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FOREWORD




    THIS volume is, to the best of my knowledge, the first book devoted entirely to an investigation of the many problems associated with the relation between the ‘stolne and surreptitious copies’ of which Heminge and Condell complain in their address ‘To the great Variety of Readers,’ and the corresponding plays of Shakespeare printed by them in the first folio. For nearly two and a half centuries prior to the publication of the important Cambridge Shakespeare of 1863-6, many editors and commentators held firmly to the opinion that these words condemned all the quarto editions published in the life-time of the poet. They preferred to rely on the folio version for the text of a play although careful collation had previously proved that the folio text of this play had been set up from one of the earlier quarto editions. Such deep-rooted and widely spread errors of belief are hardy weeds difficult to eradicate from the literary field, and it was not until 1909 that Professor A. W. Pollard in his Shakespeare Folios and Quartos proved beyond possibility of future doubt that the damnatory words of Shakespeare’s friends applied only to Contention, True Tragedy and the first quartos of Romeo and Juliet, Henry V, Merry Wives and Hamlet; this group of texts he aptly termed ‘Bad Quartos.’




    During the past one hundred and fifty years each of these bad quartos has been the theme of numerous monographs from the pens of noted editors and scholars; Malone’s Dissertation on Henry VI (1787) was the first and is the most famous. His reputation rests on the solid foundation of wide learning, good judgment, industry and honesty, but certain defects of his dissertation have deprived it of any but historical importance. He gave enduring currency to many erroneous statements about the versification of these plays, and trustful editors and copying commentators still perpetuate his incorrect assertion that the plays on Henry VI contain an excessive number of classical similes and allusions. Moreover by mixing together two separate problems, the problem of authorship and the problem of priority of composition, he started a brace of hares which five generations of literary sportsmen have coursed with more zeal than success. To the great influence of this dissertation is due the unfortunate twist given to most of the subsequent criticism of Contention and True Tragedy. Most illogically and in total disregard of all the evidence many essayists have excluded these plays from the list of ‘stolne and surreptitious copies’ of the master’s plays; they have thus lost their status as his illegitimate and rather disreputable offspring, the deformed heirs of his invention, and have been reduced to keep company with such nameless waifs as Jack Straw, George-a-Greene and The Famous Victories. In accepting 2 Henry VI and 3 Henry VI as Shakespeare’s, Malone dishonoured the god of his idolatry by imputing to him wholesale plagiarism from Contention and True Tragedy, which he magisterially declared were the work of Marlowe, Greene and Peele. For these and other reasons I agree with the considered judgment of Professor Alexander:




    The dissertation on these plays is infected throughout by hasty observation, imperfect reasoning, and ill-established conclusions.1




    I shall break with past custom and not offer any explanation of my inclusion of these two plays in the list of bad quartos; my reasons will appear at large in almost every chapter of this work. I agree with Professor Alexander that, if they can be proved corrupt derivatives of 2 Henry VI and 3 Henry VI, the controversy is over, and those critics who take upon them to attack the authenticity of two plays printed in the first folio of Shakespeare have no other or better arguments than their own subjective impressions.




    My reading of Malone’s essay led me to examine the text of the two early bad quartos in detail. Subsequently I perused with a steadily decreasing interest all the essays written on the bad quartos prior to 1908; it seemed to me that many of the authors preferred conjecture to fact and the patient drudgery imposed on any one who would undertake what was really a scientific investigation. Copies of some theses were not available in Australia, but most of these discuss the relation between one pair only of the six parallel texts. Sir Edmund Chambers recognized the importance of the bad quartos by treating them as a group and discussing their defects in William Shakespeare;2 later he briefly analyzed each of them and its connection with the corresponding play of Shakespeare in chapter IX of that well-documented book.




    Literary controversy is wearisome to readers and does not always help to the truth, and, with the exception of what has been said of Malone’s Dissertation, I have refrained from criticizing in any detail the work of any one not now alive. In my chapter on ‘Repeated Lines’ and elsewhere I have briefly examined, and, I think, have refuted Professor Tucker Brooke’s statement that Marlowe was unusually prone to repetition of lines that had captured his fancy. Much more space has been given to testing the ingenious theory of partial or double revision which Professors Pollard and Dover Wilson propounded some twenty years ago as their solution of the origination of the bad quartos. My reasons for rejecting their theory are set out at considerable length, because it is, in essence, the older ‘first sketch’ theory in disguise. They have pressed into their service the new ‘science’ of bibliography; upon the value of this recent aid to learning and literary research I am not competent to offer an opinion. Yet I venture to suggest that bibliography does not provide all the props necessary to support the extensive superstructure which their theory requires.




    Dr. W. W. Greg’s Two Elizabethan Abridgments (1923) is a model hand-book of the principles and practice of investigating play-pathology. It represented a long-overdue revolt against the sterile warfare of theory-mongers, and cleared the air with an invigorating breeze of good sense. He kept to the narrow path of the scientific method, and obtained all his results concerning the genesis of Orlando Furioso Q1 from his closely reasoned analysis of the materials in that play and in the Dulwich MS. of Orlando’s part. His deductions are such and so many as the facts will support. Up to the present no one has questioned his facts, methods or conclusions; he has definitely proved that all the forms assumed by corruption in this play were beyond question the work of actors and reporters. My own debt to his book is everywhere manifest, and several of my chapters, notably those on abridgment, verse structure, blunders, repetition and stage directions begin with some evidence, extracted from the texts of the Dulwich MS. and Orlando Furioso Q1, that into this quarto some persons, almost certainly actors or reporters or both, have introduced much the same kind of corruption as exists in the bad quartos. This conclusion is of the greatest importance to my inquiry. It suggests that a bad quarto version of a lost play written by Greene, of which only Orlando’s part is now extant, was in existence almost thirty years before the editors of Shakespeare’s plays protested against the publication of ‘stolne and surreptitious copies.’ It suggests also that at least a dozen plays of this period, including Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus and Massacre at Paris, Peek’s Old Wive’s Tale and Battle of Alcazar, and such anonymous plays as Jack Straw, A Shrew, George-a-Greene, etc., are all bad quartos of non-extant plays. Unfortunately not a fragment remains of the authentic texts; all that time has left is a mutilated ‘plat’ or skeleton outline of the Battle of Alcazar.




    One fortunate circumstance separates the six bad quartos of Shakespeare from the rest of the ragged company to which they naturally belong—an authentic text of each was printed in the folio or in a ‘good’ quarto. Study of Dr. Greg’s book convinced me that all the problems arising from the interrelation of the first quarto and the second quarto of Romeo and Juliet or Hamlet could be completely solved by collecting and classifying all the relevant facts obtainable from each pair of parallel texts, and then deducing such inferences as the facts justified. With this end in view I collected, wherever possible, and classified the respective vocabularies of each pair of parallel texts, made a line-for-line collation of the two texts, noting all variations of importance, examined the verse in detail, collecting all deviations from that of the authentic text, gathered words, phrases, lines and passages of Q1, which were without meaning except in the light thrown upon them from the parallel passages of the poet’s play, made lists of lines belonging to the authentic text which were repeated or anticipated in Q1, and put my results in a compact table wherever possible. Only a small selection of my abundant material is incorporated in this volume; the amount used may seem excessive but is necessary, in my opinion, for a complete proof, especially in an investigation in which premediseval standards of inquiry have been prevalent for more than a century, and facts have been less plentiful than guesses.




    When I began my investigation, my intention was to limit my work to a study of the problems arising from the relationship between True Tragedy and 3 Henry VI, but I found myself compelled to include Contention. Reflection and more research convinced me that the problem of priority of composition was almost identically the same for each of the six pairs of parallel texts. Each bad quarto suffers from the same disease and exhibits, in the main, similar symptoms, but True Tragedy, Romeo and Juliet Q1 and Henry V Q1 have the disease in a milder form, and the ravages of corruption have not spread so widely and have not penetrated so deeply as in Contention, Merry Wives Q1 and Hamlet Q1. All my work is directed to one end—to prove that the six bad quartos are derivative texts and take their origin from the corruption of the respective six plays written by Shakespeare. For the rest any one may conjecture what he pleases. Whether Shakespeare used non-existent early plays as raw material for his own, how the reported plays came to the press, who were the pirates and reporters, and why such a well-managed company as the Chamberlain’s men came to suffer the piracy of four popular plays within six years are, in comparison with the major problem of priority, matters of small importance. I have ventured to hazard a wide solution of one or two such riddles; did not Sir Thomas Browne admit that such a puzzling question as ‘what Song the Syrens sang’ is ‘not beyond all conjecture’?




    Much of my matter appears in print for the first time. Some of my conclusions have been obtained by using methods not often applied to the solution of literary problems, and consequently may fail to win ready acceptance. I regret that it has been necessary to crowd so much tabular detail into the first hundred pages, but no other method is so concise and so effective. So wide is the range of topics incident to a complete investigation of this subject that the observance of any logical sequence in successive chapters is very difficult; occasionally the sole link that binds chapter to chapter is the theme of the book, that the bad quartos are garbled abridgments of the acting versions made by order of the company from Shakespeare’s manuscripts. For this reason the book ends with a short summary, to which I refer readers who may find my tests based on play-vocabularies and word-groups hard to follow. My note on the authorship of 2 Henry VI and 3 Henry VI has been placed in an appendix.




    It may seem presumptuous for an unknown scholar living in Australia to compile a bulky volume on the bad quartos and omit mention of almost all the notable scholars who have written in the aggregate so many thousand pages on this still-vexed question; but what was the alternative? A complete bibliography would go back nearly two hundred years and would fill perhaps twenty octavo pages; even historians of Shakespearean study would boggle at writing a detailed account of the various opinions held by two or three hundred critics and editors. I decided to pass over what had been written prior to 1912, begin afresh, treat the relation between the bad quartos and Shakespeare’s plays as a problem in detection, and base my solution on a critical survey of all the facts. Where conjecture was necessary I have tried to keep on the lee side of probability. I was encouraged to proceed by the kindly reception given in England and Germany to my work on play abridgment and to my book, Shakespeare and the Homilies.




    My obligations to living authors and to my friends must not be left unacknowledged. To Dr. Greg’s book I owe the inspiration that original work always gives; any elaborate treatment of Merry Wives Q1 was, I felt, superfluous, after I had read his edition of that play. Professor Pollard’s Shakespeare Folios and Quartos is an earlier milestone on the road to truth; it provides a solid background to any criticism of the bad quartos because he has proved that it is against them and them only that Heminge and Condell directed their censure. Professor Alexander’s Henry VI and Richard HI, though written on different lines, has been very helpful. My indebtedness to The Elizabethan Stage and William Shakespeare, those admirable and encyclopaedic works of Sir Edmund Chambers, is very great, though in some small points it may not be acknowledged. My lists of repeated and borrowed lines have been gathered from multifarious sources. Some have been gleaned from The Elizabethan Stage, others from editions of Kyd’s works by Professor Boas, of Greene’s plays by Churton Collins, of Marlowe’s plays by Dyce, Tancock, Briggs and Professor Tucker Brooke, of Arden of Feversham by Professor Tucker Brooke, (The Shakespeare Apocrypha), and from a collection of parallel passages in the latter’s monograph on the Authorship of the Second and Third parts of Henry VI. Many other borrowings, especially those in Romeo and Juliet Q1 and Hamlet Q1 come from my own reading; I trust that any omission to name my source will be ascribed to ignorance or forgetfulness.




    To my friend, the late E. H. C. Oliphant, I owe some suggestions arising from discussions, and to Professor G. H. Cowling and Dr. W. V. Aughterson some criticism on various points. I owe a heavy debt of gratitude to Dr. Greta Hort, principal of Melbourne University Women’s College, for her kindness in giving many hours of her time to the task of reading this book in typescript, and I have benefited from her advice and encouragement. I must thank Miss Marie E. Monckton and Mr. H. G. Seccombe, senior lecturer in English, Melbourne University, for undertaking the laborious task of correcting the proof sheets, the officers of the Melbourne Public Library and Mr. Leigh Scott, the University librarian, for their uniform courtesy and helpful assistance in the provision of books, and Mr. Frank Wilmot for his never-failing care in seeing this book through the University Press. Finally, I must express my thanks to the members of the Literary and Parliamentary Committees in control of the Commonwealth Literary Fund for their support.




    A.H.




    South Yarra, Melbourne,
 

    July 1939.




    1. Shakespeare’s Henry VI and Richard III, p. 214, (1929).




    2. Vol. i, pp. 155–162.


  




  

    
CHAPTER I
 

    BIBLIOGRAPHY OF THE PARALLEL TEXTS




    I PROPOSE to attempt the solution of the problem concerning the relationship between two groups of play-texts; the first group consists of the so-called ‘bad’ quartos, and the second of the corresponding good texts, written by or attributed to Shakespeare and first printed in quarto or in the first folio. Detailed literary discussion began with Malone in his Dissertation on Henry VI (1787), and this famous essay has had an influence in the formation of opinion far beyond what its merits deserve. He arbitrarily assumed that Contention and True Tragedy were original plays written by Marlowe, Greene and others, and that Shakespeare had used them as his sources for the parallel texts of 2 Henry VI and 3 Henry VI. He thus confused two separate problems. With the texts of 2 Henry VI and Contention or those of 3 Henry VI and True Tragedy before him, a critic has, in my opinion, all that is necessary for him to decide the main question, that of priority of composition; the question of authorship is a second and independent problem. To provide an adequate basis for criticism and judgment the main facts will be set out as briefly as possible.




    I have included Contention and True Tragedy among the bad quartos, and do not understand why they have been excluded from this group. If, as I firmly believe, these two surreptitious plays are corrupt abridgments derived from the acting versions of plays printed in the first folio, the problem of the authorship of these bad quartos ceases to exist. Critics who refuse to accept 2 Henry VI or 3 Henry VI as authentic plays of Shakespeare must furnish arguments against including them in the canon strong and plentiful enough to prevail over the cumulative evidence provided by Greene, Shakespeare himself in the epilogue to Henry V, the entry on the Stationers’ Register of 19 April 1602, the title-page of the Whole Contention printed in 1619, and his friends and fellow-actors, Heminge and Condell, in the first folio.




    Each of the bad quartos preceded in publication the corresponding play attributed by the editors of the first folio to Shakespeare. Greene’s allusion to ‘Shake-scene’ suggests that 3 Henry VI took its present form and was therefore written by Shakespeare at least three years before True Tragedy was published. Since the opening line of 3 Henry VI was obviously written by the author of 2 Henry VI, to which play it is the sequel, both these plays were probably in existence at least two years before Contention was entered on the Stationers’ Register. Again, the title-page of Romeo and Juliet Q1 (printed 1597) makes it certain that Shakespeare’s play was acted between the end of July 1596 and March 1597; the comparatively good condition of the first quarto text suggests that it was printed soon afterwards. We have the allusion to Essex in the opening chorus of Henry V, which proves that Shakespeare had written this play more than a year before the entry in the Stationers Register referring to the ‘staied’ publication. No evidence exists to prove that Romeo and Juliet Q1 or Merry Wives Q1 or Hamlet Q1 was in print before Shakespeare’s play of the same title had been written or acted. On the other hand definite proof can be given that matter found in one or other of these plays of Shakespeare but not in the corresponding first quarto must have been in existence before this quarto had been entered on the Stationers’ Register. Some bibliographical facts concerning the early editions of each pair of parallel texts are set out below.




    I CONTENTION




    Entered on Stationers’ Register, 12 March 1594.




    Title-Pages:




    The First part of the Contention betwixt the two famous Houses of Yorke and Lancaster, with the death of the good Duke Humphrey: And the banishment and death of the Duke of Suffolke, and the Tragicall end of the proud Cardinall of Winchester, with the notable Rebellion of Iacke Cade: And the Duke of Yorkes first claime vnto the Crowne. London. Printed by Thomas Creed, for Thomas Millington, and are to be sold at his shop vnder Saint Peters Church in Cornwall. 1594.




    Second Edition. Title-page identical with above except for minor variations. It is dated 1600, and was printed by Valentine Simmes.




    II TRUE TRAGEDY




    No entry on Stationers’ Register.




    Title-Pages:




    The true Tragedie of Richard Duke of Yorke, and the death of good King Henrie the Sixt, with the whole contention betweene the two Houses Lancaster and Yorke, as it was sundrie times acted by the Right Honourable the Earle of Pembrooke his seruants. Printed at London by P(eter) S(hort) for Thomas Millington, and are to be sold at his shoppe vnder Saint Peters Church in Cornwal. 1595.




    This edition was in octavo, not quarto.




    Second Edition has title-page identical with that of the first except for small changes. It is dated 1600, and was printed by W(illiam) W(hite).




    The third edition of these two plays was printed by Thomas Pavier to whom Millington had assigned his copyright 19 April 1602; they were entered as ‘The firste and Second parte of Henry the vj ij bookes.’ The title-page runs:




    The Whole Contention betweene the two Famous Houses, Lancaster and Yorke. With the Tragicall ends of the good Duke Humfrey, Richard Duke of Yorke and King Henrie the sixt. Diuided into two Parts: And newly corrected and enlarged. Written by William Shakespeare, Gent. Printed at London, for T(homas) P(avier).




    These plays have an undated title-page, but the signatures are continued in Pericles dated 1619. The printer was Jaggard who issued these plays with five others of Shakespeare’s including Henry V Q3 and Merry Wives Q2 as a first instalment of what may have have been intended for a complete edition of the plays. Some errors of the earlier editions are corrected but fresh errors and misprints appear in the text. The extra matter consists of a few lines and passages of no great importance.




    III ROMEO AND JULIET




    No entry on Stationers’ Register.




    Title-Page:




    An Excellent conceited Tragedie of Romeo and Juliet. As it hath been often (with great applause) plaid publiquely, by the right Honourable the L. of Hunsdon his Seruants. London. Printed by Iohn Danter. 1597.




    B




    This edition was not reprinted, most probably because two years later the authentic text came to press. Below is the title-page:




    The Most Excellent and lamentable Tragedie, of Romeo and Iuliet. Newly corrected, augmented, and amended: As it hath bene sundry times publiquely acted, by the right Honourable the Lord Chamberlaine his Seruants. London Printed by Thomas Creede, for Cuthbert Burby, and are sold at his shop neare the Exchange. 1599.




    It will be noted that Shakespeare’s name does not appear on either title-page or on that of the quarto dated 1609, and that the name of the company has been changed to that borne by it in 1599.




    IV HENRY V




    No entry on Stationers’ Register.




    An undated memorandum appears on a spare page of the Stationers’ Register to the following effect:




    [image: ]




    Title-Pages:




    The Chronicle History of Henry the fift, With his battel fought at Agin Court in France. Togither with Auntient Pistoll. As it hath bene sundry times playd by the Right honourable the Lord Chamberlaine his seruants. London. Printed by Thomas Creede, for Tho. Millington, and Iohn Busby. And are to be sold at his house in Carter Lane, next the Powle head. 1600.




    Second Edition. On 14 August 1600 the copyright was transferred from Millington to Thomas Pavier who published the second edition in 1602. Copies ‘are to be sold at his shop in Cornhill, at the signe of the Cat and Parrets neare the Exchange’. Third Edition has a title-page identical with that of 1602 except for the words ‘printed for T(homas) P(avier) 1608.




    This is a false date, and should be 1619.




    V THE MERRY WIVES OF WINDSOR




    Entered on Stationers’ Register 18 January 1602 by John Busby.




    Title-Pages:




    A Most pleasaunt and excellent conceited Comedie, of Syr Iohn Falstaffe, and the merrie Wiues of Windsor Entermixed with sundrie variable and pleasing humors, of Syr Hugh the Welch Knight, Iustice Shallow, and his wise Cousin M. Slender. With the swaggering vaine of Auncient Pistoll, and Corporal Nym. By William Shakespeare. As it hath bene divers times Acted by the right Honourable my Lord Chamberlaines seruants. Both before her Maiestie, and else-where. London. Printed by T(homas) C(reede) for Arthur Iohnson, and are to be sold at his shop in Powles Church-yard at the signe of the Flower de Leuse and the Crowne. 1602.




    Second Edition




    A Most pleasant and excellent conceited Comedy, of Sir Iohn Falstaffe, and the merry Wiues of Windsor. With the swaggering vaine of Ancient Pistoll, and Corporall Nym. Written by W. Shakespeare. Printed for Arthur Iohnson, 1619.




    This is the first surreptitious quarto to bear Shakespeare’s name as author.




    VI HAMLET




    Entered on the Stationers’ Register, 26 July 1602.




    Title-Pages:




    The Tragicall Historie of Hamlet Prince of Denmarke By William Shake-speare. As it hath beene diuerse times acted by his Highnesse seruants in the Cittie of London: as also in the two Vniuersities of Cambridge and Oxford, and else-where. At London printed (by Valentine Simmes) for N(icholas) L(ing) and John Trundell. 1603.




    This edition was not reprinted because the authentic text was printed the following year. The title-page runs:




    The Tragicall Historie of Hamlet, Prince of Denmarke. By William Shakespeare. Newly imprinted and enlarged to almost as much againe as it was, according to the true and perfect Coppie. At London, Printed by I(ames) R(oberts) for N(icholas) L(ing) and are to be sold at his shoppe vnder Saint Dunstons Church in Fleet-Street. 1604.




    The title-page of some copies is dated 1605.




    The words ‘his Highnesse seruants’ prove that Q1 was printed after 19 May 1603.




    No argument of any strength for or against the Shakespearean authorship of the bad quartos can be inferred from the absence or presence of his name on the title-pages. All the editions published during the poet’s life-time of the four earlier surreptitious plays were anonymous; Merry Wives Q1 and Hamlet Q1, though by far the most corrupt and mutilated, were publicly fathered on him, imperfections and all. One reason for this piece of imposture is not far to seek. Buyers and readers of plays recognized the merits of Richard III, Richard II, Romeo and Juliet, Henry IV and the comedies, and by the year 1602 the poet;s name on a title-page meant a ready sale; hence came about the piracy of Merry Wives Q1 (1602) and Hamlet Q1 (1603), and the false ascription of a play such as London Prodigal (1605) to William Shakespeare, and of Cromwell (1602) and Puritan (1607) to W.S. Up to the year 1600, two-thirds of all the printed plays written for the public theatres or acted between the years 1587 and 1600 did not have the authors’ names on their title-pages, though the names of the authors of many of these plays were certainly known to the play-going, and perhaps to many of the play-reading public. Lyly, Peele, Greene, Kyd, Marlowe, Shakespeare, Heywood, Drayton and others contributed to the long list of nameless plays. It is correct to state that anonymity was the rule rather than the exception. Jonson, Chapman, Marston, Middleton, Dekker and others began the custom of placing their names on the title-pages of plays written for the public stage, and edited them with some amount of care. Shakespeare varied his practice with the times, though it is more than possible that his fellow-actors and the publishers were more jealous of his reputation than the author himself. His name does not appear on the title-pages of the first editions of Richard III (1597), Richard II (1597) and 1 Henry IV (1598), but does appear on the title-page of what may be the second edition of Loue’s Labour’s Lost (1598) and on the title-pages of the second editions of Richard III (1598), Richard II (1598) and / Henry IV (1599). It is remarkable that neither the second quarto (1599) nor the third quarto (1609) of Romeo and Juliet bears the author’s name, though its publication was probably due to the desire of the author or his fellow-actors to give the public a correct copy of a very popular play. References to it were made by Francis Meres and Marston prior to the issue of the second quarto. Some critics object to the authenticity of Titus Andronicus that Shakespeare’s name was omitted on the title-pages of three editions printed in the poet’9 life-time; they accept Romeo and Juliet as Shakespeares, though the second and third quartos, and many copies of the fourth quarto are anonymous.




    It must not be forgotten that the piracy of each of the four longer surreptitious quartos most probably took place during periods when the theatres were closed, and that these plays were printed either during the period of restraint or shortly afterwards.




    During nearly two years from June 1592 to June 1594 the London theatres were open for only seventy days, mainly in January 1593 and January 1594. Contention was entered on the Stationers’ Register three months before the theatres reopened for continuous playing and was printed later in 1594. True Tragedy was one of the plays belonging to the unfortunate Pembroke’s men, and was not printed till 1595, though it may have been sold at the same time as Contention.




    Romeo and Juliet Q1 was probably printed early in 1597, if we may accept the implications of the statement on the title-page,




    as it hath been often (with great applause) plaid publiquely by the right Honourable the L. of Hunsdon his Seruants.




    This fixes definite limits between 22 July 1596 when Lord Hunsdon succeeded his father as second baron and 17 March 1597 when he became Lord Chamberlain, as his father had been till his death. Sir Edmund Chambers says:




    The title-page and other preliminaries . . . were generally printed, at any rate in first editions, after the body of the book. . . . It is of the nature of an advertisement, and separate copies were struck off as hand-bills.1




    Usually the name of the company mentioned was that of the one which had performed it last. Accordingly if the title-page was printed later than 17 March 1597 we should most probably have on it ‘the Lord Chamberlain his Seruants’ as in the second edition (1599), and in Richard II (1597) and Richard III (1597). Henslowe records that the London theatres were closed for fourteen weeks after the Lord Chamberlain’s death in July 1596; perhaps the death of the company’s patron, the appointment of Lord Cobham, something of a Puritan, as his successor, and the outbreak of plague after the restraint for the offence caused by the Isle of Dogs, all combined to help Danter to his last and most important success as a pirate of plays. Two distinct founts of type were used in printing the first quarto, a fact which suggests that Danter may have died during the printing.




    Hamlet Q1 was entered on the Stationers’ Register 26 July 1602 by James Roberts; the entry concludes:




    as yt was latelie Acted by the Lord Chamberleyne his servantes.




    When Q1 appeared in 1603, the title-page added,




    By William Shake-speare. As it hath beene diuerse times acted by his Highnesse seruants in the Cittie of London: as also in the two Vniuersities of Cambridge and Oxford, and else-where. At London printed (by Valentine Simmes) etc.




    Roberts, who entered it, was a printer; he printed the authentic text of Q2 in 1604, but not that of Q1, and probably had nothing to do with its publication. Shakespeare and his fellows became His Majesty’s servants on 19 May 1603; this is the earliest possible date for the publication of Q1, and by this time the appalling plague of this year had begun to rage in London. The theatres had then been closed for two months and remained closed till the beginning of the next year.




    The title-pages of two of the parallel authentic texts, viz., Romeo and Juliet Q2 and Hamlet Q2, have already been transcribed. The folio version of Romeo and Juliet was printed from Q3 which was itself printed from Q2; the folio version of Hamlet is ultimately derived from the manuscript that was the source of the second quarto, with some variant readings and additions and omissions of text. All the other plays, viz., 2 Henry VI, 3 Henry VI, Henry V and Merry Wives made their first appearance in the first folio (1623). Their head-titles are




    The second Part of Henry the Sixt, with the death of the Good Duke Humfrey.




    The third Part of Henry the Sixt, with the death of the Duke of Yorke.




    The Life of Henry the Fift. The Merry Wiues of Windsor.




    There is no evidence that the editors of the quarto editions of Contention, True Tragedy, Henry V and Merry Wives, printed in 1619, had access to any portion of the manuscripts from which the folio texts of 2 Henry VI, 3 Henry VI, Henry V and Merry Wives were printed four years later. Textually these four editions differ very little from the original ‘stolne and surreptitious copies.’ Much the smallest amount of change was made in Merry Wives Q1; the second quarto of 1619 is a reprint of Q1 with about fifty verbal alterations of little or no importance and affecting about forty lines of text.




    Each of the two later editions of Contention, True Tragedy and Henry V Q1 differs from the one that preceded it. Q2 corrected some obvious misprints and errors of Q1, and introduced some of its own; some of the latter changes Q3 corrects by reinserting the readings of Q1, and contributes, in its turn, its own quota of ‘improvements,’ variations and blunders. Most of the changes involve alteration of spelling, punctuation and lining of speeches, though the majority of such defects was left uncorrected; grammar and metre receive a little attention here and there, but it is doubtful whether these corrections are related in any definite instance to the folio text. Except in a few places nothing has been done to alter the numerous inversions of order, to restore omissions, to excise the enclitics that mar the verse, or to correct blunders. Needless to say, actors’ gags and catchwords, lines that repeat or anticipate folio lines, passages in disorder, borrowings from other plays and non-Shakespearean lines of unknown origin remain untouched. In all these plays except Merry Wives Q2, the editions of 1619 include lines not in Q1 or omit lines that were in Q1, but except in Contention Q3 no passages of any length have been added. Even in this play the total length of new passages is smaller than we find in any of the parallel texts of Shakespeare for which we have a good quarto and the folio version, each derived from an independent manuscript.




    Contention Q1 and Q3




    One correction made in the stage directions of Q2 removed all the barbarous Latinity of Q1; the compiler of Q3 changed, however, ‘exeunt’ wherever used in Q2 to Exit, and thus we have exit murtherers, exit omnes, ex. om., etc. As in True Tragedy Q3 he disliked Shakespeare’s habit of inverting subject and verb; he frequently emended the folio reading of Q1, e.g., in i, 52, 53, 63, 139 of the first scene, whilst in only one instance in this scene, the change of a plural to a singular, does he revert to the folio text. His changes are erratic; the armourer calls York ‘my master’ instead of ‘my Lord’ as in Q1 and Fo, and refers to the King as ‘your worship’ instead of ‘Your Maiestie’ as in the rest of the texts. He changes ‘erst’ (Q1 and Fo) to ‘ere,’ which was then obsolete as an adverb, and yet uses the obsolescent ‘for to fight’ in place of Shakespeare’s ‘to fight’ (iii.131). The poet’s ‘angry Hiue of Bees’ he turns into ‘an hungry hiue of bees.’ One folio line (1.3.78), not in Q1,




    

      She beares a Dukes (whole) reuenewes on her backe,


    




    appears in Q3, but is defective metrically owing to the interpolation of ‘whole.’




    Three passages of Q3 have had additions made to the corresponding portions of Q1; the latter are ii.16–19; ii.44–7 and vi.11–27.




    In the first quarto (ii. 15–19) Gloster relates a dream of the previous night:




    

      This night when I was laid in bed, I dreampt that




      This my staffe mine Office badge in Court,




      Was broke in two, and on the ends were plac’d,




      The heads of the Cardinall of Winchester,




      And William de la Poule first Duke of Suffolke.


    




    Except for the mislineation in the first line, this passage makes good sense, and an elision makes the fourth line metrical. In the third quarto we read:




    

      This night when I was laid in bed, I dreampt




      That this my staffe mine Office badge in Court




      Was broke in twaine, by whom I cannot gesse;




      But as I thinke by the Cardinall.




      What it bodes God knows; and on the ends were plac’d




      The heads of Edmund Duke of Somerset,




      And William de la Pole, first Duke of Suffolke.


    




    This passage is found in 2 Henry VI (1.2.25–31) as follows:




    

      Me thought this staffe mine Office-badge in Court




      Was broke in twaine: by whom, I haue forgot,




      But as I thinke, it was by ‘th Cardinall,




      And on the peeces of the broken Wand




      Were plac’d the heads of Edmond Duke of Somerset,




      And William de la Pole first Duke of Suffolke.




      This was my dreame, what it doth bode God knowes.


    




    These passages of Q1 and Q3 manifestly represent different reports of the same original text made by different persons. Each begins with the same interpolated line which renders superfluous retention of half the last folio line, and each has the second and the last lines practically identical with the first and sixth lines of the folio version. Q1 crushes five lines of the authentic text into two, yet if for the words ‘the Cardinall of Winchester’ was substituted ‘Edmund Duke of Somerset,’ the five lines would give the sense of the genuine text in tolerable verse. Apart from the interpolated line at the beginning this passage of Q3 bears several distinctive marks of a badly reported text; two lines cannot be scanned, one line and most of another are omitted, and part of the last folio line has been changed and transposed. Though nearer to what Shakespeare wrote, this passage does not come from any authentic manuscript.




    Eleanor speaks the next passage (ii.44–7) immediately after her husband leaves the stage. He asks her to join the royal hawking party with him, and she says:




    

      He come after you, for I cannot go before,




      But ere it be long, He go before them all,




      Despite of all that seeke to crosse me thus,




      Who is within there?


    




    This is expanded in Q3 as follows:




    Ile come after you, for I cannot go before,




    As long as Gloster beares this base and humble minde:




    Were I a man, and Protector as he is,




    I’de reach to ‘th Crowne, or make some hop headlesse.




    And being but a woman, He not behinde




    For playing of my part, in spite of all that seek to cross me thus. Who is within there?




    Her speech in the authentic version (1.2.61–9) runs:




    

      Follow I must, I cannot go before




      While Gloster beares this base and humble minde.




      Were I a Man, a Duke, and next of blood,




      I would remoue these tedious stumbling blockes,




      And smooth my way vpon their headlesse neckes.




      And being a woman, I will not be slacke




      To play my part in Fortunes Pageant.




      Where are you there?


    




    As in the first example the passage of Q3 is a mixture of the extracts from Q1 and Folio; it begins with the first line of Eleanor’s speech in Q1 and ends with the last two lines of this speech. All her speech except half the first line is not in the authentic version. Instead of the line,




    

      But ere it be long, Ile go before them all,


    




    Q3 has inserted four and a half lines, partly from the folio text and partly from other sources, but all irregular in versification. All these defects point to a report of Shakespeare’s text.




    The third passage replaces the earlier portion of York’s pedigree which is discussed later (pp. 207–13). In the edition of 1619 this is altered so much from what is found in Contention vi. 11–27 that the editor of Q3 must have read the chronicle. His version reads:




    

      The second was William of Hatfield




      Who dyed young.




      The third was Lyonell, Duke of Clarence.




      The fourth was Iohn of Gaunt,




      The Duke of Lancaster.




      The fift was Edmund of Langley,




      Duke of Yorke.




      The sixt was William of Windsore,




      Who dyed young.




      The seauenth and last was Sir Thomas of Woodstocke, Duke of Yorke.




      Now Edward the blacke Prince dyed before his Father, leauing behinde him two sonnes, Edward borne at Angolesme, who died young, and Richard that was after crowned King, by the name of Richard the second, who dyed without an heyre




      Lyonell Duke of Clarence dyed, and left him one only daughter, named Phillip, who was married to Edmund Mortimer earle of March and Vlster: and so by her I claime the Crowne, as the true heire to Lyonell Duke of Clarence, third sonne to Edward the third.


    




    If this account be compared with the folio pedigree, two mistakes will be discovered; first, the order of birth of the sixth and the seventh sons is reversed, and second, the fifth son and the seventh son are each styled Duke of Yorke. Another unimportant error is in terming the seventh son ‘Sir Thomas of Woodstocke’; this comes from Q1. Though free from most of the nonsense and ridiculous blunders of Q1, York’s account of his pedigree in Q3 omits essential details of his descent from ‘Phillip, only daughter of Lyonell Duke of Qarence.’ Every one of the genealogical facts narrated in 2 Henry VI must be stated. York must trace his own descent from Phillip, and prove also that no other descendant of hers was alive who had a better title. In Q3 he asserts that he is ‘true heire to Lyonell Duke of Qarence,’ but leaves a complete gap in his pedigree between his great-grandmother and himself. Thus in trying to clear up the muddle in Q1, the editor of Q3 left the story half told.




    Comparison makes it clear that Q3 retains the set-out of Q1, corrects some of the blunders in the catalogue of Edward’s sons but introduces two new errors. The reference to ‘Edward borne at Angolesme’ comes from the chronicle, not from the folio version; it erroneously asserts that the Black Prince, who died in 1376, left ‘behinde him two sonnes’ though his son Edward had died five years before his father. Q3 includes all the other mistakes of Q1 contained in the successive speeches of Salisbury and York. Apparently some one had informed Pavier that the pedigree in Q1 was full of blunders, and what we find in Q3 may be the work of a printer.




    True Tragedy Q1 and Q3




    Many of the usual small changes were made by the editor of Q3 in the text of Q1, but no passage of any length is found in Q3 that is not in Q1. One line (5.6.79) of Gloster’s folio speech, not in Q1,




    

      King Henry, and the Prince his Son are gone,


    




    is in Q3; it may represent, however, the editor’s expansion of the part-line ‘Henry and his sonne are gone’ (Q1. xxii.79), as the next two lines of Q3 are clearly an editorial enlargement of what follows in Q1, and are not derived from the folio version. Q3 inserts a line of unknown origin and little to the purpose,




    

      Vnder pretence of outward seeming ill,


    




    after a line (xxii.76) common to Q1 and folio,




    

      For I will buz abroad such prophesies.


    




    This editor omits xxii.55 and xxiii.36 of Q1; the second of these is verbatim in the folio. Another line (Q1. xxiii.26), also verbatim in folio,




    

      Clarence and Gloster, loue my louely Queene,


    




    has been expanded into two lines in Q3, both metrically defective,




    

      Brothers of Clarence and of Gloster,




      Pray loue my louely queene,


    




    The first line is borrowed from the opening line of scenes ten and twelve of Q1. Except for the doubtful example above, no line or emendation of Q1 present in Q3 can be proved to come from the folio text. Mislineation is unusually prevalent in True Tragedy, probably because the first edition was printed in small octavo, though for the sake of uniformity it is frequently referred to as a quarto; on account of the narrowness of the page the compositor seems to have carried the final word or words of a long line into the line that followed, with the inevitable result of metrical confusion. Attempts in Q3 to mend the metre of Q1 are not based on what is in the folio text; the editor uses elisions occasionally, and we find here and there such aphetic forms as ‘gainst and ‘mongst, but additions to lines of verse are very rarely removed. Thus crooke-backe of the folio becomes successively crook-backt (Q1), crooke-backt (Q2) and finally crookt-backt (Q3) ; later for crookt-backe (xxi.69) Q3 has crooke-backe. Unusual words are sometimes altered: a stage direction or two have been inserted, but most of the changes made in Q3 spring from an editor of little competence.




    Henry V Q1 and Q3




    Three quarto editions of the much abridged Henry V were published before the appearance of the authentic text in the first folio, and Q3, though published in 1619, bears the false date, 1608. It is a reprint of Q1 and where it differs from it, differs generally for the worse. Corrections were made to regularize defective metre, but the words introduced rarely come from the folio version. Whoever edited Q3 seems to have objected to Shakespeare’s inversions, especially of subject and predicate, and made a number of lines unmetrical by changing the poet’s order. Thus the second (3.6.142) of two folio lines,




    

      I thought, vpon one payre of English Legges




      Did march three Frenchmen. Yet f orgiue me God,


    




    becomes in Q3,




    

      Did march three Frenchmens. Yet God forgiue me.


    




    Sense as well as metre suffers from these changes. Q1 retained the inversion but introduced ‘Frenchmens’ into the text, a blunder retained in Q3. Another example (Q1, xiv.83), of this bungling occurs in a line found identically in the folio,




    

      But by the mas, our hearts are in the trim,


    




    which the stupid editor of Q3 printed,




    

      But by the mas, our hearts within are trim.


    




    Ludicrous blunders result from his meddlesome ignorance. The Dauphin jeeringly refers to England as if king and country,




    

      Were busied with a Whitson Morris dance,


    




    a line retained in Q1,v.l0 except for the omission of ‘Whitson.’ Q3 has




    

      Were troubled with a Morisdance,


    




    as though it was some form of disease. Q2 adds one delightful touch. When Pistol patches up his quarrel with Nym he says (ii.84–5) as in the folio except for ‘accrue,’




    

      for I shall Sutler be




      Vnto the Campe, and profits will occrue.


    




    In Q2 Pistol is ‘Butler vnto the Campe’! Q3 restores Pistol to his ‘sutlery.’ One line (iii.20) is omitted to the destruction of the sense; this may be a printer’s error. In the scene of Pistol’s final discomfiture, Q3 introduces an unnecessary stage direction after (xx.35),




    

      He makes ancient Pistoll bite of the Leeke.


    




    Romeo and Juliet Q1




    Romeo and Juliet Q1 is interesting bibliographically, and exhibits two unusual peculiarities in its make-up. In the Praetorius facsimile, sheets A3–D4 (pp. 3–30), containing the prologue and Acts I-II, iii, 81, are printed in a larger type than sheets E1–K4 (pp. 31–77) which contain the rest of the play. The first part has 32 lines to the printed page of 5 ¾ inches, whilst the second part has 36 lines to the page of 5 9/16 inches. No generally acceptable reason has been offered for the use of a smaller fount of type when little more than a third of the play had been printed. Halliwell suggested that to save time Danter may have used two presses simultaneously, but many of the master printers had only one press; perhaps Danter by his flagrant disregard of trade custom had incurred the censure of the powerful Company of Stationers, and transferred his half-completed play to another printing office.




    Another noticeable difference between the two parts is that the first four sheets are printed so closely that scarcely a line of space is wasted; the last line of one scene is separated from the opening line of the next scene by a one-line entry or other stage direction. In the second part an amount of space equal to three lines of text is allotted to each entry or short stage direction; in addition, after the end of act three, scene four, a printer’s ornament, ¼ inches in width, is placed at the end of each scene, and precedes certain stage directions in long scenes. Hence it results that, instead of having 36 lines of text to the printed page, many pages contain eight, ten or even fourteen lines less. This prodigal wa҇ste of space was probably deliberate. If Danter or the second printer had continued to use the larger type found in the first four sheets, he would have been compelled to use seven sheets to complete the play, and would have increased the cost of the paper by ten per cent, and his other costs considerably. By printing 36 lines to the page he reduced the number of sheets required to six, but soon discovered that if he did not allot more space to entries and the numerous stage directions, he would disfigure his book by having two or even three blank leaves at the end instead of the customary blank leaf. This may be the explanation of the change in the set-out of the play in the final thirty pages.




    Whatever may be the origin of the typographical anomalies associated with Romeo and Juliet Q1, variation in the spelling of the proper names in the two parts ought not to need much comment. Professors Pollard and Wilson2 have made one of these variations a main prop of their theory that Romeo and Juliet Q1 is a mixture of two corrupt texts. To this theory of double revision I shall refer later. Here it is sufficient to say that they claim that Act I and Act II, scenes i-v, represent Shakespeare’s first revision of an Ur-Romeo and Juliet, and that the unrevised remainder of this old play was touched up here and there by Shakespeare and was padded out with memorized scraps of Shakespeare’s authentic text of the other acts. They assert that in the old play the spelling was ‘Capolet’ and that Shakespeare during his rewriting of the first two acts changed this to ‘Capulet.’ Dr. Greta Hort3 has shown that the spelling ‘Capulet’ is found in sheets A3–D4 only, except for the first entry of the play, where it appears as ‘Capolet,’ a spelling found uniformly in sheets E1–K4. ‘Capolet’ is found in viii.S, a scene which Professors Pollard and Wilson admit is Shakespeare’s. She contends that the difference in spelling is due to the circumstance that one compositor set up the first four sheets and a second compositor the rest of the play. The facts, in my opinion, support her contentions. Exactly the same explanation may be offered for the spelling ‘Lawrence’ in Q1 and the variant ‘Lawrence’ in Q2; in Two Gentlemen of Verona the compositor preferred ‘Lawrence.’ Elizabethan spelling had in it something of chance medley, and inferences based on it have such endurance and solidity as a house built on quicksands; Montague’s line (xi.112) in Q1,




    O Tibalt, O Tybalt, O my brothers child,




    tells its story in epitome.




    Another bibliographical point of some interest may be discussed here. In their article in The Times Literary Supplement, these critics made it clear from a comparison of capital letters, italics, punctuation and spelling in certain passages common to Q1 and Q2, e.g. 2.4.40–6 and 3.5.27–32, that some definite bibliographical connection existed between the two texts. I do not regard the evidence offered for the first example chosen as very convincing, and think that a better example is to be found in 1.2.84–106, beginning with the words ‘the great rich Capulet’ and continuing to the end of the scene. Dr. Hort cites twenty lines of the third scene (1.3.13–32), which exhibit the most exact correspondence of spelling, punctuation, italics, etc., between the two quartos, and, by close reasoning from the facts, demonstrates that some parts of Q2 were set up from pages of Q1, corrected by reference to the author’s manuscript. Acceptance of her conclusion involves rejection of the theory put forward by Professors Pollard and Wilson that Q1 was ‘derived from’ the same revised MS. as Q2, but at an ‘earlier stage of its development.’




    1. William Shakespeare, vol. i, p. 174.




    2. Times Literary Supplement, 14/8/1919




    3. The Good and Bad Quartos of Romeo and Juliet and Love’s Labour’s Lost, 1926, Modern Language Review xxi, pp. 140 et seq.


  




  

    
CHAPTER II
 

    LENGTH




    AS a group the bad quartos differ from all the equally corrupt plays in Elizabeth’s reign in their much greater length. In the following lists are set out separately the lengths of the bad quartos and of certain corrupt plays written by other authors known and unknown.




    

      

        

          

            	

              1 Length in Lines of Bad Quartos


            

          




          

            	

              Contention


            



            	

              1,972


            



            	

              Henry V Q1


            



            	

              1,623


            

          




          

            	

              True Tragedy


            



            	

              2,124


            



            	

              Merry Wives Q1


            



            	

              1,419


            

          




          

            	

              Romeo and Juliet Q1


            



            	

              2,215


            



            	

              Hamlet Q1


            



            	

              2,154


            

          




          

            	

              Average length, 1918 lines


            

          




          

            	

              2 Length in Lines of other Corrupt Plays


            

          




          

            	

              A Shrew


            



            	

              1,483


            



            	

              Doctor Faustus


            



            	

              1,485


            

          




          

            	

              Famous Victories


            



            	

              1,580


            



            	

              Massacre at Paris


            



            	

              1,263


            

          




          

            	

              Pinner of Wakefield


            



            	

              1,224


            



            	

              Jack Straw


            



            	

              1,050


            

          




          

            	

              Orlando Furioso


            



            	

              1,488


            



            	

              Old Wives’ Tale


            



            	

              964


            

          




          

            	

              Battle of Alcazar


            



            	

              1,486


            



            	

               


            



            	

               


            

          




          

            	

              Average length, 1,333 lines


            

          




          

            	

              Average length of 7 longer, 1,425 lines


            

          


        

      


    




    Four of the longer bad quartos average 600 lines a play more than the two shorter; the two latter in length and other characteristics are much nearer to the second group of corrupt plays than are Hamlet Q1 and the three earlier bad quartos. Critical examination of the two early issues of Doctor Faustus, i.e., those dated 1604 and 1616, the Battle of Alcazar and the extant ‘plat,’ and Orlando Furioso Q1 and Orlando’s part in manuscript has proved that these corrupt plays are what the actors and reporters have left of much longer originals, and that the loss of the author’s texts due to official abridgment and the subsequent manipulation of the actors may, in some plays, amount to many hundreds of lines. Little doubt exists that each of the other plays named in the second group has suffered similar abridgment and garbling.




    In the following list1 the average lengths in lines of certain groups of Elizabethan plays are given:




    

      

        

          

            	

               


            



            	

               


            



            	

              Lines


            

          




          

            	

              31


            



            	

              plays with sound texts (1590–1594)


            



            	

              2,157


            

          




          

            	

               


            



            	

              (Shakespeare’s omitted)


            



            	

               


            

          




          

            	

              12


            



            	

              corrupt plays (1590–1594)


            



            	

              1,479


            

          




          

            	

              3


            



            	

              bad quartos (1594–1597)


            



            	

              2,104


            

          




          

            	

              64


            



            	

              plays with sound texts (1590–1603)


            



            	

              2,297


            

          




          

            	

               


            



            	

              (Shakespeare’s and Jonson’s omitted)


            



            	

               


            

          




          

            	

              14


            



            	

              corrupt plays (1590–1603)


            



            	

              1,476


            

          




          

            	

              4


            



            	

              long bad quartos (1594–1603)


            



            	

              2,116


            

          


        

      


    




    The bad quartos are not included in the totals of corrupt plays.




     




    The average length of the three early bad quartos is about the same as that of the uncorrupted play acted before 1595. Hamlet Q1 is about three hundred lines shorter than the average play of the year 1603, but it is not exceptionally short. At least fifteen plays now extant, including some written by Lyly, Shakespeare, Dekker, Chapman, Marston, Middleton and others, have each fewer lines than the first quarto of Hamlet. Most of these plays were carefully edited by their authors and would contain all that they wrote and probably more than the actors played. Each of the longer bad quartos was full of action, and would, in representation, require not much less than ‘the two howres’ spoken of in the garbled prologue of Romeo and Juliet Q1 as the amount of time usually allotted by the actors for that purpose. All the corrupt plays of Shakespeare’s chief predecessors belong to the period of Contention and True Tragedy. How many lines had been removed from the original text of such a play as the Massacre at Paris before it was reduced to its present condition can not be estimated with any approach to certitude. Five accepted plays of Marlowe which have good texts vary in length from 1,736 lines (Dido) to 2,676 lines (Edward II), and average 2,297 lines a-piece, or a little more than the average length of plays written and acted at this time. These facts suggest that not less than six hundred and perhaps a thousand lines of the Massacre at Paris have disappeared and about seven hundred lines of Faustus Q1. Four extant plays of Greene’s having sound texts show a narrower range of length. They vary from the 1,941 lines of Alphonsus to the 2,430 lines of James IV, and average 2,197 lines each. Judged by these figures Orlando Furioso Q1 must have lost at least five hundred lines; but as a considerable portion of the extant text consists of interpolations made by the actors, and as only 351 lines remain in Q1 of the 522 lines written for Orlando’s part by Greene, the omissions of what the author wrote may amount to seven or eight hundred lines. Only two of Peele’s plays, written for the public stage and with good texts, now survive, but their length and Dr. Greg’s investigations make it certain that the Battle of Alcazar was drastically abridged.




    C




    1. Taken from the author’s book, Shakespeare and the Homilies (1934), p. 85.


  




  

    
CHAPTER III
 

    VOCABULARIES OF THE BAD QUARTOS




    COMPLETION of that monument of English scholarship, the Oxford English Dictionary, has made it possible, by adopting some systematic method, to obtain from any play or long poem adequate material for studying the vocabulary. Comparison of the full vocabularies of two or more plays may now be made with some exactness, and the results are likely to prove helpful to students of our drama. In recent years tests dependent on verbal comparisons have fallen into some disrepute, mainly because they have been misused in support of preconceived hypotheses. Such critics as Robertson and Sykes made great play with a parade of their so-called verbal ‘clues.’ During a reading of the plays, poems and translations of Marlowe and Chapman, Robertson noted that some twenty, thirty, forty or even sixty words used rather frequently by these dramatists were also present in one or more plays of Shakespeare. He labelled these words ‘Marlowe’ words or ‘Chapman’ words, thus suggesting that these poets had acquired some proprietorial right to their exclusive use; he commented on their infrequency in Shakespeare, and, buttressing them with some parallel passages, inferred that Marlowe or Chapman was the author of the play of Shakespeare under investigation. This quest of verbal clues was a main part of his critical apparatus to which he gave the grandiloquent title of the scientific method applied to literature; actually such a critical method was in vogue during the dark ages, and his inferences were propounded in a spirit of confident dogmatism far surpassing even mediaeval standards.




    Such critics either were ignorant of or ignored several relevant facts. First, several of the plays of Shakespeare which Robertson proposed to extrude from the canon contain each 3,000 words or more; the total vocabulary of Marlowe’s works, plays, poems and translations, amounts to about 7,200 words of which 6,200 at least are found also in the Shakespeare concordance. Is it reasonable or scientific to select arbitrarily from 6,200 words common to Marlowe and Shakespeare sixty words and then christen them ‘Marlowe’ words? Such a proceeding smacks of hocus-pocus. Secondly, Robertson does not seem to have known that Shakespeare was a life-long and insatiable word-collector; even Mr. Bernard Shaw stumbled on this truth in The Dark Lady of the Sonnets. Shakespeare’s unmistakable sign-manual in a play is the presence of plenty of words peculiar to it alone. Thus in Hamlet, Lear, Troilus and Cressida, 1 Henry IV, 2 Henry IV or Love’s Labour’s Lost more than eight per cent. of the vocabulary consists of words not found in any other play. Robertson dogmatically asserted that too many of such words in a play of Shakespeare’s indicated the hand of two or more authors, and was unlucky enough to pick on Chapman as part author of Troilus and Cressida; Hamlet and Lear between them contain as many such ‘peculiar’ words as are to be found in any five of Chapman’s plays. Thirdly, this critic was unaware that Shakespeare was a far more prolific word-maker than Chapman whom he termed ‘the supreme neologist’ of his age; Troilus and Cressida has more words used in our literature for the first time than are to be found in any three of ‘the supreme neolo-gist’s’ plays.




    Comparative tests which take into account the full vocabularies of two or more plays or large groups of words present in each of these plays are not difficult to make, and the results derived from using them may be accepted with confidence rather than distrust. My vocabulary totals have been compiled from the Shakespeare concordance, and from Crawford’s concordances to the works of Marlowe and Kyd. Crawford included in his Marlowe concordance the vocabularies of Contention and True Tragedy and those of the three plays on Henry VI, Selimus, Locrine, and Edward III; to the concordance to Kyd’s works he added the vocabularies of Arden of Feversham, Soliman and Perseda, Jeronimo, Hamlet (Q2 and Fo.) and Hamlet Q1. Non-existence of concordances to the plays and poems of any other contemporary dramatists limits the employment of such tests as depend on our having complete vocabularies; useful word-lists can be gathered from any play or group of plays without excessive drudgery. Fortunately Shakespeare’s plays and poems cover the period from 1592–1613, and the great size of his vocabulary enables the concordance to his works to be used as a standard word-book for any play of these prolific years. By collecting and classifying the vocabularies of Shakespeare’s, Marlowe’s and Kyd’s plays certain tests of a general nature can be applied to the diction of the bad quartos.




    Before attempting to analyze or contrast the respective vocabularies of two intimately related plays such as 3 Henry VI and True Tragedy or Hamlet Q2 and Hamlet Q1, it seems desirable to get some knowledge concerning the vocabularies of two plays written by Shakespeare in close sequence, e.g., 2 Henry VI and 3 Henry VI, and 1 Henry IV and 2 Henry IV, and to set down such conclusions as a study of the facts suggests. Again, the many differences between the diction of a source-play, such as Troublesome Raigne, and that of the daughter-play, King John, will serve to make clear how Shakespeare’s rewriting affected the vocabulary of his source. With the aid of some generalizations logically deduced from the vocabularies of these two groups of plays, a student will be able to offer a considered opinion upon the still widely accepted belief that the bad quartos are wholly or in part Shakespeare’s source-plays or first sketches, which were subsequently revised or rewritten by him. Below is set out a table with certain details of the distribution of the vocabularies of paired plays; each play has a sound text and is reasonably comparable to the other play of the pair in length. The capital letters at the head of the columns give:—




    

      	Names of the paired plays.




      	Number of lines in each play.




      	Number of words in the vocabulary of each play. For Troublesome Raigne and King Leir estimates only are given.




      	Number of words common to each pair of plays.




      	Percentage of totals under D based on the corresponding totals under C.




      	Number of words peculiar to each play of each pair, i.e., not found in the other play paired with it.


    




    

    TABLE I
 

    VOCABULARY DISTRIBUTION OF PAIRED PLAYS


[image: ]





    From the results set down above there may be drawn certain important conclusions with respect to the vocabularies of two plays each of which complies with the conditions previously prescribed, that plays must have sound texts, and pairs of plays must have lengths as nearly equal as may be.




    (i) The number of words common to any pair of plays will rarely fall below forty per cent. of the larger vocabulary.




    (ii) The number of words peculiar to that one of two paired plays which has the larger vocabulary rarely exceeds sixty per cent. of this vocabulary.




    (iii) No substantial difference is observable between the percentages of words common to a source-play and Shakespeare’s derived play and the percentages of words common to any other pairs of plays. Shakespeare was able to forget almost completely the vocabulary of the play which he was using as raw material.




    I shall now compare the vocabularies of the parallel texts, subdividing each of them into the words common to the two texts and the words peculiar to each play of each pair; another column has been included in this table in which the percentage of the vocabulary that is peculiar to each play of each pair of parallel texts is given. For all the plays of Shakespeare and the first three bad quartos, the totals of the vocabularies have been compiled from the concordances and are as accurate as such a tedious count may be; the totals for the first quartos of Romeo and Juliet, Henry V and Merry Wives are estimates only, based on the length of the plays, the known size of the vocabularies belonging to other corrupt plays, the state of the text, the number of what I call the ‘rarer’ words and the compound words—the latter two totals are accurate—and other groups of words. Errors of a hundred words will not affect the validity of the inferences made.




    

    TABLE II
 

    VOCABULARY DISTRIBUTION OF PARALLEL TEXTS
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    If these totals are compared with those obtained for Troublesome Raigne and King Leir and the derived folio plays which are set out in the previous table giving the ‘Vocabulary Distribution of Paired Plays’ two main points of difference are noticeable:




    (a) The number of words ‘peculiar’ to any bad quarto is very small.




    (b) The number of words common to each pair of the parallel texts, except to the first quarto and folio texts of Merry Wives, is unusually large.




    If these first quartos are accepted as corrupt abridgments of Shakespeare’s authentic plays, no explanation of these anomalies is needed beyond the statement that the unofficial abridgers must be responsible for the introduction of the comparatively small number of words peculiar to the quarto. If the quartos, however, predate the fuller versions and are thus source-plays worked over by Shakespeare in whole or in part, there are many difficulties to explain. First, the words peculiar to the quartos must be assumed to be those which Shakespeare rejected. The greatest number of words rejected by him in any of these supposedly rewritten quartos was 295 out of a total of 2,251, or little more than 13 per cent. of the full vocabulary of Hamlet Q1. The lowest proportion was 146 of a total of 2,182 or 6–7 per cent. of the full vocabulary of True Tragedy. During his rewriting of the Troublesome Raigne he rejected 1,310 words, or 50 per cent., of a vocabulary estimated at 2,600 words; he omitted 547 words or 34 per cent. of the vocabulary of A Shrew, estimated at 1,600 words, and over 40 per cent. of the words in King Leir. If the term rewriting appropriately describes the process which removed nearly half the vocabulary of the Troublesome Raigne and left scarcely a dozen lines of this play in King John, some other term would more accurately describe the method by which Shakespeare retained fourteen–fifteenths of the vocabulary of True Tragedy untouched, and more than two–thirds of the lines either verbatim or with no more than two words altered per line. Revision might seem a more suitable term for such a change, but an increase of length which added more than a third to True Tragedy and Romeo and Juliet Q1 and almost doubled the length of Henry V Q1 scarcely comes within the definition of revision.




    Secondly, my table shows that the words of each bad quarto have been subdivided into those peculiar to it and those which are found also in the corresponding canonical play. Consequently the exceedingly high number of words common to each pair of these parallel texts serves to differentiate them from every other pair of plays by any authors. The highest total (known to me) of words common to a pair of plays each not less than 2,300 lines in length, is 1,679; these are the totals for 2 Henry VI and Edward III; the highest percentage of common words is 61 per cent. in 1 Tamburlaine and 2 Tamburlaine, the percentage being calculated on the play with the smaller vocabulary. Reference to the table setting out the ‘Vocabulary Distribution of Paired Plays’ shows that the number of words common to any pair does not invariably increase with the increase of vocabulary. High totals and the higher percentages of words in common are found only in pairs of plays written in rapid sequence by one author on similar themes during an era when dramatic diction had become somewhat fixed. The number of words common to a bad quarto over 2,100 lines in length and the corresponding parallel text ranges from 1,956–2,093, and the percentage of such words in common varies from slightly less than 87 per cent. to over 93 per cent. of the full vocabulary of the bad quartos. Contrast these results with the 1,290 words—equal to 50 per cent. of the vocabulary of Troublesome Raigne—common to this source-play and its derivative King John, and also with the 1,377 words (equal to 57 per cent. of the vocabulary of King Leir) common to King Lear and its source-play.




    I cannot insist too strongly that the relation between the vocabularies of such known source-plays as Troublesome Raigne, A Shrew and King Leir and Shakespeare’s respective derivative plays, King John, The Shrew and King Lear differs in not the slightest respect from the relationship between the vocabularies of The Spanish Tragedy and Arden of Feversham; it duplicates in every important detail the relationship between the vocabularies of 1 Henry IV and 2 Henry IV. Each play was conceived and written independently, and the vocabulary is also independent. The peculiar interrelation of the vocabularies of Hamlet Q1 and Hamlet Q2 suggests dependence. Either the official play-cutter and the persons who gave the copy for Q1 to the press are responsible for the abridgment and corruption of Q2, or Shakespeare, after omitting 400 lines, corrected syntax, diction, sense, verse and order of what was left of Q1 with minute exactitude and fidelity; he then inserted nearly two thousand lines of poetry, unnecessary to the story or action and of little dramatic value. This method of mending old plays was not used by any known dramatist, least of all by the author of The Shrew, King John and King Lear. Certainly the poet who, his fellows said, ‘never blotted out line’ does not fit the picture of dull and patient drudgery which such line-by-line revision suggests.


  




  

    
CHAPTER IV
 

    THE RARER WORDS OF SHAKESPEARE’S PLAYS




    BY far the most important and interesting group of words belonging to a play of Shakespeare consists of those that I term his ‘rarer’ words; by this epithet I denote words peculiar to the play and in addition all those which are found also in not more than three other plays of his. However arbitrarily chosen and named this group may seem to be, it includes almost all the words coined by the poet, all the main-words and compound adjectives and nouns that he was the first to use in our literature and most of the many other words that give colour, freshness, imagination and distinction to his diction; they amount in all to nearly two–thirds of the poet’s entire vocabulary. It may seem ludicrous to term nearly 12,000 words ‘rare,’ yet an author who is credited by the compilers of the Oxford English Dictionary with being the first user of about 3,200 words and who has six thousand other words each in not more than two plays or long poems has verbal riches compelling the employment of superlatives in describing them. Plays written by other authors invariably have a number of words not in the Shakespeare concordance, as well as many of the words found in not more than four of his plays.




    Below I set out in tabular form subdivided lists showing the distribution of the rarer words present in certain pairs of named plays. These are arranged in such order that Shakespeare’s treatment of this important group of words in a source-play during the process of transforming it into his play in the canon may be studied. I have also added similar details in order to explain what happened to such a group of words in a play to which he wrote a sequel; the last example refers to the ‘rarer’ words of Hamlet and Othello.




    The columns designated respectively A, B, C, D, E, F give in each row for source-play and its derivative, or for each of Shakespeare’s two authentic plays the following totals of words:—




    

      	The number of words not in the Shakespeare concordance.




      	The number of concordance words peculiar to the play named.




      	
The number of concordance words found in the play named and one other play or long poem written by Shakespeare.




      	The number of concordance words found in the play named and two other plays or long poems written by Shakespeare.




      	The number of concordance words found in the play named and three other plays or long poems written by Shakespeare.




      	The total number of words included in groups A–E.


    




    

    TABLE III
 

    SUBDIVIDED TABLE OF RARER WORDS I
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    Certain verbs, viz., ‘rejected,’ ‘retained’ and ‘added’ used in this and the following tables may seem to suggest that when Shakespeare was writing a play he consciously or deliberately rejected or retained rare words present in the vocabulary of his source-play or in that of a play of his own written a few weeks, months or even a year or two previously. I do not intend any such meaning in my use of these words, which express what happened rather than any conscious act on the part of the poet. I believe that with a slight change of scene, character, plot, circumstance or emotion, came fresh thought, difference in the mode of expressing that thought, and fresh words in plenty. Moreover in this neological age when almost every writer coined some words and the tyranny of the dictionary had not atrophied invention, a writer was rarely gravelled for want of a word to express the slightest shade of difference in meaning; he either invented a new word, usually from Latin, or employed some well-known word in a new sense.




    On the table itself some remarks may fitly be made, and some comments will be made on the results. For each pair of plays numbered respectively I–V, the first row gives for the first-named play of the pair the number of the rarer words found in each of the subdivisions classified under the headings A–F, whilst in the column under the heading F is given the total number of the rarer words in the play; in the second row we have in the same order of subdivision the number of the rarer words belonging to the first play which are not in the second play. Totals of rarer words common to the two plays, i.e., those of the first play which are in the second are set out in their subdivisions in the third row with the totals at the extreme right. The fourth row contains for each subdivision the numbers of the rarer words which Shakespeare inserted in his second play, whilst the fifth row repeats for the second play what the first row did for the first play. A glance makes it evident that for any subdivision B–E, the sum of the rare words common to both plays and the words peculiar to one play gives the total number of the rarer words in that subdivision of that play.




    Several important results may be deduced from the totals given in this table:—




    (i) ‘Rarer’ words represent from a fourth to a tenth of the vocabulary of each of Shakespeare’s plays.




    (ii) Reference to the previous table shows that Shakespeare did not use 469 of the rare words of Troublesome Raigne in writing King John; this total equals 36 per cent, of the 1310 unused words of this source-play. Similarly the 322 ‘rare’ words of King Leir not used by Shakespeare represent 36 per cent, of all the words rejected by him during the composition of King Lear. Results for plays of Shakespeare written in rapid sequence are in excellent agreement. Thus the 450 ‘rare’ words in 2 Henry VI but not in 3 Henry VI equal 30 per cent, of 1,497 words discarded by Shakespeare when he wrote the sequel to 2 Henry VI. Similarly during the writing of 2 Henry IV he omitted 620 ‘rare’ words present in the first part, or 43 per cent, of the 1,437 words in the first part not used by him.




    (iii) The small totals of ‘rare’ words common to both plays offer a most striking contrast to the very large totals of the rare words peculiar to each play. Every pair of plays of comparable lengths and with sound texts exhibits this contrast. Rare words common to Troublesome Raigne and King John provided Shakespeare with less than ten per cent, of the rare words found in the latter play and represent little over three per cent, of the 1,290 words common to the two plays. Similarly Othello has ten per cent, of its rare words in common with Hamlet.




    THE RARER WORDS OF THE BAD QUARTOS




    Totals of the rarer words present in the six pairs of parallel texts are given in table IV on page 32. These words will be classified in exactly the same way as in the previous table entitled ‘Subdivided Table of Rarer Words’; a new column under the heading G gives the total number of words in the vocabularies of the plays named; estimates only can be given for the number of words in the vocabularies of Romeo and Juliet Q1, Henry V Q1, and Merry Wives Q1. In general the explanatory remarks that precede and follow the earlier table apply to table IV on page 32.




    Comparison of the two tables of Rarer Words reveals several important differences.




    (a) In table III the total number of rare words in the first play of a pair may be greater or less than that in the second play; in table IV the number of rare words in each first quarto is very much smaller than, and in three pairs not a third of, the number of such words present in the authentic play of Shakespeare. Though each bad quarto is very much shorter than the corresponding parallel play, the number of rare words does not depend entirely on the number of lines. Thus there are as many rare words in the 2,084 lines of Macbeth as in the 2,986 lines of Romeo and Juliet Q2, as many in the 2,015 lines of Tempest as in 3,600 lines of Richard III, and Love’s Labour’s Lost has more than Cymbeline, which is over 600 lines longer. King Leir, an undoubted source-play with a sound text, has a smaller number of rare words than the very corrupt Hamlet Q1 which is 400 lines shorter.




    

      TABLE IV
 

      SUBDIVIDED TABLE OF RARER WORDS II
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      In the arrangement of this table it is assumed that each bad quarto predates in composition the corresponding play written by Shakespeare, i.e., that each bad quarto was treated by him as raw material.


    




    (b) In table III the number of rare words of the first play not used by Shakespeare is many times greater than those retained by him. In table IV the number of words rejected by Shakespeare is much smaller than those retained by him. On combining the separate totals for each pair in table IV we find that he rejected less than a fourth of the rarer words present in the first quartos, and used the remaining three–fourths in his own plays. Moreover, he usually gave each word the same relative position in his own text as it had occupied in the text of the bad quarto. He added, on the average, five rare words of his own for every three borrowed from his source. Thus three–eighths of the rarer words in Shakespeare’s six parallel texts come from what are assumed to be six source-plays, and the remaining five–eighths from his own inexhaustible stock. Contrast this procedure with his method of rewriting Troublesome Raigne and King Leir. He discarded all but seven per cent, of the rarer words present in these plays, and in King John and King Lear the rare words from the sources represent a twentieth of their total. Similarly only seven per cent, of the rare words present in 2 Henry VI, 1 Henry IV and Hamlet find a place in 3 Henry VI, 2 Henry IV and Othello respectively in which plays they amount to less than a tenth of the rarer words.




    (c) Perhaps the most important and instructive portion of the two tables is column A, which exhibits the excessive difference in the numbers of non-concordance words in table III and table IV. Every non-Shakespearean play contains such words, which vary from not less than three per cent, to about seven per cent, of the full vocabulary. I have examined the vocabularies of over 50 plays written by authors other than Shakespeare, and have not found any play of 2,100 or more lines with less than 70 non-concordance words. Each bad quarto has some non-concordance words; the shortest and most corrupt, Merry Wives Q1, has the most, and the play with the least is Henry VI1, the only bad quarto which has no borrowings from other plays. The vocabularies of the bad quartos, taken together, average a trifle over one per cent, of non-concordance words, a fact which suggests that these plays must be put in a class by themselves. The following list gives some particulars of the content of non-concordance words for certain short plays some sound, some corrupt, written by various known and unknown authors.
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       This list gives the totals of non-concordance words in plays that vary from 2,300 to less than 1,000 lines. The group of seven plays in the second column consists of corrupt abridgments of plays written mainly in verse; all are less than 1,500 lines in length, yet the non-concordance words must average about four per cent, of the full vocabularies—Jeronimo and Marlowe’s two fragments contain 193 such words in 3,935 lines of text or nearly 5 per cent. My conclusion must be that the number of non-Shakespearean words in each bad quarto is small because the author was Shakespeare himself.




    (d) Another important though obvious fact must be mentioned. Non-concordance words form by far the smallest group of rare words in each bad quarto, but in the three undoubted source-plays and in fifty non-Shakespearean plays (including about a dozen corrupt ones) this group is invariably the largest of the five groups of rare words; the reason is not far to seek. This group draws upon all the words of the English language except the seventeen thousand that Shakespeare used, and thus offers an author almost limitless choice; these words therefore ought to be and are far more numerous than any of the other four groups of words each of which must comply with the arbitrary restriction that it must be in one or more plays of Shakespeare. If I were classifying the vocabulary of True Tragedy and were unaware of its relation to 3 Henry VI, my experience would suggest that in a play of its length there should be from seventy to one hundred or more words not in the Shakespeare concordance. If I found that these numbered only sixteen I would be mystified until I discovered that no fewer than 185 of 229 rare words were in 3 Henry VI, and would exclaim ‘Shakespeare aut diabolus.’




    (e) Another remarkable difference between the vocabularies of the undoubted source-plays and those of the bad quartos is that the latter contain a number of unintelligible words and some variants and perversions of words present in the corresponding parallel texts. Not many are printers’ errors; most of them are good English words which either do not suit the context or vulgarize the passages in which they appear. These are more common in the three later surreptitious quartos than in the earlier group. Some examples chosen from Henry V and Hamlet are given below; a few may be mishearings of what appear in the folios and second quartos. Those that are below are from Henry V Q1; by the side appear the relevant words of the corresponding passages in the folio text.
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    A few examples from Hamlet Q1 are added:
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    Detailed comment is unnecessary. Nearly all the passages from Henry V Q1 would be without meaning were it not that the folio text is available for comparison. Occrue for accrue, apposed for opposed, spranes for sprayes may be the printer’s contribution to the muddle. Change of ‘dejunction’ to a meaningless ‘the junction’ suggests that the stage arch-bishop suspected that dejunction was a mispronunciation of the junction very much as Alice speaks of ‘the neck’ as ‘de nick.’ England for in-land, chanceries for chauntries and other mistakes come perhaps at second hand from the reporter or person who provided the ‘copy’ of Q1. Cophetua for Caueto seems a reminiscence of Falstaff’s mocking bombastic line,




    Let King Coueta know the truth thereof,




    addressed (2 Henry IV, 5.3.101) to Pistol. Other blunders such as contigian, tashan, bago, Jiasted, wombely, contamuracke, etc., resemble those of Hamlet Q1, e.g. related, ceremonies, heckles, guise, calagulate, vessels; they represent the bungling efforts of ignorant, ill-educated mummers to pronounce the unusual words used by the company’s poet. Many of their perversions would baffle the most ingenious and erudite of our tribe of emendators. I can never sufficiently admire the confidence in their judgment of critics who declare that Shakespeare emended the lines of the first quarto (vii. 173–4):




    

      Who this had seene with tongue inuenom’d speech




      Would treason haue pronounced,


    




    into the well known text of Q2 (2.2.533–4):




    

      Who this had seene, with tongue in venom steept




      Gainst fortunes state would treason haue pronounst.


    




    I shall refer later to the numerous blunders in sense and fact; they are of decisive importance in determining the priority of composition between the bad quartos and the corresponding plays of Shakespeare.




    I find it impossible to believe that Shakespeare almost simultaneously used two widely divergent and mutually exclusive methods of rewriting source plays. In transforming the first quarto of Romeo and Juliet into the second quarto he must have deliberately retained more than 80 per cent, of the rarer words in his source-play, and transferred them to his own play with the result that 57 per cent, of all such words in Q2 were borrowed from an old play. When rewriting Troublesome Raigne perhaps a year later he retained barely 8 per cent, of the rarer words, and in King John they amount to less than 10 per cent, of the total used. That the mature Shakespeare should have employed these two self-contradictory methods of rewriting the so-called Ur-Hamlet and King Leir seems to me as incredible as absurd.




    So far the results presented in the various tables have been interpreted on the assumption that the bad quartos were source-plays used by Shakespeare. If the priority of the poet’s plays is assumed, and the bad quartos are accepted as the mutilated and corrupt abridgments of acting versions made officially for the company from his manuscripts, a rearrangement of the statistics given for each pair of parallel plays will be requisite. Thus the heading of the columns will remain and have each the same meaning, but the order of the rows will be completely reversed, because the change will be from a play of Shakespeare to the corresponding bad quarto. Consequently the fifth row will become the first, and the first the fifth in the new table. I shall recast the portion of the previous table which gives the results for Contention and 2 Henry VI, and leave the reader to make similar changes for the five remaining pairs of parallel texts.




    

    TABLE V
 

    SUBDIVIDED TABLE OF RARE WORDS
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    If the bad quartos were sound abridgments of the original plays, the combined losses of peculiar and other scarce words for each play and for all the plays as a whole should be roughly proportional to the reduction in length due to abridgment. Accordingly the reduction of the 3,762 lines of Hamlet (received text) to an acting version of 2,154 lines (the number of lines of Hamlet Q1) should carry with it a corresponding reduction of 401 words peculiar to it to 230. This total for an abridged Hamlet of 2,154 lines is in fair agreement with the 197 words peculiar to the 2,084 lines of Macbeth or the 202 such words in the 2,015 lines of Tempest. We may judge of the ravages committed by the reporter and his accomplices upon this non-extant acting version of Hamlet by their reduction of the hypothetical 230 words peculiar to it to the beggarly remnant of 94 words left in Q1, a loss of more than 59 per cent.




    Taken together, the six bad quartos retain 447 only of the 1,270 words peculiar to one or other of the six corresponding plays of Shakespeare. This loss occurred in two stages. Reduction of the texts of his plays to acting versions of lengths equal to those of the extant bad quartos means a reduction of 38 per cent, in length and in words peculiar to them; consequently 789 words should remain of the original 1,270. These 789 words the reporter and his assistant pirates reduced to 447 words, or a loss of 43 per cent, of what the official play-cutter had left. Official and unofficial abridgers between them eliminated 65 per cent, or nearly two-thirds of the most important words inserted by Shakespeare. Of 3,484 rarer words in these six plays the bad quartos keep 1,225 or thirty–five per cent, of the total. This loss of over two thousand vital words, two thousand ‘drops of that immortal man’, has been, in my opinion, a main reason for the low estimation and neglect of the bad quartos, so customary among Shakespearian students. This excessive omission of the rare words in comparison with the much smaller loss of the remainder of the vocabulary will be easily perceived on examining the following table in which are given particulars for the three pairs of parallel texts for which exact information is available.
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IV 1 Henry IV and 2 Henry IV
Rare Words in I Henry IV .
Not used by Shakespeare in 2 Henry v
Retained in 2 Henry IV .. ..
Added to 2 Henry IV .
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V' Hamlet and Othello
Rare Words in Hamlet .. ..
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2 Henry VI and Contention

i Rare Words in 2 Henry VI .. .. 157 102 115 123 497 3,146
ii Number omitted in Contention .. 9% 64 78 81 319

iii Number retained in Contention .. 61 38 37 42 178

iv Number added to Contention .. .. 25 14 22 11

9 81
v Rare Words in Comtention .. .. 25 75 60 48 51 259 2,027
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Changes in Groups of Words A B CDETF G
I Contention and 2 Henry V1
i Total in Contention .. .. . e 25 75 60 48 51 259 2,027
ii Rejected by Shakespeare in 3 Hmry pi25 14 22 11 9 81
iii Retained by Shakespeare in 2 Henry VI 0 61 38 37 42178
iv Added by Shakespeare in 2 H. enry vI. 9% 64 78 81 319
v Total in 2 Hemry VI .. .o 157 102 115 123 497 3,146
II True Tragedy and 3 Henry VI
i Total in True Tragedy .. .. 16 63 47 45 49 220 2,182
ii Rejected by Shakespeare in 3 Hem'y 716 9 5 1 4 35
iii Retained by Shakespeare in 3 Henry VI 0 54 42 44 45 185
iv Added by Shakespeare in 3 Hemy vI 61 37 30 37165
v Total in 3 Henry VI .. .. B 115 79 74 82 350 2,790
III Romeo and Juliet Q1 and Q2
i Total in Romeo and Juliet Q1 . . 23119 72 53 52 319 2,300 (est.)
ii Rejected by Shakespeare in Q2 .. .. 2310 6 8 12 59
iii Retained by Shakespeare in 02 0109 66 45 40 260
iv Added by Shakespeare in 02 .. .. .. .. 90 39 42 48219
v Total in Romeo and Juliet Q2 e e e 199 105 87 88 479 2916

IV Henwry V Q1 and Henry V Fo
i Total in Henry V Q1 .. .. .. .. ..
ii Rejected by Shakespeare in Fo
ili Retained by Shakespeare in Fo
iv Added by Shakespeare in Fo
v Total in Henry V Fo .. .. .

43 40 220 1,800 (est.)
6 3 39

37 37 181
94 93 181

131 130 653 3,130

V Merry Wives Q1 and Merry Wives Fo

i Total in Merry Wives Q1 .. .. .. .. 28 88 59 40 23 238 1,600 (est.)
ii Rejected by Shakespeare in Fo .. .. .. 28 22 12 13 11 8

iii Retained by Shakespeare in Fo 0 66 47 27 12152

iv Added by Shakespeare in Fo 163 73 51 71 358

v Total in Merry Wives Fo .. 229 120 78 83 510 2,527

VI Hamlet Q1 and Hamlet Q2
i Total in Hamlet QI .. .. . 24107 90 67 60 348 2,251
ii Rejected by Shakespeare in QZ and Fu 24 13 18 15 9 79

iii Retained by Shakespeare in Q2and Fo 0 94 72 52 51 269
iv Added by Shakespeare in Q2 and Fo .. 307 168 138 114 269

v Total in Hamlet Q2 and Fo .. ..

398 240 190 163 991 3,882
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words words
TamburlaineI .. .. 112 Faustus Q1 .. .. .. 88
Tamburlaine II .. .. 113 Massacre at Paris .. 45
Dido .. .. .. .. 69 Old Wive’s Tale .. .. 63
Solmum and Per:eda 70 Orlando Furioso Q1 .. 76
Locrine .. .. .. .. .. 150 Battle of Alcazar .. .. 78
Humorous Day s Mirth 70 Taming of a Shrew .. 61

All Fools .. .. .. .. 148 Jeronimo .. .. .. 60






