DAVID CRYSTAL






‘Think on my words’
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Shakespeare’s language. Covering in turn the five main dimensions of language
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achieve a greater appreciation of Shakespeare’s linguistic creativity.
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Preface

The title of this book means what it says: it is an exploration of
Shakespeare’s language, not a comprehensive survey. It is an intro-
duction from a particular point of view. Books and anthologies with
the words Shakespeare and Language in the title are numerous, and
they represent a coming together of several traditions in theatre,
literary criticism, philology, and linguistics. Mine is basically a nuts-
and-bolts approach, governed by one basic principle — that one
should never examine a linguistic nut or bolt without asking
‘what does it do?” And ‘what does it do?” means two things: how
does it help us understand the meaning of what is said (a semantic
explanation), and how does it help us appreciate the dramatic or poetic
effect of what is said (a pragmatic explanation)? I have found my own
understanding immensely enhanced by the kind of approach I employ.
Ijust hope I have managed to convey something of that insight in these
pages.

I have used three First Folio sources: the edition of the
plays held at the Electronic Text Center, University of Virginia
Library, my copy of the 1910 Methuen facsimile, and the Norton
facsimile. For my statistical data, I have used the concordance
which was compiled to accompany the Shakespeare’s Words website
(www.shakespeareswords.com). The spelling of quotations is modern
in Chapters 1 and 2, but after the description of Elizabethan orthogra-
phy in Chapter 3, most quotations come from the First Folio or con-
temporary texts.

Hilda Hulme, my Shakespeare teacher at university, said in her
insightful book Explorations in Shakespeare’s Language: ‘it is not
easy to argue about Shakespeare’s meaning without being excited by

it’. Or explore it, even, now that we have such powerful electronic
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1 ‘You speak a language
that I understand not’: myths
and realities

There is a story that, if you travel into the most isolated valleys of the
Appalachian Mountains in eastern USA, you will find people who still
speak the language of Shakespeare. They are said to be the descendants
of those early settlers who left England for Virginia in 1606, when
Shakespeare was age 42. Several settlers, it seems, moved inland and
away from the larger centres of population. And there, the story goes,
cut off from the changes in society and language which would take
place in the seaboard cities, and rurally conservative by temperament,
generation after generation carried on speaking the tongue that the
pioneers brought with them.

The story varies a bit, depending on who is telling it. In some
accounts, it is Roanoke Island, off the east coast of Virginia, where you
will hear pure Shakespearean English — or ‘Elizabethan English’, asitis
often put. In others, you do not have to leave the British Isles. Just turn
off the main road in Northern Ireland, or in County Kerry, or in deepest
Warwickshire, and there it will be, unchanged, unchanging.

Anyone who believes this has, as Thersites says of Agamemnon,
‘not so much brain as ear-wax’ (Tro. 5.1.49). It is a myth. Speech never
stands still — not even between two generations, let alone the sixteen
or so that separate the reigns of the first and second Queen Elizabeth.
Listen to the speech of young and old people from the same part of a
country, and you will hear all kinds of differences in pronunciation,
grammar, and vocabulary. Wicked! It was the same in Shakespeare’s
day. He even refers at one point to language change taking place
within a generation. Mercutio sneeringly describes the way Tybalt
speaks: he calls him one of the ‘new tuners of accent’ (Rom. 2.4.29).

It is true that the language used in some parts of a country will

change less rapidly than others. There is always a grain of truth inside
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amyth. Isolated communities will indeed be more conservative in the
way they speak. But no community is so isolated that it is immune
from contact with those who speak differently from themselves. And
the evidence? All you need do is listen to the modern communities. In
the BBC television series The Story of English {1988), the programme
makers visited Roanoke. What we heard was regional, rural, but defi-
nitely modern American English. Not a forsooth in earshot. No thous
or goeths. And the accent — as we will see in Chapter 6 — was some
distance away from that used in the early 1600s.

The idea that the English of Shakespeare’s time is rurally alive
and well in modern times is a remarkably persistent myth. I hear
someone come out with it, on the radio or in the press, every few
months. It’s a myth born of ignorance of the basic facts about the way
language changes. And the chief problem in approaching the language
of Shakespeare, to my mind, is that a whole spider’s web of myths has
grown up around it, which has to be brushed away to enable our

eventual linguistic encounter to be with something real.

THE QUANTITY MYTH
‘Shakespeare had the largest vocabulary of any English writer.” If I had
apound for every time I've heard someone say that, I'd have enough to
buy a First Folio. He certainly had a wide-ranging vocabulary for his
time, as we shall see, but — ‘the largest of any English writer’? That
certainly isn’t the case. Any modern writer uses far more words than
Shakespeare. Indeed, you, reader, if you are understanding all the
words I use in this book, command more words than Shakespeare.
The reason is the way English vocabulary has grown over the past 400
years.

It’s never going to be possible to do precise calculations about
how much vocabulary was in use during a particular historical period.
The best we can do is count the words in whatever texts remain — and
even that is not yet practicable (though it will become more so, one
day, as texts increasingly achieve an electronic presence on the

Internet). So we have to rely on ‘best guesses’. And on that basis it is
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thought that there were about 150,000 different words in English by
the end of the sixteenth century. Today, the unabridged Oxford
English Dictionary contains over 600,000 different words. There are
simply far more words available to be used now, compared with
Shakespeare’s time.

So how many of these words do you and I use? You can work
out the totals, approximately, by using a dictionary. Choose one with
about 1,500 pages, such as the Concise Oxford: dictionaries of this
size contain about 100,000 different headwords. (Headwords are the
units in bold type, such as cat, good, ask, and quick, which appear at
the beginning of a dictionary entry, or sometimes — as with goodness
and quickly — within the entry.) If you go through a small sample of
the pages, noting which words you can imagine yourself using, then
work out the average number per page, and then multiply by the
number of pages in the book, you will get a rough idea of your active
vocabulary. Having done this with a few dozen people, over the
years, I can say that most of us use at least 50,000 words. That is,
we know at least half the words in the dictionary. Think about such
clusters as nation, national, nationally, nationhood, nationalize,
nationalization. .. It doesn’t take long to build up an appreciable
total.

The usual figure given for the size of Shakespeare’s vocabulary is
about 20,000 different words. Today we have over twice as many
words at our command - and yet none of us are Shakespeares. The
moral is plain. Quantity is not enough. It is not so much the number of
words we have as what we do with those words that makes the
difference between an ordinary and a brilliant use of language. Also
critical is our ability to choose the most effective words from the
language’s wordstock to express our intentions. And, if the wordstock
does not have the words we need, we have to be prepared to invent new
ones to make good the deficiency, and to use old ones in unprece-
dented ways. Shakespeare, as we shall see in Chapter 7, is excellent at
all this. More than anything else, he shows us how to be daring with

language.
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Many commentators on Shakespeare’s language nonetheless
seem to be obsessed with quantity rather than creativity — probably
because it is far easier to count than to analyse. But even the task of
counting has some hidden complexities, so that we should never take
someone’s vocabulary estimate at its face value. We have to ask: ‘What
has the counter counted?” Take the estimate of ‘20,000 different
words’ above, and compare it with another widely cited
Shakespearean estimate of ‘30,000 words’. Notice the phrasing.
‘Different’ words are those which differ in their dictionary meaning.
Cat, dog, and ask have different dictionary meanings, as do bear
(‘animal’) and bear (‘carry’). But cat and cats, although they look
different, do not have different dictionary meanings, nor do ask,
asks, asking, and asked. These are simply different forms of the
‘same’ word, expressing different grammatical meanings, such as sin-
gular and plural or present and past tenses. If you count all of these
forms separately, obviously you will get a much higher total than if
you do not.

When someone talks about the number of words in Shakespeare,
then, it is always important to know what kind of word they have been
counting. People who say Shakespeare has ‘about 20,000’ words are
grouping all the variants together. Those who say he has ‘over 30,000
words are counting all the variant forms separately. The contrast is
very noticeable in Shakespeare because the language of his time had
more grammatical variants than exist today. We shall look at this in
Chapter 8, but for the moment just consider bear, bears, bearest,
beareth, bearing, boar’st, bore, and born, which are the variant
forms of bear (ignoring spelling variants) in the First Folio. They
count as ‘one’ under the first procedure, but as ‘eight’ under the
second.

‘About 20,000’. That ‘about’ is an important qualification, for
there is quite a large variation surrounding this estimate. The figure is
sometimes as low as around 18,000. A lot depends on which works you
include as part of the canon. If you include, say, disputed or partially
authored texts such as King Edward III and Sir Thomas More, your
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total is going to be appreciably greater than if you do not. But even
within the ‘core’ texts, there are problems in deciding what to count.
There are five types of difficulty.

° We have to decide whether a word is a compound or not. When
Edgar calls Oswald a ‘base, proud, shallow, beggarly, three sui-
ted, hundred pound, filthy worsted stocking knave’ (Lear.
2.3.14), do we count this as twelve words (if all hyphens are
omitted) or as eleven (if just worsted-stocking is hyphenated, as
the Arden edition does) or as ten (if it is filthy-worsted-stocking,
as the Penguin edition has it) or as nine (if three-suited and
hundred-pound are separately hyphenated, as in Penguin) or as
eight (if it is three-suited-hundred-pound, as in Arden)? (for the
First Folio version, see p. 99).

° Do we include all editorial emendations, modernizations, and
variants between Folio and Quarto texts (p. 23)2 What exactly is
being ‘sledded’ (Ham. 1.1.63) — poleaxe or Polacks or something
else? Is it auncient or ancient? The total will grow if we include
every variant.

° Do we include proper names? These are usually excluded in
word-counting exercises, as they relate more to encyclopedic
knowledge than to linguistic intuition. Just because I know the
words Hamburg and Frankfurt does not mean that I can speak
German! On the other hand, some proper names do have more
general significance - as in modern English Whitehall (in the
sense of ‘the civil service’). This means that perhaps we should
include such words as Ethiop (‘person with a dark complexion’)
in our total.

° Do we include foreign words? Shakespeare uses 288 Latin word-
forms, 310 French word-forms, and 36 Spanish or Italian word-
forms (it is sometimes difficult to decide which language it is).
When characters are definitely speaking a foreign language, the
words might reasonably be excluded, but it is not always clear

when something is foreign, as when the gravedigger says argal
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(= Latin ergo, ‘therefore’, Ham. 5.1.19) or Polonius says videlicet
(= ‘that is to say’, Ham. 2.1.61). Are these better treated as loan
words into English — much as we talk about “a tour de force’ or’a
je ne sais quoi’ today?

° Do we include onomatopoeic ‘words’, as when Edgar shouts
sesey (a hunting cry, Lear. 3.4.97) or Doll Tearsheet says (or
should it be burps?) hem (2H4. 2.4.29).

° Do we include humorous forms, such as malapropisms? When
Mistress Quickly says allicholy as a variant of melancholy (Wiv.
1.4.148), is this the ‘same’ word or a different one?

Depending on how we answer these questions, our Shakespearean
total will vary by a thousand or so.

But 20,000 cannot be very far from the truth. And it will cer-
tainly do to focus our attention on the linguistic reality that it repre-
sents. For 20,000 was a large vocabulary, in its day. If we compare a
work of a similar size to the Shakespearean canon, the contrast is
striking. There are 884,647 words in the Riverside edition, according
to Martin Spevack’s Concordance; and there are around 880,000 words
in the 1611 King James Bible. But if we exclude all the proper names in
the latter, we find that the Bible uses only some 6,000 different words.
It is of course a very different genre, and the translators deliberately
cultivated a conservative style; but the contrast is nonetheless note-
worthy. Shakespeare uses over three times as many words.

Why is Shakespeare’s vocabulary so large? Partly because he
wrote so much, but mainly because of what he wrote about. It is the
difference between people, situations, and subject-matter which gen-
erates different kinds of vocabulary, and Shakespeare is acknowl-
edged to be unmatched in the range of his characters, settings, and
themes. Here is Montjoy the herald addressing King Harry (HS.
3.6.122).

Now we speak upon our cue and our voice is imperial. England
shall repent his folly, see his weakness, and admire our sufferance.

Bid him therefore consider of his ransom, which must proportion
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the losses we have borne, the subjects we have lost, the disgrace
we have digested — which in weight to re-answer, his pettiness

would bow under.

If you write only historical plays, your vocabulary is going to be
focused on the kind of things that kings and princes talk about.
Conversely, if you write only street-comedy, a very different kind of
vocabulary is going to appear. Here is Doll Tearsheet haranguing
Pistol (1H4. 2.4.119):

Away, you cutpurse rascal, you filthy bung, away! By this wine,
I'll thrust my knife in your mouldy chaps an you play the saucy
cuttle with me! Away, you bottle-ale rascal, you basket-hilt stale

juggler, you!

If you write love stories, that will motivate a further lexical domain.
Here is Mercutio satirizing Romeo the lover (Rom. 2.1.9):

Cry but Ay me!’ Pronounce but ‘love’ and 'dove’.
Speak to my gossip Venus one fair word,

One nickname for her purblind son and heir,
Young Adam Cupid, he that shot so trim

When King Cophetua loved the beggar maid.

And if you write about the most profound kinds of mental conflict,
you will employ words that go well beyond the everyday. Here is one
of Hamlet’s reflections (Ham. 3.1.85):

Thus conscience does make cowards of us all,
And thus the native hue of resolution

Is sicklied o’er with the pale cast of thought,
And enterprises of great pith and moment
With this regard their currents turn awry

And lose the name of action.

If you do all of these, and more, inevitably you will end up with a

lexical total that makes you stand out from your contemporaries.
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THE INVENTION MYTH
Part of this ‘more’ is the creation of new words, and this introduces
another linguistic myth about Shakespeare — that he invented (the
fraction varies enormously among accounts) a quarter, a third, a
half ... of all the words in the English language. Even if we restrict
the notion to ‘the English language as spoken in Jacobethan times’,
such fractions are far from the truth — insofar as the truth can be
established at all. For working out the linguistic facts in relation to
word-creation is an even more difficult procedure than in the case of
word-counting. Even today, with all the media and computer resources
available to us, it is rare to find a word where we can say unequivocally
that a particular person invented it. An exception is blurb, which we
know was devised by the American author Gelett Burgess at a dinner
party in New York in 1907. Very few words are like that.

In earlier periods, the only evidence we have to go on are the
surviving texts, which allow us to establish the ‘first recorded user’ of a
word. There is no greater collection of historical lexical usage than the
unabridged Oxford English Dictionary (OED), and that is the usual
source of information when someone tries to establish how many
words a particular author introduced into the language. Thus no one
has yet found an earlier use of trippingly than when Oberon uses it
(MND. 5.2.26). But to say that the first recorded user actually invented
the word is to take a leap into the dark. In some cases, it would be
absurd to suggest that the first recorded user was the inventor: the
earliest OED citation for the common oath ’sblood (‘God’s blood’) is
when Falstaff uses it (1H4. 1.2.83). This is hardly an invention!
Shakespeare is simply the first person we know to have written it down.

The first person we know. It is perfectly possible that someone
else wrote "sblood before 1596 and the lexicographers have not yet
come across it. Lexicography has its limitations: nobody can read
everything or even have ready access to everything. And when compil-
ing a historical dictionary, decisions have to be made about which

texts to include. Shakespeare, of course, was a special target of the first
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OED editors: they went through his work with a toothcomb. As a
result, there are rather more usages attributed to him than might have
been the case if some of his contemporaries had been given the same
treatment. Every now and then someone notices an earlier usage in a
previously ignored text, and tells the OED editors about it. Lonely is a
case in point. In the OED it is first recorded as 1607 (in Cor. 4.1.31); but
there are numerous instances of this word appearing earlier, in both
poetry and prose. To take just one example, Mary Sidney, the
Countess of Pembroke, talks about the ‘lonely ghosts’ in her
Tragedie of Antonie, and that is 1592. As more texts come to be on
the Internet, this kind of discovery will take place more often.

Of the 2,200 words in the OED whose first recorded use is in
Shakespeare, about 1,700 are plausible Shakespearean inventions —
words like anthropophaginian, assassination, disproperty, incardinate,
insultment, irregulous, outswear, and uncurse — and about half of them
stayed in the language. That is a remarkable total. No other writer of the
time — or indeed since — comes anywhere near it. Even more remarkable
is the fact that 1,700 is approaching 10 per cent of his known vocabulary.

When we talk of Shakespeare’s influence on the English lan-
guage, we should not be thinking solely of his invented words. There is
a distinction to be made between ‘inventing a word’ and ‘introducing a
word into the language’. Many invented words have a very short life
and never achieve a permanent place in English: there are several
examples in the previous paragraph. Equally, many words and phrases
which were not invented by a particular author entered the language
because he or she used them: Shakespearean examples include dozens
of idioms such as to the manner born and proverbial expressions such
as brevity is the soul of wit, both of which owe their present-day status
to their use in Hamlet.

At the same time, it is important not to over-rate what
Shakespeare was doing. The age in which he wrote (in linguistics,
technically called Early Modern English) was one of the most lexically
inventive periods in the history of the language. The sixteenth century

saw a huge expansion of vocabulary as scholarly writers tried to make
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gbod the deficiencies they perceived to exist in English. Thousands of
words were taken from Latin and Greek, and new words created on the
basis of the patterns found there. And as there was no dictionary in
which these new words could be recorded - the first attempt at an
English dictionary was not until Robert Cawdrey’s short (2,521 head-
words) Table Alphabeticall in 1604 — writers invented anew, in most
cases unaware that someone else might have attempted the word before
them. Modern English discontented, for example, is first recorded in
1548, but before it became the standard usage others had invented
discontentive {1605), discontenting (1605), and discontentful (1615).
The interesting question, of course, is a more particular one —
not ‘why did Shakespeare invent words?’ (for everyone did) but ‘why
did he invent one particular word rather than another?” When, in the
Prologue to Henry V, the Chorus asks ‘Can this cockpit hold the vasty
fields of France’, we are presented with a coinage, vasty. Why did he
invent this word when a perfectly satisfactory word, vast, already
existed in the language — a word, moreover, which he used himself?

We shall explore this and related questions in Chapter 5.

THE TRANSLATION MYTH
Claims about the supposed difficulty of Shakespeare’s language are
frequently made these days, especially in relation to the teaching of
Shakespeare in schools. ‘We need to translate him into modern
English if he is to be understood’ runs one assertion, and several
texts are in print which try to do just that. In most cases, more is
involved than translation: a better term would be ‘simplification’.
When long speeches are reduced to one or two basic points, or long
words replaced by contemporary slang, it is not just the poetry of the
lines which disappears; the nuances of thought go also. I am not the

first to suggest that Romeo’s lines, such as

With love’s light wings did I o’erperch these walls,
For stony limits cannot hold love out
(Rom. 2.1.108)
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are a mite denuded by the crude directness of ‘I want a snog’. Not
surprisingly, rewriting of this kind has generated harsh criticism from
those who feel that Shakespeare is being ‘dumbed down’.

How difficult is Shakespeare’s language? To what extent does he
need ‘translating’? A distinction has to be drawn, first of all, between
difficulty of language and difficulty of thought. Simple language can
express a complex thought: ‘to be or not to be, that is the question’.
Conversely, complex language can express a simple thought: Edgar’s
harangue of Oswald, which I quoted earlier (‘base, proud, shallow,
beggarly, three-suited, hundred-pound, filthy worsted-stocking
knave’) means essentially ‘I don’t like you’, and we get the pragmatic
point from the insulting way the actor says the lines, whether we
know what the individual words mean or not. It is true that some of
Shakespeare’s thought is difficult to grasp. But this is not always
because of the language he uses.

Linguistic difficulty chiefly arises from unfamiliar grammar and
unfamiliar vocabulary. It may also arise from unfamiliar spelling and
punctuation, such as we encounter in the First Folio, but most edi-
tions of the plays remove orthographic problems in advance, and of
course on stage they do not exist. There may also be some unfamiliar
ways of carrying on a conversation, as we shall see in Chapter 9. But
difficulty with grammar and vocabulary are the two factors that are
most commonly cited when talking about texts needing translation.
And the chief reason for this difficulty? It is asserted that the English
language has changed so much in these respects, in the 400 years since
Shakespeare was writing, that it is no longer comprehensible.

What is the evidence? There are indeed some tricky passages in

Shakespeare, such as the Edgar harangue, which continues:

... alily-livered, action-taking, whoreson, glass-gazing,

super-serviceable, finical rogue . ..

Virtually every word here needs a modern English gloss. But against
this we have to place such passages as this one, from King Harry’s
speech before Agincourt (H5. 4.3.40):
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This day is called the Feast of Crispian. ‘
He that outlives this day and comes safe home |
Will stand a-tiptoe when this day is named

And rouse him at the name of Crispian.

He that shall see this day and live t'old age

Will yearly on the vigil feast his neighbours

And say, ‘tomorrow is Saint Crispian.’

Then will he strip his sleeves and show his scars

And say ‘These wounds I had on Crispin’s day.’

Here, no words need a Modern English gloss. So the question is: how
much of Shakespeare’s language is like the first example and how
much like the second?

How much has grammar changed, in the past 400 years? We
shall look at the main differences in Chapter 8. But we can get a rough
idea of the scale of the problem if we compare two grammars.
G. L. Brook’s The Language of Shakespeare (1976) conveniently sets
out points of grammatical difference between Early Modern and
Modern English in numbered paragraphs — and there are about 250 of
them. Norman Blake’s A Grammar of Shakespeare’s Language (2002)

is organized similarly, but with many more sub-divisions, making
some 350 points in all. This sounds like a lot, until we reflect on just
how many grammatical points there are in English — about 3,500
described in the large grammar compiled by Randolph Quirk and his
associates, A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language
(1985). So only some 10 per cent of Shakespeare’s grammar is likely
to cause a comprehension problem. The vast majority of the gramma-

tical rules are the same then as now.

What about vocabulary? How many words have changed their
meaning between Early Modem English and today? Notice that the
question here is one of difference, not difficulty. Shakespeare uses
plenty of words which haven’t changed their meaning but might still
be difficult. Classical allusions are a good example. There is no linguis-

tic problem in the sentence which Paris uses to explain why he has not
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mentioned his feelings to the grieving Juliet: ‘“Venus smiles not in a
house of tears’ (Rom. 4.1.8), but it makes no sense until you know who
Venus is. She turns out to be the same goddess of love today as she was
400 years ago. This is not a matter of language change. Noris it a matter
of language change if someone does not know what a ‘vigil’ is, in the
Henry V quotation. That word has not changed its meaning either.

Shakespeare’s Words (see Preface) is a book which collates
examples of all the words in Shakespeare’s texts which have changed
their meaning between Early Modern and Modern English. The asso-
ciated website database presents 47,365 instances altogether — which
at first seems like a lot, but as a proportion of the 884,647 words in
Shakespeare it is quite a small total, just over 5 per cent. Hardly a case
for translation.

But certainly a case for a glossary. Shakespeare’s Words groups
those 47,365 instances into 13,626 headwords, listing them alphabe-
tically from ’a (a contracted form of ‘have’) to zwagger (a dialect form
of ‘swagger’, used in King Lear). That also sounds like a lot, but now we
have to take into account a second factor: degree of difficulty. The list
includes everything from really difficult words, such as incarnadine
and finical, to words which would hardly give you a second thought,
because they are so close to modern words, and in some cases continue
to be used in special contexts (e.g. poetry or religion), such as morn
(‘morning’), plumpy (‘plump’), and thou. So the really interesting
question is: how many of these different words pose a serious diffi-
culty of interpretation.

Ishall explore this issue in detail in Chapter 7. For now, it is only
necessary to point out that there are two types of candidate. First,
there are words which are totally opaque - like fraughting (when
Miranda describes the people in the sinking ship as ‘fraughting
souls’, Temp. 1.2.13), where neither the form of the word nor the
context is of any help, and no amount of guessing will produce a
correct interpretation. (The word means ‘making up the cargo’ -
fraught is related to freight.) Second, there are words which look

easy but which are very deceptive — the ‘false friends’ — such as merely
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meaning ‘totally’ or ecstasy meaning ‘madness’. There are about a
thousand words which fall into one or other of these categories, and
these are the items we see routinely glossed in the notes to an edition.
But that’s only one in twenty of Shakespeare’s vocabulary.

A number of other ‘different words’ are of what we might call
‘moderate difficulty’. These are cases where the context is sufficiently
clear to enable us to make a guess at the meaning. We are able to
extract enough information from the accompanying language to make
rough sense of what is being said. For example, when Demetrius says
to Helena (MND. 2.1.227)

I'll run from thee, and hide me in the brakes,

And leave thee to the mercy of wild beasts

we may not know what brakes are, but we can easily understand that
they must mean ‘somewhere to hide’. And because we know they are
in a forest, the likelihood is that a brake must be some sort of bush-
cluster or thicket. Which is exactly what it is. (The word bracken is
related.)

With a really unusual word, Shakespeare himself often helps us
out, providing us with context in the form of his own gloss. What does
Macbeth mean when he talks about making ‘the multitudinous seas
incarnadine’ (Mac. 2.2.62)? The line continues: ‘making the green one
red’. What does the Duke mean when he says he is going to make a
judgement ‘as a grise...” to help Othello and Desdemona receive
Brabantio’s favour (Oth. 1.3.198)? The line continues: ‘as a grise or step’.

There are about 2,000 words which fall into this intermediate
category. They include many cases where the form of the word pro-
vides a clear indication of the meaning — such as dismasked,
bethumped, languageless and steepy. We use our present-day knowl-
edge about prefixes and suffixes (whose meaning usually hasn’t
changed since Early Modern English) to work out what these words
must mean. They also include cases where the effect of the word on
the listener is more important than its actual meaning. Indeed, often

the actual meaning may not be known.

RN W ST
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Here’s a Modern English example. If T call you a ‘blithering
idiot’, you know the strength of my feeling — but if I were to ask you
what ‘blithering’ meant, you probably wouldn’t be able to answer. (It
literally means ‘senselessly talkative’. Blither comes from the same
source as blether and blather.) In fact, the literal meaning is not
important, in such cases. What is important is to appreciate the force
of the word — that a ‘blithering idiot’ is a much more idiotic idiot than a
non-blithering one. The same point applies to many Shakespearean
exclamations, such as Mistress Quickly’s tilly-fally (2H4. 2.4.81),
King Richard’s hoyday (R3. 4.4.390), and the ubiquitous whoreson.
In such cases, it is the pragmatic force of the expression that matters,
not its semantic content. And pragmatic force is what actors effec-
tively convey. (I shall discuss pragmatic effects further in Chapter 9.)

None of this adds up to a strong argument for translation or
modernization. At worst we are talking about somewhere between
5 and 10 per cent of Shakespeare’s grammar and vocabulary posing a
problem. Rather than modernize Shakespeare, therefore, our effort
should be devoted to making ourselves more fluent in ‘Shakespearean’.
If we are to take the linguistic fear out of Shakespeare studies, we need
to devise appropriately graded Early Modern English syllabuses and to
write carefully graded introductions, phrase books, and other materials —
just as we would in the foreign-language teaching world. All fluent
modermn English speakers, native or non-native, have an immensely
powerful start, in that they already know over 90 per cent of the language
that Shakespeare uses. That remaining 10 per cent or so is admittedly an
impediment, and I shall explore it further in Chapters 7 and 8, but it
should be seen as an opportunity and a challenge to be overcome, not as a
barrier to be evaded. The sense of achievement, once the energy has been
devoted to the task, is tremendous, and yields a reward which is repeated

every time we go to see one of the plays.

THE STYLE MYTH
It is the easiest phrase in the world: ‘Shakespeare’s style’. And

insofar as there is something in the way he writes which we feel
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is distinctive, and which differentiates him from other writers, then
we will continue to use it. But as soon as we try to identify this
style with reference to particular linguistic features, the notion
starts to disintegrate. Very few authors, in fact, can be identified
with reference to a linguistic feature (or set of features) which can
be found throughout their whole body of work. Nor would we
expect this to be so. Style always varies on two dimensions: dia-
chronically, over time, as people grow older; and synchronically, at
any one point in time, as people adapt their writing to suit different
types of subject matter. With a writing career extending over some
twenty-five years and a range of content extending from high tra-
gedy to low comedy, we must expect stylistic variation rather than
homogeneity. And that is what we get. If it were otherwise, ques-
tions about the authorship of Shakespeare’s plays would have been
settled years ago.

By style Imean the set of linguistic features that, taken together,
uniquely identify a language user. The notion presupposes that there
has been a choice — that someone has opted for Feature P rather than
Feature Q(orR, S, ... ). In this view, if we have no choice in the use of a
feature, that feature cannot be a part of our style. For example, I have
the option in English of putting an adverb earlier or later in a sentence:
Quickly we ran down the road vs We ran down the road quickly. If I
have a preference for one position rather than the other, that would be
a feature of my style. By contrast, I do not have an option over where I
place the definite article the in English. It has to appear before the
noun: I can only say the cat and never cat the. This is an obligatory
feature of the language, and it can therefore play no part in my style.
All English speakers and writers have to use it in the same way.

There are thousands of options available to us, when we use a

language, and it is possible to group these into types.

° Vocabulary offers the largest number of options: there is almost
always room for choice, when we select a word - I'm buying a new

car / auto / automobile / banger / jalopy ... — and often these
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choices convey distinctive effects. An example is the choice which
can often be made between an Anglo-Saxon, French, or Latin word:
different stylistic resonances result when we select fire vs flame vs
conflagration or kingly vs royal vs regal. In linguistics, vocabulary
is part of the subject of semantics. 1 shall explore some of
Shakespeare’s semantic choices in Chapter 7.

° English offers us many options in the way we vary sentence
length, sentence structure, word-order, and word structure — all
part of the study of grammar. Adverbs, for example, are very
useful in this respect, because they are so mobile: in addition to
the two variants above, we can also have We quickly ran down
the road and We ran quickly down the road. 1 shall explore some
of Shakespeare’s grammatical choices in Chapter 8.

° Sounds (as reflected in the orthography) are a third dimension,
allowing us options in the way we can build patterns of vowels,
consonants, syllables, rhythms, and melodies, and generating
effects which are traditionally described using such notions as
alliteration, rhyme, and metre. In linguistics, the orthographic
side is handled under the heading of graphology, and the pro-
nunciation side under the heading of phonology. I shall explore
some of Shakespeare’s orthographic choices in Chapters 3 and 4
{or at least, the choices we find in Shakespearean texts), and
some of his phonological choices in Chapters 5 and 6.

° And there are options in the way we interact, too, when we engage
in verse or prose dialogue with each other. The choices here are
more flexible, including a wide range of notions such as the way we
question and answer each other, interrupt, repeat, change topic, or
express things politely or rudely. The choice between thou and you
is an especially interesting variable under this heading, which
is often referred to as pragmatics. 1 shall explore some of

Shakespeare’s pragmatic choices in Chapters 8 and 9.

Because all four of these types of variation enter into any characteriza-

tion of a style, with hundreds of variables implicated, it is easy to see
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that a succinct statement of stylistic individuality is unlikely, for any
author. It is not difficult to select a small group of features and exag-
gerate their use, so that they bring to mind their author. That is how
comedians and parodists achieve their effects. But this is a long way
from the comprehensive and balanced stylistic account which we
need if we want to claim we have captured an author’s linguistic
identity. With writers who are orthographically or lexically idiosyn-
cratic, such as e e cummings or James Joyce, the task of producing a
representative stylistic statement is relatively straightforward. For
Shakespeare, it is mind-bogglingly difficult.

None of this is to deny the possibilities offered by ‘forensic’
linguistic studies of author identification. Individual linguistic ‘fin-

gerprints’ can be established, and it only takes a single plausible

negative point to throw doubt on an authorship hypothesis. For exam-
ple, I know — and it could be demonstrated by analysing every word I
have ever published - that I do not use the conjunction whilst in such
constructions as Do not remove the cable whilst your computer is on.
[ use while. So, if someone were to present a piece of anonymous
writing which contained the word whilst, it could not possibly have
been written by me — even if there were a hundred positive character-
istics in it which suggested it could have been mine.

To be so certain, two things have to be present. We need to be sure
that there is a choice available in Modern English grammar between
whilst and while. And we need to have an intuition to interrogate. If I
didn’t have a clear intuition about my usage (and how many of us
would?), I could be tested. You could ask me to fill in the blank in

sentences using one of the two alternatives: Do not remove the cable —
your computer is on. That is the sort of thing which linguists often do.

Unfortunately, neither of these options is available in relation to

Shakespeare. We are often not sure what choices were present in Early
Modern English grammar. And, unless seance science takes a huge leap
forward, we have no direct access to Shakespeare’s intuition. All we have
are the surviving texts, and a body of linguistic research which is patchy,

to say the least. So firm statements about style are going to be elusive.
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But careful analysis can certainly identify stylistic preferences,
and sometimes even a quite small observation can be intriguing. Take
the phrase in the midst of. Uses both with and without the definite
article are recorded during the sixteenth century. Spenser, for exam-
ple, uses both, depending on whether he needs the extra syllable to
make up a metrical line. In Book 2 of The Fairy Queen, we find:

A flaming fire in midst of bloody field
as well as
And in the midst of all, a fountain stood.

There are several other examples of both usages in his writing.
Shakespeare, by contrast, uses only in the midst of (the word is spelled
midst, mid’st, midds’t and middest in the First Folio). Here are all six

instances:

Whom leprosy o’ertake! — i’th’'midst o’th’fight

(Ant. 3.10.11)
I'th’midst o’th’body, idle and unactive
(Cor. 1.1.97)
But, in the midst of this bright-shining day
(3H6. 5.3.3)
But in the midst of his unfruitful prayer
(Luc. 344)
Make periods in the midst of sentences
(MND. 5.1.96)
What, in the midst of the street?
(Shz. 5.1.133)

Seven, if you allow:

The birds sang sweetly in the midst of the day
(STM. scene 9.185)
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It is important to note that, even in the first two examples, where he
wants to drop a syllable to maintain a strict metrical rhythm, he opts
to reduce the words to i'th’, rather than drop the article altogether.
Both the following would have worked:

Whom leprosy o’ertake! — in midst o’th’fight

In midst o’th’body, idle and unactive.

We can thus conclude that, if we encountered a line which contained
the phrase in midst of, it is less rather than more likely to be by
Shakespeare.

Such a case appears in the ‘Denbigh’ or ‘Danielle’ poems. These
are two poems found in a collection of verses in Welsh, English and
Latin mainly praising Sir John Salusbury and his family; they are in the
library of Christ Church, Oxford (Christ Church Mss 183 and 184).
Poems XXI and XXII in Ms 184 are written in the same hand, which is
different from any other hand in the collection. At the end of each
poem is a signature in a different hand: finis quoth Danielle - ‘finish
said Danielle’ — hence the name ‘Danielle poems’. There are seventeen
six-line verses in the two poems, in the manner of Venus and Adonis.
Internal references to various personalities suggest that the poems
were written between late 1593 and early 1594. Here is the closing

stanza of the first poem (with original spelling retained):

And I'le intreat dianas trayne to stand

to lend ye help with all their siluer stringes

The nimphes shall dance with Salusbury hand in hand
treadinge the measures on the pleasant plaines

And thus in myddest of all his mirth & glee

I'le take my leaue of courteus Salusbury.

John Salusbury inherited estates at Lleweni, near Denbigh, in North
Wales, and married Ursula Stanley (a daughter of Lord Derby). He
developed an interest in poetry while at Oxford, and at Lleweni built

up a literary circle. Nobody knows where Shakespeare was, in the

early 1590s, but several people have argued that he visited Lleweni,
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and that these poems were written as a kind of ‘thank you for having
me’. There are certainly Shakespearean echoes and parallels in several
stanzas, but my feeling is that, if Shakespeare had written these lines

we would have found:
And thus i’th’midst of all his mirth & glee.

A single piece of linguistic evidence based on so few examples can
never be conclusive about authorial identity, but it can be strongly
suggestive.

Given the extraordinary range of character and content in
Shakespeare, and the period of time (over twenty years) over which
he wrote, valid stylistic generalizations are likely to be impossible —
or, at least, to be of such generality as to be uninformative. However,
these very limitations can themselves act as pointers to areas of
linguistic analysis which are likely to prove stylistically insightful.
The language of characters can be compared, either in groups (e.g. male
vs female, upper vs lower class) or as individuals (e.g. Romeo vs Juliet,
Henry IV vs Henry V). So can the language associated with particular
genres or themes (e.g. comedy vs tragedy, romance vs revenge). So can
the language of different chronological periods, adding a stylistic
sharpness to such notions as ‘early’ and ‘late’ Shakespeare. And —
probably most insightful of all — so can the stylistic effects which
result from the choices made between alternative possibilities of
expression in individual lines and speeches. ‘That which we call a
rose / By any other word would smell as sweet’ (Rom. 2.2.43), but
stylistically there is always going to be a difference of meaning or
effect. The task facing the stylistician is to determine exactly what

that difference is.
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2 ‘Now, sir, what is your text?’
Knowing the sources

It is often said that we know so little about Shakespeare — there are so few
biographical facts. But the one incontrovertible fact is the language, as
seen in the texts which have survived - the First Folio of 1623, the
Quarto editions of the plays, and the editions of the poems. Whether
you believe that a man called Shakespeare wrote or co-wrote all or some
or none of the works ascribed to him in, say, the Cambridge collected
works, the fact remains that we have a body of work in (a period of) the
English language which has enthralled generations, both as theatre and
as literature. And the bottom line, for any linguist, must be: how on earth
did he do it? How can anyone manipulate language to produce work like
that? As we have seen, it cannot be reduced to such simple notions as
‘having a large vocabulary’ (the quantity myth), or ‘coining a lot of words’
(the invention myth). Nor can we avoid the language question by saying
such things as ‘it is the themes he wrote about’, or ‘it is the vividness of
his characters’, for others can present the same themes and characters
without achieving the same impact (the translation myth). In any case,
the only way we know about those themes and characters in the first
place is through the language he has chosen to express them.

The focus for this study of Shakespeare, then, is not so much on ‘what
he says’ as on ‘the way that he says it’. And the only way we can find out
about the way Shakespeare ‘says’ things is by hearing, reading, and analysing
the written texts which have come down to us. Texts are the primary data,
and it is here that any linguistic investigation has to start. But which texts?

There are over fifty to choose from, and many printed variants (see p. 31)."

TEXTS
All texts of the period, regardless of their literary status, must reflect

some sort of contemporary linguistic practice, so everything is of

e
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value. Practices do however vary greatly, depending on whether a text
is an author’s manuscript (a holograph), a copied version (a transcript),
or a printed text. If the latter, literary history indicates the importance
of distinguishing between the various published types of text which

have come down to us, as reflected in the following terminology.

Folio vs quarto vs octavo
These terms refer to the three main book sizes produced by Elizabethan
printers. A folio is a book made from sheets of paper that have been
folded once, making two leaves (four pages), each up to about 15 inches
(38 cm) tall (depending on how the pages were trimmed). A quarto is a
much smaller book, because the sheets of paper have been folded twice,
making four leaves (eight pages). An octavo has the sheets of paper
folded three times, making eight very small leaves (sixteen pages).
Nineteen of Shakespeare’s plays were issued as quartos before the
First Folio edition of 1623. The Passionate Pilgrim was published in
octavo, as were several later editions of The Rape of Lucrece and Venus
and Adonis. The Sonnets appeared in a quarto edition of 1609.

Partly due to the expense of paper, the folio format was used only
for books of importance. Plays were not viewed as serious literature, and
were printed only as quartos. Then in 1616, Ben Jonson published a folio
collection of his own plays, the first Elizabethan dramatist to attempt a
collected edition. It was a precedent for Heminge and Condell, the

compilers of the Shakespeare First Folio in 1623 (see below).

Good and bad quartos
Two types of quarto have been distinguished, in relation to
Shakespeare’s plays. ‘Good quartos’ are those thought to have been
produced using a reliable original source. Shakespeare’s original manu-
scripts (or ‘foul papers’) obviously qualify, as would a ‘fair copy’ prepared
from these papers for publication. So would a transcript made from the
manuscript for acting purposes (a prompt-book). ‘Bad quartos’ are pirated
editions, perhaps compiled from memory by actors who had performed

in them, or by members of rival companies in the audience, scribbling
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dialogue down or using shorthand. It was a common practice, accord-
ing to Heminge and Condell, who refer to the way readers have
been ‘abus’d with diuerse stolne, and surreptitious copies, maimed,
and deformed by the frauds and stealthes of iniurious impostors, that
expos’d them’.

The good quartos are listed here with dates of publication:

Titus Andronicus (1594) The Merchant of Venice (1600)
Richard II (1597) A Midsummer Night’s Dream {1600)
Richard III (1597) Much Ado About Nothing (1600)
Henry IV Part 1 (1598) Hamlet (1604)

Love’s Labour’s Lost (1598) King Lear (1608)

Romeo and Juliet (1599) Troilus and Cressida (1609)

Henry IV Part 2 (1600) Othello (1622)

Some of these quartos (such as Much Ado and Hamlet) are thought
to be closer to what Shakespeare originally wrote than any other text.

The most famous bad quartos are the those of Romeo and Juliet
(1597), Henry V (1600), The Merry Wives of Windsor (1602), and
Hamlet (1603). In two instances, Romeo and Juliet and Hamlet, a
bad quarto was published before the good one appeared. Some speeches
in bad quartos are quite accurately reproduced; others are seriously
distorted, heavily paraphrased, assigned to the wrong character, or
omitted altogether. They do however provide interesting suggestions
about theatrical practice and they can sometimes shed light on textual
problems. The opening lines of a famous speech (Ham. 3.1.56) illus-

trates a rather poorly memorized passage:

First Folio version

To be, or not to be, that is the Question:
Whether 'tis Nobler in the minde to suffer
The Slings and Arrowes of outragious Fortune,
Or to take Armes against a Sea of troubles,
And by opposing end them: to dye, to sleepe

No more; and by a sleepe, to say we end
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The Heart-ake, and the thousand Naturall shockes

That Flesh is heyre too? ‘Tis a consummation

Good quarto version (1604)

To be, or not to be, that is the question,
Whether tis nobler in the minde to suffer

The slings and arrowes of outragious fortune,
Or to take Armes against a sea of troubles,

And by opposing, end them, to die to sleepe

No more, and by a sleepe, to say we end

The hart-ake, and the thousand naturall shocks

That flesh is heire to; tis a consumation

Bad quarto version (1603)

To be, or not to be, I there’s the point, [I = ‘ay’|
To Die, to sleepe, is that all? T all:

No, to sleepe, to dreame, I mary there it goes,
For in that dreame of death, when wee awake,
And borne before an euerlasting Tudge,

From whence no passenger euer retur’'nd,

The vndiscouered country, at whose sight

The happy smile, and the accursed damn’d.

The bad quarto version echoes some later lines of the Folio speech, but
they are only echoes.

Not everyone views everything in the ‘bad’ quartos as bad,
because they do at least maintain a connection with contemporary
performance — for example, they contain helpful stage directions
which are not found in other texts. Hamlet’s father’s ghost appearing
‘in his nightgown’ (3.4.93) is a case in point. These ‘short quartos’ (to
use the more neutral expression) do at least, as Laurie Maguire puts it,
‘represent what Shakespeare wrote, in a text he didn’t write’.

Folios
The ‘First Folio’ is so named in contrast with later editions. The

Second Folio of 1632 was a reprint with some modernized spellings



26 Think on my words

and corrections of stage directions and proper names. The Third Folio of
1663 made some more corrections but included fresh errors. In the second
impression of this book, in 1664, seven plays were added ‘never before
Printed in Folio’, including Pericles, Prince of Tyre. This was reprinted as
the Fourth Folio in 1685, with more corrections and errors. As most of my
examples in this book are from the First Folio (other sources are men-

tioned as they occur), a brief summary of its contents follows.

° A ten-line address to the reader by B. 1. (= Ben Jonson)

° A title-page containing a copper-engraved image of Shakespeare
made by Martin Droeshout

° A dedication by John Heminge and Henrie Condell to the Earls
of Pembroke and Montgomery

° An address to the reader by Heminge and Condell

° An eighty-line memorial poem by Ben Jonson

° A fourteen-line poem from the scholar and poet Hugh Holland

° A ‘Catalogve’ of thirty five of the plays grouped into Comedies
(pp. 1 to 303), Histories (pp. 1 to 232, but the numbers from 69 to
100 are repeated), and Tragedies (pp. 1 to 399 [this last page
actually misprinted as 993], with page 156 followed by 257, and
no correction made thereafter); Troilus and Cressida is missing
from the list, and has no page-numbering at all (see below)

° A twenty-two-line poem from the poet Leonard Digges

° An eight-line poem from Digges’ friend James Mabbe (signed
only as I. M.)

° The names of ‘the Principall Actors in all these Playes’

° The plays themselves, beginning with The Tempest; in seven
cases, there is a list of “The Names of all the Actors’ (Temp, TGV,
MM, WT, 2H4, Oth, Tim) - really the dramatis personae —
usually crammed into a small space at the very end of a play,
but in two instances (2H4, Tim) displayed in large type, taking
up the whole of a page

° Eleven of the plays are shown divided into Acts, and eighteen are

divided into Acts and Scenes, using Latin titles (Actus primus,
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Scena or Scoena primafsecunda, etc); however, six plays (2H6,
3H6, Tro, Rom, Tim, Ant), though they open promisingly with
‘Actus Primus. Scoena Prima’, contain no further divisions, and

in Hamlet the divisions stop after Act 2 Scene 2.

A page from the First Folio is reproduced as Figure 1 and some of its
linguistic features will be referred to in later chapters.

Troilus and Cressida is included in the First Folio but not men-
tioned in the Catalogue at the front of the book. It was inserted
between the Histories and Tragedies. The first page is the Prologue,
set in a larger type than the other play texts, and this is followed by the
opening of Act 1 Scene 1. The next two pages are numbered 79 and 80,
and the remaining twenty-six pages carry no numbers at all. What
accounts for this curious pagination?

The bibliographic evidence suggests that Troilus was originally
placed at p. 80 in the Tragedies section, and that four pages had already
been printed before it was decided to withdraw it — perhaps because it
was felt to be in the wrong place, or perhaps there were problems over
permission to use the text. It was then replaced by Timon of Athens.
At a later stage, when the problems were resolved, a place had to be
found for Troilus. Evidently the most convenient solution was to put
the play between two of the major sections, but without revising the
page numbers. By then, however, the Catalogue at the front had been
printed.

PRINTING
The Troilus issue illustrates an important point about the way books
were printed in Shakespeare’s time. Modern typesetting practice
makes it inconceivable that a book today should be printed in any
way other than as a single work, with all the typeset pages kept until
the work is finished (and often stored for future editions). If, upon
reaching the final page of the present book, I decide to make a correc-
tion on the opening page, I can do so, because everything is available in
my computer. That kind of storage was not possible in Elizabethan
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The Tragedie of Romeo and Juliet.

Aer, Tut,duns che Monfe the Conftables owne word, |
Hehou aee dun,weele draw thee from the mire.
Or faue your recerence loue,whercin thau Rlickeft
Vp tothe cares,come we burne day.dightho.

Roms. Nay that'snot fo.

My, Ymeanefic I delay,
We walt outlights in vaine,lights lights by day;
Take our good meaning, for our Judgement fits
Fiuetimes inthat,ete once in our fine wits.

Rom. And wemeane well in going to this Maske,
Lut’cis no witto go,

(Mer. Whymay oncaske?

Rom. ldreampta dreame to night.

Mer, And fodid ],

Rom. Well what was youts?

CHMer. Thatdreamers oftenlye,

Ro. Inbedaflecpe whilcthey do dicame things true,

Mer. O then ! fee Queene Mab bath beene with you
She is the Faities Midwite, & fhe comes in fhape no big-

ger then Agat-flone, on the fore-finger ofan Alderman,
drawne with a ceeme of litele Atomies,ouet mens nofcs as
they lie2fleepe :her Waggon Spokes made of long Spin-
ners fegs ;the Coucr of the wings of Grathoppers, her
Traces ofuthe fmalleft Spiders web, her coullers of the
Moon(hines watry Beames herWhip of Crickets bone,
vhe Lath of Philome,her Waggoner, afmall gray-coated
Gnar,not halfe fobigpe as a round little Worme, pricke
from the Lazie-finger of aman, Her Chariot is 2nemptic
Hafelnut, made by the Joyner Squirrel or ofd Grub, time
ouc a mind, the Fazies Coach.makers : & in rhis itate fhe
gatlops night by nighe,throughLoucrs braines : and then
they dreame of Loue On Coustiers knees,that dreame on
Cuslies ftrait - ore Lawyers fingers, who ftraiti dieamt on
Fees, ore Ladieslips, who firait on kifles dreame, which
oft theangry [Mab with blifters plagues, becaufe their
breath withSwectmeatstainted are. Sometime fhe gal-
lops ore a Courtiers nofe, & then dreames he of fmelling
out afure:& fomtime comes fhe with Tith pigs tale,tick-
ling a Patfons nofe asalics afleepe, then he dreames of
another Benefice, Sometime fhe driueth ore a Souldiets
necke, & then dreames he of curting Forraine throats, of
Breaches, Ambufcades,Spanifh Blades : Of Healths fiue
Fadome deepe,andthen anon drums in his caces,at which
he Rarees and wakes; and being thus frighted, fweates a
prager or two & flecpes againe:thisisthar very Mab that
plats the manes of Hotfes in the night : & bakesthe Elk-
Tocks in foule (lutrith haires,which once vatangled,much
misfortune bodes,
Thisis the hag,when Maides lie on their backs,
That prefles them,and learnes them firft to beare,
Making them women of good carriage
Thisis fhe.
Rom, Peace,peace, Mercutio peace,
Thoutalk’ft of nothing.
eAMer. True,l tatke of dreames ¢
Whicharcthe children of an idle braine,
Begot ofnothing but vaine phantafic,
Whichis as thin of fubflance as the ayre,
And more inconftant then the wind, who wooces
Euennow the frozen boforme of the North :
Andbeing anger'd, puffes away from thence,
Torning his fide to the dew dropping Souths
Ben. This wind you talke of blovses vs from ous felucs,
Supper is done,and we {hall come too late.
Rom, 1 feate too eatly for my mind mifglues,

Some confequence yet hanging inthe fatres,

5
Shall bitcerly begin his fearefull date
With this nights reuels yand expire the teatme
Of a defpifed life clof’d in my brefl:
By fome vile forfeit of yntimely death,
But he that hath the tirrage of iy courfe,
Dire@ny fute : on lultic Gentlemen.

Ban, Strike Drum,

Theymarch abous the Stage, and Seruingmev cone forth
with their uapking,
Enter Sersant,

Ser. Where's Potpan that he helpes not to take sway ?
He (hift a Trencher he {crape a Trencher?

1. When good manaers,fhall liein one or two mens
hands,and they vawa(ht toa, 'ris a foule thing.

Ser. Away with the loynftooles, remoue the Court-
cubbord, looke to the Plate: good thou, faue mee a piece
of Marchpane,and 35 thou loueft me, let the Ponerletin
Sufan Grindftone and Nell, Anthonte and Potpan,

2. IBoyreadic,

Ser. Youarelooke for,and cal'd for,aske for, & foughe
foryin the great Chamber.

1 Wecannot behere and there too,chearly Boyes,
Be brisk awhile,and the Jonger liver take all.

Exeunt.
Enter all the Guefts and Centlewomen 1o the
Maskers,

1. Caps, Welcome Genilemen,
Ladics that haue their toes
Voplagu'd with Cornes,wil] walke about with you :
Ah my Miftre(fes,which of you all
Will now deny todance? She that makes dainty,
She 1le fweare hath Cornes :am T come neare yc now?
Welcome Gentlemen,1 haue {cene the day
That I haue wornea Vifor, and could tell
A whifpering taleina faire Ladies eare :

Such as wouldpleale : 'ris gone, 'tis gone, 'tis gone,
You ere welcome Gentlemen,come Mutians play :
Maficke plaies: and the darce.

A Hall,Hall,giue roome,and foote it Gitles,
More light you knaues,and turne the Tables vp -
And quench the fire,she Roome is growne too hot.
Ah firrah,chis valooks for fporr comes well :
Nay fit,nay fir,good Cozin Capulet,
Foryou and farc paft our dauncing daies :
How long ift now fince laft your felfe and I
Wereina Maske 2

2. Capw. Berlady rhirty yeares,

1. Capu.What man: "tis not fo much, "tis not fo much,
*Tisfince the Nuptiall of Lucentio,

Corne Pentycoftas quickely asitwill,
Some fiue and twenty yeates,and then we Maske.

2. Cap. "Tismote, tis more,his Sonneis clder fir :
His Sonneis thirty.

3. Cap. Will youtellmethat¢
His Soune wasbuta Wardtwo yeares sgoe,

Rem. What Ladieisthat which doth inrich the band
Of yonder Knight?

Ser. Tknownotfir,

Rom. O fhe doth teach the Torches to burne bright :
Tefeemnes fhe hangs vpon the cheeke of night,
Asarich Jewelinan Mthiops eate:

Beauty toorich: for vie,for catth too deare :
Sofhewesa Snowy Doue trooping with Crowes,
As yonder Lady ore her fellowes fhowes ;

The meafure done, le watch her place of Rand,
Andtouching hers,make bleffed my rude hand.

Dig

Figure 1: A page from the First Folio (p. 57 of Romeo and Juliet)
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times, for the simple reason that there was not enough type available
to print a whole book.

Printing took place using the letterpress method. Letters, certain
letter combinations (ligatures, such as ff), punctuation marks, and other
characters were manufactured to produce individual pieces of lead
type. These were placed into the specially designed individual compart-
ments of a type-holding case (the distribution box). Compositors
selected their pieces of type from the box with one hand and placed
them backwards and in reverse order on a composing stick that they
held in the other, making sure that all the characters were at the same
height. Blank pieces of type were used as space separators. The page was
then built up, line by line.

When the compositor had finished setting the number of pages
he needed to fill one side of a sheet of paper, he would lock them into a
framework, or forme, which was then inked and placed onto the press.
The whole of that side of paper would be printed — as many copies as
was needed. After the paper dried, a different forme would print the
second side. Once printed on both sides, the paper would be folded (as
mentioned above: once for a folio, twice for a quarto, three times for an
octavo) to make up a single section (or quire) of a book. The whole
book then consisted of a sequence of quires, each assigned a letter or
number (signature), to ensure that everything came out in the right
order. In modern book-production, the typesetting is done electroni-
cally, but the basic procedure (and much of the terminology) remains
the same.

Elizabethan printers usually had only a small quantity of type
available — enough to print a quire, but not much more. Consequently,
as soon as one forme had been printed, its type would be broken up and
reused to make the next one. The identifying material at the top of
each page (the running head) would be kept on one side (in standing
type), ready for use on the next forme, but all other text would go, the
pieces of type being returned to the different compartments of the
distribution box. How do we know that type was reused in this way?

The evidence comes from detailed work by analytical bibliographers,
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who can establish the minute characteristics of pieces of type (espe-
cially if a piece has been damaged) to show how they were repeatedly
used throughout a book. In just a few cases, such as title pages with
especially complex setting, a page might be kept for repeated use.

Editions of an Elizabethan book rarely went beyond a thousand
copies. This was partly because the Stationer’s Company limited the
size of issues (to keep typesetters in work), but — given the expense of
paper - it also ensured that no more copies would be printed than
would be likely to be sold. Elizabethan printers were just as concerned
as their modern counterparts not to have too many unsold books
occupying warehouse shelves. If a book sold well, a reprint would be
needed quite quickly, and had to be reset all over again.

This typographical excursus has several important linguistic
implications. The printing procedure was prone to error. For example,
it is easy to imagine someone (especially an apprentice — and one of the
compositors of the First Folio was thought to be such) setting a letter
the wrong way round in his composing-stick or confusing two similar-
looking letters in the distribution box. Then again, the compositor
would expect that all the pieces of type in, say, bin f, would contain
instances only of f; but his colleague who had refilled the bins using
type from the previous forme might have put some other, similar-
looking letters in there by mistake. Anyone typesetting on autopilot
would insert the wrong letter without a second glance. It would then
be up to the proofreader to spot the error — and the proofreaders of
those days, by all accounts, lacked the professional training they are
expected to have today. Contemporary comments remark on the lax
standards of the printing houses. In the case of the First Folio, several
pages were proof-read and corrected while the printing was going on —
which is why different copies of the Folio are not always identical (and
why any statistics about Folio usage may vary slightly depending on
which copy is used).

Reprinting a book was done by copying the text of the previous
edition. Any errors in that text would very likely be transmitted into

the new edition — which would have its own fresh errors. Some of the
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earlier errors (and some of the new ones) would be spotted and cor-
rected, but never all. As a result, the printing history of a particular text
can quickly become very complex, especially when numerous editions
were published. There were no less than six consecutive quartos of
Henry IV Part 1 — designated QO, Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4, and Q5 ~ each one
printed from its predecessor, with the First Folio and another quarto,
Q6, adapted from Q5. Tracking the changes across editions, in such
cases, is the stuff of bibliographic nightmares.

MANUSCRIPTS?

At the beginning of the 1998 film Shakespeare in Love, we see the
author bent over a table, writing studiously with a quill. At intervals
he crushes a piece of paper and throws it onto a shelf, which - apart
from the crumpled paper — contains a skull and a mug which says ‘A
present from Stratford-upon-Avon’. As the camera moves in, we see
that he is practising his signature.

Signatures we have, but nothing else. There are six of them
thought to be authentic, all in legal documents — a deposition, a
conveyance, a mortgage deed, and three in Shakespeare’s will. They
are reproduced in Figure 2. There are several similarities between
them (notably the strongly written capital W and S), but there is a
degree of uncertainty about the identity of some of the letters, and the
signatures vary significantly — though that is hardly surprising, con-
sidering the circumstances in which they were written. The convey-
ance signature is crammed into one of the labels that carry the seal, at
the bottom of the document. And the three will signatures are written
by someone who, judging by the shaky look of the writing, was not at
all well. It is possible to see differences in the way the ‘long s’ and the a
are formed, and there are different kinds of abbreviation. The spel-
lings, evidently, vary. That is the joke in Marc Norman and Tom
Stoppard’s screenplay. The writer needs practice!

But the joke is spurious. Shakespeare would never have felt the
need to get his signature ‘right’. As we shall see in Chapter 3, there was

no system of standardized spelling at the time he was writing; the
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Figure 2: Shakespeare signatures (a} Shakp (b) Shakspe(r) (c} Shaksper (d, €)
Shakspere (f) Shakspeare

concept of ‘correct spelling’, with its associated social sanctions, did
not clearly emerge until the eighteenth century. Before that, people
unselfconsciously spelled their names in different ways. David
Kathman collected as many variants as he could find for the
Shakespeare surname between 1564 and 1616 and found 25 variants
in 342 instances, such as Shackspeare, Shagspere, Shaxberd, and
Shekspere.? 60 per cent of the cases are Shakespeare or Shake-speare,

however, and it is this form which triumphs, presumably because it
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[a] Skakp, 1612, Belott-Mountjoy Deposition

W ltasd
&y
[b] Shakspe(7), 1613, Gatehouse Conveyance

4o
AT
[c] Shaksper, 1613, Gatehouse Mortgage

3Py ficaim
Qhgm&s W

28T 95467?’ ~C

[d, €] Skakspere, 1616, first and second sheet of will

FBY pout N Rlrtw e o

[f] Shakspeare, 1616, third sheet of will

Figure 2: (cont.)

was the one chosen by his publishers. The name first appears in print
in the letter of dedication which precedes his first publication, Venus
and Adonis, in 1593, and printers thereafter generally retained it. The
standardization would have been greatly reinforced by its use in the
First Folio.

But why the middle e? There is no sign of it in the six signatures.
And why the hyphen? The two points are probably related. Ever since
the Middle Ages, printers had manipulated the spelling of words in
order to avoid typesetting problems. They would add an e to the end of
a word to help fill out a line of type, or remove a letter they felt to be
unnecessary if a line was too long (p. 62). Adding extra symbols, such

as a hyphen, was also a means of separating pieces of type which would
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To the memorie of M. V. Shake-fpeare.

Figure 3: Type-setting instance of Shakespeare’s name in the First Folio

otherwise be awkwardly juxtaposed. A noticeable feature of printed
works from the Elizabethan period was the way some letters had long
curling upward and downward strokes — ascenders (as in k and h) and
descenders (as in p and y). Two of these, side by side, could clash, in
certain typefaces, and this would have been the case when a k with a
long curling right-hand leg came up against the left-curling foot of the
‘long s’. We can see the possible problem in the italic font used for the
name in Figure 3, which is the version printed above the memorial by
I. M. at the beginning of the First Folio. Evidently the typesetter felt he
needed both an e and a hyphen to maintain an elegant appearance.
Every text Shakespeare wrote must have been originally hand-
written, and it is one of the great literary puzzles of our age why none
of his manuscript work — with one possible exception — has survived. By
all accounts, he was a fluent writer. The editors of the First Folio, John

Heminge and Henrie Condell, say in their prefatory address to the reader:

His mind and hand went together: And what he thought, he
vttered with that easinesse, that wee haue scarce receiued from

him a blot in his papers.

The point was evidently accepted by Ben Jonson, who in his miscel-
lany, Timber or Discoveries, reflects that there were lines in

Shakespeare which would have been improved by some rewriting:

I remember, the Players have often mentioned it as an honour to
Shakespeare, that in his writing, (whatsoever he penn’d) hee never
blotted out line. My answer hath beene, Would he had blotted a

thousand.

Blot in these quotations does not mean ‘ink-stain’; it means any

erasure or correction. ‘Blot, blot, good Lod'wick’, King Edward
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instructs his secretary (KE3. 2.1.173), who has written a line of
unpleasing poetry. He is telling him to strike it out. Shakespeare
made few corrections, it seems.

The ‘possible exception’ referred to above appeared in the later
decades of the nineteenth century. Scholars examined the poorly pre-
served manuscript of Sir Thomas More (Ms Harley 7368, British
Library), which displays several different kinds of handwriting, and
suggested that one of these hands - the so-called ‘Hand D’ — was
produced by Shakespeare himself. Hand D is used in over three
pages, a total of 147 lines (see Figure 4, which shows folio 9 of the
manuscript).® The play is a collaboration which fell foul of the censor,
who demanded revisions to be made, and Shakespeare, it is suggested,
was one of the revisers.

The original arguments were based on perceived similarities of
style and subject-matter. The scene dramatizes an event in 1517,
when Londoners rioted in protest against foreign immigrants, and
More acted as a peace-maker. His long speech, affirming the values
of tolerance, has images and phrasing which echo passages in
Coriolanus and the English history plays, notably the Jack Cade
scenes in Henry VI Part 2. Later, scholars pointed to similarities
between some of the More spellings and those in early printed editions
of Shakespeare’s works, such as scilens (p. 62). And there seemed to be
similarities between certain letter shapes and those in the known
signatures. For example, Hand D has an initial letter w which typically
begins with an opening upstroke — the feature can clearly be seen in
Figure 4 at the beginning of lines 13, 31, 35, 39, and (very noticeably)
47 - and a similar flourish is found in most of the signatures too. The
capital S at the beginning of line 49 bears a striking resemblance to the
S in the signatures, especially in the conveyance (b, in Figure 2). (A
virtually identical capital S and upstroke W is also visible at the
beginning of some lines of the Danielle manuscript, as it happens:
see p. 20.)

But the arguments against are strong. The most obvious point to

make is that the sample of undisputed handwriting in the signatures is
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too small to provide much of a comparison. The names William and
Shakspeare are sometimes abbreviated, and the only other words which
appear are by me. That means only half the alphabet is represented (a, b,
e, h, i,k 1 m,p,r s, w,y)and there arc only about eighty readable letters
in all. Letters vary in their handwritten shape depending on whether
they occur at the beginning, in the middle, or at the end of a word; and
these options are not available in the signatures. Moreover, as already

suggested, there are noticeable differences between the six signatures.

Caption for Figure 4: Transcript of part of the Shakespearean section of Sir Thomas
More

marry god forbid that 1

nay certainly yo" ar
for to the king god hath his offyc lent
of dread of Tustyce, power and Comaund
hath bid him rule, and willd yo" to obay 5
and to add ampler ma(ies)tie to this
he [god] hath not [le] only lent the king his figure
his throne [z] (&) sword, but gyven him his owne name
calls him a god on earth, what do you then
rysing gainst him that god himsealf enstalls 10
but ryse gainst god, what do yo" to yo' sowles
in doing this o desperat [ar] as you are.
wash your foule mynds w' teares and those same hand(e)s
that you lyke rebells lyft against the peace
lift vp for peace, and [yo'] your vnreuerent knees 15
[that] make them your feet to kneele to be forgyven
[is safer warrs, then euen yo" can make]
[in in to yo" obedienc.]

[whose discipline is ryot; why euen yo"" warrs hurly]
tell me but this
[cannot p(rojceed but by obedienc] what rebell captaine
as muty(nJes ar incident, by his name 20
can still the rout who will obay [th] a traytor
or howe can well that p(rojclamation sounde
when ther is no adicion but a rebell
to quallyfy a rebell, youle put downe straingers
kill them cutt their throts possesse their howses 25
and leade the matie of lawe in liom

[alas alas]
to slipp him lyke a hound; [sayeng| say nowe the king
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And in any case, how far dare we extrapolate from a signature to a
person’s handwriting generally? Signatures are automatic, formulaic
things, meant to be recognized but hardly ‘read’. They tend to look
nothing like a person’s other handwriting.

The More text displays all the lower-case letters, except for x,
but it has very few capitals - they are not even used at the beginning of
the poetic lines (unlike the usual printing practice of the time), which
makes a systematic comparison with the striking W and S of the

signatures difficult (apart from the case noted above). Punctuation is

Caption for Figure 4 (cont.)

as he is clement, yf thoffendor moorne

shoold so much com to short of yor great trespas

as but to banysh yo", whether woold yo" go. 30
what Country by the nature of yo" error

shoold gyve you harber go yo" to Fraunc or flanders

to any larman p(rojvince, [to] spane or portigall

nay any where [where yo"] that not adheres to Ingland

why yo" must need(e]s be straingers. woold yo* be pleasd 35
to find a nation of such barbarous temper

that breaking out in hiddious violence

woold not afoord yo", an abode on earth

whett their detested knyves against yo® throtes

spurne yo" lyke dogg(e)s, and lyke as yf that god 40
owed not nor made not yo", nor that the elament(e)s

wer not all appropriat to [tho] yo* Comfort(e]s.

but Charterd vnto them, what woold yo" thinck

to be thus vsd, this is the straingers case

and this your momtanish inhumanyty 45

fayth a saies trewe letts [| do as we may be doon by

weele be ruld by yo" master moor yf youle stand our
freind to p(rojcure our p(ar)don

Submyt yo" to theise noble gentlemen

entreate their mediation to the kinge 50
gyve vp yor sealf to forme obay the maiestrate

and thers no doubt, but mercy may be found yf you so seek it

Notes: [] deleted text, () unclear transcription, Speaker designations (all, moo) are ni
shown; they are written on the left of the page {moo stands for ‘Moor’).




Manuscripts? 39

of no relevance, in relation to signatures, but there is so little of it in
Hand D that even a comparison with the punctuation of printed plays
is of dubious value. The character of the writing varies somewhat
between the three pages, with words less clearly formed towards the
beginning, suggesting a varied speed. There are several signs of rushed
or casual writing. Several letters appear in varying forms, especially a,
b, g h, p, s, and t. The n of and in line 6 looks like an m, and there are
only three downward strokes (minims) in the un of sounde in line 22,
when there should be four. And, most obviously of all, there are many
crossings out (though whether these are all made by the same hand is
unclear). This does not look like a page from someone who ‘never
blotted out line’.

There are two critical difficulties with any argument based on
spelling. The first has already been mentioned: there was no standar-
dized spelling at the time, and writers would vary. The word sheriff is
used five times on the opening page of Hand D, and it is spelled in five
different ways, as shreiff, shreef, shreeve, shreiue, and shreue; other
variants, seen in the First Folio, are sheriffe and sherife. Only a very
large corpus of examples would indicate a personal preference, under
such circumstances, and this we do not have. Secondly, an uncertain
number of people stand between Shakespeare’s original manuscript
and the printed versions that have come down to us. When we encoun-
ter an unusual spelling, we need to establish whether the idiosyncrasy
was due to the author, or to someone who copied the author’s manu-
script, or to the compositor who turned it into print. This means
making a detailed comparative study of the spelling choices made in
different versions, and it is difficult to be conclusive. The effects of
time also need to be considered: what might have been an unusual
spelling in the 1590s might no longer have been a decade or so later.
And it is always possible that an apparently idiosyncratic spelling
turns out to be less so, once more texts from the period have been
taken into account, as we shall see in the case of scilens (p. 62).

Having said all that, the accumulation of interesting-looking

spellings which are found in Hand D and in Shakespeare texts is at
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least suggestive. Those who have made a detailed study of the text
have on the whole concluded that there are enough similarities of
handwriting to make a case. Three points are made. The similarities
between the signatures and the More text outweigh the differences.
The similarities between the signatures and the More text are greater
than those between the More text and any other known dramatic
manuscript of the period. And no other Elizabethan playwright
whose handwriting is known closely resembles Hand D. The rewrit-
ing of a politically sensitive scene would need a playwright of some
experience, and one whom the company of players would trust.

It is possible, of course, that even if Shakespeare were the author
of the scene, it would not follow that he actually wrote this manu-
script himself. What we have here may be a scribe’s copy, or some of
the changes might have been introduced by someone else. On the
other hand, the manuscript does not give the general impression of
someone copying out text in a calm and restrained manner, but of
someone creatively writing and changing his mind as he goes along.

Whoever wrote it, the More text does give us a good indication of
the kind of manuscript copy that was around in Shakespeare’s time,
and the sort of thing that would have been given to a printing house -
unless of course a scribe had intervened to produce a ‘fair copy’. Even
allowing for scribal differences between then and now, they are not the
easiest things to read. Compositors have usually been given a bad press
by Shakespearean editors; but one has to commiserate with them at

times.

SHAKESPEARE’'S LANGUAGE?
Students of Shakespeare’s language need to be aware of the layers of
uncertainty surrounding the texts we have available, and understand
the bibliographic variables involved, but they should never be over-
awed by them. Despite the limited size of the Shakespearean corpus -
less than a million words — and the incomplete state of Early Modern
English textual resources, considerable progress has been made in
understanding both what he said and the way that he said it (p. 22).
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The next chapters of this book, accordingly, review aspects of the
language encountered in Shakespearean texts, examining in turn fea-
tures of their graphology (writing system), phonology (sound system),
grammar, vocabulary, and discourse organization. An epilogue reflects
on the linguistic character of the work as a whole, and its contribution
to the historical development of the English language.

We must expect that some linguistic features of the texts will
refer to properties of Early Modern English in general; some will relate
to particular varieties or styles of the period; some will define the
linguistic creativity of the individual author — or authors (for it has
long been known that some of the plays are the result of collaboration);
and some, as we have seen, will be the result of interference by some-
one other than the author, such as a compositor, proofreader, transcri-
ber, actor, or editor. It can often be a problem distinguishing these
variables, so that the phrase ‘Shakespeare’s language’ is perhaps better
rephrased as ‘the language used in Shakespearean texts’. But the pri-
mary aim of this book is not to identify sources. Its aim is less ambi-
tious: to explore the meaning and effect of the plays and poems by
analysing the way the language — whoever originated it — has been
used, and to compare the impact of alternative readings where these
exist. Linguists professionally do not comment on the literary or
dramatic merit of the texts they study; but linguists are also human
beings, and if from time to time an evaluative remark of mine slipsin, I
make no apology for that.

What we have are the plays and poems as dramatic and literary
wholes, expressed in a language which is sometimes different from
what we know today, and sometimes difficult. The job of any linguist
must be to find ways of explaining the differences and reducing the
difficulty, but without interring the author beneath a mound of tech-
nical linguistic apparatus. I come, after all, to praise Shakespeare, not
to bury him.
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3 ‘In print I found it’:
Shakespearean graphology

Graphology is the study of the writing system of a language - the
orthographic conventions that have been devised to turn speech into
writing, using any available technology (e.g. pen and ink, typewriter,
printing press, electronic screen). For Modern English, the core of the
system is the alphabet of twenty-six letters, in its lower-case (a, b, c. . .
and upper-case (A, B, C...) forms, along with the rules of spelling and
capitalization which govern the way these letters are combined to
make words. The system also includes the set of punctuation marks
and the conventions of text positioning (such as headings and indents),
which are used to organize text by identifying sentences, paragraphs,
and other written units. Additionally, a huge array of visual features is
available to express contrasts and nuances of meaning, such as under-
lining, colours, and typefaces, and these contribute to the overall
visual appearance of a text — a property which, today, falls within the
professional remit of graphic designers.

When used with reference to individuals, graphology refers to the
way that we personally exploit the properties of the writing system.
Having been taught to write, we each have a distinctive style of hand-
writing. And when the system displays variation in punctuation and
spelling, we have to choose what to do. In punctuation: do I insert
a comma before and in such phrases as tall, dark, and handsome? do
Iinsert a full stop after abbreviations such as Mr? do1write King’s Cross
or Kings Cross? In spelling: do I write judgment or judgement? ency-
clopaedia or encyclopedia? flowerpot, flower-pot, or flower pot? Thanks
largely to differences between British and American English, about a
quarter of the words in a college dictionary offer spelling alternatives, so
there is plenty of opportunity for each of us to develop an idiosyncratic

spelling profile. Different contexts also promote idiosyncratic usages,
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such as multiple exclamation marks in informal letter-writing
(Hey!!!!) or the use of a lower-case i for I in emails. And, because the
English spelling system is notorious for its irregularity, different levels
of proficiency can contribute to our graphological distinctiveness.
These examples are all in relation to Modern English. In the
Early Modern English of Shakespeare’s time, the writing system dis-
played several differences compared with today, but the same basic
properties are present, and the same opportunities for individual
expression offered themselves. In this chapter, I examine the proper-
ties of the basic ‘segments’ of graphology — letters and their combina-

tions. The organizational aspect of graphology I examine in Chapter 4.

FNEREWASIP RIEIVASBIESE

By the end of the Middle English period, the alphabet had already
evolved its modern tally of twenty-six letters, so that in most respects
the printed version of Shakespearean texts (as in Figure 1, p. 28) looks
exactly the same as the one we use today. The most noticeable differ-
ence is the use of two forms of s. The first few lines in column 2 of
Figure 1 show the familiar ‘sigma’ form, which is used at the ends of
words (nights reuels) and when s is capitalized initially (Shall). They
also show the ‘long s’, which has the shape of an f without the cross-
bar, which is used initially and medially (defpifed, fome). In the
typeface chosen for the First Folio, the two characters f and f are
remarkably similar. Not surprisingly, then, there are a number of
cases where alternative readings depend on whether the author/
transcriber/compositor used the one or the other. A famous instance
is the line in The Tempest (4.1.123) where Ferdinand declares:

Let me liue here euer,
So rare a wondred Father and a wise

Makes this place Paradise.

The s of wife is a ‘long s’, but a tradition beginning in the eighteenth
century has suggested that the line makes better sense if it ends in

wife, the error having been caused by broken type or a compositor
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mistake. The arguments are well reviewed in the Introduction to the
Arden edition (3rd series) of the play, which stays with wise, as do
most modern editions. The linguist has little to add here, other than to
affirm that the unusual adjective construction (and a wise) has many
parallels in Shakespeare (see p. 188), as has the rhyming couplet (wise . . .
Paradise). (Indeed, we can hardly blame Ferdinand for slipping into
rhyme, given that Iris, Juno, and Ceres have done nothing else but
exchange rhyming couplets over the previous fifty lines.)

There was thus a strong likelihood of confusion, with a compo-
sitor using an s instead of f, or vice versa, and this was exacerbated by
another characteristic of the printed alphabet — the use of ligatures
(‘joined letters’). It was a standard typesetting practice, which saved a
great deal of time, to use single picces of type for very common
sequences of letters, such as ct, ff, ffi, fi, ft, and fh (the s forms
are always ‘long’). In Figure 1 (p. 28), line 6 of column 2 shows two
of them, in Direct and Iustie. But similarities between the appearance
of some of the ligatures meant that there was a reasonable chance of
compositors mixing them up. Awareness of these possible sources of
confusion has sometimes led editors to propose alternative readings
when they have had trouble accepting a usage, such as suggesting lazy-
passing clouds instead of lazy-puffing clouds (Rom. 2.2.31) or gentle
fine instead of gentle sin (Rom. 1.5.93).

Another notable alphabetical feature of the time involved the
pairs of letters i and j, and u and v. We find u and i in Old English
manuscripts. French scribes introduced the letter v into English in the
carly Middle Ages. ] was originally an elongated form of 1, introduced
to make i more clearly distinguishable from other letters consisting of
single downward strokes (minims), such as n, m, and u - a particular
problem in cursive (‘joined-up’) writing. / was slower to achieve recog-
nitition than v: all the letters of the alphabet are listed at the top of
Elizabethan hornbooks, from which children learned to read, and
while v is invariably included, j is usually missing.

The big difference with Modern English is that the modern

contrast between u (the vowel) and v (the consonant) and between 1
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(the vowel) and j (the consonant) had not emerged. The pairs of letters
were interchangeable, each of them being used for either a vowel or a
consonant. We can see this practice in the heading of the Contents
page of the First Folio:

A CATALOGVE of the seuerall Comedies, Histories, and

Tragedies contained in this Volume.

Here we have v both as a vowel (catalogve) and a consonant (volume)
and u also both as a vowel (volume) and a consonant (seuerall).

The Folio title is not entirely typical of Elizabethan usage. By the
end of the sixteenth century there had already emerged a strong ten-
dency for v to be used when it was the first letter in a word and for u to
be used within words, regardless of the sound being represented, and
this distinction is strongly present in the Folio. We see it in veluet,
Venus, and vniuersity. There are no words beginning with a u- in the
Folio: it is always vnborne, vackle, vider, vs, and so on. V as a vowel
within a word, as in CATALOGVE, is unusual, and restricted to words
in capital letters (there are just two other examples in the Folio, also
both used in titles: IVLIET and IVLIVS).

Gradually the graphic distinction came to be associated with a
phonetic one. The v at the beginning and end of a syllable increasingly
began to represent the consonant sound, and the u in the middle of a
syllable the vowel sound. This was reinforced by a tendency to use the
v symbol to avoid an inelegant or confusing sequence of vowel let-
ters). We can see a hint of this trend in the Folio, in fact, in such
occasional spellings as avoid, avow, ev’n, have, and Iov’d (words
which would normally be spelled with a u), but it is only a hint, as
the totals show:

auoid 46 avoid 1
auow 1 avow 1
eu’'n 23 ev'n3

haue 5779 have 1
lou’d 148 lov’'d 1
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Interesting, though, are the Folio’s five instances of divulge and its
variant forms (divulged, divulg’d, divulging), which are always spelled
with a v. Two adjacent us were evidently unpalatable, at least to
the Folio typesetters if not to Shakespeare, unless they were words
in a foreign language (Latin fatuus, suum, carduus; French louure
(‘Louvre’) and pouure (‘pauvre’). There is just one English exception:
slauuer (‘slaver’).

The phonetic use of v was reinforced by its use in foreign words, as
in mauvais, maves (= m’avez), and novum, and also in the pseudo-foreign
language used to fool Parolles — mavousus, vauvado (AWW. 4.1.63, 72).
And on the one occasion when Shakespeare uses a regional dialect of

England, v is clearly being used to show a regionally voiced form of f:

Chill not let go Zir, Without vurther ‘casion
(Lear. 4.6.235)

and likewise volke (folk), vortnight, and vor in the following lines.
During the middle decades of the seventeenth century, the association
between letter and sound became standard. From around 1640, in
most publications, v represented only a consonant, wherever it
appeared within a word, and u only a vowel. (An exception was in
dictionaries, which tended to conflate words beginning with u/v and 1/
jinto a single list — a practice which can be found as late as 1755, with
Johnson’s Dictionary, and even later, in its early-nineteenth-century
editions.)

A similar trend affected i and j. The i symbols, whether short or
elongated, were used both for a vowel (with the sound of modern y in
yes) and for a consonant (as in modern j in judge). In the Folio we find
such spellings as iustifie, Iuliet, inioy, and iniustice, which show the
two values in the same word. The j form in fact was rare in English -
where it would appear in final position. This use occurs just once in
the Folio (LLL. 1.2.35), where ‘Brag.” (Don Armado) says:

I haue promis’d to study iij. yeres with the Duke
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(Normally, iii has three is.) With just one other exception, no use is
made of j in the Folio. That is in the phrase Scotch jigge (Ado.
2.1.65-6), used twice — an unusual spelling, for elsewhere the writer/
typesetter uses 1 (iigge, iigging, iigge-maker, and the curious iygge). In
all other cases, j- words are spelled with i-, as in ioy, iourney, iack and
iudge, and also in such French words as iour (= jour).

As with u/v, the association between letter and sound took
some time to emerge. A few printers, copying continental practice,
tried to introduce a systematic distinction between i and j in the late
sixteenth century, but it did not really come to be common until the
early 1600s. According to the OED, the distinction was generally
recognized by 1630, and began to appear routinely in print soon after —-
which makes it somewhat surprising that the First Folio, a 1623
publication, did not use it, and suggests that the editors were rather
scrupulously following earlier orthographic practice.

As a result, when reading a text in original Shakespearean
spelling, there can be patches of easy reading and of difficult reading,
depending on how the u/v and i/j combinations come out. Some
words are exactly as they are today, and present no problems:
vouchsafe, value, volubility. Others can cause momentary difficulty:
Vrsula, vsurpe, iuly, iutty (‘projecting wall’), iohn, ioane {‘Joan’),
iuorie. When an older i and u usage coincide within a single word,
our pause can be longer, but there are not many examples of this kind.
Who was ioue? The god Jove. And Vtruuio? The widow Utruvio,
invited to Capulet’s feast (Rom. 1.2.65). And iuuenall? The ‘tender
juvenal’, Don Armado’s description of Moth (LLL. 1.2.8 ff.).

The u/v overlap regularly causes problems of interpretation
when reading original manuscripts and printed texts. Sonnet 129, for
example, is a commentary on the effects of ‘lust in action’, in which
several lines express a contrast between anticipated pleasure and anti-
climactic despondency, such as line 5 (‘long s’ has been replaced by a
modern s in this transcript):

Inioyd no sooner but despised straight . ..
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In this context, line 11 in the 1609 printing made no sense:
A blisse in proofe and proud and very wo.

The problem arose, evidently, because proud could represent both the
adjective proud and the verb provd (= proved). The text we read today
is thus:

A bliss in proof, and proved, a very woe.

CAPITALIZATION
There are several well-recognized rules governing the use of capital
letters in present-day English. Capitals mark the opening of a sen-
tence, proper names (of people, places, weekdays, etc), the chief
words in titles {of books, films, etc), and the beginning of a line of
verse (unless the poet chooses to depart from the convention). The
first-person pronoun is conventionally capitalized as I (though not
always in electronic communication). We also have the option of
capitalizing in special contexts, when making a special point (as in
She Who Must Be Obeyed). However, there is also a great deal of
variation in practice, such as with brand names, headings, titles (is it
Prime Minister or prime minister?), and nouns perceived to be of
special significance (is it the Moon or the moon?). British and
American practices also differ, especially over whether to use a capi-
tal letter after a colon (American English doing so much more often
than British English).

Capitalization in the Early Modern English of Shakespeare’s
time was even less predictable, for the conventions were still evolving.
The practice of beginning a sentence with a capital letter had long been
established, both in manuscripts and in print, as had the use of a
capital for the pronoun I. Then as now, we would expect all sentences,
other than the first in a document, to have their initial capital letter
preceded by a mark of final punctuation, typically a period. But in
Shakespearean texts we occasionally find an unusual usage, such as
line 7 in the 1609 Quarto text of Sonnet 113, where a capital on a word

other than a proper name follows a semi-colon:
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For compound sweet; For going simple fauor.

Or this one, where the semi-colon is doing the job of an exclamation
mark (2H4. 2.3.67):

What ho; Is Gilliams with the Packet gone?

A capital also sometimes follows a colon (as in much modern
American, but not British usage), especially when the colon is being
used to express the kind of major break normally conveyed by a period,

as in these examples from The Tempest:

And Ile besworne ’tis true: Trauellers nere did lye,
(3.3.27)

And take his bottle from him: When that’s gone,
(3.2.65)

The practice of using a capital to show the beginning of a line of
verse had developed in the printing-houses during the sixteenth cen-
tury, motivated especially by the need to clearly demarcate the lines
in blank (that is, unrhymed) verse. If a line took up a whole column
measure (as in the first line of column 1 in Figure 1, p. 28}, the only
way of knowing that the next line was verse and not prose was
through the presence or absence of an initial capital. The problem is
not so great with handwriting, where words can be compressed or
spaced in ways that print cannot; and initial capitals were rarely and
irregularly used in Elizabethan poetic manuscripts. But in print, by
Shakespeare’s time, initial capitalization was standard. (There are
some intriguing exceptions, such as in the Q1 text of The Merchant
of Venice.)

There was a huge amount of variation in the way individual
words were capitalized — something that the writers and printers of
the time were well aware of. Here is Simon Daines, writing in his
Orthoepia Anglicana (1640), where there is evidently still enough
uncertainty in the popular mind for him to feel the need to spell out
which words should be capitalized:
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The pronoun, or word (I) must alwayes be written with a great letter;
S0 must every proper name, or peculiar denomination of every
individuall: as all the Attributes of God Almighty, the names of
Angels, Saints, and evill spirits; the titles given by the Heathens to
their faigned Gods and Goddesses; the names of men and women of
all sorts whatsoever; the names of moneths, winds, rivers, Cities,
townes, Islands and Kingdoms: the particular name of any peculiar
dog, horse, or beast of any kind soever: The first word of every verse,
at least Heroique: any letter set for a number, as you had in the
beginning of our Orthoepie: any letter standing for any such, or the
abbreviation as we there mentioned. Lastly, all names or Titles of
Magistrates, Arts, Offices, and Dignities, in what respect soever
taken. In these, I say, altogether consists the use of Capitall Letters,

in all other we use onely the smaller.

The problem is clear, even in this extract. Why Titles but not names?
Cities but not townes? Islands but not rivers? The printers struggled
to bring consistency, but they were faced with a grass-roots trend
among authors to capitalize on the basis of such subjective notions
as the ‘importance’ of a word in a particular context or whether a
concept had been personified to some degree (Justice, Truth). The
further into the seventeenth century we go, the worse the problem
becomes.

Daines’ list is by no means complete, when we look at actual
printer practice. The top of column 1 in Figure 1 shows such forms as
Mouse, Judgement and Maske, which do not fit into his categories.
Nor do most of the capitalized words in the Queen Mab speech further
down (the speech is set as prose in the Folio, an issue discussed in
Chapter 9). The pattern suggests that someone has decided to use
capitals to show semantically related words, or perhaps words which

should be given special emphasis by an actor:

Waggon Spokes ... Spinners legs
Couer ... Grashoppers
Chariot ... Haselnut
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Some modern directors and actors do set great store by this practice.

Philip Voss, for example, talking about his Prospero, comments:'

the punctuation of the First Folio, and particularly the capitaliza-
tion of nouns, has been very influential on the way I stress some of

the sentences.
He cites such lines as:

The Cloud-capped Towers, the gorgeous Palaces
The solemn Temples, the great Globe itself ...

and adds:
Look at the way Shakespeare writes, and he’ll tell you what he wants.

But of course we have no way of knowing whether the Folio capitali-
zation reflects the preferences of Shakespeare, or an intermediary
transcriber, or a compositor.

The problem is that for every case where it is possible to suggest
a meaningful use of capitals there is another where all the signs
suggest a mechanical process. Lady Hotspur starts promisingly when
she says (1H4. 2.3.549):

I by thee haue watcht,

And heard thee murmure tales of Iron Warres

where the capitalization does indeed suggest a dramatic emphasis; but

two lines later we are flooded with a conventional list:

Cry courage to the field. And thou hast talk’d
Of Sallies, and Retires; Trenches, Tents,

Of Palizadoes, Frontiers, Parapets,

Of Basiliskes, of Canon, Culuerin,

Of Prisoners ransome, and of Souldiers slaine,

When everything is capitalized, it is as if nothing is capitalized.
It would be unwise to place too much reliance on a system

where there is so much obvious inconsistency. In many cases, words
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have been capitalized where there is no real possibility of semantic
emphasis, and where the use of a capital must be purely a printer’s
convention — as in Gentlemen and Drum (lines 6-7 in column 2,
Figure 1). Conversely, many words are uncapitalized yet require empha-
sis. The semantic link between Lawyers and Fees is clear enough in
this line:

ore Lawyers fingers, who strait dreamt on Fees,
but so is the link between Ladies and kisses in the next:
ore Ladies lips, who strait on kisses dreame . ..

(There is a further example on p. 72, where the word entertainment is
printed with and without a capital within a few lines of each other.)
Evidently, we need to exercise a great deal of caution when consider-
ing the role of capitalization in relation to textual interpretation and
dramatic performance.

Just occasionally, it is possible to suspect an intention behind a
use of capitals. If we ignore the capitals that begin lines, spelling
variants, and repeated forms, there are 130 capitalized words in the
1609 Quarto edition of the Sonnets. That is a very small number, out
of a total of around 18,000 words. The vast majority are nouns, with
just the occasional adjective (e.g. Antique in Sonn. 17) or other form
(e.g. Amen in Sonn. 85). There is no obvious system behind the usage,
other than the possibility that individual words have been capitalized
to suggest extra prominence, and this is a matter of individual inter-
pretation, line by line. Two scribes with different preferences may
have been involved. Occasionally, we can see a clear contrast, such
as Nature vs Art (Sonn. 68), or a focused word, as in You are my
All (Sonn. 112), or a deliberate pun (Will in Sonn. 135-6) and some
sonnets draw attention to themselves by containing a group of capital-
ized words, such as the 6 items in Sonnets 66 and 154. But these
are the exceptions. A.C. Partridge is slightly overstating when he
concludes his summary of Elizabethan practice with the very definite

statement:”
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There is no ground whatever, except accident, for supposing that the
capitalization of substantives before 1600, and even as late as 1610,

indicated dramatic or elocutionary emphasis.

But only slightly.

SPACE-SAVERS
Several conventions can be found in printed Shakespearean texts
whose role seems to be no more than to ensure that the lines of text

do not exceed the width of the column measure.

Logograms
These are symbols which stand for a word or a meaningful unit within
a word (a morpheme); in bibliography they are called brevigraphs;
in linguistics, logographs or logograms. The ampersand (&} is a well-

known example:

Of Guns, & Drums, and Wounds: God saue the marke;
(1H4.1.3.55)

Seen on the Folio page, it is clear that to have printed and in full would
have exceeded the column measure. The problem is especially notice-
able in the opening line of a speech, where there is both a character

name and an indention, taking up valuable space:

Nor. What? drunke with choller? stay & pause awhile,
Heere comes your Vnckle.
(1H4.1.3.127)

There are 587 instances of & in the Folio, and 237 of them (40 per cent)
are in an openingline. Of the remainder, 265 occur later in a speech, 63
occur in stage directions or the list of actors, and 22 are italicized in
pieces of Latin or French (where it is sometimes used in error, a
compositor having misread est ‘is’ for et ‘and’). When the & occurs
in a medial line, the presence of several space-consuming capital
letters can prompt its use, even twice:
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Me thinkes the Realmes of England, France, & Ireland,
(2H6. 1.1.230)

Sir Iohn Norberie, & Sir Robert Waterton, & Francis Quoint,
(R2.2.1.284)

but often it is there simply because a line is very long:

Then vp he rose, & don’d his clothes, & dupt the chamber dore
(Ham. 4.5.53).

When space is tight, as in Mercutio’s Queen Mab speech illustrated in
Figure 1 (p. 28), we would expect to see & being used as a useful space-
saver, and so it is (it occurs there in seven of the eleven instances of
‘and’). What is puzzling is when we see it used in a line where there is

no space constraint:

And mouncht, & mouncht, and mouncht:

(Mac. 1.3.5)

Linguistic factors can sometimes motivate a usage. In a fixed phrase, a
writer/compositor might habitually use an & instead of and. We can
see this happening, from time to time, in such phrases as vp & downe

or Lords & Ladies, as well as in song choruses:

With a hey, and a ho, & a hey nonino;
(AYLI. 5.3.16)

but there is no such explanation for the Macbeth typesetting. Probably
once again we are dealing with a compositorial idiosyncrasy.
Another useful logogram was &c., used sporadically in the Folio
(forty times) more as a text-saver than a space-saver. As in modern
English, it saves having to spell out unnecessary detail — such as all the

names in a group of characters:

Iohn, &c. We hope no other from your Maiesty.
(2H4.5.2.62)
Exit Duke, &c.
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or all the items in a group:

Enter Ariell, loaden with glistering apparell, &c.
(Temp. 4.1.194)

It is especially used to avoid restating something that everyone is assumed

to know, such as the bulk of a proclamation or the chorus of a song.

Crier. Henry King of England, &c.

(H8. 2.4.8)
In spring time, &c.
(AYLI. 5.3.24)
And it saves having to read a letter out all over again:
And looke you, heeres your letter: this it sayes,
When from my finger you can get this Ring,
And is by me with childe, &ec.
(AWW. 5.3.310)

However, the &c. sometimes needs to be made clear. When Brutus

reads ‘Shall Rome, &c.’ in a letter, he has to work out what it means:

Shall Rome &c. Thus must I piece it out:
Shall Rome stand vnder one mans awe?
(JC.2.1.51)

Abbreviations
Abbreviations in Shakespearean texts are primarily space-savers, as is
clear from cases where a full form and an abbreviated form occur near
each other. Thus at one point Talbot shouts:

God, and S. George, Talbot and Englands right,
(1H6. 4.2.55)

and at another:

Saint George, and Victory, fight Souldiers, fight:
(1H6. 4.6.1)
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And in the same sentence we find:

None my Lord, but old Mistris Quickly, and M. [M. = Mistris|
Doll Teare-sheet.
(2H4. 2.2.145)

Titles such as Saint, Master, Lord, and King are abbreviated in this way,
usually to the initial letter, but sometimes the first few letters (as with
Doct|or]). Most character names at the beginning of a speech are abbre-
viated, of course, as is still common modern practice. And occasionally
we see abbreviations for amounts of money, as in the list which Peto
finds in Falstaff’s pocket (1H4. 2.4.520), using roman numerals along-
side s (= shillings), d (= pence), and ob (= obolus, halfpenny).

Item, a Capon. ii.s.ii.d.

Item, Sawce iiii.d.

Item, Sacke, two Gallons. v.s.viii.d.

Item, Anchoues and Sacke after Supper. ii.s.vi.d.

Item, Bread. ob.

In the More extract on p. 36, there is also an instance of a pro-
abbreviation, which was a common Elizabethan orthographic prac-
tice: a p with a concave curve through the stem has replaced the pfo of
proclamation (1. 22).

Omitted letters
An ancient scribal practice was to place a tilde (~) over a letter to show
that a following letter — or letters — was being omitted. Most com-
monly the missing letter is an m or n, especially when the word

contains a double mm or nn.

Fal. He that buckles him in my belt, canot liue in lesse
(2H4. 1.2.139)

Hot. Hath Butler brought those horses fro the Sheriffe?
(1H4.2.3.69)




Space-savers §7

Aga. His blowes are wel dispos’d there Aiax. triipets cease
(Tro. 4.5.116)

The practice is usually employed in print to save space, as can be seen
in the Sonnets or Venus and Adonis, where the final two lines of each
stanza are indented and the printer sometimes had difficulty making a
long line of text fit into the reduced space. We find the problem twice
in the last lines of sonnets: whé for when (Sonn. 33.14) and Somers for
Sommers (56.14).

Occasionally we see a word with the letter omitted but the tilde

absent:

A back friend, a shoulder-clapper, one that countermads
(Err. 4.2.37).

It is impossible to say whether this is due to compositorial error or

broken type.

Superscript letters
Another scribal practice was to shorten common words by placing a
tiny raised letter (a superscript) above the word’s initial letter. In the
Folio there are many instances of y with a superscript u standing for
thou, t for that, and e for the.

Mort. Thou do’st then wrong me, as yslaughterer doth,
(1H6.2.5.109)

Char. So we be rid of them, do with him what ¥ wilt.
(1H6. 4.7.94)

Rather less often, we find a w with a small ¢, standing for which. We find
both which and the superscripts used in this example (AYLI. 3.2.401):

of madnes, W was to forsweare the ful stream of ¥ world,

In the handwritten extract from Sir Thomas More (p. 36}, we find two

other superscripts: y6 for your (line 11) and w for with (line 13).
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SPELLING
I'have left spelling to last, in this chapter, because although in many
ways the most important aspect of Shakespearean graphology — it is,
after all, the means whereby we recognize words, and thus sentences —
there is least that can be said about it by way of generalization. The
reason is that the Elizabethan spelling system was in — what we
linguists technically call — a mess. Or, to put it more circumspectly,
in the words of the orthoepist John Hart, in his influential An
Orthographie (1569, folio 2): there is ‘such confusion and disorder, as
it may be accounted rather a kind of ciphring’ than English spelling.

The causes of the disorder lay in the diversity of factors which
had influenced the evolution of the spelling system to that date.
French scribes had superimposed new spellings on the Old English
model (e.g. qu for cw, as in queen). Continental printers working in
England had brought some of their spellings with them (hence an
originally Dutch gh in ghost). The Renaissance had introduced many
new foreign words into English, often with novel and not always
consistent spellings (e.g. bazaar, guitar). There had been a major
shift in pronunciation of English vowels during the fifteenth century,
without a corresponding shift in spelling, so that the gap between the
spoken and written word had widened. And, during the sixteenth
century, the well-meaning efforts of the first spelling reformers had
actually increased the complexity of the system. Several had recom-
mended adding letters to words in order to show their etymology: for
example, a silent b was introduced into debt to show its Latin source
in debitum. To some scholars, of course, such new letters were excel-
lent features, but they had to be spoken aloud to achieve their best
effect. People who did not do so, such as Don Armado, were considered
by such pedants as Holofernes to be (glossing the Folio’s opening lines)
‘intolerable, affectedly precise, extravagantly behaved individuals,

torturers of correct spelling’ (LLL. 5.1.17):

I abhor such phanaticall phantasims, such insociable and poynt

deuise companions, such rackers of ortagriphie, as to speake dout
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fine, when he should say doubt; det, when he shold pronounce debt;
debt, not det: he clepeth a Calf, Caufe: halfe, haufe: neighbour
vocatur nebour; neigh abreuiated ne: this is abhominable, which he
would call abhominable it insinuateth me of infamie: ne inteligis

domine, to make franticke, lunaticke?

It drives me mad, says Holofernes. (Fine, incidentally, here means ‘in
an affectedly elegant way’. There are no grounds for emending the
word to sine b (i.e. ‘without b’), as if it arose out of an orthographic
confusion between f and s {see p. 44).)

There is a definite error in the spelling of one word in this
extract: abhominable is spelled the same way both times, which
makes no sense, as the whole point (as with the other words) is to
illustrate the contrast between two spellings. The Quarto text of the
play has abbominable: evidently a b has been mistaken for an h by a
compositor unable to follow (and who could blame him?) the sense of
the text at this point. Holofernes, of course, wants the h pronounced,
for he believes that abhominable come from Latin ab homine — that is,
‘away from man’, and therefore ‘inhuman, beastly’. This isn’t the
actual etymology, in fact (the word is abominabilis in Latin), but the
h spelling was nonetheless widely viewed to be correct at the time,
and that is how it is spelled in Shakespeare’s other sixteen uses in the
First Folio.

By the time Shakespeare had begun to write, scholars had tried
to sort out English spelling. Richard Mulcaster, the headmaster of
Merchant Taylors’ School, had written a work on the principles of
early education, called the Elementarie (1582). It is, he says, ‘a very
necessarie labor to set the writing certaine, that the reading may be
sure’, and to that end he set about compiling a word list of 8,500
recommended spellings, which proved to be extremely influential.
Over half the words in it give spellings that are still in use today. He
died in 1611 aged about eighty. Shakespeare would certainly have
known him, as the boy actors of Merchant Taylors were a well-

known theatre company, and both of their companies played at
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Hampton Court. The boys may even have been the ones chiefly in
mind when Hamlet and Rosencrantz pour scorn on the ‘eyrie of chil-
dren’ who were so fashionable that they were putting real actors out of
work (Ham. 2.2.338). And Mulcaster may (or, of course, may not) have
been the model for Holofernes.

The wheels of spelling change turn slowly, but by 1623 a
remarkable amount of standardization had already taken place, as
we can see if we look at one of the most distinctive features of
English spelling (and the source of some of the strongest complaints)
in the mid-sixteenth century: the use of ‘superfluous letters’. The
usual way of marking a short vowel was to double the following
consonant (as in modern English: the a of matting sounds short,
whereas in mating it is long). But a tendency had also emerged to
add a final e as well — thus producing such forms as fitte, hadde,
sette, and gette. In the Folio, however, these forms hardly appear. Of
the 300 instances of ‘get’, only one is gette; the rest are get. Similarly,
fitte turns up just once, compared with 160 instances of fit;
and hadde, even more curiously, just once out of 1,399 instances
of had.

It is possible to quantify the degree of difference between
Shakespearean and Modern English spelling by comparing older spel-
lings to modern ones. For example, here are the spellings of all the
words in the opening fifty lines of Hamlet, apart from common gram-
matical words (e.g. the, of, wilt), proper names (e.g. Francisco), and

singular/plural variants (e.g. night/nights).

Old spellings
againe, appear’d, appeare, assaile, beleefe, burnes, centinels, downe,
eares, fantasie, farewel, hast, heare, houre, intreated, leige-men,

peece, reliev’d, saies, seene, selfe, sicke, speake, starre, strook, thinke

Modern spellings
against, all, along, answer, apparition, approve, beating, bed, bell,

bid, carefully, come, course, Dane, dreaded, enter, exit, eyes,
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fortified, friends, get, give, good, goodnight, ground, guard, have,
heart, heaven, hold, holla, honest, illume, king, last, let, live, long,
made, make, meet, minutes, mouse, night, nothing, one, part,
place, pole, quiet, rivals, same, say, sight, sit, soldier, stand, stirring,
story, take, there, therefore, thing, touching, tush, twelve, twice,

two, unfold, watch, welcome, westward, yond

This is a typical result: the spellings in the First Folio are roughly
70 per cent identical with modern English.

Why then do we have the impression that Folio spellings are so
different? It is partly because a very small number of old spellings turn
up with great frequency. The addition of a final -e alone accounts for
over half of all instances. In fact, just five processes account for over

80 per cent of the difference between spellings then and now:

° the presence or absence of a final -e (againe)

° the use of an apostrophe to replace a letter e (arm’d)

° the use of ie instead of y at the end of a word (busie)

® the use of double instead of single consonants, especially double -/
{royall)

N the use of ie or ee for vowels with an ‘ee’ phonetic character (neere)

What small samples do not show is the unpredictability of spellings,
and this contributes to the impression of difference — do as well as doe,
hearts and harts, too and to, being and beeing, demand and demaund,
truely and truly, and so on. In some cases, the vacillation is even in the
same line or adjacent lines:

If you are arm’d to doe, as sworne to do,

(LLL.1.1.22)

thou hast forgotten to demand that truely, which thou
wouldest truly know.
(1H4.1.2.5)

A wide range of factors lie behind such variations. In most cases we

cannot talk of an ‘error’, as there was no standard spelling in use at the
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time. Nor was there any climate of demand for “correct’ spelling (apart
ffom in the minds of a few orthoepists). Printers did their best to
produce consistent copy, but with a wordstock of around 150,000
words to deal with, produced by writers that could be as arcane and
scholarly as Mulcaster, on the one hand, and as innovative and playful
as Shakespeare, on the other, it is hardly surprising that an intuition
about norms would be difficult to achieve. Also, printing factors
interfered. If a word did not fit into a line, it might be abbreviated.
We see a clear case of this during this speech of Vincentio (Shr. 5.1.80,

a prose passage, shown here in Folio lineation):

Vin. Lucentio: oh he hath murdred his Master: laie
hold on him I charge you in the Dukes name: oh my
sonne, my sonne: tell me thou villaine, where is my son

Lucentio.

The Folio norm is sonne — there are 555 instances of it and only 68
instances of son.

It is therefore most unwise to place any great weight on argu-
ments based on spelling, when examining Shakespearean texts. As we
saw in Chapter 2, one such argument has been used in the search for
evidence to support the claim that an extract from Sir Thomas More is
in Shakespeare’s handwriting. The first scholars who made this claim
suggested that there were idiosyncratic spellings in the extract, and
that these could also be found in the text of plays known to be by
Shakespeare. The spelling of silence as scilens was one, found also as
the name of a character in the Quarto edition of 2H4 [not in the Folio,
where it is Silence). F. W. Bateson’s comment in a 1975 essay was
typical: this is a spelling ‘to be found nowhere else in the whole of
English literature’.® But such claims are premature. The OED has
examples from 1225, and although that dictionary gives no illustra-
tions of sc in silence after 1513, they are there, awaiting discovery.
A.C. Partridge, for example, ‘without any search for parallel spellings’,
came across two from the Elizabethan period.* Scilens has since been

spotted in the writing of the playwright John Mason, in The Puritan
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(1607) and The Turke (1610). And it has to be said that spellings with
an sc representing the sound /s/ are not at all uncommon in Early
Modern English, as every Folio play illustrates (with the word scene).
Followed by an i, we see the spelling in science, sciatica, conscience
(pronounced with an [s| at the time: see Chapter 6}, discipled, disci-
pline, lasciuious, and many more. Conversely, words with modern
sc sometimes had s, as in sent (= scent, Ham. 1.5.58) and symitare
(= scimitar, MV. 2.1.24). Scythe appears as sythe (three times in the
Folio), sieth (in Sonn. 12, 60, 100), syeth (Sonn. 123), and in sithed
(Lover. 12). Sometimes sc appears as ¢, as in Cizers (Err. 5.1.75) and a
further guess at scimitar: Cemitar (Tro. 5.1.2). With a sound/spelling
relationship plainly in evolution, it would be unwise to make any
claims about individual preferences. If we want to argue that
Sir Thomas More is Shakespearean, we must look to other kinds of

evidence than spelling.
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4 ‘Know my stops’: Shakespearean
~ punctuation

Also falling under the heading of graphology is the set of orthographic
practices that we call English punctuation. The conventions have
taken a millennium to develop, and (as Internet innovations show)
the process is not over yet. From a time (in Old English) when manu-
scripts were almost totally unpunctuated, apart from a few indications
of voice inflection, we have moved to a stage where a full use of
punctuation is a mark of education. Grammars and publishing houses
formulate rules governing usage, and we struggle to follow them -
struggle, because the recommendations of different grammarians and
publishers do not always agree, even within British (as opposed to
American) English. Punctuation is not so much a system, more a set
of practices of varying rigour.

Why is punctuation such a problem? Because a huge amount of

linguistic responsibility has been placed on a very small number of marks:

the period (.), also called a point or full stop

the semi-colon (;)

the colon (:)

the comma (,)

single (') or double (“ ”) inverted commas (especially in UK
usage), also called quotation marks or quote marks

the hyphen (-)

the dash (- )

parentheses ( ), also called round brackets

the question mark (?)

the exclamation mark or (especially US usage) exclamation
point (!)

the apostrophe (')
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Leaving aside more specialized features, such as square brackets ([ ])
and obelisks (§}, this amounts to not even a dozen marks, and these

have to perform a range of overlapping functions.

° Conveying a pause, of varying duration, e.g. two dashes longer
than one; periods longer than commas.

° Suggesting a tone of voice, e.g. question marks with a rising
pitch; exclamations with a falling pitch; parentheses with a
lower, faster, and quieter mode of speech.

o Marking a grammatical construction: a period ending a sen-
tence (as does a question mark and exclamation mark);
inverted commas demarcating direct speech.

° Adding a meaning: inverted commas identifying the title of a
work or giving ‘special’ emphasis; repeated exclamation marks
raising the emotional tone.

° Marking types of word, e.g. a period showing an abbreviation
{Mr.); a hyphen identifying a compound word (washing-
machine).

° Organizing the text, e.g. a hyphen at the end of a line signalling

a word-break; a colon relating numerals (as in times, 6:15).

In particular, faced with a punctuation mark, it can be unclear
whether the writer has used it as a guide to pronunciation (a ‘phonetic’
or ‘elocutional’ function) or to make the text easy to read (a ‘gramma-
tical’ or ‘semantic function’). Even in Modern English, despite two
centuries of familiarity with standard English marks and practices, the
punctuation of many sentences can be read aloud in several different
ways. The problem is very much greater in reading original
Shakespearean texts because during his lifetime not just the conven-
tions of using punctuation, but the marks themselves, were still in the
process of being established.

The modern set of marks slowly emerged during the sixteenth
century, with English writers influenced by continental practices.
Earlier marks, such as the virgule (/) used by William Caxton, gradu-

ally fell out of use in print, though it was still often used in
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manuscripts to mark major pauses. It was a time of erratic growth, as
can be seen in the sporadic arrival in English of punctuation nomen-
clature. The word punctuation is first recorded in the OED in 1539.
Comma in its sense as a punctuation mark is known from 1530. (In its
senses of ‘pause’ or ‘detail’, it turns up twice in Shakespeare.] And
during the second half of the century we encounter the first recorded
uses (again, in their sense of marks) of apostrophe (1588), colon (1589),
full stop (1596), and point of interrogation (1598 - the term question
mark arrives surprisingly late, in 1905). The next two decades provide
instances of hyphen (1603), period (1609), and stop (1616). Semi-colon —
sometimes also called a comma colon — is much later {1644), as is the
note of exclamation (1657) and quotation quadrats (1683 - what would
in the nineteenth century be called quotation marks; a quadrat was a
small metal block used for spacing). Dash and bracket are eighteenth
century.

Interestingly, Shakespeare is the first recorded user of two of
these words. “You find not the apostrophus, and so miss the accent’,
says Holofernes, criticizing the way Nathaniel has read Don Armado’s
letter to Jaquenetta (LLL. 4.2.119), which the OED dates — somewhat
prematurely — as 1588. He means: ‘you are ignoring the marks of
elision’. And Salerio shuts up the burbling Solanio with an abrupt:
‘Come, the full stop!” (MV. 3.1.15). The OED assigns 1596 to that one.

We should never read too much into ‘first recorded uses’, of
course: they tell us only the first time lexicographers have (so far)
discovered that someone has written a word down (see p. 8).
Punctuation terms would have been in spoken usage, especially
among printers, for some time before they first appeared in writing.
Semi-colons, for instance, began to be used in English books with
some frequency in the 1580s, and isolated uses can be traced back to
1538. They were probably described in several ways before the term
semi-colon became the norm. But the dates nonetheless do reinforce
the main point, which is that the basis of English punctuation prac-
tices was being established at precisely the time that Shakespeare was

writing. New usages are inevitably prone to inconsistency and error.
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We must expect, then, to find a great deal of variation in the way
writers, copyists, and compositors employed them.

Some scholars were already trying to impose order on what was
happening. George Puttenham, in his Art of English Poesie (1589,
quoted here with modern spelling and punctuation), reminded his

readers that English could do no better than follow Classical models:

The ancient reformers of language invented three manner of

pauses, one of less leisure than another, and such several
intermissions of sound to serve (besides easement to the breath) for
a treble distinction of sentences or parts of speech, as they happened
to be more or less perfect in sense. The shortest pause or intermission
they called ‘comma’, as who would say a piece of a speech cut off.
The second they called ‘colon’, not a piece but as it were a member for
his larger length, because it occupied twice as much time as the
‘comma’. The third they called ‘periodus’, for a complement or full
pause, and as a resting place and perfection of so much former speech
as had been uttered, and from whence they needed not to pass any

further unless it were to renew more matter to enlarge the tale.

What he is recommending is a three-grade system, using the formula
‘one period = two colons = four commas’. Some writers, such as the
author of the influential An Orthographie (1569), John Hart, used a
musical analogy: if a comma is a crotchet, then a colon is a minim.
The approach was frequently advocated until the nineteenth
century, and may still be encountered today in recommendations for
public speaking. If you try it, you will quickly see that it is far too
mechanical a system to cope with the complexities of English syntax.
When followed pedantically it produces the most bizarre rhythms and
a kind of oratory which is miles away from Hamlet’s recommendation
to have speech come ‘trippingly upon the tongue’ (Ham. 3.2.2). But in
Elizabethan England, many felt it was an ideal to be aimed at, and
certainly the way commas and colons are distributed in
Shakespearean texts, often being used in places where periods would

be grammatically expected, suggests that at least some people were
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following it. When the semi-colon arrived, making a four-grade sys-
tem, its length was usually considered to be between that of the
comma and the colon.

The big question was whether punctuation marks were there to
help speaking or reading. If the former, then they had to be given clear
phonetic values. If the latter, then it did not matter what length the
marks represented as long as they made the sense clear. It is easy to see
that the former approach would appeal to actors, wanting their scripts
to give them as many clues as possible about how a speech should be
read; and the latter would appeal to publishers, wanting their books to
be as readable as possible. Between 1590 and 1630 it is possible to
sense a sea-change in the way people thought of punctuation: early on,
the phonetic/elocutional approach was the dominant one; later, the
grammatical/semantic approach ruled.

How we interpret the periods, colons, semi-colons, and commas
of a Shakespearean text thus involves our judgement about whether
their use is motivated by phonetic or grammatical considerations.
When we see a mark interfering with a grammatical construction,
we might well infer that the only reason it is there (transmission errors
of copying or printing aside) is to give the actors a clue about how to
say it. A good example is the coordination of two nouns with and (as in
boys and girls). Today we do not allow a comma before the and, and

the same practice was normal in Elizabethan texts:

hee is pure Ayre and Fire, and the full elements of Earth and
Water neuer appeare in him
(H5.3.7.20).

It is grammatically unnecessary, therefore, in King Henry’s descrip-

tion of Hotspur:

Who is sweet Fortunes Minion, and her Pride
(1H4.1.1.82).

But we can easily imagine a rendition in which an actor gives that

comma some dramatic value.
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The principle is easy to state, more difficult to interpret: when a
punctuation mark is used that is not required by Early Modern
English grammar, then it has to be explained, and - once an error in
transmission is ruled out — the most likely explanation is that it is
there for phonetic purposes. We can rule out transmissional error if
we find repeated examples of the same pattern over a wide range of
texts — which is what we do find if we go looking for examples of
coordinated noun phrases with and. But often we do not have to look
so far for a norm, as the immediate context illustrates it. When
Antony shakes hands with Caesar’s murderers (JC. 3.1.186), there
are no commas between the names and the pronouns — apart from

@Scal

Next Caius Cassius do I take your hand;
Now Decius Brutus yours; now yours Metellus;
Yours Cinna; and my valiant Caska, yours;

Though last, not least in loue, yours good Trebonius.

Casca was the first to stab Caesar {‘Speake hands for me’). Might we
therefore imagine the actor playing Antony to take that comma ser-
iously, delaying the onset of yours, and perhaps doing some business
with Casca’s hands at that point? This is somebody else’s problem, not
mine. But having been present at the rehearsals of the Globe’s 2005
production of Troilus and Cressida, where director Giles Block used
the Folio text, I can affirm that there were many discussions between
director and actors over precisely how much value to attach to a
comma.

The same principle applies to the other marks. Here is a com-
mon version of the last two lines of A Midsummer Night’s Dream

(before the fairies arrive to clear up):

A fortnight hold we this solemnity
In nightly revels and new jollity.

That, indeed, is the simplest present-day punctuation, and it is what I

find in all the modern editions I have. But the Folio has this:
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A fortnight hold we this solemnity.

In nightly reuels; and new jollitie.

It looks erratic, on first glance. But if we allow In nightly reuels a
separate status, a fresh nuance emerges, and perhaps an actor might
want to make something of it.

Not everyone likes to pay close attention to punctuation. Some
directors think that the plays have too much. Peter Hall, for example,
has this to say (in his Diaries, 21 August 1975, edited by John Goodwin):

Shakespeare’s text is always absurdly over punctuated: generations
of scholars have tried to turn him into a good grammarian. Even the
original printed texts are not much help - the first printers popped in
some extra punctuation. When punctuation is just relaxed to the

flow of the spoken word, the actor is liberated.

Well, up to a point. It is certainly true that some compositors added a
great deal of fresh punctuation. We know, for example, that compo-
sitor B of the First Folio was a heavy punctuator, adding many marks
(especially commas) to the text. We also know that the scrivener
Ralph Crane, who prepared some of the transcripts for the Folio com-
positors, had some idiosyncratic punctuation habits. But there are
many cases where, either through accident or design, a text appears
which can suggest an interesting reading or performance, and these
have to be given every consideration. The following extract is, from a
grammatical point of view, over-punctuated; but it could be argued
that the commas well reflect Morton’s nervously excited report on the
battle of Shrewsbury (2H4. 1.1.131):

The summe of all,
Is, that the King hath wonne: and hath sent out
A speedy power, to encounter you my Lord,

Vnder the Conduct of yong Lancaster

Writers on the whole avoided the problem by putting the bare

minimum of punctuation into their manuscripts. The extract from
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Sir Thomas More shown in Figure 4 (p. 36) is a good example. It has
hardly any periods, few commas, two semi-colons (if that is what they

are), no question marks, no colons. Some lines cry out for punctuation:

marry god forbid that (1]

what rebell captaine . ..
can still the rout who will obay [th] a traytor [21]
kill them cutt their throts possesse their howses [25]

When marks are used, they are often idiosyncratic. The More writer
seems to give the semi-colon the value of a period, and in line 28 we
see a comma and a period used together.

Before the 1580s, the period, comma, colon, question mark, and
round brackets are regularly found in printed texts. Sometimes an
inverted semi-colon is used where we would expect a question mark.
Why? There are lots of questions asked in plays, and with a limited
supply of pieces of type available at any one time, we can easily
imagine a compositor using up all the ‘marks of interrogation’ in his
distribution box and finding it necessary to adapt another piece of type
for the purpose. When the semi-colon started to be used routinely,
during the 1580s, we often find it being used interchangeably with the
colon, perhaps for the same reason. The primary function of the colon
was to mark a pause (it is actually called pause in Ben Jonson’s English
Grammar), and as pauses are the sort of thing that actors need to know
about, it is not surprising to find colons far more in demand in printed
plays than they would be in a piece of scholarly prose.

Whatever the reason, we often encounter a mixture of colons and
semi-colons in Shakespearean texts, with compositors (such as those
who set the First Folio) varying in their preferences for the one or the
other. As aresult, it is difficult to know whether a contrast in usage was
introduced in order to show different lengths of pause, or whether it was
a random choice. For example, there seems to be dramatic purpose
behind the several marks in this speech of Leontes (WT. 1.2.108), for
they break up the text into disjointed units of discourse that well reflect

his emotional turmoil as he imagines Hermione’s infidelity.
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Leo. Too hot, too hot:
To mingle friendship farre, is mingling bloods,
I haue Tremor Cordis on me: my heart daunces,
But not for ioy; not ioy. This Entertainment
May a free face put on: deriue a Libertie 5
From Heartinesse, from Bountie, fertile Bosome,
And well become the Agent: 't may; I graunt:
But to be padling Palmes, and pinching Fingers,
As now they are, and making practis’d Smiles
As in a Looking-Glasse; and then to sigh, as ‘twere 10
The Mort o’th’Deere: oh that is entertainment

My Bosome likes not, nor my Browes.

The sequence in line 7 certainly seems to have contrastive value, with
the semi-colon expressing a shorter pause than the colon; but in other
lines, the contrast is not so clear. I can imagine one actor giving a
longer pause for the colon after Deere than he would use for the semi-
colon after Glasse, and another hardly pausing after Deere at all. Both
would work in performance.

EXCLAMATION MARKS
Exclamation marks can be one of the most noticeable features of
a modern edition, but few of them are original. They began to be
used in English texts during the 1590s, and were immediately often
confused with question marks, both physically (by compositors mix-
ing up pieces of type) and editorially, when the grammatical function
of a sentence was unclear. Rhetorical questions posed a particular
difficulty (a modern example: How should I know), as did exclama-
tory questions (Hasn’t she grown). Even today, there can be uncer-
tainty over which end-mark to use, and - judging by the confusion -
it was a real problem for Elizabethan writers/editors/compositors.
Sometimes, the meaning of the sentence is the dominant factor,
and the result is an exclamation mark (the ‘note of admiration’,

or ‘wonderer’, as John Hart called it). At other times we see texts
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where the user has plainly been influenced by the grammatical
Jook’ of the sentence and gone for a question mark (Hart’s ‘note of
interrogation’, or ‘asker’). These are the ones which can cause some
confusion when reading an original text, as in these lines {Ham.
1.2.132):

O God, O God!
How weary, stale, flat, and vnprofitable
Seemes to me all the vses of this world?

Fie on’t? Oh fie, fie, ‘tis an vnweeded Garden ...

The first question mark is easy to explain, given that the sentence
begins with a question-word, How. The second is a puzzle, and has to
be put down to uncertainty on the part of the user, who certainly knew
about exclamation marks, for there is one just two lines before.
A similar vacillation appears later in the play (2.2.303), where a series
of parallel rhetorical questions begins with an exclamation mark and
then continues with question marks:

What a piece of worke is a man! how Noble in Reason? how
infinite in faculty? in forme and mouing how expresse and admir-
able? in Action, how like an Angel? in apprehension, how like

a God?

The problem is a recurring one: to give just one more example, here is
Portia talking to herself about her situation (JC. 2.4.39):

Aye me! How weake a thing

The heart of woman is?

Sheis alone, and plainly the force of the sentence is exclamatory rather
than questioning,.

We can sometimes see the uncertainty going in the other direc-
tion, with an exclamation mark used in place of a question mark. The
error is not common in the Folio, as there are only 350 exclamation
marks in the whole book, but there are three clear cases.
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- A messenger arrives for Caius Martius (Cor. 1.1.221):

Mess. Where’s Caius Martius?

Mar. Heere: what’s the matter!

The exclamation mark is wrong, for this is a genuine question, and
taken as such: the Messenger immediately answers it.

— When Demetrius wakes and sees Helena, he expostulates (MND.
3.2.137):

O Helen, goddesse, nimph, perfect, diuine,
To what, my loue, shall I compare thine eyne!

Christall is muddy,

The second line is rhetorical, but it is undoubtedly a question, for he
answers it himself.

- Apemantus and Timon have been rudely interrogating each other in
several exchanges, and after each question there is a question mark.
But we then find this, from Apemantus (Tim. 4.3.312):

What man didd’st thou euer know vnthrift, that was beloued
after his meanes!

Tim. Who without those meanes thou talk’st of, didst thou euer
know belou’d?

Ape. My selfe.

It is the only exclamation mark in the sequence, and is clearly an error.
We might have expected the Folio compositors to have gone in
for exclamation marks, following the lead of Ben Jonson, who shows

no reluctance to use them in his prefatory memorial:

I, therefore will begin. Soule of the Age!
The applause! delight! the wonder of our Stage!

But they are rarely found in the plays, and are missing even in places
where the exclamatory function of the language is undeniable, as in the

climactic ending of King Henry’s speech before Agincourt (H5. 3.1.34):

Cry, God for Harry, England, and S. George.
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or the Ghost’s heartbroken cry {(Ham. 1.5.80):
Oh horrible Oh horrible, most horrible:

All we get is an unexciting period and a colon, respectively.

There is no correlation between the distribution of exclamation
marks in the First Folio and the assumed chronological order of the
plays. Seven plays have none at all (TGV, Shr, 1H6, Wiv, H5, TN, MM,
WT). The exclamation mark was only just beginning to make its appear-
ance when Shakespeare was writing his first plays, so it is perhaps not
surprising to see none there. But any thought of a developmental expla-
nation for the distribution of these marks in the First Folio disappears
when we see that The Winter’s Tale has none either. Far more likely is
that the presence or absence of exclamation marks reflects different
awareness and preferences on the part of the Folio compositors.

The vast majority of the exclamation marks (319 out of 350, 91
per cent) appear in a sentence or line which begins with an interjection
—and in 265 cases (83 per cent) this is Oh or O - either the emotional
noise or the vocative form of address (it is often unclear which is
which). To illustrate, here are all the Folio examples from Romeo

and Juliet {with Norton line numbers):

700: O deare account! My life is my foes debt.
1574: O!Iam Fortunes foole.

1721: O God!

1732: O Nature! what had’st thou to doe in hell,
1827: O deadly sin, O rude vnthankefulnesse!
1977: To heare good counsell: oh what learning is!
2087: O God! I haue an ill Diuining soule,

2251: O God!

2285: Auncient damnation, O most wicked fiend!
2608: O Lamentable day!

2963: O true Appothecarie!

3075: O heauen!

3076: O wife looke how our Daughter bleedes!
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There was evidently a strong association of the mark with emotional
" discourse. But it was not general printing-house practice to set an
exclamation-mark after a sentence beginning with O(h), for there are
dozens of such sentences in Henry VI Part 1, The Winter’s Tale, and the
other plays which have no instances (we can see one in line 11 of the
Leontes speech on p. 72). We must be seeing typesetting idiosyncrasy here.

Whoever set Much Ado About Nothing and A Midsummer Night'’s
Dream (the only two plays in which exclamation marks appear more
frequently than one in a hundred lines) had a much more sophisticated
(and modern) set of ideas about how these marks should be used. These
compositors still made the occasional error, but they knew about the
force of exclamatory sentences beginning with What or How (without
any preceding interjection) and they were beginning to experiment with
the use of the mark for statements uttered with extra feeling, and seeing
how it could be carried through a sequence of sentences to mark a

continuing mood. Here are the non-O(h) examples from these two plays:

Exclamatory ‘what/how’ sentences

Ado, 302: How sweetly doe you minister to loue,
That know loues griefe by his complexion!

MND, 1591: My Oberon, what visions haue I seene!

An imperative sentence
MND, 1690: Behold how like a maid she blushes heere!

Emphatic statements

Ado, 609: the Princes foole!

Ado, 1562: A maid and stuft!

Ado, 1977: Princes and Counties!

Ado, 2130: Some haste my Lord!

Ado, 2484: Suffer loue! a good epithite, I do suffer loue

in-deede,

In four of these last five cases, the exclamatory utterance is repeating

or taking up an utterance made by a preceding speaker.
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The text of A Midsummer Night’s Dream also illustrates a rare
sequence of marks, during one of Pyramus’ hyperbolic outpourings
(MND. 5.1.273):

2080: Eyes do you see! How can it be!
O dainty Ducke: O Deere!
Thy mantle good; what staind with blood!

The only other case I have found of this happening is in Julius Caesar,
where the citizens (here numbered 1, 2, 3, and 4} echo each other’s
horror at the murder of Caesar (JC. 3.2.199):

1735: O pitteous spectacle!

1l

2. O Noble Caesar!

3. O wofull day!

4. O Traitors, Villaines!
&

O most bloody sight!

Four hundred years on, the use of the exclamation mark has
expanded and settled down. It is now used routinely with interjections
(Oh!), greetings (HappyA Xmas!), peremptory commands (Stop/),
expressions of surprise (What a mess!), loud speech in dialogue (I'm
in the garden!), and ironic or pointed comments (He paid, for a
change!). Style-guides advocate caution, noting the tendency for
them to be over-used. On the whole, modern editions of Shakespeare
do not introduce them excessively (a contrast with Victorian times,
when they littered the pages). But it is important to know that, when
reading such material as the following, all exclamation marks (and
indeed the dashes too) have been added by the modern editor (Rom.
3.3.75, Penguin edition):

Friar: Hark, how they knock! — Who's there? - Romeo, arise.
Thou wilt be taken. — Stay a while! - Stand up.
Knock
Run to my study. - By and by! - God’s will,

What simpleness is this! -~ I come, I come!
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Compare this with the Folio lines:

Harke how they knocke:
(Who's there) Romeo arise,
Thou wilt be taken, stay a while, stand up
Knocke.
Run to my study: by and by, Gods will

What simplenesse is this: I come, [ come.

PARENTHESES
The use of parentheses in this last example illustrates another dis-
tinctive feature of original Shakespearean t