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Shakespeare

GABRIEL EGAN, PETER J. SMITH, ELINOR PARSONS,
MATTHEW C. HANSEN, JONATHAN HARTWELL,
ANNALIESE CONNOLLY, RICHARD WOOD,
STEVE LONGSTAFFE, JON ORTEN AND EDEL LAMB

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

1. Editions and Textual Matters

Four major critical editions of Shakespeare appeared in 2006. Ann
Thompson and Neil Taylor edited Hamler, Claire McEachern edited Much
Ado About Nothing and Juliet Dusinberre edited As You Like It for the Arden
Shakespeare series and Michael Neill edited Othello, the Moor of Venice for
the Oxford Shakespeare series. Michael Egan edited Thomas of Woodstock
under the title of Shakespeare’s Richard II Part One, but as we shall see this
attribution is unfounded. In addition there were three substantial monographs
and two collections of essays, including the 2006 volume of the annual book
Shakespeare Survey.

The Arden3 Hamlet is divided into two volumes, the first standing alone and
housing the edited Q2 text, and the second, dependent on having the first,
housing the edited Q1 and Folio texts. The advantages of this arrangement are
obvious to anyone who has followed recent controversies about editorial
conflation of the three early printings, arguably representing three distinct
versions, but there are disadvantages too. Chief amongst these is that the Q1/F
volume is unlikely to sell in the vast numbers that may be expected for the Q2
volume, so there is a danger in this deconflation of presenting the majority of
readers with something further from what Shakespeare wrote than might have
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been achieved by eclectic emendation. The now fashionable principle of
minimal interference would do less harm in a single-volume edition containing
all three early versions—for then all readers would see the differences between
them—but because the Q2 volume of the Arden3 Hamlet sticks to its copy
even when probably wrong the reader who buys only the first volume is not
served as well as she might be. In effect, the reader is encouraged to think that
Q2 is Hamlet.

The introduction to the first volume is short at 137 pages, beginning with
a section called ‘The Challenges of Hamlet’ that surveys first the challenge
to actors (pp. 1-8) and then the challenge to editors. Amongst past editors,
Katharine Eisaman Maus is probably so used to her name being misspelled
(‘Katherine’, p. 10) that she has considered changing it. Knowing that the
editors of the Oxford Complete Works of 1986 wished they had done a multi-
text Hamlet, Thompson and Taylor see their edition as ‘making up for this
deficit’ (p. 11). They do not see Q2 as the only authoritative text, rather they
believe ‘that each of the three texts has sufficient merit to be read and studied
on its own’ (p. 11). In thus sliding from ‘authority’ to ‘merit’ Thompson and
Taylor are not using ‘authority’ in its strict bibliographical sense, which creates
a problem. The Arden series, they write, makes editors pick the most
authoritative text, and they ‘concede’ that they think Q2 ‘most likely to have
authority’ (p. 11). It is not clear what they mean by ‘authority’ here, but since
it has become an absolute not a quantity (each text has it or does not) I
suppose they mean the bibliographical sense. Thompson and Taylor’s reason
for picking Q2 is that it was printed in Shakespeare’s lifetime to displace Q1,
and the case for F being either an authorial revision or a theatricalized version
(whereas Q2 is based on authorial papers) is not proven, and would not in any
case necessarily displace Q2’s authority (p. 12).

The introduction section ‘Hamlet in Our Time’ (pp. 17-36) is much
concerned with soliloquies and notes that “To be...’ is earlier in QI (about
I1.i1) than in the other versions, and considerably different. The soliloquy
beginning ‘How all occasions’ also seems misplaced: ‘how can Hamlet claim he
has “strength and means | To do’t [kill the King]” (pp. 44-5) when he is being
escorted out of the country?, Thompson and Taylor ask (p. 25). Going back
to ‘Hamlet in Shakespeare’s Time’ (pp. 36-59), the editors invoke Robert
N. Watson’s intriguing suggestion that the revenge tragedy genre arose
because the Reformation banned prayers for the dead: the living could no
longer help the dead, but in this new (old) genre they could do something for
them nonetheless (p. 42). This leads Thompson and Taylor to summarize the
evidence for an Ur-Hamlet (pp. 44-6), marred only by the assertion that the
Chamberlain’s men played at the theatre “until late 1596’ (p. 45); the right date
is mid-1598. The problem of dating Hamilet occupies pages 43—59, which are
essentially a summary of all preceding opinions and a cautious drawing of
conclusions: it could have been written by Shakespeare as early as 1589 and as
late as 1603 (when QI appeared). The editors’ account of parodic allusions
to the play (pp. 57-8) sadly lacks the ‘quintessence of ducks’ joke in John
Marston’s Histriomastix.

Thompson and Taylor’s “The Story of Hamlet’ (pp. 59-74) is about the
sources, and includes the surprising claim (p. 70) that Marcellus and Barnardo
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may be students. This claim is not explained here, but in the notes to the
dramatis personae (p. 144 nn. 15, 16, 17) the editors claim that Hamlet calls
Barnardo, Francisco, and Marcellus ‘Friends, scholars and soldiers’ at I.v.140.
In fact, in this edition (and others) Hamlet says this line only to Horatio and
Marcellus (not Barnardo), and this error about Barnardo is repeated at
Li.lln, Lii.113n., and Lv.140n., even though Thompson and Taylor mention
(at 1i1.224n.) that Barnardo is not in Liv or Lv. The section “The Composition
of Hamlet (pp. 74-94) gets down to the detail of the variations between early
printings: F lacks about 230 of Q2’s lines, Q2 lacks about 70 of F’s lines
(p- 82). Gary Taylor sees F as a distinct revision of the play represented by Q,
undertaken by Shakespeare while copying out his foul papers fairly (pp. 83-4),
and hence the 1986 Oxford Complete Works text is based on F. The present
editors say that Taylor agrees with Harold Jenkins that ‘Q2 is authoritative,
since it derives more directly than any other extant printed text from
Shakespeare’s foul papers’ (p. 84), but this is not a helpful comment until one
has established what one means by ‘authoritative’, especially as Taylor was
introducing the novel idea that what got first performed takes precedence over
what got written. That is to say, the Oxzford Complete Works was itself
attempting to alter the prevailing notion of ‘authority’ exemplified by the
scholarship of Jenkins, who considered the final authorial manuscript the real
Hamlet and the performance to be a debasement of this.

The reader of the new Arden3 Hamlet has to infer the editors’ meaning
of ‘authoritative’ here, and since they use the phrase ‘more. .. than any other’
when comparing the early editions’ authority (p. 84) they imply that it
is quantifiable and relative, but then they muddy the waters in the next
paragraph by writing ‘Authoritative or not, both Q2 and F present a common
problem..." (p. 84), which phrasing implies they could both be authoritative,
hence they are using an absolute sense (a text is or is not authoritative).
Thompson and Taylor describe the Oxford Original Spelling edition that,
because of split authority (Q2 for accidentals, F for substantives), gave the
reader ‘F dressed in Q2’s clothing’ (p. 90). For them, it is only worth trying to
represent a ‘a lost text (a manuscript in Shakespeare’s handwriting or an early
performance of his play)’ if you think the surviving texts ‘derive from a single
lost source’ (p. 91). It is not clear why they make this condition, and here again
is ambiguity in the vague term ‘derive’. In a sense all Hamlets derive from the
first time Shakespeare wrote it down, since the second time he wrote it, or
revised it, he had the first time in his head or in front of him. In any case
setting an ideal goal such as the first performance means deliberately bringing
in contextual knowledge (say, about what was performable in the period)
that may reasonably be applied even where all that survive are multiple,
polygenetically transmitted versions.

This edition of Hamlet is a three-text affair because Thompson and Taylor
wish to avoid two kinds of conflation: the putting together of Q and F material
to make an over-sized play, and also the conflation of drawing a reading from
the ‘other’ text, Q or F (whichever is not the copy-text), whenever one is
unhappy with the reading in one’s copy (p. 92). Here Thompson and Taylor
quote Peter Holland illustrating the artistic distortion that comes from
conflating Q2 and F: Rosencrantz and Guildenstern toady to Claudius less in
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F than in Q, yet only in F does Hamlet accuse them of enjoying the work they
have been given. Thus to conflate Q and F (so that they excessively toady, and
he accuses) validates Hamlet’s accusation in a way that neither would do on
its own (p. 94). In their section ‘Hamlet on Stage and Screen’ (pp. 95-122)
Thompson and Taylor insists that the eight editions of Hamlet up to 1637
show a popularity that ‘must surely have been largely generated by
performance rather than print’ (p. 95). I wonder why; could not publishing
be a self-sustaining market by this point? Some comments on the book market,
especially the recent disagreement between Peter Blayney and Zachary Lesser
and Alan B. Farmer in the pages of Shakespeare Quarterly about the
popularity of printed plays (reviewed in YWES 86[2007]) would have been
helpful here. The title of the section ‘Novel Hamlets’ (pp. 122-32) is to be
understood literally as how the play figures in prose fictions.

The edition’s introduction ends with ‘The Continuing Mystery of Hamler’
(pp. 132-7). There are interesting ‘problems’ in Q2 and F that Q1 ‘solves’, such
as Hamlet mentioning the murder of Hamlet Senior to his mother (‘kill a
king’) but their never discussing it again; in Q1 she explicitly denies knowledge
of it. Also Horatio is the source of local knowledge when the recent
preparations for war are discussed in 1.i but he seems newly arrived at court
and ignorant in Lii. Furthermore Horatio observes Ophelia being mad in
IV.v but seems not to have mentioned it to Hamlet when later they stumble
upon her funeral. Some of these problems, at least, are made by editors’
conflationary practices that mix together first and second thoughts of
Shakespeare.

Naturally, the bulk of this volume is taken up with the text of the play, and
what follows here is a list not of all the editors’ interventions, but some of
the interesting ones that give a sense of where they think their editorial duty
lies and which vary familiar lines. Arden practice is to mark with an asterisk
the notes that discuss departures from their copy-text, but because of the
fundamental principles of this edition these notes are not especially interesting:
Thompson and Taylor depart from Q2 in more or less the same ways and
on the same occasions as other editors. Much more significant are those
occasions, not marked with an asterisk, where they stick with Q2 where all
previous editors have emended, and thus they produce an unexpected line.
Thompson and Taylor stick with the familiar {HORATIO] He smote the
sledded Polacks on the ice’ (1.i.62) because although they are aware of the
arguments for ‘pole-axe’ they reject them on the grounds that one has to make
sense of ‘sledded’. Thus we can tell that Jonathan Bate and Eric Rasmussen
did not share with Thompson and Taylor their argument for emending
‘sledded’ to ‘steeled’, realized in the Royal Shakespeare Company Folio-based
Complete Works edition to be reviewed here next year. For the deal of
land-swap that Old Fortinbras and Old Hamlet signed up to before their
single-handed combat, Thompson and Taylor print {HORATIO] by the same
co-mart’ (1.i.92) because they accept Q2’s ‘comart’ rather than emending to
‘covenant’ as many editors do.

For Hamlet’s ‘O that this too too sallied flesh would melt® (1.ii.129)
Thompson and Taylor follow Q2 and indeed Q1 in this, rejecting F’s ‘solid’
and rejecting emendation to ‘sullied’. (The problem with this choice is that the
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verb ‘to sally’” means to issue forth, as in an attack, not to receive hurts.)
A familiar line made strange is Hamlet’s “We’ll teach you for to drink ere you
depart’ (1.ii.174), an effect of sticking with Q2 rather than the ‘to drinke deepe’
of Q! and F. In such cases the borderline to be explored is between possible
but awkward meanings and sheerly impossible ones. Thompson and Taylor
have Hamlet reflect that ‘foul deeds will rise’ (1.1i.255) where Q2 has ‘fonde
deedes’ and QI and F agree on the reading ‘foul’. Clearly Thompson and
Taylor are not averse to emending Q2 where it is only a little awkward but not
impossible, since ‘fond deeds’ makes sense. Similarly, they print Polonius
saying ‘And they in France of the best rank and station | Are of all most select
and generous chief in that’ (1.iii.72-3) in place of Q2’s ‘And they in Fraunce of
the best ranck and station, | Or of a most select and generous, chiefe in that’.
Thus they adopt an emendation from the Oxford Complete Works even
though Charles Sisson (New Readings in Shakespeare, 2:209-10) showed how
Q2’s reading could be defended as meaningful because ‘or... generous’ is the
old windbag’s rephrasing of ‘of the...station’.

The most startling example of the editors’ sticking to Q2 is their having
Polonius advise ‘Never a borrower nor a lender, boy’ (L.iii.74) which of course
makes perfect sense. For the first line of L.iv Thompson and Taylor have
Hamlet observe that ‘“The air bites shrewdly’ where Q2 has the meaningful
‘bites shroudly’. In fact, the editors consider this simply a modernization of
Q2’s spelling, as can be seen from their collation note ‘1 shrewdly | (shroudly ),
F; shrewd Q1. The italicized braces indicate a ‘noteworthy spelling’ and the
comma between the closing brace and the italicized F indicates that the Folio
does not share this noteworthy spelling but has the same spelling as the
modern edition, ‘shrewdly’; were that comma were absent, this would mean F
shares the noteworthy spelling. This is a lot of information to pack into a
complex code, and to know how the system works the reader has to find
appendix 3 (pp. 533-42), which supplements the usual Arden introductory
remarks about the apparatus (pp. xvi—xvii). One famous crux is simply left
alone by Thompson and Taylor: {HAMLET] the dram of eale | Doth all the
noble substance of a doubt | To his own scandal—" (1.iv.36-8). This is exactly
what Q2 prints (‘the dram of eale | Doth all the noble substance of a doubt |
-To his owne scandle’) except they make it an incomplete sentence (hence the
dash) which explains why it is meaningless. Oddly, the editors retain an archaic
spelling in the Ghost’s ‘quills upon the fearful porpentine’ (I1.v.20) without
saying why the modernization to ‘porcupine’ is resisted.

An emendation that throws light on just where Thompson and Taylor draw
the line is the Ghost’s assertion that Lust “Will sate itself in a celestial bed’
(1.v.56), which is F’s reading where Q2 has ‘sort’ instead of ‘sate’. Q2 makes
sense (‘sort’ meaning ‘assign’), so why emend? The editors point out that Q1’s
‘fate’ supports their ‘sate’ by being a plausible misreading of it. Another lost
familiar reading is the Queen’s conviction that Hamlet’s distemper is due to
‘His father’s death and our hasty marriage’ (ILii.57), Q2’s reading, whereas F
has the familiar ‘our o’er hasty’. Gone are the twenty-five lines about the child
actors’ competition with the adults that normally follow I1.i1.300: being F-only
they appear in an appendix. Thinking about how actors get worked up,
Hamlet asks “What would he do | Had he the motive and that for passion |
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That I have? (11.i1.495-7) which is Q2’s reading and which Thompson and
Taylor admit is ‘defective in sense and metre’. We are, of course, used to F’s
‘What would he do | Had he the motive and the cue for passion | That I have?
Admonishing himself, Hamlet says ‘And fall a-cursing like a very drab, |
A stallion’ (I1.ii.552-3), which is Q2’s reading where we are used to F’s
‘a very drab, | A scullion’. According to Sisson (New Readings in Shakespeare,
2:217-18) the idea of a male prostitute (a stallion) was not familiar enough to
Elizabethan audiences for this to make sense, but Thompson and Taylor point
out that OED has it from the mid-sixteenth century. In his most famous
soliloquy, Hamlet speaks of “The pangs of despised love’ (II1.i.71) Q2’s reading
where F’s ‘disprized love’ is familiar. The Player Queen is made to say ‘For
women fear too much, even as they love, | And women’s fear and love hold
quantity— | Either none, in neither aught, or in extremity’ (ITLii.160-2),
another Q2 reading where we are used to F, which seems to have deleted the
first line and tweaked the others on the grounds that the first line is an
undeleted false start.

Standing behind the King at prayer, Hamlet here says ‘Now might I do it.
But now’a is a-praying. | And now I'll do it [Draws sword.]—and so’a goes to
heaven’ (I1L.iii.73—4), Q2’s reading, in place of the familiar ‘Now might I do it
pat, now a is praying | And now I'll do it, [Draws sword] and so a goes to
heaven’ from F. Thompson and Taylor do not explore the difference this
makes. In their Q2 version Hamlet says he will do it, then pauses (‘But’)
because the King is praying, then decides ‘And now T'll do it [Draws sword]’,
and then stops again; thus he changes his mind three times (Yes, No, Yes, No).
By contrast, F’s familiar reading has Hamlet thinking ‘good, this will be easy
because he is at prayer and not paying attention’ and has Hamlet change his
mind only once (Yes, No). Deciding against the murder, Hamlet reproaches
himself with the weak ‘“Why, this is base and silly, not revenge’ (I111.1i1.79), Q2’s
reading, whereas F has the familiar and poetically stronger ‘this is hire and
salary, not revenge’. Evening up the tally, though, Thompson and Taylor use
Q2’s decision to catch the King ‘At game a-swearing’ (IILiii.91) meaning
‘cursing-while-gambling’, in place of F’s familiar ‘At gaming, swearing’ which
means two distinct activities, the second of which is hardly evil enough to
damn him. The following scene, Hamlet berating the Queen in her chamber,
Thompson and Taylor end with Hamlet exiting but the Queen staying put,
which of course makes it hard to see why there is a scene break here; the
editors deal with this in an appendix.

Thompson and Taylor know when to admit defeat. At IV.i.40 they print
‘And what’s untimely done. [ ] | Whose whisper...’, following Q2, which
manifestly lacks something, and rather than try to fill the gap they just mark it
as a gap and in the collation give a selection of previous editors’ stabs at it. For
Hamlet’s mocking of the King’s lackeys, Thompson and Taylor print ‘he keeps
them like an ape in the corner of his jaw, first mouthed to be last swallowed’
(IV.1i.16-18). This ‘ape’ is F’s reading, while Q2 has the perfectly meaningful
‘apple’ and it is hard to see why they rejected it unless an apple were thought
too big to keep in the corner the mouth. On the other hand, why should apes
be thought the only animals to hold food like this? The King says of his Queen
that ‘She is so conjunct to my life and soul’ (IV.vii.15), where Q2 has ‘conclive’
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and F has ‘coniunctiue’. Thompson and Taylor say they got this from a
suggestion from the Oxford Complete Works, but in fact that edition’s Textual
Companion only half-heartedly offers ‘conjunct’ as the word misread by Q2’s
makers as ‘conclive’ and admits that ‘the proposed misreading is not easy’
(p. 408). This edition makes the drowning Ophelia reported as having ‘chanted
snatches of old lauds’ (IV.vii.175), Q2’s reading, instead of the familiar ‘old
tunes’. Generally Q2 is here rejected as incongruous since lauds are hymns,
and Ophelia has been singing dirty songs not holy ones. Also, she does not
know she is dying so why sing holy songs? But Thompson and Taylor agree
with Karl Elze that crazy hymn singing makes sense.

Ten of the twenty-eight press variants in the seven extant copies of Q2 are
on the outer side of forme N and seventy-five years ago John Dover Wilson
sorted the nine of them he knew about into the uncorrected and corrected
readings (The Manuscript of Shakespeare’s Hamlet and the Problems of Its
Transmission: An Essay in Critical Bibliography, pp. 123-4). In an appendix,
Thompson and Taylor confirm Wilson’s work for those variants, and they
add one variant he missed and collate a Polish copy unknown until 1959
(pp. 524-5). Only one of the corrections (from ‘reponsive’ to ‘responsive’) fixes
an indisputable error, and the others rest on subjective judgements about
improving the sense of a line. Having established the directionality at work—
that is, which set of readings shows the corrected state of the forme—it is usual
to accept all these readings as a group except where one suspects miscorrection
turning a good reading into a bad. However, as Thompson and Taylor’s list
of variants shows (as did Wilson’s), the press correction must have occurred
in at least two stages since the British Library copy retains two readings from
the uncorrected state of this forme (‘sellingly’, corrected to ‘fellingly’, and
‘reponsive’ corrected to ‘responsive’) while having the other eight variants in
the corrected state. Thus we cannot properly speak of simply the uncorrected
and corrected states, since there must have been at least one intermediary state,
which is preserved in the British Library copy.

This context, not fully outlined in the edition, informs Thompson and
Taylor’s decision to print JOSRIC] to speak sellingly of him’ (V.ii.94-5) from
Q2u (the uncorrected state) in favour of ‘fellingly’ (meaning ‘feelingly’) from
Q2c (the corrected state). Here again the terms ‘corrected’ and “uncorrected’
are apt to mislead, since Thompson and Taylor must be counting this as a
miscorrection: someone saw ‘sellingly’ in the printed sheets and intervened to
make it ‘fellingly’ which Thompson and Taylor (unlike other editors) think the
inferior reading, else they would have used it. For their reading {HAMLET] to
divide him inventorially would dazzle th’arithmetic of memory’ (V.ii.9-100),
Thompson and Taylor draw on Q2¢’s ‘dazzie’ in preference to Q2u’s ‘dosie’
(which latter makes reasonable sense), indicating that Thompson and Taylor
think the press correction took Q2 closer to the right word without actually
hitting it. In the next line they again prefer a Q2u reading: {HAMLET] and yet
but yaw neither, in respect of his quick sail’ over Q2¢’s ‘but raw neither’'—
‘yaw’ being a sailing term clinches it—so again they must see miscorrection
here if they wish to stick with Wilson’s decision about which set of readings
shows the corrected state. It is indeed plausible that someone unfamiliar with
the sailing term, and engaged on improving this forme, would think ‘yaw’
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a misprint and change it to the familiar ‘raw’. Of course, the more often one
argues that some members of a set of corrections are in fact miscorrections, the
less reason one has to accept the wider decision about which set of variants
shows the forme before correction and which shows it after.

In forme outer N only ‘reponsive’ > ‘responsive’ seems impossible to
reverse, which is the check we must make to ensure that Wilson was right
about which state was the uncorrected and which the corrected. That is,
nobody would deliberately take the ‘s’ out of this word, and although
accidents do happen one would expect an accidentally lifted out ‘s’ to get
reinserted into the forme rather than taken away and the gap closed up. The
next variant is not quite so hard to reverse. By Wilson’s discrimination, Q2u
reads ‘I would it be hangers till then’ and Q2c reads ‘I would it be might
hangers till then’, and the obvious inference is that the printer attempted
to insert ‘might’ to improve the meaning, but accidentally placed it after
‘be’ rather than before. It is a little harder to see the word ‘might’ coming out
during correction than going in (and certainly impossible to see this as
accidental), but since Q2u’s reading makes perfect sense (the subjunctive mood
is established by ‘would’ and ‘might’ is perhaps otiose) it is possible that ‘be
might’ struck someone as an error easily corrected by removing ‘might’ and
closing up the gap, rather than reversing the order the words. In the event,
Thompson and Taylor print {HAMLET] I would it might be ‘hangers’ till
then’ (V.ii.141-2), derived by further correcting Q2c. Since there must have
been more than one stage of press correction (proven by the British Library
copy’s intermediary state), and since other states of this apparently heavily
corrected forme outer N might be lost because so few Q2 copies survive, it
would seem to be placing a lot of weight on ‘reponsive’ > ‘responsive’ to insist
that we can be sure which readings show the uncorrected and which the
corrected state here. Since Thompson and Taylor think the alteration of
‘sellingly”’ to “fellingly’ was a miscorrection, where other editors have seen it as
amongst the clearest signs of correction by reference to copy (the sense being
so improved in Osric’s speaking ‘feelingly’ about Laertes), perhaps the whole
issue of press correction ought to have been more fully reopened to the
readers’ examination here, in liey of editorial consensus.

Thompson and Taylor have Hamlet refer to ‘the most prophane and
winnowed opinions’ (V.i.172) where Q2 has ‘the most prophane and
trennowed opinions’ and F has ‘the most fond and winnowed opinions’.
Editors usually follow F and emend to ‘fanned and winnowed’ but Thompson
and Taylor take Q2 and just apply the minimal correction to undo the easily-
made w/zr confusion. Printing Hamlet’s ‘since no man of aught he leaves
knows what is’t to leave betimes’ (V.i1.200-1), the editors follow Q2’s reading
but without making clear what they think it means. A note gives Philip
Edwards’s explanation ‘Since no one has any knowledge of the life he leaves
behind him, what does it matter if one dies early?, but if that is what
Thompson and Taylor mean by their line a comma after ‘know’ were helpful
and a question mark at the end essential. For the prize offered by the King,
Thompson and Taylor print ‘in the cup an union shall he throw’ (V.ii.249)
where Q2u has “Vnice’ and Q2¢ has ‘Onixe’ and F has ‘vnion’. As they point
out, Q2u’s ‘Vnice’ could be a misreading of the underlying manuscript’s
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reading of ‘Vnio” or “Vnione’ and Q2c’s ‘Onixe’ is likely a best guess attempt at
putting something better in place of “Vnice’. For Horatio’s comment on the
dead Hamlet, Thompson and Taylor print ‘And from his mouth whose voice
will draw no more’ (V.1i.376), which is Q2’s reading (and means that Hamlet
will speak no more), whereas the familiar one is F’s ‘And from his mouth
whose voice will draw on more’, meaning that Hamlet’s dying support for
Fortinbras will encourage others to support him.

The book ends with over a hundred pages of appendices. The first prints
Folio-only passages where they amount to three or more lines, the shorter ones
having been indicated in the collation or notes. Appropriately, Thompson
and Taylor here use the F spellings of names such as Rosincrance and
Guildensterne. The second appendix, on ‘The Nature of These Texts’, is
substantial and subdivided. ‘“The early quartos’ details the printings and the
variants between corrected and uncorrected states, and the latest word on
compositor identification and how far one might use ‘knowledge’ of particular
men’s reliability in deciding whether to accept the uncorrected or corrected
state (p. 480). Thompson and Taylor are rightly cautious here, but might have
mentioned that the fact that one compositor’s work was more heavily
corrected than this fellows’ work does not mean that he was more error-prone
(although he might have been): it might just mean that for some reason his
work got more attention than others’ whose errors were, for reasons unknown,
allowed to stand. We cannot assume that stop-press correction was evenly
applied across the whole of a book. Thompson and Taylor are non-committal
on whether W.W. Greg was right that for at least the first scene the copy for
Q2 was Ql1, which is argued from the switch to indented speech-prefixes at the
same point. They also discuss the small influence of Q3 or Q4 on F. Regarding
“The first folio’, the editors note that the press variants in Hamlet present no
difficult choices: the only substantive correction was from an impossible
reading to a correct one. The big question is the relationship of Q2 to F,
which Thompson and Taylor give a tightly condensed summary of without
committing themselves.

In “The quartos and folios after 1623’ Thompson and Taylor make the point
that in all the early printings there are just two lines of descent: from Q2 and
from F1. Nobody reprinted Q1 and not until Rowe 1709 did anyone try to
bring these lines together. Then begins a section labelled rather like a street-
sign warning ‘MODERN EDITORS AT WORK’. Here Thompson and
Taylor explore John Dover Wilson’s book on the texts of the play, which they
consider foundational for all subsequent editions, including their predecessor
Jenkins’s. They clearly distance themselves from Philip Edwards’s notorious
claims that ‘The nearer we get to the stage, the further we are getting from
Shakespeare’ (p. 493) and from Graham Holderness and Bryan Loughrey’s
Shakespearean Originals edition, which they rightly dismiss as shoddy and
intellectually confused. A section on “The Multiple Text’ gives another good
example of how conflation of Q2 and F puts together mutually incompatible
material. Regarding Hamlet’s motivation for trying to be reconciled with
Laertes, the Folio has Hamlet realize that they have both lost a father, while
Q2 has Hamlet told that his mother wishes a reconciliation; put these together
and you lose the reason for the lord telling Hamlet his mother wishes
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it (p. 498 n. 1). In the section ‘A Common Position?” Thompson and Taylor
report that most people accept that Q2’s copy was foul papers, although the
evidence is contested by those who think such things impossible to tell. The
editors do an impressive job in summarizing why some people base their
editions on Q2 and some on F: it is because the former group think there was
just one holograph and it was the foul paper copy for Q2, while the latter think
that Shakespeare himself made the fair copy (of own his foul papers),
incorporating his own revisions, which was the basis for F, and that thus there
were two holographs. This is putting it rather baldly, but Thompson and
Taylor are subtle in their making of such generalizations and their remarks
have the great benefit of clarifying the situation. They provide stemmata
for the competing theories of textual transmission that they summarize
(pp. 502-5), and end tongue-in-cheekily with a stemma for Holderness and
Loughrey’s view, which names the three early printings but puts no lines
between them (p. 505).

In ‘Our procedures as editors of Hamlet’ the key point is that “We do not
feel that there is any clinching evidence to render definitive any of the
competing theories outlined above’ (p. 507). However, they do think Q1
derives from performance rather than being an early draft, and therefore its
faulty readings may be correctable by looking at Q2 or F, whereas if it were an
early draft that would not be the case. Q2 they find most likely to be based on
foul papers. F is tricky, but essentially they buy the theory that Shakespearian
revisions of his play are in it and hence, they argue, there are two Hamlers:
before and after this revision (p. 509). Or rather there are three Hamlets, since
QI is so unlike the other two, and hence their three-text edition. Thompson
and Taylor admit that they can see the logic of a Q2-based conflated edition,
but they modestly disclaim the ability to do such a thing better than Harold
Jenkins managed for his Arden2 edition of twenty-five years ago, which would
hardly be worth repeating. In ‘Editorial Principles’ Thompson and Taylor sum
up their conservatism, and their willingness to look beyond their copy-text to
the other two in each case where they are reasonably sure there is error, which
is the only time they will emend at all. They say they do not assume any
particular kind of copy underlying each of the three texts for this purpose of
emendation, and indeed as far as I can see they never do (p. 510).

In the event Thompson and Taylor make 128 substantive emendations to
dialogue in Q2 (p. 511). Once you accept, as they do, that there may have
been two holograph manuscripts in existence—one underlying Q2 and one
underlying F—then the need to stick to your copy-text becomes much greater.
That is to say, with only one originating holograph, differences between Q2
and F can only occur where at least one of the two is in error, but with two
originating holographs, differences can occur solely because Shakespeare
changed his mind and hence you are dealing with two equally valid versions
(p. 514). At this point Thompson and Taylor make some penetrating criticisms
of the editions by Jenkins (Arden2), G.R. Hibbard (Oxford Shakespeare), and
Wells and Taylor (Oxford Complete Works), showing that ‘rules’ intended to
help recover a single, lost archetypal text (whether the play as first written
or as first performed) can lead editors to emend far more freely than the state
of the evidence would justify. Thompson and Taylor explain that, because of
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their ‘default position’ in respect of the theory of textual transmission, where
they find they have to emend Q2, F’s reading is given more weight than Q1’s.
For fixing Q1, F is a better authority than Q2, and for fixing F, Q2 is a better
authority than Q1. If turning to one of the two other texts does not much help,
they fall back on their own knowledge to find a likelier reading (p. 517). They
also explain their slight deviation from Arden practice regarding lineation
when they have three short lines from different speakers that could be joined
up as blank verse in two ways: they always join the first two lines as verse and
leave the third short (p. 518). They end on punctuation, saying that they have
tried to reflect the differences in density and type of pointing in their three
texts but doubt that much success can be had in that regard while also sticking
to modern rules of grammar (pp. 518-22). This section closes with tables of
press variants in the three early printings and of compositor stints (pp. 523-9)
and of Jenkins’s emendations drawn from F in his Q2-based Arden2 edition
(pp. 530-2).

The third appendix covers ‘Editorial Conventions and Sample Passages’,
explaining that the Q2 edition’s textual notes routinely collate Q1’s variants
from Q2 (when they are close, otherwise Q1 is ignored) and F’s variants from
Q2, and indicate all this edition’s departures from its Q2 copy. However, their
QI edition’s textual notes only record departures from copy—they do not
routinely collate Q2 and F—and their F edition’s textual notes likewise
only record departures from copy, not routinely collating Q1 and Q2. Here
(pp. 535-6) Thompson and Taylor explain how to read a collation, and
although a reader who has got this far probably has general knowledge in this
regard, this book has innovations that need special explanation. Appendix 4
discusses ‘The Act Division at 3.4/4.1°. No early text gives Gertrude an exit
after Hamiet lugs off the body of murdered Polonius, so why make a scene
break? This mini-essay surveys all the editors’ arguments before admitting that
pragmatism and convenience of reference make Thompson and Taylor stick,
in their Q2 edition (the one most readers will use), with this division that they
think wrong. In their Folio text, they feel free to start Act IV with Ophelia’s
mad scene, traditionally IV.iv. It is hard not to read this as sticking to your
principles only where it does not matter, because so few people are expected to
read the second volume. In the fifth appendix, on casting, the usual rules reveal
that eight men and three boys could perform any of the three texts of Hamlet.
There is a fairly lengthy and interesting discussion of thematic doubling here,
and it ends with keen insights. For all their differences, Q1, Q2 and F call for
the same doubling, and in all three not only cannot Hamlet and Gertrude
double (at least not without real awkwardness), but also Horatio cannot.
Is that, ask Thompson and Taylor, because he has to be ‘an ever-fixed” and
unchanging anchor? The last appendix is on music; the original being lost,
there is only later music to survey.

Because of the way Thompson and Taylor have organized their work, there
is much less to say about the second volume of their Hamlet edition, which
provides the QI and Folio versions. The introduction runs to just thirty-nine
pages, and there is much referring back to the Q2 volume: you need it to read
this one. This volume has the stage history for Q1 but not for F, since the latter
is part of the stage history of the conflated text. The commentary notes are not
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exhaustive: they only discuss differences from Q2, and so are much fuller for
Q1 than for F because F is not that different from Q2. Textual notes are given
only where Q1 or F is departed from, or where a commentary note has
mentioned a Q1/Q2/F difference, in which case there is no supporting textual
note. There is little point this reviewer going through Thompson and Taylor’s
Q1 with a fine-tooth comb, since they simply stick to Q1 except where it is
indefensible, and where it is indefensible they turn to F and then Q2 and then
their own efforts. A couple of moments stand out, however. Thompson and
Taylor print Hamlet’s ‘when we’re awaked | And borne before an everlasting
judge’ (7.118-19) where Q1 has ‘wee awake’. This comes from Richard
Proudfoot’s deduction that ‘wer awakd’ in the manuscript underlying QI
could, by misreading of -r as -e and -d as -e, have made the compositor set Q1’s
‘wee awake’. The alternative, if one sticks with QI’s ‘we awake’, is to add ‘are’
before ‘borne’. Blurring their own boundaries slightly, the editors have Hamlet
say “This is miching mallecho. That means mischief’ (9.84-5) where Q1 ends
the line ‘my chief’. Thompson and Taylor comment that ‘mischief” ‘does seem
more appropriate’, but in fact appropriateness was not the criterion they set
out to apply: they were going to emend only where Q1 seems wrong, and
there’s nothing wrong with ‘That means my chief’, for as Kathleen Irace
pointed out it can be a reference to the King.

The edited Folio text begins immediately after the edited Q1 text, and the
only thing to note is the occasional emendation that seems a matter of literary
choice rather than necessity of sense. For example, there is ‘blasting his
wholesome brother’ (ITLiv.65) where F reads ‘blasting his wholesome breath’
which makes sense, especially if ‘his’ is emphasized to mean ‘the other one’s’.
Thompson and Taylor’s ‘we prefer this reading’ seems both pleonastic and out
of line with their principle of eschewing mere taste. Likewise the King’s
comment on mad Ophelia is ‘How long has she been this’ in the Folio
(IV.i.66), which does not demand Thompson and Taylor’s emendation to
‘been thus’, as they tacitly admit when they write that F ‘may be an error’.
Having promised to ‘retain in both texts readings that seem to us to make
sense’ (p. 5), they seem on the odd occasion to set the much higher bar for
retaining control text readings: do they seem appropriate and are not the
alternatives preferable?

For her Arden3 edition of Much Ado About Nothing, Claire McEachern
strikes an unconventional note at the start of her 144-page introduction: ‘This
edition treats the play as a literary text, not a script...” (p. 2). Her point is that
theatre people get to make choices each time they do the play while the editor
has to keep multiple options open at once. A third of the introduction is taken
up with ‘Building a Play: Sources and Contexts’, which is entirely concerned
with the source prose narratives and (somewhat refreshingly) with character
criticism, although there is sociological criticism too, taking in hierarchy,
caste, and patriarchy. A section on ‘Structure and Style’ analyses the time
scheme of the plots and the orchestration (4 la Emrys Jones) of the scenes,
especially the fact that we know Borachio is taken almost as soon as the trap is
sprung, yet we have to go on and watch Claudio’s denunciation of Hero take
its effect. This is all surprisingly old-fashioned—even the phrase ‘organic
structure’ appears (p. 59)—and yet handled with fresh interest in gender
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and psychology. McEachern makes an assertion about the frequency of the
word ‘man’ and its cognates that I cannot confirm. She claims that within
Shakespeare’s plays Much Ado About Nothing has the highest count of these
words, then 4s You Like It, then Twelfth Night (p. 59). Running a search for
‘man’ OR ‘men’ OR ‘mankind’ OR ‘manned’ through Chadwyck-Healey’s
electronic version of the Cambridge edition of 1863-9 produced a rank
order of Coriolanus (248 hits), then Timon of Athens (145 hits), Much Ado
About Nothing (141 hits), 2 Henry IV (117 hits), As You Like It (113 hits)
and another four plays ahead of Twelfth Night (83 hits). One would need to
know what Richard Proudfoot, McEachern’s source, counted as cognate
words, and which edition(s) he was counting from, in order to check this claim
properly.

There is an odd failure of general editing on page 60, where are repeated a
number of details from page 12: Margaret’s gossip on the Duchess of Milan’s
gown, Benedick’s trip to the barbers, and a mention of Claudio’s uncle, all said
to be ‘quotidian’ particulars in what reads like incomplete reworking of the
text. Old-fashioned commentary emerges again with “The overall effect .. .is of
balance, symmetry and temperance, shadows in light, and light breaking
through shadows’ (p. 62), and also old-fashioned is McEachern’s habitual use
of Shakespearian phrases in her own sentences (“The best in this kind...’
p. 63). The section on ‘Staging Much Ado’ makes a departure from normal
practice: “This account will not rehearse the chronological stage history of the
play per se...” (p. 80). What we get instead is a list of certain moments where
staging makes a difference to meaning, and details of productions that made
those changes, all outlined somewhat chaotically. Here too is repetition of
points made elsewhere in the introduction: that Don John may be given a
motive by being made to look longingly at Hero, and that his bastardy would
have already been hinted at by his envy and melancholy before being explicitly
stated in IV.i. McEachern claims that the play was first performed at the
Curtain and perhaps the Globe (pp. 110-11) without stating reasons for
believing this. She also states without reason that the playhouse heavens, if
there was one, did not cover all the stage (p. 111). There is a long sentence here
(‘For instance, the editorial controversy . . . in successive locations’, p. 111) that
seems to get lost in its detours and never completes its main thought, unless the
subject is ‘the editorial controversy’ and the predicate appears sixty words later
as ‘has posed problems for productions’, which seems unlikely.

By contrast, the section called ‘Criticism’ manages to deal with this in under
seven pages. Of greater interest to this review is the section “Text” (pp. 125-44)
which starts with McEachern speculating (and cites Peter Blayney as agreeing)
that the sales of plays in 1599-1600 helped fund the Globe building. In fact at
the point cited in Blayney’s essay, page 386, he rejects the financial argument
entirely—the sums involved are too piddling—and says that the sales were
more likely made to get print publicity for the opening of the new theatre.
McEachern thinks that the fact that a bookseller had Love’s Labour’s Won in
his stock in 1603, while Much Ado About Nothing was already out under its
own name, means that Love’s Labour’s Won (as identified by Francis Meres)
cannot be an alternative title for Much Ado About Nothing. Since she has
already mentioned Much Ado About Nothing going under the name Beatrice
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and Benedick, and since lots of other plays had alternative titles, this point
should not be stated quite so definitely. McEachern gives the standard New
Bibliographical arguments for the manuscript underlying the 1600 quarto of
Much Ado About Nothing being ‘foul papers” light punctuation, indefinite
stage directions, ghost characters, and variant speech prefixes (p. 129). On the
same page she outlines the standard New Bibliographical route from ‘foul
papers’ to ‘promptbook’ (‘a bookkeeper...who presumably would have
regularized the text with respect to stage directions’) and draws on
F.P. Wilson’s argument that the presence of actors’ names indicates authorial
copy for a printing. None of this is exactly the latest thinking on these topics,
and noticeably there is not a scrap of New Textualism cited in this book: no
William B. Long, no Paul Werstine. The glance at Wilson is especially
pointless: he was writing in 1942, even before Greg’s famous disquisition on
the topic in his 1955 book The Shakespeare First Folio.

The Folio Much Ado About Nothing is a reprint of an annotated Q so it has
no authority except in those annotations. The name of Jack Wilson in the
Folio entry direction for I1iii ‘must be presumed to be derived from a
theatrical document’ (p. 130). Why? McEachern has just laid out the case for
the opposite—that the name must come from the author not the prompter—in
respect of other performers’ names in Q and the reader is bound to ask why
this performer’s name cannot have got into F the same way. Only after one has
established that the annotation of the copy of Q used to make F was from a
promptbook (rather than, say, a fresh look at authorial papers) would it be
certain that something not in Q but in F, Wilson’s name, came from the
promptbook. McEachern sums up her excursus into Q with ‘So, while the odds
are that the Quarto of Much Ado may depart in minor ways from its ‘foul
papers’ copy, this is in all likelihood mainly at the level of insignificant detail’
(p. 132). In fact she has dealt not at all with the question of Simmes’s
compositor A’s reliability, for that is the key point here, and it depends on
seeing what the man did when setting from known copy. We have such
evidence because Simmes’s compositor A seems to have set Q2 Richard I from
Q1 Richard II, and this Charlton Hinman addressed, remarking that the real
trouble is that this man made mistakes we cannot detect without access to
copy: ‘it is characteristic of this man’s work that it usually makes sense, and so
is not obviously corrupt, even when it does not follow its original’. For this
reason the quarto of Much Ado About Nothing probably has ‘a good many
small verbal errors” and ‘a considerable number of minor departures from his
copy’ (Much Ado About Nothing, 1600, p. xvii). McEachern misrepresents
Hinman on this point by taking off his emphasis and quoting him as saying
that this man’s work is ‘not obviously corrupt, even when it does not follow its
original’ (p. 132).

McEachern toys with the idea of providing multiple-choice stage directions
to avoid being prescriptive about the action (p. 133). She anticipates that
her giving of the ‘stop your mouth’ line to Leonato (as in Q and F) rather
than Benedick (as in virtually all editions since Theobald’s in 1733) will be the
most controversial choice of this edition, and she gives a defence of doing so
(pp. 136-7). McEachern explains why she has excised Innogen, wife to
Leonato (pp. 138-40), and her following of Stanley Wells regarding the speech
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prefixes in the masked dance in I1.i where changing prefixes in Q have made
editors suppose the dance involves changing partners (pp. 140-1). McEachern
defends her leaving the speech prefixes for the Watch in IIl.iii and IV.ii as
indeterminate as Q has them (pp. 141-2), and her following Q regarding who
sings the epitaph to Hero in the tomb scene: ‘A lord’ as Q has it, not Claudio
as editors have often emended it to (pp. 142-3). She follows Q in having
Leonato give the mystery woman away even though he told Antonio to do it,
so that instead of Shakespeare forgetting what he had written, McEachern
imagines Leonato forgetting what he had said and stepping in to run things.
Summing up, she says her text ‘[tries] to have as much confidence in Q as
possible’ (pp. 143-4).

Turning to the text of McEachern’s edition, she is oddly prone to record in
the collation unimportant alterations of spelling, punctuation, and spacing
that she has made, which most people would consider mere modernizing that
could be done silently. For example: ‘1.3.29 plain-dealing ] (plain dealing),
Rowe’, ‘1.3.33 meantime ] (mean time)’, and ‘1.3.52 March chick ] (March-
chicke)’, ‘2.1.67 mannerly-modest ] (manerly modest), Theobald’. These
italicized parentheses presumably mean what they meant in Thompson and
Taylor’s Hamlet edition: a noteworthy spelling in the copy-text is given in the
parentheses and followed by an indication of other editions that share this
noteworthy spelling (if no comma after the closing parenthesis) or which use
the lemma spelling (if there is a comma after the closing parenthesis).
However, there is nothing in the edition explaining this convention to the
reader. As well as recording with excessive zeal her modernizations of spelling,
McEachern also records regularizing of speech prefixes, so that to explain
giving speeches to Don Pedro she collates: “2.1.76+ SP | Capell (D. Pe), Pedro
¢’. But who else but Don Pedro could be meant by Q’s ‘Pedro’?

An example of McEachern sticking with Q even when it is hard to make
sense of is her printing ‘[CLAUDIO] We'll fit the kid-fox with a pennyworth’
(I1.111.40) where most editors point out that a baby fox is not a kid but a cub
and that Benedick is not young enough to be called any kind of infant. Thus
most editors emend to ‘hid-fox’, meaning one who thinks he is cunningly
concealed, as Benedick does. At IV.ii.1 n. McEachern discusses the use of
actors’ names in speech prefixes in this scene and contradicts what she wrote
earlier (p. 129) about them: “The original SPs throughout this scene, which
denote actors’ (or intended actors’) names, betray the marks of the play’s
composition, and perhaps that the copy-text that served as the basis for Q was
a promptbook used in the theatre (and hence puzzled over by a compositor)’.
If actors® names can come from the author or the book-keeper (as the point
about the promptbook seems to say) then their presence cannot help decide
what the copy was, yet on page 129 she claimed they were a sign in favour of
authorial papers and against promptbook.

McEachern retains Q’s reading by having Leonato say ‘and stroke his beard
| And sorrow; wag, cry “hem”, when he should groan, | Patch grief...’
(V.i.15-17). Commonly editors accept Edward Capell’s emendation to ‘Bid
sorrow, wag’, meaning ‘say: sorrow be gone!’, since ‘bid’ could be misread as
‘and’. McEachern surveys a few critical responses in her note, but essentially
she gives up: ‘This edition retains Q’s wording on the grounds of its
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intelligibility, emotional descriptiveness, and rhythm’. She does not actually
tell the reader what she thinks it means and she gives no paraphrase of the
whole sentence, although she does gloss ‘wag’ as ‘play the wag’ so presumably
she thinks the meaning is ‘and stroke his beard, stroke his sorrow, play the
wag, and cough with embarrassment to cover his misery’. Only one appendix
follows the text of the play, and in it McEachern counts the minimum casting
requirement as thirteen adult actors and four boys.

The third Arden Shakespeare edition published in 2006 is Juliet
Dusinberre’s 4s You Like It. Dusinberre begins her 142-page introduction
by noting that the play’s title may come from Chaucer’s The Wife of Bath's
Tale, before moving into general thematic comments and her claim that the
first performance was at court on Shrove Tuesday, 20 February 1599, where
an epilogue discovered by William Ringler and Steven May in 1972 replaced
the familiar one by Rosalind. (Dusinberre’s 2003 article on these matters
was reviewed in YWES 84[2005].) In a section called ‘Fictions of Gender’
Dusinberre offers a stage history from composition to now, but not for the
whole play just for Rosalind, then again for Celia, Orlando, Phoebe and
Audrey, and in one called ‘The Forest of Arden’ she gives thematic material
and a stage history of the forest. For Dusinberre, the play is essentially about,
and written for, the Elizabethan court and she is almost entirely silent on
its early performances before the public. Thus her section ‘Early Foresters’
is about the court milieu and the earl of Essex, and another called ‘Realms
of Gold” explores Shakespeare’s biographical and artistic connections with
Thomas Lodge, Philip Sidney, Sir John Harington and Rabelais. While
Dusinberre treats these matters with rich and wide knowledge, she would seem
to be hanging a great weight on the slender thread of the discovered epilogue
that she thinks so important. That accepted, her criticism of the pastoral mode
and her handling of historical context are superb. One small objection: the
stage and screen achievements of the celebrated actor Roy Kinnear are
understated by Dusinberre describing him merely as ‘a television comedian’
(p. 110). In a section called ‘“A Speaking Picture”: Readers and Painters’
Dusinberre argues that the play is a readerly text as much as a theatrical one:
she accepts Lukas Erne’s argument in this regard. Occasionally her phrasing is
awkward, as when she comments on the Stationers’ Register order of 1600 that
‘a quarto must have been available to print’ (p. 115). She means of course that
a manuscript must have been available from which a quarto could have
been made.

Dusinberre devotes twenty pages to the ‘Text’ (pp. 120-39). She summarizes
Blayney’s interpretation of the staying order of 1600 and the various
arguments for why the play was stayed: too satirical and topically Essexian
in suggesting a kind of court-in-exile, and so needing further authority,
perhaps? However, on this she draws no conclusion and offers no new
evidence or interpretation. Dusinberre gives Hinman'’s attribution of the Folio
compositors (B, C, and D) and says that work is ongoing, mentioning an essay
by Don McKenzie from 1984 and another by Jeff Masten from 1997. This is
hardly where things stand on this topic, and these essays are not especially
relevant: in the former McKenzie merely shows that one cannot tell much
from the spacing around punctuation, and the latter is a historically
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contextualizing argument that the effort to identify compositors by their habits
took off in America in the 1950s as an unacknowledged outcome of the effort
to identify undeclared homosexuals by theirs.

On page 126 Dusinberre makes a considerable gaffe in asserting that ‘Plays
for the public theatre in Shakespeare’s time were not divided into acts and
scenes’. Even if she means only that there were no act intervals this is untrue
for the later part of Shakespeare’s career, and as we shall see below Grace
Toppolo gives reason to believe that, from the start, plays were usually divided
into acts, at least conceptually if not in performance; the division into scenes is
always implied by clearings of the stage. Dusinberre gets her view of the
copy underlying the Folio text (our only authority) of As You Like It directly
from the Textual Companion to the Oxford Complete Works, calling it ‘a fair-
copy transcript based on a book-keeper’s theatrical copy’, and repeats the
usual saws about regularity of speech prefixes indicating scribal rather than
authorial manuscript (p. 127) and that a book-keeper would have been
punctilious about regularizing exit directions (p. 128). A few exit directions are
missing in F, says Dusinberre, but she does not address this evidence’s
contradiction of her assumption that the copy was theatrical. Or rather, she
admits only that this ‘could easily occur in a transcript from authorial papers
but would be less likely in a theatrical copy’ (p. 128), which is unhelpfully
vague on the point of whether she thinks the omission was in the transcription
process or the thing that was being transcribed. Dusinberre makes but does
not follow up the suggestion that the value of private manuscript copies (made
for friends and patrons) was deliberately kept high by not printing the play
in 1600.

Dusinberre offers a peculiarly pointless reproduction of a page from F and
while attempting to treat it bibliographically she repeatedly meanders into
merely literary criticism. Having acknowledged that spelling and punctuation
are not likely to be the dramatist’s, Dusinberre nonetheless gives a literary-
critical reading of some examples. Bizarrely, she wonders if an actor’s omission
of the comma pause in the phrase ‘do not, Phoebe’ led Shakespeare to think of
making ‘Phoebe’ a verb (pp. 131-2). The obvious retorts are that Shakespeare
hardly needed a hint to do that, and that he probably wrote the whole thing
before any actor got a chance to make or omit that pause. The fact that F
omits that comma is, as Dusinberre has already admitted, nothing to the point
so why bother discussing it? Dusinberre accepts Ross Duffin’s argument that
“Then sing him home; the rest shall bear the burden’ printed in the song in IV.ii
is not actually a line in the song but a line spoken about the song by Jaques
(p. 132-4). Here Dusinberre offers some speculation about the spelling of
‘Deare’ in IV.ii which Richard Proudfoot suggests might come from a different
copy-text from the rest of the play, which never spells it that way, but
Dusinberre is not convinced: compositor C or Shakespeare might be the
source of the spelling (p. 134).

There follows yet more on the spelling of ‘deare’ in the play but since
Dusinberre has already accepted that we cannot know where spellings come
from it is hard to understand why she thinks the topic is worth exploring.
Likewise with a discussion of the ‘boisterous’ (spelt ‘boysterous’) letter from
Phoebe that Silvius hands to Rosalind-as-Ganymede in IV.iii. This spelling


























































































































