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IMAGINATION

, ; v The Image of Shakespeare's text (if one would only look at it) subverts
%\wj Shakespeare’s Text.
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:i That is: the image of the original evidence of Shakespeare’s text subverts
/ the edited versions we all study.

The matter is likely to remain so, for the new editions of Shakespeare
summoned into being, generation after generation, are publishing ventures
launched in a marketplace, where to survive and prosper they must appeal 0
consumers, whose conservative expectations and needs have been shaped by the
very tradition of unconservative editing, which spans more than (wo and a half

centuries. This market now wags the dog.

Editing began in the 18th century, an age of thorough rationalization and
reform of language--spoken, written, and thought; an age of enforcement of
decorums and proprieties upon language. Accordingly, we who are the children
of both the Renaissance and the 18th century (not to mention a host of other
parents in various marriages and other liaisons, here and abroad--some recorded),
find the terrain of our ancesty sundered by a Great Fault. On this side, our
Shakespeare is accommodated. On the other lies a stranger uttering chaotc
language, not tidy enough for the pariour. Our parents are no longer on speaking
terms, and who among us can grasp how they fell out?

, One of the achievements of 18th-century language reform was the
. suppression of linguistic uncertainty. This is evident in the largely successful
attempt to achieve coherent tone in standard literary English, in the preoccupation
with national literary culture, in the legitimization of the lexicon by the
dictionary, in the spread of education and suppression of dialect, and in the
consequent diminishing of lexical ambiguity.

This Enlightenment program did not arise in a vacuum. It had long roots
into the 17th century, even into the 16th. But even if the 18th century had not
forced literature into a strait-jacket, and thereby inevitably caused a diminution in
our aptitude to grasp Shakespeare's richness--now to be viewed as wildness,
resistance to reasonable rule, and unbearable penchant for punning--spoken and
written English had been undergoin "on its own', as it were, the inevitable
gvolution processes of a living language and so had become partially
unintelligible to the England of a century after Shakespeare's death.




IMAGINATION

The implicit curriculum of modem editions of Shakespeare, where all the
text is reset in familiar spellings, is rationally pointed, and elegant in appearance,
1s introduced by Professor So-and-So (who ought to know what Shakespeare
means) is that He is one of Us. That’s its body language, even before we read a
word. But to look at the icon, a photograph, even-- and in our age especially a
photograph-- of the 1609 quarto of SHAKES-PEARES SONNETS, is to perceive
a strange mediaton of the long-ago poet and the here-and-now us. As if in a
dream, suddenly a stranger had asked, "Will you dance,” he already dancing,
waiting for me to join in. If only I could hear the music. (And where did I leave
my clothes?) Modemnizing and, therefore, anachronizing editions deliver
Shakespeare already translated. But before the old icon it is we who must wander
down the dark and dusty centuries, translating. And who are we then?

Editors of SHAKE-SPEARES SONNETS re-present the text after they have
read it cover to cover. This can be an appropriate way to proceed; but it can also
get out of control, or be too much conwolled, rather, as when one’s final
understanding is bulldozed retroactvely through the poem. When one approaches
the first sonnet through the notes of the editor, John Dover Wilson, for example--
and | pick an editor who, having gone to Shakespeare’s bosom, is beyond any
harm [ can do him (or he to me)--we see this kind of process at work.

The young man’s duty to Narure and Society at large: gardeners cultivate to
produce the finest flowers and fruits, cartle-breeders 0 develop the finest
stocks; if you, loveliest of men, neglect to do likewise, you will rob the world
of its due by wasting your own rich substance.

If the editor reads in thar much into this poem, how intelligently can he
understand the words before him, let alone the strange countenance of the quarto
icon that confronts him,

PRom faireft crexrures we defireincreafe,
That thereby beaudes Ro/e might neuer die,
Burasthe nper thould by tirse deceate,
His tender heire cughe beare his meery:
Buttnou contradedto thine owne bright eves,
Feec't thy lighes flame with fifz (ubRandail fewell,
Making 2 tamine where aboundance lics,
Thy fciz thy foe,to thy fweer feife :o0 cruell:
Thcuthat artnow the worlds frefn orzament,
And cnly herauld to the gaudy fpring,
Within thine owne bud burieft thy conzerne,
And izmder chorle mak & wait in niggardicg:
Pirry the world, cor elfz this gluzzon be,
To e2:z2e worids dus,by the graue 2nd hes.

for to read the sonnet itself is not to know the sex of the speaker or the addressee
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(or to find more than a very small percentage of Wilson’s vocabulary). The first
word of the third line, a pronoun, which might seem to decide the issue of the sex
of the addressee, was indistinguishably masculine or neuter in Shakespeare’s
time. (Paradoxically, Wilson, who defines the addressee as male, glosses this
pronoun in a subsequent note as neuter only).

Look at the tenth line.
Within thine owne bud buriest thy content,

The editor’s gloss on "content” suggests the two words, which we distill from that
graphic shape by shifting stress: content and conrent. The written medium in
Shakespeare’s time evidently used one graphic shape to cover two very different
meanings, just as we still do. No problem here.

Earlier in this line, the quarto’s "owne" is rendered by the editor as "own'.
Immediately we come up against what must seem (o most as a merely innocent
re-setting of the type and slight modemizing, as if a squiggly "owne" were no
different from an "own" in a modern fount. But to look deeply at the quarto’s
"owne" in all its ungainliness and with that silent vowel at the end of it is to have
impressed upon one the oddity and unfamiliarity of the hic shape; [ wonder
how a Renaissance reader would have leapt from that shape to whatever sense he
would make of it. Its physical bearing will certainly make it always alien to the
world of graphic conventions in whick I was raised, a world other than that of
Shakespeare’s time; but not as, to those of us who speak English, Chinese is an
other language, rather as a world that has made itself other specifically by
denying, or suppressing, or replacing the graphic medium of Shakespeare’s time,
even as a child becomes who she will be by pushing off against her parents.
History is written by the victorious, and one must always be aware that the
elegant modern medium has survived a battle in which it can scarcely be expected
to report its own glorious achievements dispassionately.

Consider these two verses from Marvell's "Garden™

Two Paradises 'twere in one,

To live in Paradise alone.
Phonologists can tell us that there was a merfect rhyme in these lines in Marvell’s
time and in Shakespeare’s, and a rhyme all the more rich because it was of
cognates. The original pronunciation of “one" (it didn't sound like "won") is
conserved still in such cognates as "only” and “atone”. For the latter word, most
of us learn the etymology, if ever, only as adults. In Shakespeare’s England, it
would have been transparent to anyone who could speak and hear. The former
word, "only", occurs in the preceding line of the poem, and is therefore played
upon by the present "owne"--to modern and Renaissance auditors alike, though
with different understandings of that play in each era. Such phonetic effects are
not insignificant in poetry, especially in that genre known as a "little sound”.
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So, the words we separate graphically as "own” and “one" were phonetically
indistinguishable in Shakespeare’s time. The Oxford English Dictionary confirms
the corollary you might have anticipated, that neither did the graphic forms

prejudice the meaning in Shakespeare’s time. Therefore, the following readings
should not have troubled a 16th-century reader:

Own, two, thre, ..

As [ one this house, Im the bosse.
When we in the 20th century hear our word "one” spoken, the context must h Ip
us differentiate it from the word we write as "won.” When Shakespeare heard his
“owne" spoken, there was no confusion of it with the idea of winning; rather the
idea of ownership was confused with that of sineular , and context would have
to assist the auditor to differentiate them.

What may seem, therefore, the least innocuous of an editor’s housekeeping
chores, to make the poem of easy access for modern readers by sprucing up the
typeface, by familiarizing it, by taking off the final, silent, superfluous "e" is
scarcely innocent. Once the icon goes, the visible symbol of Shakespeare as alien
is lost. My reaction would be substantally different if Wilson had an apologetic
note saying that his edition modernized the quarto’s "owne” as "own", but that
“one" was just as plausible, and that he, deeply conservative, had chosen to follow
the path of every other modernizer. But he has no note for this editorial change,
and one suspects that he and all the other editors who do not provide such a note,
are unaware of the issues--and have patronized their readers by legitimizing with
notes only the mysteries they cared to countenance or that they knew about. Of
course, if 2 modern editor did opt for the reading "one", would he not feel obliged
to alter the preceding word, from "thine" to “thy" ("Within thy one bud...")? And
then the cat would be out of the bag. Another note would be called for. Readers
who knew the poem from another edition would see the embarrassing nature of
the editor’s game. Such a seemingly gross alteration of the poem would call
artention to the fact that neither wranslation is responsible, as neither is competent
alone to convey the complexity of the original. And what is Shakespeare’s
poetry, if not intricacy and complexity--and simplicity?

What I have been saying addresses a completely different issue than whether
written English in Shakespeare’s time was competent to convey the complexity of
the contemporary spoken language, or vice versa. Spoken and written media
could not be completely and unambiguously mapped onto each other then or now.
The crucial thing to realize, the issue that the editing tradition buries in the sand
along with the ostrich’s head, is that the capacities and styles of mapping of the
two epochs, divided by the Great Fault, are not compatible. In both eras (and in
all eras) the struggle for the text is part of the text. Anachronizin editions vitiate
that poetic strugele.
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As for the phrase "beauties Rose” in the second line, Wilson follows the
tradition of every other edition I have seen that is printed after the style of
marking possessive case with an apostrophe sprang up: “beauty’s rose”. His
rendering "beauty’s" requires the word to be singular. To my sensibility, this
rendering of the quarto’s "beauties” forces on me an allegorical response--as if
"Beaury’s’, a form [ have actually seen in some editions, and which is
accompanied with the decapitalization of the quarto’s "Rose”. (The long s is itself
part of the strangeness of the icon and deserves a paper in in its own right--but
another time.) If editors ever modernized to the other option “beautes’”, they
would evoke for me concrete individuals. To modemize, then, is to close down
the ambiguities. That's what our modern graphic language--our reformed
language--is about. And for editors to use it is to deny and frustrate the very
medium of Renaissance English literature.

To help us understand his phrase, "beauty’s rose”, Wilson quotes from the
OED to indicate that the rose is "A peerless or matchless person; a paragon; esp.
a woman of great beauty, excellence, or virtue.” This commentary serves (o
feminize the rose, but where is this sense of gender countenanced in his
interpretation I quoted above? And how does it square with his interpretation of
"His" as neuter.

%

It is now time to distinguish between the Renaissance ear and the
Renaissance eye (on the one hand) and the modern ear and the modern eye (on the
other.) Let us assume that a Renaissance wife reads the first sonnet aloud to her
husband, and that a modern wife reads the edited version aloud to hers. Let’s
bring it down to familiar practice.

s

. --the Renaissance wife reads "beauties Rose” and understands the
first word as singular or plural or both; and so does her husband.

--when the modern wife encounters the phrase "beauty’s rose”, she
must understand the first word only as singular, but her husband
understands singular or plural or both.

(3]

. --encountering the phrase "thine owne bud"”, the Renaissance wife
understands in the middle word both what we write as "own" and
what we write as "one’”; the same is true of her husband.

--when the modemn wife reads the edited phrase "thine own bud",
she understands in "own' only ownership, as does her husband.

Gk

. --In the case of "thy content", both Renaissance and modern wives
must choose a stress option, {(content or concenr) even if they are
aware of both options, and their husbands will perforce understand
only the option their mates have chosen. The neglected opuon

L
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remains potential but, unactivated. And if those wives had been
reading silently, they might have absorbed both meanings--not
having to choose.

Here are three cruxes exhibiting three structures of ambiguity: Only the
third one functions in kind now as it did then, to reader and to auditor. The first
one equates the experience of both Renaissance and modern auditors in contrast
to the experiences of both Renaissance and modemn readers. The second crux
equates the experience of reader and auditor, but only within their own periods.
All in all each period therefore, has its own distinct structure of ambiguities
deriving from the textual icons peculiar to each age.

No poem is an island entire of itself. It floats in a changing linguistic
medium. And so our attempt to understand a poem of so removed an age as
Shakespeare’s must be simultaneously to understand its relatonship to that
medium. It is here that the editorial tradition fails us.

The question of sexual ambiguity continues to linger in most of the first two
dozen sonnets, to take an arbitrary bite. You might try an unprejudiced reading of
them, asking yourself what evidence there really is for the sex of the speaker and
the sex of the addressee, and when you have found it, if you can find it, whether
you think the context allows it to remain unequivocal. Forget the critical and
editorial baggage you're accustomed to carry with you, such as the euphemism,

"The opening poems constitute the marriage sonnets...."
or the imported story line, at best 2 retrospective story line,
"Shakespeare urges the young man...",

for all this is no substitute for the intolerable wrestle with words and meanings.
As you read this way, line after line, the question of the sexual identity of the
addressee especially seems raised and about to be answered--the "he" of Sonnet
19 is as definitive (though late) as one can get; but for the most part the poems
shy away from specific identification; they equivocate sex. Sonnet 19 may mark
the place of triumphant self-congratulation on the reader’s part: male at last. But
characteristically, SONNETS follows it with a sonnet that re-opens the hole
question. All the earnestness of the foregoing sonnets yields to a joyous romp, 2
send-up of the entire issue. Hereis a good place to see how editorial translation
disambiguates the complex linguistic play.
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These commas, divade subject and objeds as these skeletal sentences,

show they, are gramuoatically inapproprine:

Ol nurse, s repose,
Last vages desobse Bie
Phe ik, U remember.

Bt v thew Heshed contexts the comumuas can work rhetorically as patses,
and Keats” panses at them may represent something of Tis actual inona-
tion of these folio lnes, Whatever us ;:n::,:f the folio punciuation
made it point on one of Shakespeare™s most seasitive readers, Onee we
uotice how thoroughly Keas vesponded even o the oddities of Renads-
sdnce punctuation, we surely must confess that we would never have

i, we had not seen the traces of i tfrom his

guessed how he read the

pen. How this man partcularly undersiood “King Lear”™ and “reading”
those words from his title — are vital mysteries that we have not yet

grasped. But where can be begin? — not in any edition of Keats and

Shakespeare vet produced. Notw understand these issues is to miss the
pulse of thenr sharved blood.

conclided Kears” grand search for nustery ol the “eternal
theme” ina comma, As 1 ehink Keats is a htevalist of the imagination, the
defense of his artand lite could arise even from so seemingly insignificant
adetail; and it Lwere going o otler voua peroration, 1 would not blush 1o
start Hoad this point.

I approaching Shakespeare slowly through Lear.and Lear through
Keats, Fhoped 1o evoke the dynamics of a lievary tradition, on which axis
should be scenio turn. | 2;::;,::,; on

I hase

:Mﬁ,ﬁ::?::,::az:::ii editing

printing technology to suggest why this perception of edit mg was alien,
and why new :i::L
the paper T have not hidden my own vadues, bt T lone tied 1o show 1t
they need have linde to do with 1he argument.

Hidas approach has at all suceeeded, i niay have done soat the cost of

making Lear seem the only Shakespeare that necds unediting. In closing,
then, I would like brielly 1o offer three various perspectives on editorial
obscurity, which may in sum suggest how pervasive the darkness s
Bhakespeare’s text is all belore us.

ey ay soon make i fannhar, In both sections of

Toendpate

Spellbownd: Within the last hall century conservatve editing has fo-
cused on the “old ,;,x,::% ediion.” The anim was 1o respect the so-called

“accidental” features of carly editions and 10 preserve them in re-editions
i the hope ex,\,,;éw?;?. ol seeing through the “veil of print” 1o the
underlying manuscript, now lost, where greater authority vesided. So far

su good. But the yrow problem is that the “accidentals” were not under-

15

Shak-speare
stood 10 a physical sense. but were interpreted throngh the atomisti
abstraction of spelling, which, oddly, seems neser o he detined by obd-
ng editors, although their practice can be defended only onvhe hasws
So far so bad, for abstraction fonnders on the

spellh
of such a defminon.

actualitios of the conerete test, Tocan be shown thar w many ol the old

rﬁi::x type sorts could not be setnestto cach othes without touling ;:;
breaking, combinations of these tvpes tended 1o be avoided m composi-
N N ! g i e, &
tion. 1oosuch M::?r;:::ﬂ settings other types were required woomediate
them, tvpes which were compatible with the problemanic hevns, winch
; : : e RG-S
extend tpeface ofl the edge of the typebody. Tisome founts., for ¢

ple,d followed by the ligatire indong-s and gl break both the kand the

%&a%ﬂg@maw@

in which the typographically exigent e and the hyphen are nor neces-

long-s, henee —

sarily part of the speliing.

P space st be

w with 1ypes whos
- without descenders: o

spaces, an e, a b phe,

There is more good news. Fypes cann kern vertically.

S Qr\m\\b@ !

s \ggqxﬁ@s E&n MWE. CoOr

A,: .
g§w§%‘i%ia

ORI

Composition with these types must avoid clashes ol ascenders brom below
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and descenders from above when one or both kern, One of the obvious
compositorial expedients in Shakespeare's time, in the days before ortho-
graphy, was to add aterminal ¢ 1o g word inone line 1o bring us types out
ol the vertical Tine ot conflict with types i adjacent lines. linerchanging
upper- and lower-cGse settings could also often solve such probleins, by

adjusting the aligunment as a bunction of the ditferent (horizonal) set of

the substitute type, by eliminating a descender or ascender, or by moving
its relative posivion in the shape of the fetter, Now, for editors 1o ranstype
ancearly text Drom o kevning Tount 1o the non- o nnimally-keroing
lounts of modern re-cditions is precisely o hide the equivocal relation-
ship of concrete typesetting and abstract spelling in the early text. The
editorial criterion of spelling does not allow us 10 distinguish in the
reprint the material causality of the copytext image. Conservative edifo-

vvr

rial practice cannot be founded on the quicke-sand of spetling ¥

Concordance: Theoretically a concordance is simply an edition of a
work, the shape of which derives not from its inherent e y Form, but
fronm an extrinsic literal sequence. Now tha compuiers are employed in
editing, concordances tend 1o be made during editorial projects for their
own miernal guidance. o the past, however, the concordance has been a
derivative of an existing edition. Concordances are usetul because they
locate examples of diction relevant to that of some crux editors may be
struggling with, and so familiarize them with auhorial usage on a large
scale. They are especiadly viduable for authors whe are owside of stan-
dird English, like Shakespeare who came betore i, and who helped 1o
form i, or weiters in dudect ke Burns, or idiolect like Jovee, The scholar-
by usefulness of concordances declines abrupily with any ncompleton,
or, i they are selective, with any fuzziness about the basis of selection,

There s no complete concordance foradl of Shakespeare’s substanuve
texts, though people tdk as i there were A any moment this lack can
leave editors in the awkward position of possessing the linle knowledge
tiat iy o dangerous thing. Now being published is o massive, muhi-
voluined compurerized Complete and Systematic Concordance to the Waorks 0of
William Shakespeare, veally a number of concordances; and the one-vo-
Waed Harvasd Concordance 1o Shak speave, whichis the main concordance
ol the former,” and clanns o offer “the irs complete and reliable one-
volume concordance o all the plays and poems ol Shakespeare.” Unfor-
tunately no rvigor has gone o the definition of text, or, if it has, of
conveying the detinition o the reader. Many scholirs who use it will
realize that the Riverside edition it concords i, by its anachronizing and
its elimination of text, a significant shorttall on the whole cinon, But few
will know that certain parts ol the chosen edition are not concorded,

because the omissions are not admitied o detaled.

Tost users would
wanil o concordance ol Shakespeare, fo example, that retained the
wigque phrase “Twelfith Night” and omined the 27,575 occurences of
“the” The Complete Coneordance lean completely the other way. One may

decide eventually that to the concorder "text” means

Shuk-speare

for

dulogue ::m@f
he O : its stage direcnons and speec elines as
The Complete Concordance omits stage directions and ,;t»:,r, P a
well as titles. But like many classical and modern authors Shakespeare

frequently wrote dialogue into stage divections.

Heve doe the {evemanies belonging , and Sﬁmm ﬁm& Cirele,
Bullisghroake or Sowshwell reades, Coniuro
e, &e. 4t Thunders and Lighiens
serribly : then the Spirit
f.ww%.
Spirie. Ad fum,
witch, Afmarh by the evernall God,
Whofe name and power thou trembleft ac,

From this passage in 2 Hewry 6 (14 you will find “adsum xwiiwi i the
concordance; but do not look for “conjuro” there. Nor will vou find 78«
from this location, though it is glossed in this one (from that play without

atitle).

{iowwwe finas,
$Whew thar Tw.as and s litile tine bay,
with %3? @5 i winde awd the raine 2
A @%E thng was bust a sy,
[or she raine it vaimeth ewery day,

By whes [ came o wsans effare,
with ley bo ic.

Cainft “wangs and Theewss men Jhut ther gase,
Sor ihe ruine oo

But these examples of "8 are even less possibly dialogue than the usage
in 2 Henry 6. There scems to be no accepted term for these “dialogue
divections,” though “stage direction” comes closest 1 that s whin the

concorder thought them, then some stage directions are less equal than

these.
Notall of Shiakespeare s diamatic wrts there ave. o ;;::%., SOTNCTS
and narrative poems. Not only are their ades not diddogue. it secms, but

neither are the hundreds of words i the letters dedicatory ol the poems
H

1

or the “Argument” 1o one of thew (The Rape of Luciece), tor they are e
concorded — with the loss 1o the vocabulary of seven new words, cighi
new inflections, 50 new spellings, and one new homograph. One iw the
ominted words happens 1o be "Shakespeare™ s two occarences i ,i:,,
edition concorded. s omission suggests that:at s completehy above lite,

Curiously, the great Shakespeare concordance of the past, Barders,
also excludes Twellih Night,” “Shakespeare. and “conpreo.” ,E; ::,ff
in hies the claim ol the Complete Concordance 1o ity utigue ;?::im:zh
Recently a study of Shakespeare’s complete toreign vocabulary appeared

in Fremdsprachen bei Shakespeare:*7 it too has nothing to do with "Connoo te.
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e Modern philology thas affivms Shakespeare’s “sandl Laune,

| of
which Jonson spoke proudly in 16
D

”
n W23 Nordoes any of these three studies
clude TTHRENOS — Shakespeare’s “lesse Greeke — which ocours i
the auspicious location atter line 52 of “The Phoenic and Turtle,” As the
Greek word s, like titdes and stage divections. not assigned a line number
i the Riverside edition, we may suspect that its editorial enumeration
plavs a subile vole i the concorders criterion ol e,
Foather that “Pues

ool part of the foreign vocabulary of Titus
Androwcns, though the edition Tam reading admittedhy a very old
fashioned onel propped heve ona bundle o seroxes ol NRTETEIS RIS
underlinings by Reats, my vighn foor rather askes upon the compuie:
termnad) hay 1t o omy ext i ocours i the speech prefixes, supgesting
that the sell-conscious Latininy of the tlogae of this play pushes out of
the preture and into the frane: “Hov savs the modern edition. stmooth-
g the way for complere wodern o omprehension. Newther, e sevms, are
Ciomaltys and Awmbo part of Shakespeare’s foreign vocabulary, though |
saw them i one of these hooks w moment ago.

In farrness T oshould acknowledge than the fack of Shikespearcan
vocabulary s made up by the inclusion of sone words that are not in his
text, like craggy, Dowland, solfullse, Pundion. ships, S pesser, deves and wnlac'd,
Fam sorey dhat some personal favorites were not concorded: 1 am VETy
partial to Milon's “Star-ypointing” from his verse in the second Tolio, and
to Jonson's “shuke a Stage™ and “shake a Lance™ from his verse in the first.
But one cannot have evervihing

1w complete concordance.

ares ﬁl??:xjf nis ?»:S.
in 17

Dot pensonae: Very Tew of ,ir:zﬁ;z
dramatis pevsonar lists. Fdditors sinee Rowe in )

0 have made them part of
the text, ranking and characies st the voles hicrarchically . men above
women, gente ahove conumon, all neat and proper, with their relation-
ships detailed justas Shakespeare would want i, Loonnng into the edited
text, this mervescence seems a kind of editorial pavadigm, a potenial, the
dynamic of which is plaved out by the sithsegquent text. Goeasionally the

sithsequent text fails 1o use :5:,:?w::m:;:;::5;:;),,:»,;::;r;g

been quick 10 correat the poet. as i this exatple Do AV Well i the
unigue substantive text, the {olio,

Con, You have %?ri,md,%: honefllie, f%a b
o your felfe, manie Dhehhoods inform’d mee of this
before, which hung fo totirivg in the ballance, that
I could neicher belecue por mifdoube s praie you
leave mee, fall this in your bofome, and I thanke
you for your honeft care; 1 will fpeakc with you fug.
theranon, Fxit Staward,

Enter Hellew,

O Cos, Enen {oivvvas vich me when T was yang:
I euer veeare natures, thele ate ours this chosne

Shuhspeare i

Dorhio vur Role of youth aighhie belong

Our bloud taws, this to our blood isborme,

Trische (how, and feale of matures cruth,

Wheee loues (trong paflion s impreftin youth,

By our remembrances of daies forgon,

Such were our fanles, or then we thought them nene,
Hereicis fickeon’s, T oblerue hernow,

Theve is only one speaker beve, her speedh punciuated by an exar aasd

entrance of other characters, She s mauned again and renamed arthat
the muddle ol her speech around these theatncal f:,:w,f aned a corres
sponding change of theme, The Countess bevones "Old w:,ﬁ‘?ﬁ? when
she sees vouny Hellen and recalls hier owno vouthe Conrecing Shake-
speare’s nustake. editors eliminate the "OIET ’,::u :? second proetis
The sane kind of shify for the Countess G this s 1o be ber name)
oveurs inasetting by another compositor = a fact it adlows us o vale

out compositoral causes of these vinving vsunes.
Hel, Lookeonhs Lecter Madarn hecesmy Palpore.

When thows 52%%2 the Ring vpon my fouger, which weu.y
Fhall come off and [bew mee achild: v.«%miaz of thy bocic,
shat £ wm father sov them call sse hassbands byt in fuch alvhen )
Lwrite o Newer,
Thisis a dreadfull fentence.
La. Broughtyouthis Letter Gentlemen?
1.6, IMadam, and forehe Contend take are fosrie
for our paines,
{ Old La, 32&%2 Ladiehaue a beecer cheere,
Ifthouengrollelt, all the greefes are thine,
Thourobftme ofa moity: He was iy fonne,
Bus Ido walb his name out ofmy blood,
Anddhov artall my childe. Towards Florence is he ?
Fren. G A Madam,
La, Andto beafouidier,

Fren (5. Suchis hisnoble purpole, and beleew’s

Here speaking as “La” ov Lady (Shakespeare has wandesed agai). she s
reidentilied as “Old La.” {and agamy when addressung the "Ladie 7 Tellen
This same character speaks under the e "Mothey™ (awd agann vles
where i the play, ata tme wheo she relinguishes hev sonsas e becomes
wward of the King. Shakespeare’s texts abound i these polvnomials, b
as the editors have hidden all trace of them, the Newton of their calonla-
ton has vet w appear. (For keats, however, the apple would have Zmiﬁ
in b fohio Lear speeches ave assigned o the sime vole ander the tirdes
Eddmand and Bestard))

By so improving Shakespeare, eduors have chimnaed from the texi
its clear and evocative evidence ol lavering and joints. Notonly dhat, thes
i the Tormal divisions o At and

have added their own junctons ,
Scene, conventions which Shakespeare shows no evidence of having veg-
wharly used. They have thus obliterated the texts mbhevent capaainy w
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indicate some ol ws own episodic and themane divisions and preoccupa-
tons. The result s obliterutwre. For editors 1o fost single names on
characiers to whom Shakespeare responded, while creating them, with
DAY namies, s o inpose retrospecive understanding upon text, 1o seek
artolticial creaton rather than real creating. Tois a pracuce that props up
the critical notion of consistent charactervizaton, when it s uncalled for,
mdeed convradicred, by the wext

Ower hall a century ago Allison Gaw observed that the frequem

s

occurrence of actors” naanes in carly i:.?,i;x:é texts indicated theaty-

al funcnons ol the nnderlving manusorips. 2 Shakespeare readers now
r:zﬁ, lide of this Ghibiough they avel paradoxically, warned that Shake-
speare wrote for the stage, not for the studyy, becase ediors have
removed Wil Bempe™ from o stage divection i Koweo and substituted
“Peter,” the role vame. Tawver with s trumpet is gone trom A Aidsuon-

mer Naght's Dream. and Sinklo has disappearved frony numerous plavs, Gaw

shows that the last ?::Ai actor was a bean pole, and that some ol

Shakespeare’s parts, ke that of the Apothecary m Romeo or thar iterally,
.i Smklo i the ;:;2: ol 2 Heny 4 CBeadie”™ or “Otheer” i F), were
likely written with o thin man in ndod, By elimimating hinas of the re-
sources of Shakespeare’s company which influenced i as he sorpied,
or which were his compamy’s way of responding 1o s scripts, editors
have made sure that Shakespeare is not of his age, bur for all e, And
yet there are e:z:,%wx;zi plavs hke Awionio and Mellida, The Road to
Parnassus, Burtholomew Faiv and The Meadeontent inowhich the actor’s own

personulity and sometimes bis nuone were as muach part of the stage
busiiess and andience response as was fus Boeove role.

? ::S could n
have been otherwise with repertory theatre, nnmasked actorand regular
chienteler How otherwise in a dranatic tradinon obsessed by the interve-
lanonship ol theatre and hite, ol Globe and glober The editors have
condemned such plavs, i which the actors” nanwes cannot sensibly be
chimmated, 1o be not for all tme, but ol thew age, This s one reason why
for us Shakespeare towers above his contempuoraries.,

Speech Prefavityy The mention ol tvpe names brngs me 1o o final
comment on :ﬁ. widespread misunderstanding o Shakespeare occa-
sioned by editonad behavior, When one byvpasses the editors 1o vead Lowes

Labows Lost i Q orin I, one discovers that certnn voles ave denominated
by hoth type names and personal sanes, the principles of thebr distribu-

ton not beimy immedinely oo

Peda soabvo Holoternes

Bt Do Advino de Avnud
Curate Nathaniel

Clown (Foole) Costard

Page (Boy) Mok

Tost numes ocour w both audible and maudible wxtin Q) but the editors
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elines

consistently opt for the right-hand column wo use i their spec bip
(though sonme of them allow these names 1o be supplemented o stage
divections by names in the left-hand column b they are adveads there in
the copyrexti).

Some kind of Livering ol text can be detecred o the distnbunon o thic
various names of the second-named vole. Hi spee M:; are introdoced
e 5ol and 520 haah

with an abbreviation of Armado in 1.2 and of Bragy

o

B

panes occur i 301, the Braggart names appeaing inoa block a the
beginning of the scene, rather than the end, and dhe Avmado nianes
occuring at the end, rather than the be MZE ng. U Foadmost all the
Armado names are gtr:,,ﬁ,i with Braggart) The tost cditor, Rowe, used

later folio, in which, as noted, the Braggin naue was predomant —
but he changed these wholesale 1o Armado. He mvented the tivst list of

drmatis personue, where we find “Don Adriano de Armado, a Lantasnical
Spaninrd,” - and Exit Braggart ontoto. Thus Rowe and s followers stees
veaders away from Scylla {our dangerous propeosity o think Don
Adviano is o Polish-Lithuanian saone), onby o drown ns in Charvbedis (our

dangerous propensity 1o treat the vole as nnibied under o pevsonal and

i @4
Family aume), Yer the theatrical type name, Braggato s essennal 1o
readers to know, as when we are told Tate in the phay that Avmada’s ¢h M ]
rags” in Jaquenetta’s (The Weneh's) (the Maid's) belly, orn this cracal
recognition {the only time “Braggart” appears i the dialogue ) viered
by Berowne 5,:&: hie catches sight of wl the characiers Bisted above, and
prociams (0; 5.2.542):
Bero. The Pedant, the Bragat, the Hedye-Proest the
Foole, and the Boy,

Lo vead this e in Rowe's traditon is to s the fact that Berowne seeins
Bere 1o be naming them not as persons in the Hovon, but as theaiead
pypes, and the name he uses, Tor dhis ciaracier at Teast s the sine s
Shukespeare uses ::?:7. the dinlogue. Headers of the carly exes of e
plav can see Shakespeare’s fefv and hear s ix”: hand, cach Reeping 1o
s own diction, and then fizﬁ:n,:i, them come together e Berowne's
strategic e, Perhaps they see thereby someihing thar hearkens buck

the nature of the theatrical experience of the play i Shakespeares tn

wething that cun be reconstructed only ont of such shgho rexinad dues

?5:: as iy not the case inothe French theatre, there s no contimmons
conservative tadition ol acting Shakespeare).

1 one reads the standard editorial introductions, one may learn
Armado descends from the Latin midles glovions ol Plantine comedy: on
might even be told that the Latin phyase means “hraggart soldier.” Bag
this is no more informative than explaining that Handetis a descenden

of Adam, when we vealize that Berowne's line, just quoted, names 1y pcal
roles of the commedia deil’ arte: and that the divect mtluence on Shuke-
speare is not the Plautine smiles but the commedia’s Braggart. Shakespeare’s

gh
%
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plav, then, s something of a connnedy. Comcerned with drama as mime-
518, ﬁ; tors have torgotten that s construction as well The Z;.:w::;:ﬁe
that the editors remove Tront view again and i u s the specibic working
diction of o contemporars ;?:z;:;,.ﬂt tachition. What they substitute
for i the kind ob idy learming thar would :;.,é mcapacitated Shake-

speare if he had koown :>

Coodsprrvii e

Notall sc holars share the antitades of Shakespeare editors toward the
question of textal transmission. Talking to o Hebrew scholar vecentiy, |
was struck when he recalied o text by remembering that it was half wity
down o right band page. When ©expressed anuzement an his spatial
sense of text {Why not cite chaprer and verse?), he veplied that Hebrew
scripture, both uits essence and for purposes ol transmission, is Hike a
convrete poetn, Fovinand content have nocver Gllen apart, For ﬁ.z;;%r
although the Hebrew ;?;;;:;3 has no upper and lower Guse letters, in
severad places i soripture leners are writien ont o sive; and this ?.;:i,z,
deemed mystiically allegorical, M ?‘ along with line endings, page endings,
and even texi ol doubitul meaning, vepeated — “veligioushy™ is the word,
Prhink — with every copying, because meaning permeates all aspects of
twxt, The editori

tuncion, as w0 Shakespeare edior nnght see it iy
linaited ilii:i:%? Fextmud reading ave distiner. Tnothis way the text
resists betng nude 1o conform to s Intes pretatiog

RTRITNIS
Awe aen,

NOTES

o Dwashoo dhank ooy collemgues VoA Debac, JoAuna Damba, Margaret Ann Firpaick
andd Phil Oxdey for thetr very helplulorticisn ob s carly deadt of the essav. Stephen Booth,
Northrop Frve and Richard Vg Fossens will suderstand, and Joe Binber would have
wnderstood whn Dihanh them againe Tam alo grdetal for sappost o the Social Sciences
and Research Counail ol ﬁ;,:Z;;

My understanding of Keats” biography, and paicabo v of his “Shakespearolary)”
comaes from SWalter fachson Bare. folin Keans Caonbridye, Mass. 1963, and Joln Middieron
Muwiy, Keats and Shakespeare: A Study of Keabs' Poctec Laje prom 18510 10 1520, London, 18925,
For leters by ando Beats the followsng are snvaluable: Ty der Edward Rollis, The Letters of
Jotor Keann, 1814-1820, 2 vols, Cambridyge, Mass., 1058, and his The Keats Coele, Letters and
Papers IRT0-1878 2 vols finduding the supplement of 19553, Canmnbiridige, Mass., 1965, Fou
the poety, Jack Sullingers superb vasoram edution, The Porms of Joln Keats, Canibridye,
Mass., 1074, For some of Reas' underlining of Shakespeare, Caroline FoE Spurgeon,
Keats's Shakespeare: A Deseyiptroe Study Based o0 New Materad, Oxtorvd, 1928; and also Keats'
folio - Kewts Howse, Hampstead, and Kews” Whiginghao edition st the Houghon Li-
brary, Harvard.
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.;,Q:::;rf,;:;:é:m,mzﬁfv;;i:\‘1\::_::. ,;Z:::.; i:;fr»::,::_:fi.:_;
date assigned to thenn by Rollins, i this case Noc 21 005 Apnl B e e 1o b s
comservative as possible of Rolling un-nonmalizations, :. gl as b notes sav, ot all his
A:t,,:z,? are athors manms vipts. Kollins” text is prnted o ronan, Bt b have chosen
iadie whoen prinsing i i leiter Torman G opposed o the brict quotation hevey 1 condd
have photoquoted the r.:Zf {wordd tune dope so

3 Robhns 22 (17 4 M:: 1817

oMo op o pp. 37-38

Ao Rolhns PO 8 Ocroher 1818

H
6. Rolls 22 (17 Apnl 1817
7 f

i

Rolhns, 26 (10, 1D Mo 1817

W Rolins, 55 420 banary 1818
Y. the T,:zf:x collation of the Tour vaant veraons (oaa bonyg BioJographs by beats
the other two being copies by Woodhowse wnd Jeftieny, bas begn photoguorted from
Stillinger's edition, which modernizes speling and puncnaon treeh, and guoies ol
variants selectively (Note, for exatple, the omission o neglect of the ede nthe Joltien

Ganscvipt, of which more below

On Sitting Doun to Read “King Lear” Text (including heading) from the extant holograph
fair copy (FC). Variants and other readings from Reans's drato (D), Woodhouses 1?2 tran-
script, and Jeffrey's transcript of Keats's now lost letter to George %;w Tom RKears, 23, 24
January 1818 {/]) Heading On} Sonnet. On 117 2 queen of f::é: ol alteved to
Queenlaf ) 4 thine] made out of thy D 4 pager] (Books) Payes Dovolume jf [}
damnation] Hell-torment W2, jf 7 humbly ] interlined above (ot 1) D1 the word omatted in
1 BIY {Chiel! what a gloom thine old vak forest hath?) (thine made out of thyy D g
Chiel Poet] 1O) Chiet Poet interiined above (Chietuain) D 10 our] this D our pter-
lined above (this) FC Fhehrough 0 am] Lamthvough the ald oab fores J/f 15 n]
with [/ I to D, 83 ar weatten over (o) FC

PO, Rodlins 50 (23024 vy 1818)

11 Rollins 166 Z,T:z, P8 19), Rollins reports that the manascnpt s osomesfut ioudew
and “clonded” actually veads Yconded "

12, The problem ol sel-assessiment betore Shukesprine and conlrontation watd hann cay
he seen i more detal by considering drafe Docollared i tootnote U in Z%:,xf to the
detered e berween Hoes 8 and 9 O Chiet D what o ﬁ:i::,:: e oak foresthath! ™ the vk
forest (Cgloomy in D ondy) is speatically the Chief s o the Uluefransoo g ;,::;:; word an
this dialt - words ol unpartcalavized authoriv, :z.:% CCmel Poct bnorbe tohio veran
however, the gloons lifts, and the torestis shared with the Clouds o) Adbon ol mdecd the
fovest s 1o be assoenied heve withewrher of them s w nor Uo7 oak foresty hos
i

tis el
speclically Shakesprarean darkness seens ightened in the ke diads by projecting soti

ol 1t ap onto o oscendent nationalidentity which Reats and i, thesprare can share (o

Bappy thoughn equally . as i 7o eternal theme,

Fuathier that the phvaising of the carly stages of Do beyeconstnnaed todook hibe this

Cor once again, the Herce dispuaie O

. Db
Must T burs through, once mote st b esas 7
The buter-sweet . ¥

The originally repeated “must 17 suggests compubions the defenion of the second v does
not totally eliminate cither the suggestion or the dicion of compulyion atthe end ol e 7,
for the clause beginming there facks a subject and verbansd the onby ones avalable 1o Bihin
the elipstsare “wust 17 Nevertheless, the replacement of "must 17 wah “hambhy ™ suguesina
movenient from the seemingly outward compulsion 1o the mner virtue of hamilas, with
vegard 1o which it is somewhat paradosical, and prepares s owell Tor the mnmediate

oxvinoron, “hitter-sweet”
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Phie tension bevween Hyving to or af Tus desiee seems 1o bave been a question only i the

fatest stage of f::t:f:::,

15, Quoted from Role, The Letters of John Keats, volo 10 p. 325 008 (guoted i tarn from
his Mean Coele, voll 20 po 271

L Rothns, Keats Cirele, vol 2, supplement Oove Letlers and Povms 0 po 24

Al the iHlustrations of Keats nuavkings i bis foho are veproduced (not o se) from
the orviginal by permsion of the London Borough of Camnden from the collection wt Keats
House, Hampstead, 1o whose Divector, Moo FoD0 Coleand Assstant Curator, Mis. €M

Gee, T owish 1o express my sincerest thanks, 1 oam gratelud also 1o Steve Jaunzems tor

photoprocessing and (o Felix Fonteyn tor the negatives.
60 A parallel may support my contennion. fovees autobiograplucal A Portrait of the Astid
as o Young Mai comes 1o a close i diary tornm, Here dhe hero chironides his escape from

Ireland over the seas The book ends hke this

27 Apnds Gid tarher, old wrubicer s sind e now and

ever in good stead

Prabhin 1604

rieste 1014
The guestion is whether the terminal relerences 1o Dublin and Trieste are part of the
Portraat or part of its frame. The answer s that the quaestion s biased agamnst "authorbio-
graphy.” A stonlar problem avises in the painiinigs of Scuray (has Un Donanche d'Bie a Ulle de la
Granide Jatte, Tor example). inwhich he actuadle paints the trame around the subject, [Uis not
A trompe el border, bhut o veversal of adjacen interion coloration in the same pointilistic
style s vhe Framed. The Trone thas rebuses o delinnt the arelact by its mner edge

F7. Rollins 159 (14 .0 February PRI e acraally composed ar stages untd 3 Moy
1819).
P The essay appeared in 19360 wnd s available swith others by Beojanan i Hannab

Avendr, ed Hhoanations, SNew York, [H90R]
wely” becase am thinking of sertnng Iy formes, To quaito ooe

PO say

;va:wy,::

might ser pages 20306 and 7, and then 14 5,

200 Shukespeare™ mamusoripts seen ol o be dost

2 The curvent wave ol new thought on the muduple sabstantive texts ol Leaws s ded Iy

Michae! |0 Warren “uarto

nd Fohio K Lew and the Tnterpreration of Albans
Edgar, i David Bevington and Jav Lo Hahoo eds . Shakespreo e Pattern of Excellong Natwe,
Newark, Det More vecenth Steven Urkowitz, Shakesprare’s Revoaon of King Lear,
Princeton. 1080 exploves the theatncal dillerenuaton ol O and P Porthcoming brom

Oxtord o Gary Tavlor and Michael | Warren. eds. Dhe Diviion of the Kogdom, otfering a
vange of easavs on the two tests and the edumy vaditon,

L2 Spurgeon op al, pp. AR-A0 The folio 1 ey 4 also shows signs of Keats” collation,
preswmably with hes Watnghoan

230 e also BOAC G Hlomgmann Dhe Stabiiiy of Shuikespreare’s Text, London and Linceohn,
Neb, 1965 for study of Keats” antention 1o minuie detal morevision.

240 Harhn, Whntingham Shakespoare and Speoser volimes are at Fhaard, Milton and
the folio Shakespeare ut Keats Houwe
nd the Con-

s v relaed tpographical argument see nn " Spelibownd | spogiapin

ceptof Old-bpetimg Edigons” o Rons . Vol 5 # 1010979, pp. 5065, Two othes pieces

Pechimgue of Teadline Anabvas, with Apphea

ot 1o Shakespeares Sonnets, HH0, Vol B2, 197490 pp. 1972100 and “Unemending
Shakespeare’s Soanet LT SEL Vol 210 10 pp. 7H-40

26 Marvin Spevack, comp The Complete Sytematic Cancmdunere L8 volumes 1o date,

Fhldeshemws, YOO8 e The Hurowrd Concnrdonee, Camnbridge, Mass., 1973 The Riverside ed..

an which these concordances are based, s edited by Guwvane Blakemore bvans, of the

that exploit tvpoy

vaphical deval are np A

=

student ediions ot v, adimrably, he miost ortented 1o il scholarship, and the most

encouraging of texual scepicisn
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27, AL Stauter, Fremdsprachen bet Shakespeare: Das Vokabudar woud sene Dramatischen Fun)
fronen, Franktury, 1974,

28, The Fopages ave V3rand Xl Gharlion Hineoan, The Printing wndd Proof-dieading of the

Forst Polio of Nhakespeare, 2 vols,, Oxtord, 1963, vol, 9, P55 assygns tiese 1o ¢ OPOSHOTS A
and B respectively,
20 Allson Gaw, "John Sincklo as One of Shakespeare's Actors,”
PRYB0H,
-

SO0 Paud MNewman s Hud!

Vgl vol 49, 1925, P

S Here s John Smith's word oo it from The Printer's Grammar, London, 135

Py 2U34

The Hebrew has no Capitals: and theretore letters of the same si ape. but of
farge Body, are used at the beginning of Chapters, and othe parts of Febrew work

But we must not pronounce it a fault, it we happen 1o meet m some Bibles with
words that begin with a letter of @ much larger Bods than the mean Toxt: nor need
we be wstonish'd 1o see words with letters in thens of o nneels fess Body than 1he mea
Pextr or wonder o see Ginal Teters used in e middle of words: Tor such Notes sheaw
that they contain some particular and mystical meaning. Thus i 2 Chyon, 1L the
word Adam begins with a letier of a hivgey size than the vest thereby o imtimate, that
Adam s the father of all Mankind. Again, in Genes. [ 1. the wrear Beth o the word
Bereschuth stands tor a Monitor ol the great and i omprehensible work of Creation,
Contrary 1o the fivst, o Prov. XSV 17 the Daleth in the word Adam is consider-
ably less than the Letter of the main text, 1o signity that whoeve oppresses an other
openly or chandestinely, tho of @ mean condition: or who sheds innocent blood s not
worthy (o be called Man.

Sometines the open or commaon Mem stands in the toom of a linal one: as in
Nehem. 113, where the word hem has an open Menm at the endm allusion 1o the
torn and open walls of Jerusalem, of which there is mention made; and.in Es VI
where the Prophet speaks of the Conception of the Viegin Mary, the Menn i the
word daabmne, or Viegin is a close or fiad letier, 1o intimate the vinginio ot the miothes
of our Saviour. Such are the peculianities of some Jewish Rabbi's in Bibles ol theis
publication: of which we have nstanced the above, 1o cautinn { OPOSHOTS Dot 1o

take thew tor fanlts, i such mysiical writings should come under their hands

€ Randall McLeod, Ul of Toronw, july 1981



