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This chapter has four sections: 1. Editions and Textual Studies; 2. Shakespeare
in the Theatre; 3. Shakespeare on Screen; 4. Criticism. Section 1 is by Gabriel
Egan; section 2 is by Peter J. Smith; section 3 is by Elinor Parsons; section 4(b)
is by Jonathan Hartwell; section 4(c) is by Annaliese Connolly; section 4(d)
is by Richard Wood; section 4(e) is by Steve Longstaffe; section 4(f) is by Jon
Orten; section 4(g) is by Edel Lamb.

1. Editions and Textual Studies

One major critical edition of Shakespeare appeared in 2007: Katherine
Duncan-Jones and H.R. Woudhuysen edited Shakespeare’s Poems: Venus and
Adonis, The Rape of Lucrece and the Shorter Poems for the Arden Shakespeare
series. An edition of the Complete Works of Shakespeare by Jonathan Bate
and Eric Rasmussen appeared from an alliance of the Royal Shakespeare
Company and Macmillan, but is of little scholarly interest. The parts of the
Oxford Collected Works of Thomas Middleton, edited by Gary Taylor and
John Lavagnino, that overlap with the concerns of this review are of
considerable scholarly interest and will be noticed. Uniquely for an Arden
edition, Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen’s book is comprised of two major
works, Venus and Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece, and they think that
Shakespeare might well have conceived of them as a pair, albeit perhaps not
until he began the second one. The title-page epigraph of Venus and Adonis is
a quotation from Ovid about cheap shows pleasing the crowds, and this
Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen think might be an allusion to Shakespeare’s
theatre work in an effort to distance the present book from it (pp. 11-13).
There is an allusion to the story of Venus and Adonis in the induction to The
Taming of the Shrew and it catches a moment very like one caught in the Venus
and Adonis sonnets in Passionate Pilgrim [1599], so perhaps these were early
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stabs at the theme done around 1590 when Shakespeare was writing
The Taming of the Shrew (pp. 18-19). The titles of the narrative poems were
attractive in indicating that they are about women, and in his early plays
Shakespeare was daring in his representation of women, especially the active
and devilishly attractive Katherine of The Taming of the Shrew and Margaret
of Anjou in the Henry VI plays. Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen ingeniously
suggest that having his women be active and masculine was Shakespeare’s
way of overcoming the limitations of the boy actors (pp. 31-2). They see
Shakespeare pondering republicanism in the waning years of Elizabeth’s reign:
not only The Rape of Lucrece (which shows the events that led to Rome’s
change from having kings to having consuls) but also Julius Caesar. In
Shakespeare’s poem, unlike his sources, Adonis is really just a boy and not
ready for love, and Venus is scarily blind to that fact.

The publishing history and significance of The Passionate Pilgrim is
discussed by Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen (pp. 82-91). This book of
sonnets appeared in octavo in 1599 with Shakespeare’s name on the title page,
although of its twenty poems only five are by Shakespeare and of these three
were from Love’s Labour’s Lost, which was already available in print. A third
edition appeared in 1612 with some extra non-Shakespearian poems by
Thomas Heywood that had been published by William Jaggard in 1609, and
Heywood added an epistle to his Apology for Actors [1612] in which he wrote
that Shakespeare was annoyed with Jaggard for pirating his (Shakespeare’s)
sonnets, which had appeared in a good edition in 1609. Duncan-Jones and
Woudhuysen think it quite likely that Romeo appeared disguised as a pilgrim
at the Capulets’ feast, giving force to The Passionate Pilgrim’s appearance as
a kind of spin-off: one of its poems seems to give the reader Romeo’s thoughts
on the way back from the Capulet house after his first meeting with Juliet.
Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen discuss the biographical links that might
connect people involved in The Passionate Pilgrim and Shakespeare, and how
far Shakespeare might have been actively involved in the project, but on the
possible manuscript copy for The Passionate Pilgrim Duncan-Jones and
Woudhuysen defer to Colin Burrow’s Oxford edition of 2002 (reviewed in
YWES 83[2004]). The discussion of The Phoenix and the Turtle puts the poem
into a detailed context of what the book it appeared in, Robert Chester’s
collection Love’s Martyr [1601], was trying to do for its dedicatee John
Salusbury (pp. 91-123). Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen reject the idea that
The Phoenix and the Turtle was about the execution of Catholic Anne Lyne,
since Salusbury would not have welcomed such sympathies expressed in his
name; they offer extensive new material on Salusbury and his connections with
Shakespeare (especially via the Middle Temple) and his attempts to enter
parliament (pp. 95-111). Perhaps, they suggest, the Phoenix is Elizabeth 1
and the Turtle is Salusbury. The introduction to this edition ends with the
reflection that apart from the works already discussed, Venus and Adonis, The
Rape of Lucrece, the bits of The Passionate Pilgrim by him, and The Phoenix
and the Turtle, plus of course the sonnets, Shakespeare left us no substantial
poetry.

So, to the texts themselves. There is little emendation to comment upon
because Fields’s editions of Venus and Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece were
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well printed and Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen do not claim any startling
new emendations. In Venus and Adonis they print ‘And whe’re he run or fly
they know not whether’ (line 304) in place of Q’s ‘And where he runne, or flie,
they know not whether’. This is Edmond Malone’s emendation for the sake of
metre and sense, with whether meaning ‘which of the two’. Oddly, there’s
a textual note justifying this emendation, but it has no preceding asterisk so
it is hard to know just how big a change in meaning is necessary to warrant
one. (Like all the current Arden series, the prefatory material promises that
‘Notes preceded by * discuss editorial emendations ..." (p. xiii).) There is an
asterisked note drawing attention to their printing of ‘But blessed bankrupt
that by loss so thriveth’ (line 466) where Q has ‘But blessed bankrout that by
loue so thriueth’, saying that loue was picked up from its use two lines earlier.
The first edition to emend thus was Henry N. Hudson’s American edition of
1886, based on a conjecture by Sidney Walker. There is an asterisked note too
for “With purple tears, that his wounds wept, was drenched’ (line 1054) where
Q has ‘With purple tears that his woid wept, had drencht’. This is an
emendation (had to was) that first appeared in Q7. Duncan-Jones and
Woudhuysen are not sure about it: Q’s sad ‘may be correct’, they write, if,
as Richard Proudfoot suggests, the line was originally ‘W purple tears that
his wotd wept, had drencht’ and W< was misread as though it were W, or if
the first word was The, as in ‘The purple tears that his woud wept, had
drencht’.

The text of The Rape of Lucrece shows rather more intervention, and again
the use of asterisks to highlight the relevant notes is either irregular or follows
a system that this reviewer cannot infer. Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen print
‘As is the morning silver melting dew’ (line 24) where the uncorrected state of
Q (hereafter Qu) has ‘As is the morning siluer melting dew’ and the corrected
state (Qc) has ‘mornings’. Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen see this as a
miscorrection: the word is fine as an adjective, as in Qu. Another miscorrection
explains their “‘What needeth then apology be made’ (line 31) where Qu has
‘What needeth then Appologie be made’ and Qc has instead ‘Apologies’.
At line 55 Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen defend their changing Q’s ore to
o’er, which was first actioned in QS5 but is really just a modernization of
spelling. The real reason for their asterisked note at this point is that Malone
wanted to emend here (to or, the heraldic name for gold) and they want to
resist him. Further miscorrection explains why they print ‘And every one to
rest himself betakes, | Save thieves and cares and troubled minds that wakes’
(lines 125-6) where Qu has ‘And euerie one to rest himself betakes, | Saue
theeues, and cares, and troubled minds that wakes’ and Qc has ‘And euerie one
to rest themselues betake, | Saue thecues, and cares, and troubled minds that
wake’. Punctiliously, at line 147 Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen give an
asterisked note to explain that altogether (Q’s reading) and all together (their
preference, from Q8) have different meanings now even though they were not
carefully distinguished when this poem was written. And yet they offer no
note for their admittance of Q’s “To dry the old oaks’ sap and cherish springs’
(line 950), where most editors have wanted to do something with the last two
words so that the springs are harmed, emending to such things as ‘perish
springs’ or ‘blemish springs’. Three readings from the corrected state of



348 SHAKESPEARE

Q follow: “Which by him tainted shall for him be spent’ (line 1182) where Qu
has “Which for him .. .", ‘As lagging fowls before the northern blast’ (line 1335)
where Qu has ‘northern blasts’, and ‘Even so this pattern of the worn-out age’
(line 1350) where Qu has this and the the other way around. Unsurprisingly,
Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen accept Walker’s justly celebrated conjecture
and print “With sad-set eyes and wreathed arms across’ (line 1662), where Q
has ‘wretched armes’. They accept too Edward Capell’s conjecture (adopted by
Malone) and print ‘“The face...|...carved in it with tears’ (lines 1712-13)
where Q has ‘caru’d it in with tears’. In the last line of the poem, Duncan-
Jones and Woudhuysen punctuate to indicate the “TARQUINS’ everlasting
banishment’ whereas most editors make it a singular punishment (Tarquin’s).
As they rightly point out, even leaving known history aside for a moment the
poem’s Argument indicates that the whole family has to go.

There are no further emendations to discuss, although the remainder of
this long edition (nearly 600 pages) has much more to say about the texts.
Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen’s treatment of The Passionate Pilgrim
(pp- 385-418) reproduces the two sonnets later to appear in Shakespeare’s
Sonnets [1609], plus two sonnets that had already appeared in Love’s Labour’s
Lost [1598], plus one non-sonnet poem from Love’s Labour’s Lost. Duncan-
Jones and Woudhuysen do not attempt major editorial work but rather their
collations and notes aim to highlight the differences between the versions
presented in The Passionate Pilgrim and the versions as they appeared
elsewhere. This makes sense, as the differences are by no means certain to be
printing errors that need correction: they might be authorial tweaks. Duncan-
Jones and Woudhuysen have each edited one of the other books that these
poems appear in (Sonnets and Love’s Labour’s Lost respectively) so there
is little remaining editorial work to be done. Although they print all the other
poems in The Passionate Pilgrim, Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen do not
engage directly with the detail of the arguments for attributing some of them
to Shakespeare, but simply refer the reader elsewhere. For the Shakespearian
verses in Love’s Martyr (that is, The Phoenix and the Turtle, pp. 419-28)
Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen reproduce only the parts of the book thought
to be by Shakespeare and there are no important textual matters to discuss.
The last section of the edition that reproduces the poetry itself covers
‘Attributed Poems’ (pp. 429-69), meaning those that Duncan-Jones and
Woudhuysen do not guarantee are by Shakespeare. The first eleven are early
attributions, starting with ‘Shall I Die?’, about which the editors declare
themselves convinced by Brian Vickers that it is not Shakespeare. They are less
explicit about ‘Upon a Pair of Gloves’, but do not sound convinced that it
is authentic. Going into some considerable detail, Duncan-Jones and
Woudhuysen are in favour of accepting ‘Verses on the Stanley tomb at
Tong’ because, when added to other circumstantial evidence, the fact that
Milton’s poem in the preliminaries to the Second Folio [1632] seems to allude
to these verses ‘strongly suggests that they may be by Shakespeare’ (p. 445).
Strangely, they do not give an explicit opinion on the four-line poem ‘On Ben
Jonson’, but sound sceptical. The ‘Inscription for the coat of Shakespeare’s
arms’ (that is, the three words Non sans droict) is of course genuine.
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Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen are avowedly undecided on ‘An epitaph on
Elias James’ while accepting that the two epitaphs on John Combes might be
genuine. Regarding ‘Upon the King’, Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen report
that Vickers will in a forthcoming Notes and Queries article give this to John
Davies of Hereford, but they hold the matter to be still open. (That article did
not appear in 2007 or 2008.) The motto that Shakespeare wrote for the
Rutland impressa is of course lost, and that Shakespeare wrote the curse upon
his tomb in Stratford-upon-Avon strikes Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen
as ‘plausible’. Turning to the modern attributions, Duncan-Jones and
Woudhuysen start with ‘The Lucy Ballad’ and point out that Mark Eccles
observed that Sir Thomas Lucy did not have a deer park at Charlecote (it was
elsewhere) and that the story does not actually say Shakespeare stole deer,
only that he fell in with a group that did and that he robbed a park.
Presumably, if it is true, Shakespeare robbed Lucy’s rabbit warren at
Charlecote. Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen are unconvinced that there is
anything in the various seventeenth- and eighteenth-century ballads that are
supposed to record the event in the oral tradition. The ‘Skipworth verses’ are
now known to be not Shakespeare’s but William Skipworth’s and are not
printed here. What Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen call ‘the Stanford poem’
is the epilogue that Juliet Dusinberre thinks is Shakespeare’s and belongs to
As You Like It, but Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen ‘are not convinced’ and
it is not printed here. Everyone knows that ‘A Funeral Elegy’ is definitely not
Shakespeare, and it is not printed here. Finally, of “Tom O’Bedlam’s song to
King James’ they give no view but mention that Stanley Wells rejected
the attribution, and it is not printed here.

The appendices to the edition are substantial and deal with the textual
situation of each of the major works included (Venus and Adonis, The Rape of
Lucrece, The Passionate Pilgrim and The Phoenix and the Turtle) and provide
the sources (extracts from Ovid and Livy), and also a photofacsimile
reproduction of the part of Love’s Martyr where The Phoenix and the Turtle
appears. Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen accept the view of the Oxford
Complete Works of Shakespeare that Venus and Adonis and The Rape of
Lucrece were well printed by Richard Field in 1593 and 1594, quite possibly
from authorial papers. Field’s printer’s copy for two of John Harington’s
works survives, so we can get a sense of what his compositor(s) did but
should be careful applying that knowledge to Shakespeare: Harington’s poetry
differs from Shakespeare’s and his books were in folio and octavo while
Shakespeare’s were in quarto (p. 472). The compositor(s) of Venus and Adonis
seem(s) different from the compositor(s) of The Rape of Lucrece, and indeed
different from the compositor(s) of Harington’s Ariosto, to judge by spelling
and typographical preferences listed here (pp. 473-6). Venus and Adonis was
entered to Richard Field in the Stationers’ Register on 18 April 1593 and the
Bodleian Library copy of Q1 printed later that year is the only extant
exemplar. One of the problems that the text gave the printer was that
the indentation of the last two lines of each stanza sometimes made a line
that would exceed the measure if remedial steps were not taken. From the
substitutions from other-sized founts, it looks like the printer was short of
certain sorts, especially upper-case V. There are two sets of running titles,
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distinguishable by an oversize V that first appears in the head title on Blr and
recurs in the running title on each 2r in sheets B-F but then (presumably
because the two skeletons were swapped) on G4r. Duncan-Jones and
Woudhuysen conclude that it is at present impossible to tell whether the
printer’s copy was autograph or scribal copy.

The Rape of Lucrece was entered to John Harrison in the Stationers’
Register on 9 May 1594, and thus while Field printed and published Venus and
Adonis, for The Rape of Lucrece he printed for another man, Harrison, who
was its publisher. Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen note that when, as here,
Field was printing for another man he tended to use arabic rather than roman
numerals for signatures. There are ten copies plus one fragment of the book
extant. Running-title evidence suggests two skeleton formes, one used for the
inner and outer formes of sheets B, D, F, H, K and the other used for the inner
and outer formes of sheets C, E, G, I, L (with M, the last full gathering, and
the half-sheet N both being anomalous). Press variants were collated by Hardy
M. Cook in an article reviewed in YWES 86[2007]. One forme, I(0), survives in
two states of correction. The press corrections cannot, write Duncan-Jones
and Woudhuysen, be ‘firmly attributed to Shakespeare’ (p. 485). I think they
mean we cannot be sure that they were made by reference to copy: the idea
of the author being responsible for them does not, I think, extend to agency
beyond the manuscript. As in Venus and Adonis, there was a problem getting
the verse lines into the measure (especially in the indented final couplet of each
stanza) and the same expedients of turn-over and turn-under and abbreviation
were resorted to. Because B(i) is anomalous in its avoidance of capitals and
small capitals for proper nouns, Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen think it was
probably set first, when the compositor(s) had not established the practice then
followed throughout the rest of the book (p. 486). As with Venus and Adonis,
the printer was short of certain capital letters, which led to inconsistent
capitalization and substitution of different sized sorts, and as before we cannot
tell whether the printer’s copy was autograph or scribal copy.

The Passionate Pilgrim first appeared in an edition, O1, of which only a
fragmentary exemplar survives, giving eleven leaves from what were probably
twenty-eight. There was no Stationers’ Register entry for it and the printer was
perhaps William Jaggard working perhaps in the year 1599; the missing title
page makes it hard to know. O2 appeared in 1599, printed by Thomas Judson
for Jaggard and sold by William Leake, and it survives in one fragment and
two complete exemplars. Collation of O2 shows minor variants on DIr and
D3r, and the recurrence of the ‘flowers’ ornaments in The Passionate Pilgrim
can be treated like headline recurrence, giving a pattern that strongly suggests
that O1 was set by formes (p. 493). Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen assert that
O1’s unknown printer was not the Thomas Judson who printed O2, but they
omit to tell the reader how they know that; the English Short Title Catalogue
speculates that Judson did set O1 (p. 494). Again, recurrence of the ornaments
suggests O2 was also set by formes. It emerges by implication—Duncan-Jones
and Woudhuysen do not spell it out—that O2 was not a reprint of O1. In 1612
Jaggard printed O3 as a reprint of O2, but the two surviving exemplars show
two states of the title page, and it seems that the first state (naming
Shakespeare) was cancelled and the second (omitting him) was its replacement.
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Notoriously, O3 also included some of Thomas Heywood’s poems to which
Jaggard had the rights, but to which Heywood objected the same year
(1612) in his An Apology for Actors. Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen try to
untangle just what Heywood’s objection should tell us, but do not get very far
(pp- 497-8). Love’s Martyr was not entered in the Stationers’ Register but was
first printed (Q1) in 1601 by Richard Field for Edward Blount, and a reissue of
the unsold sheets with a new title page and new preliminaries was published in
1611 by Matthew Lownes; it is not clear how he got the sheets. It survives as
two complete and one fragmentary Q1, and just one Q2. With one exception,
the Attributed Poems have not survived in manuscripts or printed books
before the 1630s, and Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen do not think it worth
hazarding guesses about their early transmission.

A brief section of this first appendix explains Duncan-Jones and
Woudhuysen’s editorial practices (pp. 504-14). The first printings of Venus
and Adonis, The Rape of Lucrece and Love’s Martyr were carefully done
and present no problems; they are the bases of the poems presented here. The
Passionate Pilgrim and the attributed poems are trickier. Duncan-Jones and
Woudhuysen present a surprisingly long disquisition on the typographic
feature of capitalization and on the modernization of punctuation and
spelling, and how the early printings and previous editions are inconsistent in
these matters. This edition uses initial capitals ‘only when a personification
seems to be clearly intended’ (p. 505). Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen explain
why they have retained in The Rape of Lucrece the quotation marks that begin
lines of sententiae, even though they cannot be shown to be authorial: ‘it seems
possible Shakespeare would have known that they played a part in the volume’
(p- 509). It is noticeable that Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen do not make
clear whether Shakespeare knew beforehand about this feature and went along
with it, or found out after and did not mind; there is subtly distinct agency at
work in each case. In the event, they are so lightly marked in this edition—Dby
an opening and closing pair of quotation marks rather than one at the start of
each line—that a reader might easily miss them. Likewise, they retain The
Rape of Lucrece’s use of small capitals for proper nouns since Shakespeare
might have approved their use, and having decided to retain them they
naturally have to apply the feature consistently even where the early printing
did not. Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen permit themselves a little self-
deprecating irony in calling this ‘a bold and probably controversial decision’
(p. 510). The Passionate Pilgrim is printed here from O1 where possible
and where not then O2.

The Royal Shakespeare Company Complete Works is edited by Jonathan
Bate and Eric Rasmussen, with two dozen others acknowledged in various
roles that contributed to the ‘fifteen person-years of editorial labour’ that
made the book (p. 6). The edition is based on the 1623 Folio, and as if to
forestall the obvious criticism that this foundational decision was bound to
attract, Bate published an article in the Times Literary Supplement explaining
the edition’s rationale (‘The Folio Restored: Shakespeare ‘‘Published
According to the True Originall Copies”’, TLS 5429(20 April)[2007] 11-13).
The fundamental objection to be overcome is that one ought not to base an
edition on a mere reprint of an extant book but rather prefer the original over
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its derivative. For several plays, the Folio essentially reprints a surviving
quarto, albeit with sporadic additional independent authority because its copy
was first improved by consultation of an authoritative manuscript. It is the
absence of evidence for extensive and consistent additional authority that
makes editors prefer the quarto over the Folio for certain plays, and not (as
Bate claims) their slavish adherence to an absurd rule that ‘the earliest
surviving text must be the one closest to the original authorial manuscript’.
Instead of arguing case by case, Bate attributes to the Folio a general and
thoroughgoing theatrical authority deriving from the actors Heminges and
Condell working on it. In truth we do not know that they worked on the book,
only that they signed an address to the reader at the front. All else is
speculation. Thus while the Folio is a fascinating ‘socialized’ text embodying
multiple labours, it is not the best text for every play. We get closer to
Shakespeare (as writer and as sharer in the leading acting company) by
choosing the most authoritative surviving text on a play-by-play basis.

A longer article on the same topic appeared on a website to accompany the
edition (Jonathan Bate, ‘ “The Case for the Folio””: An Essay in Defence of the
RSC Shakespeare’ [2007] online at http://www.rscshakespeare.org). After
a (not entirely up-to-date) survey of the editorial problem in Shakespeare, Bate
gets to his defence of editing from the Folio. Here a basic fact of printing is
wrongly stated: type is not placed in the stick ‘upside down and back to front’
(p. 37) but upside down only; were it back to front, it would be impossible to
work from left to right through each line of the copy. Considering the evidence
that for certain plays the quarto used as printer’s copy for the Folio was itself
first annotated by reference to an authoritative manuscript, Bate assumes that
this was done out of respect for the theatrical manuscripts (p. 38). Perhaps, but
it might also have been to evade the accusation of copyright infringement that
might follow from reprinting someone else’s book. Having established that
the Folio is theatrically enhanced by this process of manuscript consultation,
Bate leaps to the conclusion that ‘It surely follows that a Folio-based’ edition
will be the more theatrical (p. 41). This does not follow: one needs to pick out
the bits that are theatrical enhancements from the bits that are debasements,
such as the untheatrical massed entry stage directions inserted by the scribe
Ralph Crane making copy for the Folio. Bate is fully aware of the objection to
the basis of his edition: ‘The accusation is that the Folio should not be used
when its copy-text is a derivative quarto, since it suffers from an accumulation
of errors evolving through several quartos. The riposte is that it also has
the benefit of accumulated improvements evolving through several quartos’
(p. 52). The reply to this riposte is that where one thinks that these
‘improvements’ take us closer to Shakespeare, one should import them into an
edition based on the earliest substantive text, rather than accept them all as a
batch and thereby risk treating as Shakespearian things that are just artefacts
of the reprinting process. Bate is forearmed for this answer too: “We must cut
the Gordian knot here. It is best not to over-fetishize the source of individual
corrections’ (p. 52). It is hard not to read this as a fancy way of saying that the
editor cannot be bothered to make the distinctions on a case-by-case basis
and would rather press on and get the work done. The result is an edition that
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does not warrant close attention to the thinking that went on in those fifteen
person years.

The Collected Works of Thomas Middleton, edited by Gary Taylor and
John Lavagnino, was also a collaborative work, with sixty-one senior scholars
listed as contributors to the project (p. 5). Only three plays in this edition
are of relevance to this review: Timon of Athens, Macbeth and Measure for
Measure. Timon of Athens, described as being by Shakespeare and Middleton
(pp. 467-508), is edited and annotated by John Jowett and introduced by
Sharon O’Dair. O’Dair’s introduction is largely concerned with the relative
lack of productions and the problems of the script, which co-authorship does
not dissolve. She wants us to understand Timon of Athens in its own time and
not as a simple lesson that the older ways of doing things (Timon’s ways before
his fall) are better ways: the play does not idealize Timon. In the text of the
play, the notes are all explicatory, not textual. There is nothing in the text to
mark the transition from the bits Shakespeare wrote to the bits that Middleton
wrote. The text seems much as Jowett’s 2004 Oxford Shakespeare Timon of
Athens (reviewed in YWES 85[2006]), although stage directions that are simply
given in the Oxford Shakespeare edition are here marked in square brackets
as editorial additions, reflecting the editions’ different rules on marking
intervention. Also, the odd stage direction is phrased slightly differently and
decisions on scene breaks have been revised. For example, the direction at
14.538 (equivalent to 14.536 in the Oxford Shakespeare) is rephrased and
is also the end of scene 14 here while in the Oxford Shakespeare the scene
carries on. It is a matter of staging, for F has a stage direction exit which
implies that Timon goes back into his cave—he does not leave the stage—
which the Oxford Shakespeare respects by sending him into his cave, while
the Middleton edition emends to ‘Exeunt’ and is thereby obliged to start a
new scene.

The edition of Macbheth is described as a ‘Genetic’ text and is edited by Gary
Taylor and introduced by the late (and sorely missed) Inga-Stina Ewbank
(pp- 1165-1201). Ewbank notes that 11 per cent of the words of the Folio text
are Middleton’s, and he might also have cut about 25 per cent or more of the
Shakespearian words. Ewbank starts with the point that it is only our post-
Romantic conceptions that make us see what Middleton did to the play as
adulteration: back then it was normal. On the evidence of Simon Forman’s
eyewitness account and Raphael Holinshed’s chronicles, Ewbank concludes
that the weird sisters were quite possibly a lot less weird in Shakespeare’s
version of the play. Ewbank finds the addition of songs and dances to be an
intelligent reworking, taking attention from Macbeth’s self-destruction and
celebrating the witches’ relative autonomy and their subversive, liberatory
anarchism. Moreover the songs and dances make The Witch an intertext of
Macbeth: audiences would have seen the same actors in both and understood
them as alternative ‘takes’ on the same phenomena. In the text of the play,
passages added (or moved to their present location) by Middleton are in bold
typeface and bits he cut (or moved from their present location) are in greyed-
out type. Thus passages that have been moved appear twice: once in grey
where they used to be and once in bold where they ended up. To see how these
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distinctions were arrived at one must go to the edition’s Textual Companion,
reviewed below.

The edition of Measure for Measure is also described as a ‘Genetic’ text and
is edited and introduced by John Jowett (pp. 1542-85). His introduction
repeats the well-known argument from Shakespeare Reshaped that the song
‘Take, O take’ was brought in from Rollo, Duke of Normandy, that the
‘O place and greatness’ speech that covers the time in IV.i during which
Isabella talks Mariana into sleeping with Angelo used to be at the end of Act
IIT and the ‘He who the sword of heaven will bear’ speech at the end of Act II1
used to cover the time while Isabella talks Mariana into the plot, and that the
first telling of Claudio’s arrest (by Mistress Overdone to the gentlemen) was
Middleton’s interpolation intended to replace Shakespeare’s dialogue (a little
later in F) in which Pompey tells Mistress Overdone the same news. Since we
know of these major changes, we have to suppose that there are others that are
not so obvious, and Jowett lists what he thinks these are. Bringing Juliet on in
two scenes where she has nothing to say might be one: she acts as ‘silent moral
comment’ (p. 1543). Jowett does not say here why he thinks that silent moral
comment was not part of the original composition but of the revision. Some of
the Provost’s lines in IL.ii were given to Lucio, who also had new ones written
for him by Middleton to make him more cynical and detached. Mistress
Overdone was probably just called Bawd in the original: Overdone is a name
that Middleton liked, and wherever it occurs in dialogue there is a disrup-
tion symptomatic of intervention. As mentioned in the Textual Companion,
Pompey’s speech about the inhabitants of the prison (in which Mistress
Overdone is also mentioned) is a Middleton interpolation. Escalus’s
surprisingly intolerant assertion that Claudio needs to die (at the end of II.i)
is another Middleton interpolation: it is entirely detachable, brings in
a character (Justice) with no other purpose in the play, and it serves only
a Calvinist point about the need to regulate behaviour. Jowett outlines the
evidence that the play was originally set in Ferrara, and that to cover his
tracks Middleton cut dialogue references to the Italian names Vincentio and
Francisca. In the text of the play, greyed-out type and boldface are again used
as in Macbeth to represent the changes made by Middleton in revision.

As with the Oxford Complete Works of Shakespeare, this Middleton edition
wisely prints all the textual scholarship unpinning the work in a separate
volume (Thomas Middleton and Early Modern Textual Culture: A Companion
to the Collected Works). For the three plays that concern this review, the parts
of interest are the relevant portions of the section “Works Included in This
Edition: Canon and Chronology’ (pp. 335-443) and the textual introductions
to each play. Starting with the first of these, the section on Timon of Athens
written by John Jowett (pp. 356-8) is essentially the same as the argument in
his 2004 Oxford Shakespeare edition. The section on the adaptation of
Macbheth in autumn 1616, written by Taylor, seeks to explain point by point
how the adaptation occurred and how Taylor’s edition of the play represents
the ‘before’ and ‘after’ versions (pp. 383-98). Taylor’s disentangling of
the Shakespeare and Middleton parts is based on pursuing the logic of the
definitely added Hecate material and the song-and-dance routines—that is, the
dialogue and staging consequences of these additions—filtered through
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knowledge of what kinds of phrasing, staging and source reading (especially
Holinshed, of which Middleton seems ignorant) are typically Shakespearian
and typically Middletonian. Taylor is uniquely well placed to make these calls,
and does not pretend that there is any certainty in them. A distinctive
Middleton habit is stage directions taking the form ‘Enter X, meeting Y’ which
Shakespeare never used.

The adaptation of Macheth must follow the writing of The Witch in spring
1616, but since that latter play was suppressed the reuse of its songs right away
would make sense. (Obviously, the very latest they could have been added to
Macbeth is shortly before the printing of the Folio in spring 1623.) Once it is
admitted that Middleton worked on the play, the judgement of how much of it
is his can proceed on the internal evidence. If the Folio text of Macbheth is all
that Shakespeare wrote plus what Middleton added, then Shakespeare wrote
what was for him an extraordinarily short tragedy; more likely Middleton cut
lines that we will now never see. By comparison with the average lengths of his
other plays, Taylor reckons that 700-1,200 lines of the Shakespearian play
were cut by Middleton. Where there is a Middletonian ‘Enter X, meeting Y’
direction (as in ‘Enter Duncan. .. meeting a bleeding captain’, 1.ii.0) an editor
is entitled to suppose that what follows has been touched by Middleton too.
Picking apart I.ii (because of its opening direction), Taylor finds plenty
that echoes Middleton elsewhere and not Shakespeare. The Middleton bits
cluster in lines 89, 15, 22, 27-9, and since dramatists were by the 1610s
thinking battle scenes a bit old-fashioned, it is likely that the first thirty lines of
Lii (which tell the outcome of a battle) are Middleton’s rewriting of an
opening in which the battle itself was depicted.

Taylor reprints all of Forman’s account of a performance of the play, and
wonders if its reference to Macbeth and Banquo ‘riding through a wood’
means that in the original play at the Globe they were on horseback in L.iii and
that Middleton cut this because the Blackfriars theatre had a smaller stage.
One of Taylor’s two pieces of evidence for horses, real or property, being used
on the stage is the entrance of the apparently dead D’Alva ‘carried vpon
a horse couvered with blacke’ in A Larum for London (Blv). In fact, it is clear
from the ensuing action that this is not a horse but a hearse (presumably spelt
herse and misread by someone as horse). The second bit of evidence is that the
skimmington in The Witches of Lancashire is ‘on a horse’, which is not terribly
convincing as the whole point of such a procession is mockery and hence we
should not imagine it as anything grand enough to be suitable for Macbeth
and Banquo. For this evidence Taylor relies on the entry for ‘horse’ in Alan
Dessen and Leslie Thomson’s 4 Dictionary of Stage Directions in English
Drama, 1580-1642, and indeed they have misread the 4 Larum for London
stage direction.

Taylor notes that the casting needs of the 1623 text are heavy on boys:
scene III.v needs three witches, three spirits, Hecate and a boy-as-cat (that
makes eight), as does IV.i. It seems that adding the Hecate material made
impossible demands on the cast if the witches were played by boys, and since
Forman’s account suggests that the witches are female and attractive Taylor
proposes that Middleton, in adapting the play, changed these nymphs into
gender-indeterminate hags by adding Banquo’s reference to their beards
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(in Liii). That would save three boy actors by allowing adult men to play the
witches. The bit after the witches leave in IV.i, in which Macbeth is surprised
that Lennox did not see the witches pass him, is problematic as it ought not to
surprise Macbeth that they vanish: he has seen them do that before. But this
exchange with Lennox has an exact parallel in the Middleton canon and
Taylor thinks it is his. By adding Hecate to this scene (IV.i) with a song and
dance after the show of eight kings, Middleton prevented the exit of two boy
actors needed for Lady Macduff and her son at the start of the next scene, so
he had to write extra dialogue at the end of the scene—about the witches
passing Lennox unseen and about his own intention to act without hesitation
in future and about surprising Macduff’s castle—to give these two boys time
to change into Macduff’s wife and son. The inclusion of Banquo in the show
of eight kings is oddly phrased in F—°A shew of eight Kings, and Banquo last,
with a glasse in his hand’, yet the dialogue makes clear that the eighth king,
not Banquo, has the glass—and Taylor thinks that ‘and Banquo’ was a
Middletonian marginal addition. After all, nothing else in the play suggests
that the witches have power over the dead. In that case, Macbeth’s lines of
horror at seeing Banquo (‘Horrible sight!...is this so?’) are also Middleton’s
interpolation.

Taylor finds the three apparitions rising from the cauldron in IV.i suspect
too: Shakespeare originally had the witches speak the prophecies. Adding the
apparitions required an extra boy or two to perform inside the cauldron.
The show of kings was changed by Middleton: Shakespeare had them arise
from the trap and go back that way. This effect Middleton transferred to the
apparitions he invented, and that meant that in order to avoid an anticlimax
(he could not have it come up the trap too) the show of kings had to be made
into a parading across the stage. Perhaps the plan to surprise Macduff’s castle,
now stated in the soliloquy at the end of IV.i, was originally Macbeth’s
response to the scene’s first prophecy (‘beware Macduff’). This would make
sense of his ‘Then live Macduff” as a response to the second apparition (about
no man of woman born hurting him): Macbeth changes his mind. In other
words, the extra dialogue Middleton added to the end of the scene (to enable
a couple of boys to double) was plundered from Shakespeare’s original
response of Macbeth to the first prophecy. Scene IIl.vi is sometimes said to
have been moved from elsewhere, not least because it reports that Macbeth
knows that Macduff has fled to England, and yet at the end of IV.i Macbeth
receives news of that flight and reacts violently to it. But that bit at the end of
IV.iis a Middletonian interpolation, so in fact III.vi is fine where it is and the
problem has been created solely by Middleton’s work on IV.i. Probably all or
part of III.vi was meant by Middleton to be cut, and the 1623 printers ought
not to have included it. Cutting IIl.vi would also remove a reference to
Edward the Confessor, as Calvinist Middleton would no doubt have wanted
to do. There probably was also a scene later for Edward the Confessor, turned
by Middleton into an onstage report.

The phrase ‘how wilt thou do for a father’ is said twice, twenty-three lines
apart, by Lady Macduff in IV.ii, and this is a known sign of insertion or
deletion. For insertion, the logic is that the inserted material ended with a
repetition of the next line of the original that should follow after the insertion,
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but the printer included that line from the original before starting the
insertion and included it again as the last line of the insertion. For deletion, the
logic is that someone copied out at the start of the deletion the line that should
follow next after the deleted material had been removed, but the deletion
was not actioned and this line was printed before the stuff that was meant to
be deleted (but was not) and printed it again after the stuff that was meant to
be deleted. At least, this was W.W. Greg’s view of how so-called ‘repetition
brackets’ came about. In the present case, Lady Macduff’s repetition in I'V.ii,
the material in between is Middletonian, most clearly because in it the words
i’faith and ’em collocate closely (thirteen words apart) and no one does this
collocation as often as Middleton. Other collocations confirm the attribution.
(This part of Taylor’s argument demonstrates admirably just what a
transformation of the field of attribution studies has been enacted by the
creation of the Literature Online database.) The inserted lines allude quite
clearly to the Overbury plot (topical in 1616 but not in 1606), and faults in the
lineation just before and just after the alleged insertion are consistent with
there being an insertion at this point. Finally, Taylor thinks that the witches
calling to familiars (Greymalkin and Paddock) in I.i is Middleton. The names
are Middletonian, and without these calls the women retain their ambiguity—
it is not entirely clear what they are—whereas Middleton makes them
unambiguously witches. On this point, one small note of disagreement creeps
in. Whereas Ewbank had argued that Middleton’s addition of songs and
dances allowed celebration of the witches’ freedom, Taylor thinks that the
witches’ new references to their ‘masters’ makes them less autonomous than
Shakespeare’s women (p. 391). Perhaps Middleton gave with one hand
and took with the other.

For the ‘Canon and Chronology’ section on the adaptation of Measure for
Measure in October 1621 (pp. 417-21), Jowett is able to draw on his body of
published research showing that the ‘war news’ material in 1.ii makes no sense
in 1603—4 when Shakespeare wrote the play but perfect sense in 1621 when
Middleton adapted it. That aside, the case for Middleton doing the adaptation
was already made in Taylor and Jowett’s book Shakespeare Reshaped [1993],
and Jowett does not have to argue that matter point by point as Taylor did for
Macbeth. Jowett revises the view given in Shakespeare Reshaped that the lines
after the song in IV.i were by John Webster. Reconsideration of the evidence
(and especially a realization that Crane himself turned /as into hath without
authority, and that therefore one cannot rely on this word as a test of
authorship) changed Jowett’s mind, and he now gives those lines back to
Middleton. Likewise Pompey’s speech (about the population of the prison)
at the start of IV.iii.

With so much of the textual evidence covered in the ‘Canon and
Chronology’ section, there is little left to be dealt with in the textual
introduction to each of the Shakespeare plays. For Measure for Measure
(pp- 681-9), Jowett argues that there would be no point just representing the
adapted version, since that is what every Shakespeare edition already has.
This insight warrants boldness, and Jowett summarizes the new advances
(beyond those in the Oxford Complete Works of 1986 and Shakespeare
Reshaped of 1993) that are embodied in this edition, and tells the reader that
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the evidence is in the Critical Introduction and the commentary. It is
nonetheless odd that Taylor decided to put his argument in the ‘Canon and
Chronology’ section while Jowett puts his into the Critical Introduction and
commentary; on the face of it this makes the edition seem inconsistent.
Equally, if Macbeth and Measure for Measure are parallel cases (as their
shared designation as ‘Genetic’ texts and shared use of boldface and greyed-
out type suggest) it is odd that they treat modernization in differing ways, as
we shall see.

In the textual introduction to Macbheth (pp. 690-703), Taylor argues that the
case for Middletonian adaptation is widely accepted and need not be presented
afresh here. (It is in any case fully presented in the ‘Canon and Chronology’
section, as we have seen.) Taylor has decided to remove capitals from the
beginnings of lines and to remove punctuation, since that is how both
dramatists wrote their plays. Because ‘speech directions’ (‘aside’, “To X’ and so
on) are rare in manuscripts from this period they are omitted here. Spelling is
trickier as an editor cannot just leave it out, so because there is no authority to
recover—we do not know Shakespeare’s spelling and Middleton was not the
main author—the least intrusive thing to do is to use modern spelling. This is
defensible because modern spelling is standardized, so it does not draw
attention to itself, and its use ‘removes meaningless arbitrary variation’
(p. 691). This seemingly counter-intuitive point is exceptionally well made by
Taylor. And yet Taylor has chosen to add stage directions where necessary
(marked by square brackets) and to emend F where he thinks it in error. This
strange mix of editorial choices Taylor defends by pointing out that there is no
shortage of editions of Shakespeare’s Macbeth, so one has no obligations to
fulfil in preparing a new one and can instead ‘deliberately’ set out to make
something ‘alien and alienating’ (p. 692). Here the lack of an overall editorial
policy is most clearly marked, for if the case of Measure for Measure is parallel
to that of Macbeth, as the edition seems to insist, it is peculiar that Jowett’s
Measure for Measure capitalizes the first letters of verse lines and deploys
modern punctuation. Finally, for this edition, John Jowett’s textual
introduction for Timon of Athens (pp. 704—11) indicates that he has not
started from scratch but only revisited his Oxford Complete Works text and
that the textual notes are ‘skeletal’ as it has all been said in the Textual
Companion to that edition.

The most important monograph this year is Sonia Massai’s Shakespeare and
the Rise of the Editor, and its thesis is striking. Massai sets out to challenge the
idea that until Nicholas Rowe’s 1709 edition each new edition of Shakespeare
was just a reprint with errors and hence inherently worse than its predecessor.
Massai is not referring to the injection of new authority into a reprint by the
printer’s copy (a previous edition) being first annotated by reference to an
authoritative manuscript, but rather the idea that early readers could do such
annotation using just their own wits. Necessarily, Massai needs to qualify her
terms: their idea of ‘authority’ is not ours, and their editorial practices were
different too (p. 2). We need, she argues, to widen our perspectives on
seventeenth-century textual practices. The 1679 edition of the Beaumont and
Fletcher Folio (a reprint of the first edition of 1647) contained a note saying
that the publisher had got hold of a copy of the first edition that had been
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annotated by someone who knew the authors and had attended early
performances, and Massai notes that they called ‘perfecting’ the act of
improving a manuscript or printed book so that it may serve as printer’s copy
for a reprint (pp. 4-5). In the preliminaries to the 1623 Folio, Heminges and
Condell write that ‘it hath bin the height of our care...to make the present
worthy ... by the perfection’, which suggests that they did not (as they stated
earlier) just collect them.

Massai implies that where a reprint has substantive variants, including in the
case of Q2 Richard III (a reprint of Q1) a couple of lines not in the book being
reprinted, we should suspect editorial improvement (in this case an injection of
fresh authority from a manuscript). But what about the possibility that the Q1
used as printer’s copy had press variants no longer witnessed in surviving
exemplars? There are only four exemplars of Q1 Richard III in the world, after
all. Massai finally admits this possibility when attributing the insight to Peter
Davison in 1977 (p. 219 n. 5), but she rejects the objection as ‘reductive’
because Davison ‘focused solely on press variants’ (p. 219 n. 5). This is poor
logic: the objection is not reductive, but rather Davison pointed out one vector
by which reprints might differ from what we think is their copy. That Massai
thinks she has found another possible vector does not invalidate his. A
surviving exemplar of Q2 The Contention of York and Lancaster has proof
marks on B(o) and they are concerned only with accidentals, so Massai takes
this as evidence that proof-readers did not bother with the substantives (p. 12).
Annotations of printed books for use in performance (of which there are
a couple of examples) show that they did not bother normalizing speech
prefixes or stage directions or altering dialogue unless they wanted to make
a big change in the action, and we know from William Long’s work that
theatre people did not tidy their manuscripts for use in performance. Yet from
readers’ annotations of printed plays for reading purposes we find the errors in
speech prefixes and stage directions corrected (p. 14). (It is awfully hard to say
for sure that these printed books were annotated for reading rather than
for performance, and Massai does not explain how she differentiates these
classes of evidence.)

Massai notes that recent work by scholars such as Zachary Lesser and Gary
Taylor has turned attention away from the author and towards publisher-
centred approaches that consider how the publisher shaped meanings by
functioning as a guarantor of quality in his specialized field. Yet, she argues,
we have not taken on board the role of the publisher as the person who
maintained that quality by perfecting copy or by securing copy that had been
perfected (pp. 33-5). She begins her examination of this role by looking at
John and William Rastell as early sixteenth-century publishers committed to
humanist pedagogy through their association with Thomas More and his
circle, which was itself shaped by continental publishing practice and the work
of Erasmus (pp. 41-68). This fascinating section of her book has little
relevance to this review, but it is worth noting that evidence derived from the
printing of Utopia and Erasmus’s role in it as editor or even co-author ought to
be treated with circumspection. After all, the textual authority of the entire
project (with Raphael Hythloday as its point of origin) is entirely a fabrication.
Moreover, some of the principles she draws from the evidence seem peculiar.
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For example, More came to prefer print over oral or handwritten
communication because it was harder for others to misuse it: a speech might
be misreported, a handwritten letter might be altered by others and then
published, but a printed book cannot be interfered with without the reader
spotting it, since handwritten alterations stand out (pp. 56-7). One might
reasonably conclude from this that the marginalia in a book are of less value
than the words printed in it, which is almost exactly the opposite of Massai’s
general view.

Having established that John and William Rastell’s editions of More’s work
are punctilious, Massai hopes to show the same principle (punctiliousness) in
the Rastells’ publications of interludes, which comprise ‘three quarters of the
extant printed interludes from the period’ (p. 58). Thus stated as a fraction,
the Rastells’ domination of the market seems significant, but when we realize
that Greg’s chronological Bibliography of the English Printed Drama (BEPD)
has by this point (the mid-1540s) reached only play number 21, the total
population of printed plays seems too small for us to make much out of
the relative proportions by publisher. In the midst of this discussion of
punctiliousness, Massai’s book itself becomes surprisingly inaccurate (p. 60).
Quoting the title page of John Rastell’s The Four Elements, where the reader
is told how it may be cut for shorter performance time, Massai fails to
distinguish ordinary p without a bar (also used in the same sentence in parte)
from the p with a bar that the printer uses as an abbreviation for par, as in ‘the
messengers p <ar > te’: she just gives ‘pte’, using one modern sort for what in
the book are two distinct sorts. Yet earlier (p. 7) she was conservative enough
to preserve an early printer’s use of two letters v to make a w in vvho). Also, she
transcribes playd or playde or playdt—it is not clear which it is but editors
usually choose the first as the last letter is indistinct and might not be meant to
be there at all—as p/ydt which is definitely wrong in dropping the a. There are
other mistranscriptions in quoting from this book: matter where the book has
mater and wyse where the book has wyle (both on signature E6v but wrongly
given by Massai as C6v). Massai quotes Roger Coleman claiming that the
printing of music with movable type in one impression shown in The Four
Elements had not yet been invented when this book was printed, which is
clearly impossible and cannot be what Coleman meant (p. 61). Greg in BEPD
dates the play after 1525 precisely because of the music thus printed. Massai
reads the movement of speech prefixes from a central to a left-marginal
position as indicating the temporary misrule of the disruptive characters
(beginning with the entrance of Sensual Appetite) and the return of centred
prefixes as indicating the containment of these subversives. By comparison, the
interludes printed by Wynkyn de Worde are less sophisticated in mise-en-page,
and that early readers cared about such things is shown by marginal
annotations that correct Rastell’s few printing errors (pp. 62—4).

In a chapter on ‘Italian Influences on the Publication of Late Tudor
Drama’ (pp. 69-87), Massai reads the dearth of published plays in the middle
of the sixteenth century as arising from a general decline in performed
drama towards the end of Henry’s reign, whereas in the second half of the
century well-printed Italian plays by the likes of Ariosto and Cinthio began
to come into England with the flood of Protestant exiles from the
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Counter-Reformation. In these books, the level of editorial intervention and
care was deliberately foregrounded as a selling point. She outlines the career of
the publisher John Wolfe, the man mainly responsible for bringing Italian
Renaissance texts to London readers and employer of ‘correctors’ (especially
Gabriel Harvey) to improve copy before printing, and his use of false
continental imprints to give his books extra kudos. She also describes the
career of Richard Jones, who printed Tamburlaine and addressed its reader
with a note about the ‘fond and frivolous gestures’ in the play as he received it
and that he omitted. (This last point rather undercuts Massai’s argument that
he was a conscientious ‘corrector’: from our point of view he was a meddling
busy-body who should have printed what he received.) Massai suggests that
Jones also lightly annotated his printed copy for Tamburlaine before reprinting
it (so that the variants between the first three editions are not authoritative),
and in this it feels like she is fighting her primary materials: she wants to
suggest that printers were doing something to add authority and her evidence
keeps contradicting her.

Massai’s study of Andrew Wise is, as she indicates, central to her argument
(pp. 91-105). Although not the first to publish Shakespeare, Andrew Wise was
the first to seriously invest in publishing him and had a series of hit
Shakespeare books in the 1590s: two editions of Richard III and three each of
1 Henry IV and Richard II. Massai asks, ‘can we assume that Shakespeare
himself corrected the texts of his popular history plays when Wise decided to,
or was prompted to, reprint them? Or, are we to assume that he entrusted Wise
with their transmission into print?” (p. 91). She senses a means to test the New
Bibliography, and claims that “The Wise Quartos, in other words, represent an
ideal study case [sic] to test Pollard, McKerrow and Greg’s optimistic
assumption that a direct line of transmission connected authorial manuscripts
to the so-called “‘good” quarto editions of Shakespeare’s works, without any
significant “interference” from the non-authorial agents involved in their
publication.” In fact, this last sentence is not the previous point (about the
authority of reprints) expressed ‘in other words’ but rather concerns the
New Bibliographical assumption that the copy for the first printing was
a manuscript in Shakespeare’s hand rather than a theatrical document or a
scribal transcript, which assumption in turn arises from prior assumptions
about the textual economy of the early modern playhouse, and in particular
the desirability of there existing no more than two manuscripts of each play,
the author’s foul papers and the promptbook.

There is a way to link New Bibliography and the reprints that Massai is
interested in, but it is not via the first-generational work of Pollard, McKerrow
and Greg as she claims but rather in the compositor studies that began in the
1950s and to which she turns. Alan E. Craven used the evidence of how
a particular compositor changed a text as he reprinted it from known printed
copy to work out the compositor’s general habits. Massai is not convinced
that compositors could make changes of the kind Craven attributed to them.
For example, Craven claimed that for Valentine Simmes’s Compositor A to fix
a faulty speech prefix in scene V.iii of Richard IT Q1 (in which York rather
than King Henry is made to say ‘Good aunt stand up’) requires him to have
‘worked out the degree of kinship and power relations among the four
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speakers in this exchange’ (p. 93). In fact it only requires him to follow the
action and notice that York ought not to call his own wife ‘Good aunt’.
Massai objects that Craven assumed that the variants between Q1 Richard IT
and its reprint Q2 are all down to the compositor, but since she cannot show
another vector she ought to be obliged on principle not to multiply the
agents by speculation.

Massai summarizes Wise’s career and speculates about how he came to
publish three Chamberlain’s men smash-hit plays. She reckons the link was
that Wise knew writers under George Carey’s patronage, which included
Shakespeare (pp. 92-5). She makes the common mistake of giving the date
that George Carey was made Lord Chamberlain as 17 March 1597, but in fact
it was, as Greg long ago pointed out, actually 17 April 1597 (p. 100). Massai
offers as one possible reason for the Chamberlain’s men selling Wise the copy
for three plays in 1597-8 their needing money to pay rent at the Curtain as the
expiry of the lease on the Theatre drew near (p. 101). Since the company was in
any case paying the Burbage family rent on the Theatre, it presumably made
no difference to the company—only to the Burbages—if they moved to the
Curtain and paid rent there. Moreover, they did not move to the Curtain when
the lease expired but rather hung on at the Theatre for more than a year, and
in any case it is likely that the Burbages owned the Curtain too.

In order to show that someone annotated the printed copy for Wise’s
Shakespeare quartos before he reprinted them, Massai starts with the line ‘As
thought on thinking on no thought I thinke’ from ILii in Q1 Richard IT which
was reprinted as ‘As though on thinking on no thought I thinke’ in Q2. She
comments that the fact that some editors adopt Q1’s reading and some Q2’s
shows that ‘intervention in Q2 was not determined by an obvious misreading
in QI and she gives as an example of a modern editor going for Q1’s reading
Charles Forker’s Arden3 edition (p. 102). (Massai’s bibliography entry for this
edition wrongly gives the date as 1998 and the publisher as Athlone: it was
2002 and Thomson Learning.) Importantly, Forker himself was only repeating
the reading from the Oxford Complete Works, which was the source of the
innovation: no previous edition had gone for Q1’s reading. Massai thinks this
the kind of ‘textual variation which seems to stem from light annotation’ but
she has not eliminated other reasonable possibilities. Obvious examples are
that Q2 was printed from an exemplar of Q1 that had though as a press
correction, or that the compositor of Q2 just missed off the terminal ¢ by
accident, or that the compositor read the Q1 line and believed it to be in error
and tried to fix it. The variants of Q1-Q2 I Henry IV are outlined by Massai,
and she admits that scholars generally agree they are the kinds of things
that can happen in the printshop, yet instead of offering reasons why that
explanation must be abandoned she simply says she is ‘more inclined’ to the
view that they require an understanding of ‘the fictive world of the play’ that
was beyond a compositor’s ken and thus they are more likely to be the work of
an annotator (pp. 102-3). At this point argument becomes sheer assertion, and
by referring the reader back to her introduction Massai gives the impression
that the present example is the reinforcement of a case already made. But in
fact the introduction promised that the case would be made here, so the
rhetoric is circular.
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Regarding the variants in Q1-Q2-Q3 Richard III Massai rather unfairly
claims that John Jowett ‘attributes them to [the printer Thomas] Creede’
(p- 103) when the passage she quotes only says ‘Q2 may...have been
corrected’ from the copy for QI retained by Creede. The bigger problem, not
addressed by Massai, is that in the edition she is quoting, the Oxford
Shakespeare text, Jowett wrongly claimed that Q1 and Q2 were published by
Creede (p. 153 n. 102), but in fact Creede only printed (did not publish) Q2 and
Q3 and Peter Short and Valentine Simmes printed Q1 Richard III. 1t is clear
that a simple typo explains all this: Jowett meant to say that Wise published
Q1 and Q2 (but he accidentally typed ‘Creede’) and that hence it is possible
that Q2 benefits from a reading in the manuscript copy for QI that Wise
retained. Massai points out that Wise the publisher and not Creede the printer
would have held the manuscript copy for Q1, which is true and is exactly what
Jowett wrote elsewhere in the same edition (p. 116 n. 3). Out of Jowett’s typo
Massai constructs a straw man. Rather than offer a new theory, Massai picks
holes in Jowett’s narrative and constructs a paragraph-long explanation of
Creede’s generally not being a careful man and hence not likely to introduce
the small and unobvious corrections in Richard I11, and concludes that without
Creede in the frame we are left with the agency of either Wise or Shakespeare
in making the improvements. A more generous approach would have been
to ask Jowett to clarify the glaring contradiction in his edition, but this
would have denied Massai her straw man.

Massai’s chapter on the Pavier quartos of 1619 (pp. 106-35) does, however,
offer a new and plausible interpretation of the facts. The standard narrative is
that the letter of the Lord Chamberlain (William Herbert) to the Stationers’
Company of May 1619, in which it was ordered that no King’s men’s play was
to be published without the players’ consent, was directed at suppressing
Thomas Pavier’s plan for a collected Shakespeare, perhaps because the
1623 Folio was already in planning. Indeed Lukas Erne argued that Pavier’s
quartos (and not the bad quartos) were the ones complained of by the Folio
preliminaries. Massai is not buying this: the company order of 1619 was not
directed at Pavier at all. The printers of the Pavier quartos were William and
Isaac Jaggard, and it was Isaac—thus inspired by Pavier’s vision of a collected
Shakespeare—who persuaded the King’s men to get the order stopping other
stationers (not Pavier) from securing copy for the as yet unpublished
Shakespeare plays. And it was Isaac who persuaded Pavier to falsify the
title-page dates so that his partial collection (sold together or individually)
would seem like a gathering of old and new material and thus ‘whet, rather
than satisfy, readers’ demand’ for a collected Shakespeare (p. 107). Working
with Jaggard and the players this way, Pavier got their protection and got to
make money lending his rights to the Folio syndicate.

Massai thinks that her narrative answers previously hard-to-answer
questions, such as why Pavier made such a poor attempt to fake title pages
from twenty years earlier, and it also explains why Pavier was not punished by
the Stationers’ Company for breaking its order (p. 108). (I would have thought
that Pavier’s falsified title pages were fairly convincing, since it took Greg’s
celebrated detective work with watermarks to reveal them.) To bolster her
narrative, Massai looks to later repetitions of the Lord Chamberlain’s



364 SHAKESPEARE

intervention. In June 1637 and again in August 1641, successive Lords
Chamberlain (Philip Herbert, William’s brother, and then Robert Devereux)
wrote to the Stationers’ Company, invoking William Herbert’s letter of 1619
as a precedent, asking it to protect court-patronized players from publication
of their plays. The letter of 1637 asks the company to check with the players
that for any of their plays already entered in the Stationers’ Register they are
content to have the play printed, and to do this for any more of their plays that
come into Stationers’ Hall for entry, but nowhere does it mention taking
action against stationers who have already printed plays. The letter of 1641
lists plays that had never been printed. Thus, argues Massai, the two letters
suggest that the players were not able to prevent the reprinting of plays, only
to keep their as yet unprinted plays out of print (p. 109).

Thus, on the evidence of these letters, we cannot assume that the 1619 order
was supposed to cover reprints (and of course all of Pavier’s quartos were
reprints) and hence the 1619 letter might not have been aimed at Pavier at all.
A potential objection that Massai might have forestalled is that we cannot
apply the 1637 and 1641 letters to the lost 1619 letter in this way because of
what had happened in the meantime: the Folio had been published in 1623.
This clarified and established the rights for virtually the whole Shakespeare
canon, and the letters of 1637 and 1641 are thus clearly concerned with the
non-Shakespearian plays of the companies named. In 1619 the rights to the
Shakespeare canon had not been clearly established—as indeed the printing
schedule of the Folio seems to show, with disruptions apparently due to
disputes over rights—and the Lord Chamberlain’s letter might well for that
reason have had quite a different intent from the later letters. Massai points
out that we can tell that the letter of 1637 had an effect because in the five
years before the letter thirteen Queen’s men’s plays were published, of which
seven were new (in the sense of being previously unpublished), while in the five
years after the letter twenty were published, of which only two were new. For
the King’s men, the rates are seven plays published in the five years before
the letter, of which three were new, while in the five years after the letter
eight plays were published, of which only one was new. So, the letter did have
the affect of keeping unpublished plays out of print (p. 110).

Massai reckons that it was the dramatists, such as Thomas Heywood,
who seemed to want their stuff published and against whom the Lord
Chamberlain’s letter of 1637 was written. Massai admits a problem in applying
the 1637 letter to the 1619 conditions, since in fact there had been a slump in
the publication of previously unpublished plays in the 1610s (so there was little
for him to prevent), and indeed the same was true in the later 1630s, just ahead
of the letter of 1641. That the 1641 letter lists old unpublished plays to be
protected presumably indicates that the players were planning a collection of
previously unpublished plays and wanted to stop anyone pre-empting it, and
indeed that may have been what the 1619 letter did, with even a similar list
attached (pp. 111-12). Greg’s claim that Pavier broke the Stationers’
Company order of 1619 by his quartos, and that this is why he gave them
false imprints, is undermined by the fact that of the ten plays (nine quartos,
The Whole Contention being two plays in one) he owned the rights to five of
them, that he worked closely with the owners of the rights to three of them,
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and that the rights to the other two were derelict. Moreover two of the ones
with false dates are ones Pavier himself owned the rights to (pp. 113-14). It
was not the other stationers nor the actors Pavier wanted to deceive, it was the
readers: he wanted to look like he had gathered some old printings with some
new ones for a ‘nonce’ collection. Other ‘nonce’ collections had mixed title-
page dates in them, and Pavier was successfully imitating those. Why do it?
As a promotional build-up to the 1623 Folio.

We usually give Edward Blount the credit for coming up with the idea for
the Folio, but the Jaggards had connections with the King’s men, and that
Blount came into the project late is suggested by his name not appearing
alongside Isaac Jaggard’s in the mention of the Folio in the Frankfurt book
fair catalogue of 1622. Blount had the rights and the money, but Isaac Jaggard
had the idea and got it from his father William’s involvement with Pavier in
1619 (pp. 117-18). Isaac persuaded Pavier to make his quartos collection look
like a ‘nonce’ work ‘as a pre-publicity stunt’ for the Folio and to diminish its
directly competing with the Folio when that came out. What would Pavier get
out of it? By offering his quartos as both individual plays and a ‘nonce’
collection, Pavier would hedge his bets, and he would be able to lend his rights
to the Folio consortium for a fee; he might even have been a potential member
of that consortium (p. 119). That cashing in on the planned Folio was seen as
a potential opportunity explains Matthew Law’s reprints of Richard I1I and
1 Henry IV in 1622. The undated reprint of Romeo and Juliet in 1622 by
John Smethwick, one of the Folio consortium, shows that he wanted to get
a general Shakespeare boom going but not to compete with his other project,
the Folio. (This reprint is now confidently dated to 1623—see below—but that
does not harm Massai’s argument.) Thomas Walkley’s 1622 Othello was
probably also permitted pre-publicity for the Folio: after 1619 it is hard to see
Walkley getting away with printing a previously unpublished Shakespeare
play without the syndicate’s agreement (p. 120).

Thus Massai makes a plausible and nuanced case that the Pavier quartos
were not piratical but part of a careful plan and that is why their corrections of
their printer’s copies are so good. Massai shows that, when taken as a group,
the Pavier reprints show certain patterns of editorial improvement, with
certain directions being amplified or clarified and others (especially those
useful to actors rather than readers) cut. There is an overall tendency to make
the things more literary and less theatrical. As before, Massai asserts but does
not prove that the changes made to the copy happened before the copy was
submitted to the printshop: she assumes that no one in the printshop was
smart or careful enough to do it. Massai claims that there are similarities in the
ways that stage directions are rephrased across eight of the ten plays and
quotes a few examples, but without stating what she thinks is common in
them; I cannot see a similarity (p. 124). In further examples, one habit is clear:
the removal of redundantly repetitive ands in stage directions, but of course
this is pretty easily attributed to an observant compositor. In the Pavier reprint
of Oldcastle some lines amounting to a page and a half are omitted, and
Massai reads this as an adjustment made to allow more white space around
stage directions in order to make a prettier page. She argues that the cuts
are clever in that they do not disrupt the sense, but is it really plausible
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that someone who tweaked stage directions to make them read better would
also countenance such massive cuts for the sake of a good-looking page?
The major example of editing of the copy for a Pavier reprint is his Q3 The
Contention of York and Lancaster which is based an edited form of Q1 in which
York’s mangled account of his own genealogy is unmangled (pp. 126-8). True,
but this has long been recognized. Compared to other reprints of the period,
Pavier’s are in many ways improved over the books they reprint, so we should
not consider his project shady (p. 132). He seems to have put money into
perfecting his copy, but who did the perfecting?

On the evidence of his reprint (Q3, 1602) of 4 Looking Glass for London and
England, it was Pavier himself. There too, as in the Pavier 1619 reprints of 4
Yorkshire Tragedy and The Merchant of Venice, the reprint adds pronouns to
clarify and improve stage directions: ‘Embrace him’ becomes ‘She imbraceth
him’, ‘spurns her’ becomes ‘He spurns her’, and ‘open the letter’ becomes ‘He
opens the letter’. (Since these are simply changes from the imperative to
the indicative mood I cannot see the improvement, and even if we accept that
the parallels—Massai has fifteen in all—are compelling evidence of the same
man at work, why does it have to be Pavier rather than a man he hired in 1602
and again in 1619?) Henry V' Q1 was reprinted in 1602 by Pavier (Q2) and
again by Pavier from Q1 in 1619 (Q3), and the pattern of improvements each
time was the same. What Pavier had done to improve the play for his Q2 he
had done again independently to improve it for Q3 (rather than reprinting
directly from Q2). Thus the same man was involved both times (in 1602 and in
1619) and the obvious candidate is Pavier himself (p. 134). Again, this we may
call ‘editing’ after a fashion, but if it does not involve access to additional
authoritative documents it does not transform the textual situation in the way
that Massai seems to think: a clever guess by someone from Shakespeare’s own
time is still just a guess. For Massai, Pavier has thus been shown to be ‘an
integral part of the editorial tradition’, and in the limited sense of ‘editorial’
she is right, since after all Nicholas Rowe’s 1709 Shakespeare is typically
called ‘edited’, although he too used only his own wits.

Massai turns next to the plays for which the 1623 Folio reprints an existing
quarto (pp. 136-79). Massai thinks that the editors of the Oxford Complete
Works of 1986 indulged in wish-fulfilment in their belief that the theatrical
origins of certain Folio texts’ departures from their printed Q copy were
caused by annotation of that copy by reference to a promptbook. Why would
a publisher collate his printed copy against the theatrical manuscript (one not
known to be radically different from it) only to recover a handful of readings?
We know that, for the purpose of printing, authors such as John Lyly cut out
the songs and dumbshows, and that the first publisher of Tamburlaine
removed what he thought were theatrical frivolities for the sake of his
readership. So why would the Shakespeare Folio syndicate bother to make
their copy ‘better’ by reference to a theatrical document? This rhetorical
question of Massai’s, and the analogues on which it is thus based, skate over
some important differences that are worth pursuing for a moment. Where it
is claimed that the Folio copy was a quarto that was first annotated by
reference to a manuscript, the idea is to undo the harm done by the first
printer. Richard Jones’s printing of Tamburlaine, on the other hand, was made
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from manuscript copy. Where the Folio is printed from foul papers and is our
only text of the play (as in A/l's Well That Ends Well), no one supposes that
these papers were made more theatrical by reference to a theatrical document,
although if they were it is hard to see how we would be able to tell this kind of
subsequent annotation apart from simple annotation of those papers for use in
the theatre. Also, to annotate the printed copy by reference to the promptbook
takes the Folio text away from being a simple reprint of a quarto, and this
might be helpful if the publisher of that quarto were thought likely to claim
that his rights were being infringed. For the Folio project the theatre texts were
the authorities, but since it is easier to set type from printed copy it would have
been handier to use that authority by having it modify an easily purchased
quarto. In any case, the licensed theatrical texts ought not to be allowed out of
the theatre.

Massai compares the Folio variants from its own printed copy with the
kinds of annotation made by readers in a couple of quartos, and as they are
unalike she concludes that annotation of the printer’s copy quarto is not the
cause of the Folio variants. However, she deals only with John Dover Wilson’s
claim that the quarto of Love’s Labour’s Lost used to print the Folio had itself
once been the promptbook and had annotations for performance on it. She
does not address the Oxford editors’ claim that the quarto used as printer’s
copy was annotated by reference to a promptbook in order to bring it into
alignment with that promptbook. Massai says she will show that the Folio
departures from its printed copy in Romeo and Juliet and Love’s Labour’s Lost
are not because Q was marked up for performance, but again no one since
Dover Wilson has made that claim. Only after disposing of straw man Dover
Wilson does she turn to the Oxford claim of quartos marked up by reference to
a promptbook, although she is careful to choose as a test case a play about
which the Oxford editors were uncertain and admitted alternative possibilities,
such as the annotator of Romeo and Juliet having only his recollections of
performance to guide him. Militating against the hypothesis that a theatrical
manuscript or recollections of performance were use to improve Q3 Romieo
and Juliet before it was used as copy for F is the fact that on a couple of
occasions it worsens the stage directions, making them less accurate an
account of what must have happened on stage. Likewise, the Folio flattens out
the speech prefixes of the musicians from ‘Fidler’ and ‘Minstrels’ in Q3 to just
‘Mu[sician]’, thus reducing detail, not enhancing it, and on some occasions the
Folio gets speeches wrong that Q3 gets right, or at least more right than the
Folio does in any case. Massai lists some more things that this putative
annotator must have got wrong, and agrees with S.W. Reid (albeit he does not
say this on the page she cites) that the Folio departures from Q3 cannot be put
down solely to a Folio compositor. But she cannot accept either—because of
the textual harm that would have to be attributed to him—that the annotator’s
authority was either a promptbook or his memory of performance. This is
straining at gnats, for the Oxford editors readily conceded that if the Q3 copy
for Folio Romeo and Juliet was improved by consultation of an authoritative
manuscript, the process was not thorough.

Regarding Love’s Labour’s Lost, Massai points out that John Kerrigan and
Stanley Wells disagree on why the annotation of Q1 to make copy for F did
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not produce a better text than we have: Kerrigan says the annotator was
slovenly and Wells says the manuscript used for the annotation was not good.
(This is something of a false opposition, for Wells too argues that the
annotator was slovenly.) Massai deals with the tangled speech prefixes
that conceal which lord will pair off with which lady in the story (pp. 147-8),
but without mentioning Manfred Draudt’s argument that these couples are
supposed to switch partners early on in the play because these people are like
that. Massai simply asserts that the Folio departures from its Q copy are
largely a matter of that Q having been sporadically annotated by a reader
using nothing but his wits, but she is forced to concede that the intrusion in
F of the speech prefix ‘Prin.” halfway through a speech already assigned to the
Princess of France in I.i cannot be explained that way and must be as Wells
describes it, the effect of looking at a different textual witness in which the first
twenty lines of her speech were marked for omission (pp. 148-9). (Of course,
having conceded that point there is no reason for her to persist in positing an
additional vector of annotation since this one alone can account for all the
problems.) Looking across the Folio texts printed from existing quartos,
Massai notices that the variants are not of the same kind in each case,
suggesting to her that they do not all come from the same process by the same
people, the putative Folio editors. Some of them (such as the part-lines added
to I Henry IV and 2 Henry IV when reprinted in F from quarto copy) look
like the things she has previously observed as the habits of annotating readers
(pp. 151-8). There is here much repetition of arguments made earlier, but
now taking as a starting point certain moments from-—not comprehensive
surveys of—Folio texts printed from quarto copy and arguing that they are
better explained as the effect of readers annotating their copy (to improve it)
than as someone sporadically collating F’s printed quarto copy with a
manuscript.

Massai revives Eleanor Prosser’s claim that an anonymous editor added
bits to Q1 2 Henry IV before it was used to make F (p. 153), and describes the
annotator working on copy for Folio Much Ado About Nothing as someone
intent on removing unnecessary characters from stage directions, and going
too far in some places and not far enough in others. Massai makes the mistake
of claiming that ‘Leonato’s wife . . . is only mentioned once in the opening stage
direction of both editions [Q and F]’ (p. 157), but in fact she is mentioned
again, in both editions, in the opening stage direction for the second act. If the
F variants from its printed Q copy are all due to the prior-to-printing
annotation of Q by comparison with an authoritative manuscript, why are the
outcomes so different for different plays? Why is profanity based on the name
of Jesus removed from [ Henry IV but allowed to stand in Romeo and Juliet?
For Massai, this indicates different annotators with different tastes (p. 158),
but of course it could just as easily reflect differences in the authoritative
manuscripts, such as one being made for first performance or revival before
the ban on stage oaths and one being made for a revival after the ban.

To discover which member of the Folio consortium engaged the
annotator(s), Massai surveys each man’s other projects (pp. 159-79).
Edward Blount’s 1632 edition of six Lyly plays, all reprints, shows no sign
of this activity. To see if Isaac Jaggard might have engaged an annotating
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reader Massai goes on a fairly lengthy detour through the works of, and
attitude towards print held by, Thomas Heywood solely to evaluate if the
Jaggard editions of A Woman Killed with Kindness [1607, 1617] show such
a person at work. Answer: no. William Aspley gets the same treatment and
answer, leaving just John Smethwick. Massai relies on Lynette Hunter’s essay
‘Why Has Q4 Romeo and Juliet Such an Intelligent Editor?’ (reviewed in
YWES 82[2003]) and agrees that an annotator was at work on the copy for Q3
Romeo and Juliet and for Q4 Romeo and Juliet, but unlike Hunter she does not
think the same person was that annotator in both cases. Thus rather than
being the annotator, Smethwick probably just engaged an annotator when
he printed Q3 and Q4, and presumably he did the same as part of the Folio
consortium.

The first half of Massai’s last chapter, ‘Perfecting Shakespeare in the Fourth
Folio (1685)’ (pp. 180-95), is a condensed reprint of her article * “Taking just
care of the impression”: Editorial Intervention in Shakespeare’s Fourth Folio,
1685 reviewed in YWES 83[2004], and the second part is an argument for
relative continuity between the seventeenth-century ‘editors’ of Shakespeare
that she has identified—her annotating readers—and their eighteenth-century
successors such as Alexander Pope and Thomas Hanmer. The conclusion
(pp. 196-205) observes that correcting did not end with the printing of the
book: readers were enjoined to carry on the process by correcting their books.
Massai ties this to the idea of the text as infinitely perfectible, fluid and
unstable. What are the consequences for editing? Massai finds fault with the
New Bibliography and the recent campaign for un-editing, since both treat
the book as a static object, which she thinks is an anachronistic approach
since early moderns saw the book as an ongoing process. The important thing,
she asserts, is to be historical about all this. Her own question remains
unanswered, however, since she does not say what this historical approach
would mean for editing.

John Jowett’s book Shakespeare and Text displays its author’s extraordin-
ary capacity for explaining complex textual problems, and his solutions of
them, in terms that anyone can understand and then drawing out the subtle
philosophical correlatives that go with his approaches. He neatly sums up
recent developments by observing that in general we used to think that Q1 and
Folio King Lear were imperfect witnesses to a singular antecedent authorial
version, and now we are in danger of deluding ourselves that they are perfect
witnesses to two equally viable authorial versions, whereas in fact the truth lies
between these positions: authorial revision and corruption separate these
printings (p. 3). The work of Lukas Erne has clearly moved Jowett’s position
somewhat, for he writes that Shakespeare ‘might have anticipated’ that his
plays would be printed but there is ‘little evidence that he was actively
concerned’ with printing (p. 4). Jowett’s first chapter, ‘Author and
Collaborator’ (pp. 6-26), is a survey of the primary evidence and the recent
stylometric discoveries. Throughout, the book is studded with insights that
only someone stepping back from a long and close engagement with the
textual detail is able to offer, as when observing that the attack on Shakespeare
in Greene’s Groatsworth of Wit is necessarily a compliment too, since it does
not name him directly and hence assumes that Shakespeare was well enough
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known that readers could identify him merely by allusion (p. 7). Not every
point need receive assent. Jowett claims that the spelling of scilens (for silence)
in Hand D of Sir Thomas More is not known in any un-Shakespearian text ‘of
the period” (p. 13), but that rather depends how flexible you are about the
period: it was an accepted late medieval spelling and is found in John
Lydgate’s poetry. The chapter ‘“Theatre’ (pp. 27-45) is a survey of the textual
economy of the theatre, including the creation and purposes of plots and parts
and how revision and adaptation occurred. There is an odd slip here: quoting
Arthur Brown on Heywood’s The Captives, Jowett reports that the manuscript
was annotated to guide the scribe ‘for whom’ the official ‘book’ was to be
made, but of course Brown wrote ‘by whom’ (p. 28). Jowett reads the Master
of the Revels Henry Herbert’s demand (written into the licence for The
Launching of the Mary) for ‘fair copy hereafter’ as meaning ‘of this play’, but
since it can also be read as meaning ‘in future send me fair copy’ it would
have been useful to know why Jowett excludes this possibility (p. 29).

Jowett urges textual scholars to retain the term ‘promptbook’ in favour
of more recently proposed terms such as ‘playbook’ that are less loaded
with nineteenth-century theatrical assumptions because it suggests the active
connection with what is happening, minute by minute, on the stage. This he
thinks these documents really are concerned with, especially as witnessed in
their ‘readying’ notes, examples of which he usefully lists (pp. 32-5). He points
out that taking the reference in Romeo and Juliet to ‘two-hours traffic’ as an
indication of how long the performance will run is a bit over-literal, since after
all no one would think that Henry V lasts sixty minutes because the Prologue
says the events have been compressed into an ‘hourglass’ (p. 36). Jowett does
not accept the recently floated idea that bad quartos are performance texts and
the good quartos and Folio texts are authorial. Not only Shakespeare but also
Jonson, Webster and Fletcher tended to write long plays whose early
printings—Every Man Out of His Humour [1600], The Duchess of Malfi
[1623] and Humphrey Moseley’s preface to the 1647 Beaumont and Fletcher
Folio—indicate that the author’s text was cut for performance. Thus Folio
Hamlet or Henry V may still represent the full author’s script, as represented in
the promptbook, from which the actors cut a few scenes to make their
performances (p. 37). Regarding the purposes for which playhouse ‘plots’ were
created, Jowett quotes David Bradley’s interpretation (that they are casting
documents) as an alternative to Greg’s (that they were a backstage ‘cheat
sheet’ for forgetful performers), but Bradley’s quotation is assigned to his page
120 wh