter.
1 occa51on where a word or words are omltted for ndn-metrlcal reasons.,

l"oéCasion“where a.word'or'words are.addedxin ordergto'improve.meter.
v : N
l occa51on where a word or words are changed in order to lmprove meter,
'3 o¢casions where a word or words are. changed 1n order to clarlfy
meanlng. A . v . A
! - . . ' : . . o ‘\,

FAN

grammar.

e

[
R

= "ol
. P N e

1 reversalef word order. . Ca T

Act‘3,chene‘l S . T - o T N .//
' 1 contraction. , L : R S 37/

. '% occasions where a word or words are omitted in‘order to improve meter. o /

'

Ast 3, Scene 27 : ",-}--,, L o : \ el /
1 occasion where a word.or words are omltted in~order to lmprove meter RV

N .
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Act 3, Scene 3 ° ' \ T b
13 contractions, ' . ' v TN
A o : - 4 A
14 occa51ons where a. word or words -are omltted 1ﬁ order to improve meter.
1l occasion. where a word is omltted for non—metrlcal reasons ' "

N

9,

gt
v g

2 acc351ons where a word or. words are added in order to’ lmprove meter.

'occa51ons where a.word or words are changed in order to 1mprove meter.
_occasion where a.word or .words are changed in order to 1mprove\grammar.
9 occa51ons where a word or words are changed 1n.order to clarlfy_meanf
' ing. . : : : - -
g _‘ . . N \

1 occa51on ‘where the form of a word is changed in order to’ 1mprove w

x

=

. grammar.
1 occa51on where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern-
1zat10n. o . o . . .
. o o a4 R . ! ’

1 reversaliof'word order. R —_— L

Act 3, Scene 4 ' - -

.6 cdntractions. Lo : I .

N

.3;occasrons where a word or words are om!tted in order to lmprove Aeter.

™ K

1 occasion where a word -or. words are changed 1n order ‘to 1mprove meter.

3 occasrons where a word or words are changed 1n order to clarlfy mean-
.1ng.4. o

) ) - . ) B -

i reVersal of .word order. R R g -
, R n ‘ _

1ﬁAct 4, Scene‘l‘

contractrons.‘-.‘ ' . o o Ty

[

. _ AR
-1 contractlon changed (i. e. ”y are" to "yo re ?).‘ S . é
3.occa51ons where a word or words are omltted in order to 1mprove meter. -

3 occq51ons where a word or words are omltted for non—metrlcal reasons.-ly

1 occasion where a word or words are added 1n order to 1mprove meter.

3Wocca51ons where a word Lr words ‘are changed in order'to lmprove .grammar. -

lﬂocca51on where a word or words are’ changed 1n order to clarify meaning.,
: ! ARV

. T
: - .

Act 4, Scene 2

' 5»contractigns.‘
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occasion where a word or words e omitted in order to improve meter..
- . " N . \\
\

o 5 - SRR . —
-occasion where a.&ordoor words gge added in ordbr to.lmprove meter.

K

2 occa51ons where a’ word or wofgs are changed in order to 1mprove meter. ~
2 occasions where a word or words are changed in order to improve
C .grammar. . T L _
‘1~occas1on where a word or words are changed’ in- order to clarlfy meaning. E
. o, ~ . .
At 4, Scene 3 ‘ S - S - il ’
-1 contraction. e I o -
e . R -’ ‘ @

1

- . [ ) J
occasion where a word or words are omitted for non-metrical reasons.

~

v . . o ' : T : : . .
occasion where a word or words are changed in order to clarify meaning.
: A ) . n ' . -

JAct 5, Scene 1

3

(=

Act 5, Scene'2

'contractions.

g ¢
| f‘é ) . N
1
occasions ‘where a word or words are omltted in order to lmprove meter. b

occasion where a. word or words are omltted for non—metrlcal ‘reasons.
. s -

occa51on where a word or words are changed in order to- 1mprove meter. -

occa51on where a word o w'rds are changed in order to clarlfy meaning.

.

[
L

1

7

alteration of wordingrof'stage'direction.

contractions¢ -
~ . . 4 \l.~‘ N . .

occasions where a word or words are omitted in order to improve meter.

occa51on where a word or words are © 1tted for. non—metrlca} reasons.‘

El

'occa51on where a- word or words are added in order to 1mprove meter. : \

occa51ons where a word or words are changed 1n‘order to lmprove meter.
occa51on where a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng.\

'occasionS'wherevthe form of a wordvis-changed.in der to merove

o N

reversal of word order. | \ . . v ' L
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3 v - » e
. TOTALS . .. o
Total number of alteratlons..,........;.....n......rg.; 221 - ' \
‘Number. concerned with staging...........icosdecansicagey 4 40 .
" Nymber concerneg with, meter.....................3:L...c\147,.Jf
Number concerned with grammar or modernization.........: 23’ &*é'?
Number .concerned with meanlng...............0.........., 34 "
Number for other FEASONS.eervorvnvaneervenisansonnseasiat 13
N
Analysis of Pope's Use of the 1597 Quarto (Ql) Edition of Romeo and Juliet
Act 1, Scene 1 ' ‘ : S o o
l«ocdasion where a word-Orfwords are omitted for non—metrical reaSons.
1 occa51on where a word or'words are changed in order to 1mprove grammar.,,
5 occasions where a word or words are changed 1n order to clarlfy mean- .
ing. v . !
~Act 1, Scene 2 . o -i R : o f' : : \
No occasions:where Pope definitely uses Ql. ’
‘”_ACt'Q} Scene '3 | o : o . ‘ ~': T R
‘No occasions wherf'Pope definitely uses Ql. ‘ p
R . ‘ . g ' ) ’ ‘ . . ._,’:"’_‘.-
R - . - . <L . N ' ' ’ v
Act l,‘Scene 4 ) o - ‘ e L ' : L I s° »
_ 4 ‘ LT . o L o .

6 occa51ons where a word ‘or words are changed in order to clarify meaning.
1 reversal of word Qrder. f’ﬂ L .

Ac-t 1, ~'3cene 5 » J » - _;. : . ,

. : ’ \\ S .

. - . N
' lvocca51oﬁ where a word or words are omltted in order-to-lmprove grammar.

l_occa51on where a word or words .are changed 1n order to merove meter;
1 occasion where a word or. words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng.

1 occasion whgggrthe’formfof a word is changéd,in.brder?toﬂimprove grammar. “4ﬁ¢é
. S . .j‘_%&’q.' . E .\ ) L v ) ’... - . . . ; ‘élgfi

Act 2, Scene 1 -~ e e . lé;h;":"
p where a word or words are omitted; in order to improve meter.:¥ . - ‘

S8 . , . e 1
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‘1 occasion where the form of a word is Changed 1n

- Act 2, Scene 3

‘Act 2, Scene 4 o o , St e

, o L o D - s

. 3 R . 3 - R . . \ s, ) ) |, .
2 occasions where & word or words are changed in order to clarify’meaning.

.

Act 2, Scene 2 . T \ ‘ !

3 occasions where & word or wqrds are omitted for non-metrical reasons. . . 4

1 occasion where a word or words are added in order to improve meter. . .  §
) N S _ : : . N )
‘occasion where a word or words are changed in or o improve grammar.

6roccasions where a.word or words are changed in to clarify'meaning.v

: *

to unprove grammar.f
1 occa51on where the form af a word is chdnged 1n order to lmorove meter.

s s
iy

v o . : w e W3-

N Co ' v
1 occasion where a word or words are changed in order to improve grammar.
5 occasions where a word or. words are changed vn order to clarlfy meanlng.

1 reversal of word order. o o o o '. .

- T : x s ) el
2. occasions where a word or words are changed inorder to clarify meaning.

.

2 occasions where.a word or words are omitted.for non-metrical reasons.

1- occasion where a worxd of'wordsuare‘added'in orderbto'c1arify meaning.

s
Coa

Act 2, Scene 5 ' _ EE _ T

._Act 3, Scene 1

s
1 occa51on where' a word ‘or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng

Y

2’ . N

: A -
1 occa51on where a word or words are changed in order to umprove meter.

‘3 occa51ons where a word or words are changed in order to clarify meanlng.

\ C ' o

Act 3, Scene"21w i " ' o . SN

1 occasion where a word or words Ere changed/ln order to improve meter.
4 occa51ons where a word or words are changed in order to clarify meanlng.,

. Act 3, Scene % _ S I o v ' ~

:l occa51on where a word or words are omltted for non-metrlcal reasons.

[

1 occasion where a word or words are changed in order to 1mprove meter.
2 occasxons where.a word or words are changed ln order to improve grammar.

7



N

N

. — : -
A E- -

.4}o§CaSiQn5‘Where‘a word or words are changed ;;Jorder'to clarify meaning.

. : ﬁﬁ"v o
1 reversal of word order.  * ' = . ‘

A N .
o e ' . "

Act 3, Scene 4

0] 3 B

1 occasionswhere a"wordi or words are changed in order to-'clarify meaning.
: . . . . . . . c oo ] . N . .
“‘Z' - ) ) . £ 4,5

Act 3, Scene.5 - . ¥ S : o o : o
— ., . R . ) \

~ Y : o ‘

. : -2
. [ : I ¢ . N i S . . .
occasion where a word or words are omitted. in order *to improve meter.

[

1 occasion-where a word or words are omitted.for_ndn-metrical.reasdns.

.

N\
\

1 octasion where a word or words are changed 1n ordér to improve grammar.
8 occa51ons where a word or words are changed E order to cnarlfy mean-

/ing. e i ' .
) . - 4
1 alteration of line location%{ - .. Y v
: -

Act. 4, Scene 1

*

3 N . ’ . 1 . ‘,‘- » . B .
1 occasion where a word or words are omitted for non-metrical. reasons.

1,

A
3
K

A o ‘ - ' L ) . . -
11 occa51ons‘hhere a wprd,orrYordS‘age changed in! order to clarify mean-
‘ AT ‘ . o ) ) ' ) .

}‘*' 1ng. T -

BV ok 5 "

e\ : o

Act 4, Scene 2

No- occasion where‘POPe definitely uses Ql.

-

*Act'4, Scene'3 : - _ . " K

1 occa51on where a word or words are changed 'in order £0 improve meter.
1 occasion where a word or ‘words are changed in order to clarlfy meaning.

Ik

Act 4, Scene 4

- ) . . o .
v ’ ) ! *

No-occasions where Pope definitely uses. Q1.

L Lo ’ L . . RN
3 . . L . |

Act 4, Scene 5

4

B . A

1 occa51on where a woxd or words are omLtted for non—metrlcal reasons.
. . o, .

3 occa51ons where a: word or words\are changed in order to clarlfy mean-
: 1ng. ‘ g

v
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™~ 4
Act 5, Scene 1 L ' ‘_\' .
v o n
1 occasion where‘a'wdrd or words are changed in order to improVe/ RN
‘ grammar . : o ‘ \.e T
.2 occasions where a word or words are changed in order to clarify mean- .
ing. - _ I - .
, _ | : _ ’ L - w ‘d?
Act 5, Scenav-2 ! _ o : o _
. : : . - ’ . '&ﬂ'u.
) No occa51ons where Pope deflnltely uses Ql.‘ .
» Act 5, Scene 3 '
‘ Boca in 6
1 occasion where a word or words are ch ced in or@er to clarlfy meanlng
TOTALS - . = : I -
Number of times Pope definitely foilows Ql:.;?;ﬂ....l...lbd'
. Number cohcerned with MeteTesueeesnonons ...............; ‘10
Number- concerned with grammar or modernlzatlon........; 10~
“Humber conceixed with Meaning...cceceeeresenevomedoonans 70
Number for other reasons......................1..,..:.. 10
"‘A o Lo _ - v s '_
' N
L4
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Analysis of Capell's Original Emendations in Othello S
. , T

- Act 1, ‘Scene 1 y oo . o

38

additions of stage. directions.

1 alteration of wording of stage direction.’ . S
. . » RN L ..e’l
1 occasion, where a word or words are omitted in order to .improve meter.

v

1 occasion where a word or words are added. in order to improxe.meter.

3 oocasions where a word or words are changed in order toeclarify‘meaning.

occasion where the form of a word 1s changed for purposes of' modern-
ization. = = = . e o

“\Act'l, Scene
1 addition of‘siage direction. o

Act l,'Scene 3

'S . C R ~

'3 addltlons of stage dlrectlons. R
l:alteratlon of wordlng of stage dlrectlon.

e

1 contraction. . Ty L '

l‘ﬁontractlon/expanded to two words., : A
, , . / - PR v
1 occasion where a word or’ word? are omltted for nonJmetrlcal reasons.

-~

1 occasion where a word or words are added 1n order to improve meter.

~

l\occasion where a word.or words are ohanged in order-to clarify meaning.'

Vs X
4.

1 misprint. . Y '?, o

MxZFSqul, : b_ ‘ -“_j : \. L

-~

7 addltlons of stage dlrectlons. o
*2 alterations' of wordlng(ofstage dlrectlons.'

~

-~

1 contraction,, B ' S R S B IR
" N kﬂ, o o g R R . '
2 occasions where a word or words are changed\ih order to~clarify’meanib%.

~ . . . - . -
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' Act 2, Scene 2

Wa ditions of stage directions. ' ~/¢T\\W‘
%QQ teration of wording of _stage dlrectlon. : - ; -

. . . . ' \
2 contractlons. o . _ \ ST

3 occa51ons where a 'word or words are. added in order to 1mprove meter.

. . N . g&w’,.

1 ‘occasion where a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng.
1 reversal of word order.

Act 3, Scene 1l

2 occa51ons\where a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng.

1 word change - corrected in. errata. o roe.
Act 3, Scene 2 L Lo ,x\\ : S .
No original emendations! - L P . Lot

[

Act 3, Scene‘33 BN

: , . , N ¢
N R . . . . o \ . . . , - .
”iﬁ \3 additions of stage directions.“‘ 4 C \ S . -

lﬂcontraction expanded.to two words.
.occasion where a word or words ‘are omitted. in order to lmprove meter. :
11ne omltted - corrected 1n Notes. o : . \

- . ;

[y

3 occasions wher &’ word orvwords are added in order to improve meter.
S A £ o C . : S ' .
~+ 2 occasions where a word or words are changed in order to clarify meaning.
toe ! Y LT P ) o

2 occasions where the form of ‘a wordui-
1zat10n. ;

mpanged for purposes of modern-

o . : t -

- Act 3, Scene 4

fun
0
o
Ty
O
1]
ol}
. .
H
N
-0
t
=
(o]
o]
P
3

R

. contraction. :
1 contraction expanded to two wp5;

L

» ‘ =
1 occasion where,a word_or'words are»added in order to improve meter.

. . s . \ .
l‘occa51on where a word or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng.

LI
“r

Zlocca51ons where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern—
1zat10n. ‘ : B

4



% 2 occasions where a wor‘d" or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng.

. Act 4, Scene 1

*1 word change’ - corrected in errata.

1 alteration of wording of stage direction.

32{contractionSf o Ce R , \[

T ) . ' 250"
A -t . N e )
1 reversal of word order. } ) ’ \ '\
v - . . % .
1 misprint. '

N

1 addition of stage direction, .- d . . _ el : LA
1 alteration of placement of stagefdirectiop; o “

: . & . . . .
2- occasions where a word or wordl are omitted in.order.to improve meter.

W/

s

4 occasionsvwhére a word or words arenadded-in_order*to improve meter.

v

‘Act 4, Scene 2

\

~

.

1 occa51on where a word or words are omitted in order to lmprove meter

s n

2 occa51ons where a word or words are added, ln order to - 1mprove meter.

l,occa51on where a word or words: are chadged 1n order’ to clarlfy meanlng. B

)
. . N ~ o - v

1 word change - corrected in. errata.

.

Act 4, Scene 3

i : D ' . : s
.

4'additions_g§.stage directions. vf &

2 occa51ons where a word or words are omltted in. order to lmprove meter.

RGN

4 occa51ons where ‘a word or words are. added in order to rmprove meter.

N "

rAct 5, Scene<l
2 additiohs\of stage directions. o Ty Lo T _ D

_l'occasion'where a_word or words are added-in order to»imprbvezmeter

) . ;

v

¢

-1 occasion where the form of a- word 1s changed for purposes of modern-
4 1zatlon. i ‘

LN
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- Act 5, Scene 2
% additions of stage directions.. ‘
» ' . * ) B ! ." o
- 2 contractions. - s
ﬁ 2 occasions where a word or words are orffftted in order to improve meter.
e ' W : ; . . ’ ' . T
P p ..' - . . . : L L . ) P . -
0 2 %s;ons where.-a word or words are added in order to improve. meter.
E R st . N . : ! o \ . : ’ :
% : L - L " _ : S T .
L .‘oéca51ons‘where‘a word or wor%s are changed in.order to clarify meaning.
. ‘¢ ’ . RN

.+ TOTAL .ADOPTIONS-= 28

" Pope

T

Total number,df alterations.....;..;..;.........,......-116'

\

Nu@ber;qonéerned,with staging....,..;..,..............x~,40

Number concerned with meter.................
. Number concerned with grammar or modernizati

-~

 Number concerned with meaning....!.“;.;..,.

cerheveiie 44
ON...cuuns. 6
P £

Number for.other reasons.........,....................g -7

S

‘Cépé;i's Use of Editions other than F

N
N

Folios 2, 3, -5 4

.

-

1 word omitted for non-metrical reasons.  ° .

1 word added to clarify meaning,

', 7 words changed to improve grammar.

" 9 words changed ﬁo\clarify meaning.

N .

25 words changed to modernize or coriect spelling.

'TOTAL ADOPTIONS =141 |

Rowe

'x6 stage directions. , . :
1 contzaction., - AR EEEU
3 words changed to improve grammar. Ry

6 words~changed'po.clari§y meaning.
12 words changed to modernize or c

o : o
[ A .
- ’ .
1 stage direction. - L * __
‘1 change of placemeht of stage directi.un.
1 contraction.. o~ T o

2 words added ih order to improve meter.

."‘

orrect spelling.

1 or Qg in Othelld'

o



“words ogatted to improve meter.
words cinged to improve meter.
words changed to improve grammar.
words changed to clarify meanlng A
words changed to modernize or correct spelfing
reyefsal of word order. R .

NN W W,

TOTAL'ADOPIIONS = 23

Theobald:

3 $tage directions.

Z words added to 1mprove meter,

14 words changed to clarify meaning.,

S words changed'u:modernlze or correct spellrng.

TOTAL ADOPTIONS 5.28

~

Hanmer

——— Y

1l stage dlrectlon. ‘ o s s
3 words added to 1mprove meter. . .

JL word changed to improve meter. o ‘ \
I word changed to improve grammar. o

4 words changed to clarify meaning.

2

réversals of yord order. ,

TOTAL:ADOPTIONS = 12 \
fWarburton

1 word changed to clarlfy meanlng.

1 word changed to modernize. or. correct spelllng..

: TOTAL ADOPTIONS 2

"~ Upton

. 1'word added to clarify -meani-..

" 1 word changed: to clarify me- iing.

TOTAL ADOPTIONS = 2

N

‘.% \h

B

:Analysis'of~Capell : Original Emendations in Romeo and Julietﬂ

"Act 1, Scene 1

2 additions of stage directions.
'3 alterations of wording of stage directions

252




1 cOntractioh.

> oy

Act 1, Scene 2 - o

1l addition of stage direétidn.

1 occa51on where a word or words are, qmltted “for non—metrlcal reasons. s
. . ; f«’
-4 B
3 occasions where a word or words are ad§£d¢£10rder to-clarify meaning

+
i

N 2. occasions where a word or words are cha&ocd in order’ to clarlfy mean-‘
- ing» _ ‘ - : _ - :

'1 reversal of word order.

" Act 1, Scene 3 S o .

3ncontractions.

-3 occasions where the form of a word is changed»for purposes of. modern-
1zat10n. : ' - i

»

Act 1, Scene 4 oo N

. . o . . . ’ v. o ~N
3 additions of stage directions. ¢ -

. “_‘:_\‘ . ’ L .
1. occasion where a word or words a

Act 1, Scene\@ . _ \
d:’."’_ BN ’ )
10 addltlons of stage directibns. e
1 alteration of wording of stdge direction. S & '
- 1 alteration of positio age direction; ‘
1 omission of stage dlrec
v . N . L : ' ’ ce v o
1 occa51on where a word or words are’ omltted for non—metrlqal reasons.
. el - ) : U' . ‘ . ~

« 7
1 occas;on where a. word or words are added ln order to 1mprove meter.
i S 4 v~

. 1 occa51on where ‘a word or words are changed in- order £d clarlfy mean—,
e ) ) 1ng. : - oE N . . dooe ' . I »_,‘;.":
. g

Act 2, Scene 1

e
S,

2 additions of stage directions.

~3 occasions where a word or words'are chang®® in order to clarify mean-
mg. - . : o :
’ b ' . s L
v 2 ooca51qps where the form of a wdrd 1s c anged for purposes of modern—
R ‘ization.’ - -



Lo

7?1fadd;tion of stage direction. -

L

Act 2,‘Scene 2 "o o ‘v R '

v

5 addltlons of stage dlrectlons.t

»

l reversal‘of'word order.

" Act 2, Scene 3
1 addition of.stage‘direction. - S

IO ' . . . 3

1 occasion where‘a~word'or words are changed in order to clarlfy meanlng.

.Act 2, Scene 4 : ' ‘ o e . R »

2 additions of etage d;rectidns. o ) IR -
S . 5 ) ' 4
1. contraction. A v o B \ .
. o _ W'
¢ . . -

1 occasion where a word or words are added in order to‘lmprove meter.-
.1 occasion where a word or words are added in order to clarlfy meanlng.

Ve . N
,_N\ 2 occasions where a word or words are changed ih_order'to-clarify4meah4'

ing.

Act 2, Scene 5

Act. 2, Scene 6 e

1 addition of stage direction. - S -

0‘ :l-
Act 3, Scene 1

7 addltlons of stage dlrectlons.
3 alteratlons of wordlng of stage direction.

. . . . l\,.f\_x o
lmcontractlon. RSN i e .
: ¢ T S 3 SN ’ . A
l occasion where a word or. words are omxtted 1n order\to,lmprove meter, A
1 word omltted - corrected in Notes. ' . . S
'l occasion-where a word or words arg addedﬂin order.to;imprOVe meter. SR ‘;.5
. " ) ~\
4 occa51ons where a word or wordS\are changed in order to clarlfy mean- :
ing., . - R ‘
- 1'word change - corrected 1Xverrata._ .
3 occa51ons where the. form of a word is changed for purposes of‘modern-‘ N
ization. v AR , - o ) o fj»f}_
. ) . : D . : ‘ SO

“
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Act 3,.Scene 2- . . . o I e ) : ' co

7. 4 additions of stage directions. - .
1 alteration of wording of stage direction.
1 occasion |where a word or words, are-added in order to improve meter.
2 occasions where-a wpfﬁ“br words are'changed_in order to clarify meaning.

S - - ‘ o N
Act 3, Scene 3 . .
5 addltlons of stage dlrectlons. *
I aitenatlon of wordlng of stage dlrectlon. ’
- . . \
2 OccaSions where a word or'words are omitted for non-metrical reasons. -
2aoccasions where a word or words are added in order to improve meter. - -
. : R ' l
‘Act® 3, S}e,ne 4 Co o S
e 3 : v :
2 addltlons Qf stage dlrectlons. o B o ‘ : - ‘
1 occasion where a word or words are added in order to impr0ve meter.»f
H ™ LN

3 occasions where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern—

oy ! . . < !

<y 1zatloﬁ*‘ , S L v _ L L A
Act 3;‘scéné 5 ' e o S : ' .7\ ' .

4vadd1tlons of stage dlrectlons.
,2.alteratlons of wordlng of stage dlrectlons. o

' 2 contractions.

. S ) . M I q ' . . . . S )
-1 occasion where a word.or words“are added in order to improve'meter;

~ L d\ b,.;?

2”occaglons where a word ©or words are changed in og!zr to clarlfy meanlng. . \

3 occa51ons where the form of a- word is changed ("and" to'“an") " T S w7

v .

o~

Act'4,‘Scene ‘1 A ' BT 3y . N

: . . 2

i addition of Stage dirEctiOn;'

1 occasion where the form of a word is changed for purposes of modern—

zatlon. N
Act 4, Scene 2 o '5‘ ’ tl\_ R o .7' S ) _ »..1”
'3 additions of stage directions. ,x~. ;*'»' SR .



Act 4, Scene'3

1 additidn of stage’direction. ' ' -

l occasion where the form of a word 1s changed in order to rmprove
. grammar (in errata)

.
. ~

N

" Act 4y Scene 4

DRI ¢ addltlon ‘of stage direction. « .
2" alteratrons of wording. of, %tage dlrectlon. -
v . 1 alteration of p051t10n of stage dlrectlon. '

Act 4 Scene S

. ! . N B 4
4 addltlons of stage dlrectlon.

1 alteratlon of word%ng of stage d;rectlon. »

. A
. ~ N .
2 OCca51ons where a word or words are changed
4 alteratlons in»de51gnatloh of chateracters names. - o
Act}S;;Scene‘l S T ’

\

1 addition of stage directioh.

1

t N
¢

A

¥

H

&

i

\ 1 occasron where’ a word or words are . altered 1norder to clarlfy meanlng.

%Acts ‘Scene 2

i1 addltlon of stage dlrectlon.
A , e
%ct 5, Scene 3~

A3 A $

28 addltlons of stage dlrectlons. ‘ '

l‘om1551on ‘of ‘stage dlrectlon. R Ly
2 alteratlons of wordlng of 'stage dlrectlons. . -7
1 contractron.\': : T '

. "

. 5'
“ ) ., iy < .

A >
-2 occas;ons where a word or: words are changed in order'

1 occa51on where the fﬁ?ﬁ of a word 1s changed 1n order to 1mprove
L grammar ‘

in order to clarify meaning.

J/clarify meaning.’
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‘To.TAL»sA\.'

Total number of alterations.....i......;.;.....;.Q..;,;. 185 °
Numbex concerned-with staglng........................... 110

" Number concerned with meter.................,........... 22

Number concerned with grammaﬁ or modernization.........: 14
Number concerned with meanlng........................... 30 <
Number for other reasons...,.............,...,.2;....,.. 9

[

Analy51s of Capell's Use of Qq other than Q3 in Romeo ‘and Jullet
Notef Capell used Q3 (1609) as hlS copy-text He also posseségd coples
e of Q1 (1597), Q2 (;599), Q4 (no date), and Q5 (1637). '8 :
' Act‘i; Scene 1 o T o ‘q K i .:' : T
1 occesion where a word or words are added inerder‘to clarify meaniné;‘
" Act 1, Scene 2 C . ”,gﬁ?';. S "FA . i
2 occasions‘where a word or words are changed in order to‘clarify‘meaning;
Act-l, Scene 3 |
No ise of quarto editions.
‘Act. 1, Scene 4. ) ’ '
‘1 occasion where\a‘word or words. are changed in order‘to clarify meaning.n\ g
R - 4 v . : A ’ i '
‘Act 1, Scene 5 . o g "Qr . , N e
1 occasion where a word 'or words are changed in order to improve meter.'. .
2 -occasions where a word or words are changed in order to clarify mean- . i?»
ing.. ' o
Act 2, <§§ene\i L S o S - f;'i?}ﬂ'

2

1 occas}bn where a word or words are changed 1n order ‘to clarlfy meanlth

1 occasion where a word or words are changed in order to improve grammar.

2

6 oc¢casions where.a word or words are changed in brder to: clarlfy mean-~,
lng. . o . _ U e '

lAreversal of'word order.. . . e B
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B e '
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’

'p

5 ct 2 Scene 3
. _ -~ C

J occ351on where a.WOrd¢ox words are qhahged in order to improve meter.

f cca51on wher K word or words are changed in order to clarify meanlng. )

N Y AR ‘\5 R ’ _
eversal of word order. . uw ‘@k R A I , ;
” S ’ : . . . - . ’
o ‘?'.. e " U . )
: -.V' 4o ' ’ N o Ty
o . . LA \ -
: v‘o ., B
l:contraction expandﬂﬁ'to ‘two words. N _l
Y ’
1 occésxon where a-wor& or words are omltted 1n order to lmprove meter..
(. ~ " L~ .
3 occa51ons where a word or words are added in order to 1mprove meter.
8‘occa51ons where a word or wordS»are changed in order to clarlfy mean-
1ng. . " R _ : C Fi>
~Act 2, Scene 5 o e , S .
No use of quarto editions. I S : . - ‘

% - Act 2, Scene 6 , s ‘ e . ‘ ‘
CURE . ( \ - - N s N L ‘- ) - . | . . . . ~
. No‘uselof<qﬁarto editions. S - e , - T

. S ,'\‘. ™~ ) ) v 1" . . .
Y ‘ . " Pl o -
Act 3, Scene 1 - i o T CoLey
2 occasjons where a word or werds are changed in ordéx to'clarifyziéghing.
B SRR - R
Act 3, Scene 2 . . . : S L
- - » el | o | -
vlvhccasion where a word or words are Changed\intorder to improve grammar.
- Act 3 Scene 3 . _\_;
”l alteratlon of wordlng of stage birectlon.
1 contractlon expanded to, two words. : . Ve
1 occh51on where a word or- words are changed in- order to lmprove meter.
‘2 occasions whe e a word or, words are changed in order to clarify. mean-'“
.1ng. : : \
© ‘Act, 3, Scene 4 \“' T
o PR . \
. T - . s . . . L R b‘ff\)
. No use of guarto editions.

| . . ) ‘ . ] . o : . . : _‘:_
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Act 3, Scene 5 . : . : . o o

2 occasions where a wori‘or words are changed in order to improve grammar.
5 0cca51ons where a'word or words are changed in order to clarify mean-
. 1ng. o ' '

‘Act'4,‘scene‘l ‘ o o ' L

'
\ . . u

1 occa51on where a’ word or words are changed in order to improve. grammar.

"3 occasions where a word or words are changed in orderxr to clarify mean-

.Act'4, Scene 2,

1 reversal of word order. . ‘ ;5" S . v t :

1ng. L o . - a

“Act 4, Scene 3 . ' . o r\
' ' ‘ . ' -
No use of quarto editYons. - : o L F

"1 alteration of wording of stage direction.

Act 4, Scene 4'

N

Act,4; Scene 5.

- N

4 occa51ons where a’ word or. words are changed in order to clarlfy mean-

ing. = S o : . // ‘ R
KR o | - _

’ L . N » . o .
Act 5, Scene 1 . ' L S
-\ , o » - S |
9ccasxons where a word or. words are changed in order to lmprove PRI
grammar, - : Vs L
1 occa51on where a word 'rfwords are changed in_order,to‘clarify mean-
lng~ R R o o o . \ . . i
\ . o v , y .
AR | P o DR R
‘Act 5, Scene 2 o . o , T
N . o ’ .\ ‘ ) . ’.‘f‘:".
1 occa51on where, a wdrd or words are changed 1n order to 1mprove K k
grammar o : \ : T o Af
A K . g
'egﬁ 5. Scenp 3 . - R “._-J ! ' ’

o

1 alteradtion of wordlng of stage dlrectlon.

'3 occasions where a word or words are changed “in order to clarlfy meanlng.

?

.;/a
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: 3
" TOTALS ’ i
Total number of lterations;.;...........;...a.........3 65 = . = i
Number ‘concerned Wwith staging....cccecemsesimecccecrencs 3 : : 1
Number concerned With-MEter... ..o caesrorrereererenss 13- e
Number concerned with. grammar or- modernization......... 8 : R
Number concerned with" meanlng............................41 g ' '
‘\. . ) . . | e P ) ,
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