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PREFACE

Throughout the centuries since Shakespeare lived,
scholars have delved 1nto almost every concelvable aspect of
his 1life and work, and the age which produced them. But, in
splte of the vast amount of research that has been done, many
lmportant areas remain underdeveloped or sublect to further
investlgation. One such fleld 1s the provinclal travels of
the company of actors with which Shakespeare was assoclagted
and the problems that these tours involved. Several works,

including J. T. Murray's Epglish Dramatic Companies, Sir E. K.
Chambers's The Elizabethan Stage, A: Thaler's serles of articles

on travelling players, and Glynne Wickham's Eagrly Epgzlish
Stages, ocontaln valuable examinations of aspeots of provinecial
dramatic activity and are baslc to any examination of this
subject. The need that exlsts 18 to collect the various view-
points on the travels and texts of the Shakespearean company.
To achleve the goal of a comprehensive look at the many con-
slderatlions of the travelling company is the aim of this study.
For ald in making this project a reality, this writer wishes
to express particular gratitude to two individuals: Dr, Charles
E. Walton, through whose 1nsp1ration and advice the study took
shape; and Dr. June Morgan, whose efforts and suggestlons
proved invaluable in bringing it to a conclusion.

July, 1965 D. E. T,

Emporla, Kansas
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CHAPTER I
CONDITIONS AFFECTING LONDON DRAMA COMPANIES, 1591-1600

How chances it they travel?
(Hamlet, II.11,343)

An occupational hazard of the Elizabethan and Jacobean
dramatic companies working in London was their proneness to
controversy, By the nature of thelr chosen profession, players
often became obJects of severe attack and abuse from various
elements of society., Many merchants resented the theatre be-
cause their apprentices left their work to attend., Puritans
heartily disapproved of the stage on moral grounds, and they
ominously pointed out that such activity had helped to lead
to the downfall of Rome., City administrators viewed theatres
as abettors to disease and riot, As a result of this many-
8ilded oriticism, actors had a precarious existence in London,
and, when conditions became critical and officials banned per-
formances altogether, players had no recourse but to leave the
city and perform in the provinces. Even the most prominent
companles of the day were not exempt from the reverses of
fortune which seemed to take place all too often. Among these
groups was the Strange-Chamberlain Company, the organization
of which Shakespeare was a member., A close scrutiny of their
activity during the years 1591-1600 reveals the instability

of their profession,
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By the year 1590, the stage had already had several
decades of government control. Since dramatic presentation
throughout its early history in England had been basically
religious in nature, plays came in for condemnation first
during the reign of Henry VIII, because of their differences

with the Anglicanism the king was trying to establish.l

Early
in her reign in 1559, Queen Elizabeth made a definite procla-
mation on the control of drama. She delegated censorship
responsibilities to local officials, the municipal officers in
towns and Lord Lieutenants and Justices of the Peace in shires.>
The specific order to these men was that matters of religion
and reflection on the government should not be handled in
plays, an order rationalized by the idea that theée toplcs

were appropriate only to men of authority and should not be
presented before a common audience.’ Until about 1570, the
1559 Proclamation was frequently broken, since no one as yet
was really sure of the need for such censorship.4 Thereafter,
however, the law was more stringently enforced.

During the 1570's, the government established many
additional controls over the drama, A law of 1572 called for

lGlynne Wickham, Early English Stages, II, 149.

2V1rginia C. Gildersleeve, Government Regulation of the
Elizabethan Drama, p. l4. ‘

JWickham, op. cit., II, 76.

—

4oc. cit.
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the licensing of all companies by at least two Justices of the
Peace in every shire-.5 The authorities created this law to
control the vagabonds that were numerous throughout the country-
side, and with whom many players were associated., In legal
terms, any actor who was not attached to some nobleman was a
vagabond or stroller, subjlect to punishment by law.6 In 1574,
the Master of the Revels, an official of the royal household,
firgt assumed regulatory powers over plays, other than court
performances, by virtue of a provision in a royal patent to
Leicester's Players to the effect that throughout the kingdom
they could perform only those plays approved by the Master.7
This power was extended in 1581 to the necessity of obtaining
the Master's approval on all plays and players, a provision
which was, however, more extensive in theory than actual
practice.8 Yet, the act set a clear precedent for ever-
tightening control over plays, and from it the government gained
the opportunity to overrule local authorities in the power
they had gained in 1559.

On December 6, 1574, the City Council of London acted
to regulate plays more than ever before, Stating that plays

gave rise to the assembling of disorderly crowds and were

53ir E. K. Chambers, The Ellzabethan Stage, IV, 270-27T1.

6Al1fred Hart, "Did Shakespeare Produce His Own Plays?"
MLR, XXXVI (April, 1941), 175.

7G11dersleeve, op. cit., p. 16,
81bid., p. 17.
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prone to immoral activities, the Council threatened actors and
innkeepers alike with fines and imprisonment for ". . . anie
wourdes, examples, or doynges of anle vnchastitie, sedicion,
nor suche lyke vnfytt and vncomelye matter."9 As a result,
the players set up thelr theatres ouiside of London, where they
were under the jurisdiction of more lenient county justices.lo

There was, in fact, a great division in attitude toward
the theatre among the governing bodies themselves., The London
City Councll grew to oppose play performance, chiefly on the
grounds given in their 1574 Act--that plays attracted low=life
characters and led to misconduct, and, to a lesser extent,
that they were sinful in nature.ll The Privy Council, oén the
other hand, supported theatrical performances as long as there
were proper restraints, the Maaster of the Revels belng in
charge of imposing these regulations. The Privy Council,
which represented the Queen, had two basic reasons for backing
the drama: first, plays were a favorite court entertainment,
and performers needed the opportunity to keep in practice;
second, the companies were under the patronage of lords whom

the government did not want to offend.12

9Chambers, op. cit., IV, 274,
10cnambers, William Shakespeare, I, 29-30.

1lgi1dersieeve, op. cit., p. 178.
12y ickham, op. cit., II, 86.
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Throughout the 1580's, this disagreement between the

City and Privy Councils became more and more bitter. In 1582,
the Privy Council relented enough to ban plays on Sundays and
Holy Days until after evenlng prayer, but no one enforced this
order untll after Sunday, January 13, 1583, when part of the
bear-baiting structure at Paris Garden collapsed, killing
several spectators and injuring others. After this incident,
Lord Burghley, in a letter to the Lord Mayor of London, agreed
that all "prophane assemblies' should be prohibited on the
Sabbath.13 The incldent was generally attributed to a working
of God's wrath.

An incident of 1589 further illustrates the general
animosity of the City fathers toward plays., During the Martin
Marprelate controversy, the Lord Mayor specifically denied
the Admiral's and the Strange's Men the right to perform. The
Strange's Men disobeyed the order and played on the same after-
noon of the ban at Cross Keys Inn. For thelr deflance, part
of the actors went to jail.la Ag a result of the Marprelate
affair, which involved a Puritan attack upon the established
church, the Star Chamber suggested a compromise measure in which
"some fytt persone well learned in Divinity," a representative

of the Lord Mayor, and the Master of the Revels should unite

13Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 292,

41014, p. 305.
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to examine plays.15 The plan, if tried, did not work out, as
the Master of the Revels consistently increased his power, and
the church soon lost all official control over the drama.16

Thus, by the decade of the 1590's, the theatre was the
object of conflicting opinions among officials., But the pro-
tests agalnst the stage were more deeply entrenched in certain
elements of society than in those who actually had the power
to act agalnst the theatre., Chief among the critics of plays
and actors were the Puritans. They were vigorous in their
opposition as early as the 1570's, and their protests grew
until the stage was outlawed in 1642, Their attack on the
theatre was based on the grounds that (1) it was a waste of
time and money, (2) it was sinful and contributed to vice,
(3) acting was a form of lying because one portrayed something
he was not, and (4) playing of women's parts by men was specif-
ically prohibited by the Bible in Deuteronomy XXII.S.17

The advocates of the Puritan position made thelr feel=-
ings against plays known to the public through & wide circula=-
tion of pamphlets. It is impossible to enumerate all of the
accusations made in these publicatlons, but the writings of one

51p1d., p. 306.
16yicihem, op. cit., II, 88.
1TWi111am A. Ringler, Jr., "Hamlet's Defense of the

Players," Essays on Shakespeare and Elizabethan Drama in Honor
of Hardin Craig, p. 202.
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particularly articulate man, Stephen Gosson, illustrate the
general trend of Puritan thought.

Gosson was himself a onetime poet, actor, dramatist,
and satirist, but he became a Puritan preacher and took every
opportunity to rail at the folly of his youthful vocatlons.
His condemnation of the stage in the essay "The Schoole of
Abuse, " published in 1579, is particularly pointed. About

the effect of the players on the audience, Gosson states:

o . l@he playeré] abroche straunge consortes of mel-
ody, to tickle the ear; costly apparel to flatter the
sight; effemlnate sesture, to ravish the sence; agg
wanton speach to whet desire too lnordinate lust.

Gosson also disapproved of the activities of the audlience itself:

In our assemblles at playes in London, you shall see
suche ytching and shouldring, too sitte by women; Such
care for thelr garments, that they bee not trode on:
Such eyes to their lappes, that no chippes light in
them: Such plllows to their backs that they take no
hurt . . . Such ticking, such toying, such smiling, such
winking, and such manning them home, when the sportes
are ended, that 1t is a right Comedie, to marke their
behaviour . . . Not that any filthynesse in deede, 1is
committed within the compasse of that grounde, as was
doone 1in Rome, but that every wanton and his Paramour,
every man and his Mistresse, every John and his Joan,
every knave and his queane, are there first acquathed
and cheapen the merchandise in that place . . .

The fact that a poor actor could at least give the appearance

of belng successful also disturbed Gosson:

188tephen Gosson, The Schoole of Abuse, p. 32.



8

Overlashing in apparel 1s so common & fault, that the
very hyerlings of some of our Players, which stand at
reversion of vi s, by the weeke, iet under Gentlemens
noses in sutes of silke, exercising themselves too
prating on the stage, and common scoffing when they
come abrode, where they look askance over the shoulder
at eveg% man, of whom the sunday before they begged an
almes,

Naturally, the proponents of the theatre responded with
arguments for thelr point of view, Thomas Lodge answered
Gosson's essay with "A Reply in Defence of Poetry Musick and
Stage Plays" in 1580, In the pamphlet, Lodge admitted that

there were some abuses of the stage, but defended it on the

grounds of 1its potentlal to be a force for good:

« « o« 1 say 1f the style were changed the practice would
profit. and sure I thinke our theaters fit . . . if our
poetea will nowe become seuere, and for prophane things
write of vertue: you I hope shoulde see a reformed
state in those thinges, which I feare me yf they were
not, thglidle hedded commones would work more mis-
chiefe,

Arguments In the vein of Gosson and Lodge were frequent
ocourrences, Ringler suggests that the controversy may have
been an Iincentive for Shakespeare to include in Hamlet the
two scenes with the travelling players.22 A. common' argument .
in drama's favor was that plays showed man the folly of evil

ways and helped him to sense his own gullt. Shakespeare did

201p1d., p. 39.
2l Thomas Lodge, Complete Works, I, 41,
22Ringler, op. ¢it., p. 207,
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use this i1dea in Hamlet, but, as Ringler further points out,
he did not come to the same conclusion in the end. Claudius
does not reform despite his realization of wrongdoing, but
goes on to contemplate further murder.23

In all such arguments about the theatre, the Puritans
had a decided advantage. Their argument was based upon Biblical
injunction and was reinforeced by sermons to which many people
were subjected, There was no such incentive for the public to
listen to scholars or literary figures who argued for plays on
thelir classical authority.24

Tradesmen were another large group who had some reason
to protest agalnst the stage. They were concerned about their
apprentices' leaving their work to attend the theatre. Since
plays were presented in the afternoon at a time when most of
the regular audience should have been working, this charge
had a real basils 1n-fact.25 In addition, masters had a respon-
sibllity to their apprentices to provide them with moral, as
well as technical train1n3.26 The employers were certainly
aware that, besides whatever questionable portirayals might be

made on the stage, a greater danger lay in the too frequent

231p14., p. 211.
24Wicxham, op. cit., II, 112.
25a1fred Harbage, Shakespeare's Audience, p. 67.

26y, H. Curtis, "Hlucation and Apprenticeship," Shakespears
Survey, XVII (1964), 70,
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riots, which took place at the playhouses. The physical
accommodations of the theatre added to this danger. Since
many people stood, rather than sat, during the performance,
and since they tended to be In a hollday mood besides, minor
Jostling sometimes led to major uproara.27 Apprentices were
most frequently involved in these riots, many of which had
additional, deeper causes.

Cne of the greatest reasons for argument against plays
on the part of the merchant class was economic in origin. The
players in London grew rich on money which otherwise might -
have filled the shopkeepers' own coffers .28 Further, the
theatre traffic brought ocrowds to certain districts at the
expense of others. The one economic group which supported
plays wholeheartedly was the watermen, who profited greatly
from ferrying people to and from the playhouses.29

One may clearly observe that, because of the groups
having reason adamantly to oppose the stage, the London com-
panies had an unstable existence. They did, however, have the
support of the most important element of all, the crown and
lords, and this friendshlp was usually enough to offset most
of the eritics. Thus, 1t was worthwhile and profitable for

a company to base itself in London and hope for a troublefree

2TWicknham, op. cit., II, 86.
2BHarbage, op. ¢it., p. 14,
291p1d., p. 16.
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stay. But such was not always the case. Nearly every year
in the decade 1591-1600, there was a perliod of inhibition of
all plays in London for one reason or another. Naturally,
such an occurfence created problems for the company, and, in
order to keep together and reap some financial benefit from
an otherwise long period of inactivity, they took at least a
part of their number and toured the provinces. One may examilne
the effects of play inhibition 1In the ten-year period in ques-
tion and reach some conclusion on exactly what obstacles one
particular company, the Strange-Chamberlain Men, had to over-
come in order to obtain lasting fame as the company for which
Shakespeare worked and wrote.

Shakespeare's company, known as Strange's Men until
1594, wag, along with the Admiral's Men, §ne of the most popu=~
lar groups in London. By the summer of 1591, the company had
established itself in a regular theatre, the Rose. There is
a record among the Alleyn papers at Dulwich that indicates
that the Privy Council had withdrawn a previous restraint to
thelir playing at this theatre,-0 According to the existing
evidence, there does not seem to have been & complete inhibi-
tion of plays during this year. The Privy Council did, however,
paes an important act. In a letter of July 25, 1591, the
Council increased the prohibition of plays from Sunday alone

3OCh,ambers, William Shakesgeare, I, 43.
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to two days a week: Sunday and Thursday.31 The reason given
for the Thursday ban was that playing hindered the attendance
at bear-baiting and similar sports. The prevention of play
performance was a definite disadvantage to a company. Appar-
ently, players resented even a Sunday prohibition, since much
evidence remains to show that this law was frequently flouted.
The actors seem to have desired to perform every day, or
nearly so, and an eager audience awaited any presentation.
Thus, with the Sunday restraint alone, the opportunity for
fifty performances a year was lost, and, with the additional
Thursday inhibition, more than one hundred playling days were
legally eliminated. 1In spite of this edict, 1591 must have
been a relatively good year for the Strange's Men.

In contrast, the year 1592 brought its share of problems.
Shakespeare's company had evidently spent the winter of 1591-
1592 playing at innsg. But on February 19, 1592, they had
established themselves at the Rose theatre. According to
Henslowe, they remained there until June 23, giving a total of
one hundred and five performances, with an average of between

five and six days of play presentation per week.32

Evidently,
the Thursday ban was not enforced during this year. But the

players were under the pressure of constant criticism. On

3lchambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 307.

52R, 2. goakes and R, T. Rickert, (eds.), Henslowe's
Diary, pp. 16-18,.
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February 25, the Lord Mayor appealed to John Whitgift, the
Archbishop of Canterbury, enlisting his aid against the proble-
matical stage.33» The Archbishop's subsequent admonition to
the Privy Councll contained a warning about previous riots at
playhouses and the possibility of future disorders.34

In early June, the inevitable happened. A dispute had
long been brewing between foreign craftsmen, the Dutch, Flemish,
and French Huguenot lmmigrants, and native artisans.’? A
riot finally took place in Southwark, reported Iin & June 12
letter from the Lord Mayor to Lord Burghley. He wrote that a
feltmaker, falsely accused and captured by the Knight Mareschall's
Men, set off the disturbance. A group of his cohorts, on the
pretense of going to see a play, assembled for the purpose of
rescuing their companion, setting off a riot.36

No company of actors had anything directly to do with
the affair. But the Privy Council, suspecting that the riots
might occur again, closed from June 23 until September 29 all
places, theatres included, where'"the baser sorte of people"

might meet.37 The plague also flared up in the summer, and

33Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 307-308.

34Gildersleeve, op. ¢it., pp. 179-180,
35Chambers, William Shakespeare, II, 511.
38Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 310.
STIbid., pp. 310-311.
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playing was further suspended throughout the autumn.38 It
was December 30 before Lord Strange's Men again resumed play-
ing at the Rose.>9 During the six-month inhibition, the com-
pany travelled. On July 13, they were at Canterbury, and on
October 6, they were at Oxford, having been at Bath, Gloucester,
Coventry, and Cambridge in the 1nter1m.4o Upon returning to
London, they gave two plays at court.41 Assuming that the
company travelled for five months during this year and could
average four performances per week on thelr tour, one could
make the generous estimate that they had played eighty times
in the provinces. Added to the known one hundred and eight
performances in London and at court, one hundred and elghty-
elght actual performances seem possible., By remaining the full
year in London, the company could have performed considerably
more times, For example, Henslowe's accounts show that the
Admiral's Men,. in the seven-month period from June to December
in 1594, played one hundred and éixty-nine times.42 This figure
shows a possibility of almost two hundred and ninety total

performances annually, 1f there were no hindrances.

381p14., p. 348.

39 cakes and Rickert, op. cit., p. 19.
“Ogonn T, Murray, English Dramatic Companies, p. 86.

4IChambers, William Shakespeare, I, 44,
42Foakes and Rickert, op. cit., pp. 21-26.
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The year, 1593, got off to & good start for the Lord
Strange's Men. They played at the Rose theatre from December
30, 1592, until February 2, 1593, and in this thirty-five day
period, they gave thirty-one performances, including two visits
to the court.43 But on January 28, the Privy Council ordered
another inhibitlon because of the plague.44 Playing then did
not resume in London until December.

Plague inhibltions were to occur again in 1594 and 1596,
and the disease proved to be the main cause of forced travel
for playlng companies. The theatres were automatically closed
' in London when there were thirty deaths in a week attributable
to the plague.45 That this number was often far exceeded 1is
evidenced by the fact that 11, 503 died of plague in London in
1592 and 10,675 in 1593.%® The Privy Council in a 1593 Act
elucidated thelr reasons for belleving that the plague was
spread among theatre audiences:

That for avoydinge of great concourse of people, weh
causeth Increase of thinfection, y~ were convenlent,
that all Playes, Bearebaytinges, Cockplitts, comon Bowlinge

Alleyes, and suche llike vnnecessarie assemblies should
be suppressed duringe the tyme of infectlon, for that

431p1d., p. 19.
44Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 313.

45p, p. Wilson, "Illustrations of Social Life: the
Plague," Shakespeare Survey, XV (1962), 135.

46G, B. Harrison, The Elizabethan Journals, pp. 183, 278.
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infected people after thelre longe keepinge in, and
before they be clered of thelre disease and infection,
beinge deslrous of recreacon, vse to resorit to suche
:::iﬁbiégga ggizgn;ngzéh heate and thronge, they infecte
Naturally, the Puritans found a way to lash out at the theatres
by attributing the plague to God's vengeanceé on man for ". . .
withdrawinge of the Queenes Malesties sublectes from dyvyne
service on Sonndaies and Hollydayes."48 A concensus of general
public oplnion added two other possible causes for the plague:
& rotten and corrupt air, and a certaln conjunction of the
stars.and agpect of the planets.49
Whatever the actual cause of the plague, the Strange
Company were again victims of its effects in 1593. They evi-
dently were inactive from January 28 until May 6, on which
date they were granted & travelling license.so The indications
are conclusive that'even private practice was nelther allowed
nor financially possible for the group during plague inhibition.
The 1593 license given to the Strange's Men stated that they
might travel so that ". ., . they may be in the better readines

hereafter for her Malesty's service whensoever they shalbe

47"Lansdowne Manuscripts," Collections V, The Malone
Society, 204-205,

48wickhem, op. cit., II, 82.
49W1190n, op. ¢it., p. 125.
5°Chambers, William Shakespeare, II, 313,
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n31 Later documents give the same evidence.

therunto called.
During the winters of the plague years, 1608 and 1609, King
James provided financial aid to the King's Men so that they
could rehearse privately.52 On September 15, 1637, Christopher
Beeston petitioned the Privy Council that his company ". . .
might have leave to practise for the beiter performance of
their duties when they shall be commanded." The verdict

stated that they ". . . should be at libertie to practice

« « o« &t Michaelmas next, 1f by that time there be not con-
siderable increase of the sicknes . . . ."2> Hence, the

custom of the company's travelling during the time of plague
inhibition may have been forced upon it by the very necessity
of keeping the group intact. Otherwise, through months of
inactivity without financlal aid or the right to practice, the
company could easily have disbanded.

The tour of 1593 lasted from May until Decembter and
covered much of England. In all, the Strange Company's
itinerary, as preserved through the correspondences of Edward
Alleyn and his wife, took them to at least seventeen provincial
cities and towns.s4 Throughout the year, however, their total

51Loc. cit.
52Hart, op. cit., p. 147.

53¢, ¢. Stopes, '"Dramatic Records from the Privy Counoil
Register," Shakespeare Jahrbuch, XLVIII (1912), 113.

54Murray, op. ¢it., pp. 89-90,
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number of performances was probably fewer than one hundred
and fifty.

The year, 1594, also brought 1ts share of problems. On
February 3, the Privy Council again prohibited play presentation
within five miles of London because of the plague.55 It seems
likely that Shakespeare's company travelled during this inhi-
bition, even though they had been back 1n London for less than
two months. No record exists which indicates provincial per-
formances for the company in this particular period in 1594,
but the Admiral's Men definitely did tour until May 16.2°
Probably the other companles followed suit. Plays resumed in
London on April 6, but, since the first mention of Shakespeare's
company in London occurs on June 3, one can conjecture that
they travelled until that time. Between June 3 and 16, the
company gave ten performances at Newington Butts in combination
with the Admiral's Men.’'! Before summer, because of the death
of their patron, Ferdinando Stanley, the company became the
Lord Chamberlain's Men, as Henry Carey, the holder of this title,
assumed patronage.58

On June 16, 1594, the Chamberlain’s Men broke with the

Admiral's Company, and began performance at the Theatre in

55Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 314-315.
56Harrison, op. ¢it., p. 302,

>TFoakes and Rickert, op. cit., pp. 21-22.
58Murray, op. ¢it., pp. 91-92,
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Shoreditch on June 22.59 Just how long they remained there
is somewhat obscure. Harrlson reports that the theatres were
shut down on June 26 for two months because of rioting among
workers.so Chambers dates an account, which tells of é plague
inhibition, between July and October of 1594.61 The Admiral's
Men, however, played at the Rose without hindrance throughout

the year.62

The Chamberlain's Men, on the other hand, did
travel during the summer, since they are traceable at Coventry,
Lelcester, and Marlborough in September.63 In view of the
fact that the Chamberlain's Men alone travelled, Chambers's
dating of the plague inhlbition 1s probably incorrect. Evi-
dently, the Theatre was closed 1n an attempt to prevent riot-
ing, but the Rose was not. If this conjecture be true, the
Chemberlain's Men were the victims of discrimination.

That the company was not on good terms with the author-
ities 1n London 1s made clear in a very humble appeal made on
October 8 by the Lord Chamberlain to the Lord Mayor in an
attempt to galn permission for his players to perform at the

Cross Keys Inn.64 Among the things the patron promised was

59Harrison, op. ¢it., p. 305.

60G, B. Harrison, Shakespeare under Elizabeth, p. 92.
610hambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 315.

62Foakes and Rickert, op. cit., pp.. 22-26.
63Murray, op. cit., p. 93.
64Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 316.
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that his company would start plays at two o'clock, rather
than the usual time of four o'clock, that they would not use
drums or trumpets with which to attract the public, and that
they would wlllingly contribute to the poor people of the
Parish.65 There 18 no evidence as to whether or not the
Lord Mayor granted the request,

All in all, 1594 must have been a trying year for the
Chamberlain's Men. They toured twice; and even in London,
they performed in at least three different locatlions., Thelr
activities are so varled, and 1n some cases so obscure, that
it is impossible to make an accurate estimate of thelr
number of performances., But 1t seems unlikely that they could
have played for more than one hundred and fifty times,

The next year, 1595, brought with it the enforcement of
a different type of suppression--the prohlbltion of plays
during Lent. An act'making plays 1lllegal during the Lenten
gseason was not new, since one had been lssued 1in 1579.66 But
the law was rarely enforced. In this year, however, Henslowe's
records shnow that the Admiral's Megn presented no plays from
March 14 until April 23.67 The same would qulte probably have

been true for the Chamberlaln's Mem. Furthermore, such

65LQC. cit.

66Ibig., p. 278.

67
Foakes and Rickert, op. cit., p. 28.
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suppression marked a distinct change in attitude toward frivo-
lous activities during the holy season. Stow reports that
traditionally on every Friday in Lent, there were warlike
gemes on horseback, and also in the Easter "Holydayes' water
battles took place for sport.68 Ultimately; then, the enforce-
ment of the law was an attempt to hurt the theatrical interests,
rather than an actual act of consclience.

Plays were evidently inhibited again during the summer
of 1595, but no record exists to give the reason. There were
no plays at the Rose, for example, from the end of June until
August 29.69 A letter of September 13 from the Lord Mayor to
the Privy Council verifies that there had been a period of
no plays and gives some hint of the cause.7° The petition
called for a final suppression of all plays and included the
0ld charges that they were profane and led to improper behav-
ior and rioting, all of which, the letter states, "... . vwee
begin to have experienc again within these fiew daies," Tt
The indication 1s that plays were prohibited, ostensibly from
a fear of rioting, but with an ultimate hope of eliminating

them completely. The Chamberlain's Men appear t0 have toured

68John Stow, The Survey of London, p. T76.
69

Harrison, The Elizabethan Journals, p. 44.

T0Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 318.

Tioc. cit.
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as early as June 9, and they were recorded in Ipswich on this
date. Altogether, no plays were permitted in London for
more than four months in 1595.

The following year, 1596, brought a new crisis to the
Chamberlain Company. Throughout the first half of the year,
all apparently went well. The company probably performed at
the Theatre, and there 1is no record of any problems. But on
July 22, thelr patron, the Lord Chamberlain, died, leaving the
company without government protection.73 On the day of his
death,; plays were inhibited, supposedly because of the plague,
although there 1s no evidence to indicate that it was serious

in this year.74

The suppression came about with the naming

of a new Lord Chamberlain, William Brooke, who opposed plays,
and the ensulng shift of the balance of power on the theatre
igsue which resulted.’® The company 's new patron was George
Carey, Lord Humsdon, son of the former protector.76 This
arrangement did not last long, as Brooke died on March 5, 1597,
and Carey became Lord Chamberlain shortly thereafter, giving

the company agaln a desirable influence in official quarters.77

T20hambers, William Shakespeare, II, 320.
T31bid., I, 64.

74J. L. Hotson, Shakespeare vs. Shallow, p. 1l4.
T1pid., p. 15.

76Murray, op. cit., p. 94.
77Chambers, William Shakespeare, I, 64,
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During the elght-month interval until this favor to
their Interests returned, all London players had a trying
time. Their plight was described in & letter written by Thomas
Nashe to William Cotton in September, 1596, which states:

Sir this tedious dead vacation is to mee as a terme

at Hertford of St. Albons to poore cuntry clients or
Iack Cades rebellion to the lawyers, wherein they hanged
vp the L. chiefe iustice. In towne I stayd (being
earnestly inuited elsewhere) vpon had I wist hopes, &
an after harvest I expected by writing for the stage &
for the presse, when now the players as if they had
writt another Christs tears, ar piteously persecuted
by the L. Maior & the aldermen, & howeuer in there old
Lords tyme they thought there state setleg, it is now
so vncertayne they cannot build vpon 1.7

Nashe's sentiments, no doubt, summed up those of all in the
stage profession.

During their inhibition, Hunsdon's Men travelled,
although the only definite reference to them is at Faversham.'?
Playing resumed in London in the autumn, as the Admiral's Men
returned to the Rose on October 27.80 Hotson conjectures that
Shakespeare's company established themselves at the Swan upon
their return.81 In the final analysis, by the end of the year,

there had been from three to four months of play inhibition.

78Quoted in Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 319.
79Murray, op. cit., p. 94.

8OFoakes and Rickert, op. cit., p. 54.

81Hotson, op. c¢it., pp. 12-13.
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Conditions must have appeared more favorable to the
new Lord Chamberlain's Company during the first half of 1597.
From March on, fhey had regalned a friend in official quarters,
and there was no suppression of their activities. But an
Incident occured in July which again brought trouble to the
London companies. On July 28, Pembroke's Men performed Thomas
Nashe's play, The Isle of Dogs. The Privy Council act con-
cerning the matter spoke of the ". ... lewd matters that are
handled on the stages," and implied that they took great
offense from them.82 The statement also ordered that the
Curtain and Theatre be torn down, or at least defaced, a com=-
mand which was not carried out.83 At any rate, the Chamber-
lain's Men, again confronted with a three-month perilod of
inactivity, went to the provinces and appeared in at least
five towns.84 Plays resumed in London on October 11, but
again more than three lucrative months of performance there
had been lost.

By the beginning of 1598, the years of crisis for the
Chamberlain's Men were apparently past. They were established
at the Curtaln theatre, and there were no inhibitlons through-

out the year. But even more important for Shakespeare's

82chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 322-323.
83Gi11dersleeve, op. cit., p. 95.
84Murray, op. ¢it., p. 95.
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company was an official sanction given them and the Admiral's
Men by the Privy Council, while a third company, probably
Pembroke's, was at the same time suppressed.85

The year, 1599, was likewlse a good one for the Chamber-
lain Company. They moved Into their new playhouse, the Globe,
in the spring, and evidently performed without hindrance.

Some have conjectured that the company travelled to Scotland
in November of this year, a trip which gave Shakespeare mate-

rial for the scenic background of Macbeth.86

Lee dilscounts
completely the possibility of such a trip.87 If the Lenten
prohibition was not rigidly enforced iIn 1598-99, and there is
no evldence that it was, the company may have been able to
perform for the maximum number of days during these years. If
such wag the case, they no doubt profited greatly.

The theatrical profession had become lucrative enough
by 1600 so that there was a flurry of new theatrical construc-
tion. In order to put down the influx of stages before they
became well-established, the Privy Council 1lssued an order on

June 22, 1600, stating that only two public theatres, the Globe

and the Fortune, were to be tolerated, and further commanded

85Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 325.

86cr, Frederick G. Fleay, A Chronicle History of the
Life and Work of William Shakespeare, pp. 135-136.

87Sidney Lee, A Life of William Shakespeare, pp. 41-43.
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that the companies should be allowed to perform regularly only
twice a week and not at all during Lent.88 In the edict, the
Council made clear its position on playing. They claimed that
play performance, ". . . not beinge evill in yt self, may with
a good order and moderacion be suffered in a well governed
estate," and went on to speak of the pleasure which the
Queen derived from 1t.89 The moderation of number of perfor-
mances which they tried to effect was not adhered to for long.go
If it had been, the number of possible performances per year
would have been less than one hundred, and it is doubtful.
that playing in London could have continued at all on such a
limited basis.:

Another problem that the Chamberlain's Men had to cope
with in 1600 was an ever-increasing rivalry with child-acting
companies. Shakespeare wrote in Hamlet about the economic
lmpact of the popular favor of the child actor on the adult
companies. There 1s no indication, however, that Shakespeare's
company ever travelled for this reason, although they were
obviously concerned that such a necessity might arise.

Thus, from a comprehensive view of the ten-year period

from 1591-1600, one sees that the Strange-Chamberlain Company

88¢nambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 329-331.

89L0c. cit.
90Chambers, William Shakespeare, I, 64<65.
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met with a variety of crises, some so serious that for six
consecutive years the company was forced to spend part of its
time seeking its fortunes in the provinces. Yet, there were
other conditions which at times may have given the London
company a cause for concern.

The first of these imminent problems was that of govern-
ment censorship. The Master of the Revels was the official
personage in charge of this function from as early as 1574,
but it was not until the reign of James I, that the Master
became well-established in this role.?l Tne hierarchy of power
over plays was vested in the Crown, Privy Council, Lord Chamber-
lain, and finally the Masgter of the Revels.92 Since Shake-
speare's company boasted a patron of great influence from 15%
on (with the brief exception of eight months in 1596-1597),
they were less llable to include in thelr texts anything offen-
sive to those in authority than a lesser company might have
'been.93

Therefore, the number of Incidents concerning the con-
tent of plays was limited for the Chamberlain's Men, and none
of these occasions had any lasting consequences. In 1597, the

descendants of Sir John Oldcastle caused his name to be taken

91Gildersleeve, op. ¢it., p. 18.

%21p14., p. 19.
93Chambers, William Shakespeare, I, 237.
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from the Henry IV plays and changed to Falstaff.?* At approx-
imately the same time, Elizabeth ordered the excision of a
scene of the king's abdication in Richard II, which supposedly
would incite the viewers to rebellion.95 This scene led to
an unfortunate incident in 1601, when certain traitors per-
suaded the Chamberlain's Men to include it in their performance
of the play. The conspiracy led to the eventual executlon of
Essex and several others, but the company suffered no lasting
effects., In fact, they performed before the Queen only two
weeks later.96 Another objlect of censorship was the four-
nation scene of Henry 2.97 Desplte these instances, no gen=-
eral inhibition resulted from the Chamberlain's Men's plays,
and any offense they created was soon forgiven,

A further potential problem that drama companies had
to deal with was the purely physical conslderation of the
weather. The publlic theatres in London were partlally open to
the alir, and it would seem that on days that were rainy or cold,
play performance would be impossible, On the other hand, there
is sufficlent evidence to lead one to belleve that weather was

not a particular hindrance. The statistlcal averages of the

94Gildersleeve, op. ¢it., p. 96.
95;9;9., p. 98.

% 1p1d., p. 99.

97Chambers, William Shakespeare, I, 238,
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London climate provide one with such an indication. According
to Kendrew, the mean rainfall in London annually is 25.1
inches, with 21% of this amount coming in spring, 29% in
summer, 284 in fall, and 22% in winter.98 Also, because of
the warmth of the surface waters of the North Atlantlc, even
winters in England are generally mild. The average London
temperature during the coldest month, January, is 39.30.99
It becomes evident that year-round performance in an open-alr
theatre is more feasible In London than in most parts of the
United States, when one compares the London weather averages
with those of St. Louls, in the midwestern United States, which
has an annual rainfall of 40 inches and an average January
temperature of 310.100

| In respect to temperature, then, audiences and players
at winter performances must usually have been more comfortable
than, for example, is often a present-day American foothall
crowd., Yet, rain was stlll inevitable on occasion. To provide
for thils occurrence, certain measures were taken. In the first
place, much of the theatre was protected from the skies. A
slanted roof covered the back part of the stage, and theatres

were constructed to allow for the prevalling southwesterly

98y. G. Kendrew, The Climates of the Continents, pp.
215-217, 257.

991p14., pp. 210-211.
100m14,, p. 304.
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winds.lol The roof guarded the stage properties from a driv-

ing rain from this direction.102

Evidently, this roof drained
into the yard, or at least far enough onto the forestage so
that playlng was permlssible.

The galleries also were covered to provide shelter for
the spectators, leaving only the yard entirely exposed to the

elements.lo3

Harbage suggests a plausible solution for the
difficulties involved in the event that it was raining at
play time, explaining that the spectator would have had to
decide between paying an extra penny for a seat in the gallery
or not goling to a play at all., If i1t began to rain during the
actual performance, occupants of the yard would have been
allowed to enter the galleries without extra charge.lo4 Gosson
adds contemporary evidence for this conjecture in his peamphlet,
"Playes Confuted in Fiue Actions," published in 1582, in which
he states:

Commedies afe neither chargable to ye beholders purse,

nor painful to his body; partly, because he may sit

out of the raine to viewe the SaTS when many other
pastimes are hindered by wether. 5

101Wickham, gp. cit., II, 305.
102;22. cit.

1034a rbage, op. eit., p. 33.
104&. cit.

105quoted in 1ibid., pp. 66-67.
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The fact that plays were not postponed because of weather is
further supported by evidence from Henslowe's Diary, which
records consecutlive performances for all months of the year.
There was, on the other hand, another matter for the
players to consider. The public theatres, located outside
of town, were difficult to reach in the winter months because
of the muddy roads. For this reason, when London authorities
were favorable, the companies sometimes resorted to city inns
durlng: this time.lo6 Throughout the 1590's, this privilege
was not usually granted, and the regular theatres remained in
use. Harbage reports that desplte the fact that actors must
occasionally have had to sweep snow from the stage and the
spectators to brave a muddy yard and chilly galleries, the
attendance wags only about one-third less in winter than in
spring and summer.lo7
When one takes into consideration all of the forces
which were working against the efforts of Elizabethan dramatic
companies, one can readily see that they had no easy existence
while in London. The Privy Council prohibited stage activity
altogether in cases of riot, plague, and on.one occasion for
an exceedlingly offensive play. In order to stay together at
all during these periods, the players toured to provincial
¢ities. But even the tours brought their share of problems;

l°6Chambera; William Shakespeare, I, 30.
107Harbage, op. c¢it., pp. 45-47.




CHAPTER IIL:
A SURVEY OF THE PROBLEMS OF THE TRAVELLING COMPANY

Let them be well used.
(Hamlet, II.11.546)

The actors of Shakespeare's or any other travelling
company faced many of the same problems in the provinces that
they confronted in London.. It was desirable to have the
opportunity to pley frequently, to have an adequate place to
perform in, and to have a sizeable audience at seach perfornm-
ance.. The latter two of these necessities, the playhouse
and eager audiences, usually presented little trouble for the
established London companlies. Thelr major concern was to keep
in the good graces of the govermment so that they could take
advantage of the avallable facllities and enthusliasm. When
they toured the countryside, however, the players had all of
these perplexities to ce¢onsider and several more besides.

Even getting from place to place throughout England
was often a treacherous undertaking, Prosperous companies,
such as the Chamberlain's Men, had a wagon for carrying their
properties, and the actors themselves probably travelled on
horseback.*%€ Just how bad conditions could be at times on

English roads was described by one traveller, Frederick, Duke

108A1win Thaler, "Strolling Players and Provincial
Drama after Shakespeare," PMLA, XXXVI (1922), 276.
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of Wurtemburg, in an account of the road from Cambridge to
London. Writing in 1592, one of the years that Shakespeare's
company was on the road until well into the fall, the Duke
reported:

On the road we passed through a villailnous boggy and

wild country and several tlmes missed our way because

the country thereabouts 1s very little inhabited and 1is

nearly a wagte; and there 1s one spot in particular

where the mud 1s so deep that in my opinion it would

gcarcely be possibleleg pass wWith a coach in winter

or in rainy weather.
Another observer, Willlam Harrison, recommended that roads be
more than doubled in width, so that ". . . the traveller might
escape the thilef, or shift the mire, or pass by the broaden
cart without danger to himself and his norse,"110

From these deacriptions, one can see that merely to

move from town to town was no trifling matter. In addition
to mentioning the bad roads, Rothwell proposes that touring
players also had to expect Infrequent meals, a lack of clean-
liness, and the possibility of "crowding into vermin-ridden
veds." 11 ‘But all of these discomforts were probably secon-

dary concerns. The actors who travelled were doing so to earn

109
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11oIbid., pp. T76-TT.

111w, F. Rothwell, "Was There a Typical Elizabethan
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their living, and the fact that their profession was far from
luxurious was, no doubt, a condition that they merely accepted
and made the best of.

Of much greater concern to the players must have been
the financial rewards they could gain from their tour, since
this consideration was the main reason for their venturing
from London. Most Elizabethan accounts allude satirically to
strolling players and consistently picture them as poor men.
For example, Dekker states:

[the players] out of an ambition to weare the
Best Jerkin (in a Strowling Company) or to Act Great
Partas, forsake the stately and our more than Romaine
Cittie Stages, to travel upon the hard hoofe froy,
village to village for cheese and butter milke.
Such an account cannot be accurately applied to the men of the
Strange-Chamberlain Company, since they made up one of the two
most successful groups of the 1590's. Most of their financial
gain, however, did come from performances in London, not from
those in the provinces.

It 1s well-known that the leading actors in Shakespeare's
company became quite wealthy in their profession. Chambers
estimates that a sharer could earn from one hundred to one
hundred and fifty pounds per year if the company spent all their
time in London.ll”Z Harbage deduces that, in 1595, the

112 Thomas Dekker, The Belman of London, p. 81.

113Cchambers, The Elizabethan Stage, I, 370.
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Chamberlain's Men had an average daily attendance of twenty-
five hundred persons, with a weekly average of fifteen thousand
spectatora.ll4 Lee estimates that after the company had moved
into the Globe, thelr average dally cash intake was twenty-
five pounds, and he extends this figure into an annual gross
of eight thousand pounds.115 This final estimate may be too
high, because Lee bages 1t on the assumption that the company
performed three hundred and twenty times annually, a total
almost certalnly too high, even for a banner year., But, 1if he
is eveﬁ reasonably accurate in hils deductions, one can belleve
that the Chamberlain's Men gathered lucrative profits for
their efforts in London. In addition to public performances,
the company usually made three or four court appearances yearly,
and for each of these presentations, they recelved ten pounds,lls

In contrast to the London income, provincial receipts

were extremely small, It 1s difficult to estimate exactly
what totals a company might have received in a town, Present-
day knowledge of how much companies earned is based primarily
upon records of grants made to players by town officials.
These sums were gifts, usually made by the mayor, and were

additional to the total gate recelpts. In themselves, these

l14Harbage, op. ¢it., p. 36.
115166, op. cit., p. 208.

116uwsccounts of the Treasurer of the Chamber, 1558-
1642," Collections VI, The Malone Society, 27-31.
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grants varied greatly. For example, Murray's study of the
records at Le;cester reveals that such gifts ranged from ten
to forty shillings for the important companies.ll7 Halliwell-
Phillipp's examination of the payments made to the Chamberlain's
Men between 1594 and 1597 shows an average receipt of about
fifteen shillings from the town treasuries.ll8 However, the
amount of money received from admission charges at each per-
formance in Leicester averaged only seven shillings.ll9
Thaler estimates that forty shillings, or two pounds, was the
amount a company received for a single performance throughout
the provinces.lao This figure, if correct, demonstrates that
the provincial daily gate receipts were approximately one-
tenth as much on the road as those in London. In addition to
their monetary gifts, town officiasls occasionally alded the
players by providing them food and drink.121

Despite these kind gestures, travelling expenses wWere

high. Although there was no need to provide for the upkeep of

1173, T, Murray, "English Dramatic Companies in the
Towne outside of London, 1550-1600," MP, II (April, 1905), 552,

1183, 0, Halliwell-Phillipps, Visits of Shakespeare's

Company of Actors to the Provincial Cities and Towns of England,
pp. 15-30,

ll9Murra.y, "English Dramatic Companies in the Towns
outside of London," p. 552.

12081win Thaler, "Travelling Players in Shakespeare's
England," MP, XVII (January, 1920), 507-508.

121 1p14., p. 503.
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a theatre as there was 1In London, companies still spent almost
as much money in providing and maintaining necessary equipment
and meeting costs of food and lodging as they expended in pre-
paring for a full London season.t22 This total amount probably
was from one to two hundred pounds, depending, of course, upon
the length of the tour.123 That expenses sometimes were larger
than rewards 1s evidenced in the Strange Company's petition
to the Privy Council in July, 1592:
. » o oure Companie is greate, and thearble our chardge
intollerable, in’travellinge the Countrie, and the
Contynuance thereof wilbe a meane to bring vs to division
and separacion, wheareble wee shall not onelle be vndone,
but also vnreadie to serve her maieiaie, when 1t shall
please her highenes to commaund vs.
Other leading oompanies had a similar problem. Pembroke's Men
travelled 1n 1593, spent all available money, and had to pawn
their properties when they were stranded.125 Although Shake-
speare's company never reached this low ebb in circumstances
and probably did not meet the financilal straits of 1592 during
succeeding years, they must have undertaken most of their pro-

vincial tours with some misgivings about the likely success
they would achieve.

1221434,, p. 500.
1231p14,, p. 501.
1246hambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 311-312.

A 125Thaler, "Travelling Players in Shakespeare's England,"
p. 492.
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In order to keep down expenses, only a limited number
of actors went on tour. When in London, the Strange-Chamberlain
Men consisted of from twenty to thirty-five members, counting
sharers, hired men, and apprentices.125 In the travelling
license granted them by the Privy Councill in 1593, only six
players were listed: Edward Alleyn, Will Kemp, Thomas Pope,
John Heminges, Augustine Phillips, and George Bryan.127 Those
names glven were probably only those of the sharers who trav-
elled. Filve or six non-sharers were undoubtedly on the tour,
also.128 The usual number of actors in a travelling company
was ten or twelve, although the slze varied considerably at
times.129 It 1s also possible that the Strange's and Admiral's
Men played both'in combination and separately on thelr 1592
tours, since some provincial records allude to their joint
appearances.l3o

At any rate, at most times, the travelllng company was
small, and the necesslity arose for doubling of parts in play

performance. Since Shakespeare's plays average twenty-five

126 momas W, Baldwin, The Organization and Personnel of
the Shakespearean Company, p. 8.

127chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, IV, 314.

128Murray, English Dramatic Companies, p. 88.

129Thaler, "Travelling Players in Shakespeare's England,"
p. 501.

130Cha.mbers, The Elizabethan Stage, II, 121,
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characters, the practice of doubling on tours probably had to
be extensively followed.13l There was nothing at all new about
this custom, but Shakespeare's company, with its large number
of actors, could eliminate any need for doubling while in
London. On the road, this practice must have been the rule,

One man could take as many as three or four parts, and it was
not unknown for a man to play two characters 1ln the same
scene.132 As a selling point to a travelling company, on the
title-pages of an interlude, The Four Elements, by John Rastell,

the printer pointed out how this drama could be acted by a
limlted number of players:
Foure men may well and easelye playe this Interlude.
Peace and Coll hassarde and Coscyence, for one man.
Haboundance and mysrule for another man.
Impaclente pouerte, Prosperute, and pouerte, for one man.
EInuye and the sommer for another man.
Although Shakespeare's company probably never doubled parts to
this extent, the Interlude proves that the provincial audlences

were not unfamiliar with presentations by an inadequate number

of personnel.

, 131Thaler, "Travelling Players in Shakespeare's Ingland,"
p. 501.

132 William A. Armstrong, "Actors and Theatres," Shake;peare
rvey, XVII (1964), 193.

133Quoted in C. J. Sisson, "Shakespeare s Quartos as
Prompt Coples; with Some Account of Cholmeley's Players and a
New Shakespeare Allusion, RES, XVIII (April, 1942) 131.




40

If misfortune should befall one of the company's
actors while the group was on tour, the problem became even
greater, That such occurrences did take place 1s evidenced in
a letter of August 14, 1593, from Henslowe to Edward Alleyn in
which Henslowe states:

We hard that you weare very sycke at Bath & that one
of youre fe}gzes weare fayne to play youre parte for -
you . . . .
The sickness of a leadling actor must, indeed, have taxed the
strength of the Strange Company.

Another 1tem affecting the prosperity of a travelling
company was the number of performances which they could give
in each town. If the actors could spend several weeks in one
town, 1t would certainly be more profitable to them than the
routine of moving every few days, during which travelling
time, they would earn no money. But long visits in a town
were not customary. The average stay of a company was only
three or four days, although & particularly popular troupe
sometimes remained in one place for as long as two weeks.135
By adapting thelr performances to the tastes of the provincial
audiences, the Chamberlain's Men may often have merited this

speclial favor of & long run.

134Chambers, William Shakespeare, II, 314,

1351haler, "Travelling Players in Shakespeare's England,"
pP. 512-514.
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In other instances, however, all companles were limited
by law to a restricted visit. In Canterbury in 1595, for
example, the town councill restricted any company to two con-

secutive days of performance in any one month.136

It is pos-
sible that actors might have made the most of their allotted
time by playing twice in the same day, but further in the
Canterbury ordinance was the provision that there should be no
performance after 9:00 p. m. The town of Chester banned plays
after 5:00 p. m.137

There were several reasons for provincial opposition
to travelling players and the subsequent restrictions they
received. First, many poor strollers, often unlicensed and
legally considered as vagabonds, came to the provincial towns
and succeeded iIn downgrading the entire profession in the eyes
of some officials.138 Furthermore, one complaint made by some
authorities was that "lewd strumpets" usually accompanied the
players.l39

The problems created by poor strollers were enhanced to

some extent by the legal status of drama itself, The fact

that licensed, professional companles travelled the countryside

136wickham, op. cit., II, 185.
137ng. cit.

138Thaler, "Strolling Players and Provincial Drama
after Shakespeare," p. 246.

1391v14., p. 250.
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was instrumental in rescuing the drama from possible amateur
domination, since town authorities found it less troublesome
and expensive to hire professional actors than to maintain
their own.140 But, paradoxically, with the passing of this
legal authority to act amost solely into the hands of London
professionals, many people experienced a change of attitude
toward plays. Those individuals, who had lost théir rights to
act, under the threat of punishment and fine, could no longer
think of plays as the innocent, enjoyable recreation of former
years-.l41 In addition, since many professional companies
toured only on a forced, temporary basls, there was a growing
anlmosity in some quarters toward accommodating a company that
favored provincial cities with its performances only when it
was banned in London.142

Perhaps the greatest source of opposition of all was
the same in the provinces as it was in London, i.e., the
Puritans. From an investigatlion of fifteen provincial towns,
Williamson has shown statistically what the growing Puritan
influence acotually meant. In the peak decade of provincial
performance, the 1580's, two hundred and thirty-eight visits

were made to the towns by thirty-three different companies.

140Murray, "Inglish Dramatic Companies in the Towns
outside of London, 1550-1600," p. 539.

14lyicxham, op. cit., II, 113,
142106, cit.
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"By the 1630's, there were only ninety-one visits made by
eleven companies.143 Puritan oppositlion became particularly
strong after 1600, but companiés felt its effect in some cities
long before. Strangely enough, many cities offered a monetary
8ift to companies not to play. For example, Chester suppressed
all performances in 1596, but offered up to twenty shillings
to any lord's company which happened to desire to play in the
town, 144

Provided that the Chamberlain''s Men received a welcome
from town officials in their tours of the 1590'kB (and in most
places they would have), the company still had to be prepared
to perform 1n a makeshift faclility. Murray has found that the
towns of Exeter, Great Yarmouth, and Worcester had regular play--
houses, and that Bhrewsbury had a type of amphitheatre;145
Just how well these structures measured up to the theatres the
company was accustomed to in London l1s unknown, but undoubtedly
they were inferlor, and the playhouses, in truth, may have been
town halls converted for the purpose. In a total survey of the
locations of provincial performances from 1530-1640, Wickham

has found that twenty-three towns recorded plays in town halls;

143y, | Williamson, "Notes on the Decline of Provincial
Drama in England, 1530-1642," Educational Theatre Journal
XIII (December, 1961), 283-284.

144

Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, I, 338-339.

145Myrrey; . "English Dramatic Companies in the Towns
outside of Dondon, 1550-1600, " p.. 550,
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eight towns, in churches (a practice not continued into the
'1590's); seven towns, in inns; and seven towns, in the open
a.ir.146

Obviously, players. found the town halls or guild halls
their most convenient, and perhaps best, places in which to
play. The large hall might have had a screen at one end for
the necesslty of quick changes, as well as for 1its acting con=-
venlences, and perhaps some halls also had 5aller1es.l47 The
accounts of the Chamberlain of Norwich between 1540 and 1560
demonstrate how one town provided for the players in their
hall: a stage was erected at one end of the hall from twelve
long poplar planks, which were laid on barrels or forms; char-
coal fires, fumigation, and candlelight were provided for the
audience; but, the hall was avalilable to players only if not
needed for offlcial business.148 Some town authorities may
have become reluctant to make thelr halls avallable for per-
formance at all, since officials at Lelcester in 1577 and 1579
noted the necessity of mending two forms and the doors after
plays had been presented and also complained about broken

windows.149

146Wicxham, op. cit., II, 177-178.
147Rothwell, op. ¢it., p. 117.
148y 1okham, op. git., II, 184,
149;p;g., p. 185.
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With the cessation of local religious plays, open-air
performances almost ceased to exist,150 Thus, since churches
also were not frequently used after drama became separated
from religious ceremony, inns were the second most common
locale of play presentation by 1590.151 Indeed, a widely-
held lidea 1s that the inn yard was a frequent site of perfor-
mance. Endell reports that the Maydes Hede Inn at Norwich and
the New Inn at Gloucester staged plays in large yards, enclosed
with staircases leading to a surrounding gallery.152 On the
other hand, while agreeing that, with the actors' need of hotel
accommodations, they would often have played at inns where
they stayed, Wickham feels that inn performances were generally
rare, and when presented, that they were inside the inn, rather
than outside in the yard.l33 In the first place, Wickham
reasons that it was difficult to close inn yards to traffic
and to overcome the nolse from the surrounding establishments.
Secondly, & company was usually obliged to present a play before
the mayor of a town in the common hall as their first obliga-
tion upon entering a community. They would probably not have

gone to the trouble of preparing a stage in a particular town

1501p14., p. 179.
511p14., p. 177.

152Fr1’t.z Endell, "Traveling with Shakespeare and Mon-
taigne," Travel, XXVI (March, 1916), 24%.

153wickham, op. cit., II, 196.
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154

at more than one place. There are no recorded performances

at inns by any provincial company during the 1590's.155

One
must remember, however, that the records of the companies on
tour are largely contained in city papers, which would not
necessarily note such performances. Both Wickham and Rothwell
point out that actors would always have preferred to play in
the relatively small public hall Inside an inn, rather than
in any outside place of performance, so that they and their
costumes could be protected from the weather.ls6
- In view of the inadequate facilities they sometimes met,
actors must often have thought of establishing regular theatres
in the more promising provincial towns. That they did not do
80 maylbe attributed to the facts that (1) they could not have
raised the money, (2) there was always & possibility that town
officials would come to disapprove of dramatic activities and
outlaw them, and (3) the companies were London organizations
in every sense and desired to go into the country only when
circumstances forced them to travel.157

Since travel was frequent, the play repertory was prob-

ably such that the plays oould be adapted to makeshift stages.

1541p14., pp. 188-189.

1551p1d4., p. 178.

156;g1g., p. 188; Rothwell, op. cit., p. 17.
15TWickham, op. cit., II, 147.
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Actually, the preparation of a stage might not have been too
difficult to reconcile in planning & provincial tour. The
conditions of performance were already approximated in the
public theatres, and no major change of stage setting or actors'

moves was required.158

The plays were, however, designed for
performance in halls and chambers, not In the street.l59
Since town records show that town halls were most frequently
used for plays, these structures were probably equipped with
ralsed stages and other conventlonal areas.l6o
That plays were not staged in a realistic setting was
probably not a matter of concern for the provincial playgoer,
According to common Tudor practices, a perspective scene did
not approach mathematical exactness.16l Reynolds suggests that
the London stage usually consisted of three parts: a front,
unenclosed platform; an inner stage, flanked by doors and
gseparated by a curtain from the front stage; and & curtained

162

balcony or upper stage. If this opinion be true, these con-

ditions could be met in most town halls, although a properly

1581p1d., p. 205.
1591p14., p. 202.
16010c, cit.

1615, H. McDowell, "Tudor Court Staging: A Study in
Perspective," JEGP, XLIV (April, 1945), 207.

162George F. Reynolds, "Some Principles of Elizabethan
Staging, I," MP, II (April, 1905), 581.
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placed gallery might not always have been available. When

plays were glven on the common type of stage, the forestage
traditionally represented an outdoor area, perhaps a gtreet
or a wood, where business conferences of players' initial
csonfrontations took place.163 For house scenes, the rear
curtain would usually be opened; In this case, the forestage
became part of the interior, but retained its former status
when the curtain closed.164

The stage propertles did not need to be particularly
elaborate. The audience did not expect the stage background
to be the locality surrounding the action. It was a symbolic
or ornamental device upon which decorations might be hung to
make 1t shadow forth the most grandiose s‘c.:lr'uc‘c.ure.ls5 Very
often the stage doors, through which actors entered and de-

parted, had no relationship to a realistic background.166

The
other properties could also be emblematic, and their simplicity
served well the needs of the travelling company. An arbor, a

rock with a sliding panel combining the symbolic properties of
a cave and a mountain, some trees, & bed and a tent that could

serve as & palace, castle, throne, tomb, or temple--all of these

163McDowell, op. cit., p. 201.

164;22. cit.

165George R. Kernodle, From Art to Theatre, p. 135.
166;p;g., p. 132.
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items a company could have owned and, perhaps, even carried
with them on tour.l67 In cases where the necessary stage
equipment was unavalilable, actors must have exercised thelr
ingenuity. Rothwell suggests that for assaulting court walls,
two benches, one on top of the other, might have served as
the battlement. If a divine personage had no equipment with
which to ascend into heaven, he would simply walk off.l®8

Since the spectator did not demand rigid stage realism,
not much sublety was needed in setting the properties for the
separate scenes. Reynolds finds that the altermationist
theory--that a scene on the forestage always was followed by
one on the backstage--does not always prove true.169 He
suggests, instead, a possible procedure that was generally
followed in the setting of scenery. At the beginning of the
play, heavy propertles, used throughout the performance, were
put in place. Stage pleces used only once were put behind the
‘eurtain, where they could be quickly handled when needed. If
the rear stage could not be used, pleces were brought in when
the action demanded and were carried off when not needed.
Properties too heavy to move, even when not appropriate, were

left on the atage. When the audlence should notice them, they

16TWwiokham, op. eit., II, 256.
168Rothwell, op. cit., pp. 15-20.
169Reynolds, op. eit., p. 610.
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were mentioned in the text of the play; otherwise, they were
forgotten.17o The audience could accept this type of stage-
setting with no'qualms, since these customs had been followed
throughout the history of the drama,l7l

Inasmuch as the people dld not object to a loose creation
of realism in staging, the travelling company may have had
little trouble in this aspect of their play presentation. Also,
custuming, although it may have been lavigh, was made up of
contemporary Elizabethan fashion (except for special effects
such as armor), and one set of costumes could be used for all

plays a.like.172

Thus, aslde from the problem of transporting
properties and costumes from town to town, a dllemma which
mush have been solved by the use of at least one wagon, staging
plays in the provinces may have been a relatively simple
matter.

Besides the consideration of where they were going to
play, the travelling companies had to keep in mind the people
to whom their entertainment was being offered. It has long
been a point of much Elizabethan scholarship to think of the

drama of a writer, such as Shakespeare, in terms of the audi-

ence for which he wrote. Critics of King Lear, for exampls,

17°George F. Reynolds, "Some Principles of Elizabethan
Staging, II," MP, III (June, 1905), 90.

17l 1b1d., pp. T3-Th.

172g, E. Hale, Jr., "The Influence of Theatrical Condi-
tions on Shakeapeare," MP, I (1903), 182,
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have interpreted the blinding of Gloucester as a device to
oatch the attention of bloodthirsty viewers. That such criti-
ocism of Shakespeare has doubtful validity 1s pointed out
succinotly by Prior, who states:

« « o by virtue of being an_extraordinarily gifted
imaginative man Shakespearéj possessed what always
dlstingulshes such minds in every age from thelr more
commonplace fellows-~the capacity to enter sympathe-
tically into the whole of human experience; he was
therefore able to create . . . without denylng his age,
something more than the bogey of the prejudices of his
audience, even of his own prejudices. To refer the
entlire problem to the local audlence 1s, in consequence,
to make the part stand for the whole and to evade the 173
responslbllity of coming to grips with the whole play. 7
Nevertheless, one must take some notice of the possible differ-
ences between a typical London and provincial audience, because
there is reason to believe that Shakespeare's company had the
differences well in mind and made concesslons to them in plays
presented on tours throughout England.

There 1s a natural tendency for an individual to look
upon the soclety of an age almost four hundred years past and
think of it as having been extremely primitive and naive. But
such a feeling 1s not accurate. Harbage relterates that it is
ridiculous to think that the Elizabethan was a brute illiterate,

174

-Ancapable of any normal human emotion. In essence, the

173M, E. Prior, "Elizabethan Audience and the Plays of
Shakespeare," MP, XLIX (November, 1951), 120.

174Hafbage, op. cit., p. 155.
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members of the typlcal Elizabethan audlence were human belngs
with minds and feelings much the same as those of people of
today, and whether they were Londoners or inhabitants of the
provinces, they were not a mechanical mass made up of crude

1
gensibilities, 7 For this reason, it 1s diffioult to make
generalizgtions on how members of the Lord Chamberlsin's Men
would have viewed the problem of golng into the provinces, in
terms of what they should present to thelr audlences.,
Doubtless, the problem of the company in satlsfyling its

audience was much the same in London as 1t was in the provinces.
Harrison quotes a statement, wrltten at the time of public
theatre presentation of three of John Lyly's plays in 1591:

At our exercises soldlers call for tragedles, thelr

objJect 1s blood; courtlers for comedies, thelr subject

is lovei7gountrymen for pastorals, shepherds are their

saints,
Middleton expressed the same sentiment in 1613 in the "Prologue"
to his play, No Wit, No Help Like g Woman's:

How is8't possible to suffice

So many ears, 80 many eyes?

Some in wit, some in shows

Take delight, and some in clothes:

Some for mirth they chlefly come,

Some for passlon,--for both some;

Some for lascivious meetings, that's thelr arrant;
Some to detract, and ignorance their warrant.

175Loc.'cit.

176quoted in Harrison, The Ellizsbethan Journals, p. 60.
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How 1s't possible to please

Opinion toss'd in such wild seas?

Yet I doubt not, 1f attention

Selze you above, and apprehension

You below, to take things quickly, 1

We shall both make you sad and tickle ye.t77
From these descriptions, one can see that the entire matter is
in essence one of audience taste., That this problem was not
minor 1s evidenced in a statement which occurs in The Hog

Hath Lost Hls Pearl (1611), in which Robert Tailor warns:

I hope you have made no dark sentence in't; for I'll
agsure you, our audience commonly are very simple,
idleheaded people and 1f they should hear what they

understand not, they would quite forsake our house.178

It was necessary for the travelling company to have as large
an audlience as possible to make their tour even reasonably
profitable. They, no doubt, knew well what their audience's
taste Iin entertainment was and how it differed from that of
their regular patrons in London.

The London and provincial public theatre audiences prob-
ably were much the same, as far as classes of people are
concerned. In London, a cross-section of the population was
represented at plays, but there were more young people than old,

more males than females, more worldly individuals than religious,

177, H. Bullen, (ed.), The Works of Thomas Middleton,
v, 281.

178Robert Dodsley, (ed.), A Select Collection of 0l1d
Plays, III, 386,
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and more craftsmen, Journeymen, and apprentices than any
other economic rank.179 The provincial audience may have
been dominated more by common workers with an income of about
a shilling per day, since a peasant class made up from eighty
to ninety per cent of the provincial population.180 According

to the contemporary account of Nicholas Breton in Fanastickes,

the 1ife of these laborers, many of whom arose at three o'clock
in the morning and had their work well under way by four o'clock,

seems dull and uninviting by present-day standards.181

These
workers did, however, have numerous occasions for lelsure,
enjJoying twenty-seven holidays throughout the year besides

Sundays.182

Plays, when avallable, were almost certainly one
of their main sources of recreation.

The amount of education that the average provincilal
playgoer would have possessed was doubtless smaller than that
of his London counterpart, although some educational facility
was avallable throughout most of IEngland. Grammar schools,
either independent or assoclated with a church, guild, or

hospital, were most common, and church-related song schools

and private teachers offered some kind of instruction, although

179arbage, op. cit., p. 90.
180y, g. Hoskinsg, "Provincial Life," Shakespeare Survey,

1815, p, Wilseon, (ed.), op. ¢it., pp. 275-279.
182Kogkins, op. cit., pp. 18-19.
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it was generally inferlor to that of the grammar school.183
Byrne points out that in some provincial towns, perhaps, a
ma Jority of the population had no education at all.184 But
Adamson qualifies thils concept by stating:

« « o 1t may be sald of the English people of the fif-

teenth and especially of the sixteenth century that it

was by no means an 1lliterate soclety and that faclilitles

for rudimentary instructlion at least were so distributed

as to reach even small towns and villages. True to

the natlional traditlion, parents used, or falled to use,

these opportunities for their children's beneflt as

they individually pleased. But where teachigé existed

there were candidates to receive it . . . .
Those who recelved a grammar school training were officially
taught Latin and were glven a classical education.186 Such
instruction was more readily avallable in London that in the
provinces, and, no doubt, & greater percentage of the London
play audience had taken advantage of opportunities in learning.
But, one can by no means make the generallization that the
London drama enthuslasts were educated and the small town
audiences stupid. Probably both groups existed in both au-

dlences.

183y, Adamson, '"The Extent of Lliteracy in England in
the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries: Notes and Conjectures,'
Library, Series IV, X (1929), 173-182,

184uriel St. Clare Byrne, Elizabethan Life in Town and
Country, p. 157.

l85Adamson, op. ¢it., p. 193.
186

Ibid., p. 1T4.
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Yet, there is one significant way in which the London
and provincial audiences would have varied and for which tour-
ing companies would have needed to provide. One might call
this contrast a distinct difference in degree of sophistica-
tion in play viewing., Londoners simply had more chances to
gain experience in hearing and seeing the drama of truly great
playwrights, and they would have been able to comprehend it
more fully than would an inexperienced theatregoer. Harbage
has shown that the London sudience was a regular one, consti-
" tuting only about one-third of the city's population, while
the other two-thirds never attended plzatys.]'e"7 Those familiar
playgoers had knowledge of what dramatists normally presented
to them, and thelr tastes were, of course, shaped accordingly.
Steoll sums up the matter in this ways:
s+ » o Dy ear the audlence through lifelong attendance
responded to the niceties of the different art 1n the
Forum and the Athenian and London theatres. The tech--
nique as such they did not understand; but the 1ideas,
sentiments, and morals, the language and situatlons,
were not above their heads, and to what they heard they
were accustomed, attuned'.l8
The problem of sophlistication 1ls concerned only with

those portions of a play which would not be obvious or enter-

taining to any viewer, no matter how extensive his dramatic

18THarbage, op. clt., p. 44.

188k mer E. Stoll, "Poetry and the Passions: an After-
math," PMLA, LV (1940), 982-983..
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background. Even plays used in London contalned much material
of little artistic value. The accounts of iIndividuals who
attended plays in London and were not especlally knowledgeable
about the drama demonstrate what the infrequent viewer enjoyed
and remembered about a play. Hentzner, a German visitor in
England in 1598, gave thls account of the drama he saw:

Without the clty, are some theatres, where English
Actors represent almost every day Comedies and Tragedles
to very numerous audlences; these are concluded wilth a
variety of dances, accompanled by excellent musicl8§nd
the excesslve applause of those that are present.

Thomas Platter, another German visitor in 1599, described the
experience of seeing Shakespeare's Jyliug Caesar in this way:
e« o o lch bin mitt meiner geselschaft Uber dz wasser

gefahren, haben in dem streuwinen Dachhaus die Tragedy
vom ersten Keyser Jullo Caesare mitt ohnegefahr 15
personen sehen gar artllich agleren; zu endt der Comedien
dantzeten sie ihrem nach gar lberausz zierlich, ye
zwen in mannes undt 2 in weibeI9Bleideren angethan
wunderbarlich mitt einanderen.
It must have been clear to the travelllng players that some
concesslion had to be made to pepple who sgw and enjoyed most
those parts of the play that, in truth, meant the least.
That actors dld actually have the provinclal taste
in mind i1s further pointed up in a statement made in 1624 by

John Gee:

189Quoted in Willlam B. Rye, England as Seen by Foreigners,
P. 215.

l9OQuo‘c.ed in Gustav Binz, "London Theater und Schausplele,"
Anglia, XXII, (1899), 458.
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It was wont when an Enterlude was to be acted in a

Country-Towne, the first questlion that an Hob-nalle

Spectator made, before he would pay his penny to get

in, was, Whether there bee a Divell and a foole in the

play? And i1f the Foole get upon the Divels backe, and

beate him wiiglhis Cox-combe til he rore, the play

is completle.
An emphasis on farcical elements, then, 1s one aspect of the
travelling text. Also, the company would stress the dances,
songs, or any other vaudevillian acts that would come within
the range of their play. Wright suggests that the provincial
audience would have found these items particularly amusing,
because plays were presented in the same places that strolling
Jugglers, tumblers, and magiclans.performed, and the audience
would have placed travelling actors in approximately the same
category.l92

Companies, at various times, had members in their troupe

who specialized in variety entertainment. The Queen's Men,
a leading company of the 1580's, had several acrobats who
travelled with them, and provincial records note payments to
the "Torkey Tumblers,”" ". . . the Quenes men when the Turke

went upon the Roppes,'
nl93

and ". . . the Quenes players at the

dancing on the rop. The Admiral's Men received a similar

191Q.uoted in Armstrong, op. cit., p. 192,

192y, B, Wright, "Variety Entertainment by Elizabethan
Strollers,'" JEGP, XXVI (July, 1927), 294.

l930h.ambers, William Shakespeare, I, 35, 38.
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provincial notice in 1590.194 The Chamberlain's Men had

gseveral actors in the company who were noted for thelr vaude-
villian ability. Will Kemp was especlally famous as a clown
and morrls dancer; Thomas Pope became famous as a rustic

clown; both Pope and George Bryan were noted as "instrumen= .
talists" and "fiddlers."l95 Playwrights, such as Shakespeare,
Jonson, and Marlowe, rebelled at this taste, but thelr texts |
were subject to such adaptation so that lesser minds could

196

be satisfied. Shakespeare's plays, Love's Labor's Lost,

Two Gentlemen of Verona, The Tempest, and the three plays in

which Falstaff 1s a character, all have a certalin amount of

extraneous clowning.l97
Perhaps an even more important consideration in pre-

paring a text for presentation before a provinclal audience

wag the people's desire for action, rather than words. Aside

from possible displays of clowning and vaudeville in Shakespeare's

plays, there were two types of passages: 'long speeches in

verse, very rhetorical in nature, and short exchanges of

dialogue, either in blank verse or conventional prose.;l'98

19%right, op. clt., p. 295.
1951p14,, p. 299.

4 l95Thaler, "Travelling Players in Shakespeare's England,"
p. 499.

197L. B. Wright, "Varlety-Show Clownery on the Pre-
Restoration Stage," Anglia, LII (March, 1928), 59-60.

1985, L. Bethell, "Shakespeare's Actors," RES, I (July,
1950), 204, '
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The audience could, of course, understand and interpret a play
on different levels, some people apprecilating the rhetoriec,
others the clowning, and still others the fast-moving action.
The provincial audlence, not experienced playgoers, would be
impressed most by the lower levels., Thus, the travelling
players would probably eliminate some of the more elaborate
passages, which slowed down the action. This possibility was
enhanced by an Ellzabethan tendency to have more interest in
an individual's actions than in the motivation behind his
act.199 Man, they felt, was moved either by reason or passilon,
with no accumulation of motivation from past experiences.200
The elaborate psychologlcal background that many modern
scholars depend on in interpreting a character was never so
important to the El1zabethan 201

The provincial audlence was not immune, however, to
the effects of an outstanding, well-written passage. An
Incident occurred in the seventeenth century, in which a com-
pany of bad actors appeared in a town wilth a play called
Pilzarro. During the play’ a question was answered by the inser-
tion of a passage from Hamlet. The audlence, recognizing

the relative merit of the lines, broke into applause.202 Any

1998ernard Beckerman, Shakespeare at the Globe, p. 142.
20010c. cit.

20lgoperta Langbaum, "Character versus Action in
Shakespeare,'" Shakespeare Quarterly, VIII (Winter, 1957),

202E Colby, "Supplement on Strollers," PMLA, XXXIX
(September, 1924), 643,
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audience could appreciate a play in which they saw characters
like themselves, involved in situations in which a moral
choice was necessary.zo3 Harbage has written that all of
Shakespeare's plays were dominated by a moral purpose.204
This aspect would not be dlsregarded by any responsible set of.
actors, no matter how crude their audience's tastes might be.
But, an adapter could easily see fit to cut the length of
some speeches, omlt simlles and overly elaborate comparisons,
classical allusions and references to topics of current interest
in London, but not generally known elsewhere, displays of
learning, excessive play on words, and much of the poetical
ornament.2o5 All of these omissions, along with the emphasis
on vaudevillian entertainment, could have been made in most,
if not all, of the texts taken on & tour. Also, considering
changes that may have been needed to provide for fewer actors
and possible difficulties in staging, one may surmise that
the version of a play presented in the provinces was somewhat

different from that normally seen in Loﬂdon.

2O3Alfred Harvage, As They Liked It, p. 7.
2041p14., p. 8.
2O5Hart, op. ¢it., p. 179.



CHAPTER III
A SUMMARY OF CRITICAL OPINICN ON SHAKESPFARE'S QUARTOS

.« « + Seneca cannot be too heavy, nor Plautus too
light. PFor the law of writ and the lliberty, these
are the only men.

(Hamlet, II.11.419-421)

No amount of speculation on how companles might have
changed thelir play texts for presentation in the provinces
is tenable without uncontested proof that such a practice
existed. Fortunately, some of Shakespeare's quartos show
evidence of shortening when compared with the longer F1

forms.206 Two such texts are the 1597 RQuarto of Romeo and

Juliet and the 1602 Quarto of The Merry Wives of Windsor,

versions which may well have been travelling texts, In the
past, critical opinlion, however, has varlied widely in attempt-~
ing to explain the "bad" quartos, and most theories have elther
overlooked or dlscounted the possibillty that these may have
been provincial play texts.

The numerous and different explanations for the state
of these quartos are the result of the many problems related
to these texts, involving frequent omissions of material, para-

phrases, variations 1n sentence order and eplsodes, erroneous

206The abridged quartos have recelved the designation
of "bad" quartos on the grounds that they are so corrupted
that they could never have been performed. Numerous scholars
have refuted this claim, but the tag remains.
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character designetions, metrical changes, and transpositions
of words, phrases, and lines. Scholars have, therefore,
offered explanations which take into account all of these
known textual varlations. Consequently, a summary of the gen-
eral reasoning behind these ma jor theories 1s necessary before

reaching any conclusions about Ql of Romeo and Juliet and the

Q text of The Merry Wives.

The earliest attempts at an all-inclusive summation of
the "bad" quartos concerned a printer's sending a stenographer
to the theatre to record the play as it was performed. Theobald,
first, suggested this means of transmission as early as 1733;
Malone accepted this theory for at least the Henry V quarto;

J. Payne Collier defended the conjecture in 1844; and many
nineteenth century German scholars accepted it without ques-

tion.207 Herbert Evans, in his "Introduction" to the facsimile

edition of Romeo and Juliet, Q‘l’ and P. A, Danlel, in the

"Introduction" to the 1888 facsimile edition of the 1602

Merry Wives quarto, accept this stenographic theory, adding
that the reporter may have received help from a literary hack
in bringing the play into its printed form.208 According to
this shorthand theory, the differences in the so-called

207
William Bracy, The Merry Wives of Windsor, th
Ll e Hi
and Transmission of Shakespeare's Text, pp. 19-20. story

2
OBerbert Evans, "Introduction," Romeo and Juliet,

1 . vi- :
pg?7ix82. vi-vill; P. A, Danlel, Merry Wives of Windsor, 1602,
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corrupted texts are due to the reporter's faulty hearing,
additions of unmetrical words (which may have been inserted
by actors), a recording of gags, and a provision of stage
directlons to describe the action when the recorder could not
write all the dialogue.2°9

Although several systems of shorthand were in existence
during the Elizabethan Perlod, the theory that it could have
been used for play transmission has been discounted by modern
scholars. The degree to which shorthand had developed at that
time was insufficlent to take down even slow speeches with
much accuracy. For example, Matthews shows that Bright's
system of "Characterie,'" published in 1588, had five hundred
and seventy different symbols to distinguilsh, required a great
grasp of vocabulary, and was further slowed by the necessity
of writing in columns.210 Thus, the recording of an entire
play in this manner, even in a corrupted form, is conslidered
to have been quite improbable.

There are numerous extensions of the reporter theory,
in addition to the note-taker concept, all based upon the
supposition of memorial reconstruction by either a single’
actor, a literary hack, or a group of actors. The hypothesis
is that the lone actor or hack was a thief, who knew, falrly

209Chambers, Willlam Shakespeare, I, 15T7.

210y, Matthews, '"Shorthand and the Bad Shakespeare
Quartos," MLR, XXVII (July, 1932), 254,
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accurately, a complete text and reproduced from memory an
otherwlse unavallable copy for a printer. Theoretically, a
whole group of actors would work together to reconstruct a
text, 1f a prompt-copy were lost or destroyed, and this
version may have found 1lts way 1into print 1ln somewhat altered
form.211

Kirschbaum examlined blbllographical data in comparing
the "bad" quartos to thelr fuller, extant texts for varlatlons
in spelling, punctuation, itallelzatlion, cpaltalization, stage
directions, and lining of blank verse, and from his findings
he confirmed his bellef in the memoriasl reconstruction theory.212
Greg, who first popularized the ldea, also examined blblliograph-
1cal data in comparing quartos and found a reporter's unalded
memory responsible for the omissions, additions, and changes
in some of the texts.213 Rhodes added another phase to the
reporter theory 1n his supposlition that some of the variant
quartos had been prepared by actors who had played with the
Chamberlain's Men in the provinces and had subsequently left
the company, later trying to reconstruct the shortened play

from memory.214

2IIChambers, William Shakespeare, I, 158.

212Leo Kirschbaum, "Hypothesls Conéerning the Origin of
the Bad Quartos,”" PMLA, LX.(September, 1945), 7l4=T15.

213Bracy,'920 &uo’ PP. 38—39.

214Ibid., P. 47,
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Further evidence in support of the memory theslis 1is

found in the transposed or out-of-place lines which often occur
in the "bad" quartos.. Hoppe attributes the one hundred and
sixty recollectlons and anticlipatlons he finds in Q1 of Romeo
and Julliet to a reporter who had acted in both a full-length
and shortened version of this play. He proposes that this man
had tried to reconstruct the longer form, but could remember
only the text of the abridged version. Occaslonal passages
of the longer text, however, survived in his mind, which lines
he incorporated into the play out of place;?15 Also, Hoppe
thinks that a reporter sometimes brought in speeches from other
plays.216 Indeed, Greg concurs in the bellef that a reporter
vas responsible for the problem of line transposition in Q of

The Merpy,Wives.?17 Shaplin also has conducted an experiment

in memorial reconstruction and has found that the recollection
of a play by one of 1ts minor actors does result in some amount
of line transposition;218

Other proofs used to back up the reporter theory are

those which reflect the sgignificance of the more extensive

215H'..R’..Hoppe,."The First Quarto Version of 'Romeo and
Juliet,'" RES, XIV (1938), 2755

2161p14,, p.. 276
217Bracy, . ov.. cit., Ds. 45

218Betty Shapin, "Experiment in Memorial Reconstfuction,"
MLR, XXXIX (Jamuary, 1944), 9-17.
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stage directions, such as those contained in the "bad" quartos
of Romeo and Jullet and Merry Wives. Hoppe finds these direc-

tions to be evidence of a reproduction by someone who remembered
the stage actlons and could perhaps not recall all the dlalogue
that had originally gone with them.219 Hoppe concludes, further=
more, that the reporter made up his own verse in Ql of Romeo

and Juliet when he could not recall the original speech.220

The actor-reporter has even been tentatively ldentified by
close examinations of the texts to determine which parts have

been best reproduced. Greg deduces that the Host was the

pirate of the Merry Wives.221 Hoppe proposes that the actor

222

who portrayed Romeo was the thief of Romeo and Juliet.

Bracy, however, shows that such conjectures are lnaccurate,
pointing out that other actors have parts in the play which
are equally well-retained, even when the supposed reporter 1is

223

absent from the stage. In fact, in another example, one

of the Host's speeches in the Merry Wives is assigned to another

character.
Although it 1s still widely-held, the memorial recon-

struction theory has been refuted by other textual examinations.

219%0ppe, op. eit., p. 278.
229£p;g., p. 277.
22l pracy, op. cit., p. 40.
“221p34., p. 57.

2231p1d., p. 40,
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Behind the opinion 1s the theory that there was a need for an
illegal recording of texts. ©Since there were no major theat-
rical fires 1n which manuscripts were destroyed during the
1590"'s, and since there 1s little chance that all good copies
of a play would have been lost, 1t is much more probable to
think that texts were often released for printing by the
actors themselves, when thelr prosperity was low., A great
surge In printing of texts from 1593-1595 and around the turn
of the century, both of which were perilods of adversity for
actors, lends plausibility to this concept.224 The problem
is, then, to determine why the texts which may have been sold
to the printers were generally less complete than other
versions, from which the majority of scholars, no matter what
their ultimate conclusions from bibliographic study, are
agreed that they were derived.

Pollard and Wilson argue that many of the "bad" quartos
were printed from prompt~copies, basing their assumption upon
the observation that the stage directlions seem to be those of
a prompter, e.g., "Enter Will Kemp" for "Enter, Peter" in Q;
of Romeo and Juliet.225 Gaw hag examined the texts in which

actual names appear and finds that the actors' names are not

always written when a character first enters, as they would

22%41p14., p. 63.

225R. B. McKerrow, "Elizabethan Printer and Dramatic
Manuscripts,'" Library, Series 4, XII (December, 1931), 269.
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have been recorded if they were meant to be a reminder for the

prompter.226

McKerrow supports this conclusion, in a study

of the characteristics of the prompt-coplies of the period.227
He suggests a more plausible explanation, however, for these
manuscripts recorded by the printer. Pointing out that, on

the whole, most works printed in the Elizabethan Period are
accurate, he proposes that the greater frequency of errors

in the printed texts of plays was a result of less readable
coples being offered for print1n5.227 A company needed a clear,
readable prompt-copy and would have guarded it carefully. If
the company wished to submit a play to a printer, it was not
the prompt-copy, but the author's original foul papers that
might have been used.229 Craig supports this hypothesis for
many of the "bad" quartos.23°

The shortened versions of Romeo and Juliet and the Merry

Wives, however, may not fall into the foul paper classification.

Bracy differs from most other theorists on the Merry Wives

quarto by showing it to be a perfectly good acting text,

226, | Gaw, "Actors' Names in Basic Shakespearean Texts,"
PMLA, XL (September, 1925), 535.

22TMcKerrow, op. ¢it., pp. 270-272,
2281p14,, p. 268.
2291p1d., pp. 264-266.

423°Hard1n Craig, A New Look At Shakespeare's Quartos,
PP. J=4. -
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consc iously abridged.231 He suggests the work of an adapter

who was familiar with the play, whose Jjob 1t was to prepare

a stage version. This individual might have subconsciously
ingerted lines out of place, or consciously preferred a
familiar passage 1ln another spot. 1In an illegible portion of
the copy, he might have used his memory and, in certain spots,
might have revised to sult his own preferences.232 These
suggestions, if true, explain most of the differences in the
"bad" quartos, i.e., the transpositions, revisions, and
omissions.

Bracy algo considers other textual problems. The more
elaborate stage directions, he feels, originated in the theatre
and give rise to more effective staging and quicker movement
of plot.233 The appearance of an actor without & espeaking

part in a scene, a frequent phenomenon in Q of the Merry Wives,

is almost certainly an indication of an adapter's work, with a
retention of the notation of the actor's appearance from the
longer copy, bgt a subsequent elimination of his speeches in
the astage version.234 The greater abridgment occuring in the
lagt one-third of this play, Bracy attributes to the actors’

231cr, Bracy, op. c¢it., pp. 79-97.
232;91@., pp. 69-70.

2531pid., p. 72.

234;92@., p. 60.
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concern about audlence impatlence after the mid-crlisis point
has passed.235 The minor varlants of single words that are
~very lmportant in the formatlon of the reporter theory, Bracy
deduces, may be explalned by the difflcultlies presented in
the transmlssion from Elizabethan handwriting.236 After a
complete investigation of the quarto compared with the folilo,
Bracy finds that the most loglcal conclusion to be reached
about the Merry Wives quarto shows that it was abridged for
performance in the provinces by the Chamberlain Men during
their 1597 tour. In the more trying times of 1602, the version
was offered to the printer, since 1t was a text no longer in
use. 227

Nearly the same explanations can be applied to the dif=

ferences which exist between Ql and Q2 of Romeo and Juliet.

Cralg belleves that Q, was printed from the foul papers of
Shakespeare's revislon and not from Ql. Ql, however, 1s a
stage version of the play and was consclously adapted from the
earliest form of the play.238 Cralg shows that Ql 1s a good
acting version and was quite posslbly abridged for a provine-

clal tour.239

235Ibido) ppo 63"'640
2361414., p. 129,

23T1pig., p. 126.

23$Craig, opn. cit., pp. 54=55.

2391p14., pp. 256-265.
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None of the major quarto theories, from shorthand to
memorilal reconstruction to abridgment for acting, is without
its weaknesses, In the vast complication of interpreting the
hundreds of variances between "good" and "bad" quartos, the
system-makers are often very strong.in one area of thelir argu-
ment, while on shaky grounds in another. Therefore, much
scholarship is based upon supposition or sﬁsgestion of what
could have been the circumstances of quarto printing, while
opposing theorists bring forth hypotheses to support an entirely
different position. It is unlikely that there will ever be
universal agreement on all aspects of the problem.

For the purposes of this study, the findings of Bracy

and Craig on the first quartos of The Merry Wives of Windsor

end Romeo and Juliet, i.e., that they are legitimate acting
versions, most likely for provincial tours, are particularly
inviting. That these men's opinions have been reached in
recent years, after careful sifting through the claims of the
past, makes their stand even more useful. But thelr ultimate
suggestion that these quartos are abrldgments for the provinces
mey be glven even more valldity by examinling these texts specif-
ically as travelling texts.



CHAPTER IV

EXAMINATION OF THE FIRST QUARTOS OF THE MERRY WIVES OF WINDSOR

AND ROMEQ AND JULIET AS TRAVELLING TEXTS

I heard thee speak me a speech once, but it was

never acted; or, if it was, not above once; for

the play, I remember, pleased not the million . . . &

(Hamlet, II.i1.454-456))

Throughout the following textual examination, the
earlier stated coneclusions on aspects of actors! concern for
verforming on provincial tours will be used. Briefly, these
criteria are the followlngs: a provislon for fewer actors,
consideration for staging difficulties, shortening of speeches,.
omissions of figurative language, classicel and obscure toplcal

ellusions, and an emphasis upon variety entertainment.

Comparison of Q and F, of The Merry Wives of Windsor

The earliest dating of the Merry Wives is 1597. Hotson,.
who has  examined extensively the satirical implications of the
play, concludes that it must have been acted during the lifetime
of one William Gardiner, who died on November 26,A15973?4° An
0ld and generally saccepted tradition states that Queen Elizabeth
demanded that Shakespeare wrlte a play showing Falstaff in love,
The occasion for the performance was to be a celebration of the

Order of the Garter, A very elaborate festlivity of thlis nature

240yotson,. op.. cite, . pe 1114 -
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was held on April 23, 1597, at which time George Carey, the
new Lord Chamberlain and patron of Shakespeare's company, was

inducted into the Order.241 That The Merry Wives of Windsor

was possibly written for this celebration is a theory which
has received common assent since Hotson's discoveries.

The Chamberlain's Company travelled in 1597 after July
28, when plays were inhibited in London following the presen-
tation of the Isle of Dogs. Ome thinks 1t is llkely that the

company would have taken their new and popular play with.them

80 that Q of Merry Wives could actually come from the version

performed on this tour. The tltle page, when the quarto was
printed in 1602, states that the play was reproduced ". . . as
it hath bene divers times Acted . . . both before her Malestie

and else-where."a42

The "else-where," although ambiguous,
could be construed to imply provinclal performance,

The most obvious thing about Q in comparison with Fy
is its greatly reduced text. Q has a total of 1620 lines,
compared to 2701 for 5:243 This fact alone suggests a much

shorter time of performance. Perhaps, thls consideration

24lpracy, op. cit., p. 1OT.

242All references and quotations from Q are from the
facsimile edition of Merry Wives of Windsor, 1602 Quarto,
prepared by William Griggs. ALl references and quotations
from F are from Shakespeare's Comedies, Histories, & Tragedies,
a facsimile edition prepared by Helge Kokeritz.

243Bracy, op. cit., p. 79.
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itself was a motive for cutting the play, although there is

no prcof or ready explanation to show why this reasoning would
hold true for a provincial performance. Ogburn suggests that
the basis for the shorter play is that of producing vigorous
action, no matter what the cost to motivation or plot.244 He
finds that the farcical elements are consciously accentuated,
and he desoribes Q as a farce 1nterlude.245

The quarto calls for a multiple stage. In the distri-
bution of settings, the play contalhs five street scenes, three
scenes in a field or park, six scenes In a room at the Garter
Inn, three scenes at Ford's house, and one scene each at Dr.
Cajus's and Page's houses. Some differentiation between these
numerous locatlons must have been made, possibly by means of
using the controversial curtained backstage. To suggest the
changes of setting between the interior of the houses and the
Garter Inn, perhaps & sign or crest signifying the Inn was
alternately hung and taken down. The representation of differ-
ent houses 1s made clear in the dlialogue and action, and there
would be no particular difficulty 1ln accepting the fact thgt
three houses are called for, even 1f no property changes are
" made visually to indicate substructures. It 1s interesting

to note that no two consecutlive scenes are played within the

244yincent H. Ogburn, "Merry Wives Quarto, a Farce
Interlude," PMLA, LVII (September, 1942), 655.

24510c. cit.
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houses in Q. There 1s such an occurrence in F; in III.111 and
III.iv, when rooms in Ford's and Page's houses are portrayed.
In Q, however, these two scenes are separated by III.v, set
in the Garter Inn. Obviously, 1f a signifying property for
the Inn did exlst, then a greater sense of realism could be
created by interspersing this scene between two consecutive
locations for which no differentiating emblem existed.

A scene by scene comparison of Q and Fi reveals many
textual varlatlons. In I.1, the stage dlrections of F; ocall
for twelve characters, all of whom have speaking parts. 1In
Q, one character in %_, Simple, 1s never mentioned, and
Bardolph, who 1s indicated as entering, has no speeches. The
elimination of Bardolph's part, also, makes clear that only
ten actors are needed in Q, & number sultable to a travelling
company and within keeping with what it could afford for the
scene.

The two plays open quite differently in I.i. 1In Fq,
the first seventy-four lines contain Justice Shallow's listing
of grievances against Falstaff. In the process, Shallow and
Slender elaborate humorously upon Shallow's position and.family
name. Among the topical allusions in the lines in F, are the

1
terms, Custalorum, Rato-lorum, and Armerigo. In addition,

there 1s a reference to the luces (fish) in Shallow's coat-of-
arms. Hotson has convincingly shown the satirical thrusts of

this entire passage toward William Gardiner. Shallow is a

\
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parallel to Gardiner, who was a Justice of the peace and of the
quorum for the county of Surrey.246 Custalorum and Ratolorum

(Custos Rotulorum, Keeper of the Records) was the next office

above Gardiner's rank.247 Hotson suggests that a man of
Gardiner's bad character would have been well-known so that
references to him would have been recognized by a London
audience.248 The whole passage 1s not meaningful to a careful,
modern-day reader without this background of the implications
Wwhich i1t contains, and obviously 1t would probably have been
meaningless to members of provinclal agudiences, who had likely
never heard of Gardiner. 1In addition, the talk involved gives
the play a slow start as far as plot and action are concerned.
It 18 signiflicant to note, therefore, that most of these lines
are completely missing in Q.

The first elghteen lines of Q differ almost completely
from those in Fl, except for one referencé to the mgking of a
Star Chamber matter out of the disagreement which: occurs
between Shalléw and Falstaff. In Q, conversation between
Shallow and Page begins immedlately, and in these lines the
basic subplot concerning Page's betrothal of his daughter,
Anne, 1s initiated in forthright terms. The humor which a

246Hotson, op. cilt., p. 94.

247
248

Ibid., pPpP. 95-99.
Ibid., p. 99.
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knowledgeable audlience might detect in the opening of F1 is
missing in Q, with actlon and plot lmmediately begun in its
stead. Furthermore, Falstaff, the maln character, is brought
on much qulcker in Q.

InQ, I.1.20-22 correspond to F., I1.1.140=143, lines

1?
which mark the first occasion of anticipation in the shortened
version. These lines lnvolve an lntroductlon of characters
by Evans:

The first man is M Page, videlicet M. Page.

The second is my selfe, videlicet my selfe.

And the third and last man, 1s mine host of the gartyr.

(Q, I.1.20-22)
Although these lines are placed differently in Q when compared
with Fl' they serve the very useful purposé of introducing the
characters on stage, a technical matter which needs initial
clarification. An adapter could well have purposely placed
them earlier in the first scene, especlally since three additional
characters enter ilmmediately after this speech i1s uttered.
With the omission of many of the opening lines contained in
Fl, all ildentities are not clear in @ until this point in the
play.
The initial encounter of Falstaff and Shallow in I.i is

essentially the same in @ and F but @ again is abbreviated

1!
in form, devoting only thirty-~five lines to the dlalogue,

~

while Fl utilizes seventy. Q, however, omits lines which are

not necessary to the action, and statements which possibly
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" and "Mephos-

contain obscure allusions. "Banbury cheese,
tophilus" (an obvious allusion to Marlowe's Dr. Faustus) are
missing in this sequence, and later, the name of Sackerson, a
Paris Garden bear, 1s also omitted.
Murthermore, in Q, Mistress Ford enters at I.1.57 and
a short perlod of byplay ensues which 18 not mentlioned at all
in Fy, Falstaff greets the lady, and, according to a stage
direction, kisses her. He, then, makes a comment that he
desires "more acquaintance" with both Mistress Ford and Mistress
Page. This incident serves to establish the basic jealousy
plot much more quickly in Q than in F,, where 1t 1s not actually
established until I.1ii,
The end of I.1 in Q brings about another transposition

of lines., The situatlion involves a conversation between
Anne Page and Slender, who has been persuaded to be a sultor
for her hand. Hls basic indifference to the whole affalr 1is
brought out in F; in thirty-four lines of conversatlion with
Shallow and Evans, all of which are missing in Q. Flve lines
(Q, I.1.73-77) are borrowed from Fy, III.1iv.69-73, in which
Slender expresses the same sentliment to Anne:

Nay for my owne part, I would little or nothing with

you. I loue you well, and my vncle can tell you how

my living stands. And 1f you can loue me why so. If

not, why then happle man be his dole,
(Q, I.1.73-7T)

I.11 and I.111 are much the same in both versions, but

I.iv in Q 18 approximately only one-half as long as. the



80
corresponding scene in Fl‘ The setting is Dr. Calius's house
wherelin Simple requests Mistress Qulickly to speak well to Anne

Page in Slender's behalf. Here, Q and F. both accomplish the

1
same ends, but the opening fifteen lines of F, are omitted in

1

Q. In Fl, this passage involves the sending of John Rugby to
wateh for Dr. Calus. In Q, Rugby's fallure to appear until
the middle of the scene would allow an actor from the previous
scene the necessary time to change costume so as to double in
the later entrance in the rather mlnor part.249 Since the
Doctor comes upon Simple and Quickly by surprise anyway, one
suggests that the part could have been eliminated without
gserious disturbance to the text. }

When Dr. Cgius does approach, Quickly hides Simple in
a "closet" in F; and in a "Counting-House" in Q. The change
of words, here, could indicate intentional staging differences.
A stage direction in Q reads: "He steps into the Counting-
house." Caius, then, discovers Simple when he looks for . . .
simples [Eedicinal herb%] in a box in de Counting-house.” 1In

", « o dere is some simples

Fqys the corresponding line reads:
in my closet." Obviously, the irony of the situation is em-

bodied in the double meaning of the word, "simples.”" Possibly,
also, Simple was literally hiding in a box'in Q. ’Pérhaps, upon

a provinclal stage of limited facllitles, a box may have been

249Bracy, op. clt., p. 81.
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one of the propertlies used here. Certalnly a box could be
"stepped into," as the direction lndicates.

In Q (I.1v), a character is altogether missing. In Fys
Fenton comes 1n for the last thlrty-four lines and asks Quickly
to speak to Anne In his behalf. However, thls sequence 1s
lacking in Q, perhaps the result of an actor's doubling in
the part. The minor character, Nm, who never appears in a
scene with Fenton, 1s present in the scenes before and after
this one. Were this actor asslgned to both roles, probably
he would have found it imposslible to make the needed costume
changeé for the portrayal of two dlfferent characters in: ihree
consecutlive scenes,

II.1 1s somewhat shorter in Q (Fl, 218 1l.; Q, 155 11.),
but the actlion remains essentlially the same. Nine characters

appear in both versions. One point which Q makes that Fl

ignores 1s an allusion to Falstaff's obesity. In Q (II.1.203),
Falstaff remarks in his letters to Mrs, Ford and Mrs. Page,

", « o youre falre, and I am fat." Later, in Q (II.1.19-20),
Mrs. Page observes, "Well, I shall trust fa£ men the worse while
I live for his sake." In Fy (II.1.33-34), Mrs. Page does make
the rather crude statement that Falstaff's "Guts are made of
puddings,”" although Q (II. 1 .84) relterates this point, when
the confused Page, trying to explain Falstaff's advances toward

his wife, suggests, ". . . perhaps he hath spoken merrily as

the fashion of fat men are.”" Q's great emphasls upon the
point of Falstaff's obesity'makes slze a possible motivatlional
factor for Falstaff's acts. In Fl' the fatness appears to

have been exploited only as a humorous note., Perhaps, the
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adapter of Q felt that some stress on motivation was needed.
In fact, with the omission of many descriptive lines contained
in Fy, no character 1n Q 1s fully drawn. Equating Falstaff's
physlcal slze with wantonness may have been consldered a
sufficlent explanatlon for hls acts. Nevertheless, the problem
of the physlcal description does not clearly indicate that a
different actor was employed in the Q version, since the Fal-
staffs of Q and Fl are both obviously fat.

Several omlsslons of lines in Q (II.1i) eliminate fig-
urative allusions. Among these are Mrs. Page's desire to
". . . be a Glantesse and Lye under Mount Pelion" (F;, II.1i,
79-80), Falstaff's attractlion to the "Gally-mawfry" (Fy, II.11.
119), and Page's resolution not to "beleeve such a Cataian.”
(Fl, II.,11.148) The Brooke-Broome name crux also occurs in this
scene. Q uses Brooke for the assumed name which Ford takes on
in order to conceal his ldentlty. Fl' probably because of later
censorshlp, changes the name to Broome. Brooke was the family
name of Lord Chamberlaln, inimlical to theatrlcal interests, who
took offlice 1n 1596.25O Any controversy over which name was
used probably would have had little effect upon & provinclal
audlence, which undoubtedly would have been unable to recognize
the name in the first place.

The shortened text of Q (II.11) results in keeping a

fast pace in the play. In F the corresponding entire scene

1’
1s taken up in long prose speeches, first by Quioklylgnd, then,

25OHotson, op. cit., p. 15.
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by Ford. Many of thelr speeches, hereln, are ten or more lines
in length. The same thought 1s retalned 1ln Q and in much the
same wording, but all material unnecesséry to the essential
features of the plot is lacking. Quickly's shorter speeches
in Q do de~emphasize her characterlization in F, as a busybody
and gossip. Altogether, she speaks only twenty-six lines in
this scene in Q, compared to her seventy-one llnes in Fl'

Ford's part 1s also shorter in this scene in §, but
not nearly as short as Quickly's. Obvlously, hls speeches are
more necessary in establishing the revenge plot later perpe-
trated upon Falstaff and , therefore, cannot be reduced too
sharply wlthout damaging clarity here. His final twenty-five
lines in F, are, however, nearly half as long in Q. This
passage contains Ford's lament occasioned by the possibility
of his being made a cuckold. A comparison of the texts in this
speech provldes an example of Q's typilcal ébridgment of Fl's

rhetorical, bombastic material without loss of meaning:

Quarto Folilo
Ford., What a damned ep- Ford. What a damn'd Epicurian
icurian is this? My wife Rascgll 1s this? " my heart 1s
gent for him, the plot is ready to cracke with impatience:
lald: Page 1s an Agse, who sales this 1s improuldent
Ile sooner trust an Irish- lealouslie: my wife hath sent
man with my Aquaulta bottle, to him, the howre 1s fixt, the
Sir Humour parson with my mgtch is made: would any man
cheese, A theefe to walk have thought this? see the hell
my ambling gelding, the my of haulng a false woman: my
wife with her self: then bed shall be abus'd, my Coffers
she plots, then she rumin- ransack'd, my reputation gnawne
ates, And what she thinks at, and I shall not only recelve

in her hart she may effect’ this villanous wrong, but stand



Sheele breake her hart but
she will effect it. God
be praised for my lealousle:
Well Ile goe preuent him,
the time drawes on, Better
an hour too soone, then a
minit too late, Gods my
life.cuckold, cuckold.

(Q, II.11.160-172)

The Q reductions of the Fl soliloquy are easy to see.
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vnder the adoption of abhom-
inable termes, and by him that
does me thls wrong: Termes,
names: Amalmon sounds well:
Lucifer, well: Barbason, well:
yet they are Diuels additlons,
the names of flends: But Cuck-
old, Wittoll, Cuckold? the
Diuell himselfe hath not such
a name. Page 1s an Asse, a
secure Asse; hee wlll trust his
wife, hee will not be lealous:
I will rather trust a Fleming
with my butter, Parson Hugh

the Welshman with my Cheese, an
Irishman with my Aqua~vitae-
bottle, or a Theefe to walke my
ambling gelding, than my wife
with her selfe., Then she plots,
then shee rumlnates, then she
deulses: and what they thlnke
in thelr hearts they may effect;
they wlll break thelr hearts
but they will effect. Heauen
bee prais'd for my lealousie:
eleuen o'clock the howre, I
will preuent thils, detect my
wife, bee reueng'd on Falstaffe
and laugh at Page. I will
about 1t, better three houres
to soone, then a mynute too

late: fle, fle, file: Cuckold,
Cuckold, Cuckold.
(Fl, II.11.290-315)

The

digression of the names of devils is missing (although interest-

ingly emough, 1t appears later in Q as a recollection).

much of Ford's repetitive ranting agains his wife 1s gone.

Also,
Yeot,

the Fl sentiment 1s conveyed in { to the audlence, and the

same plot 1s lald, demonsiratlng the skillful and professional‘

shortening in Q.
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Time varlation of Q and F; 1s flrst noted in IIL.i1
and is carried on throughout the play. In Fy, the hour of
Falstaff's and Mrs. Ford's first meeting 1s stated as bheing
between ten and eleven o'clock, whereas this appointment is
set between elght and niﬁe:d'block in Q.. The times are merely
swltched for the second encé&nter:: between ten and eleven
o'clock in Q and between eight and nine o'tlock in Fy.. The
result of these time shifts is that in Fl two days are indi-
cated for the meetings, whlle 1n Q the actlon appears to occur
in one day. One feels that there 1s a greater application of
the unity of time 1n Q, in which version it is easier to keep
the appointments straight, since the times are listed in
consecutive order. A consclous adaptation, then, is qulte
probable in effeocting this change, since a simpliflication of
understanding results in Q..

Throughout the next four scenes (II,i-III.il), several
characters are missing in Q.. The part of Quickly's boy, Robin,.
is gone from Q (II.ii).. In the two following scenes (II.iii
and III.1), Slender also has no assigned speeches, Although
he 1s listed as entering, he evidently does not appear,.
Similarly, Bardolph is mentioned in a speech in Q (III.1.68),
but apparently 1s not on stage. Bracy has suggested that the
error may have been the result of mistaken 1ldentity of an

actor who doubled in the parts of Bardolph and Simple;251 Two

25lpracy, op. cite, P. 88
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characters, Mrs. Page and Roblin, who open III.1l in F1, are
also missing in Q. The omliaslon of these characters in Q
could be the concesslon an adapter of a play text for provin-
clal performance would have had to make to accommodate the
smaller company.

Rugby, Dr. Calus's servant, 1s not present on stage
in @ (III.ii). Fenton does, however, receive mention in the
Q version for the first time, although he, too, is not on
stage. The llines describing him are the same in both texts.
The Host says: "[Eentog] capers, he daunces, he wrltes verses,
he smelles / All April and May . . . ." (Q III.11.20-21). 1In
addition to describing Fenton's characteristics, the passage
gives promise of some varliety entertalnment at the approximate
midway point in the play.

F. allusions are missing in Q (III.ii). For example, a

1
reference to Page In F; as "a secure and wilfull Acteon” is
wanting. Page's statement that Fenton is unacceptable to him
as a sultor for his daughter, because ". . . hee kept companie
with the wilde Prince, and Pointz" is also gone. This last
allusion, of course, refers to the Henry IV plays. There is
no reason to think that a London audlence would not have
appreclated the statement, but country patrons qulte possibly
would not have recognized its signiflcance.

Eleven characters are mentioned in the stage directions

of Q (III.1i1). Slender and Shallow agaln are listed, but they
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have no speeches and are never referred to in the scene. The
two are, thefefore, expendable here. They are not mentioned
at all (even in a stage direction) in F; (III.1i1), but there
is a noted difference in the emphasis upon numbers in the two
versions. Significantly, in this one instance, Q indicates
more characters than Fl' When Ford tries to spring upon his
wife and Fglstaff by surprlse in Q, Mrs. Page announces his
coming with the statement: ". . . your husband woman is coming, /
With halfe Windsor at his heeles . . . ." This "halfe Windsor"
turns out to be Ford, Page, Dr. Calus, Sir Hugh, and possibly
Slender and Shallow. In Fl, there 18 a different reference to
the group: "Your husband's comming hether (Woman) with all
the Officers in Windsor . . « ." The "Officers" are apparentiy
Ford, Page, Dr. Calus, and Sir Hugh. Although there 1s no
reason for one to rely heavily upon the validity of Mrs., Page's
report, especlally since 1t 1s intended to frighten Falstaff,

Q does have greater accuracy in the scene than Fl, 1f Slender
and Shallow do appear, as the stage direction indlcates.

There are three allusions to places in London in Fl
(III.11), of which Q retains two. An order in Fy (II.11.11-12)
for two servants to carry the laundry basket contalning Falstaff
", . . among the Whitsters in Dotchet Mead" is a simple command
inQ to", .« . carry this basket, say to the launderers." One
of the references to London retained in Q (1. 28) alludes to

Mrs. Page's ". . . smelling like Bucklersberry in simple time,"
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Bucklersbury was a street in London, known for its grocers
and apothecaries.252 The real humor of using the allusion
in this situation is in the pun on "buck," a word used through—
out the scene to connote dirty laundry. For this reason, it
could have had meaning for a provinclal asudience, even 1f the
street name would not have.. The second remaining London
allusion in @ (1. 33) occurs in Falstaff's declaration that
making a statement to the effect that he loved anyone except
Mrs. Ford was like saying thet he ". . .. loved to walk by
the Counter-Gate." This reference to the Compter, a prison,
1s more locallized.. Falstaff elaborates upon the type of place
it 1s in the lines immedlately following, saying that the
Counter-Gate ", . . 18 as hatefull to me / As the reake of a
lime kill." ©Perhaps, this explanation would have been enough
to make the meaq}ng of the allusion clear, even though 1ts
full impact might not have been felt by an audience outside
of Londons,.

The next two scenes of the play (III.iv and III.v) have
served as an lmportant argument for advocates of the reporter
theory. Fy (III.v) precedes F1 (III.iv) in the sequence of scenes
in Q. The hypothesis states that a pirate actor could not
remember the proper place for the scenes. But, in studying Q
as a possible travelling text, one sees several reasons for

support of a consclous scene shifting here. For example, as

252Thomas F. Ordish, Shakesgpeare's London, p. 126..
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far as the sense of the play 1s concerned, there is no loss
at all in Q. F1 (III.iv) covers the subplot of Anne Page's
betrothal. F; (III.v) contalns Falstaff's lamentation over
belng thrown into the Thames. In placing the view of Falstaff
in the scene lmmediately followlng hls misfortune, the play
achleves more continuity. 1Indeed, the betrothal plot had
been in the background for some time. It 1s likely that the
audience would have been far more interested in Falstaff's
condition than in Anne's cholce of husband at this point.

" There 1s another possibility to explain the switching
of the scenes. Q (III.1ii) involves as many as eleven actors,
possibly the complement of a travelling company. The part of
Fenton, who appears in Fl (III.iv), would have to be played in
Q by an actor who doubled in the part, most likely one of the
two servants of Q (III.iii). To change to the costume of a
gentleman would probably take more time than would be allowed
between the servant's exit and the succeeding scene. Thus,
the scene reversal may be the result of doubling. As already
suggested, the indication of change of setting from Ford's
houge to the locale of the Garter Imn might also have been
easler to achleve by the method of rearranging these two
sequences.

F; (IV.1) 1s omlitted in 1ts entirety in Q, and for what
appears to be a good reason, In Fl’ the scene 1ls merely an

insertion, having no relationship with either plot. In addition,
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it introduces a new character, Willlam Page, which role would
have necessitated on tour another 1instance of required doubling.
But, more ilmportant, it 1s a scene 1n which the humor 1s lodged
in William's and Sir Hugh's pretense to learning, using a
number of Latin words for which 1t 1s necessary for one to have
a good comprehension of Latin in order to understand the puns
involved. In fact, 1t is difficult to see how the scene would
have been effective even before a London public audlence (unless
it were courtly), since it presupposes a rather sophlsticated
abllity to elicit implications. . Therefore, Chambers suggests
that the scene was intended only for court performance.253

Fl(IV.ii) i1s consilderably shorter in Q, retaining only

ninety~-two of F.'s two hundred and eight lines., It involves

1
Fglstaff's second meeting{with Mrs. Ford, his hiding, his dis-
gulsing himself as a woman, and, finally, his recelving a
severe beating. In both texts the actlon 1s consisﬁent, but

in Q long speeches are shorter, and unnecessary detalls, such
as a further elaboration of Ford's jealousy, Fl (IV.11.19-26),
are missing. Cralg suggests that stage business took the place
of many of the lines, since there are ample opportunitlies for
comic antics 1n the sequence.254

There 1s also a different hiding place for Falstaff indi-

cated in the two verslons. In both, there 1is evidéntly a

253chambers, William Shakespeare, I, D. 431.

2546ra1g, 0p. cite, De T3
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chimney in the stage setting, since 1n each version Falstaff
offers to hide in 1ts recesses., But in Q, a stage directlion
indicates that, for Falstaff's final hiding-place, "he steps
behind the arras.,” On the other hand, in F,, Falstaff hides
in the chamber. One thinks 1t qulte possible that the staging
was similar in both performances. The scene must have been
played on the forestage, with Falstaff's hiding and changing
into disgulse taking place behlnd a curtain. The significant
thing 1s that a drapery 1s deflnitely indicated in Q, substanti-
ating the theory that, even in the provinces, a conventlonal
type of stage must have been utilized.

Both Q and Fl are largely the same 1In IV,11i, a scene
involving the introduction of the stolen horses plot. This
portion, much underdeveloped in both verslionsg, has led to wide

255 The incldent

critical speculatlion upon its implications.
concerns the duping of the Host of the Garter Inn and the
subsequent theft of his horse by a German Duke, Why such a
sequence should remain in Q, when almost every other blt of
extraneous Fl material 1s otherwlse mlssing, 1s not entirely
clear. One possibllity 1s, however, that a travelling company
would have dealt with the hosts of imns with frequency and may

indeed have performed at inns occaslonally. Thus, the acting

company and thelr audlences could have consldered a satiric'

255¢f, Chambers, William Shakespeare, I, pp. 431-432,
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thrust at thelr hosts amusing and worth repaining in thelr
acting text.

IV.v of Q and Fy 1s much the same ln both texts. The
tricking of the Host 1a further elaborated and discussed. One
allusion to the Germans, calling them "Dr. Faustesses," (Fys
IV.v.69), a second reference to Marlowe's play, 1is miaéing in Q.
IV.vi 18 again similar in the two versions. Fenton's thirty-
elght line speech (Fl, IV.vi.9-46), in which he merely repeats
the plan to trick Falstaff and reveals hls own lntentions of
stealing away with Anne Page, 1s contained in only thirteen
lines in Q.

The first four scenes of F., Act V are missing altogether

1
in Q. The hlatus, however, 1s not as great as 1t might appear
to be. These four scenes comprise only sixty lines in Fl’
serving merely to give a final view of the characters involved
in the climactlc scene in Windsor Forest. T, (V.1) reveals
Falstaff's hopes for a successful encounter with Mrs. Ford.
In Fy (Vo11), Slender and Page reveal thelr plan to obtaln
the hand of Anne Page. In F; (V.11}), Mrs. Page and Dr. Calus
bring forth their counterplot for Amne's marriage. Fy (Voiv)
serves only to show the falrlies making thelr way to the forest.
All of these scenes are lteratlve, contalning knowledge which
the audlence already has. They serve only to remind one of
forthcoming events and are, therefore, not actually necessary.
The last scene of the play 1s one which must have in-

cluded all of the members of the cast, 1f 1t were performed in
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the provinces. Twelve characters are called for, not counting
the falrles., It 1s posslble that the three of four young
boys needed as the dancing falrles in the masgue might well:
have been recruited for the performance from a provinclal
town itself, for they have no speakins parte. It i1s interest-
Ing to note that all of the activitles of the fairles are
carefully gulded by the directlions of Mistress Qulckly, who
tells them:

Go stralt, and do as I commaund,
And take a Taper in your hand,

And set 1t to his fingers endea . « « o
(Q, V.v.50=52)

A bit later, she states:

A little distant from him stand,

And every one take hand in hand,

And compasse him within a ring,

First pinch him well, and after sing.

(Q’ V.Vo 63-66)
In Q, the stage dlirection followlng these llnes indicates that
the boys do sing as they dance about Falstaff. A song 1is
recorded in Fq, but not in Q. The task of learning any:song,
however, would not be too great, even for young boys, and would
not eliminate the possibllity of provinclal recrultiment for
the parts.
The scene also calls for a number of speclal costumes.

Falstaff appears in a deer's head, complete with horns. The

fairy costumes are flitted speclifically to the situation: one
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must be red; another, green; and Anne Page's, white. Sir
Hugh is sald to enter "like a Satyre." In addition, since the
scene 1s set 1in Windsof Forest, at leést‘a few trees must have
made up the stage properties. The company must have had all
of these items for thelr London performance, but, for a provin-
clal performance, the scene would have been especlally extrava-
gant 1n its necessary equlpage. There 1ls no apparent reason,
however, for belleving that the company coiald not have carried
these 1tems wlth them.

" Q and F. speeches vary most widely in V.v. The action

1
1s consistent and 1s presented very clearly in Q, but only a
few lines and phrases between the two texts are exactly the
same. Cralg finds 1t unlikely that the Q adapter was worklng
with the scene as 1t 1is preserved in F; and suggests that Q's
lines, in this instance, may have come frdm an older version
of the play.256
Some of the omissions 1n Q do breserve the precedent
already established throughout the play. For example, Falstaff's
first speech in Fy (Vev) 1s fifteen lines long, but only six
lines long in Q. The Fl passage 1s qulte rhetorical, as
Falstaff mentions Jove, Europa, and Leda, comparing their

occaslons for disgulse with his own appearance in a deer's head.

Q (V.v.3) mentions Jove's transformation into a bull, but there

2560rais, op. gite, p. Th.
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1s not much development of the comparison. In addition,
Quickly's twenty-two line speech in F,, concerning the Order
of the Garter, is missing in Q. Possibly, this section,
written only for the initial court celebration, would not

otherwise have been presented,

This textual analysis of The Merry Wives of Windsor

—

hypothesizes what must have been the primary conerns of a
travelling company in regard to thelr texts. However, numerous
othervcomparisons or contrasts between Q and F1 are readily
noticeable, e€.5., occaslons when similar passages are printed
in prose in one version and verse i1n the other. These biblio-
graphic problems have been the subjects of examination many
times, and thelr solutlions are outside the scope of this study.
If, however, the type of changes noted in:the Merry Wives quarto
can be validly called alterations undertaken for provincial
audiences, the same formula, then, must hold true for other
texts as well. Hence, a similar examination of another

Shakespearean play is deemed necessary to this investligation.

Comparison of Q3 and Q5 of Romeo and Jullet

On the title page of the 1597 Quarto of Romeo gnd Juliet,
the play 1s saild to have been printed ". . . as it hath been
often (with great applause) plaid publiquely, by the right
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Honourable the L. of Hunsdon his servants."257 This claim
definitely dates the performance of the pléy between July 22,
1596, and April 17, 1597, since Shakespeare's company would
have had this name only during this time. Furthermore, since
the company travelled during August and September of 1596, a
provinclial text 1la a distinct possibllity for Ql. Q2, printed
in 1599, is a longer form of the play and probably closely
resembles the text from which Ql was made, The comparative

number of llnes in the two quartos shows how much shorter 1is

Ql: QQ has a total of 3007 lines, compared to 2232 lines in

Beglnning with the flrst scene of the play, one notes
obvious variations between the two texts, I.1 lnvolves the
street fight between the Montague and Capulet households. In
Qz, there 1s a dlalogue among Gregorle, Sampson, Tybalt, and
Benvolie concerning the flght. 1In Ql; twenty-three llnes of
this dlalogue are gone, but replaced by a stage direction:

They draw, to them enters Tybalt, they fight to them
the prince, 0l1d Mountague, and his wife, 0ld Capulet
and his wife, and other Citlizens and part them.

(Ql, I.1.66-68)

257All references and quotations from Q. are from the
facsimile editlon of Romeo and Juliet, 1597, Qkarto, prepared
by Charles Praetorius., All references and quotations from Q,
are from the facslimlle edltlon of Romeo and Juliet, 1599
Quarto, prepared by Charles Praetorius,

2580hambers, William Shakespeare, I, 342.
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Although Tybalt is mentioned in this directlion, he 1s assigned

no speeches 1n the scene in Ql, and no reference is made to
him. Aside from the omlsslon of one character, the reason for
the deletlon appears to be that of unnecessary explanatory
materlial, such as Gregorie's statement, ". . . my naked weapon
is out." (Q2, I.1.40) This fact would, of course, be obvious
to the audlence, and it 1n no way affects the understanding
of the action, although the omission of the line does detract
somewhat from the emphasls on Gregorie's cowardly character.

Gregorle's statement and the actlon accompanying it in
Qo could also be lnterpreted for obscene implications. But,
hereafter the adapter does not appear to have been concerned .-
wlth omitting other ribald lines which occur in the scene, for
left intact in Q4. are such statements as ". « . Ile thrust the
men from the wall, and thrust the maids to the walls" (Q;, I.i.
20-21), and the servingman's boast that he would cut ", , .
the heads of thelr Malds, or the Maldenheades, take it in what
sence thou wilt.," (Ql. I.1.30~31) Therefore, the shorter Q
(I.1) seems to have been necessary to hasten the actlon, rather
than to spare an audlence's sensibllities. In line with:the
theory of varliety entertalnment preferred by provincilal audi-
ences, one suggests that the flght scene could have been staged
like an elaborate fenclng match.

Other speeches 1n Qp are mlssing from the scene 1n Ql.

One example concerns some lines of the Prince's speech in
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reprimanding the Capulet-Montague struggle. In Qy, the Prince
says:

Prophaners of thls neighbour~stained steel,

Will they not heare? what be, you men, you beasts:

That quench the fire of your perniclous rage

With purple fountains issuing from your veines . « .«

(Qys I.1.89-92)

The language, here, 1s notliceably figurative in such etpressions
as "neighbour-stained steel," and "purple fountains," Perhaps,
a consideration bearing upon a travelling text was the fact
that this language would have been unappealing or even incom-
prehensible to a provinclial audience.

In another instance, a twelve-=llne speech by Montague
in Q2, in‘contemplation of the susplicious actions of Romeo, 1is
given in two lines in Q;. The lines omitted from Ql inelude
this statement:

But all so soon as the all cheering Sunne,

Should in the farthest East begin to draw,

The shadle curtalns from Aurora's bed . . . .
The personification of the sun and the allusion to "Aurora's
bed" could have been considered too figurative to héve been
interpreted fully by a provincial audience.

The scene ends in Q2 with a dlialogue between Romeo
and Benvollo concerning Romeo's grief over his love problems,

twenty=-two lines of which are not included in Ql. The speeches

discuss such matters as the lady's beauty and chastity and are
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not necessary to “he actlon of the play, but they do accentuate
the despalr of Romeo and helghten the degree of his melancholy.
Characterization is sacrifliced to qulck-moving action through-
out Q.

In I.1i1, there 1s an example of the omlssion of repe=-
titlous statements. The nurse tells the story of Juliet's
youthful incldent of falllng 1n both quartos. But in Q2 (I.11,
51-55), she repeats the story for a second time. This repe=-
tition 1s missing in Ql. In the same scene, a long speech by
Jullet's mother in Q, 1s mlssing in Q, and there are two
possible reasons for thls omission. First, in Q2 it 1s again a
largely repetltious passage, in whlch the great beauty and
virtue of Paris are further elaborated from an earlier passage.
Secondly, the speech 1s quite flguretive in.1its language.
Paris's face is likened to a "volume" in an extended metaphor
of fifteen lines. Such rhetoric could well have proved bore-
some to a provinclal audience more 1ntereatéd in action than
words. Another interestling thing occurs in the scene, con-
cerning the assignment of the part of a servingman in Q, (I.111.
99-103), to a clown in Q; (I.111.100-103). This difference
might suggest that Kemp, thé well-known clown, was playing the
part in Ql, although the stychomythlc speeches are much the
same in both verslons.

At the beglnning of the mext scene, I.lv, there is a
difference in stage directions. In Q (I.iv.l), the direction
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reads: "Enter maskers with Romeo and a page"; in Qb (I.iv.1=2),
the direction reads: "Enter Romeo, Mercutio,‘Benvolio, with
five or sixe other Maskers, torchbearers." Here, the signifi-
cant point of difference 1s that Qs suggeéts a falrly large
number of extras, while Ql 1s indefinite. The reason for such
vagueness could lie in the fact that Ql was performed by the
travelling company with a smaller cast; hence, a large number
of maskers would not have been avallable. All told, in I.iv and
I.v (the two scenes involving the Capulet party), there are ten
players provided for in Ql. Q2 shows a marked difference in
the number of characters portrayed. At least four servingmen
begin I.v in Q2 with a conversation; "guests and Gentlewomen
then enter," and there 1s music and dancing. None of these
parts appears in Q. In Ql, the party scene in the Capulet
household contains bare essentlals of dlalogue, with none of
the panoramic quality. it could have if presented by a larger
company . |

On the other hand, a passage in Qlixgiv)indicates that
the adapter of the quarto did not always omit material which
was unnecessary. The Queen Mab speech 1s quite similar in
both versions, covering thirty-five lines in Ql’ and, since
it is digressive, 1t seems that, for the interest of emphasizing
action, i1t could have been taken out. On the other hand, the
many references of the speech, none particularly obscure, could

have been a great source of amusement to a provinclal audlence.
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The lines offer numerous opportunitles for a player to provide
comic antics and to mimic different types of people., Rather
than being a long, boresome speech, it likely is one of the
most delightful in the entire play.

Staging of I.iv and I.v may have been difficult to
reconclle in the provinces. I.lv 1s sel in a street before
Capulet's house. I.v takes place in a hall inside the house.
Qo bridges the locatlon of the scenes with a stage direction:
"They march about the Stage, and Servingmen come forth with
Napkins." As has been noted, the servingmen sequence 1is
missing in Ql. Reynolds suggests that the actors' marching
and changing of position indicate the shifting of background.>>>
More must have been left to the imagination in Ql. Capulet and
the ladles 4o enter 1n Q; at the beginning of I.v, however, and
perhaps thelr presence and the following entreaties to join in
the dance were sufficlent to reconclle the different setting.

In II.11, the scene of the secret meéting of Romeo and
Juliet in the garden, both quartos are quite similar., Ql’ as
well as Qp, clearly shows that it is intended to be played
upon a multiple stage. The indlcations of how thlis and the
other orchard scenes are staged 1n both quartos suggest the
presence of an orchard wall. In addition, Jullet is viewed

in “yonder window" in both versions. This statement precludes

!

259Reynolds, op. cit., II, T4.
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the theory that there was an upper gallery in which for her to
appear. I1f a balcony were not avallable, and it would seem
probable that at some inns and townhalls an "upper stage"
would not exist, the meeting of II.il might have been impro-
vised in the use of both the front and rear stages. The stag=
ing of IIl.v, later in the play, however, cannot be accounted
for with the internal evidence, as using any other location
besldes that of an upper stage. The meeting of Romeo and
Juliet on thelr wedding night in Jullet's chamber i1s located
on an upper level., Much attentlion is given in previous scenes
to obtaining a rope ladder by means of which Romeo will leave
the chamber. The stage direction in Ql is definite: "He
goeth downe.” Thus, evidence 1s clear that the play is designed
for the London type of stage. If players on tour made pro=-
vislions for the eventuallty of performance on stages not
equipped with all the conventlional acting areas, this text
shows no indicatlion of any such preparations, Possibly, the
company would have given this particular play only in those
citlies wherein the necessary stage exlsted. Also, the players
might have revised thelr lines to fit the occaslons when stage
improvisation was unavoldable, and thereafter, falled to
record such matters in thelr texts,

A slgniflcant omlssion of flfteen lines occurs at the
end of Ql (II,11) in an incident concerning Romeo and Juliet's

meeting, These lines in Q2 include such sentimental leave-

A\
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taking as: "This bud of love by Summer's ripening breath /
May prove a beauteous flower when next we meet." (QQ, II.11.
122-123) In addition to providing a rather elaﬁorate personi-
fication of summer, the lines do little to further any action
"~ and may be omitted without harm to the continuity of the play.
However, something i1s lost in characterization.

The fact that not all c¢lassical allusions are missing
in Q; 1s exemplified in II.1lv, in which Mercutio tells of
Romeo's passion for Juliet and speaks these words:

Sirra now is he for the numbers that Petrarch flowdin:

Laura to his Lady was but a kitchin drudg, yet she had

a better love to berime her: Dldo a dowdy Cleopatra a

Gypslie, Hero and Hellen hlldings and harletries: Thisble

a gray eye or 80 « . .« »

(Qy» II.1v.41-45)

A knowledge of Petrarch and a reallzatlion that he wrote sonnets
to Laura, and a recognition of the other figures mentioned are
necessary for a comprehension of all of the implications of
this speech. The description of these people and the intent
of the lines 1s falrly clear without such knowledge, but to many
provinclal audlences, 1t may have been obscure in meaning.

An emphasis on light entertalnment in Q, (II.1iv) 1s
indicated (in the midst of a speech by Mercutio) 1h e stage
direction which reads: "He walks by them and sings." (Ql,
II.iv.41) His song is in reference to a "hare in a‘Lenten pye"

and makes a play on words. The song goes:
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And an olde hare hore, and an olde hare hore

ls verlie good meate in Lent:

But a hare thats hoare i1s too much for a score,

if i1t hore ere 1t be spent.

(Qy, IT.1v.42-45)

There 1s no stage direction indlcating a song in Q2, although
the same passage 1s contalned in the speech. The fact that
it was definltely sung in Ql s a significant addition to the
supposition that opportunitlies for variety entertalnment were
fully utilized in provinclal performances. The song, whether
the provincial audience actually understood the play on words
or not, would have been pleasing. The lime s of the song con-
tain ribald implications, and the fact that obscenity was no
real consideration in the preparation of Ql is further eluci-
dated later in the same scene. Mercutio taunts Juliet's
Nurse in front of Peter, her man, and the Nurse accuses Peter:
"And thou like a knave must stand by and see everie lacke use

me at his pleasure.” (Ql, II.iv.163=164) After this challenge,

Peter repllies:

I see no bodle use you at his pleasure, if I had, I
would soon have drawen: you know my toole is as soone
out as anothers 1f I see time and place.
(Ql, II.iv.165-168)
The double impact of these lines 1s actually minimized in Q2,
by Peter's elaboration upon a "good quarel, & the law on my
side."

In the next scene, II.v, the opening speech by Jullet

contains eight lines in Ql and fourteen lines in Q2. in this
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speech, Juliet impatiently awalts the Nurse's return from a
vislit to Romeo undertaken to set a tlme and place for a meet=-
ing. In the extra llnes 1in Q2, Juliet talks of the extreme
slowness of the Nurse and refers to her in these terms: ". . .
but 0ld folkes, many faine as they were dead, / Unwieldie; slow,
heavie, and pale as lead." (Q2, II.v.16=17) 1In Q (II.v.4),
the Nurse i1s called "1gzie" but is never described as o0ld or
heavy. Thls variation couid indicate that a younger (or less
well madeup actor) was playing the part in the travelling
version.

Later, in the same scene, there 1s another important
difference between the two quartos. The slituatlon involves
the Nurse's report to Juliet of the plans for Juliet to meet
Romeo at Friar Lawrence's cell to be married. In Q2, Juliet
makes a one-line statement to her departing Nurse: "Hie to
high fortune, honest Nurse farewell." (Qe, II.V.BO) But in
Q1» her corresponding speech is three lines long and somewhat
altered:

How doth her latter words revlive my hart,
Thanks gentle Nurse, dlspatch thy business,
And Ile not falle to meete my Romeo.
(Q;, II.v.80-82)
The lmport of thls change seems clear. First, the pun on the
word "hie" 1s eliminated. Furthermore, it provides an indi-
cation to the audlence that Juliet does feel enough love for

Romeo to enter into the secret marrliage, a fact which, up to
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this point, has not been too well-developed in Ql' The chorus
prologue, elimlnated in Ql’ provides an insight into Juliet's
passion for Romeo in Q2, but Iinserted lines such as these have
to make up the motivation in Qq .

The next scene, I1I.vi, 1s the first to be almost totally
different in the two quartos. The scene in Ql has generally

n260 Although presented in

been considered "un-Shakespearean.
a different manner, the action in ﬁhe two quartos ls the same==-
the meeting of Romeo and Julliet at Friar Lawrence's cell. In
Q2, the Frlar has command of the entire situation, while in
Ql’ the scene belongs to the lovers and thelr free and passionate
talk. The activity of Romeo and Juliet finally leads the Friar '
to admonish them in le

Defer imbracements till some fitter time,

Part for a while, you shall not be alone,

Till holy Church have Jjoyned ye both 1in one.

(Q,, I1.v1.35-37)

This display of emotion helps further to prove that Romeo and
Juliet do actually love each other enough to go through with
the marriage, an act whlich, as has been polnted out, is rather
poorly motivated in Ql’ This provision for an additional in=-
sight into the passion of Romeo and Jullet could have been a

valid reason for a revislion of the scene in Ql‘

Another example of a changed passage in Qj; occurs 1in

260Hoppe, op. cilt., p. 277.
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III.11.57-60. When the Nurse enters with the report of the
second street fight and gives Julliet the impression that Romeo
has been killed, Juliet's reactions in the two quartos are
quite different. 1In Ql, she says:

Ah, Romeo, Romeo, what dlisaster hap

Hath severd thee from thy true Jullet?

Ah why should Heaven so much consplre with Woe,

Or Fate envy our happle Marriage,

S0 soone to sunder us by timeless Death?
(Ql, III.11.57=-60)

The corresponding passage in Q2 reads:

0 break my heart, poore banckrout break at once,
To prison eyes, nere lookt on libertie.
Vile earth too earth resigne, end motlon here,
And thou and Romeo presse one heavie beeres.
(Qy, III.11,57-60)
Clearly, the more expressive passage 1s that of Q2. Hoppe
identifies the lines in Ql as non-Shakespearean because of the
stilted diction and versification. Expresslons, such as
"disaster hap" and timeless death," the shifted stress of
"envy," the necessity of a three syllable pronunciation of
"marriage," to him all indicate an amateur writer.26l
The ldentlty of the reviser has also varled considerably
in critics' speculations. Thomas attributes the changed

passages to Henry Chettle, a one~time working partner of John

261.Loc. clit.
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Danter, the Q1 printer.zé2 Some advocates of the memorial
reconstructlion theory hold ihat the lines were written by the
reporter as a flll-in for parts he could not remembex'.263 On
the assumption that Ql was a consclously=-prepared acting
version, Bracy's reiteration that adapters occaslonally revised
portlons of a play according to thelr own tastes 1s most

264 The fact that travelling actors would have

satlsfactory.
done so certalnly cannot be proved, but such a possibility
does exlst.,

In III.i, there is a further indication that Q, was
intended for performance by a smaller cast, revealed in the
stage directions for the personnel involved 1n the second
Montague-Capulet street battle. Q; has "enter Benvolio,
Mercutio," (III.i.1l), while Q, has "enter Mercutio, Benvolion,
and men." (III.i.1l) Later in the scene, Ql has "enter Tybalt,"
(III1.1.39), and Q, has "enter Tibalt, Petruchio and others."
(III.1.38) Before the scene is over, 1t appears that the battle
in Q2 would have as many as sixteen actors, while in Ql’ it
could have been played by half that many.

In the next scene, IIIl.11, a major action is missing in

Ql. In Q2 the scene opens‘with Juliet's thirty-one line

26251dney Thomas, "Henry Chettle and the First Quarto
of Romeo and Jyliet,"” RES, I (January, 1950), 11-15.

2630hambers, William Shakespeare, I, 345.
264Bracy, op. ¢it., p. 70,
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soliloquy, of which only the first four lines are included in
Ql. Again, the missling portion 1s a very figurative one. The
passage in Q2 entreats night to come quickly in these lines:

Come gentle night, come my loving black-browd night,
Give me my Romeo, and when hee shall die,
Take him and cut him out in little starres,
And he will make the face of heaven so fine,
(Qy, III.11,20-23)
Q; omits all such sentiment and attention to Juliet's inner
thoughts and reduces the whole passage to the bare essentials
of an expression of her hope of a safe escape with Romeo and
wish for a "cloudie night" for concealment. Therefore, with
the shorter length of the sollloquy, the pending announcement
of the murder that Romeo committed 1s greatly hastened. The
four lines which remain in Ql contaln two classical allusions.
There 1s a mention of Phoebus's lodging and Phaeton in the
short passage. In this instance, Ql doeg not exclude all of
the possibly obscure references.
Throughout the rest of the scene, III.1i, many other

lines are missing in Ql. Altogether, Q, contains only sixty-

1
three lines, compared to the one hundred and forty=-nine lines
in Q2, Only those lines are left which furnish a report of
the action's taking place. It 1s a consclous job of eliminat-
ing unnecessary material, but much of the beauty of the longer

form i1s gone. The purpose of the shorter form 1ls evidently

that of eliminating the long dramatlc speeches, proceeding
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more quickly to the sections of the play which contain more
action.

There 1s evidence of many similar omissions in the Ql
text. For example, Friar Léwrence's long fifty-one line
gpeech (Q2, II1,111.109=159), in which he attempts to encourage
the despondent Romeo, contains only twenty-five lines in Ql
(III.111.112-136),. In IV.i, a thirty-three line speech by
the Friar in Qo (89-122)) is represented in nineteen lines in
Q; (IV.1.89-103).. Then, the Friar's plan for giving Jullet
the potion i1s quite sparsely sketched, and the motivation for
carrying out the plan is slight. In IV.1ii,.2 major omission
occurs in Q1 in Jullet's soliloquy before she drinks the supposed
death-dealing potion. .The nineteen-l1ine speech in Ql is a2 mere
summary of the highly dramatic forty-four line speech 1n Q.
For instance, one line 1n Q; states: "Ah then I feare I shall
be lunaticke." (IV.111.49) This sentence takes the place of
seventeen poignant and moving lines ih Qo. One can easlly
. see, however, that an audlence not appreciative of poetilc
language would become very impatient in waliting for the result
of Juliet's risk,

The next scene, IV.lv, involves the preparation for the
wedding of Jullet and Parlis, and 1t 1s changed in a few respects..
One line in Ql is noteworthy. Spoken by Capulet, it readss
"Will will tell thee where thou shalt fetch them." (Qp,. IV.iv,

14)) The corresponding line in Q, has "Call Peter." (Qp, IV.iv.



111
15) It 1s surmised that "Will" refers to Will Kemp, who may
have been with the touring company. The scene 1s a light one
in which the actor may have had the opportunity to indulge in
comlic antics. Also, the scene in Q2 has a stage direction,
"Play Musicke," missing in Ql. Since the musiclans are elimi-
nated in I.v of Ql, the text thereafter clearly exclises any
instrumentation. This fact 1s not surprising, since a travel-
ling company probably could not afford to carry a group of
musiclians with them.

" The final scene of the play, V.iii, provides, again, an
indication of how many actors may have made up the touring
company, since this scene probably utllizes all avallable
players. Here, three characters--Romeo, Julliet, and Parig--
are dead upon the stage. Balthazar, Paris's page, and Friar
Lawrence soon enter, followed by the Prince, Lady and 01ld
Capulet, and Montague. There are, then, ten major characters
present. There are also other persons represented. Two Watch-
men appear, but thelr lines are short and could have been
easlily handled by extras, not actual members of the touring
company. From thlis evlidence, 1t seems that the company was
made up of as few as ten actors.

In this scene in the churchyard, the tomb may have been
represented by the curtained backstage. Trees are referred to
in the text, and may have been a necessary part of the stage

properties. An interesting note i1s that Paris advises his
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page in Q, to ", . . lye thee all along / Under this Ew-

tree." (V.v.1-2) Q, records his advice as "Under yond young
Trees lay thee all along . . . ." (V.v.3) ferhaps, the differ-
ence in number indicates only oné tree as a stage property in
Ql, while there were several in Q2.

Nearly eighty linés of Q, are mlssing altogether in the
final scene in Ql. Romeo's dramatic, but time-consuming fifty-
one line sollloquy before he dles in Q2 1s reduced to twenty-
three lines 1in Ql. The Watchmen's total of twenty-four lines
in Q2 1s contalined in only four lines in Ql, a further indica-
tion that the part was purposely de-emphasized. Friar Lawrence's
forty-line speech is nearly the same length in both quartos, belng
a necessary summation of all the circumstances of the tragedy
and a speech which cannot be deleted wlthout a loss to the

ending of the play.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF THE FIRST QUARTOS OF IHE MERRY WIVES

OF WINDSOR AND ROMEO AND JULIET

« « o for they are the abstract and brief chronicles
of the time.
(Hamlet, II.11.550~551)

An examination of the 1602 Quarto of The Merry Wives

of Windsor and the 1597 Quarto of Romeo and Juliet in accord-

ance with criteria loglcal for provinclal performances, reveals
some significant evidence about the conslstency of their
preparation., Both guartos are distinctly shorter. The rela-

tive amounts of abridgment differ rather significantly. Q of

the Merry Wives 1s some 40% shorter than Fl' Ql of Romeo and

Juliet 1s 26% shorter than Q,. The Merry Wives clearly has

suffered more in abridgment than Romeo and Jullet. The reason

for the degree of varlation may be inherent in the contrasting
types of drama represented.

F. of the Merry Wives tends toward the farclcal, fast-

1
moving comedy from the very beginning, although it often reaches

the helghts of high comedy. For example, the supposed satirical
intent of F's opening lines and the frequent play on words,
particularly 1in the learning sequence of IV.1 and in the
blunders of the foreigner, Dr. Calus, are high comedy, and would

be enjoyable only to those accustomed to this type of humor.
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A concise, but always clear, low comedy is probably the result
of the adapter's work in Q. All of the situations receive full
attention. Falstaff still gets beaten, burned, and dunked in
the Thames, and even the Host has his horse stolen in qQ, If
the intent of travelling'players wes to satisfy an underdeveloped
artistic taste 1n the provincial audlence, they succeeded in

removing most of the intellectual elements in the Merry Wives

Quarto.

Romeo and Juliet, on the other hand, is not subject to
the same degree of adaptation. In order to retain the emotional
impact of the tragedy, a consclous abridgment could not reduce
the play to a mere series of situations. Some declamation of
the thoughts of the major characters 1s essentlal in keeping
the play even close to Shakespeare's intent. Thus, there are
more long speeches in Romeo agnd Jullet, and fewer opportunities
to exclse material than in the Merry Wjives. Nevertheless,
Romeo and Jullet emphasizes action, rather than exposition,
whenever possible within the grounds of integrity.

The type of omlssions made in the two texts, in spite
of thelr basic differences in content, is remarkably similar,
Many literary allusions are missing in both plays. The Merry
Wives has more references to people and places in London, since
it 18 set speclifically in Windsor. Not all of theée references
are missing in Q, but many are. Particularly noteworthy 1s Q's

omisslion of the Gardiner allusions, This excision in itself
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makes the reporter theory hard to accept. This materlial was
undoubtedly considered potentlially scandalous to those who
knew its full impact, and it seems lmpossible that this par-
ticular portion would have been "forgotten" by actors who had
once known a full text. ' '

Romeo and Juliet has no clear cut allusions to the
London scene, but the allusions in figurative language to
people of classical and mythical origin are often missging.

Some of these names do remain in Ql’ but enough have been taken
out so as to make a general trend in alteration in this direc-
tion very notlceable.

In fact, there 1s evidence of an effort in both quartos
to reduce the figurative language, whether it contains obscure
allusions or not. Eliminatlion of personifications, metaphors,
and similes was one of the adapter's basic—ﬁethods of cutting
long speeches., 5Since these figures require at least two levels
of thought and are time consuming and perhaps, the sign of
pomposity to individuals not accustomed to hearing this type
of speech, thelr loss may have been ratlionallzed. Solilogules
are consistently reduced in length in both texts, making clear
that consclous effort was made to shorten the perlods of stage
inactivity. As a result, psychological motivation 1s often
non-existent in the two first quartos.

The transposition of lines in the early versions of

both plays is one of thelr most obvious common characteristics,
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These antlclpations and recollectlons are never cumbersome in
the positions in which they are placed. Very often, they sum
up a person's character or a situation better than the correctly-
placed lines of the longer text. That phrases or lines were
consclously transferred or unconsclously misplaced by an
adapter is a difficult claim to make. But the possibllity does,
at least, exlist and 1s as tenable as most explanations,

The comlic or varlety elements of the flrst quartos
evidently recelved full attention. The fact that Will Kemp
1s mentloned in the comlc roles in Ql of Romeo and Jullet
glves rise to the speculation that clownery, songs, and danc-
ing were given full emphasis in these few scenes of this tragedy
that lend themselves to thls type of entertalmment. The Merry
Wives by its nature, provides numerous opportunitles for comic
antlics. Both plays, in additlion, have a masgue, although the
disgulsing 1s apparently not as well-developed in Romeo and
Julliet as in the Merry Wives, which shows provislons for the
use of more extras. Of course, the varlety scenes have not
been added specifically for the travelling version, since they
are also contalned in the longer texts, Thelr inclusilon,
however, does suggest the possible great popularity of light
entertainment in the provinces.

The internal evlidence of the major ltems of staging
manifest within these two early quartos does not, in either

case, show a speclal adaptation for provinclal makeshift
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theatres. The Merry Wives has no need of an upper stage, but
Romeo and Juliet clearly does. The emblematlc areas of front
and rear stages are fully used in both plays. The minor

variation in the Merry Wives in the locatlion of the hiding

places of Simple and Falstaff does not lmply a great difference
in stage locations, although references to them are somewhat
changed., Stage properties, -also, are similar in both the
complete and shorter forms of the plays, indicating that the
touring company had planned for a famillar type of stage., If
1t were not avallable, they may have adjusted their speeches
and movements to the situation, without noting special con-
ditions in their texts. It 1s more than llkely, however, that
most large towns had adequate theatrical facilities,

Perhpps the most conclusive evidence to show that these
texts are provinclal versions rests in the fewer number of
actors called for. Twenty-one characters, not counting the

fairies, have parts in the Merry Wives, but the most that

appear at one time 1s twelve, in the flnal scene of the play.
One notes, also, portions of the play which could clearly
provide for the practice of doubling., Nearly the same numbers
apply to Romeo and Jyliet. Twenty-one speaklng parts are
included in Ql’ with no more than ten or, possibly, eleven
characters appearing at a time. Doubling of roles would have
been necessary, but not a problem; The indicated number of

players 1s very much in accord with the slze of most travelling

companles.
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All in all, the similarity in textual preparation
between the first quartos of these two plays lends heavy
support to the theory that they may have been texts adapted
for provincial performances. Admittedly, many differences
between "good" and "bad" quartos remain. Minor variants of
spelling, word choiée, and printing occur frequently, and are,
perhaps, entirely independent of results of the preparation
of texts for company tours. But the indicatlions provided in
these two quartos, both in individual analysis and in compari-
son by specified criteria, are conclusive enough to label
them as travelling texts and to make this approach to the

study of all of thelr variations most warranted.
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