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TO
MY MOTHER
AND
IN MEMORY OF MY FATHER



And some imp t hath my vsefull Pen,

Had "mongst ﬂt;t:)u eiu"ﬁhuu-du:;w
That grace Stage
of uhg:e w I %d te
But will ¢ 8's (as a Caske of Gold)

Vnder the Kinglv-gseruice they doe hold . . . «

==Ralph Crane, Ihe Works of Mexey (1620)



PREFACE

The problem of the editing of Shakespeare's works has,
for a long time, confronted scholars in the Elizabethan period.
During the last few years, much attention has been directed to
the possible alterations which a manuscript may have undergone
as it traveled from its author to an Elizabethan printinge
house. As a consequefice, scholars have discovered that the
professional scrivener of Shakespeare's time played a highly
important role in the Elizabethan theatre and undoubtedly had
something to do with many of the changes which a manuscript
was subjected to as it left the playhouse and journeyed to
the printer. One such scrivener of a prominent and influential
stature in the period was Ralph Crane. Little is known about
this man, outside of the fact that he wielded an impeccable
pen and, on occasion, worked for Shakespeare's company of the
King's Men. It has been thought by some that Crane may well
have served in the role of scrivener to Heminge and Condell
in the printing of their Folio (1623) edition of Shakespeare's
plays. 1 decided that a study of Crane's calligraphic
characteristics might prove beneficial to an editor of
Shakespeare's works. ‘

I undertook this investigation with the specific
intention of analyzing two of Shakespeare's plays as they
appear in the 1623 Folio in the light of what I had learned



vi
about Crane's scribal trademarks: There were many interesting
sidelights to this problem which I encountered along the way.
For example, my first chapter centers wholly around the
nature of Elizabethan play manuscripts and the many issues
wvhich affected their conditions--i. g., the playhouse and
the printing house. Furthermore, and probably of the most
importance, I became interested in the puzzle surrounding the
printing history of Shakespeare's Ihe Winter's Iale.

I wish to express my appreciation to Professor Charles
E. Walton, Department of Emglish, Kansas State Teachers College,
Emporia, Kansas, for his suggestions and patience during the
preparation of this thesis., Furthemmore, I wish to express
my gratitude to Professor June Morgan, also of the Department
of English, for her genuine interest and helpful suggestions.

August 20, 1960 Js Le 8,
Emporia, Kansas
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CHAPTER 1

THE SCRIVENER AND PRINTER: APPRENTICES TO THE
ELIZABETHAN PLAYHOUSE

It has bene a th!.ag we confesse, worthie to haue
bene wished, that the Author himselfe had liu'd to
haue set forth, and ouerseen his owme writinge; But
since it hath Q!.n ordain'd otherwise, and he by death
departed from that right, we pray you do not envie
his Friends, the office of thelr care, and paine, to
haue collected & publish'd them; and so to e
publish'd them, as where (before) t:{ou were abus'd
with diuerse stolne, and surreptitious copies, maimed,
and deformed by the frauds and stealthes of injurious
stors, that expos'd them: euen those, are now
offer'd to your view cur'd, and perfect of their
limbes; and all the rest, absolute in their numbers,

as he conceiued the.
=="To the great Variety of Readers"

Preface to First Folio (1623)
Mass illiteracy was responsible for the professional
scrivener in the Elizabethan playhouse., This public servant,
for such he was, made his entrance into western culture some-
time within the thirteenth century and reached such prominence
by the middle of the fourteenth that the ". . . York scriveners
[had] formed a guild of their mm."1 Even in Elizabethan
times, illiteracy was still common, which fact probably
accounts for the popularity of stage plays wherein entertaine-
ment was obviously oral and visual. One 1; reminded of Cap~

ulet's servant in Romeo gnd Juliet (1594) who, after receiving

1
= n.J.mmr.EMngmmt An Introduction



a list of guests whom he must invite for his master, cried
out in panic:
Find them out whose names are writtem here! It is
vritten, that the shoemaker should meddle with his
ummnumm the fisher with
s and the painter with his nets; but I am
mu!&umumm“mhmm
and can never find what names the writing
here writ, xmgmeOoo‘ou.M)
Thus, it is not surprising to find the scrivener as an
important figure of the time. Nor #s it unusual, then, to
learn that this individual should play a role in the Elizabethan
playhouses In fact, W, W. Greg has assumed that ", , « no
company of players could very well carry on without the presence
of at least one person capable of wielding a pen with some
mo!m...'z Strange as it may be, there is
no mention of the playhouse scrivener in Hemslowe's Digry
(1!93-!.6&)-3 However, his eventual discovery was inevitable,
and sometime shortly before 1926, C. J. Sisson noticed that
Belicve as You List (1628) and Ihe Honest Man's Foxtune (1625)
were copied in the same hand but composed by different suthors.”
The only logical conclusion he could arrive at was that the

professional scribe had been at work,

' 2. V. "Prompt Coples Pr!.mc Transeript
the Playhouse Serivener," The 2 (me).’pp. 149,

37, W, Baldwin,
We Ba nﬂwmwnm
. V. Greg, The Foteorigl Problem in Shakespeare, pe 23.
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At this point, one should become acquainted with some
basic temms important to this investigation., For example,
scrivener or geribe is used to identify one who writes for
those who are not literate. This individusl, as he functioned
in the Elizabethan playhouse, transcribed plays to satisfy
specific theatrical situations, Secondly, the individual in
the playhouse who was responsible for the care of mamuseripts
was appropriately called bookekgepgr. The next important
figure, then, was that of the promptex, whose duties concerned
the practical handling of the manuseripts (4. g., the casting
of a play and its perfomance).” Two remsining tems, yapdzobe-
keeper and gtageekeepex, are self-explanatory,® with respect
to the first three personages, T. W. Baldwin has suggested that
all should be identified with the playhouse scrivener.’ It is
obvious that these distinctions could have been altered upen
occasion, resulting in a combination of two or more positions.
Yet, one should be cautious in assuming this action to have
been the general practice. Even wvith the ald of an apprentice,
a serivener would be rushed to perform his duties, especially

if he were bookekeeper, prompter, wardrobe-keeper, and stage-
keeper, Nonetheless, one is aware of a strong historical

Spalavin, gp. gif.s pe 132,
S1bide, ppe 118-47,

’m- sit.
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comnection between the scrivemer and bookekeeper; and it is
fairly loglecal that a scrivener may have been assigned to other
tasks, perhaps such as caring for the mamuscripts which he
transeribed.’ with this point in mind, one should, heveafter,
refer to the playhouse scribe as bogkekeenexe. Additional
scribes, wvhen involved, will be called gerivengrs.

The problem of the Elizabethan bookekgoper is intricate.
But one may handle this individual with conciseness by inves-
tigating his activities in association with Shakespeare's
theatrical company. While there were variations in theatrical
practices from company to company, for the most part, Shake-
speare's may be considered as a falrly typlcal example for the
period, This company, therefore, fvom the time of its earliest
knowm bockekeeper until the closing of the theatres in 1642,
provides one with the names of four personages who occupied
this office:

Jobn Rhodes . (1624-1631/331),
Edvard Knight (1631/337+1642

cioo, nekie o0 FLSSRL o 29, Sppemeate o s

Rhodes and the title of bookekeeper shows
thu“ were seriveners. m.cgn We W, th: mcmu.

Pri — g Sesivenss,”
VI, & (1936), pe 145, A Grsivitne” 2 Minar,

“Baldwin, gp. gites ppe 1243 128,




The first reference to Thomas Vincent occurs in the
list of musicians for The Sgven Deadly Sins (1592).20 ne
reappears in Igvlox's Feaat (15992«1603),'' Baldwin shows
that John Taylor mentioned that he was personally acquainted
with a Thomas Vincent, who was bookekeeper and prompter at the
Globe playhouses'? In view of this evidence, Baldwin feels
confident that Vincent was the book-keeper by 1592, and because
of the personnel shortage in the theatrical world, also had to
£111 in o a msician,’® While no menuseripte have been
specifically traced to Vincent, there ave, within his chronmology,
however, two plays by unknown seribes. Either one or both,
Ihomas of Woodstogk (1592+95) or Edmund Ixonsides (1590-16007)
could concelvably be his. * 1t 4s to be noted, though, that
Vincent's essential appeal stems not from his probable trane
scriptions, but from his possible business associations, The
playhouse hired many "free men"™ and apprentices to transact
mmdane duties,™ It has even been proposed that this was the

10“0 pe 124,
10c. gis.
1200, site
Vioc. cis.

. ”_g. W, Greg, The Nditorial Fxoblem in Shokespeaze,

Lipatavin, gp. gif., pe 118.




kind of an intvoduction to the theatre which William
Shakespeare experienced. Undoubtedly, the young poet's talent
was soon recognized, and he was considered as a potential

" deamatist, Regardless of what may have been the case, the
most instructive position in the playhouse for a young man
such as Shakespeare would have been the office of apprentice
ummmmm“

Of Vincent's successor there is no acknowledged evidence.
Hovever, the span of years from 1603 to 1624 is marked by one
important event related to this situation, In 1619, §ix Johpo
vap Qlden Bamnavelt was composed, and the only extant copy of
this play is thought to be its prompt book.'’ This manuseript
w.u.mmn-ﬁmdmﬂtcm“
While this document is undated, it seems likely that this
promptebook was copled shortly after the play had been written,
Hence, it i3 fairly safe to assume that its date is 1519 or
1620, Furthemmore, F, Pe Wilgson has identified three distinct
hands in the manuscripte~those of Crane, who transcribed the
text of the play with sparse stage-directions; of the stage-

16rpade, pe 124, :
Yy, we oreg, Ihg Shakespeaxs Fixst Folio, ne "D", p. 100,

By, w,
i &mmmmm
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keeper, who added more detailed and practical stageedirections;
and of Sir George Buc, Master of the Revels, who wrote a
“warning note” and changed and censored a few lines,l’ mence,
it appears likely that there was a bookekeeper in the company
at this time and that Crane was employed only in the capacity
of a copylst. Two plays from this period, IThe Second Mglden's
Izxagedy (1611) and The Helsh Enbgssadox (1621), were also
copled by unknown seribes. Perhaps, one or both may be
attributed to Crane.

A factual, but disputed phase of the history of the
bookekeeper in the King's Company concemms the year, 1624, wvhen
John Rhodes and Anthony and Edward Y“night appear on the list
.!W-Ioth-mm."” Two manue
seripts, Ihe Honest lan's Foxtune (1624) and Bopducg (1624),
both attributed to the King's bookekeeper, singularly ave
signed Jhon. Baldwing, from a study of the membership of this
company, concludes that this signature belongs to John Rhodes. 2l
Furthermore, fBglicve a8 You List (1628) contains theatrical
revisions in a hand similar to that found in Ihg Honest Man's

Yopatawin, gp. s pe 1355 and ¥, 7. Vilson, "Ralph
?r-. Ml'm)?p.ngn e Players,” The Libzagy, ViI, 4

20501dulsi, Que SiGes Po 120,

um-n pe 128,



8
Eoxtune and in Honduea and, likewise, is signed by Jhom.
Logically, one would assume this to be the hand of the cone
temporary bookekeeper in the company. Oreg, in 1931, did,
but later in his Ihe Editoxigl Exoblem in Shakespeaxe (1942),
corrected his position and etated that it was unlikely that
Jhog is the signature of the seribe, concluding "« « « it i
by no means certain that the hand of the mamuseript is the
same hand of the signature o » « « "> He offers no further
explanation for his changed opimion; in fact, he acknowledges
the date of 1625 for Jonducg which, since Baldwin has shown
it to be within the time of John Rhodes as bookekeeper, would
appear to weaken Greg's assumption. However, Greg, in his
latter vori, assigns Bgligve ag You List, Ihe lionest Man's
Eoxtung, and Bonducg to Knight, bookekeeper from 1631/33 to
the time of the Cromwell Revolution.’® Since this Enight is
commonly thought to be Edwardeealthough he could possibly be
Anthomy or even another Knighte~the present guthor will here-
after refer to Edward as the book-keeper for this period.2
As has been earlier showm, apprentices were common to the

2.
:.!gg:u Lzematic Pocuments fxom the Elisabethan

20c. gic.

2y, W, Oreg, Ldlcppal. Exoblen 4n Shakesoocre,
P'”'u‘&:"‘&’h . Aa
234, W, Greg, The Lditorial Problem in Shakespeaxe, p. 25.



rlayhouse and, perhaps, Greg has his reasons for thinking
that these three meruseripts were copled by Jhon's spprentice,
Rdward Knipht, Indeed, ¥night, after camleting his tran-
scription, may have handed the manuseript copy to Rhodes,

his master, for approval. Vere the task efficiently completed,
Rhodes would, in tumn, have premptly affixed his signature to
it as 2 stamp of approval. This conjecture receives additional
support in tuwo move ways. Flrst, one learns from Jhe Life and
Iines of thot Ixcellent and Benowned Actox Ihomas Betterton
(1883) that Rhodes was ". . .werdrobeskeeper and prompter to
the theatre in Blackfriars,"2® In the firet place, if Rhodes
were so heavily burdened with responsibility, he would surely
have delegated some of his duties to an apprentice, Of Rhodes'
many tasks, the scribal duties would have required much less
theatrical experience than, for example, would the play
rechearsals, lence, the only feasible job which he may fre-
quently have assigned to an apprentice was the transcription of
plays., In the second place, Greg calls attantion to the play,
Ihe Henest Man's Foxtung (1625), wherein one “J, Rhodes" was
listed mmong the actors,>’ Possibly, Shodes “the prompter® had
long suppressed a desive to act, and with the maturation of his

“uu-u....g..;.m.

2y, H-’:g:s. Dxamatic Documents fxon the Elizabethan
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apprentice, had sllowed Emight, in this particular case, to
rise sbove mere scribal duties to function as the prompter,
thereby pemitting Rhodes to gratify an old longing.

The period while Rhodes was bookekeeper is filled with
important incidents. Around 1625, the time of the plague,
after six years of obscurity, Ralph Crane re-appears to
transcribe Demetriug end Bnsathe.”® His emexpence at this
time, as scrivener for the King's Men, seems peculiar. Rhodes
was obviously theliyr book-keeper, and since he apparently had
the lelsure in 1625 to act in Ihg lonest Man's Fortuns, one
concludes that the company had its seribal duties under control.
But, of paramount importance in this case is Creme's dedication
to Jgmefxing and Inanthe:

To the honorable

Te 45,



Novem, 27, Ralph Crane
1625,%7
F. P, Wilgon believes that Crane offered this transcript to
mpmmmo!!w-nd.” Thus, it is seen

that Crane had no actual business connection nor occupied

any professional office in the company at this time., Yet

the mere fact that he was allowed to copy one of the company's
plays for his own use suggests o comnection that is more
intimste than one of mere business, Did he, for emample,

have a close friend in the company, or was Demetziug gnd Enanthe
an inferlor play that was assigned to an old man for transcription
so that he might procure a few pounds? By way of an attempted
solution, Wilson states that Demetriug and Engnthe “"enjoyed
much popularity® after the Restoration, and logically assumes
that this mst aleo have been true before the Revolution. '

—————

29
, Arnold Glover & A, R, w.u-:t-u.) Yoxks of
muumm D20
Wm to the King'
h.um: VIL, & (Septamber, 1926), pe 2094 =

nM. pe 207,
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The fourth and last bookekeeper to be considered is
Edward Knight. One recalls that Enight first appeared, along
wvith Rhodes, in 1624 in the list of "Musitiams and other
necessary attendantes.” However, he is not established as
bookekeeper in the records until October 12, 1633, when
Herbert, then Master of the Revels, had sent Jonson's
Yagnetick Lady (16257) back to the playhouse with a reprie
manding note addressed to "Enight, their bookekeeper,"
Baldwin, however, thinks that Knight had occupied the post
sometime between 1631 and 1633, Astde from the mystery
as to vhether he or Jhop had transcribed the aforementioned
plays, there appears to be nothing more of importance about
the activities of this man, As has been shown, each of these
individuals was fulfilling the responsibilities of at least
two related positions in the playhouse and, in some cases,
this abridgement of positions was extended to three (g« Z.»
John Rhodes). Whether or not the play-withineaeplay sequence
involving Quinee in A Midsummer Nisht's Dxeam (1595) is of
any significance, here, is debatable, yect one is, nevertheless,
intrigued by it. Quince, one recalls, has assumed full respone
sibility for am entire dramatic productions After deciding
which play to perfomm, he assigns the parts and takes over

patavin, gpe gites pe 122,

1bide, pe 128,
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other duties peculiar to the bookekeeper, the prompter, and
the stageskeeper (I.41; IV.ii;V). While this combination of
related positions was probably not the general rule, the
Ring's Men did resort to this practice in the four cases just
cited: As Baldwin points out, if Shakespeare's ", . . first
connection with the company had been as prompter®s boy « « « ,"
hmmxymmm'-m.“

One now is better prepared to examine the influence
which the bookekeeper may have had upon a manuseript as it
journeyed from author to press. However, one sust again
become familiar with the temminology involved, For example,
vhen foul papers or gheets are mentioned, the original copy or
suthor?s rough draft is under consideration, Should the foul
papers have been in poor condition when reaching the playhouse,
the booke<keeper would likely have made a transeript of them,
a document which will be known hereafter as a gexibal fair
sonye MHowever, should the author, himself, have copied his
owr foul papers and neatly arranged them, his manuscript would
have been called, simply, 2 fzir gopye PFurthermore, one must
realize that each actor would not have been given an entire
seript but, rather, only a copy of his own 1lines, known as
actors' parts. A plot of the play, or summary of the action,
was then made for the actors, enabling them to see where their

Bypide, pe 136,
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respective lines correlated with the rest of the drama, In
the event that a play became lost, possibly the bookekeeper
collected these actors' parts and, with the plot, reconstructed
an ggpembled text. Vext, the prompt book was prepared as a
sumation of all the actors' parts, or in reality, the play as
it was eventually perfommed. Private mgouscripts were alse
transcribed upon occasion for sale or as gifts to a patwon by
various members of a company. Should a play, for any reason,
have been stolen or published without the consent of its
ouners, it was known as 2 pipated gopys Finally, the printer's
copy must be imcluded, since it was obviously the specific
copy of a manuscript from which the printer was to set his
',"00”

Recent scholars have been somewvhat concerned by the
wuuuu'mmanmm For
exanple, many have discovered that the stageedirections are

often the editor's own interpolations into a dramatic text and
cannot, therefore, be relied upon as substantial evidence,
Again, the carveful sectioning of a play into acts and scenes
and an elaborate designation of the locale are more than

Felbon overes'an T
SERECME: 7153 Baratan,
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likely to be the fictiticus results of this kind of editing,’®
However, what is the comscientious scholar to do? The first
and most important thing is for him to decide which copy it
was that the original printer followed.> Obviously, his
next step is to learn all that is possible about every knowm
text and/or manuscript of the drama concerned, This method
involves the study of the histories of the documents and an
understanding of thelr velationship to ome another.™ 1If only
one copy of a play remains, the editor's work is greatly
simplified. Yet, although he cannot be held responsible for
it, his edition may turn out to be a variant from the author's
foul papers. Purthemmove, if the author should be known, one
must moke a careful study of the knowm biographical facts
concerning the man. However, most of all, a detailed inves-
tigation of the author's times should be undertaken. In
addition, one must also examine carefully the conditions of
the Elizabethan printing-house. This institution and its
inadequacies are of such influence in the degemeration of the
texts of Elizabethan dramas that E. K, Chambers has claimed:

3 chambers, gp. git.s ps 198,

k1 J
J. nont\ln "mllov wvith W. Texts,
Shakespeaxe

f Jullet,”
m vxu 1953). Ds af.“ -‘d

Bpovers, gn. gikes P be
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Therefore, it is necessary for one to examine the journey of
a manuscript from author to printer.

Usually, before a dramatist attempted to compose a play,
he first approached the playhouse company with an outline of
his story, probably one that was even arranged somewhat by
acts,’® 1f this outline were eventuslly approved, he might
then have been paid in advance for the finished product. In
1597, for example, Ben Jonson was paid in advance for a play
of ", . « vhich he showed the plot unto the company." > A
scheme of this nature would have been especially beneficial
in the case of plays devised in collaboration,’? After
receiving permigsion to continue, #xd perhaps his financial
advance, an author would then begin his task of composition,
His manuseript, quite likely would have been a maize of
scribbled notes, abbrevizted words, perhaps with arrows
indicating the re-arrangement of certain lines, and undoubtedly

”M. 2D. ma. PPe 197-98,

g 40y, w, creg, The Editoxial Eroblem in Shakespease,

e, sit.
“lﬂlt cit.
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would have contained many poorly expresced phrases,
Naturally, the condition of the copy would have depended upon
the play and the authop, for it is a2 common fact that, with
some people, the thoughts flow more freely than with others.
Thence, the condition of the svthor’s first copy and the mam's
industry dlctated vhether he would reswrite his deaft of foul
papers or lot 1t stands Vhen these papers were concluded,
they would represent for him, in every detall, the play
from which he would like a fair copy to be transeribed,*?
Pocsibly, minor writers or men of little theatrical prestige
were obliped to propare their own fair popers for submission
to the playhouse.*® Yot one should again rofrain fwem etating
generalitios, for if an suthor®s foul copy possessed a some
blance of onder, it may very well have been accepted by the
company. In the case of Shalespeare or other suthors of a
comparable status, thie exception may have been the zule,
Greg, indeed, 15 of the opinion that Shakespeare ". . » composed
fluently and seldom went back over vhet he had written,"* lMore-
over, he feels that Shokespeare was not the only dramatist to
munﬂtcm“ Thae, it would follow that the

"l-n-om--v-u.
W’m“.hm.

“m”“: Pe 27
m'“w. W. Greg, The Editoxial Problem in Shakesveaxe,




book-keerer was, thereafter, handed the foul papers and
ovrdered to make faly coples from them, One should bear in
mind, however, that these foul copies may or may not have
represented the author's fivst draft of a manuseript, Again,
in the case of Shakespeare, this step may not have posed any
great problem for the book<keeper, As a shareholder in this
company and as an active dramatist, Shakespeare probably spent
most of his time at the Globe and would have been readily
available to help solve any problems which the seribe may have
mtcdlna-uulpt.“ However, an author might have
submitted his foul papers to a playhouse because he himself
had doubts about the propriety of certsin lines or ather
related stage problems, and may have thought that rehearsals
would assist him in solving these problems before settling on
the final form of hle drama., Such 2 practice may have occurred
in Boueo gund Juldet (TI1,v,176«79) as Capulet implies:

Gods bread, it makes me mad,
R&.u.&-,-u' luymmﬁuz"...“

Wilson has made a probing smalysis of this passage and has

- shown that with the removal of houre, tide, time, the remaining
vords form a pentameter. As can be seen, all of these words

/

“lann. 2R« Siles ne 7, pe 100,

“J. Dover Wil "The New Way with M‘n Texts,

Recent VWoxrd on the Text of Romeo Juliet," Shakespeare
m. VIl (1935). pe 82, “
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are synomyms, reminiscent of Dav, licht, and Vilson claims
Shakespeare "doondled" with ecach of them, but neglected to
scratch out the rejected vorda, possibly intending to allow
the actor to help him meach a final decision and chelce,’

Tha next impertent problen concerning foul papers is
related to their ultimate destination. For example, one should
ask vhether authors possessed them, or 1f the playhouse company
roouived them, In cases wvhere foul coples were originally
presented to a company; one finds the mswer to be simple,
but in situations in which the muthors themselves were required
to make falr coples, there is another story involved, It is
commonly thought that sn author's autograph copy, or at least
hie legible faelr copy, had to be presented to the Master of
the Revele for licensing,”® However, there arve incidents on
record in which suthore sold their cm plays to printing
bouses,>! In such cases, it ie likely that the suthor may
have made two copies of his play, or that he may even have
", « « begged his falr copy back from the company o + o o "2
One 18 fairly certain, at lesst, that the playhouse reserved

493, Dover Wilson, gps Sites pe 82 .

M;W REanatis Publication ia Engkaad.

a’la-n.m“.p.lh
e, site
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either the author's fair copy or the bookekeeper's fair
transeription,”> Actually, this behavior is quite obvious.
Acting companies were also business organisations and, cone
sequently, were aware of the profits to be derived from
publication. The play coples which they needed were the
prompt book, the actor's parts, and the plot. Naturally, the
fair copy was usually saved for the press or, as a mule, held
as a ready source in the case of an emexgency.

With respect to publication of a mamusecript play, one
should not minimize the significance of the seribal fair copy.
Since one camnot alwaye be certain which copy was delivered to
a printer, he mst explore all possibilities. First of all,
in the cases in which playwrights were required to furnish a
fair copy to the printing house, bookekeepers, for the most
part, made only slight additions or deletions in the text,
affixing their own notes; thereby, they created something which
mmmu." However, upon occasion, one
believes that even the fair copy might have needed a complete
re-copylng.”> Nevertheless, Chambers feels that it would have
been a waste of time for the bookekeeper, besides making

934, w, oreg, Ihe Editoxial Problem in Shakespeazs, pe 27.
“thcﬂu pe 27,

55p, P, Wilson, "Ralph Crane, Serivemer to the King'
Players," muh::: Vii, & (September, 1926), p. 20‘%1‘.."8 :
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available snother copy to mamuscript pirates.>° At the same
time, in the production of this seribal falr copy, its
progression toward a prompt book would have depended upon the
transcriber, For example, should the prompter have copied it,
this document would have been an almost finmished "book," but
were a scribe to have made the initial draft, the prompter,
as he would have done in the case of an author's falr copy,
would have inserted his changes, for a theatrically inexperienced
seribe would have had little concept of what stage additions to
incorporate. It is noteworthy, as Greg shows, that seribal
coples and sutogreph manuscripts ". . . appear in about equal
mmbers + « « " in the playhouse,” Regarding Shakespeare and
equally prominent playwrights who may have merited the privilege
of merely handing in their foul papers, the scribal fair copy
could possibly be the most important problem today in the
editing of such dramas, Bowers feels that this scribal falr
copys; in some cases, was the one which was directed to the
printer,” Pollawd, in opposition, claims thet these particular
copies would have been move important to the playhouse for
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their legibility and, therefore, the original author's draft,
vhen available, would have been the one given to the printer.>:

Further attention should be paid to those falr coples
which were required of certain authors by the playhouse
company. Oranted that this ruling must have been quite flew-
ible, it presents, thercfore, a difficulty when one attempts
to distinguish which plays by which authors are involved,
However, the purpose behind these fair copies is no problem,
An guthor's faly copy would heve been very confusing to any
reader unacquainted with the play; a falr copy,; on the other
hand, was intended to establish opder in the textusl arrange=
ment of the play with a reasonable amount of calligraphical
legibility, 0 nowever, one cammot be certain that, even
with such intentions, a mamuscwipt would tumn out to be
"theatrically clean," It is rather difficult to believe that
an author, while copying his own work, would fall to revise
various passages if he felt the urges One camot always be
confident, therefore, that a prompt book was, at all times,
Mndtm!drmn The amount of revision in a
manuseript would have depended on the extent of the author's
desire to have his feir copy become a prompt booke If he so
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desired, he most likely would have made a ferv belated revisions
and probably would have expanded some of his stage-directions,
It has been fairly well.established, however, that Henslowe
expected hds "hackewriters® to prepare thely own falr copies,®?
His vreason, generally accepted, was to avoid the cost of a
seribal transcription. Bowers, however, doubts this theory
on the grounds that, in the first place, it would have been
one of the regular duties of the book-keeper and, hence, it
would not have inveked any additional labor or expense,’’ It
should not he forgotten that if the bookekeecper had other
duties, the additional task of preparing falr coples for every
play would have become burdensome to him, In Robert Dabome's
letter to Henslowe concerming Machiavel znd the Dewil (1613),
one leamms that fAenslowe refused to aceept anything but falr
papers from the authors®® Likewise, inhevent to the letter
is the implication that this falr copy would not be adequate
enough to sexve as a prompt book, but worthy only to present
m-n.mammmuu.wm."’

In the main, it asppears, then, that the play company would have

"M&h,m“.’.m’
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proferred the playwright to make his owm faiw copy with such
exactness that it could be used as the basis for a prompt
book, but this, evidently, was not always the cases It has
been suggested that 41f the asuthor's falr copy were not good
enough for use as a prompt book, it would have been presezved,
m.hlﬂm.“

By this time, an author would have finished his play,
end, following theatrical tradition, he would have been
sumoned for 2 reading before the company, a situation remi-
niscent of the medieval custom of an author's reading his
works aloud in publie,%” Once o manuseript was accepted by
the playhouse company, however, it was very much at the mercy
of the bookekeeper, Any changes which he saw fit to make to
prepare it for the stage were, then, inserted, At this point,
one is concerned with the problem of which "came first"eethe
prompt book or the actors' parts? Again, theve is no cleare
cut pattern to be percelved, but a trend is somewhat noticeable.
Bowers, for example, has taken a definite stand and claims that
mmmumnmm“ On the other
hand, Greg finds only one emample of this practice from the
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period in the play, Oxlande Puzdose (1591).%% ne shows that o
reference to actors' parts occurse in a letter writtem by
Herbert, Master of the Revels, to Edward Knight:

In many things you have saved mee labourj yet wher

to use NeD her FoRDy 36 1 have G beue s + « o9
Later, Herbexrt is reported to have said: "The players ought
not to study thelr parte till I have been allowed of the book." :
From Herbert's words, one sees that, in this specific case, at
least; the actor's parts had been prepared before a copy of the
play had been veceived. Bowers generalimes that all plays
entered the playhouse by acts, as the author wrote them, and
were not submitted wholly at one time, and supports the theory
that the actor's parte were immediately prepared from the seribal
fair copy to facilitate the memorization of lines.’> Oreg feols
that actors' parts were drawm up from the author's fair copy or
from the prompt book.’> BDowers, however, contends that a play
received many revisions during rchearsals and that it was more
practical to wait until the play had assumed a static foxm, or
until the Master of the Revels had censored it, before
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establishing the prompt book,’” He indicates that the copy
submitted to the censor would have been the scribe's or the
author's fair copy. It is understandable that a seribe could
not produce copies for each actor in a company when the
dramatis personae often inecluded around twenty characters,

Yet one is disturbed by the actors® abilities to determine
their entrances, exits, and even speaking cues if they did
not hold a copy of the entive play before them, Perhaps, the
engwer lay in an ingenious little device called a "plot."
While the only extant examples of this document belong to
Alleyn's organization, it is, nevertheless, plsusible that
ﬂwmmum“u,” Chanmbers feels they
mh-.upmblnnwul.“ These documents provided
an outline of the play ", « » vith occasional notes of action,™ '
All entrances and exits were marked, and the actors' names were
listed alongside as an additional aid,’’ Greg further contends
that scenes were also delineated,’’ Thus, however inconvenient,
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this plot sufficiently served its purpose &8s a stabilizer for
‘glie entire production, One printed example, "Plot of England's
Joy," is known to have been an ", . . advertising swmary” for
the play, apparently doubling as a program for the sudience,’”
Crompton Rhodes and Wilson claim that fyom a combination of
the actors' parts and the plot, ome could, if required, proe
&noan“dmmhﬂu“ However, it is obvious
that a mumber of mistakes could be the result, Both Rhodes
and Wilson also believe that this assembled text may have been
used by the printer on many occasions, even in the preparation
of the First Folio,’? '

The last official copy of a drama which the playhouse
would have vequired was the prompt book. In Elizabethan times,
the thestrical tem for this document was, simply, the "book." >
There have been many theories as to who the seribe for this
copy may have been, Pollanrd, on the one extreme, feels that
it was the bookekeeper's adaptation of the author's falr copy,
gsince there is no evidence to indicate that a scxibe ever copled
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ones’® The opposite view is taken by Baldwin, who states
“it was the boolkeeper's duty also to prepare the original
manuseript for the proupter, who was hinself,">> Greg pre-
gsents both sides of the argment and favors Baldwin rather
then Wilson."® This prompt book was obvicusly the most
important version of a play which a company owned. As Bowexs
mm.uummmmuu
mm‘ i1t was the play as it was performed,
vhether it resmmbled the suthor's original work or nmot. In
appearance, it was of folio size with its sheets ", s » sawm
or stabbed together + « « " and it was sometimes kept with
the plot of the play."" It was likely to have been divided
into acts, the earliest example of which is Bamavelt (1619),
mwmyha'-u” Its stage-directions were solely
for the prompter, to vemind him of the various stage business
tud:uhhavuwo.” These directions were not
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supposed to replace the muthor's, but rather to amphasize and
further elarify what was alveady theve. > Peculiar, alse, to
the prompt book was the structural pattern of these stage
directions, They were usually short and emphatic (g e
"Ink: paper veady."), possibly to allow the prompter enough
time to attend to properties and to warn perfomers. > Oreg
vams, however, that to declare the advance position of stage-
directions an indication of a "book" could be misleading,
although he adds that this gemeralization would probably be
close to the txuth, > Purthemore, a reasonable mistake by
the transceriber of inserting the names of the actor rather
than those of a character i also an indication of a prompt
bcﬂu“ For exanple, in many cases, especially when several
minor aetors wnld be econcerned, the bookekeeper would have
placed the actor’s name on the copy to expedite his recognition
of the cast, Dut, Albright caustions that occasionally an author
in writing a part for a certain actor could uncomselously have
written in the getor's name, which, in tusn, would have been
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an easy mistske for a seribe to follow,”> Thence, this
peculiarity would occur in either an author's foul or fairx
coples,

For all practical purposes, therefore, the playhouse
manusceript may have consisted of six poesible legitimate coples.
However, the essay, "The Stationer to the Reader," affixed to
the 1647 fivst folio of Demmont and Fletcher, is very impore
tant. Here, one leamms of the copies which actors often had
prepared for thelr "private friends.”’C While the Gamg gt
Cheege, transcribed by Crane in 1624, is the first kmowm, dated
private copy of this kind, Chambers speculates that this
practice probably began sometime after the Loul Chumberlain's
intervention of 1619,”7 Should the printer ever have obtained
one of these private copies, he would most likely have had no
mmmumuwam."
Furthemmore, assuming the date of 1619 as marking the origin
of this practice, one sees that Shakespeare's Folio also may
have been corrupted by these private mamuseripts. An interesting
eplsode concemms John Rhodes or Edward Knight, whichever the case
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nay have been, when ordered to transcribe a private copy of
Bonducg. Apparently, the "originall” was lost and the copyist
had recourse enly to the vough draft in the playhouse.”’
While this does not indicate that all rough drafts were pre-
served, it does suggest that a printer could, in certain
instances, have obtained a copy similar to the one which
Rhodes or Kaight employed.

Private coples, however, were not the only spurious
manuseripts which may have come into 2 printer's hands.
There were also pirated tests in Elizabethan London. % This
is not meant to imply that every private or pirated text was
a variant of the suthor®s original draft, bui, for the most
part, one assumes that they were. There were three methods
used by the theatrical plrate of this time: stenography,
usually by shorthand; the traitoreactor methodj and memorial
reconstructione**F Wilson, in a study of the firet quarto of
Romeo and Jullet (1597), concluded that it was a reported text
vhich had been reconstructed from memory by one or two actors
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vho had perfommed in the production of the actual play in or
around the time of its publication,’%? The appeal which such
an edition had for the public vests in the fact that it was
reconstructed from a current play and, hence, would have been
more in vogue than any previous editions.'’’ Greg agrees with
Wilson that Q1 of Romeo gnd Juligt was a pirated edition, but
refuses to accept pirsey as an important problem in the
printing of all copies of plays.’?® an intevesting but per-
plexing aspect of this subject, which glso tends to minimipe
the threat of piracy, is the freedom with which plays were
circulated about London. At one time, such men as Charles
Reade and Sir Sidney Lee would have argued against a manue
script's freedom on the grounds that the playhouse company
would have wished to prevent the publication of theix plays
unless they would reap a profit from the venture, Recently,
however, scholars have concluded that companies probably never
hoarded manuseripts, but, instead, only presexrved them, and
such examples as that of the King's Men's giving Ralph Crane
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the right to transeribe Dgnclziug and Juantho sean to verldfy
this theory, 07

The firvet fom of plvacy to be eonsidered, then, is
atenogrophy. It is easily proved that in Shokespeare's time
shorthand was well knowmn, One 1s awvare of three major methods
in the period: Timothy Bright's Chazacgery (1580); Petor Bale's
Bzaghvozaohy (1590); and John Willis* SLepoczaphy (1602),106
Chembers shows that axtensive work has been porfosmed upon
the bad quartos with shorthand principles in mind, and quite
readily one notices that the pecularitics of Iright'e gystem
bocone obwiouss:?? 1g must be obsexved, however, that these
shorthand methods vere mch more eomplex thon modemn ones,
Thoy were cumbersone in application and often inaccurate, and
thoy heavily tomed the manory«t® But in apite of these
problems, thay were used. Thomas Heywood In Lids prologus to
Cuoen Idsoboth (1630), complained that the printed text of
ids play had been stolam: ". , » some by Stenogrophy drew /
The plot, put it in peint, scaree one word tyuss & & § "L07
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Nevertheless, F. G. Fubbard maintains that the shorthand of
the day was in such a deplorable state that it could not have
accounted for the ". . . worst of Shakespeare's quartos." 10
An interesting theory is that, during a perfommance, anyone
copying a play by shorthand would undoubtedly have been
detected by the members of the mudience.’?l 1f piracy were
as predominant as some scholars claim because of the miserly
attitude of the playhouse company, surely the people would
have been aware of it, Under such circumstances, a stenographer
was taking a great chance. On the other hand, if the opposite
were true and companies were not jealously proteeting their
plays, then piracy, on a large scale, would have been a waste
of time. Yet the desire of publishers te place upon the mare
ket the acting edition of a current play must have accounted
for some piracy, and one remembers that stenography was also
mmmw-.m-wmu——-uwﬂ’
Feuillerat specks unflatteringly, as well, about the traitove
actor, but this phase of the problem is not especially important.
1f pivating vere a harsh threat at this time, it seems umlikely
that an actor would have placed himself in a position open to
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scorn and would have gambled upon a possible dismissal from
his profession.

The problem of memorial reconstyuction, however, is a
different matter. As Albright acknowledges, the Renalssance
man emercised and trained his nemory more than man today, and
it follows that if a person made an actual attempt at memorizing
a play, he would need only a few visits to a theatre to realize
his ambitions,'!® Greg states that, with no previous emperience,
he himself memoriczed Johm Bull's Cthexr Island as an experiment,
and after only four visits., He further emplains that he could,
then, reproduce the dialogue sufficiently to convey the idea of
the playe He believes he did as good a job as the man who
memorially reconstructed the quarto of Ihe Mexxy Hives of
Windsor (1599-16007). % 1In fact, he feels that memorization
would account for the ", « « average quality of the *had'
m...'m Such reconstruction, while it may not have
been sanctioned, would have been difficult to detect, and, even
as late as 1862, a mon was acquitted of memorial piracy with
the decision that a theatrical manager could prevent a
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"stenographic or phonographic veport,” but that anyone had the
right to lister and to remember, L6
Accordingly, then, from foul papers to pirated copies
a manuscript made its way into the printer's shop. However,
many exceptions may undoubtedly have occurrede--such as, one
of the tlwee or four foul copies an suthor may have written;
or a lost, wandering playhouse copy; or an inemplicable extre
copy; or mumeyous other poesibilities. Prinelpally, however,
scholars now feel that the foul, fair, ov seribal faly copy
vas given to the printer. !’ There is one other additional
as a printer's copy, as has slready been stated. Creg feels
that this may have occurred in 1solated cases, but adds that
the prompt book was far too important a document in the play-
house to have been given mway. L8
One must enter the Elisabethan printing-house, then, to
seek a conclusion to the joumey of the playhouse manuscript,
Here, attention must be pald to the type of mamuseript vhich
the printer had to follow and the impending alterations to
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 which 1t would have beea exposeds't? Por instance, what was
the outeomo should the docunent in question have been a prompt
book? It is iaposcible to establish awery crvor to which a
manuseript was liable before it finslly resched 2 printed
edition, However, the firet consideration which it was
accoyded for printing was its tyeatment in the hands of the
nastereprinter vhoss duty At was to decide on the size ad
kind of type to be used for the text, for stage-directions,
aad for eny other pert of the edition that should be roadlly
Mstinguighable fron the text.'?® Tereafter, the compositor
was in chazge, and At 18 with s that the manueeript poasibly
suffored She most,'2' 1¢ 1o ales Likely Shat composing took
place in the main printingehouse becsuse of better facilities
and the possibility of collsboration of other vortmen in the
shop P22 One does not infer, however, thot o lengthy wosk
never was percelled out, upon osocasion, to two printinge
houses and thelr compositors, since this hind of maneuvering
is attested to in the preface te the 1647 Demmont and Fletcher
Foliot
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- (!ot. to send the
Printers was
the occasion thelir & m:.'m

Three statenents should be made in defense of the
printer, however, before one attempts to emmerate his many
faults, As cen be imagined, many printingehouse problems
wvere already latent in the copy from which the compositor
must work, If his copy were a previously printed edition or
a clean, legible mamuseript, one could expect a reasonably
perfect job, but unfortunately this was seldom the case. For
example, the handwriting itself was a problem in addition to
erratic epelling, and as if these were not enough, the
Elizabethans notoriocusly used very little consistent punce
m"‘ With foul papers, these problems would have
existed, no doubt, along with the alterations and deletions
which were probably entered into the margins. Yo appreciate
this situation, one should hand his owm "foul papers" to a
stranger and vequest that they be read, or better still, vead
those of the stranger. The printer's problem of translation,
vhile difficult, is not entirvely missing, today. As Bowers
shows, one can always study a compositor and detemmine his
‘bastc ervors, and it naturally follows that one may olso
exanine an author's handwriting in meamuscript, when available,

e
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to detemine vhat quirks of pemmanship might lead a
mu'ammw In fair pepers, or the
other hand, one would expect nmany of the organizational and
calligraphical tanglee to have been eliminated. This is true,
but Greg wonders who originelly emcothed them outeethe author,
scribe, or editor of the press?’2® The second point in a
printer's favor, while it illustrates his good nature, probably
was responsible for meny errors which otherviee could not be
Justified, One refers to the fact that ecorly printers
"s « » Sean to have been singularly patient with careless
manuseripts," 2/ The third peint is explained by J. D, Wilson
and is self.cvident:

_ Ay KL
S e Al b

Oreg has been earlier cited for claiming that the press
wvas the source of most errors in a drama, as it passed from
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asuthor and playhouse company into the print shop, and it is
nv.h.“madﬂm“-mmmm
latent in this establisiment. Following is a list of nine
possible steps in publication from which a mamuseript could
receive a new meaning: (1) handling of the manuseript;

(2) memory of the compositor; (3) spelling of the period;

(4) muscular error on the part of the compositor; (5) foul
case or selection of the wrong type; (6) dictation or mise
prommeiation; (7) italics and thelr conmotations; (8) cone
temporary punctuation; (9) the corvection of a printed copy.
Each of these steps should be briefly examined.

In the period of 1550 to 1630, two different fomms of
vriting vere employed in manuscriptse-English, steadily growing
in popularity, was used for the bulk of manuscriptsj and Italian
vhich was used only for citations and proper nmes. 2’ The
study of Elizabethan handwriting is important if one is to
become familiar with the compositor's reading problems while
setting type. For example, as he glanced from copy to press,
he was apt to make only a general sweep of the document in his
reading, and one knows from personal experience, that a quick
'glance is often not encugh. For emample, this "false visual
perception” may have produced such words as gfimg for fung or
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Zabifitd for paxlfitd.t™® 1f such mlstakes ave difficult to
comprehend, one must reaslisze that they were the result of
Elizabethan handwriting standards. There are many letters in
this fomm of handuriting that may easily be confused. McKerrow
cites several such exampleseegd and p, for example, could have
m.uummn-ngumm
could have been confused with gg, and words like gagg and gast
might have proved a problem to the seventeenth century come
positor.’*! There are other mistakes in weading, however,
apart from the recognition of what one "sees." A word such
as Exenchfigld, because of its easy and familiar arrangement
of letters, could easily be substituted for Frenchified.>>?
Also, word anticipation is another commonly acimowledged
source of such error. In Dvexy Man Out of His Humoux (1599),
the compositor set up gffection for gffliction (1. 3434),
"o + o probably because he caught a glimpse of gffection in
the 1ine below," 3 Another clement to be considered is
related to the opportunity for omission or doubling of parts
vhen the compositor was distracted for a moment, When he
retumned to the manuseript, he could easily have focused upon
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a simdlar word, but not the one with which he had been
previously cccupied,}?® Purthemmore, in setting his type, he
often tended to memorize several words at a time in order to
speed up his work.® Indeed, many of the mistakes may be
the divect result of this habit, At the same time, as he
selected his type from the case, placing it in his composings
stick, plece-by-plece, many words may have assumed, for him,
the following changes--gugt Sake becsuse of the allied sound,
became pigtakg; homonymn could be substituted, such as gight
for gitg, or xight for yxite ov zige; even synonyms could
oceur, as i° pegcegble for placables and, quite simple to
understand would have been his mieperception of rare wovds for
mum-nm“‘

Closely related to memory are the irregularities of
spelling characteristic to the perled, Mamseript spelling
comee in such varieties that it is no wonder the printer often
did not falthfully adhere to the copy before Mm. 3’ 1In grlgndo
Rudogo, the corruption of glaunder to slamdex and gclandex
vithin a few lines illustrates such printer's ervats..* This
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orthographic careclessness could obviocusly change the meandng
of a word, a sentence, or even en entive paragraphe O(ne must
be keenly aware of its poesible cccurance whon emamiming
toxts and mamuscripts of the time, Algo, as has bean earilor
stated, the compositor may have memorismed several words at a
tine in the procese of his type setting, If the spelling of
a nonuseript word disagreed with the epelling which he knew,
he would have preferred his fomm, and it would have appeared
on the printed pages’”’ 1In addition, he would often alter the
speliing to "y « « Spoce out or condonse a MMne + « « " o
balance his page, adding, doubling, or dropping certain
mm.-—s‘“ An unsiiilled compositor, houover,
wvould have tended to follow his copy slavishly, as would an
experienced man Af he weve confyonted with an unusual word,
Often contractions, also, presented a problem to the printew.
Authors, in writing for cctors whio were experienced in scamning
their lines, tended to ignove the contysstions which would
produce a perfect line of dialoguej hence, many syllables
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U0nvetghe, gne giles Do 325

A R i, EH

Pe




&4,
that should have been emcluded in the printed edition were
often vetained,'%2 Yot the printer's spelling was, on the
vhole, far more advanced and consistent than the playwrightt's,

vhose spelling often differed ", . . fyrom author to suthor .
» « from page to page, even fyom line to line, in the same
m.m’

The type which the compositor used was stored in the
slots of a case specifically resexved for each individual
letter, and while he might very well have knowm the letter he
vas secking, through a kind of muscular ervor, he often veached
mmmm‘“ Most probably, this was not the result
of false perception of type case, because a skilled compositor
would have relied on his habit to "hit the right holes,"43
Naturally, fatigue or mental failure acecounts for a major
portion of muscular ervor. lMcKerrow feels that this accident
occurred quite frequently in the printing=house,l®

One is next aware of a common ervor in the printing.
house known as "foul case," a situation inwolving the careless

“'u--.n-u-.p-m.

lﬁ m Mw-n Texts:
I‘ Mm‘ “m IX (1956); ppe 74-75.
Vhererson, gne Sles Poe 25655,

mﬂm-“ﬂhmb
u‘ﬂnﬂm.n.“.p.!”;
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misplacement of letters, The compositor, upon reaching for
a letter in a gorxect slot, consequently, might pick up a
wrong ones®’ For emample, the letter § 4o not closely akin
to z, yet in haste, the compositor could confuse the two, thus
explaining the occasional zhat's for fhak's, or even simpler
still, the confusion of L and 4, producing folling for fodline.'*®
Another veason for "foul case” was the over-filling of certain
divisions and the impending overflow that forced type into a
neighboring slot, and thereby, misplaced it.)%? spellings
like Jacob's ond, gbsuxd, and fovoux'd are probably contingent
on this ervor, inasmuch as the g section was immediately above
the g section in the arvengement of the cases, > However,
Blades indicates that Jight could never be considered an error
for fight, because the ligature £4 would have been used instead
of the £ which might have been confused with 4,15

Dictation also introduced problems that are difficult
to detect and solves In this method, the spelling of the
manuseript and, perhaps, even the italics and punctuation would

wm“

148 sibeaghe, goe gites pe 338,
W%hexervow, gne Silies Do 256,
150a1braght, ope gles Pe 3%,
UShyerorvon, op. Ghss PPe 256=57,
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mmsmmum}" The employment
of such a reader would have proved empensive to a sixteenth
or seventeenth century printingshouse, and none of the
pletures of early printing<houses shows such a man, yet with
the long working hours and poor artificial light, he may have
proved to be most helpful.}3® Purthemmorve, while an edition
was being mun off the press, corrections were being made and,
therefore, many later impressions of a page would turn up in
a more perfect form.!™® The most important factor involved
in this kind of corvection concerns the fact that the proofe
reader, upon discovering a mistake, may have attempted to
make sense out of the error instead of secking to understand
the cause behind it, thereby producing a false correction
that doubly confuses a modern editor as he attempts his
rveconstruction of the work, An example of such error occurs

in 1, 7% of the Intexlude of Jupotient FPovexty (1560) where
tne word phagpued exists, when sense vequires ghgeuped. Vhen
the proofereader saw this in his inspection, he immediately

perceived it 20 ghgomued with the gy mistakenly inverted to
uEs Thus, he made the change, >

u,mov-m»
”’m&.mm
L4 cnembers, gne gites pe 197,

155 ckerrou, gpe Sifes PDs 258459,
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: In ecxploring the subject of the degeneration of
Elizabethen play texts, scholaws like W, W. Greg, Js D,
Wilson, E. K, Chambers, R. B, McRewrow, ¥, P, Wilson, and
others, not content with a mess of varimnt texts, devised
a scientific method for the examination of these dramas. It
is mainly from their efforts that modemn scholars have come
to recognize the importance of the playhouse scrivener in
this complex problem,



CHAPTER II
RALPH CRANE, THE SCRIVENER, AND HIS METHODS OF CALLIGRAPHY

A scrivener's fist by nimbleness to

hmmulmmﬁtnm...‘

In 1924, T, S, Graves published an important discovery.' ®
In his article, he reproduced a portion of the preface from
the 1625 edition of The Noxks of lexcy, Both Corxporesll and
Spirituall (1620) by an heretofore obscure figure, Ralph Crane
(1550/607«16327), Because of the importance of this document
to the present investigation, it is necessary to reproduce it,
at this point, from Gravess'>’

The had my birth: )
of a% l-ﬁ:,.d wal'
With good nu-.b-n

156,, S, Graves, "Ralph Crane and the King's Flayers,”
' Studies in Fhilology, XII (April, Hns:n-ggfb;- !

1”&-“4&“-“&.”““ s preface
St T Todte BRRTSOIPARS. el celmes S tpracciis
mmum-‘m-ﬁu& m
(‘unban) auls:n:. m;ﬁ'aumm:p&;ﬁ

pp; 36263, See also, F, P, Wilsam, "Some Notes on Authors and
mt:ms:grmd tuart Times," Mm g Memoxial
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In examining the preface, one notices Crane's boast of ", . » &
2008y SZiters pen « + « " that has gained him sexrvice "Through
City, Countrie, Court, Church, law & Stage + « ¢ «» " OCraves
has especlally studied the passage beginning, "And some imploye
ment , . « / Vnder the Kingly-sexulce they doe hold.," He has
amounced that this section 1s an indication of Crane's
relationship to Shakespeare's company, the King's Men., In
confessing his inabllity to pursue the subject, Craves suggests
that, herein, lies a valuable clue to the riddle of Shake-
mm In 1926, ¥, P, Wilson, wnaware of Grave's previous
work, proceeded upon his own initiative to investigate Crane.
In his subsequent article, "Ralph Crane, Serivener to the King's
Players," he categorizes many of Crane's callipgraphical tendencies
and explains that Crane was probably a serivener for this come
pany but not a bookekeeper or stage-keeper. In addition, as

* Graves earlier predicted, Wilson discovered several of Crane's
“trademarks® in the First Folio.!>? Therefore, one should

am.-u.mm
P, Wilson, W and in
Tinee,* dotm Qutney adane’ e

Nﬂgo.i uuu
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attempt to recomstruct the main events of the life of this
important scrivener.

Ralph Crane was born in London, "The Citie," probably
in the fifties or sixties, since he himself has admitted that
by 1620 he was an old man.'®® 1In his preface to Ihg ozks of
lezxey, he claims to have been the son of a welletowdo mexrchant
of "good esteeme” in the Merchant Taylors' Company. However,
Wilson has suggested that if Crane's father were the John
Crane mentioned in Clode's ligmoxials, he was certainly not as
“respected” as Crane would imply in the poem,'®! Apperently,
Ralph entered the service of lMys. Derothie Osborne, who was
probably also his grendmother.!®? He was not hampered by this
relationship in his public life, however, because Thomas Lodge,
in 1557, hailed one Ralph Crane as a friend and dedicated his
Ssillacs Metamorvhogls to hin,'®? crane's first public office
was that of "painful clarke" for seven years to Sir Anthony
Agshley, a clexk of the council, in whose sexrvice Ralph became
ascquainted with the 1law. %% According to his poem, he next

16000, sit.

i s 80+ SiE.s PPe 362«63; alsd Wilson, gp. Glb.,
fn, 1, p. 156,

1621014, fne 2, pe 196,

163540 Lee (ed.) Crane,"”
Hatiopal B Mlhu. » "Ralph »" Rictionaxy of
lﬂm. 2D« £iEe, PPe 362+63.
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sexrved "The Sigmet” and the “"Pyiuy Seale,” where, as Wilson
has shown, Lewin Munck was the Clerk at this time.'%% Crane,
next, records in his preface his association with the "Tribe
of Leuy," and mentions the perlod which follows as his final
munmmw On this phase of Crane's life,
Feuillerat has written:

slightest ervor in wvording of a document might
mmumwzﬂg;m l.ub:t T
a
easily become a . -

However, the name of Ralph Crane is so common in this
perieod that it is difficult to be certain that one is always
dealing with Crane the scrivener, Therefore, Crane's preface
to his own Ihe Woxks of lMexcy becomes an increasingly important
document, containing the only conerete evidence one has with
vhich to work.'%® on December 14, 1620, Ihe uorks of Mexcy
was entered in the Stationers' Register under the initials
Ts M4, thought by some to stand for Thomas Middleton, Wilson
claims, however, that the poem does not resemble Middleton's

165000 cit.

1660c. st

Y67peuttterat, gpe Shkes pe 277.

t‘ar. Pe Wilson, op. Sit., fn. 1, pe 197,
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style in any way, and he 15 confident that the preface, at
least, is Crane*s.’®’ There ave three extant copies of this
poaneeg first edition in the Bodelian Libraryj a second edition
in the British Museum; and an extract of the poem printed in
Ferr's Sgloct Postrv Contempoxaxy to James 1.'70 sir Prancis
Freeling, who formerly owned the copy which ig now in the
British Museum, believes that the first edition was published
in 1616.17 1f Preeling's reasoning is corwect, it seems
likely that Crane's preface was made as an addition to a such
later printing of the work, Eventually, this poem collected
at least three dedications, and counted among its many patrons
Dorothy Osborne, Jolm, Earl of Bridgewater, and Lewln Munck,
Esquire, each of whom received a different and appropriate
dedicatory eplstle from Crane.l’?

As for Crane's career as an suthor, Lee believes that
he began to write poetyy late in 1ife ", « + vhen he wase
suffering from much poverty and sickness.”’> Ihe Works of
Mezcy has been described as an antithetical arrangement of

“’lll-. fn. 1, p. 198,

1
”ltr,,sg‘hq_!-m Rictionary of Natlonal Biography,

_l%gm“'h’.h 362.
l‘”lllhn.g‘“.p. 197,

"’h-.n-ns-u.u.




seven material and seven spiritual precepts composed in

"s & « prosalc verse . « « Ssqueezed into a rigid mold with
u-mpdmum-‘" Actually, Crane's
mum-nmm‘umpuw.m
Obvicusly, the liae, "And some imployment both my vsefull

Een » » « 4" iz most important to an understanding of his role
as a cerivener, There have been many interpretations of this
line, but one must vecall that, in 1620, Crane modified implove
ment with gome. His selfemodesty, here, is most apparent, for
he is probably referring to his only knowm transeription of
this time, Sir John wan Olden Baxmavelt (1619), which he undere
took for the King's Mem.}7® while it is kmown that in 1625
he had dealings with this company, it can only be conjectured
that there had been eny business relationships between Crane
and the Ring's Men fvem 1619 to 1625,177 Nevertheless, theve
is evidence to support Crame's calligraphy in many of the plays
of the First Folio,}’° On the other hand, it is possible that
he next tramnscribed IThg Hitch for Middleton, however, cne

17 penillerat, gne Sibss pe 277,
17;'-“. 20« Sike, pe 11, .
196y, v, ores, Ihe Ldkoxial Exeblen i Shakespesre,

Y77 510right, goe ghkes Do 29
mnuumt, on. SiEss pe 322,

Ps 23,
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cannot be certain, since the suggested dates for this play
range from 1620 to 1627,17° s particslar transeription is
thought to have been one of a private, "nonetheatrical”
document which lMiddleton dedicated to his friend, Thomas
Lodge.}®® 1n 1622, one finds Crane "agsin® at work for
Middleton, this time, in copying "A Song in seuerall parts,”
after it had been performed at a feast given by Edward Barkham,
the Lord Mayor,}®} It is appavent thet Middleton must have
been satisfied with Crane's work because, in 1624, he hired
him, rossibly for a thixd time, and Crane transcribed two
coples of A Game gt Cheege (MS, Lansdowme 690, and MS, Malone
25), the latter of which is thought to be an example of an
"uo-bhluu.""”

In the year 1625, the Great Plague struck London, sparing
Crane's 1ife but reducing him to poverty.’®> At this point in
his caveer, he began to dedicate poems and plays to mumerous

Flayere, Tha akmeins vits £ Copeatecer 5305, . oos
m‘::f.p’c.w. "Textual Studies,” Shokegpeare
Oy TR g g A R
**%, v, oreg, Ina Kditorlal Pxoblen in Shakespesze
u’l-“o 20s Shte, pe 11,

PQ”.
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patrons in the hopes of a financial reward that would help to
relieve his extreme destitution, His first tromseript wes
Remetzius and Bogathe, undertsken in this same years'®® Wilsen
describes it in the following manner:

This MS, is the most besutiful example of
Crane's that we have, In 128 of
the text th an erasure, end pen

never falters.

This information should not be surprising, since the copy of
Demetrius and ingnthe had been designed by Crene in the first
place for his patrong Sir Kelham Digbie ", « « to be pleasing
in every wespect,"'"’ The interesting thing about this docue
ment is thot the King's Men gave Crane the right to copy this
play, apparently without especting any remmeration from him
in return for this privilege.

A year later, Crane transcribed one of his longer
manuseripts (MS, Rawl. poet. 61l) and dedicated it to his
friend, John Pelrs. It is composed of five individual works,

Prapeen, i s o TSSOt IS, 5,

oe 45 185 We Greg, Ihe Lditoxial Ixoblem in Shakespears,

‘“rr. 'm‘b to the King'
Players,” um (un-ht. 5’-!0!?“'
17xbright, gpe Sifies Pe 2%,



58
mummwmm Three years later, in
1628, he copied still another work (MS, Rawl. D, 301) and
dedicated it to Lady Anne Cooper, the daughter of his "old
m.'mqu.“’ Cne other Crane transexiption,
Imown as Egultic Favorite, is preserved in the Bridgewater
House Library.'!” This document was once considered to be a
copy of Crane's own poem, but, as F., P, Wilson has shown,
Crane himself claimed nothing but the transcription of this
work in 1631, and did not identify its real author. It is,
howvever, dedicated to John, Earl of Bridgewater, and is mene
tioned by Crane as an "anmual tribute.””! Another mamuseript
(Add, MS, 34752), which contains a dating problem, is entitled
Poems by He 4.y an individual whom Lee considers to be VW,
Austin,}9? 1¢ wms dedicated to Lord Baltimore and probably

rlapeesy* S i o G T, 2
and . m-cn. ﬂ lryns “3.
m" e m Crane's ﬁﬁ‘fm&

Sauiours Passion
between the Lawe, & ye 3" s "Londons Lamentable

191y, p, w22 *Ralgh Crane, Scrivener to
Players,"” w Vii, & (September, 1926), p. m.
192.c0, Qe Gik., pe 12,
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copled after 16246 and before 1632, the year of Baltimore's
death, Crane was realizing his age wvhen he copied this manue
script, and in the dedication he expresses his fears that this
work may be " « « his last Oblation eve he die." "> However,
he did not die until after he had written, but not copled, at
least one more work in 1632 (Harl. 3357), which he dedicated
to Sir Francis Ashley, a brother of Sir Anthonr Ashley. Crane
claime to have written all of the poetry contained in this
work and expresses the hope that Ashley will later. appreciate
1t.1% There ave, however, three undated transcriptions
attributed to Crame which should be examined, First, there
is MS, Harl, 6930, which is similar to "A Handfull of Celastiall
M,'u“mu“ﬂu“’ Further-
more, it is kmown that he also copied Ben Jonson's masque,

Pleasuzre Reconciled to Vixtus (1619).1%¢ rinally, there 1s
MS, 12 in the Bodleian Library, vhich contains songs intended

19 ’
Players," !! WW(M; 9~u‘ oy
"‘xu. ppe 20001
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for Davenant's adaptation of Macbgth (1672/3) and "¢ « »
Mumumunmuw-mm’

Scholars have examined this evidence about Crame,
sparse as it is, and have promounced him all things from a
professional scribe to the editor of the First Folio! Chambers
and Feuillewat, among others, have stated that Crame held a
regular position with the King's lMenj however, F. Ps Wilson
thinks that " « « to call him a stagesmanager or the Company's
*bookekeeper! would certainly be to go beyond tids evidence,"!”®
Wilson's conclusion appears to be the most logical viewpoint
for one to adopt in this case, for Crane, after a lifetime of
hardship as a ecrivener in many diverse fields, had apparently
tumed to the playhouse in hopes of employment. Obviously, he
was allowed to accept some work im 1619, and it is, furthemmore,
quite likely that he did have an active role in the preparation
of the texts of some of Shakespeare's plays for the 1623 Folio.
Possibly from 1619 to 1623, Crane may have been hired to copy
some of Shakespeare's plays for the printer,

To become fully acquainted with Ralph Crane, the
scrivener, one must understand his calligraphical characteristics.

9%, u, mmmmm fn. 10, p. 9L,
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This problem may be approached in the following categories:
(1) legibility of Crane's hand and the cleenlinoss of his
copy; (2) his avoldance and also his use of contractions;
(3) his preference for colloquialisms; (4) his epelling
traits; (5) his mammer of punctuatione~hyphen, apostrophe,
and paventhesis; (6) his division of plays into acts and
scenes; (7) his reconstruction of plays from the actors' parts
and fyom the plot; and (8) his use of stage directions,

At the start, one must realize that Crane was capable
of writing in both the English secretary script and the
Italian hand with great elegance.”’ wis precision and legie
bility, in fact, have prompted F, P, Wilson to conclude that

...ammmmumumw
www-m.ummmw
mm Such praise is meaningless, however, unless one
is familiar with Crane's calligraphiec peculiarities, For
example, Crane never left a word to a veader's imagination;

¢ 199
nms A.r—-tg.mll—l-iu

ml‘ P, Wilson, inﬂunn'
Players,” The LAbEarvs VILs b (Septatber; 1926); pe v
0Ly, ¢, Bald (ede), A Game at Chesss, . 28.
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he permed each word sccurately and completely, with no upward
and/or backward flourishes at the end to imply a final letter
(4+ 8+4 @) that vas omitteds?"? In the second place, his
momner of forming the last two letters of Actug in a cone
sistently perfect draft has caused scholars to consider this
troit as a mark of Crane's hand in a masuscript.’’” ioreover,
his final g is always distinguishable from his final g, and
they eould never be mistaken, one for the other,”®® 1t 1s
Crane's distinet Italian ¢ about which P, P, Wilson has shown
that the "y » +» long flourish shove the loop is formed with a
wmumm-‘” Furthemore, Crame's manue
seript legiblility wes ageured by his coutious hand that pro-
duced no extra minims which would tend to confuse lnmoug with
hepoux, or pumk with pik, 2%

Since Crane's mamner of epelling is an additional
feature of his style ae copylst, one should become fomiliar
wvith some of hig orthographic trademarks, Bald, after a study
of Crane's trenseription of A Cgmg of Cheqsae, decided that it'g

202y annenbam, gDe SiEes Pe 82,
20 -
M"k'. vii, (wm";- 2 a
M oDe SdEes Po 82.
e TR
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is aluays indicative of Crone since Middleton prefexred 'fig
in e personsl transeription of this drama,2’ The word
it's occurs ten times in The Hinger's Tale, and Je Dy Wilson
attributes the word to Crane.”%¢ The ha's or h'as for has
have also been considered a sign of Crane's hand, yot A Came
of Cheese aloo contsins this spelling, 2’ Furthemore, the
colloquialiom gn for them was o favorite of Crena's, and
Walker has detected its presence in The Hintcr's Ialgs more-
over, Shakespeare apparently preferred the full fowm of the
word and none of the following variants: gh', ‘hom, or gn
gor then.?® Crane, also, had a preference for certain words
and was not above substituting them in a mamuseript 1f the
opportunity arose. For instance, vhen Middleton wrote hag,
does, and youde, Crane wrote hath, doth, and you'lld. Also,
you'ld instead of you'dg was an occasional Crane contraction
for Middletond you would. 2t Mis use of this contraction is
umsual, since Crane preferved to use the longer fomm of a

207;, c. nald (od), & Cang &% Shessss pe e
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word, and in many cases he expanded Middleton's contractions:
¥ou'de to you smulds thev'ze to they axes Ime to L aa or Lim:
and ig often to 4 48.°'7 Some scholavs believe that Cronme
alwvays inserted an apostrophe between the two full fomms,
such as 1'gm, vhen expanding a contraction. It has been
obsexved, however, that this practice occurs only once in Ihg
Ispegt end once in Jhe Elutex's Zalg. Consequently, there
is some reason for scholars to doubt Crane's hand in either
drama, 213 Purthexmore, Tammenbaum draws attention to Crane's
following practices: (a) words such as pog, weg, and gheg, he
never spells with a double gg; (b) however, he doubles his £'g
in many words, thus producing Lflesh, ££lamg, eand Lfgaxg; ond
(e) he writes yf for if, approximately three out of four
n--.w‘

On the other hand, Crane's method of punctuation has
been the source for much study and some speculation. A secholar,
vho attempts to detect Crane's hamd in a printer's copy of a
manuseript, should count, first, the parentheses which occur
within the text, Many scholars have become so interested amd,
consequently, involved with Crane's use of this mark that they
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have based their arpuments entively upon its presence in a
mamuseript. While Bald has presented such evidence of Crane's
addiction to the mark of parenthesis, he has also admitted
that this paventhesis habit is not entirely peculiar to
Crane, nor that it is Crame's only punctustion idiosyncracy.2l>
For the most part, Crane's punctuation is full and carveful.
For example, one should compare the following lines from Crane
and Middleton's coples of A Ggnme at Cheesg: (Crane) “Away:
make haste; they ave coming , « « (Vel.8); (tiddleton) “Awaye,
make haste, thive coming « « « "200

In addition to the parenthesis, Crane favors the hyphen
and the apostrophe, two other marks which scholars, thevefore,
have tended to identify only with his transcriptions. In dise
cussing those marks of punctuation, Greg explains that ", . «
they were by no means peculiar to Crane M2 They ave,
however, of such prominence in Crame's work that they merit
attention, The study of the use of the apostvophe in this age
is quite confusing and has been the source of much controversy
among scholars., One learns, for example, that in Shakespeare's
Yenus and Adonig (1593), syncope and elisions were obtained

2595414 (eds), A Gane ab Gheeses pe 172.
600, gite
A7y, v, oreg, ZTha Shakespesre Fizst Folio, pe 271.
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through spelling, and the apostrophe was not used to indicate
mmmmof.mm However, Tammenbaum
belleves that the apostvophe appears in sufficient mmbers
in the poem to suggest that Shakespeare had mastered its use.
Hie also shows thet Middleton fveely used it in his dremas,Zl’
While Tanmnenbaum's concept may defeat generalizations, it does
not actually prevent one’s considering the apostruphe to be
an additional sign of Crane’s hand in o mamuscript. For
example, Greg, in his enalysis of Iheg Witsh, obsezrves around
gifty ineldents of what he tems "Jonson's elision,"?2% one
rTecalls that Jonson developed a tendency to retain a vowel in
vriting if, wvhen dvopped, it would prove "graphically or
phonetically micward,” but he always added an apostrophe, in
suchesses, to infom his reader that, metrically, he wished
the vowel to be emcluded,’?! As far as one kmows, this practice
was thought previcusly to be a characteristic only of Jonson's
style, but from Tarmenbmm's list of exmmples, one realises
that Crane, at least after tyanseribing Thg Witch (1620.277),

"’rmn.mmmn.
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had also adopted this idiosyncrasy: g. g., thev'have, sxg'it,
we'are, you'haves end L'ozav.’??

Finally, Oreg in his study of Ihg Hitsh has classified

Crane's use of the hyphen, It is, however, comfusing, at this
point, to discover that, vhile this mark is related to Crane,
one finds only few examples of Crane's uss of it, either in
4 Same ot Cheose or in Denetuius and Bugnthe.?”’ The folloving
situations, then, are the wayes in which Crane used the hyphen
and illustrations for each case: (1) metrical or emphasis
hyphen: "what yongemen can we wish, to pleasure ve" (IThg
¥itchs also Jhe Iwo Gentlemen of Yezona)s (2) verb and prepo-
sition type: "socks-up” (Ihg Hitch: Ihe Dup Gentlomen):
(3) object linked to verb: "wmlese death pitty.me” (The Nigch);
(4) substitution for comma between coondinate adjectives: "the
poore~sencible Sufferer® (Thg Hizch)s (5) used for, or mistaken
for, an apostrophe: "One-a~Clock™ (The Mitch): (6) mwiscellaneous
anomaliest “In the davkebackward and Abieme of Time" (The Hitchs
The Iw Sentleuens The Zapest).??

Crane was aloo fond of the parentheses and frequently
amployed them in s works 220 However, as Ternenbewns points

mnu. Pe 2173 also Tomenbam, ons Siks, s 84,

m'wﬂ'mm Vi, 4 (19260, ope Hke1s,
2 Ibid., ppe 20316,

223y, w. Greg, Ihe Editoxlal Exoblen in Shakespesze,
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68
age, and he eites Jonson's Pogtaster (1601), Massinger's Ihe
Dukg of Hilgn (1579), and Middleton's 4 Came at Chegse,
(1624), as preofs?2® Yet, tile mark must slso be considered
as an indication of Crane's hand in a mamuscwipt.

Cranc's omamental calligraphy probably had such to
do with the popularity of capitalimation in this periods’2’
He voed capitals frequently yet consistently, and his copy of
Ihe ¥iteh shows him starting each line of dialogue with a
capital letter,2?® poytwidpe’s sugpestion thot Shakespeare
elso used capital letters in mest of the commonly expected
places leods one to think that Shakespeave probably would not
have wesorted to capitals as Srequently as did Ceame,22”

Aside from Cxane's ealligraphical charccteristics,
scholars have alse givem much consideration to his construction
of a monuscript, As a comsequence, they have been gble to
detect 2 logical grouth in Crame®s work habits a» they are
delineated in his theatrical trmmscriptions, One finds it

’“rmm, ERe £i8es Pe 7Ts
’”x. Cg Bold (ode)y Eﬁ*ﬁ B, P 1725 Vs Ve
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necessary, thevefore, to become acquainted with the specific
traits of this serivener. F. P. Wilson explains that Crane's
known dramatic transeriptions are fully divided into acts and
scenes.>? (One veealls that, from the start of the seventeenth
century, plays were divided into acts; however, the earliest
example of this division occurs in the mamuseript of Jhg
Second Malden's Ixagedy (1611), at a time that was close to
the end of Shakespeare's caveer.’>* Yet, fifteen of Shakes
speare’s plays are fully divided into acts and scenes in the
Fivet Folio. Richaxd XL and 1 Hengy IV have been omitted £rom
the following list, because, as F, P, Wilgon has clearly showm,
they were reprinted from earlier editions which had been already

e e —— .
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Wilson feels that act and scene division exists in these
dramas because some of the mamuscripts from which the printer
vorked had been previocusly divided, or because the editor,
responeible for preparing Shakespeare’s plays for the press,
had himself made such divisions,>>> It seems unusual, however,
that fifteen of the thirty-five plays in the Folio contain a
complete division, when, for the most part, these plays would
have been copled from foul or falr coplies or from previocusly
printed coples. As it has been showm, Shakespeare's original
papers would not likely have been divided at the time of their
composition; therefore, either the printer of an earlier edition
or the editor of the First Folio may have been responsible for
this division.

The important aspects of Crane's handling of stage
divections are massing of characters before a scene, his
omission of Ingex before a seene begine, and his use of [inis
at the end of every act, instead of specifically designating
the act itself (i. g., Elnis gctus primls). Nevertheless,
Wlmo!mmhae@-uan
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of probleme, For example, J. D, Wilson thiniks that Crane
refrained entirely from transeribing stage directions,”®
Greg, on the other hand, has shown that Crane's entrances, at
least in The Hitch, sonevslly occur a few lines in advance of
the intended action, but ha hre to adwit that his observation
ummmhnwmw With respect
for Crane®s work on the prompt book of Bamavelt, F. P, Wilson
has made the following comment:

B aEs LR,

descriptive and have a literary .
Bald vemaxks that in MS, Malone 25, which he believes to be
an assembled text, the stage directions must have been created
at the moment of transcription, either by Crame or by Middleton,
provided elsborate stage divections.?>’ Purthemore, becsmuse
it 18 known that this dooment was prepared as a private copy,
the sctual purpose of the transcription itself may have had
something to do with the status of the stage divections, and,
@s Fe P, Wilson has shown in connection with Demetaius gnd

:"l-u-b-. 20+ Shkes Pe 76,
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Zognthe (also a privete copy by Crame), there are no theatwical
directions, such as "2 chalzes,"’> Therefore, the lack of
stage directions in the majority of Crane's transcriptions
may not have been due so much to Crane's work habits as to
the nature of the mamuseript upon which he was working,

There are, howvever, additicnal problems concemming Crane
and stage directions. For example, he occasionally omitted
Eigx within initial directions. Greg points out that the
Firet Folio contains Entgr, but feels that its presence is
due, here, to the printer's influence,>’ Also, at the close
of an act, Crane often simply added Einig, but never Finis
actus primug, for example. Another debatable, but important
characteristic of Crane's tyanscriptions is his "character
massing” before each scene, when all, or almost all, of the
necessary characters are listed by name, gn masgg, before the
start of scene in which they are to appeaxr, An example f£xom
2 Hepzy 1Y iilustwstes this method: “Bnter Shallow, Silence,
Falstaffe, Bardolfe, Fage, and Daule (V.i)." Tannenbaum,
noting this method in Crane's tramseription of 4 Game of Cheese,
has observed that it also occurs in Shakespeare's Ihe ¥inter's

Zale and The Mezxy iives of Kindsox.”® Greg, in analysing

238 , .
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this peculiarity, states that Crane combines the two distinct
conventions of the English and continental methods in this
transcription, One recalls that the Mnglish or native cone
vention marked a new scene only when the stage had become
empty. However, the continental convention, widich was adopted
by Ben Jonson in his 1616 Folio, marited a new scene whenever
a change took place in the major characters upon the stage.
Creg feels it would have been natural for Crane or for any
other scrivener or editor to look to the Jonson Folio as a
model, ecspeclally 4f he were ". « « working with a literary
rather than theatrical end in view," 't

A thizxd mechamical characteristic related to Crane is
known as "assembly fyem parts.” Bald has recogniged Crane's
transcription of A Came of Chegsg (Malone MS, 25) as an
assembled temt becouso of the massed stage directions at the
start of ecach scene, which appenr as 1f they may have been
token from the plot.’> Cyame's ability to accomplish this
feat has influonced some scholars to connect him with }Meagurg
Zox Meamurs and The Mexxy ives of ilndgox, swng others,?®’

= m::‘:- Ve Ores, The Ldltexial Problew in Shokesoeaxe,
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Stage dirvectione most certainly scrved an author's
purpese by maling elear the action which he desired for his scenes;
to a prumpter, they were a momns by which he uight better control
his work; and, to the professional seridbe, they must have been
2 madsances It scems doubtfol that a professional seribe would
ever have studied a play so intensely thot he might, thereafter,
have made an adequate interproetation of the action and have
uxitten his own stage direction, lMorve than likely, however,
when an anthor like Middleton approached a seribe like Crane
for a tzanscwiption, the m:thor would have prepared, in advance,
his deslirod stage dizections for the text, One camot expect
a scrivener to have fumctioned in the vole of a proofereader.
It does not seem possible that Crane would have written a new
set of stage directions; probably, he would, on the other hand,
have copled the directions which were placed before him,
perhaps, re-arranging or shortening them,

Scholare, theretfore, have chown Crane's poesible comnection
with the preparation of the First Felio teo be worthy of fuxther
investigation. They hove used for thelr criteria, in the
detection of Crane's celligraphy, the following characteristics,
which, by way of conclusion, one may be justified in vepeating
at this point in the study for the convenience of future
referance: (1) legiblility of Cyane's hand and the cleanliness
of his copy; (2) his avoldance and aleo his use of contractions;
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(3) his preference for colloquialisme; (4) his spelling

traits; (3) his mawmer of punctuation with the hyphen, apose
trophe, and paventhesicy (5) his division of plays into ascts
and scenesy (7) his yeconstruction of plays fyem the actors'
parts md frem the plot; @« (8) his use of stage directions,



CHAPTER IIX

THE WINTER'S TALE I¥ THE FIRST FOLIO: CRANE'S ™NEW® COPY

plots! 1'll ha' come out;
;m:.‘?mhmo -o.gn.gyu clse.
--Ihe Enicht of the Buming Peatle (1l.iv)

Shakespeare®’s The Hinter's Ialg (e, 1610) was licensed
by Bue, Master of the Revels, in 1610, and there is a record
of its performance in 1611 in the Jooke of Elalgs, a theate
mu-yu-muuu,mm’“ Furthermmore,
internal testing has indicated that this drama was one of
Shakespeare's last works,2®? In its time, it was an extremely
popular play, having been perfommed at Court in 16117, 1613,
1624, and 1634, However, because Restoration taste did not
condone Shakespeare's complete indifference to the classical
unities, it was not performed again until 1756, vhen David
Garrick drastically rearranged it,246

Ihe ¥iatex's Zale, of all plays in the Pirst Folio, has
had an umusually provocative history, mainly with respect to
ite position in the 1623 publication of Shakespeare's works.

. ‘“-an!m'm (eds), Ihe Somplete floxks of Shakespeaxe,
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For example, J. D, Wilson has remariked that ". . «» Ihg
inter's Tale looks as Lf it nearly got left out of the
volume altogether.”?*’ He has drawn his conclusion from the
following set of facts: (1) the drama occurs last in the
Folio section under Comedies; (2) it is printed on three
quires of paper, each bearing thelr own speclal signature;
and (3) it has the insertions of a blank page at the begimning
and at the ends?®® In addition to Wilson's careful deseription
of the physical characteristics of the play within its Folio
setting, one is awvare of a further important allusion to Jhg
Hinkex's Ialg contained in a memorandum from Sir Henry Hubert's
0ffice Bogk. WHerbert, who was at this time Master of the
Revels, records the following entry in his book:
mﬁa’musuo%&.mm
Frofane adisd o refomaod, Liagh tho ol oved: booke vas.
w m:mum-a—.m
This passage contains implications which one should cavefully
consider, If one attempts to reconstruct the events vhich lead
up to the lerbert memorandum, he discovers what actually may

“’J. De Wilson, : - nn.
“Introduction, Facsimile, IThe
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have been the sitmation involving Ihe Wintex's Tgle in the
First Folio printing. In the first place, one sees that
Herbert's entry was dated 19° of Augugt, 1623, three months
before the publication of the First Folio, Secondly, it is
also elear that llerbert held a conference with John Heminge
(My, Heminges™), who, along with Henvy Condell, published
the Folio, It is equally clear that Herbert did not confer
with any member of the playhouse company at this wime,220 A
reconstruction of the probable situation might reveal the
following Metory of this play.

The playhouse individual responsible for the "keeping”
of theatrical mamuscripts belonging to the company may have
foiled to notice the fact of the "missinge booke" of Ihg
Uintex's Tple vhen colleeting Shakespeare's pleys for delivery
to the printer, On the other hand, this same individual may
very well have known that one copy of The Wintex's Ialg was
“missinge,” and wvas either loath to release the company's
only remaining "booke,” or was acting on orders from company
officiale not to part with the only copy. One must consider
each of these poseibilities, at this point,

Firet, in the case of the keeper's fallure to notice

that The ¥intex's Tale was missing from the collected manuseripts

25000, sik.
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which were being delivered to Heminge end Condell for use in
the printing of the First Folio, one feels that such an overe
sight night casily have gone undetected until the Folio was
nearing completion, 28 it must have been by the time of Hexe
bert's memorandum, At this time, Heminge and Condell may have
taken a first opportunity to ewxamine thelr industrious projectee
an examination which probebly took place gomg three months or
so before the Folio was recleesed from the printing hounse.
Thelr inspection of the work revealed to them, in some way,
that they were lacking ome of Shskespeare's comedies, By any
number of means, this fact may have been brought to their
attention, At any rate, they mede thelr discovery, Almost
at once, then, as Nerbert's memorandum suggests, Heminge must
have vushed directly to the King's Players to obtain the copy
of this overlocked play but, upon arrival, was informed that
the copy was "missinge.,” Herbert's document is especially
ambiguous about this matter, For example, one does not know
wvhether pigsinge implies that the ligenged (or “allowed")
copy was lost, or that the playhouse, at this point, had not
a single copy whatsoever of The Winter's Tale in its posses-
sion; hence, their conscious "oversight” in collecting the
manuscripts for printing. The evidence would appear to
suppert the fomer theory, however, since it is obvious that
the publishers gad playhouse persommel eventually did turn uwp
a copy of this drama.
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1f, however, the "missinge” copy were the licensed or
"allowed" copy, cne discovers that a completely different
situation may have occurred., The playhouse official, for
example, may have told Heminge that the licensed copy of Jheg
Einger's Ialg had been lost or misplaced, Une assumes, then,
that Heminge probably asked to borrow the unlicensed or
renaining copy of the mamseript, which the company had
probably used in previous productions of the piaye Perhaps,
the compamy did mot wish to part with its only manuseript of
the drama. Opr, equally possible, the company did not wish to
confess that it had been careless in the handling of its
official, licensed copy. Whatever the reason, Heminge was
refused permigsion to "borrow" this remaining copys In exase
peration and extreme anxiety to guarantee the printing of a
complete works of Shakespeare in his forthcoming Follo,
Heminge probably made a "bargein® with the King's Men,
agreeing tn assume full responsibility for a tramseription of
the remaining document as well as to oversee its licemsing at
Herbert's office. If one assumes that this explanation may
have been the case, he may then conelude that leminge obtained
the services of a scrivener and proceeded to piece out his
Folio with the insertion of Jhg Hiptex's Ialg into his nearly
completed book (thus, accounting for the presence of the blank
sheets before and efter the play in the Folio), Having
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finished with the transcription which he had requested to be
made, Heminge must have retumned the copy to the King's Men,
It is intevesting, at this point, to recall, again, the stage
histoxy of this play. One remembers that from 1613 until
1624, the play was not acted by the company. Could it have
been that the company was afrald to produce a play for which
it no longer possessed an official license? The fact that Thg
Hinter's Ialg is once again in performance in 1624 would
strongly imply that the reconstruction of these events just
cited may have been the actual case. In addition, one recalls
that the Globe playhouse, belonging to the Ring's Men, was
destroyed by fire on June 29, 1613, during a performance of
Henxy VI1l, and the coincidence of dates, here, is striking;
however, one may only suggest the poesibility that the
“missinge” copy of Ihg Hintex's Iglg may have been destroyed
in the fire which had demolished the “virtuous fabrick."

The main problem, obviously, is to determine the course
of events which accounted for the presence of Ihg Uintex's
Tale in the Heminge and Condell publiecation. Apparently, it
wae the outcome of a bargain between printer and acting come
pany, which resulted in a new transcriptiom of this play taken
from the remaining copy in the playhouse. One accounts, thereby,
for Heminge's attesting to the validity of the contents of the
"new" copy,; as Hexbert's memorandum reveals: ", . . there was
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nothing profane added or vefommed s 5 + " in the new dvaft to
cause the transcription to differ from the orlginally licensed
copys In conclusion, one other solution to this dilema has
been proposed by J, D, Wilson and Crompton Rhodes, who, inde-
pendently, concluded that new copies of plays were often
derived from actors’ parts and stage plots, and who, in tum,
related this "assenbled parts” theory to Ihg llntex's Tales?>!
On the other hand, Chambers end Greg have doubted the validity
of such thought, and prefer to search for a morve probable
explanations®>? But the most important aspect of this problem
is the fact that some individual did makg a transeription of
the play for Heminge and Condell to publish in the First Folio.
A most likely candidate for this task, one who would have wele
comed the amployment at this time, was Ralph Crenes An inves-
tigation of Ihg Miatex's Iale as it appeaved in print in the
1623 Folio may reveal Cyame's hand in the transcription,

In this inquiry, one must first be concerned with the
neatness and owvderliness of the mawecript copy and its sube
sequent effect upon the printed edition of the play, It has
been previously shown that Crane wrote with impeccable aceuracy
and that his hand would have presented few,-if any, reading
problems in the manuscript. Oce concludes, therefore, that

o, gike
B0, sits
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if Crane's tramscription wvere the ore followed by Jaggerd's
compositor in the Follo, the printed play should be free from
the printer-scribal type of exvor, as indeed is Jhe binter's
Iglge J« Do Wiloen believes that this "textual tidiness” is
indicative of Crane's hand in the temt.?>>

One should next consider the contractions and colloquialisms
in Ihe lintex's Ialge In doing so, he should ramesber thet
Crene preferved the latter to the fommers As it has been shown,
specific vords of these classifications are assoclated with
Ceanes Such combinations as L gn and 4L 43 eve commonly
detected as expansions of the contractions, 1'm and *gig;
oceasionally, however, Crane did write ig'g for 'fis, Me was
also prone to insert the colloquialiems, hig'p or h'as for hag
and g for fhans Hence, it has been necessary to count the
cccuyrvence of these words in this play. The findings arve
listed below in the following table:

TABLE 1

b ]
Contractions No. of

£

!n‘oﬁﬁoo

ﬂ”hunﬂ-.‘pjnhght&
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It i3 clear, from the evidence presentod, that ecach example,
except for 'tis, points to Cranes
The spelling aspect conceming Crane’s hand in tids
drana is at once intevesting and complexs One must recall
that Crane favored yf over AL, yet the latter is used exelue
sively in Ihg Uintex's Ialge MHowever, the spelling of such a
emall, common word as Af could have been easily reecast by the
compositor, almost without thought, In the case of the double
&8 in Crane’s spelling habits, a chast will be most useful at

this pointy PFollowing, then, is a tabulation of such woxds to
be found in this plays '

TABLE 11
"gg Vords" Yo, of Times, UL

ne A
nee 12
we 70
wvee 14
he 121
i ke
bee ,

ahe g
shee 20

Here, the evidence is overwhelmingly in favor of Cranes In
every instance, the spelling form preferred by Crane has been
used most consistently. However, some have attempted to
minimize the evidence of Crane's howd Yy citing the following
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gpellings from Crane's other mamusceripts which differ fyom
those to be fomd in Ihe Hlukex'a Zalet

Zamcobaum's liatioea™"

beene (bene)

. n:rhu)

e
e

s
'i’iiilli‘ﬂl’m

Yet, this list is not convincing as proof. Upon examination,
one notices two pattemms. First, the y's have all been changed
to 4's, and secondly, the spelling has been shortened and moder-
nized, One recalls that the printers of this time were morve
advanced and progressive in their spelling than were the
authors. Also, Crane was by now an old man, born almost sixty

”‘!—-l-.-“.-.ﬂ-”.
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years before the Firet Follo was published, His spelling
would definitely have been somevhat avchalc in these faste
charging times, and it is doubtful whether he would have
attenptad to change bis spelling habits to keep uvp with the
trends ia orthographys Thrce facts aro to be considered,
heret (1) that Czane was old; (2) that the vogue to modernise
spelling was strong; (3) that printers were modemrn spellerss
Therefore, wvhile the majority of epelling evidence camot be
used for Crane, it, likewise, camot be used agatnst Mim.

One next obsexves that paremtheses are used frequently
in Lo Watex's Zalge Appromimately 360 of these telltale
narks occur throughout the plays In foct, there ave three
examples of pgugathenes wAthin aexentheszoge. Here, sgain,
however, some scholars have attampted to minimize the evidence.
Tanmmenbaus has said of this peculiarity, "Crane was too much
of a purist to have been gullty of such a solocimme">>> In
iight of this remazk, one should examine the passages in which
the parentheses-withineparentheses occur before making o cone
clusion about Tamenbaum's observationss The first uee of
the maxk to be found in the play is contained in the following
examples :

¥8Biscncs for Laonteas 0 thov Thing,
ﬂ!,._,,,_' ue Slkey pe 77
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i

Should a like vse to

o sty el ot e, S,

m-l Adultresse « « s « (11.,1,102109)
One notices that the speech is most complex and requires some
kind of outstanding, spectacular punctuation to clarify its
meaning, A wmodern rendering of this passage would probably

be punctuated with dashes instead of parentheses, as follows:
el G i T
: a Creature
STl Tiepae vl ce
Shee's an Lresne « o o »

However, the parentheses appear to order the passage better
than the dashes. One is load to think that the punctuation,
here, was written in as an aid to an actor in the accurate
delivery of this difficult passage. In other words, these
parentheses may very well have existed in the mamuscript from
which the scrivener obtained the "new” copy of the play. In
theory, the second example of compound parentheses to be found
in Ihe Vintex's Igle is similar to the first:

it SAtER D il S 20y




a8
Again, the marks seem to be employed for the purpose of
influencing the spoken word in a theatrical sense, more than
would the conma or the dash., The third and lLast example of

this peculiar maxking of the line, however, is of a different
nature:

i

[

i
%

dt]
I

S
i,

oudot fries

odve

One notices that the punctuation in this passage is so complex
that only an individual vho had worked in close association
wvith the meaning would have marked it so: L. g., the suthor,
the bookkeepereprompter, or the actor, himself. Neither
Crane nor the printer would have serutinized the passage and
then have punctusted it so elaborately. Yost likely, Crame
merely transcribed what k2 sew before him, Therefore, one
suspects that this instance of the use of compound parentheses
merely reflects Crane's willingness to "follow copy™ which was
set before him,
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- Of the six ways in which Crane cmployed the hyphen,
three are to be found in Ihe Hintex's Jales There ave fifty
examples of the metrical or emphasis hyphen inherent to this
play. The following examples illustrate this use: “Watery-
Starre” (1.1i,1); “"¥nchethink, knee-deepe” (I.11.223); "Fire-
rosb'deCod” (IV.iv.29). Also, the verbeplusepreposition
eppears fourteoen times a fow examples of which follow: °I
would not be a standersby™ (1,11,337); "This seal*devp Oracle”
(I11,44,124); "Will comeeon very slowly” (V.i.,260). PFurther-
more, one discovers an object linked to a verb by a hyphens
“Shee hath made-me four and twenty Noseegayes® (IV.111.45).
In addition, miscellaneous anomalies occur over 100 times, of
which the following ave a few examples: "Why losyou™ (I.11,144);
“was pree-amploy'd by him" (11.4.61). This evidence is possibly
the strongest indication of Crane's hand in Ihg Nintex's Ials
to be congidered at this point in the investigation,

All one needs to do is to glance at the text of this
play in the Fivrst Folio to become acquainted with the large
mmber of apostrophes contained therein. lHowever, one should
remember that this was a common trend in the punctuation of
Crane's day and should not be considered as an exclusive trxait
of his style of transeribing. It has been shown that Crane
occasionally inserted an apostrophe between the expanded fomm
of a common contraction (ghgy'ye would become ghev'have). At
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equally meticulous individusl and one wvho edited his own
Folio) shared this use of the apostrophe. This punctustion
example occurs only once in Ihe Hinter's Izle: "a Ladyes
Verely*is / As potent acs a Lorde" (1.11.62+63). This one
case should not be considered as contrary evidence for Crane,
however, because a printer, unless he verc very careful, might
easily have deloted this omall merk,

The next of Crane's characteristics to be considered
is the division of a play into ascts and scenes, manifest in
Ihe Hintex's Jalge The firet act i dvided two times; the
previcusly printed edition of this play emisted, he realizes
that the Folio play must have been taken from a transcription
of a manuscript that was so-divided, Zhg Vinter's Iale is
arbitrarily dated as 1610. However, the first play to have
appeay until 1611, and Bamnavglt, a Crane tramscription, was
not divided into acts and scenes until 1619, Hence, one has
reason to think that Shakespeare was not responsible for the
act-gcene division of Ihg Wlatex's Iale, and were a seribal
falr copy prepaved, as a consequence, it likewise would not
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scene division which appears in the Folio version of this
play and, by indivection, which must have been present in the
transceription used in 1623, wes introduced by the scribe,
This evidence is, indeed, strongly indicative of Ralph Crane's
work, It naturally follows that the compositor would have
followed Crane's transcription containing these divisions,
The fact that there are other plays in the 1623 Folio which
not the individual wesponsible for division in Ihg Hintex's
Ialc except in his matural office of setting type from given
CopYe

Uext, the stage directions in Ihe Hintex's Jale are
definitely promising as an indication of Crame's hand in the
copye First, one must examine vhat is texmed “nassing of
charancters” before the scene. In this mcthod, all of the
characters vhich appear in o scene are emmerated prior to
the opening of the scenes BEvery scene in tide particular
play is preceded by "massing of choracters,” with the
exception of two. For emmmple, in IV.i1i, before the scene,
the stage direction lists only Antolicus; nevertheless, the
Clowme ertars vith no previcus waming some- 32 linee later,
and with no entyance direetion at this point, This same
situation re-ocours in a later portion of the play (V.ii),
vhen only Autolicus and a Centleman ave "massed” in the
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direction which precedes the scene, while a total of six other
characters appear during the scene itself (two other Centlemen,
the Shepheard, and the Clowme). Therefore, one discovers that
thirteen of the fifteen scenes of Ihe Hinter's Iale are pro-
ceded by a "massing of characters.” It is impossible to
deterwine the nature of the two “unenassed" scenes., In the
light of such evidence, one again detects the hand of Crane in
the transceription of this play,

Furthermore, one observes that each scene cammences
with the general stage divection, Bnter, and concludes with
Exgumte While Crane did not nommally use the direction, Enter,
in his transcriptions, at the beginning of a scene, its
presence in the Folio copy of this play is attributed to the
influence of the compositor, Therefore, one cannot use this
term as any kind of proof against Crane., 1In his favow, rvather,
is the fact that the only directions in the first four scenes
of The Hinter's Ialg ave the two general terms previously
stated, Crane tended always to omit stage directions, yet he
usually "massed" characters at scene headings. For example,
in the second scene of the play, one discovers Leontes,
Hermione, Mamillus, Polixenes, and Camillo riassed before the
scene and directly after Inter. However, Camillo does not
actually enter the sceae uniil 1, 308, and, then, without a
direction, lereafter, in the play, stage directions for
entrances and exits suddenly begin to appear in the text,
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Possibly Heminge or Condell, or scmeone else, decided to
check the transcription of the "new” copy and discovered that
the scribe had omitted these necessary directions in scenes
vhich he had alveady finighed transeribing. Naturally, the
scribe was requested to provide all further stage notations
of this kind, Therefore, throughout the remaining portions
of this play, one observes that entrances and exists ave care-
fully marked, Here, again, one is confronted with evidence
of Crane's mamerisne as seribe.

In addition, there are three instances of advanced
stage divrections in Ihe Uintex's Ialge The Clowne and Shep-
heard (IV.iv) enter with a direction marking their appearance,
for example, four lines before the Clowme is to speak. Also,
Florigzell, Perdita, Cleomines, and others enter (V.1i) as
directed, some sixteen lines early. Later, the Shepheard
and Clowme reappear, as directed, three lines earlier, It
is to be noted that these three examples point out the only
instances in this play in which more than one character at a
time makes an entyance, In addition to reflecting Crane's
hand in the transcription, this method of advanced stage
directions is also characteristic of the theatrical document
belonging to the prompter,

One finds only seven stage directions in this play,
exclusive of the simple Ipiex and Exgunt desipnations.
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Moreover, all seven directions poosess a distinct literary
flavor, as the following listing verifies:

(I11,41) Hemione
(as £o hex

(I11,111.62) Bxit puxsued by 2 Beaxg.

(Iv.iii) Intex dutolicus singing.

(1v.iv) Heexe a Raunce of Shepheaxds and Shepheaxddesses.
(Iv.iv) Enter Autolicus sinsing.

(1v.iv) Hesxe 2 Daunce of twelve Satvees.

o, P e e ey Lot
Comillo, a

To explain this feature, one must reexamine Crane's comnection
with the thestre, His first probable experience in copying
theatrical documents was his work on the prompt book of
Bamnavelt, vhich was the fivst book to have been divided into
both acts and scenes, If Crane weve so inemperienced in matters
concerning a playhouse document, one wonders how it was that
he knew enough to make acte-scene divisions in Jarnavelt at
this time. The mnewer probably lies in the possibility that
he was told to make these divisions in accordance with playe
house customs, and since the stage plot itself was fully
divided into acts and scenes, it may have been handed to Crane
for his use as a guides. Thercafter, one supposes that the
meticulous Crane simply added scene divisions as well as the
traditional act divisions, since many earlier works had been
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given aect divisions only. Inasmch as every play mamuseript
temecribed by Crane after 1519 bears act and scene divisions,
one is inclined to think that Crane must have approved of this
method, especially if he had access to the stage plot, which
would have been of much aid to him, If Crane did mehke frequent
use of a stage plot while transcribing plays, it is possible
that he alsc transcribed the "massed characters” fyom this
plot before each scene heading which he copied, in addition to
in Ihe Vincex's Xale os Ixit: Beaxs Intex Autolicus! gings
Each of these directions 18 necessary to an understanding of
the actiom in the play. Obwiously, however, such notesdo not
commmicate much of anything to one unfamiliar with the play.
Therefore, it might be nmatural for a seribe in such instances
to reword a direction, but not drastieczlly, in order to convey
a more accurate comnotation to the reader, This method would
also contribute the characteristics of an assembled text to
the finished copy of the play: Therefore, if one assumes that
Crane depended upon a stage plot while transcribing a play, he
raealizes that the presence of literary stage directions point
to the fact of Crane's hand in the Folio version of Ihg Hintex's
Zale.
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In conclusion, The Hinter®s Ialg ves obviously printed
from g clean "new” copy in the Folic, manifest in the neat-
ness of Crene's transceription, Murthemmore, Crame's custemary
epelling of L gn is consistently represented throughout the
play. WHis favored spelling of yg, B, sbss he, and bg (with
a single g) is also a dominant tweit of his hand in the manue
geript. In addition, all three marks of punctuntion which ave
apostrophe=-are frequently amployed in the Folio edition.
Horeover, actescene division and the nature of the stage direce
tions ctrongly sugsest Crane's hand in the transcription of
the "new" copy. Faced with this kind of steadily moumting
evidence, one thinks that Ralph Creme, or a scrivencr wheo
shared many of his seribal characteristics, was respomsible
for the manuscript cnpy of Ihg Vintex's Iglg which sexved
Feminge and Condell for the First Folio text of the play.



CHAPTER IV

RALPN CRANE'S TRANSCRIPTION OF THE TEMPEST:
A "MODEL® FOR THE 1623 FOLIO?

2:."“ > h-yautm-:nn-lu!m

of a work uumm and foundation: for
ﬂa,mmuua.

~=Jonson, Iimbex (1640)

Ihe Iempost, one of Shakespeare's last plays, is similar
in style to Jhe Hintex's Zalg« It is believed to have been
written around 1610 ox 1611, and there are two Court pere
fomances recorded for the play in 1611 and 1613.°%° 1n
connection with the publication of the First Folio, this play
has also been mentioned with respect to Ralph Crane and hie
transcriptions, since it is obvious that the Folio text has
been set from a legible and clesn mamuscript.?>! Moveover,
one observes the presence of an unusual mumber of words which
are commonly found in the Folio in contracted forme (you ZES,
1 have. you have, I would, 1 dide 1 sdlls I hads and do pet.)
To comprehend fully the significance of these expansions of
contractions and colloquialisms to the theory of Crane's work
in the transeription of Ihg Iompest, one may find the following
table of some use:

”‘m 20« Shes pe 1247,

g 257y, v, oves, The Editoxial Exoblen in Shakespeaxe,
- e



play, In additlion, two of Crane's favorite spellings, hath
and doth, appear nine and fifteen times, respectively, in Ihe
Icgpest. Another term, dogt, appears upon two occasions., The
study of the "ee" words may be best illustrated in the following
table:

TABLE 1V

"eo Vords" No. of Times, Igmpest

4

152

BREFEFEEE
Owgﬁsh
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The pattern established in both tables strongly points to
Crane.

One should bear in wmind that Ihg Ioumnest is not a long
play; perhaps, it is twoethirds as long as Ihe Winter's Zale.
These instances of Crane's trademarks in transcription, cone
eidered proportionately, therefore, are especially significant,
Such ig the case surrounding the mmber of parentheses in the
text, appearing 89 times in Ihg Ieupests For the length of
the play, this mmber is sufficiently large to indicate Crane's
hand in the transeription,

Murthermore, there is one emample of "Jonson elision”
in IThe Igmpegt (1.4.64): "I%am out of patience,” However, it
should be noted that the only example of this peculiar use of
the apostrophe in Ihg Vintex's Igle occurs, also, in an early
portion of the play, leading one to think that the compositor
may easily have overlooked the small mark in both cases, thus
accounting for its presence in each play in only a single,
isolated instance.

The hyphen is plentifully evident in Ihg Ieupgst and is
used in five of the specific ways in which Crane always employed
it, Also, one finde two examples in which mn object is linked
to a verdb: "and pegethee in his knotty entrails” (1.11.284),
and "and here you sty-me" (I.ii,342), Moreover, the emphasis
hyphen is found seventeen times, a few examples of which follow:
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"red-plague” (I1.,11.366), and "freshe-brooke Mussels" (I.1.453).
Miscellaneous anomalies occur 114 times, and are typical of
the following examples: "In the darkebaclkward Abisme of Time"
(I.,i1.59)3 "Are like-invulnerable" (I11,111.103). Further-
more, there is the use of the compound epithet plus substantive:
"This wide-chopt=rascall® (I.,1.60); and a verb is comnected
with a preposition and substantive on one occasion: "“with
bemockt-at-Stabs" (I11.,111,63).

Ihe Tempest is also fully divided into acts and scenes.
However, the fourth and fifth acts consist of only one scene.
Act one is divided two times; act two, two times; act three,
three times; and this division of the play points to Crane's
hand in the transeription.

The stage directions in The Iempest, per se, are
distinctive from the directions which occur in every other
play in the First Follo.2°° To begin with, there is absolutely
no massing of characters before the scenes. Only the characters
who are to appear at the start of the scene are listed in the
initial directions, Furthemore, every character who enters
or leaves a scene has a direction to mark his appearance, or
departure. An example of both the absence of massing and

| 258
. -mu!'lalph ne, Scrivener to the King's
Players,"” h’m m» 4y VIL, ps 213,
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consistent Fnter and gt divections occurs in IV.i, when
Prospero, Femdinand, and Miranda are listed before the scene
opens. Throughout the following action, the characters cone
and go, howevers

mofmmuqnummu
the play, occurs prior to the action, lMoreover, the complex
stage directions in Jhg Icupegt ave exceptionally rich and
descriptive, as the following examples will verify:

These passages ave not the only such deseriptive stage directions
to be found in The Igupegt. The following table, listing ecach

162414
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scene and the corresponding number of descriptive stage
directions, illustrates this facts

TABLE V

P ——————————————
Scene Stage Directions

I.1
I.11
IT.1
IT.1i1
I11.1
I11,.ii
I11.ii1
Iv.i
Vel

NNWwwHErLLwWL >

As it can be seen, there are 35 of these kinds of directions
in the entire play. This is a large number when compared to
45, the total of such stage directions for the gight following
plays in the Folio. Furthermore, most of these directions in
the later plays are simple when compared with the ones to be

found in The Tempest, as the following examples will show:

' Il!.it)

, I.1)

<IN ciis
I1.41)

This problem must be approached from two viewpolnts. First,

Ihe Iempest is one of the later plays and, consequently, is

similar to Jhe Winter's Igle. Yet, in the latter, there are

only seven literary stage directions. Secondly, The Ieupest

has an abundance of action, as does A Midsummer Night's Dream.
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However, the latter has only sixteen stage directions. From
these comparisons, one is led to think that The Tempest, as
it stands in the Folio, is an exceptional document. Opposing
points of view have been expressed by four major scholarse—-
S+ A. Tanmenbaum, F. P. Wilson, J. D. Wilson, and W, W. Greg.
Tammenbaum states dogmatically that ". . . there is, in fact,
not the slightest shadow of reason for associating Crane's
name with the text of The Tempest.>>° F. P. Wilson thinks that
the literary directions in this play must be attributed ", . . to
the dramatist, rather than to a scribe, or the playhouse, or an
editor,"2%% J, p. Wilson, at first, agreed with this theory,
but, apparently, as his knowledge of Crane expanded, he
reversed his opinlon and acknowledged Crane's inherent chare
acteristics in The Tempest.2°r W. W, Greg explainst

$ s uttnc o Sub Ming 2 AN

author's directions were preserved and nd

Saes Nbed 46 . Dimptebosh "’“""ﬁ’:“ qusseton:

is somevhat complicated by the fact that bd.ng i.gy

in the folio it actually have
grlgeuamdclmmdiun:yolm lume.

m‘l‘amcbun, gp. git., n. 5, p. 20L.

“°r P, Wil "Ralph Crane, Scrivener to the King's
Players," mung'm. + (September, IM). pe 213,

2“1-“, gp. git.; n. 5, p. 201,

o 262, w, Greg, The Editoxial Problem in Shakespeare,
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Greg's statement presents an interesting problem. Using
distinctive characteristics of The Winter's Iale as criteria,
one may understand the conditions that prompted such a cone
troversy. As it has been shown, the calligraphic marks in
The Tempest are similar to those in Ihe Hinter's Tale and,
therefore, are indicative of Crane. Also, both plays are
fully divided into acts and scenes, another suggestion of
Crane. However, here the similarity stops. IThe Wintexr's Tale
exhibits massing, but The Tempegt does not. The former has
few stage directions, and those that do exist have a literary
flavor. While the stage directions in the latter are deseriptive,
they are in such an abundance that one finds it difficult to
suspect Crane of ever having been the transcriber. Hence, it
is obvious that there is a vast difference of opinion among
scholars. But, if Crane did have a hand in the printer's copy,
one wonders why The Tempest is so different from Ihe Wintex's
Tale. Perhaps, the answer lies in the assumption that Crane
may have been asked to prepare Ihg Iempest ". . . as a model
for the editing of the volume."

Logically, one may assume that Heminge and Condell had
a pre-conceived plan for their Folio. Alsd, it is possible
that they may have turned to Ben Jonson's 1616 Folio as a
model. If so, they may have wanted to adopt the practiecal
characteristics of this publication and make additions and
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corrections in fommat wherever they felt it was necessary. In
fact, even Ben Jonson himself may have beén consulted cone
cerning the planning of Shakespeare's Folio. One knows, at
least, that Jonson eventually wrote a dedicatory poem for this
Folio, entitled "To the memory of my Beloued, the Avthor Mr.
William Shakespeare: and what he hath left vs." One remembers,
also, that Ben Jonson's own 1616 Folio had received some ad-
verse criticisn.2%? Undoubtedly, Heminge and Condell them-
selves would have desired to escape from such eriticism in
thelir own publication. It is apparent that by publication
time they believed themselves to have been successful. In
their "To the great Variety of Readers," which was, most
likely, the last item which they prepared for their Folio,
one observes the lightheartedness and obvious relief which
these men felt. The passage ". . . read and censure. . . but
buy it first," illustrates their good feelings after having
done a job well. Later in this preface they claim to have
presented Shakespeare's plays ". . . perfect of their limbs.”
Obviously, Heminge and Condell, at this time, felt that they
were above reproach. Had they not "collected" every one of
Shakespeare's plays? Thelr comnments to thé reader also imply
that the task had not been simple to accomplish,

263¢, n, Herford and Percy and Evelyn Simpson (eds.),
Ben Jonson, IX, p. 13.
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At this point, one considers the extent of Crane's

associations with Jonson. It is known that Crane had tran-
scribed Jonson's masque, Pleasure Reconciled to Virtue, in
1618/19, Furthermore, both men were, by nature, accurate and
precise in their work habits. Indeed, one learns that Jomson
himself was considered to be a careful scribe who always dis-
played a "good hand,"?%* In addition, the continental act-
scene division employed by Jonson in his 1616 Folio had been
uged, in part, in Crane's transcription of A GCame at Chgese for
Middleton. One learns, as well, that parentheses were commonly
used in Jonson's Folio, and finally, that both Jonson and
Crane made use of the expanded form of a contraction and, upon
occasion, inserted the apostrophe (Jomson elision). Therefore,
it is plausible to think that the two men had a much closer
relationship than one has heretofore realized. Perhaps, Crane
had even helped Jonson to prepare some of the copy for the 1616
Folio. At any rate, there exists the possibility that Crame
may have been employed by Heminge and Condell and, thereafter,
requested to edit The Iempegt. This would have been no small
job, since it may have been intended to establish the precedent

for the remeining plays to appear in Shakespeare's Folio. What-
ever the plan was for the work, it did not persist for long.

2641114, , p. 81,
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One notices; for example, that in the Folio, the first word
on the top of the verso sheet always appears on the bottom
of the recto page as an ald to the reader, and this technique
has been employed between The Tempest and The Iwo Gentlemen
of Verona. At the bottom of the concluding page of the former
is found The. This kind of a series comnection between plays
continues only up to The Merzy Wives of Windsor, the third
play in the Folio. Even in this slight attention to detail,
the pre-established pattern has been abandoned. The point is,
however, that Crane may have been told by Heminge and Condell
how they wished for him to organize a play and how to add all
stage directions in a literary mamner. In The Winter's Izle,
which in all likelihood was a rush job, he was permitted to
make his transceript, for the most part, in his traditional
way. However, with respect to The Tempesgt, he may have been
given careful instructions for its transcription. Certainly,
his hand is apparent in a good many instances., While it is
obviously not evident, insofar as Crane's older methods are
concerned, one cannot be absolutely certain that the stage
directions in The Tampest are not examples of Crane's adhering
to the explicit instructions of his employers, Heminge and
Condell,
This study has shown, therefore, the importance of a
wider knowledge about the role of the scrivener in the complex
matter of an Elizabethan play and its ultimate printed goal.
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The investigation hae enlightened one about the problems
related to the playhouse document and, indeed, to the dramatist
himself and his acting company, as well. A further investigation
of Ralph Crame's hand in the publication of the remaining plays
in the Comedies section of the 1623 Folio might very well be
continued in the patterm which this present author has established.
It is significant, one thinks, that Relph Crane appears to have
transcribed the last play to be included in the Folio, The
Winter's Tale, as well as the first play, The Tempest, which
epens the work. What lies between these two dramas in the
Folio may also prove worthy of future interest.
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