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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the donation of books made by Alexander Thistlethwayte (?1718-
1771), a Hampshire grandee and bibliophile, to the Fellows’ Library of Winchester
College, the oldest of the English public schools. The first two chapters demonstrate the
largely untapped potential of two unique books in the Thistlethwayte benefaction to
advance scholarly understanding of topics relating to the copying and transmission of
early modern literary texts. The second part of the thesis examines the collecting habits
which shaped the physical configuration of Thistlethwayte’s books and the contents of his
library. Chapter Three rediscovers the role of the anthology in late seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century cultures of compilation, through a comparison of Sammelbande
assembled by Thistlethwayte with those that he acquired from an Oxford graduate of the
1690s. Chapter Four traces the growth of Thistlethwayte’s library in the context of his life
as a gentleman, taking in evidence from Thistlethwayte’s later donation of books to his
alma mater, Wadham College, Oxford. The thesis concludes by reflecting on the
conditions of access to the Fellows’ Library from which this doctoral project has
benefited, and considers ways of extending the benefits of access and community

engagement to scholars and the wider public.
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NOTE ON CITATIONS

References to printed sources give the name(s) of the publisher or publishers, except
where the original imprint explicitly names the printer(s) only, in which cases the
reference states ‘printed by’ along with the name(s) and other publication details in

parentheses.



INTRODUCTION

ALEXANDER THISTLETHWAYTE’S BOOKS IN WINCHESTER
COLLEGE FELLOWS’ LIBRARY

In 1767, Alexander Thistlethwayte (?1718-1771), a Hampshire grandee and bibliophile,
donated a large collection of ancient and modern European poetry to the Fellows’ Library
of Winchester College, the oldest of the English public schools.® The books that make up
Thistlethwayte’s benefaction — the largest that the library had hitherto received — are the
focus of this thesis, providing both individual case-studies and a window on to

Thistlethwayte’s collecting career.

The first part of the thesis concentrates on two of the more remarkable artefacts in
Thistlethwayte’s collection, demonstrating their largely untapped potential to advance
scholarly understanding in their respective fields. The opening two chapters present case-
studies that shed new light on topics relating to the copying and transmission of late
sixteenth- and seventeenth-century literary texts. The first of these case-studies examines
Thistlethwayte’s copy of James VI of Scotland’s first published work, Essayes of a
Prentise, in the Divine Art of Poesie (1584). In this copy, the printed anthology is
supplemented by a number of manuscript poems, making the book a unique witness to the
transmission and reception of James’s poetry in Scottish elite circles. My study reveals
how the owners of this book used scribal networks to reframe James’s identity as a
published poet, as well as to participate in the innovative poetic culture of the Jacobean

court in late sixteenth-century Scotland. The second case-study is based on the largest

! Winchester College (founded in the 1380s by William of Wykeham) is the oldest of the seven elite boys’
schools named in the Public Schools Act 1868; The Statutes of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Ireland, 31 & 32 Victoria, 1867-8, ed. by George Kettilby Rickards (London: printed by George E. Eyre
and William Spottiswoode, 1868), p. 544.



surviving portion of Lewis Theobald’s printer’s copy for his ambitious 1733 edition of
Shakespeare’s plays. Theobald used the preceding edition as his copy-text, despite his
public scorn for its editor, Alexander Pope. This chapter re-examines Theobald’s motives
for doing so, and argues that his success in tackling the widespread inaccuracies that he
inherited from Pope was compromised by a specialist methodology which has not hitherto

been properly understood.

Building on the insights of these case-studies into the material history of manuscript
and printed texts, the following chapter turns its attention to the physical and intellectual
construction of the books that Thistlethwayte gave to Winchester College. Over one third
of the nearly 1300 titles which Thistlethwayte donated are preserved in composite books,
or Sammelbande, bound together according to the needs and interests of an individual
collector. Extending Jeffrey Todd Knight’s recent work on the literary culture of
compilation in the early modern period, this chapter turns the spotlight on compiling
habits in a later era, through a comparison of Thistlethwayte’s own practices with those of
a clergyman born half a century earlier whose books Thistlethwayte bought and kept in
their original state.”> It makes the case that custom-made compilations form a hitherto
neglected dimension of late seventeenth- and eighteenth-century anthology culture, one in
which individual collectors reconfigured literary history as an act of social and cultural

self-fashioning.

Having demonstrated the distinctive potential of Thistlethwayte’s books in Winchester
College Fellows’ Library to generate new knowledge in several diverse branches of
literary scholarship, the thesis proceeds to reconstruct Thistlethwayte’s career as a

collector. The fourth chapter examines the part played by Thistlethwayte’s special

2 Jeffrey Todd Knight, Bound to Read: Compilations, Collections, and the Making of Renaissance
Literature (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2013).
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interest in books in his life as a gentleman; in the process, it charts the growth and
character of a previously unexplored library of the mid-eighteenth century. By the late
1760s, when Thistlethwayte made his donation to Winchester College, he had amassed an
uncommonly large library of at least eight and a half thousand volumes, with broad and
up-to-date coverage of almost all the major branches of knowledge. Thistlethwayte made
careful arrangements to secure his legacy as a collector: four years after sending a large
share of his poetry collection to Winchester College, he made a second donation of books
to his alma mater, Wadham College, Oxford, this time giving prose works in a wide range
of subjects including history, theology, geography and science. Following his death in
1771, the remainder of Thistlethwayte’s library was sold, and the fixed price catalogue
issued by the bookseller Benjamin White in 1772 provides a useful, though not entirely

reliable, record of the books that Thistlethwayte left behind.?

Combining information from White’s catalogue with evidence uncovered by my
investigations of the Winchester and Wadham collections, the fourth chapter affirms
Thistlethwayte’s enthusiasm for the classical trends of mid-eighteenth-century bibliophilic
culture. It also casts new light on the social contexts of Thistlethwayte’s collecting,
arguing that to a large extent his library grew out of his cultural inheritance and provincial
milieu as a gentleman. Drawing on records preserved among the family papers in
Hampshire Archives, part of the chapter contrasts Thistlethwayte’s investment in books
during his formative years with that of his younger brother, the Grand Tourist and MP
Francis Whithed (1719-1751); the juxtaposition reveals the profound impact on
Thistlethwayte’s book-collecting habits of his early social formation as heir to his father’s
estates. Throughout his life, it appears that Thistlethwayte relied on local sales and

intellectual exchanges to expand his collection, making very few documented purchases

® Benjamin White, A Catalogue of the Library of Alexander Thistlethwayte, Esq; Late Knight of the Shire
for the County of Hants; and of Various Other Valuable Collections of Books (London: [n. pub.], 1772).
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on the continent or at London auctions. Such habits, however, did not prevent him from
amassing a library with a rich European heritage. The final section of the chapter
rediscovers the intellectual culture of a Huguenot refugee family, the Mutels, through the
books that Thistlethwayte acquired from the first descendant of the family to be born and
live in England. This was Thistlethwayte’s largest known second-hand purchase, and the
surviving books tell the story of how international networks of intellectual exchange

helped the Mutel family in its journey from exile to assimilation.

In light of this new understanding of the cultural contexts of Thistlethwayte’s
collecting, the closing chapter of the thesis reassesses the confluence of interests that
brought some of Thistlethwayte’s books to Winchester College Fellows’ Library. Until
the middle of the nineteenth century, the Fellows’ Library, housed in a converted chantry,
was the only repository of books at the school.* It was ordinarily closed to the boys, and
served a relatively small community of Fellows, schoolmasters and their visitors. The
history of the library in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries has been informatively
surveyed by J. M. G. Blakiston, Fellows’ Librarian in the mid-twentieth century.’
Blakiston’s accounts credit Thistlethwayte with bringing about a watershed in the
library’s development: having remained since its foundation a learned and predominantly
theological collection, the library ‘underwent a radical change of character’ in 1767, when
Thistlethwayte transformed its coverage of the poetic tradition.® While accepting
Blakiston’s assessment of the impact of Thistlethwayte’s benefaction on the scholarly
balance of the library, this study provides a new account of the rewards of

Thistlethwayte’s donation for the library community and for the school’s cultural identity.

* Walter Oakeshott, ‘Winchester College Library before 1750°, The Library, 5" ser., 9 (1954), 1-16 (p. 1).

® See principally, J. M. G. Blakiston, ‘Winchester College Library in the Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth
Centuries’, The Library, 51 ser., 17 (1962), 23-45; and J. M. G. Blakiston, ‘The Fellows’ Library: Sir
Thomas Phillipps and After’, in Winchester College: Sixth-Centenary Essays, ed. by Roger Custance
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982), pp. 403-429.

® Blakiston, ‘The Fellows’ Library’, p. 403.



In 1766, just one year before the arrival of Thistlethwayte’s books, the College appointed
the poet and critic Joseph Warton as headmaster, following eleven years’ service in a
lesser post. With his stature in literary circles and his concern for the enrichment of the
Fellows’ Library, Warton brought a new cultural energy to the school from its highest
level, and this study explores his likely role in securing Thistlethwayte’s poetry collection

for the Fellows’ Library.

The Fellows’ Library, like many smaller libraries which have historically lacked a
defined public role, has been little explored by scholars. As the first extended study of
part of its holdings, this thesis exploits the scholarly potential not only of individual books
as unique textual witnesses, but also of a whole collection as a window on to late
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century book-collecting cultures. This approach intersects
with that of scholars working in the developing field of book history, and highlights the
special interest of the Fellows’ Library and other more private collections as resources for
this kind of study. In 2009, David Pearson noted that ‘as the digital age gradually
diminishes the importance of books for the purpose of accessing texts, there is increasing
interest in the systematic study of their non-textual aspects’: the ownership marks,
bindings and annotations which show that books have a social and cultural history
independent of their authorial identity.” Pearson’s remarks introduce a book of essays on
the collections which the British Library has absorbed by purchase and donation since its
origin in 1753. Contributions to the book exploit the riches of a national library which has

preserved numerous collections assembled by distinguished private owners; several of the

" David Pearson, ‘Introduction: From Texts to Collections’, in Libraries within the Library: The Origins of
the British Library’s Printed Collections, ed. by Giles Mandelbrote and Barry Taylor (London: British
Library, 2009), pp. 1-7 (p. 3).



essays also illuminate the management practices which have obscured and in some ways

actively eroded the identity of these collections.®

To a far greater extent than the British Library, Winchester College Fellows’ Library
has depended on the generosity of private donors to sustain its growth. With limited
resources and little institutional pressure to integrate its holdings, the Fellows’ Library has
managed its collections with respect for their historical integrity, preserving and
systematically recording the evidence of their provenance and use. Two of my case-
studies assess the hitherto unexamined relationships between material from the British
Library and items held in the Fellows’ Library, creating opportunities to gauge the small-
scale impact of the two institutions’ contrasting management practices. The final chapter
of the thesis reflects on these opportunities, and emphasises the wider scholarly benefits of
the Fellows’ Library’s resistance to disguising or erasing the character of the historic

collections within it.

This doctoral research project has been accomplished under the auspices of an AHRC-
funded partnership between the University of Birmingham and Winchester College. The
partnership has facilitated periods of extended access to the Fellows’ Library, during
which time it has been possible not only to undertake a thorough investigation of the
Thistlethwayte books, but also to survey the collection electronically using the library
catalogue. This computer catalogue, the work of the Fellows’ Librarian, Geoff Day,
supplants an old card catalogue; however, its records are not currently accessible online.
The challenge of increasing the visibility of collections in a research environment which is
increasingly dependent on online resources appears to be a particularly acute one for

libraries outside the HE sector. RLUK, in association with The London Library, recently

8 For discussion of the reorganisation of foundation collections and new acquisitions by British Museum
librarians, and the role of duplicate sales in breaking up collections, see the articles by T. A. Birrell, James
Carley and Alison Walker in Libraries within the Library.
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published the results of its 2010 survey of ‘hidden collections’ in UK libraries across all
sectors; the report noted that ‘[m]Juseums, public libraries and independent libraries have a
higher proportion of collections which are invisible online’, with nine survey respondents

reporting that none of their collections could be found on a web OPAC.®

In its conclusion, the thesis recommends that the Fellows’ Library explore the
feasibility of providing online access to its catalogue records as a strategic priority for its
digital future. The concluding chapter also considers the range of audiences who might
benefit from increasing awareness of the Fellows’ Library’s collections, including library
professionals and volunteers, local interest groups and independent researchers, as well as
the academic community. This project has already begun to engage these audiences: a
one-day symposium held in Winchester in early 2013 drew participants interested not only
in the Fellows’ Library’s rich holdings, but also in its expertise in managing historic
collections and working with researchers. In 1767, Thistlethwayte’s poetry collection
filled a symbolic gap in the Fellows’ Library’s collections, bringing its holdings into
closer alignment with the active literary culture of the school; in the twenty-first century,
this project has shaped a new understanding of Thistlethwayte’s legacy in the context of

libraries past and present.

° Hidden Collections: Report of the Findings of the RLUK Retrospective Cataloguing Survey in Association
with The London Library (London: RLUK, 2012)
<http://www.rluk.ac.uk/files/RLUK%20Hidden%?20Collections_0.pdf> [accessed 29 August 2013] (pp. 6,
15).



CHAPTER ONE

JAMES VI AND I’S ESSAYES OF A PRENTISE (1584) AND
JACOBEAN LITERARY CULTURE

James VI of Scotland, and later | of England (1566-1625), displayed unprecedented range
and ambition as a royal author. He became the first British monarch to authorise the
publication of his literary output at the age of just eighteen, with the printing of his
collection of original poems and translations, The Essayes of a Prentise, in the Divine Art
of Poesie, in 1584. No author is named on the title page, but commendatory sonnets
praising ‘a King’ and ‘worthy Prince’ are followed by an acrostic unmasking the royal

poet as ‘IACOBVS SEXTVS’.!

Thistlethwayte’s copy of this book contains remarkable new evidence of the ways in
which elite Scottish readers reshaped James’s poetic canon and responded to his alliance
of poetry and politics during his personal rule in Scotland. This copy is distinguished by a
number of contemporary manuscript additions, which reveal that at least one of its former
owners had privileged connections with Jacobean royal circles. First, a manuscript
supplement to the collection contains three poems by James which remained unpublished
during his lifetime and are elsewhere known to exist only in copies made or corrected by
James himself. The first section of this chapter looks at the sources and circulation of
these texts, emphasising that James’s precocity as a published poet did not go hand in

hand with reservation of his manuscript verse in strictly private anthologies. Second, a

! James VI of Scotland, and | of England, The Essayes of a Prentise, in the Divine Art of Poesie (Edinburgh:
Thomas Vautroullier, 1584), sigs *3', *4", A1". Winchester College Fellows’ Library, Book No. 5446. All
references to the Essayes are to the Fellows’ Library copy. In this copy and the Huntington Library copy
reproduced in Early English Books Online, the title page reads ‘Divine’, and this is the reading adopted
here. ‘Divine’ is also the reading of the variant title given in the ESTC record for the edition (No.
S109108); ESTC’s standard title reads ‘Diuine’.



blank page in the body of the Essayes carries a fine manuscript copy of a sonnet addressed
to James, extending the printed sequence of five commendatory sonnets that precedes it.
This anonymous poem, of which no other copy has been found, looks forward to James’s
assumption of the English throne in terms which strongly suggest that it was written
before 1603. Having reassessed the motives and influence of Scottish developments in
the sonnet during James’s poetic renaissance, this study examines the new manuscript
sonnet in the context of the confident court culture and political expectations surrounding

James in the late sixteenth century.

Thistlethwayte marked very few of his books with verbal annotations. In this case,
however, a note on the front flyleaf of Thistlethwayte’s copy of the Essayes provides rare

insight into the grounds of his interest in the book. Thistlethwayte wrote:

This uncomatable Book has for its author no less a Person than James 1*. King
of England and it bears Date when he was but 18 years old, & before his
mother was beheaded].]?

In addition to stressing the rarity of his bibliographic prize, Thistlethwayte noted details
which locate the Essayes in its historical context. His note does not distinguish the
milestones of James’s royal career, instead giving him a title — ‘King of England’ — which
James did not attain until almost two decades after the publication of the Essayes.
Conversely, Thistlethwayte is correct in his observations about the king’s personal
history; James’s mother, Mary Queen of Scots, was executed in 1587, three years after the
appearance of his first publication. Thistlethwayte’s interweaving of personal and public
histories in this note is mirrored in his construction of the Sammelband that contains his

copy of the Essayes. James’s anthology is the first item in this typically wide-ranging

? In the volume in which Thistlethwayte’s Essayes is preserved, this note appears on the verso of the second
leaf, which is unfoliated.



compilation of eight printed books, dated between 1531 and 1667.2 The compilation
includes three collections of memorial verse, one of which is an Oxford scholar’s tribute
to his father, Pietas in Patrem (1637). These commemorations of individual lives mingle
in Thistlethwayte’s binding with works addressing the state of the nation, including an
Interregnum dramatic squib, New-Market-Fayre (1649), and John Leland’s vindication of

the historicity of Arthurian legend, Assertio Inclytissimi Arturij Regis Britanniae (1544).

Despite emphasising its rarity in his historical note, Thistlethwayte seems not to have
been the only Wiltshire collector who succeeded in obtaining a copy of the Essayes.
James’s anthology also appears to have been in the library of Thistlethwayte’s friend John
Bowle (1725-1788), vicar of Idmiston, a village less than four miles from
Thistlethwayte’s Wiltshire manor of Winterslow. Bowle was a literary scholar whose
research interests centred on English literature of the age of Shakespeare and on
Cervantes’ Spanish classic Don Quixote, which he edited with extensive scholarly
apparatus in 1781.* In 1764 Bowle wrote to Horace Walpole with information about a
number of works that Walpole had omitted from his descriptive overview of monarchical
and aristocratic writing, A Catalogue of the Royal and Noble Authors of England (1758).
These included the first publication of James VI and I, which, though it interested Bowle

as a literary historian, did not win his esteem:

Perhaps it would be no loss to letters were all the writings of James the First
buried in everlasting oblivion: but certainly you did not designedly omit his
first sally of authorship—The Essayes of a Prentise in the Divine Art of Poesie,
Edinburgh, 1585, 4to. *Tis a work worthy of him and no one else; for who can

® The contents of this Sammelband are detailed in Appendix 5, under ‘K. James’s Divine Poesie &c.’;
Winchester College Fellows’ Library, Book No. 5446.

*R. W. Truman, ‘Bowle, John (1725-1788)’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography <http://www.oxford
dnb.com/view/article/3066> [accessed 20 Oct 2013].
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with any patience read his ‘Reulis and Cautelis to be eschewit in Scottis
Poesie’?’

Bowle’s dating of the Essayes to 1585 indicates that he owned a copy of the second
edition; he may not have seen his friend’s copy of the first edition (dated 1584), which
Thistlethwayte almost certainly bought and annotated before the apparent deterioration of
his handwriting due to ill health in the 1760s.® Though Bowle may not have had the
opportunity to examine Thistlethwayte’s augmented copy of the Essayes, books were a
shared enthusiasm of these energetic collectors. The sole direct evidence for their
friendship comes from a bound collection of early modern theological tracts now in
Wadham College library, in which an inscription by Thistlethwayte records that the
vellum-bound volume was a gift from Bowle: ‘dedit Amico suo Johanni Bowle de
Idmerston’ (‘given by his friend John Bowle of Idmiston’).” Bowle may have found
James’s dryly methodical treatise, ‘Reulis and Cautelis’, to be practically unreadable, but
his attempt to engage with it illustrates the intellectual curiosity that underpinned his
collecting. His association with Thistlethwayte provides a glimpse of the intellectual
society that shaped Thistlethwayte’s interests, and which is explored in Chapter 4 of this

thesis.

The Poetry of James VI and | in Manuscript and Print

James made an early debut in print — and an unprecedented one for a reigning British
monarch — by publishing the Essayes in his nineteenth year. Steven W. May has

described this as a watershed moment in literary publishing: the endorsement of poetry in

> Letter of John Bowle to Horace Walpole, 6 February 1764. The Yale Edition of Horace Walpole’s
Correspondence, ed. by W. S. Lewis, 48 vols (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1937-1983), XL, p. 297.
® Thistlethwayte’s note on the front flyleaf of the Essayes is written in a fluent hand. In contrast,
Thistlethwayte’s latest surviving letter, addressed to his younger brother Robert on 31 July 1766, appears to
have been dictated, with Thistlethwayte signing his name in a shaky hand at the end. Winchester,
Hampshire Record Office (HRO), 5M50/2222.

7 Wadham College library, shelf-mark F 15.24.

11



print by such a high-ranking author ‘se[t] a precedent for publication of other apologies by

Sidney, Puttenham, and Harington’.8

In the following decades James progressed from
anonymous ‘prentise’ to cultural figurehead, bringing out a second collection, His
Maiesties Poeticall Exercises at Vacant Houres, in 1591, and reprinting its centrepiece, a
martial epic recounting the Battle of Lepanto (1571), in London on his accession to the
English throne in 1603. In addition to his performances in print, James participated as a
manuscript poet in the exclusive and collaborative literary activities surrounding his court.
He produced occasional sonnets, amatory verse, psalm paraphrases and an unfinished

masque, and as May observes, he ‘took pains to leave a reliable record of the poems he

9
wrote’.

Three substantial collections of James’s poetry in manuscript have survived, all of
them containing texts either in holograph or in fair copies corrected by the author. Two of
these collections have been conjecturally dated by May to the late 1580s or early 1590s.*°
Bodleian Library MS Bodley 165 is entirely in James’s hand, and its eighteen poems
appear to have undergone minor revision during the process of copying. They are a
heterogeneous assortment, including sonnets, a fragment of a masque, and seven poems
that also appear in James’s printed collections. By contrast, British Library Royal MS 18
B.16 is dedicated to James’s psalm translations and biblical paraphrases, just one of which
was published during his lifetime. In this manuscript, holograph copies of all but one of
the texts are preserved alongside fair copies of a small selection; the latter are in the hands

of two secretaries and include minor corrections.

8 Steven W. May, ‘Tudor Aristocrats and the Mythical “Stigma of Print™, Renaissance Papers, 10 (1980),
11-18 (p. 16).

% Steven W. May, ‘The Circulation in Manuscript of Poems by King James VI and I’, in Renaissance
Historicisms: Essays in Honor of Arthur F. Kinney, ed. by James M. Dutcher and Anne Lake Prescott
(Newark: University of Delaware Press, 2008), pp. 206-24 (p. 206).

'® May, “Circulation in Manuscript’, p. 206.
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May has compiled a useful census of manuscript copies of James’s poems. His
research ‘found no other manuscript copies of the king’s metrical psalms from the Royal
MS’, and located only one other copy of a poem from the Bodleian MS, setting aside
printed versions and authorised copies in British Library Additional MS 24195, a
collection compiled under royal supervision between 1616 and 1618 to unite ‘All the
kings short poesis that ar not printed’.** The almost complete absence of a manuscript
tradition beyond authorised collections is a scenario that applies not only to the poetry of
James VI, but also to the work of several of his contemporaries. Roderick Lyall notes that
extant manuscript anthologies provide ‘little direct evidence of the manuscript circulation
of Scottish Jacobean verse in the seventeenth century’.> The coterie poet and aspirant
courtier John Stewart of Baldynneis is not represented in any such anthologies: his poetry
has a unique source in the manuscript which he prepared for presentation to James,
National Library of Scotland MS Adv. 19.2.6.2® Furthermore, the poetic legacy of
Alexander Montgomerie, James’s ‘maister poete’, is according to Lyall ‘almost wholly
dependent on one manuscript, now preserved in Edinburgh University Library (MS
De.3.70)’, and probably compiled from Montgomerie’s papers after his death.™ May is
aware that the sparse textual history of much Scots poetry may partly be a result of the
relatively poor survival rate of manuscript anthologies produced before the 1620s, and
particularly those assembled in sixteenth-century Scotland. He concludes, nevertheless,

that in James’s case ‘it appears that the printed editions of [his] verse in 1584, 1585, and

! May, “Circulation in Manuscript’, p. 218.

'2 Roderick J. Lyall, Alexander Montgomerie: Poetry, Politics, and Cultural Change in Jacobean Scotland
(Tempe: Arizona Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies, 2005), p. 2. Lyall notes that James
addressed Montgomerie as ‘the maister poete’ around 1584, in Alexander Montgomerie, p. 7.

3 Katherine McClune has argued that the critical perception of Stewart as a courtly insider should be
revised, and that the poet probably composed primarily for ‘a family coterie’; ‘The Poetry of John Stewart
of Baldynneis (?1540-?1607)" (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Oxford, St John’s College, 2006),
p. 172.

Y Lyall, Alexander Montgomerie, p. 2.
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1591 forestalled to a surprising degree the manuscript circulation of his poetry in either

Scotland or England before 1618°.%°

This assessment can now be revised in light of the new evidence provided by the
Winchester copy of the Essayes. This quarto book includes a blank final gathering into
which two scribes transcribed three of James’s unpublished poems.16 Two of these poems
paraphrase Psalm 148 and Ecclesiastes 12; these are the first poems from the Royal MS to
be discovered elsewhere. The third poem is a misogynistic satire, given the concise title
‘On Women’ by a later hand. This is only the second unprinted poem from the Bodleian
MS to be found in a copy which its author neither made nor corrected himself. The
manuscript poems in the Winchester Essayes are uniquely important in two respects.
First, they establish that James’s poetry circulated more widely than previously thought,
and that this circulation was stimulated rather than thwarted by the first printing of
James’s poetry. Secondly, the three manuscript poems form a group which complements
and extends the representation of James’s early poetic attainments in the printed
collection. This is the only manuscript gathering of more than one of James’s poems t0
have survived from Scotland or England before 1603, according to the evidence amassed
by May, and it reveals how James’s Scottish audience read and configured his poetic
output.)” Before examining the coherence of the poems as a group, the following
discussion considers the insights that they provide into the circulation of James’s poetry in

court circles.

B May, ‘Circulation in Manuscript’, p. 216.

'® In the Winchester copy of the Essayes, the four leaves which make up the final gathering are foliated
separately, as fols X1-X4. The three manuscript texts in this gathering are transcribed in Appendix 1.

" This claim disregards the pair of epitaphs in Emmanuel College, Cambridge, MS 89, whose attribution to
James is highly uncertain. See May, ‘Circulation in Manuscript’, pp. 209-11.
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Figure 1. ‘On Women’, Essayes, sig. X1". By permission of the Warden and Fellows
of Winchester College.

The scribal characteristics of the manuscript poems in the final gathering of the
Essayes suggest that they were copied in the late sixteenth or early seventeenth centuries.
‘On Women’ (Fig. 1) appears in a compact secretary hand typical of this period. The
biblical paraphrases are the work of a second scribe employing a hybrid italic hand, the

residual secretary features of which indicate that it also originates from around the end of
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the sixteenth century (flat-topped ‘g’ and ‘c’ are the most pronounced of these features).
With regard to the texts of the poems, close comparison with authorised copies has shown
that all three derive from authorial versions written down in the late 1580s or early 1590s.
For example, the Winchester text of ‘On Women’ differs substantively in just two minor
variants from the text in the Bodleian MS (compiled ¢.1590)."® A later version of the
poem in British Library Additional MS 24195 (compiled between 1616 and 1618)
incorporates two substantive revisions to the Bodleian text that do not appear in the
Winchester copy.’® Finally, it is notable that the copyists of the three poems in the
Winchester Essayes preserved their original Scots orthography. This is especially clear in
the case of ‘Psalm 148’, a text that survives in two copies in the Royal MS — James’s
holograph copy, and an accompanying scribal copy.”’ The second copy contains four
minor revisions to the text as it came from James’s pen; however, the most pervasive
change in this fair copy is its anglicisation. The Winchester copy of ‘Psalm 148’ includes
the four seemingly authorised revisions, but reintroduces the Scots orthography that had
largely been transmuted by James’s scribe. This fidelity to the king’s native Scots is key
to fixing the context of the manuscript additions to the Winchester Essayes. It strongly
suggests that the copyists of these poems were Scots, with connections to the Jacobean
court in the 1580s and 1590s. Their closeness to royal circles appears to have given them
privileged access to the king’s sacred and secular poetry during the period of his most

dedicated engagement with the art.

'8 Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Bodley 165, fols 43-44. For details of the textual variants in authorised
copies of each of the poems in the Winchester Essayes, see Appendix 1.

¥ London, British Library, Additional MS 24195, fols 25'-27". This excludes the change of the envoi
heading to ‘Exposition’ in the British Library MS — another revision which does not appear in the
Winchester copy.

*® London, British Library, Royal MS 18 B.16, fols 39-40 (holograph copy) and fol. 41 (scribal copy).
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Figure 2. ‘Ecclesiastes xij’, Essayes, sig. X4". By permission of the Warden and
Fellows of Winchester College.

While these copyists undoubtedly obtained copies of James’s verse through exclusive
channels, they do not seem to have acquired all of their texts directly from the royal
author or from a reliable source close to the king. The text of ‘Ecclesiastes xij’ in the
Winchester Essayes provides convincing evidence that at least one of the three poems

passed through several hands before being copied into the book. ‘Ecclesiastes xij’ (Fig. 2)
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is by far the least accurate of the manuscript texts in the Essayes, in comparison with its
surviving authorial version. Set alongside the version in the Royal MS, the Winchester
text contains eight corrupt and grammatically confused variants.?* All of these can be
explained as the result of careless misreading by a scribe, but the italic scribe at work in
the Winchester Essayes does not appear to be culpable — his hand is also responsible for
the accurate text of ‘Psalm 148’. Instead, it is more probable that these errors were
present in the manuscript that the copyist reproduced, and that the poem had already been
transmitted by at least one inattentive scribe. Another clue to the prior circulation of
‘Ecclesiastes xij’ is the title: this is the only poem of the three in the Essayes to have a title
supplied by its copyist, perhaps reflecting the desire of earlier scribes and collectors to
record its biblical source. Finally, it may be significant that James’s verse paraphrase of
Ecclesiastes 12 is the only one of the thirty-four poems in the Royal MS not to exist in
holograph. This apparent anomaly could be a clue to demand for the poem among an
exclusive circle of readers: James may have kept apart or given out his holograph copy as

he invited others to read and copy the poem.

Based on his census of surviving manuscripts, May has concluded that before the last
decade of James’s life the circulation of his manuscript poems was extremely restricted.
Instead of being exchanged and copied into anthologies, ‘a handful of [James’s] lyrics was
preserved by courtiers or court-connected recipients who seem to have circulated the
poems no further’.?? May’s analysis is thoroughly researched and does much to illuminate
an obscure textual history. However, the Winchester Essayes reveals that the pattern of
closed scribal transactions which May identifies does not cover all of the ways in which

James’s poems were shared before the late 1610s. Though there is no evidence that the

texts of ‘On Women’ or ‘Psalm 148’ circulated beyond the Winchester Essayes, it is

*' Royal MS 18 B.16, fol. 43.
?2 May, ‘Circulation in Manuscript’, p. 214.
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almost certain that ‘Ecclesiastes xij” was transmitted more freely and less reliably among
members of a scribal community. It seems, therefore, that ‘the virtual hoarding of
James’s poems in a few private, court-related collections’ is a pattern that has been given
too much emphasis.?® The king undoubtedly sought to retain personal control over some
poetic transactions — such as the diplomatic gift of a sonnet to the English poet Henry
Constable in 1589 — but he also presided over a court culture of informal collaboration, in
which a sense of ‘equivalence between the royal poet and other poets’ may well have

encouraged the freer circulation of royal verse.?*

In his study of the material culture and social habits of Renaissance collectors of
manuscript texts, Arthur Marotti notes that ‘Often the final gatherings in printed editions
left room for augmenting the verse of a single poet with the work of others’.® It may be a
reflection of James’s authority over his texts — both as their author and as the royal centre
of an exclusive literary culture — that the copyists adding to the Winchester Essayes chose
not to create a miscellany of works by various authors at the end of the book. Instead, the
poems they transcribed represent the variety of poetic genres in which James wrote, and in

particular those which were rarely or never given a place in his published collections.

The result, at first glance, may appear to be a miscellaneous gathering of sacred and
secular poems, divinity and satire. One of the printed texts in the Essayes is a translation
of ‘The CIIII. Psalme’, the first and only specimen of James’s abilities as a metrical
psalmist to appear in print during his lifetime (Essayes, sigs N2-N4). The manuscript
supplement to the Winchester Essayes broadens this sample of James’s biblical poetry by

including paraphrases of Psalm 148 and Ecclesiastes 12, poems that gave creative

2 May, ‘Circulation in Manuscript’, p. 216.

# Jane Rickard, Authorship and Authority: The Writings of James VI and | (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 2007), p. 50. For James’s poetic gift to Constable, see The Poems of Henry Constable, ed.
by Joan Grundy (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1960), p. 29.

% Arthur F. Marotti, Manuscript, Print, and the English Renaissance Lyric (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1995), p. 29.
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substance to James’s self-fashioning as heir to the Old Testament psalmist David.?® In
contrast, the third poem copied into the Winchester Essayes represents James’s self-
fashioning as a coterie poet finding inspiration in courtly female subjects. The poem that
appears under the title ‘On Women’ in the Winchester Essayes is also found in British
Library Additional MS 24195 among the Amatoria, an unpublished group of poems
ostensibly dedicated to James’s queen, Anna of Denmark, and several courtly
mistresses.””  The inclusion of the anti-feminist ‘On Women’ alongside relatively
conventional love lyrics in the British Library manuscript has been interpreted as an overt
manifestation of the misogyny that persisted as ‘a culturally acceptable facet of coterie
literary production’ in sixteenth-century Scotland.?® <On Women’ is not the only one of
James’s Amatoria poems to have survived in a copy outside the British Library
manuscript; a further seven poems from the sequence are included in British Library
Additional MS 22601, an anthology compiled around 1603-04, and these provide an

ambiguous glimpse into the collaborative activities of James’s poetic coterie.”®

Despite the diverging contexts of ‘On Women’ and the biblical paraphrases copied into
the Winchester Essayes, the three poems can be read as a coherent sequence. This reading
engages all three texts in a dialogue about the splendour of Creation and the gendered
aspect of its spiritual order. The first poem in the manuscript gathering, ‘On Women’,

devotes seven of its ten stanzas to a copious catalogue of similes portraying ‘leving

% For discussion of this typology, see John N. King, ‘James I and King David: Jacobean Iconography and
its Legacy’, in Royal Subjects: Essays on the Writings of James VI and I, ed. by Daniel Fischlin and Mark
Fortier (Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press, 2002), pp. 421-53.

*” Additional MS 24195, fols 4-30.

%8 Sarah M. Dunnigan, ‘Discovering Desire in the Amatoria of James VI’, in Royal Subjects, ed. by Fischlin
and Fortier, pp. 149-81 (p. 168).

%% Seven of the Amatoria lyrics can also be found in London, British Library, Additional MS 22601, fols 24-
36. The texts in this manuscript differ in form from the versions in James’s collection and Sir Thomas
Erskine’s name follows the last one, leading some scholars to argue that James and Erskine, the king’s long-
time friend, composed the sequence collaboratively. For the case in favour of collaborative authorship, see
Curtis Perry, ‘Royal Authorship and Problems of Manuscript Attribution in the Poems of King James VI
and I’, Notes and Queries, n.s., 46 (1999), 243-6. For a more cautious view, see May, ‘Circulation in
Manuscript’, p. 215.
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thingis’ and their characteristic traits, from tigers that ‘fleis the watteris & the weittis
[rains]’ to dolphins that ‘loves all bairnes in wondrous soirt’ (Essayes, fol. X1', X1"). It is
only in the eighth stanza that the poem reveals the import of these similes: just as ‘all
leving thingis ar euer bound / To follow nature rewling tham alway’, so female behaviour
is governed by natural instinct and appetite. In the closing stanzas, as Sarah Dunnigan
explains in her insightful analysis, the poem’s rhetorical relish for the diversity of species
and their habits becomes an argument for the ‘sensual, not least bestial, characteristics’ of

women (p. 168).

The next poem in the sequence, ‘Psalm 148°, also draws its rhetorical energy from the
diversity of the universe, urging all created beings from ‘Heauenis induellaris’ to ‘beasts
and cattell tame’ to unite in praising God (Essayes, fols X2", X3"). However, in this poem
the natural order embraces female spiritual purity, and ‘uirginis’ are given special
acknowledgement in the roll-call of praise. The last of the three poems, ‘Ecclesiastes xij’,
completes the thematic inversion by placing the burden of spiritual accountability on men.
While the biblical text of Ecclesiastes 12 does not apostrophise its audience, the poem
addresses ‘young men’, reiterating the appeal of ‘Psalm 148’ in eschatological terms: ‘on
thy creatur think you sall ... / quhill the tyme is not quhen yow sall say / Nou in thir yeiris
my pleasur is away’. The vision that ensues of humankind in its last days emphasises
above all that the male pursuit of sensual ‘lust and pleasur’ is futile (Essayes, fol. X4,

X4Y).

Thus, the satirical ‘On Women’ does not stand apart thematically from the scriptural
poems in the Winchester Essayes. On the contrary, it can be read alongside these poems
as a provocative assertion that gender has a fundamental impact on human spirituality — an
assertion that the biblical poems go on to adapt but not to overturn. It is conceivable that

these common concerns influenced the selection and sequencing of the three manuscript
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poems that appear in the final gathering of the Essayes. It is also notable that this
selection includes biblical paraphrases and a poem on the subject of women, but does not
sample the third genre which appealed to James as a manuscript poet — occasional verse.
Leading a Scottish revival of the sonnet, James adopted the form to address foreign
luminaries, recognise literary achievements closer to home, and respond to notable events
and deaths. For example, British Library Additional MS 24195 preserves a short sonnet
sequence in praise of the astronomer Tycho Brahe, whose observatory James visited
during his Danish honeymoon in 1590, and another in response to a 1591 incursion into
Holyroodhouse by the volatile Francis, Earl of Bothwell.** The absence of such poems
from the manuscript gathering in the Winchester Essayes may help to date these copies to
the later 1580s, before many of James’s occasional sonnets had been composed.
Alternatively, it may reflect a decision by the copyists to bring together poems which
extend James’s exploration of the sensual and the spiritual. The result is a selection of
texts that presents James as a poet in tune with the maxim advanced by Urania, the muse
of religious poetry, in one of James’s printed translations: ‘wyse is he, who in his verse
can haue, / Skill mixt with pleasure, sports with doctrine graue’ (Essayes, ‘The Vranie’,

sig. F3").

The Winchester Essayes contains one other contemporary manuscript addition, which
is distinct from the poems in the final gathering in both material and literary terms. This
is a hitherto unknown sonnet in praise of James, and it forms an extension of the printed
sequence of five commendatory sonnets which introduces the Essayes (sigs *2'-*4"). In
preparation for a literary analysis of this sonnet, the next section discusses Scottish

innovations in the content and form of the sonnet in the context of the European history of

% The sequence on Tycho Brahe, comprising two sonnets and a sestet, is found in Additional MS 24195,
fols 32'-33". Three sonnets on the Bothwell incident are found in Additional MS 24195, fols 39'-40". These
poems are printed in The Poems of James VI. of Scotland, ed. by James Craigie, 2 vols (Edinburgh: Scottish
Text Society, 1955-1958), II, pp. 100-1, 110-11.

22



the form, emphasising the influence of Jacobean experiments on the development of the

form both within and outside Scotland.

The Scottish Sonnet in Context

The peaceful accession of James VI of Scotland to the throne of England in 1603 created
unique opportunities and problems for the budding panegyrists in his new kingdom.
Curtis Perry has argued that James’s long-established status as a published author and
acclaimed poet upset the Elizabethan economy of poetic praise; James’s perceived
arrogation of cultural as well as political authority threatened to deprive English poets of
their traditional role in creating and canonising the monarch’s image.®* It is true that
Elizabeth | had attracted praise for her achievements as a poet, with three of her poems
appearing in print during her lifetime and several more circulating in manuscript.** But
the small size of her canon (only nine reliably attributed poems in May’s edition) and the
restricted or unauthorised circulation of her poems underline the fact that Elizabeth could
gain far less cultural capital as a female author than she was able to exercise as a royal

icon and patron of the arts.®

In contrast, James VI began a campaign at the outset of his personal rule in Scotland to
ally his political position to his authorial status. In the early 1580s, James set out to
promote his dual authority as a ‘Laureat king’, and so to rebuild a supportive relationship
between poetics and politics in Scotland.®* Sandra Bell has described the publication of

James’s Essayes in 1584 as ‘part of a larger movement’, supported by parliamentary

3 Curtis Perry, The Making of Jacobean Culture: James | and the Renegotiation of Elizabethan Literary
Practice (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), pp. 15-49.

%2 peter C. Herman, Royal Poetrie: Monarchic Verse and the Political Imaginary of Early Modern England
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2010), pp. 99-100.

% Queen Elizabeth I: Selected Works, ed. by Steven W. May (New York: Washington Square Press, 2004).
% The epithet is used by John Stewart in his poem, ‘To his Maiestie the Day of his Coronation vith Laurell’.
Poems of John Stewart of Baldynneis from the MS. in the Advocates’ Library, Edinburgh, ed. by Thomas
Crockett (Edinburgh: Blackwood, 1913), p. 130.
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legislation, to suppress a tradition of anti-monarchic satire in Scotland and to establish

James as the cultural leader of the nation.*®

James was able to use his political authority to secure the cooperation of Parliament in
implementing his cultural policy. Conversely, in his creative endeavours James relied on
the cooperation of fellow authors inspired not primarily by political necessity but by
social and creative ties. Jane Rickard has shown that James sought to realise his
ambitions for a revival of Scottish poetry ‘within a context of exchange and collaboration’
(p- 35). The Jacobean court in Scotland was ‘an informal, masculine place where little
attention was paid to etiquette’, and in this familiar environment the king encouraged a
number of court servants and political agents to participate in his literary renaissance.®
This group of poets has since become known as the ‘Castalian Band’, a name derived
from the epitaph on Alexander Montgomerie that James composed in or after 1598.%
Priscilla Bawcutt has interrogated the modern use of this phrase to refer to the court poets
of the 1580s, arguing that under its cover critics have tended to invent a self-conscious
creative identity for the group that has little basis in fact.*® However, the term ‘Castalian’
need not imply the existence of a ‘literary “brotherhood’’, and this study follows many
recent critics in applying it to the poets associated with the Jacobean court in the early
1580s and to their shared poetics. In dedications and sonnets of praise, these poets helped

to fashion James as a sun-king who had yet to reach his zenith — a ‘bright Apollo’ or

% Sandra J. Bell, ‘Kingcraft and Poetry: James VI’s Cultural Policy’, in Reading Monarch’s Writing: The
Poetry of Henry VIII, Mary Stuart, Elizabeth 1, and James VI/I, ed. by Peter C. Herman (Tempe: Arizona
Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies, 2002), pp. 155-78 (p. 161).

% Maurice Lee, Jr., Great Britain’s Solomon: James VI and I in His Three Kingdoms (Urbana: University of
Illinois Press, 1990), p. 142.

* In his sonnet ‘An epitaph on Montgomrie’ James addresses his fellow poets as “Ye sacred brethren of
Castalian band’. Poems of James VI. of Scotland, I1, pp. 107-8.

% Priscilla Bawcutt, ‘James VI’s Castalian Band: A Modern Myth’, Scottish Historical Review, 80 (2001),
251-59.
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‘goldin Titan’.* In turn, James wrote commendatory sonnets to introduce their work and
even lent his hand to revising their poetry, as Thomas Hudson testified in the dedication of
his Historie of Judith (1584) to the king (Rickard, p. 50). In England after 1603 James
may have been at risk of monopolising the roles and profits of both poet and patron, but in
Scotland he created a coterie culture in which these roles could be adopted and exchanged

by all.

One of the defining achievements of this culture was its reinvention of the sonnet. The
Scottish sonnet of the 1580s and 1590s can claim a unique place in the history of the form
on the basis of its distinctive structure and unprecedented range of subject matter. Ronald
Jack has commented that ‘only in Scotland before 1603 does love cease to dominate’ the
sonnet.*’ Petrarchism certainly found its way to the Scottish court and had a particularly
strong influence on the poetry of the political agent William Fowler, but during this period
love sonnets were outnumbered by those addressing friends and fellow poets, voicing
creative ambition or frustration, responding to current events, and expressing religious
feeling. In Scotland the sonnet enjoyed a thematic freedom and literary self-

consciousness that remained unmatched during the English sonnet vogue of the 1590s.

The late sixteenth-century innovations in Scottish sonneteering, like most other
European developments in the form, were driven by the energies of the political culture
which embraced the form. Michael Spiller stresses that the Petrarchan sonnet migrated
from Italy and rooted itself in the poetic traditions of sixteenth-century Europe because

poets recognised in its eloquent expression of love ‘an analogy of desire for political

¥ James’s mythological incarnations are quoted from two sonnets addressed to him by Montgomerie.
Alexander Montgomerie, Poems, ed. by David J. Parkinson, 2 vols (Edinburgh: Scottish Text Society,
2000), I, p. 106.

“0 Quoted by Katherine McClune in ‘The Scottish Sonnet, James VI, and John Stewart of Baldynneis’, in
Langage Cleir lllumynate: Scottish Poetry from Barbour to Drummond, 1375-1630, ed. by Nicola Royan
(Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2007), pp. 165-80 (p. 165).
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success, for maximising one’s power’.*! The strength of this analogy for English poets in
the 1590s is clear: Elizabeth allowed herself to be celebrated as a ‘Queene of loue’
commanding all men’s affections, and in the final phase of her reign her would-be
servants participated in ‘an intense competition’, according to William Oram, ‘for what
seemed to be an increasingly limited number of court prizes’.** In contrast, for Scottish
poets before 1600 the desire for understanding replaced the desire for love and power at

the core of the sonnet. In discarding the traditional focus of the form, these poets turned

to literary creativity, its motives and reception, for new inspiration.

They did so, as Katherine McClune has recently argued, in response to the advice and

example of James VI himself.*®

James’s manual of poetic craft, ‘Some Reulis and
Cautelis [cautions]’ is one of the texts printed in the Essayes. It prescribes not only the
form but also the subject matter of the sonnet, recommending it to Scottish poets for
‘compendious praysing of any bukes, or the authouris thairof, or ony argumentis of vther
historeis’ (Essayes, sig. M4"). McClune explains that James’s manual ‘effectively defined
usage of the sonnet as testing the ability and proficiency of both poet and reader’: the poet
is challenged to produce sonnets which are accomplished enough to receive and confer

praise, while the reader is called upon to exercise his or her interpretative ability and

moral intelligence.*!

McClune attributes the popularity of this ‘self-reflexive sonnet form’ in late sixteenth-
century Scotland to the readiness of James’s poet-subjects to embrace the guidelines set

out by their ‘Laureat king’ in the ‘Reulis’. However, James’s prescriptive treatise alone

*! Michael R. G. Spiller, The Development of the Sonnet: An Introduction (London: Routledge, 1992), p.
126.

*? The Yale Edition of the Shorter Poems of Edmund Spenser, ed. by William A. Oram and others (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1989), p. 264. Elizabeth I is celebrated as the ‘Queene of loue’ in
Spenser’s Faerie Queene, IV. Proem. 4. Edmund Spenser, The Faerie Queene, ed. by A. C. Hamilton
(London: Longman, 2001; rev. 2" edition, Harlow: Pearson Longman, 2007), p. 410.

* Katherine McClune, ‘The Scottish Sonnet’, in Langage Cleir Illumynate, ed. by Royan, pp. 165-80.

* McClune, ‘The Scottish Sonnet’, pp. 172, 166.
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cannot account for the scope and subtlety of his influence on his fellow poets. James’s
iconography as a ‘bright Apollo’ pervaded his court in ceremonies and social rituals as
well as poetry, and the manuscript titles of early poems by John Stewart of Baldynneis are
evocative of these occasions: among them are ‘To his Maiestie the Day of his Coronation
vith Laurell” and ‘To his Maiestie the First of lanvar vith Presentation of ane Lawrell Trie
Formit of Gould”.* In such an environment, poets faced the challenge of recognising
James’s twofold authority while sustaining the play of poetic roles and responses that
James engaged in. This challenge is closely related to the core concern of the numerous
‘self-reflexive’ sonnets composed at James’s court — a concern about the relationship
between author and audience as creators of meaning. The prevalence of this sonnet form
in Scotland can thus be ascribed not only to the imperative to obey the king’s ‘Reulis’, but
also to the co-existence of a ‘Laureat king’ and an audience of fellow poets in Jacobean

literary culture.

James followed his own advice in demonstrating the potential of the sonnet as a
vehicle for ‘compendious praysing’, or critical engagement with the achievements of
others. The late manuscript anthology of James’s poems, British Library Additional MS
24195, collects twenty-eight sonnets under the heading ‘Miscellanea’, many of which are
addressed to authors and men in public life.*® In the 1580s and 1590s, the sonnet became
an important means by which members of James’s circle responded to each other’s work
and explored matters of private and public concern. Seventy sonnets by Alexander
Montgomerie are extant, around half of which are addressed to fellow poets, patrons and
adversaries on friendly and topical themes. Furthermore, there is evidence that sonnets

were composed collaboratively at the Jacobean court in Scotland. Rickard has argued that

*® Stewart, Poems, pp. 128, 130.
*® These sonnets, mixed with stanzaic poems and short verses, are found in Additional MS 24195, fols 31-
49.
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the sequence of five commendatory sonnets printed in the preliminary leaves of James’s
Essayes has the hallmarks of ‘a coterie model of poetic production, more usually
associated with manuscript poetry’ (p. 46). In Rickard’s view, the formal similarities and
verbal echoes linking these poems to James’s ‘Twelf Sonnets of Inuocations to the
Goddis’, also printed in the Essayes, indicate that James and his fellow poets engaged in

creative exchange and discussion prior to the publication of the collection (pp. 50-51).

Few accounts of the European history of the sonnet have integrated the Scottish
development of the form into their narrative. This is all the more surprising given that
Scottish poets in the 1580s, like Wyatt, Surrey and Marot before them, invented a sonnet
form which achieved great popularity in their language; this was, moreover, a form that
probably influenced one of the leading English sonneteers. The favoured Scottish form
has a distinctive rhyme-scheme in which rhymes are carried over from the first quatrain
into the second, and from the octave into the sestet (abab bcbc cdcd ee), generating
momentum through the structural divisions in the sonnet.  This form is now known as
‘Spenserian’, but as McClune is the most recent critic to note, Spenser was not the author
of the first published sonnets in this form.*” The first so-called ‘Spenserian’ sonnets to
appear in print are those in James’s Essayes; besides the two sequences already
mentioned, which adopt the ‘Spenserian’ rhyme-scheme, the collection includes three
further sonnets in this form focusing on the relationship between poet and reader.*® The
following discussion presents a brief account of the early history and experimental
development of the sonnet in England and Scotland. It evaluates critical conjectures about

the origins of the ‘Spenserian’ sonnet, and uncovers new indications that James’s Essayes

" Katherine McClune, ‘The “Spenserian Sonnet” in Sixteenth-Century Scotland’, Notes and Queries, n.s.,
56 (2009), 533-36.

* These are ‘Sonnet of the Avthovr to the Reader’ (Essayes, sig. K3"), ‘Sonnet Decifring the Perfyte Poete’
(sig. K4"), and ‘Sonnet of the Authour’ (sig. P3"). All of these poems appear to have been written by James.
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formed part of the literary context which informed Spenser’s experiments with the sonnet

in the 1580s.

By the turn of the sixteenth century, the Petrarchan sonnet had long been a favourite
verse form at the courts of Italy; poets adopted it to construct passionate and articulate
selves whose struggles were enmeshed in the competition for place and patronage at court.
However, it was not until the 1530s, following the Italian poet Pietro Bembo’s critical
revaluation of Petrarch as a model of eloquence for vernacular poets, that the sonnet
travelled north to the courts of France and England (Spiller, p. 72). Sir Thomas Wyatt
visited Italy in 1527 on diplomatic business, and according to Spiller he ‘probably began
writing sonnets’ on his return (p. 84). Importing the form into Britain for the first time,
Whyatt also became the first poet in three hundred years to reinvent its structure. He
grafted the Petrarchan octave on to an innovative sestet, composed of a quatrain and a
closing couplet instead of the traditional pair of tercets. Wyatt developed his sestet from a
popular Italian song form, the strambotto, setting a precedent for the conjectural evolution

of the ‘Spenserian’ sonnet from another continental short form.

Ironically, however, it was the sonnet’s close association with lyric poetry of all kinds
that played a part in delaying its emergence in Britain as a pre-eminent vehicle for courtly
self-fashioning. Wyatt’s sonnets and those of his Henrician contemporary Henry Howard,
earl of Surrey, first appeared in print in Richard Tottel’s oft-reprinted miscellany, Songs
and Sonettes, published in 1557. The title of this collection perpetuated the vague
application of the term ‘sonnet’ to any ‘light poem’ whose text was not obviously suited
to musical performance (Spiller, p. 94). Moreover, its miscellaneous character proved an
influential model for both manuscript and print collections, encouraging poets and

anthologists to combine sonnets and other short poems into loose gatherings of lyric
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voices, rather than the coherent and carefully structured sequences which had become

popular in France.

One example of this miscellaneous tendency in a Scottish context is the Amatoria, a
series of poems collected under this title in the last manuscript of James’s poetry that he
himself compiled. The Amatoria opens with twelve sonnets whose authorised titles
indicate that they form a sequence narrating the early fortunes of James’s marriage to
Anna of Denmark.*® These sonnets are followed by a further eight poems in a variety of
stanzaic and metrical forms, including a ballade, a love complaint in rhyme royal, another
in alexandrine couplets and two songs.>® If these poems are read as an extension of the
former sequence, they cast a bitter light on the decline of James and Anna’s relationship.
However, recent criticism has moved away from such a schematised biographical reading.
The possibility has already been noted that James’s friend Erskine lent a hand in the
composition of the Amatoria sequence; whether this is true or not, the collaborative
context of James’s poetic activities has led Rickard to argue that the Amatoria sequence is
best understood as an ‘exploration of different poetic personas and literary conventions’
(p. 57). Therefore, in the Amatoria, as in other collections of sonnets and assorted lyrics,
the illusion of coherence created by the titles and arrangement of the poems is
complicated by their detached and conflicting voices. In Tottel’s miscellany, Spiller has
observed that the editorial titles frequently identify the speaker of any unsettled poem as
‘the lover’, creating a desiring figure marked by ‘an element of randomness and confusion

that is not present in the sequences of Petrarch’ or of contemporary French poets (p. 98).

* The sequence runs from ‘A complaint against the contrary Wyndes that hindered the Queene to com to
Scotland from Denmarke’ to the sonnet beginning ‘O womans witt that wauers with the winde’, in
Additional MS 24195, fols 4-9. Poems of James VI. of Scotland, Il, pp. 68-73.

*® This group opens with ‘Constant Loue in all Conditions’ and ends with the song beginning ‘When as the
skillfull archer false’, in Additional MS 24195, fols 10-30. Poems of James VI. of Scotland, II, pp. 73-98.
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Before 1580, critics have agreed that most English and Scottish poets failed to respond
to innovations in the structure of the sonnet pioneered by their French contemporaries. In
the quarter-century after the publication of Songs and Sonettes, English poets were largely
content to reproduce the forms invented by Wyatt and Surrey, showing little interest in the
recently evolved French sonnet form or the Petrarchan sequences published by leading
poets of the Pléiade from the late 1540s on (Spiller, pp. 101-2). French sonneteers found
a more receptive audience in Scotland, which had historically looked to France for its
cultural and political direction. Around 1560, Mary Queen of Scots (and Dowager Queen
of France) became a patron and inspiration to Pierre de Ronsard, a French sonneteer and
member of the Pléiade group whose Amours (1552) was the first of many sonnet
sequences. Ronsard had been employed as a child at the court of James V of Scotland,
and Dunnigan notes that he later made Mary ‘the dedicatee and subject of many of his
eulogies and ceremonial verse’.>> Ronsard remained publicly loyal to the Catholic queen
throughout both her reign and her imprisonment in England, addressing a sonnet to her in
1578 deploring her captivity. His stance attracted the hostility of Scottish Reformist
pamphleteers in the 1560s and gave his poetic example a contentious political colouring.
Thus, it was not until the early 1580s that Montgomerie embraced Ronsard as one of the
chief models for his ground-breaking vernacular sonnets, at a time when James VI was
beginning to form a coterie of court poets who could emulate the achievements of the

Pléiade.>

There is, however, one English poet whose early engagement with French models is
less often discussed in the context of the development of the sonnet in Britain. Spenser’s

versions of French sonnet sequences predate the reinvention of the sonnet in late

> Sarah M. Dunnigan, Eros and Poetry at the Courts of Mary Queen of Scots and James VI (Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2002), p. 8.

%2 Helena Mennie Shire, Song, Dance and Poetry of the Court of Scotland under King James VI
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), p. 150.
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sixteenth-century Scotland, though they do not definitively prefigure the innovations of
Scottish poets in either the form or content of the sonnet. In 1569, the seventeen-year-old
Spenser’s translations of two Petrarchan lyric sequences appeared in print. The first of
Spenser’s French originals was ‘a version by Clement Marot of Petrarch’s canzone
“Standomi un giorno solo a la fenestra™, while the second was ‘a sonnet sequence by
Joachim du Bellay [...] which was itself inspired by Marot’s translation’ of the canzone
(Spiller, p. 103). Marot had been a successful court poet under Francis | (King of France
1515-1547), and at much the same time as Wyatt he had evolved a new sonnet form by
reinventing the Italian sestet. Du Bellay repudiated Marot’s example in his Défense et
Illustration de la Langue Francaise (1549), an important influence on James VI’s ‘Reulis
and Cautelis’ for poets writing in Scots. Du Bellay favoured a classical programme for
the renewal of French poetry, but he continued to develop the sonnet as one of its

principal forms.

Spenser’s translations of Marot’s and Du Bellay’s sequences appeared initially as
‘Epigrams’ and ‘Sonets’ in Jan van der Noot’s militantly Protestant compilation A Theatre
wherein be represented [...] the miseries and calamities that follow the voluptuous
Worldlings (1569).> In these early renderings, Spenser conspicuously chose not to
replicate the Petrarchan structures of his French originals using the English sonnet forms
that his countrymen had consistently favoured in the decades after 1557. While two of his
‘Epigrams’ turned Marot’s twelve-line stanzas into sonnets on Surrey’s model, his
‘Sonets’ recast Du Bellay’s poems as a sequence of blank verse sonnets. Richard Schell
suggests that Spenser’s decision to renounce rhyme in his translation of Du Bellay’s

sonnets was influenced by the fact that ‘rhyme is not found in classical poetry’, and

>3 Jan van der Noot, A Theatre wherein be Represented as wel the Miseries & Calamities that Follow the
Voluptuous Worldlings, as also the Greate loyes and Plesures which the Faithfull do Enioy (London:
printed by Henry Bynneman, 1569). Spenser’s ‘Epigrams’ appear on sigs B1'-B7". The ‘Sonets’ are found
on sigs B8'-D6".
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Spenser’s version may thus ‘reflect a humanist value’ congenial to the French poet’s

reforming principles.>

In 1591, Spenser included revised texts of the ‘Epigrams’ and ‘Sonets’ in his anthology
of Complaints. The translations now appeared as ‘The Visions of Petrarch’ and ‘The
Visions of Bellay’, and both had been remodelled as sonnet sequences with the rhyme-
scheme favoured by Surrey.®® But this was not the end of Spenser’s experimentation. In
the same collection a third sonnet sequence, ‘Visions of the Worlds Vanitie’, made its first
appearance.56 This was an original sequence of twelve sonnets with the ‘Spenserian’
rhyme-scheme, heavily influenced by Du Bellay in its emblematic reflections on the trials
of human life. These were not the first ‘Spenserian’ sonnets to be published, but they can
claim another distinction. By Spiller’s reckoning, the sonnet sequences in Spenser’s
Complaints were the first English sonnet sequences animated by a subject other than
erotic or divine love to appear in print. (Spiller discounts the sonnets in George
Gascoigne’s 1573 collection A Hundreth Sundrie Flowres and those in the Theatre [for]
Worldings on the grounds that these short sequences mingle too closely with other

lyrics.)>’

The first Scottish sonnet sequence on a theme other than love was published seven
years before Spenser’s Complaints. This was James VI’s ‘Twelf Sonnets of Inuocations
to the Goddis’, a sequence appearing in the Essayes and introducing the king’s aesthetic
principles and poetic ambition. McClune describes this sequence as a ‘literary test,

examining the reader’s interpretative, or moral, strength’.58 In this respect, James’s

>* Yale Edition of the Shorter Poems of Edmund Spenser, pp. 464-65.

> Edmund Spenser, Complaints (London: William Ponsonby, 1591). ‘The Visions of Petrarch’ are found
on sigs Z2'-Z3". ‘The Visions of Bellay’ appear on sigs Y2'-Z1".

>® Spenser, Complaints, sigs X3™-Y1".

>” Spiller, The Development of the Sonnet, p. 103.

8 McClune, ‘The Scottish Sonnet’, p. 168.
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‘Twelf Sonnets’ and Spenser’s ‘Visions of the Worlds Vanitie’ share a purpose, the
emblematic mode of the latter challenging the reader to discern a sorrowful truth in
worldly shadows. It is impossible to date the composition of Spenser’s ‘Visions of the
Worlds Vanitie’, but it appears that in the 1580s both Spenser and James were breaking
new ground in looking beyond traditional Petrarchan themes for the subject matter of their

sonnets.

The thematic development of the sonnet is not the only area in which James VI’s
Essayes precedes the published poetry of Spenser. This discussion has already noted that
James’s 1584 collection contains the first printed examples of the ‘Spenserian’ sonnet. It
was not until 1590 that the first ‘Spenserian’ sonnets written by Spenser himself appeared
in print: this series of seventeen dedicatory sonnets introduced the first instalment of
Spenser’s romance epic, The Faerie Queene (1590).>° Once again, it appears that during
the 1580s Spenser and the Scottish poets embraced the same formal innovation, and critics
have advanced a number of conjectures about its origins. lan Ross suggests that the form
could ‘have been a natural refinement of Surrey’s sonnet form (abab cdcd efef gg), well
represented in Tottel’s Miscellany (editions 1557-1587), a book that was certainly known
to the Scots’.* Alternatively, Maria Philmus speculates that the ‘Spenserian’ sonnet
evolved as a result of experimental contact between sonnet and stanzaic forms, as Wyatt’s
English sonnet had done over half a century before.®* The interlinked quatrains of the
‘Spenserian’ form may thus have been an expansion of the French ballade stanza

(ababbcbc), introduced into Britain by Chaucer for his ‘A B C’ poem and ‘The Monk’s

Tale’, and championed by James as a form suited to ‘heich & graue subiectis’ in his

>® Spenser, The Faerie Queene, pp. 726-735.

% Jan Ross, ‘Sonneteering in Sixteenth-Century Scotland’, Texas Studies in Literature and Language, 6
(1964), 255-68 (p. 258).

®1 Maria R. Rohr Philmus, ‘The Case of the Spenserian Sonnet: A Curious Re-Creation’, Spenser Studies: A
Renaissance Poetry Annual, 13 (1999), 125-37 (p. 128).
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treatise on Scots poetry (Essayes, sig. M3Y). The ballade stanza is also a probable
ancestor of the Faerie Queene stanza (ababbcbcc, where the final line is an alexandrine),

of which Spenser had composed at least two thousand by 1590.

Comparing the earliest datable examples of ‘Spenserian’ sonnets in England and
Scotland provides a clearer picture of the likely order of precedence in the discovery of
the form. Helena Mennie Shire states that ‘Montgomerie introduced the sonnet to Scottis
Poesie by 1582 at the latest’, and his corpus of miscellancous sonnets is one of the largest
to survive from the Jacobean renaissance of the 1580s and 1590s (p. 150). Most of
Montgomerie’s sonnets are ‘Spenserian’ in form, and by the time that James’s Essayes
reached print in 1584, containing fifteen ‘Spenserian’ sonnets by the king and five by
members of his coterie, the form had established itself as the overwhelming favourite of
Scottish poets. On the other hand, there is no positive evidence that Spenser composed a
sonnet in what became his signature form before 1586, when he addressed a ‘Spenserian’

sonnet to his friend Gabriel Harvey from ‘Dublin: this xviii. of July’.%

It is through Harvey that the ‘most persuasive possibility for contact’ between the
Scottish poets and Spenser exists, according to an insightful review of the debate
surrounding the ‘Spenserian’ sonnet by McClune.”® Harvey was a dedicated reader and
book-collector; by 1586 he had acquired a copy of the second edition of James VI’s
Essayes, printed in Edinburgh the year before. This copy is now in the Old Library of
Magdalene College, Cambridge, and Harvey’s inscription on the last page notes that he
finished reading the book on 24 February 1586.°* In the course of his reading, Harvey

recorded his responses to James’s texts in copious marginalia and manuscript additions,

®2 Yale Edition of the Shorter Poems of Edmund Spenser, p. 773.

® McClune, ‘The “Spenserian Sonnet™’, p. 535.

% James VI and I, The Essayes of a Prentise, in the Diuine Art of Poesie (Edinburgh: Thomas Vautroullier,
1585). The copy in Magdalene College OId Library is shelf-marked Lect 26. See Eleanor Relle, ‘Some
New Marginalia and Poems of Gabriel Harvey’, Review of English Studies, n.s., 23 (1972), 401-16 (pp. 401-
2).
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sustaining what Jennifer Richards has described as an ‘imaginative dialogue’ with James
VI as king and poet.®® In light of this intensive and admiring engagement with James’s
writings, McClune concludes, ‘it seems inconceivable that [Harvey] would not have

brought the [Essayes] to the attention of Spenser’.®

Harvey’s enthusiasm for James VI’s early poetry may have been instrumental in
introducing Spenser to the sonnet form that now bears his name. This appears an even
stronger probability in light of Spenser’s avowed interest in the French Protestant poet
Guillaume de Salluste Du Bartas, an interest which may have been encouraged by Harvey
in connection with James VI’s role as a translator of Du Bartas. It is clear from the
physical configuration of Harvey’s copy of the Essayes that James’s relationship with Du
Bartas was a focus of Harvey’s intertextual mode of reading. Harvey’s copy is part of a
Sammelband which also contains James’s second poetry collection, His Maiesties
Poeticall Exercises at Vacant Houres (1591), and Josuah Sylvester’s 1592 translations
from Du Bartas. Eleanor Relle states that Harvey had these books bound together ‘at
some time in the early 1590s’, and Du Bartas is the unifying presence in all three (p. 401).
The Essayes contains the first translation of any poem by Du Bartas into a modern
language; the original text of Du Bartas’ ‘L’Uranie’, depicting an encounter with the
Muse of religious poetry, is printed in parallel to James’s Scots translation (Rickard, p.
47). His Maiesties Poeticall Exercises features another translation from Du Bartas which
demonstrates his fulfilment of the resolution signalled in ‘L’Uranie’ to write biblical
verse; this is James’s rendering of part of Du Bartas’ La Seconde Sepmaine, a
compendious treatment of sacred history, as the Scots poem ‘The Furies’. In 1590

Sylvester became the first and ultimately the most successful poet to publish English

% Jennifer Richards, ‘Gabriel Harvey, James VI, and the Politics of Reading Early Modern Poetry’,
Huntington Library Quarterly, 71 (2008), 303-21 (p. 316).
® McClune, ‘The “Spenserian Sonnet™’, p. 536.
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translations from Du Bartas, and Relle observes that Harvey’s copy of his second

collection is in part ‘practically worn out with repeated energetic readings’ (p. 401).

Spenser seems never to have matched the intensity of Harvey’s enthusiasm for Du
Bartas, but the French author’s championing of biblical poetry is recognised in Spenser’s
Complaints. ‘Ruines of Rome’ concludes by hailing Du Bartas and ‘His heavenly Muse’
(Urania) as the new torch-bearers of ‘free Poésie’ in France.®” In addition, ‘L’Uranie’
stands as a precedent for Spenser’s depiction of Urania as the Muse of religious poetry in
‘The Teares of the Muses’. It is significant that Spenser’s interest appears to have been
focused on ‘L’Uranie’, the poem that James VI singled out for his first venture as a
translator. There is no firm evidence that ‘The Teares of the Muses’ and ‘Ruines of
Rome’ were composed after 1584, but the probability is that Spenser’s conversations with
‘L’Uranie’ in these poems were underpinned by awareness of James’s 1584 version, a

familiarity most likely reinforced by discussion with Harvey.

The influence of Du Bartas on Spenser and James VI points to further evidence of
creative common ground between these poets in the 1580s which has not hitherto been
noted. The printer William Ponsonby’s preface to Complaints mentions a pair of biblical
poems among Spenser’s unpublished manuscripts, ‘namelie Ecclesiastes, & Canticum
canticorum translated’, neither of which is now extant.®® Similarly, James pursued an
interest in paraphrasing biblical texts into the 1590s, collecting his unpublished versions
of thirty of the Psalms, the Song of Moses, the Lord’s Prayer and Ecclesiastes 12 in the
Royal MS.% This parallel indicates that further research into the reception of Du Bartas
and the production of sacred poetry in Scotland and England may reveal more about the

literary relationship between the two countries in the late sixteenth century.

®” Yale Edition of the Shorter Poems of Edmund Spenser, p. 405.
® Spenser, Complaints, sig. A2".
* May, “Circulation in Manuscript’, p. 206.
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In regard to the sonnet, this account has lent support to the hypothesis that Spenser
learnt of Scottish developments in the sonnet soon after the publication of the Essayes,
and that the new Scottish form appealed to the English poet either before, or because of,
his experiments with the related Faerie Queene stanza. It must be stressed, however, that
any inspiration Spenser gained from the Scottish sonnet served ultimately to set him on an
independent creative path. In his hands the interlinking rhyme-scheme revealed its fullest
potential in shaping a great Petrarchan sequence, Amoretti (1595). This was one of
seventeen amatory sequences printed in England during the 1590s, a decade in which
Fowler’s two Petrarchan cycles, William Alexander’s Aurora (published in 1604) and
David Murray’s Caelia (1611) remained in manuscript in Scotland. It seems that while
the history of the ‘Spenserian’ sonnet illuminates connections between English and
Scottish literary culture, the broad contours of sonnet culture in both countries remain

marked by contrast.

Manuscript and Meaning

James VI’s Essayes introduced the ‘Spenserian’ sonnet to print culture and showcased the
new poetics of the coterie culture embracing the form. Its sequence of commendatory
sonnets featured contributions from five poets connected to the Jacobean court; the initials
attached to these sonnets in the Essayes identify the contributors as Alexander
Montgomerie, William Fowler, the court musicians Thomas and Robert Hudson, and, less
certainly, court servant William Murray.” These poets not only implemented James’s
recommendation that the sonnet be applied to ‘compendious praysing of any bukes, or the
authouris thairof’; they also played a part, as Rickard points out, in the ‘construction of

James as poet and King’ (p. 51). It now appears that the publication of the Essayes

" The attribution of the third sonnet in the sequence to William Murray is suggested by Shire in Song,
Dance and Poetry, p. 98. The initials attached to this sonnet in the Essayes are ‘M. VV.’ (sig. *3").
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inspired other poets to respond to James’s new alignment of royal authority and
authorship. The Winchester copy of the Essayes uniquely demonstrates that the printed
collection continued to generate contributions in manuscript. On a blank page in this
copy, the first following the commendatory sonnets, a contemporary transcribed a sixth
sonnet (Fig. 3) which contributes anonymously to the chorus of praise for James (Essayes,
sig. A2"). Though the identity of its author is unknown, this sonnet is the production of a
poet deeply interested in courtly verse and possibly enjoying access to unpublished poetry
from James’s circle. This analysis reveals the stylistically unsophisticated way in which
the sonnet emulates courtly panegyric; it also highlights similarities between the
manuscript poem and one of Montgomerie’s unpublished sonnets, providing a new

perspective on the circulation and influence of ‘Castalian’ poetry.
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Figure 3. Unsigned manuscript sonnet, Essayes, sig. A2". By permission of the
Warden and Fellows of Winchester College.

‘Each handwritten copy of a poem is unique’, as Arthur Marotti affirms, and the
manuscript sonnet bears this out not only in the scribal terms implied by Marotti but also

as a textual witness.”" There is no trace of the poem in the manuscript indexes of the

™ Marotti, Manuscript, Print, and the English Renaissance Lyric, p. 25.
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major libraries, nor has it been found in any printed source.’® The sonnet is inscribed in a
formal humanist italic, a continental hand that began to be taught in Britain in the early
sixteenth century and continued to gain ground over the next hundred years.”® Jonathan
Goldberg has observed that English monarchs cemented the early prestige of the hand by
adopting it for private correspondence, and James VI ‘invariably’ wrote letters and poetic
manuscripts in his irregular italic (p. 234). By the second half of the sixteenth century, the
italic hand had become current among highly educated men and women, in addition to
being practised by scribes and calligraphers. The fine penmanship shown by the copyist
of the sonnet in the Winchester Essayes is more likely to be that of a member of the
Scottish elite than a professional scribe. The same copyist appears to have made a small
number of critical annotations on one of James’s poems in the Essayes, and these will be

discussed in the final section of the chapter.

The humanist hand helps to integrate the sonnet into its material context by mirroring
the italic fount of the Latin epigram on the opposite page (sig. A1'). The manuscript
sonnet also shares the same simple title — ‘SONNET’ — as its printed counterparts.
However, in another respect the poem sits uneasily in the space it occupies. The
Winchester copy of the Essayes is ruled in red throughout, and the final couplet of the
manuscript sonnet falls outside the lower margin drawn on the page. The ruling indicates
that this was a presentation copy, which may have been given by a courtier or by James
himself to a privileged recipient.” If this is the case, the manuscript sonnet can be seen as
one half of a gift exchange — a semi-public acknowledgement of an act of favour made by

the king or in his name. The calligraphic features of the copy — extravagantly flourished

2 The manuscript indexes of the major libraries can be consulted through the Union First Line Index of
English Verse <http://firstlines.folger.edu/>

" Jonathan Goldberg, Writing Matter: From the Hands of the English Renaissance (Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1990), pp. 51-52.

" The copy of the Essayes in the British Library (shelf-mark G.11237) is also ruled.
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letters enlivening the margins and blank spaces around the text — indicate that the copyist
had an audience in mind, and the poem may have been shown to the donor of the book or

to a select group of participants in the Jacobean revival of court poetry.

The manuscript sonnet adopts the ‘Spenserian’ form exemplified by all five of the
commendatory sonnets in the Essayes, and revisits many of the emblematic images and

tropes of ‘Castalian’ panegyric:
SONNET

THY race, quhilk you resemblis, come we reid
Of Grecs & Greice, quhilk greitest vves in gloires
Quihilk did the sisters Citheriads breid,
Quha dois with laure thy Diademe decoire,
Quhairby thy weirds & wirschip salbe moire, 5
Then thairs, that did ald Dardanie distroy:
Quha neuir haid sic honor heirtofoir
As of thair race is rissin sic a Roy.
As Pergame thai, sua sall you tak new troy,
And greiter wirschip sall obtene thairby, 10
And palme & laure as vvirthiest, enioy.
Thy veirdis and werteu stryues as be inuy
The till aduance, & surlie to conserue:
That michtie Mars hes machit with Minerwe[.]"

This sonnet is unusual in signalling explicitly its indebtedness to other texts. Its first line
acknowledges that James’s resemblance to ancient heroes is a topos which ‘we reid’
elsewhere, most obviously in the commendatory sonnets written for the Essayes by the
Hudson brothers. Thomas Hudson’s sonnet apostrophises James as a second Alexander
the Great: ‘O Macedon, adornde with heauenly grace’ (sig. *2"). Robert Hudson’s sonnet,

the next in the sequence, celebrates James as a culture hero more worthy of the praise of

™ This transcription of the sonnet silently modernises letter forms, expands contractions, and drops an
inserted letter into place. In addition, functional indentation replaces the layout of the manuscript poem. A
second transcription in Appendix 1 preserves the original indentation, and adopts semi-diplomatic
conventions to signal and gloss departures from the manuscript text.
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emperors and conquerors than even Homer or Virgil: “What Alexander or Augustus bolde,
/ May sound his fame, whose vertewes pass them all?’ (sig. *2*). However, while the
manuscript sonnet echoes the common tropes of ‘Castalian’ panegyric, it falls short of the
style cultivated by the poets of James’s coterie, which is characterised by rhetorical
elaboration of a logically developed argument. The octave is encumbered by pronouns
such as ‘Quha [who]’, ‘thai’ and ‘thairs’, mapping the points of resemblance and contrast
between James and the ancient Greeks. Furthermore, although the argument of the sonnet
is amplified by emblematic devices, such as the ‘palme & laure’ (line 11) awaiting James
in his future military and creative triumphs, the descriptive vigour and figurative
imagination of ‘Castalian’ poetry are notably absent. Thomas Hudson’s sonnet, for
example, employs twice as many adjectives as the manuscript sonnet, and culminates in a
symbolic vision of James’s pre-eminence among rulers: ‘The Monarks all to thee shall

quite their place: / Thy endles fame shall all the world fulfill’ (sig. *2, lines 11-12).

The privileging of direct expression over stylistic amplification in the manuscript
sonnet is an indication that its author was more invested in the task of addressing the king
than in the challenge of refining a poetic voice. The poet may thus have been an
occasional contributor to James’s poetic renaissance, one who recognised that James’s
establishment of a newly intimate relationship between poetry and power had revived a
creative medium through which political ideas could be refreshed and interrogated, and
new voices could be heard. The courtiers who are known to have participated as poets in
James’s cultural politics include the diplomatic contributors to an anthology of Latin verse
on the death of Sir Philip Sidney, which was published in England in February 1587."
Peter Herman states that the book contains ‘English and Latin versions of James’s epitaph

for Sidney as well as contributions from Lord Patrick Gray, Sir John Maitland, Colonel

7® University of Cambridge, Academiae Cantabrigiensis Lachryma Tumulo Nobilissimi Equitis, D. Philippi
Sidneij Sacrata (London: Thomas Chard, 1587).
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James Halkerston, Lord Alexander Seton, and the Earl of Angus, none of whom are
known today as poets, but all of whom were deeply involved with James’s highly slippery
diplomacy toward England’ (p. 166). Similarly, the poet whose sonnet is preserved in the
Winchester Essayes is likely to have been a courtier or an individual working to

strengthen existing connections with court circles, whose identity is not yet known.

While the manuscript sonnet echoes many of the recurring devices found in the printed
sequence of commendatory sonnets, its structure may reveal a specific debt to an
unpublished poem by the ‘maister poete’ of the ‘Castalian’ group. The argument of the
Winchester sonnet and the structure of its imagery are mirrored in Montgomerie’s ‘In
praise of his Majestie’, a sonnet on Wyatt’s model which revisits many of the familiar
tropes of ‘Castalian’ panegyric with a combination of bathetic playfulness and prophetic

zeal:

Support me sacred Sisters for to sing
His Praise vhilk passis the Antartik Pole
Quha fand the futsteppe of the fleing fole
And from Parnassus spyd the Pegase spring,
The hundreth saxt by lyne vncongueist King, 5
Quhais knichtlie Curage kindling lyk a Cole
Maks Couarts quaik and hyde thame in a hole.
His brand all Brytan to obey sall bring.
Come troup of tuinis, about his Temple tuyn
3our laurell leivis with palmis perfytly plet 10
Wpon his heid Ceaesarean to sett.
Immortalize ane nobler nor the Nyne,
A Martiall Monarch with Minerva’s spreit,
That Prince vhilk sall the Prophesie compleit.”’

Both Montgomerie’s sonnet and the Winchester sonnet begin by acknowledging James’s
ascendancy over Parnassus. The unknown author of the latter displays rare invention by

styling the Muses ‘the sisters Citheriads’ (line 3). This epithet is more than likely derived

" Montgomerie, Poems, |, p. 104.
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from the name of Mount Cithaeron, or Kithairon, a sacred mountain in the Muses’ native
Boiotia. The second quatrain of each sonnet forecasts a future of glorious conquest for
James, and both sonnets in their third quatrains envision a composite crown of ‘laurell
leivis with palmis perfytly plet [entwined]’ (‘In praise of his Majestie’, line 10) as a
symbol of James’s destiny. An important visual gloss on the meaning of this imagery is
provided by the emblematic headpiece (Fig. 4) above the first of the commendatory
sonnets in the Essayes (sig. *2"). This woodcut depicts a pair of hands — one armoured
and grasping a sword, the other holding a laurel branch — and a royal crown transfixed by
both sword and laurel. These are the insignia of the ‘learned yet valiant ruler’, a topos
explored by ‘Castiglione, Ariosto, Cervantes, Rabelais, and many other Renaissance
writers’, according to Sandra Sider.”® The woodcut incorporates another common device
for denoting the attributes of such a ruler, in the form of a banner reading ‘MARTE ET
MINERVA’. These Olympian gods are the patrons of war and wisdom respectively, and
James’s embodiment of both their divine natures is a dominant motif of ‘Castalian’ praise
which both Montgomerie’s sonnet and the Winchester sonnet reaffirm in their concluding
couplets. The latter, re-establishing James as the subject of its final line with an awkward
pronoun construction, declares that James’s person ‘hes machit [has united]’ (line 14) the

qualities of Mars and Minerva.

8 Sandra Sider, ““Interwoven with Poems and Picture”: A Protoemblematic Latin Translation of the Tabula
Cebetis’, in The European Emblem: Selected Papers from the Glasgow Conference, 11-14 August, 1987, ed.
by Bernard F. Scholz and others (Leiden: Brill, 1990), pp. 1-18 (p. 12).
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¥ F Martiall decds,and practife of thepen
I Haue wonneto auncient Grege a worthiefame:
If Battels bold,and Bookes of learned men

Haue magpnified the mightie Romajn name: i
Then place this Prince;who well deferuesthefame: .
- Sinceheisoncof Marsand Pallastace:  ~ . ©

For both the Godds in him hauefettinframe .~ =
Their vertewes both,which both,he doth embrace, -
O Macedonadornde with heauenly grace, -~
" ORomainttoutdecorde withlearned fkill, .

- Monarksallto thee fhall quite their place:
*hy endlesfame fhall all the world fulfill. -
~And after thee,none worthier fhalbe fcene,

Tofway the Svuordand gainethe Laurell greene.

Figure 4. Thomas Hudson’s printed sonnet with emblematic headpiece, Essayes, sig.
*2'. By permission of the Warden and Fellows of Winchester College.

Thus, both sonnets adhere to the same fundamental arrangement of tropes and images
drawn from the emerging conventions of ‘Castalian’ panegyric. This raises the possibility
of direct influence: while there is every chance that both poets independently deployed a
number of favourite ‘Castalian’ devices in the same order, it is worth considering the

possibility that the author of the Winchester sonnet read Montgomerie’s poem in
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manuscript and modelled his own composition on its thematic progression. Almost all of
the surviving lyric verse by Montgomerie is collected in a manuscript anthology known as
the Ker Manuscript (Edinburgh University Library MS De. 3. 70), a collection probably
compiled by the noblewoman Margaret Ker from papers left by Montgomerie on his death
in 1598.”° Lyall states that only ‘a few isolated poems’ by Montgomerie are known to
exist in other Scottish manuscript anthologies, and ‘In praise of his Majestie’ is not one of
them (p. 2). However, Lyall has discovered ‘an apparent echo’ of a defamatory sonnet by
Montgomerie in the records of a 1611 legal quarrel, leading him to conclude, ‘it is not
improbable that the manuscript tradition was livelier than the surviving evidence might
suggest’ (p. 3). There are no direct phrasal echoes of Montgomerie’s ‘In praise of his
Majestie’ in the Winchester sonnet, and the latter poem therefore provides equivocal
evidence of the circulation and influence of Montgomerie’s poetry in the 1580s. The
Winchester sonnet appears to be the work of a less accomplished poet, and while it
contains some allusions to the commendatory sonnets in the Essayes neither its argument
nor its declarative rhetoric owe much to these printed examples. Thus, the possibility
remains that its author was more directly influenced in these respects by manuscript
precedents, and the likeliest exemplar is Montgomerie’s ‘In praise of his Majestie’, a

poem which may well have had a more prolific scribal history than is recoverable today.

In regard to form, as has been observed, the Winchester sonnet follows the
commendatory sequence printed in the Essayes in adopting the newly minted ‘Spenserian’
form. However, the poet’s handling of this form is distinctly uneven, in ways that indicate
a greater self-consciousness about the intertextuality of the poem than is evident in the
printed sonnets or in Montgomerie’s ‘In praise of his Majestie’. The contrast with

Montgomerie’s formal execution in the latter poem is instructive. ‘In praise of his

™ This suggestion, put forward by R. D. S. Jack, is accepted by Lyall in Alexander Montgomerie, p. 29.
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Majestie’ is one of a minority of sonnets in Montgomerie’s surviving corpus that do not
adopt the ‘Spenserian’ form. This sonnet instead follows Wyatt’s model (thyming abba
abba cddc ee), and Montgomerie achieves a balance between containment and freedom in
his handling of the form. The enclosed rhymes of the octave bracket two thematically
discrete quatrains, one celebrating James as a pathbreaking poet, the second as a
formidable king. In the sestet, the poetic and political concerns of these quatrains are
brought together, and the syntactic break in the middle (a full stop in line 11) introduces a

new rhythm by obscuring Wyatt’s separation of the final quatrain and the closing couplet.

The Winchester sonnet is an example of the form favoured by Scottish poets, in which
the carryover of b and ¢ rhymes into the second and third quatrains typically generates a
steady momentum towards the climax. In the Winchester sonnet, however, these
transitions are accompanied by unexpected leaps in the poet’s argument. The first comes

at the start of the second quatrain:

thy weirds [fortunes] & wirschip salbe moire,
Then thairs, that did ald Dardanie distroy[.] (lines 5-6)

This assertion that the favour of the Muses presages ‘moire’ renown for James at first
implies an abstract increase. But the enjambment of these lines ushers in a comparative
statement that James’s fame will in fact be ‘moire’ than that attained by the ancient
Greeks. At the start of the third quatrain, this comparison is modified as the poet
introduces a parallel between James and his ancient Greek forebears. It is forecast that
James will emulate the Greeks’ most famous conquest, triumphing in London (which had
originated, according to legend, as a Trojan settlement in ancient Britain) as the Greeks

conquered Troy:

As Pergame thai, sua sall you tak new Troy,
And greiter wirschip sall obtene thairby][.] (lines 9-10)
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Montgomerie also foresees a future triumph for James over ‘all Brytan’ (‘In praise of his
Majestie’, line 8), but in his sonnet this vision comes at the culmination of the octave. In
the Winchester sonnet, by contrast, the parallel between James and his ancient ‘race’ (line
8) is introduced at the beginning of the sestet, once again redefining the meaning of

previous lines after a structural pause.

The handling of these transitions produces a rhythmically unbalanced sonnet. By
refocusing the argument at pivotal moments, the poet seems to be continually exploring
both form and content, instead of moving purposely toward resolution. The sonnet is held
together by a pattern of verbal repetition — James’s ‘laure’, ‘weirds’ and ‘wirschip’ are
introduced in the octave and return in the sestet with heightened senses — and this also has
the effect of giving new meaning to central ideas in the course of the poem. This sense of
discovery in the manuscript sonnet is a reflection of the poet’s creative process, which, as
we have seen, renovated the tropes of the printed commendatory sequence in the Essayes,
as well as possibly reworking the argument of Montgomerie’s unpublished sonnet. The
sonnet thus manifests a degree of self-consciousness about its intertextual relationships
which is not present in its ‘Castalian’ precedents, and illuminates the ‘self-reflexive’
potential of the Scottish sonnet in a new way. In its restless refashioning of printed and
perhaps manuscript sources, the Winchester sonnet acknowledges its contribution to an

existing poetic culture and its fluidity as a manuscript poem.

The Politics of Prophecy

Unlike its printed precedents, the manuscript sonnet in the Winchester Essayes defines
James VI’s future success in terms of a measurable political objective. The poem looks

forward to James’s conquest of ‘new Troy’ (line 9), alluding to the well-known fable that
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London originated as a settlement founded by the Trojan Brutus in ancient Britain.?® With
his cousin Elizabeth I ageing and childless, the greatest prize within James’s reach in the
late sixteenth century was the English throne. In its acknowledgement of this fact, the
Winchester sonnet invests the triumphal notes of ‘Castalian’ panegyric with a sense of
incompleteness, implying that the true import of its predictions would only be revealed in
the course of future events. This discussion emphasises the difficulties that James
encountered in attempting to secure his claim to the English throne in the 1580s and
1590s, and reveals how the Winchester sonnet captures both Scottish pride in James’s

destiny and concern about the struggle to achieve it.

In 1562 the poet Alexander Scott offered a ‘New Yeir Gift’ in verse to Mary Queen of
Scots, who had returned from France to her native realm less than five months earlier.
Scott’s poem anticipates a royal marriage in the coming year (though it was not until 1565
that Mary married her second husband Henry Stewart, Lord Darnley), and reaffirms the
dynastic importance of such a union by relating a prophecy. Old ‘sawis’ pronounce that a
‘berne sould bruke [possess] all bretane be pe see’, and Scott concludes that ‘pe same

' Prophecies of union had

sowld spring of pe’, the newly repatriated Queen of Scots.®
therefore played a part in speculation about Scotland’s future since before James’s birth,

and as the sixteenth century wore on Elizabeth I’s refusal to name her successor on the

English throne lent such prophecies increasing political weight.

Montgomerie invokes this prophetic tradition at climactic moments in his sonnet. The

second quatrain culminates in a restatement of the prophecy elucidated by Scott in his

% Stephen A. Barney explains that according to a tradition derived from Geoffrey of Monmouth, the Trojan
‘Brute founded a city named Trinovantum [...], that is, Troynovant, Troia Nova, ‘New Troy’ (the latter
names concocted by Geoffrey)’, which later became known as London. Stephen A. Barney, ‘Troy’, in The
Spenser Encyclopedia, ed. by A. C. Hamilton (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990), pp. 701-2 (p.
701).

8 The Poems of Alexander Scott, ed. by Alexander Karley Donald (London: Kegan Paul, 1902), p. 8. In his
edition of Montgomerie’s poems, Parkinson cites these lines from Scott’s ‘New Yeir Gift’ in a footnote to
‘In praise of his Majestie’; Montgomerie, Poems, I, p. 88.
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‘New Yeir Gift’: the poet declares that Mary’s son will in future compel ‘all Brytan to
obey’ (‘In praise of his Majestie’, line 8). The speaker’s visionary stance is laid bare in
the final line of the sonnet, which hails James as ‘That Prince vhilk sall the Prophesie
compleit’ (line 14). The oldest authority for this prophetic tradition is Geoffrey of
Monmouth’s seminal contribution to British national myth, the twelfth-century History of
the Kings of Britain. The first book of this history tells the story of Brutus, a descendant
of the Trojan refugee Aeneas and the founding father of ancient Britain. Once settled on
the island — a territory that then ‘had no inhabitants save for a few giants’ — Brutus
established ‘a city which he called New Troy’ and thus laid the foundations of early
modern London.®?? On his death, Brutus’s three sons ‘divided up the kingdom of Britain
among them’ and founded the nations of England, Wales and Scotland. In a supplement
to the history, Geoffrey records a prophecy forecasting the eventual reunion of these
alienated territories: Merlin foretells that ‘The island will be called by Brutus’ name and

the foreign term will disappear’ (p. 148).

Therefore, underpinning Montgomerie’s sonnet and many other prophetic statements
on both Scottish and English sides was a conception of James’s bid for the English throne
as a historic endeavour to unify the divided legacy of Brutus. In 1602 Elizabeth’s godson
Sir John Harington concluded his manuscript treatise on the English succession by
adducing a Welsh prophecy ‘elder then my great grandfather’, according to which ‘a babe
crownd in his cradle [...] shall make the ile of Brutus whole and unparted’; James VI,
King of Scotland from the age of thirteen months, could easily be identified as the

prophesied monarch.®® Roberta Brinkley notes that in 1603 the prophecies were fulfilled,

8 Geoffrey of Monmouth, The History of the Kings of Britain, ed. by Michael D. Reeve and trans. by Neil
Wright (Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 2007), pp. 26, 30.

8 Sir John Harington, A Tract on the Succession to the Crown, ed. by Clements R. Markham (London: J. B.
Nichols and Sons, 1880), pp. 120-21.
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as James ‘had himself proclaimed King of Great Britain, giving up his separate titles to

the kingdoms’ and re-enacting the founding myth of the nation.*

However, James’s casting as a second Brutus provided a compelling fiction to
counteract a fraught reality. To many English eyes in the late sixteenth century and
beyond, James was a foreign king, and he faced years of uncertainty during Elizabeth’s
reign over the acceptance of his claim in England and the threat of international hostility
after her death. In 1586 James signed a treaty with England, agreeing to defer to
Elizabeth’s direction in foreign affairs in return for her promise to ‘abandon the internal
meddling she had engaged in [...] since the overthrow of [James’s last regent] Morton’ in
1578 (Lee, p. 64). But at no point in these negotiations did Elizabeth submit to the most
insistent of James’s requests by granting him the formal recognition that he craved as a
rightful claimant to the succession. The queen continued her intransigence to the end,
withholding from her Scottish cousin any positive assurance that his hereditary claims
were not invalidated by English common law or by the terms of Henry VIII’s will. This
politic reserve on Elizabeth’s part led James to undertake tactical manoeuvres of his own.
‘Until the end of the century’, as Susan Doran has shown, ‘[James] feared that some
would rally round the other candidates on the queen’s death’, and he took steps to

strengthen his position both at home and abroad.®

In 1597 James ‘told the Scottish parliament that he expected to have need of arms to
win the throne’, and obtained oaths from twenty-seven of his nobles to support him in the
event of such an enterprise (Doran, p. 607). James’s diplomatic manoeuvres were no less

bold: he sought to convince the Protestant princes of Germany and his brother-in-law,

8 Roberta Florence Brinkley, Arthurian Legend in the Seventeenth Century (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
Press, 1932), p. 7.

8 Susan Doran, ‘Revenge her Foul and Most Unnatural Murder? The Impact of Mary Stewart’s Execution
on Anglo-Scottish Relations’, History, 85 (2000), 589-612 (p. 607).
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Christian 1V of Denmark, of the justice of his claim, while courting the good will of the
Catholic powers in Europe. However, James’s fear of Catholic resistance had a dangerous
influence on his policy closer to home. In 1589 he refrained from taking action against
the earl of Huntly and other Catholic nobles when evidence emerged that they were in
secret contact with Spain; three years later he showed the same reluctance in the midst of
a political crisis precipitated by their murderous feuding. Maurice Lee has pointed out
that these episodes not only threatened to overturn James’s political authority in Scotland,
but also put the Anglo-Scottish alliance of 1586 ‘in serious danger’ of collapse, as
England reverted to its old habits of interference in an attempt to neutralise the Catholic
faction north of the border (p. 75). In the 1590s, therefore, James’s efforts to build a
broad base of support for his claim to the English succession risked dividing and
alienating even his Scottish subjects. His calculation that a moderate stance towards
Catholics would tip the political balance in his favour on Elizabeth’s death instead

provoked a series of crises during the years following the defeat of the Spanish Armada.

The events of the 1590s came about as a result of irreconcilable tensions between
James’s long-term tactics and the demands of the immediate political climate. The
Winchester sonnet acknowledges these uncertainties on the path to James’s eventual
triumph by setting his future career alongside the past glories of the ancient Greeks. The
octave elevates the future renown of the Scottish king above ‘thairs, that did ald Dardanie
distroy’. Dardania is the name of an ancient city founded and ruled by Dardanus, whose
son established the nearby city of Troy. However, the Scottish poet Gavin Douglas, in his
translation of the Aeneid (completed in 1513), employs ‘Dardanus’ and ‘Dardane’ to

signify the entire region centred on Troy, and it is in this sense that the Winchester sonnet
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refers to ‘ald Dardanie’.?® The author of the sonnet states that James’s pre-eminence over

the conquering Greeks is assured by the Muses’ gift of ‘laure’ (line 4) to adorn his crown.
This symbol of eloquence suggests that James might surpass the Greeks by becoming his
own laureate and chronicler, and thus glances at an important strain of ‘Castalian’
panegyric representing James as a modern Caesar. Robert Hudson’s contribution to the
Essayes, for instance, concludes by renouncing its laudatory efforts, ‘For Caesars works,
shall iustly Caesar crowne’ (Essayes, sig. *2"). But the hint of this Roman character in the
manuscript sonnet is soon displaced by a bold analogy between James and his ancient
Greek ancestors: ‘As Pergame thai, sua sall you tak new Troy’. ‘Pergame’ is a form of
the name given in classical poetry to the citadel of Troy, glossed by Douglas as ‘Pergama,
the Troiane wallys wyght [strong]’.¥” The sonnet indicates that James has the potential to
surpass the Greeks in cultural endeavours, but he is destined to emulate them in military

conguest.

Montgomerie, Scott and other political prophets envisioned James’s future as the
fulfilment of a British national myth, the coming of a king destined to reunite the nation
founded by Brutus and his Trojan people. In contrast, the Winchester sonnet identifies
James with the enemies of the Trojans — the ancient race ‘Of Grecs’ (line 2) — and thus
portrays him as the leader of an autonomous Scottish nation with its roots in Greek
antiquity. This portrayal invokes a mythology that had been systematised in the late
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries by Scottish clerics setting out to counterbalance the

imperial vision of Britain derived from Geoffrey of Monmouth.®® John of Fordun’s

8 Gavin Douglas, Twelf Bukis of Eneados, Il. vi. 55, Il. x. 41. Virgil’s Aeneid Translated into Scottish
Verse by Gavin Douglas, Bishop of Dunkeld, ed. by David F. C. Coldwell, 2 vols (Edinburgh: Scottish Text
Society, 1957-64), 11, pp. 82, 94.

¥ Douglas, Eneados, II. v. 79. Virgil’s Aeneid Translated, I, p. 80.

¥ Colin Kidd and James Coleman, ‘Mythical Scotland’, in The Oxford Handbook of Modern Scottish
History, ed. by T. M. Devine and Jenny Wormald (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), pp. 62-77 (p.
64).
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Chronica gentis Scotorum (c.1363) articulated what became the standard narrative of
Scotland’s ancient history; Fordun claimed that ‘the Scots were not descended from Troy,
but from a Graeco-Egyptian pedigree, in particular the elopement of Scota, the daughter
of Pharaoh, with Gathelos, a Greek prince, whose descendants came to Scotland —
eventually — by a maritime route via the Mediterranean, Iberia, and Ireland’ (Kidd and
Coleman, p. 64). In the Winchester sonnet, as in earlier articulations of this myth, the
emphasis on the Greek origins of the Scottish nation can be seen as a reaction against the
mythology of a united Britain. In the late sixteenth century, when British mythology
allowed both Scottish and English observers to express hope that James would build a
new and stronger nation through peaceful means, the author of the Winchester sonnet
insisted that it was James’s destiny to enlarge and enrich Scotland through conquest south

of the border.

Through its construction of James as a ruler in the ancient Greek mould, the
manuscript sonnet expresses pride in the future of Scottish kingship. At the same time,
however, it acknowledges the impact that English resistance to James’s succession could
have on this future. The analogy between James’s anticipated triumph in London and the
Trojan War not only underlines the possibility of militant opposition to James in England,
but also raises the prospect of a long and violent struggle to subdue it. It is unclear, in the
closing lines of the sonnet, whether James will win the ‘palme & laure’ (line 11) as
Elizabeth’s acknowledged successor, or as England’s conqueror, bringing war to London
as the ancient Greeks brought destruction to Troy. In the last decades of the sixteenth
century, James demonstrated his readiness for the latter role, publicly announcing that he
would claim the English throne by force when the time came. The Winchester sonnet
makes space for this tactical role within the prophetic terms of ‘Castalian’ panegyric,

emphasising that James’s political destiny, like his poetic self, was still in the making.
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The Trojan legend forms the basis of a similar exploration of the implications of
unfulfilled prophecies in another courtly poem linked to the Essayes. In his ‘Reulis and
Cautelis’, James gave as a specimen of the form he called ‘Commoun verse’ (stanzas
rhyming ababcc with octosyllabic lines) the final stanza of Montgomerie’s poem
commencing ‘Before the Greeks durst enterpryse’ (Essayes, sig. M4"). This short poem
tells the story of the Greek delegation to the oracle of Apollo at Delphi, hoping to learn
‘Hou they suld speid and haif succes’ if they were to wage war on Troy. Their sacrifices

made,

Apollo made them Ansueir soon
Hou Troy and Trojans haiv they suld
To vse them hailly as they wold[.]*

In the final stanza, the poem’s speaker steps forward to draw a parallel between the
Greeks’ delight at this oracular pronouncement and his own pleasure in a promise

received:

thus spak Apollo myne,
“All that thou seeks it sall be thyne”.

However, as Lyall observes, this is the naive conceit of a petitioner apparently oblivious
to the fact that ten years of struggle stood between the ancient Greeks and their prophesied
victory (p. 114). The speaker’s self-disclosure in the final stanza is thus an ironic
denouement, isolating him from the reader aware that a painful delay may follow his
initial elation. It is also a self-conscious strategy on the part of the poet, whose position
implicitly parallels that of his speaker: ‘how long, the poet (as distinct from his gullible
persona) seems to be asking, will you make me wait for the fulfilment of your promise?’
(Lyall, p. 115). If ‘Apollo myne’ is understood to represent James, the poem may be seen

as part of Montgomerie’s campaign for the royal pension that he was granted on 27 July

8 Montgomerie, Poems, I, p. 74.
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1583. However its enigmatic subtext is interpreted, there can be no doubt that the poem
exposes the slipperiness of oracular and performative speech, exploiting the disjunction
between rhetoric and reality in order to dramatise the precarious state of a courtier. The
Winchester sonnet, though it exposes the same disjunction, is without the ironies of
Montgomerie’s poem. Its speaker adopts the authoritative rhetoric of ‘Castalian’
panegyric, emulating the commendatory sonnets printed in the Essayes in its construction
of James as a rising cultural and military leader. At the same time, its central analogy
implies that in the political climate of the 1580s and 1590s the implications of this rhetoric
were not fixed. In this respect, the poem brings a new interpretative openness to the
‘Castalian’ mode, and just as it extends the printed sequence of five sonnets, so it prepares

the ground for further debate.

The Story of Troy

Both the Winchester sonnet and Montgomerie’s self-ironising lyric, ‘Before the Greeks
durst enterpryse’, harness the Troy legend to develop an equivocal mode of courtly
address to James VI. There is a further context for the role of the Troy story in the
Winchester sonnet, one determined not primarily by intertextual affinities but by the
reading practices of the copyist or author of the manuscript poem itself. There are two
references to the ancient city of Troy in the texts printed in the Essayes, both of which
occur in James’s translation of L 'Uranie, ou Muse Celeste, a vindication of sacred poetry
first published by Du Bartas in 1574.%° In the Winchester copy of the Essayes, one of
these references is underlined and the other corrected with the same dark ink used to

transcribe the sonnet, and probably by the same hand. Since these are the only marks on

% This statement discounts a third reference to Troy which differs from the two mentioned in that occurs as
an epithet describing the ancestry of a person. The eighth of James’s ‘“Twelf Sonnets of Inuocations to the
Goddis’ features Misenus, ‘the Troyan trumpetour most raire’ (Essayes, sig. B3'"), whose demise Virgil
depicts in the sixth book of the Aeneid.
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the printed text in the book, it appears that a reader with a special interest in the poetic
uses of Trojan history found and interrogated the two allusions to this history in James’s
Scots ‘Vranie’. James’s references to Troy in his translation correspond to two of his
boldest departures from the sense of Du Bartas’ poem, and they show that the ancient city

played a supporting role in James’s self-construction as an apprentice poet.

In his Preface to ‘The Vranie’ James professed to have printed the French poem and
his Scots version in parallel ‘to let appeare more plainly to the [...] reader, wherin I haue
erred, to the effect, that with lesse difficulty he may escape those snhares wherin | haue
fallen> (Essayes, sig. C3"). James’s confession of inadequacy authorises the reader to
correct the errors in his translation of Du Bartas’ poem. This posture deflects any attempt
to understand James’s deviations from the original as intentional or instinctive revisions.
There is, however, much to be gained from such a reading. Perhaps the most politically
sensitive of James’s departures from the sense of his original occurs early in his
translation. In the opening lines of Du Bartas’ Uranie the poet recalls ‘/’Auril de mon
aage [sic]’ (Essayes, sig. C4"), a youthful phase characterised by restless ambition and
persistent uncertainty about the value of secular poetic endeavours. The poet begins to

record his discarded ventures:

Tantost i’entreprenoy d’orner la Grecque Scene
D ’vn vestement Francois. Tantost dvn vers plus haut,

Hardi, i’ensanglantoy le Francgois eschafaut
Des Tyrans d’llion, de Thebes, de Mycene.

The poet states metaphorically that he attempted to refine Greek drama by presenting it in
a contemporary language and theatre, or ‘un vestement Francois’ (‘a French garb’). On
another occasion, he claims to have transplanted the history of ancient kingdoms onto ‘le
Frangois eschafaut’ (‘the French boards’), staging the bloody rule of the ‘Tyrans d’llion,

de Thebes, de Mycene’ (‘tyrants of Troy, Thebes and Mycenae’). The poet thus reveals
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his early ambition to further the humanist rediscovery of Greek tragedy, a movement that
reached France shortly after 1500 and produced both original plays set in the ancient
world — such as Robert Garnier’s La Troade (1579) and Jean Robelin’s La Thébaide
(1584) — and translations from Sophocles and Euripides.* The image of a bloodstained
stage (eschafaut also translates as ‘scaffold”’) indicates both that the poet endorsed
theatrical violence and that his tragic vision had a cautionary import for autocratic rulers

and their subjects.

The corresponding passage in James’s translation is underlined in the Winchester

Essayes:

| whyles essaide the Grece in Frenche to praise,

Whyles in that toung | gaue a lusty glaise [gallant attempt?]*?

For to descryue the Troian Kings of olde,

And them that Thebes and Mycens crowns did holde. (Essayes, sig. D1")

James’s version neutralises the political stance of the original, most obviously by
reappraising the ancient rulers as crowned ‘Kings’ and remaining silent on their tyrannical
government. This emphasis on royal status over political conduct seems to encapsulate
James’s mature position as a king asserting an inviolable divine right to rule, but in its
immediate context the change is symptomatic of another anxiety. In the Scots “Vranie’
there is no hint that the young poet had theatrical ambitions: he merely aspired ‘to praise’
and ‘to descryue’ ancient leaders in verse. Furthermore, these rulers are insistently
historicised: the rhyming phrases ‘of olde’ and ‘did holde’ represent them as static figures

in a remote past. Thus, the poet in James’s translation understands history as a story to be

% For a recent discussion of French humanist tragedy, see Gillian Jondorf, ‘Sixteenth-Century Theatre’, in
The Cambridge History of French Literature, ed. by William Burgwinkle and others (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2011), pp. 204-210.

% The Dictionary of the Older Scottish Tongue (DOST) cites this as the sole usage illustrating a second
sense of the noun ‘glaise’; however, it merely notes that the meaning of the word in this context is unknown.
DOST is part of the online Dictionary of the Scottish Language <http://www.dsl.ac.uk/> [accessed 21
October 2013].
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retold and reinterpreted, suppressing the enthusiasm shown by his counterpart in Du
Bartas’ poem for history as a living presence in the theatre. This revision, privileging the
individual poetic voice over the popular theatrical experience, can be seen as an early
manifestation of the anxiety about historical drama and its communal creation of meaning
that James explored more directly in his later poetry. Rickard has argued that by the early
1620s James seemed ‘anxiously aware that kings might indeed be dangerously like actors
in terms of being dependent on their audiences’ (p. 195). In the Winchester copy, the
underlining in this part of James’s translation gives no clue to the impressions formed by
the annotator, but a close comparison of the parallel texts would have illuminated some of

the young king’s enduring anxieties.

Unlike the first, the second of James’s noted departures from the original Uranie
appears not to have been intentional. In James’s translation, Urania advises the gifted

poet to devote himself to the study of his cultural inheritance:

How oft thou lykes reid ouer booke efter booke,
The bookes of Troy, and of that towne which tooke
Her name from Alexander Monark then[.] (Essayes, sigs D4', E1")

Troy is an incongruous partner to Alexandria as a famous repository of ‘bookes’, and a
comparison of these lines with Du Bartas’ text on the facing page reveals the source of the
confusion. In the original poem Urania recommends ‘Les liures de Pergame’ (Essayes,
sig. D3Y): the contents of the ancient library at Pergamon, second only to the larger
collection at Alexandria as a centre of learning in the ancient Greek world. The lost and
unrecorded holdings of both libraries could not be accessed physically, but Urania implies
that their texts and scholarship were extant in a tradition of humanist learning. Just as the

inspiration of all true poets flows from ‘the fyrie heauen’ (Essayes, sig. E1"), so
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knowledge of the art of poetry has its ultimate source in two extraordinary, inaccessible

libraries.

An error in James’s translation transforms this allusion to the ancient library of
Pergamon in a way that reflects one of James’s personal burdens of influence. In the
manuscript sonnet transcribed earlier in the Winchester Essayes, ‘Pergame’ signifies the
Trojan citadel, and it is this sense that James adopts in his translation of ‘Les liures de
Pergame’. Thus, in the Scots poem Urania no longer refers to an ancient source library
for humanist knowledge, but to a tradition of writing about ancient Troy that began long
after the city’s destruction. James’s interest in the rich poetic aspect of this tradition may
have left him prone to misunderstanding Du Bartas’ text. The surviving records of his
library indicate that he owned eight editions or translations of Virgil, including recent
annotated texts edited by Henri Estienne (c.1575) and Germain Vaillant de Guélis
(1575).93 In the last of his ‘Tvvelf Sonnets of Inuocations’, a sequence laying bare his
aesthetic principles, James announced his ambition to emulate Virgilian epic: ‘I lofty
Virgill shall to life restoir’ (Essayes, sig. C1"). Therefore, James’s erroneous substitution
of ‘The bookes of Troy’ for the library of Pergamon in Urania’s advice to the ambitious
poet reflects the importance that he attached to the Aeneid in particular as a poetic model.
Whether or not the annotating reader of the Winchester Essayes understood this, he
discovered the error and acted on James’s prefatory guidance to avoid ‘those snares
wherin I haue fallen’. The word ‘Troy’ is lightly crossed out in the Winchester copy and

the correction ‘Pergame’ is written in the margin.

The appearances of Troy in the Scots ‘Vranie’ present a revealing case-study of

James’s refashioning of the ambitious poet in Du Bartas’ poem in his own image.

% The Library of James VI, 1575-1583, from a MS in the Hand of Peter Young, his Tutor, ed. by George
Frederic Warner (Edinburgh: Scottish History Society, 1893), pp. xxxi, xxxv, xliii, xIvii, xlviii, i, Ixi, Ixix.
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Furthermore, the annotations associated with both of these references in the Winchester
Essayes show that either the copyist or the author of the manuscript sonnet carried its
thematic focus on the Troy story into their reading of James’s published poetry. It is
notable that in the Winchester Essayes the name ‘Pergame’, having appeared in the
sonnet, is restored to ‘The Vranie’; this may indicate that the author of the sonnet read and

annotated James’s translation before composing and copying his own poem.

Whatever the role of the annotator in the production of the manuscript sonnet, it is
clear that the annotations form an interpretative bridge between two roles which belong at
opposite poles of James’s repertoire as a ‘Laureat king’. They record an encounter with
James as the subject of a panegyric poem on the one hand, and as the author of an
imperfect translation on the other, held together by the same thematic concern. Scholars
of the ‘Castalian’ movement at the Jacobean court have agreed that its collaborative
practices and early productivity were sustained by the king’s willingness to play a variety
of creative roles. The copyist and annotator of the Winchester Essayes bears out this
conclusion in a new way: by interacting with James in two dissimilar guises, he
demonstrates that a culture of potential contradictions could nevertheless be understood

coherently and imaginatively by its participants.

Thistlethwayte may have treasured his copy of the Essayes as the creation of a royal
author not yet nineteen years old, but its manuscript additions can now be understood as
the products of a confident and exclusive culture. The manuscript gathering at the end of
the book reveals how privileged readers forged their own alignments between the
manuscript and published poetry by James in circulation in the late 1580s and 1590s.
Furthermore, the manuscript sonnet demonstrates that one less experienced poet drew on a

growing corpus of panegyric poetry to add his voice to the construction of James as a
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martial monarch. In its multi-faceted and richly interactive combination of manuscript
and printed texts, Thistlethwayte’s copy of the Essayes is an outstanding illustration of the
exchange of creative roles and influences which sustained James’s poetic renaissance. Its

provenance may be untraceable, but it carries a rich and eloguent history.

63



CHAPTER TWO

THE RECEIVED TEXT IN LEWIS THEOBALD’S EDITORIAL
THEORY AND PRACTICE

In 1726, Lewis Theobald made his debut as a Shakespearean textual critic with the
publication of Shakespeare Restored: Or, a Specimen of the Many Errors, as well
Committed, as Unamended, by Mr. Pope in his Late Edition of this Poet. Focusing the
body of his work on the text of Hamlet, Theobald criticised the conservative editorial
approach that Pope professed to have followed in his deluxe quarto edition of 1725, and
insisted that judicious intervention to rectify corrupt and unintelligible passages in
Shakespeare was warranted. Five years later, in 1731, Theobald secured a contract to
produce a new edition of Shakespeare’s plays, and he agreed to base his new text on its
immediate predecessor, Pope’s second edition of 1728." Part of the printer’s copy for
Theobald’s edition has survived: the British Library holds the copy for Antony and
Cleopatra, while the copy for a further nine of the thirty-one plays in the edition survives
in Winchester College Fellows’ Library, as part of the collection donated by Alexander

Thistlethwayte.

In 1986, Richard Corballis gained brief access to Theobald’s printer’s copy in the
Fellows’ Library, verifying that it forms part of Theobald’s marked-up copy of Pope’s
1728 Shakespear, and publishing a short account of its array of printing-house
annotations.? This chapter begins by extending Corballis’s study of the bibliographical

make-up of Theobald’s copy and its use in the printing process. The copy’s physical

! Peter Seary, Lewis Theobald and the Editing of Shakespeare (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), p. 215.
2 Richard Corballis, ‘Copy-Text for Theobald’s Shakespeare’, The Library, 6th ser., 8 (1986), 156-59.
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transformation from interleaved duodecimo gatherings to batches of individual leaves is
explained, and the pressures of the working relationship between Theobald and his

printers are reconsidered.

In the remainder of this study, evidence from the Winchester portion of Theobald’s
printer’s copy informs a broader revaluation of Theobald’s rationale for adopting Pope’s
second edition as his copy-text and his success in tackling the problems that he identified
in Shakespeare Restored. It is argued that in adopting Pope’s edition as his copy-text,
Theobald sought to appropriate and add to its modern paratexts and accidentals, as well as
to identify and root out its substantive errors using a combination of specialist knowledge
and critical acuity. However, my analysis of the texts of King Lear reveals that most of
the unauthorised readings introduced into this text by Pope were allowed to remain in
Theobald’s edition. The methodology of this analysis follows that of Simon Jarvis in his
study of Theobald’s editing: where Jarvis based his conclusions on a collation of
Theobald’s text of Hamlet against his copy-text, the present study draws on a new
collation of Pope’s and Theobald’s texts of King Lear, a play less often discussed in
modern studies of Theobald’s editing.3 The present study, moreover, revises Jarvis’s
conclusions about the eclecticism of Theobald’s practice. It argues that Theobald relied
not on systematic collation but on critical analysis of his copy-text to locate and rectify
inaccurate readings. This approach had a notable precedent in the work of the classical
scholar Richard Bentley, but it was not well-suited to the task of eliminating the pervasive

errors in Theobald’s copy-text.

® Simon Jarvis, Scholars and Gentlemen: Shakespearean Textual Criticism and Representations of Scholarly
Labour, 1725-1765 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995).
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From Printing-House to Library

On 26 October 1731, Theobald and the younger Jacob Tonson contracted to publish ‘a
Correct Edition of ... Shakespear’s Plays’ (Seary, p. 215). The terms of their agreement
required Theobald to send in the copy ‘compleat for y® press’ within two months, and
Tonson acted promptly to supply his editor with the necessary materials. In November
Theobald reported in a letter to Warburton that ‘Tonson has sent me in a Shakespeare
interleav’d; & I am now extracting such notes & Emendations, as upon the Maturest

Deliberation, I am certain will stand the Test.”*

Corballis has correctly identified the printer’s copy for nine plays preserved at
Winchester College, and the copy for one more play held at the British Library, as
originally part of this ‘Shakespeare interleav’d’. Theobald’s interleaved Shakespear is
described by Corballis as belonging to ‘the second edition of Pope’s Shakespeare [sic],
published in 1728 in eight volumes’ in cheaper duodecimo format (p. 157). The eight
volumes of this edition were issued as part of two Tonson products in 1728.° First, they
made up an eight-volume set of Shakespeare’s plays issued under Tonson’s individual
imprint.® Secondly, they were reissued with new title pages, according to ESTC, as part
of a ten-volume set including older texts of Shakespeare’s poems and apocryphal plays;
the imprint on the overall title page names ‘J. and J. Knapton’ and a consortium of
fourteen other booksellers.” Tonson was one of these partners, and the expanded edition

pursues his policy of incorporating texts and critical apparatus retailed initially by other

* R. F. Jones, Lewis Theobald, his Contribution to English Scholarship (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1919; repr. AMS Press, 1966), p. 280.

> Andrew Murphy, Shakespeare in Print (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), pp. 314-15.

® The Works of Shakespear, ed. by Alexander Pope, 8 vols (London: J. Tonson, 1728). This edition is ESTC
No. T138594.

" The Works of Mr. William Shakespear, ed. by Alexander Pope, 10 vols (London: J. and J. Knapton and
others, 1728). This edition is ESTC No. T138590.
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booksellers (in companion volumes to the first editions by Pope and Rowe) into revised

versions of his editions.

Appendix 2 contains a bibliographical description of the volumes of Theobald’s
printer’s copy assembled by Thistlethwayte and donated to Winchester College Fellows’
Library. Each of the three volumes contains the copy for three plays, organised and
bound as a collection of individual leaves. The printed and inserted leaves are no longer
arranged in alternating sequence; as Corballis has noted, the annotated leaves are grouped
together following the printed leaves of each play and often bound into the volumes out of
order or at the wrong edge (p. 157, note 6). The sometimes careless arrangement of the
leaves is matched by the untidy binding of the volumes. The binder made stab-holes well
into the inner margins at the top and bottom of the leaves (many have torn as the threads
have loosened over time), and used overcast stitches and copious amounts of hide glue to
secure them to five cords at the spine. The results are covered by Dutch marbled boards
and handsomely lettered spine labels, both characteristic features of many of

Thistlethwayte’s books.

The dilapidation of these poorly constructed volumes is in sharp contrast to the careful
conservation of the smaller portion of Theobald’s copy held at the British Library. The
copy for Antony and Cleopatra has a fine late twentieth-century binding, and trimming
and tissue repair have neatened the uneven edges of the leaves and reinforced sewing
holes.® While this has produced an object whose condition reflects its value as a rare
Shakespearean artefact, it has done so at the expense of evidence of the copy’s material
history. As a result of the conservation work, many physical traces of the prior
construction and deconstruction of Theobald’s printer’s copy have either been lost or

obscured.

® Theobald’s Antony and Cleopatra. British Library, shelf-mark C.45.b.11.
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In Winchester, by contrast, the Fellows’ Library has not intervened to improve the
condition of Thistlethwayte’s volumes, and as a consequence it is possible to rediscover
some features of Theobald’s printer’s copy as it first came into his hands. In the
Winchester volumes, the inner edges of leaves are sometimes exposed, and those which
have been cut outside the fold occasionally reveal neat sewing holes along it. These
indicate that the ‘Shakespeare interleav’d’ with which Tonson provided Theobald was
stitched into a temporary configuration. It is highly unlikely that this interleaved
Shakespear was bound into the eight volumes which the printed leaves alone were
intended to form. Each volume of Pope’s duodecimo edition contains over four hundred
pages on average, and the insertion of blank leaves would have swelled each one to an

unmanageable size for binding as an enlarged whole.

This is especially true as there is evidence that blank leaves outnumbered printed ones
in Theobald’s ‘Shakespeare interleav’d’ by two to one. My analysis of the inserted leaves
has revealed that each is one eighth of a blank sheet — their chain lines run vertically and
roughly a quarter of the watermark or countermark normally appears at the top of the
inner edge. They were not, however, made by folding sheets as if for octavo gatherings.
By matching Theobald’s annotations on the inserted leaves to the printed text that they
comment on (a task aided by his habit of copying the lemma at the same level on the
blank page as the line it duplicates on the printed page opposite), the original placement of
these leaves in each duodecimo gathering can be ascertained. The blank leaves which
Theobald did not use are now missing from his printer’s copy, and for thinly annotated
plays this means that only a fraction of the original quantity of blank leaves remains, but
significant patterns can be deduced from other plays.

Thus it has been found that groups of blank leaves, sometimes all those inserted into

one printed gathering, tend to exhibit either the top or the bottom quarters of the
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watermark or countermark. For example, of the surviving leaves added to gathering G of
Timon of Athens, the seven which carry a portion of the watermark have one of the bottom
quarters of the design. Conversely, of the remaining leaves from gatherings E and F, the
four which display part of the same watermark have one of the top quarters. This suggests
that the top and bottom halves of blank sheets were commonly cut apart and separated,
before being cut up again and folded to form conjugate pairs of blank leaves ready for
insertion. It is also notable that where two leaves placed between consecutive printed
pages have survived, both normally display the same quarter of the watermark or
countermark in the same position. This indicates that blank sheets were cut and prepared
in twos, so that two blank leaves could be inserted between each pair of facing pages in a
gathering.

If these methods were employed consistently in the making of Theobald’s
‘Shakespeare interleav’d’, they provided space for a considerable quantity of notes,
perhaps reflecting Tonson’s initial estimate of the volume of commentary that he had
purchased from his editor. These methods also represented a practical response to the fact
that a copy of Pope’s edition, if it had been in sheets, could not have been evenly
interleaved by folding and cutting blank sheets in the same way as printed ones. The
common duodecimo format of the edition would have meant that a gathering made by
folding blank and printed sheets together alternated the different kinds of leaves
inconveniently in twos. The ‘Shakespeare interleav’d’ that Tonson provided not only
overcame this problem, but also gave Theobald ample space and a secure structure within
which to prepare his text and commentary.

This is in acute contrast to the current state of the printer’s copy, in which the formerly
stitched gatherings are now a mass of singles. The cutting-up of the copy was almost

certainly done by the printers, in order to discard the large number of redundant leaves left

69



blank by Theobald, and to facilitate the exchange of parcels of copy between Theobald
and the printing-house. Directions concerning this exchange appear on twelve pages of
the surviving copy where the beginning of a new sheet of Theobald’s edition is marked.
Ten of these messages ask Theobald ‘to return y° last Leaf of Copy, & so supply us with
some more.”® They were written on the first or last leaf of a section of copy, before it and
the proof sheet printed from it were dispatched to Theobald for correction. Corballis has
explained that these requests made sure that Theobald returned not only the corrected
proof but also the last leaf of copy needed to begin setting the first page of the next sheet
(pp. 157-58). These notes are reminders that the duodecimo gatherings which remained
integral to the construction of the ‘Shakespeare interleav’d’ ceased to be useful to the
printers. By breaking them up, the printers gave themselves the troublesome task of
handling a heap of loose leaves efficiently, but in the surviving copy at least the only
suggestion of a lapse in their concentration is a false alarm. The last leaves of Timon of
Athens in the Winchester volume (signed H and H2 in Pope’s sixth volume) are
replacements for another pair which, according to a note from the printers, ‘were either
not returned, or, if they were, mislaid & lost’.*° However, the original pair of leaves is
preserved in the same volume, among the annotated leaves which follow, confirming that
this pair never reached the printing-house at all.™*

Theobald was responsible for the reordering and preservation of the copy for his
edition once it had served its immediate purpose. The leaves were returned to him in
batches, as aids to correcting the latest proof, and he seems to have collected them

carefully. In the Preface to his edition Theobald hinted boldly that his career as a

® Theobald’s Pope’s Shakespear, 3 vols; Winchester College Library, Book No. 8815. I: King Lear,
Othello, Richard IlI, fol. 28". ‘Theobald’s Pope’s Shakespear’ is the spine title of each of Thistlethwayte’s
volumes, and it is adopted here to refer to the portion of Theobald’s printer’s copy preserved in the Fellows’
Library. Book No. 8815 refers to all three volumes in the Fellows’ Library catalogue.

1% Theobald’s Pope’s Shakespear, I1: Timon of Athens, Titus Andronicus, Troilus and Cressida, fols 36-37.

' Theobald’s Pope’s Shakespear, I1, fols 80, 82.
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Shakespearean editor was set to continue, ‘as I have been importun’d, and am prepar’d, to
give a correct Edition of our Author’s POEMS’.*> The volume never appeared, but
Theobald may have kept his printer’s copy for the plays as a sign that his editorial work
on Shakespeare was far from over. The copy for Antony and Cleopatra in the British
Library is enclosed in a blue wrapper, whose front and back covers are separated and
bound into the volume as individual leaves. On the verso of one of the covers, now the
last leaf in the British Library volume, the title of the play is written in what appears to be
an eighteenth-century hand.*® Both halves of the wrapper have three holes near one edge,
corresponding exactly to those cut deep in the inner margins of all of the leaves in the
copy for Antony and Cleopatra. These holes represent a basic means of securing bundles
of individual leaves together, and they also appear throughout the printer’s copy at
Winchester College, although any blue wrappers once attached to these plays have
disappeared. It seems, therefore, that the portions of Theobald’s copy for each of
Shakespeare’s plays were at some point crudely stitched into blue wrappers, possibly at
the instigation of Theobald himself.

Theobald’s library was sold at auction over four evenings between 23 and 26 October
1744.* Item 405 in the sale catalogue is arresting:

Pope’s Shakespear’s Plays, in 8 vols. with many thousand Remarks, some

curious, some shrewd, in Manuscript, wrote in every Page, by Mr.
Theobald[.] (p. 10)

It is tempting to speculate that this was Theobald’s printer’s copy, especially as Item 405
sold for £2 13s. 0d., the highest price fetched by any lot on the third evening of the sale

according to a manuscript price list covering only this evening’s lots. Owing to its bulk,

'2 The Works of Shakespeare, ed. by Lewis Theobald, 7 vols (London: A. Bettesworth and others, 1733), I,
p. xliv. Winchester College Fellows’ Library, Book No. 8817.

3 Theobald’s Antony and Cleopatra, fol. X57".

14 Charles Corbett, A Catalogue of the Library of Lewis Theobald, Esg. (London: [n. pub.], 1744). The copy
with a manuscript price list (unfoliated) which is referred to here is in the Bodleian Library, and was
consulted in Eighteenth Century Collections Online <http://gale.cengage.co.uk> [accessed 5 March 2011].

71



however, it is highly unlikely that Theobald’s printer’s copy was bound into the ‘8 vols’
that the auction catalogue advertises following its return from the printing-house.
Alternatively, Item 405 could be a lost copy of Pope’s eight-volume edition, abundantly
annotated by Theobald prior to receiving his editorial contract. He and Warburton
engaged in an intense correspondence in the autumn of 1729, in a collaborative attempt to
locate and repair the ‘Doubts and Depravations’ of Shakespeare’s text.™ By the middle of
April 1730 they had completed their interrogation of the texts of the canonical plays in
Pope’s eight volumes, and Theobald wondered

if in your set of Pope’s duodecimo edition, you have the ninth volume, which

contains the contested Plays of our Shakespeare: if you have, | will venture to

promise you some entertainment from the emendations that | have made
upon Locrine and Pericles[.]*®

It is plausible that Theobald’s letters drew on a vast fund of corrections and annotations in
his copy of Pope’s 1728 edition. Thus, it may be this annotated copy of ‘Pope’s
Shakespear’s Plays’, missing the ninth volume of apocryphal plays to which Theobald
referred in his letter to Warburton, which was sold at auction in 1744,

While the disposal of Theobald’s printer’s copy must remain a matter of conjecture, it
seems at some point to have come into the hands of a bookseller who offered it for
purchase in parts. Thistlethwayte, as has been noted, bought the copy for nine plays,
including all four of the history plays in Pope’s fifth volume (castigated by Theobald as
‘the dull Fifth Volume’)."” He had the three parts of Henry VI bound together, while he
placed the fourth play, Richard Ill, in another volume alongside King Lear and Othello.
This arrangement reclassifies Richard 11l as a tragedy of leadership, separating the play

from the histories in a manner anticipated by the First Folio’s title, The Tragedy of Richard

> Letter of Lewis Theobald to William Warburton, 18 March 1728/9. John Nichols, Illustrations of the
Literary History of the Eighteenth Century, 8 vols (London: Nichols, Son, and Bentley, 1817-58), Il, p. 204.
16| etter of Lewis Theobald to William Warburton, 10 March 1729/30. Nichols, II, p. 557.

" Nichols, 11, p. 416.
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the Third. It is part of a broader configuration, moreover, which suggests that
Thistlethwayte may have selected his nine plays from a larger array of Theobald’s
printer’s copy with generic groupings in mind. His volumes represent English history
plays (Henry VI Parts 1, 2 and 3), ancient Roman and Greek plays (Timon of Athens, Titus
Andronicus, Troilus and Cressida), and tragedies (King Lear, Othello, Richard III).
Shakespeare’s comedies, less frequently performed in the eighteenth century and often
castigated for their licentious characters and wordplay, are conspicuously absent.

The copy for Antony and Cleopatra, now in the British Library, has a curious family
history. The half-title bears the signature of ‘W™ Baker’ and the mistaken attribution,
‘Commentary &c. by David Erskine Baker’, in another hand. David Erskine Baker (1730-
1767?) was a precociously learned young man whose passion for acting led him into the
theatre. In 1764 he published his Companion to the Play-House, a dictionary of plays and
dramatists, in which Theobald’s achievement as an editor of Shakespeare receives special
mention. According to Theobald’s entry, his Shakespeare ‘is still in great Esteem; being
in general prefered [sic.] to those Editions published by Pope, Warburton, and Hanmer.**®
David predeceased his father Henry Baker (1698-1774), a natural philosopher, poet, and
periodical journalist who married the youngest daughter of Daniel Defoe. Henry’s
virtuosic spectrum of interests could well have encompassed the literary scholarship of
Theobald, his contemporary, and he could be the Baker family member who first acquired
the copy for Antony and Cleopatra.

Henry’s property and papers passed to his grandson, William Baker (1763-1828), and
the mixture of family remains which William inherited obscured the true authorship of
Theobald’s notes and corrections for two generations. William’s son Henry Defoe Baker

(1803-1845) sold many of his great-grandfather’s manuscripts to Dawson Turner, a noted

'8 David Erskine Baker, A Companion to the Play-House, 2 vols (London: T. Becket and others, 1764), II,
sig. Gg5s'.
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botanist, antiquary, and autograph collector whose collections found their way in part to
the British Library. Baker also gave Turner Theobald’s copy for Antony and Cleopatra as
‘a present’, as Turner acknowledged in a note pencilled on one of the flyleaves. Here
Turner also expressed his conviction, contrary to the recorded attribution, that the
commentary is ‘by Theobald & in his hand-writing, which I do not know’. He verified
this by consulting ‘Johnson and Steevens’ Shakespeare [one of a series inaugurated in

1773] where several of these very notes are referred to Theobald.”*®

This is an apt reminder that Theobald’s edition and his printer’s copy were both in
analogous ways deconstructed and reclaimed in the later eighteenth century. Theobald’s
printer’s copy for thirty-one plays was sold in pieces, and the surviving plays became part
of impressive collections in the hands of a Hampshire bibliophile (Thistlethwayte), a
distinguished family (the Bakers), and a polymath collector (Turner). Meanwhile, choice
emendations and notes were culled from Theobald’s published Shakespeare and absorbed
into ever-growing variorum editions, of which Samuel Johnson’s in 1765 was the first.
Commercial motives probably lie behind the sale of the printer’s copy in profitable
fragments, as they partly account for the emergence of the variorum Shakespeare, which
renewed Tonson’s claim to own an authoritative modern text of the plays by laying out its
critical heritage in detail. But whereas variorum editors created a canon of Theobald’s
most valuable editorial contributions, his printer’s copy achieved a much more sparsely

documented transformation from raw material to collector’s item and family relic.

19 Theobald’s Antony and Cleopatra, unfoliated.
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Work in Progress

The Winchester portion of Theobald’s printer’s copy carries an array of marks and
annotations, which shed light on the working practices of Theobald’s printers and their
demands on his editorial labour. Among the more enigmatic are the names and initials
which appear in twelve places on the copy, alongside open square brackets whose position
helps to indicate their purpose. Some appear to record the work of pressmen: ‘J.R’ and an
illegible name with the same initials mark the places where corresponding pages of
Theobald’s edition (the twelfth pages of sheet K of King Lear and sheet Cc of Richard Il1
respectively) start in the copy.?’ Others, such as ‘John.’, ‘Jack.” and ‘J.’, are noted at the

top of pages of copy, and may register the division of work between compositors.

The copy has a more uniform collection of marks from a corrector, made using a darker
ink and neater square brackets. The majority of these are bibliographical notes, logging
the volume, signature, and initial page number of each new sheet of Theobald’s edition at
its starting point in the copy.” More unusually, the word ‘Out’, circled for emphasis,
appears eleven times in the copy, accompanied by square brackets around portions of the
text (Fig. 5). Joseph Moxon’s description ‘Of the Correcter [sic.], and his Office’ confirms
that these marks were intended to highlight lines accidentally omitted by the compositor in
setting the text.”? However, Moxon’s instructions state that a bracketed ‘Out’ should be
marked in the margin of the proof sheet, not the printer’s copy, if the omitted text is ‘too
long to be Writ in the Margin’. In this case, Moxon directs that a bracketed note, ‘See the

Copy’, should also be added to the proof. It seems, then, that the corrector of Theobald’s

% Theobald’s Pope’s Shakespear, |, fols 27", 219",

2! See Corballis, p. 158.

22 Joseph Moxon, Mechanick Exercises, or The Doctrine of Handy-Works, 2 vols (London: Joseph Moxon,
1683), Il, pp. 260, 262-63.
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Figure 5. Notes from the printing-house on the copy for Troilus and Cressida

Theobald’s Pope’s Shakespear, 11, fol. 177". By permission of the Warden and
Fellows of Winchester College.

Shakespeare attempted either to clarify or bypass these cross-references by introducing a
mark used in proof correction (the circled ‘Out’) to the printer’s copy itself.

The portions of text marked ‘Out’ range in extent from two to twenty-one lines of
verse, and there are a variety of explanations for the omissions. Five are clear cases of

eye-skip affecting no more than four lines of prose. Two seem to have occurred when a
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compositor failed to turn over a leaf of Theobald’s annotations; another two were caused
by premature page-turning, when a compositor forgot to return to his place in the text after
being diverted to the bottom of the page to set degraded or newly incorporated lines.
These slips offer glimpses of the practical pitfalls to which compositors occasionally fell
victim while working on Theobald’s printer’s copy. The loose, unfoliated leaves of
Theobald’s manuscript material could easily be passed over without paying attention to
one side, while the lines awaiting reinstatement at the bottom of the page (some
handwritten by Theobald and others printed in Pope’s footnotes) could disrupt a
compositor’s straightforward progress through the text.

There were, however, more trying setbacks in store for the printers of Theobald’s
Shakespeare. On 19 September 1732, almost nine months behind schedule, Theobald
gave Warburton the good news that the printing of his edition had begun: ‘Shakespeare is
now groaning under two Presses’ (Jones, p. 308). Theobald’s statement indicates that his
edition was ‘printed at two or more printing Houses’, as Tonson had stipulated in the
contract, but severe delays affected its production from the outset (Seary, p. 216). One
bout of disruption may have been caused by the death of John Darby Jr., a printer whose
name appeared in the imprint of Pope’s ten-volume edition in 1728, and can be found (as
‘M". Darby’) on a parcel of copy for Titus Andronicus.”® He died ‘in the early part of
1733’, having participated in the earliest and most productive stages of printing, and his
loss may have played a part in the printers’ failure to fulfil Theobald’s hopes of a spring
completion date.?*

On 30 June 1733, two months after the publication date that he had last forecast passed

by, Theobald complained to Warburton, ‘tho’ I rece€d 8 Sheets per Week from each Press

% Theobald’s Pope’s Shakespear, 11, fol. 137",

* Henry R. Plomer, Harry G. Aldis and Arundell J. K. Esdaile, A Dictionary of the Printers and Booksellers
who were at work in England, Scotland and Ireland from 1668 to 1725 (London: Bibliographical Society,
1968), p. 53.
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at my setting out, that Number has been too often reduc’d to Two’ (Jones, p. 314). It has
already been observed that Theobald’s contract with Tonson obliged him to dispatch the
copy for his entire edition before printing began. But the printers’ requests for fresh
material in the surviving copy confirm that Theobald did not fulfil this condition of his
contract and instead supplied copy in instalments. Corballis infers from the notes on the
copy that ‘like many eighteenth-century authors, Theobald was only a step or two ahead of
his printers’ (p. 157). However, it would have been almost impossible for Theobald to
prepare and send copy piecemeal to the printers as rapidly as they returned it to him at
times of peak activity. Had he found himself ‘only a step or two ahead’ during the busiest
periods, such as the early rush which he mentioned to Warburton, he would have faced at
least thirty pages of Pope’s edition (not to mention two proofs for his own) requiring
attention every day. It is certainly true that last-minute efforts were an unavoidable feature
of Theobald’s pattern of work, as his reference to ‘a passage [...] w". I think | found out
the Joak of but the other day while the Press waited’ clearly shows (Jones, p. 309). But to
conclude from this that Theobald was under constant pressure to meet demand for copy
from the printing-house is to overstate not only the extremity of his predicament, but also
the printers’ relentless productivity.

The summer slump, caused by a labour shortage, was the worst delay to strike the
printing process. At the end of June 1733 Theobald reflected frustratedly that ‘Hamlet &
Othello are All y'. want to be compleated’, but it was not until 17 October that he finally
declared, ‘I thank God, the 7 Volumes are quite printed off” (Jones, pp. 314, 318). The
copy for Theobald’s last volume carries the most urgent of all the instructions from the
printing-house, sent not long before the struggle to find compositors began to take its toll.
Two-thirds of the way through the copy for sheet E of Troilus and Cressida is the

following message:
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S" If y". coud dispatch y°. sheet, so as we coud have it back next morn.g we
shoud be able to send y". another to morrow. We want Copy very much.?

The press-figures on all the printed sheets of Troilus and Cressida in Theobald’s edition
signal a systematic and efficient pattern of production: each forme is numbered 2 or 3, and
press 2 is responsible for the inner formes of all but two sheets (B and C). This rule also
holds for the first four sheets (H-L) of Romeo and Juliet, the next play in Theobald’s final
volume. Following this, the number 2 appears on only two more sheets in the volume (P
and R of Hamlet), and press 1 seems to have taken on the bulk of the remaining work,
printing the inner formes of at least ten of the last nineteen sheets, and eventually

providing the only press-figure on the last four sheets of Othello (Dd-Gg).

The pattern of press figures in Theobald’s last volume indicates that work became
increasingly irregular as Romeo and Juliet was printed, a discovery which puts the
demanding note on the copy for Troilus and Cressida into context. It illustrates how
swiftly a successful pattern of production could break down, forcing Theobald to adapt to
three months of neglect and interruption, and emphasises that the bare, functional marks
on the copy rarely tell the whole story. It is unfair, therefore, to portray Theobald as an
editor struggling to produce copy at the speed demanded by his printers. Their working
relationship is better understood as a cooperative enterprise, in which the changing
economic conditions to which the printers were subject gave Theobald a vital measure of

flexibility in his work.

The vagaries of the print trade may have dogged the production of Theobald’s
Shakespeare, but commercial conditions had an impact on the making of his edition from

the start. The next section of this chapter interrogates the claim that Tonson placed

% Theobald’s Pope’s Shakespear, 11, fol. 177",
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commercial strategy over the interests of his editor in determining Theobald’s use of the

received text for copy.

The Received Text: Liability or Asset?

The Tonsons’ edited texts of Shakespeare’s plays were no different from their unedited
predecessors, the Folios, in one vital respect. Just as the Second, Third, and Fourth Folios
were all printed from their immediate precursors, all of the Tonsons’ editions (with the
notable exception of Edward Capell’s in 1768) were based on the most recent edition
produced by one of their editors. Thus, despite his vocal disparagement of the editorial
practices of Pope and Rowe, Theobald followed his predecessors’ example by taking as
his copy-text the latest edition of Shakespeare’s plays, Pope’s second edition of 1728. His
decision to use the received text for copy has posed challenging questions for scholars
wishing to emphasise the pioneering features of his edition. Peter Seary has taken up
Theobald’s defence, insisting not only that the decision was out of Theobald’s hands, but
also that he recognised and overcame the special challenges of basing his edition on the
received text. However, Seary’s case overstates the decisive role of Theobald’s publisher

and, crucially, underestimates the complexity of Theobald’s motives.

Seary argues that the choice of copy-text, for all of the Tonsons’ editors, was a
foregone conclusion determined by the publishers’ strategy for protecting their literary
property. In 1710, the Act of Anne introduced fourteen-year terms of copyright and
stipulated that following a twenty-one-year extension of existing rights all works
published before 1710 would enter the public domain. In the wake of these reforms,
according to Seary, ‘Tonson attempted to reinforce his claims to perpetual copyright in the

original material [Shakespeare’s plays] by claiming successively the fourteen-year
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copyrights in the work of each of his editors’ (p. 134). However, it is significant that after
the lapse of statutory copyrights in 1731 booksellers including Tonson resorted most often
to Chancery suits, in which they sought injunctions against rival publishers based on their
common law rights, not the fixed-term provisions of the Act of Anne. Joseph
Loewenstein has explained that these rights were derived from an author’s ‘common law
property in his or her compositions’, which was ‘distinct from the property created by the
1710 statute’.?® In 1739 and 1751 the Tonson firm chose this route in taking legal action
against the prolific publisher Robert Walker, who repeatedly trespassed on their exclusive
rights to Paradise Lost.

In 1734, however, when Walker began to produce an ambitious series of cheap
Shakespeare plays, Tonson’s response was different. Murphy has described how,
‘[flearful of the consequences of going to law against such a defiantly audacious
opponent, Tonson settled on a double strategy for tackling Walker’, squeezing him
between aggressive commercial tactics and a publicity campaign (p. 109). Part of the
reason for Tonson’s avoidance of the courts in this dispute may lie in the contrasting
authorial roles of Milton and Shakespeare. Jacob Tonson the elder bought into the
copyright of Paradise Lost nine years after Milton’s death in 1674, and he acquired a
manuscript of the first book of the poem attached to its official licence. This valuable
survival, an embodiment of the author and his private act of creation, symbolically makes
the point that Tonson’s legal arguments in 1751 sought to prove — that Paradise Lost had
undergone a direct and undisturbed descent from its author to its present owner. Ronan
Deazley states that ‘Tonson’s initial bill of complaint of 26 November 1751 set out the
full history of the work as commaodity, from the original assignment by Milton himself to

Samuel Symonds, down to the present proprietors, including details of additional

% Joseph Loewenstein, The Author’s Due (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2002), p. 236.
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comments which had been annexed to the text by Elijah Fenton (in 1727), Richard Bently
[sic] (in 1732), and most recently, the Rev Thomas Newton (in 1746)’.% In
Shakespeare’s case, the question of whether the dramatist had sanctioned the publication
of his plays, together with the complexities of the Quarto and Folio traditions, made
constructing a similar line of authorial inheritance extremely challenging. Seary asserts
that ‘“Tonson could have argued his case in court in terms of the current legal view of
copyright’ (p. 134), but this overlooks the insecurity of Shakespearean property claims in
the author-centred legal climate of the 1730s and beyond. The new fourteen-year
copyrights may have given Tonson a useful structure for regulating his business, by
determining the maximum interval between editions and distinguishing the separate
commodities of text and editorial matter; however, they constituted an unworkable
strategy for defending his assets.

Seary holds that Tonson’s enforcement of his copyright protection plan determined
Theobald’s use of the most recent printed edition for copy, dismissing the idea that
Theobald had any freedom in his choice of copy-text. For Seary, ‘it was as a consequence
of legal and commercial considerations and in defiance of editorial logic that Theobald’s
edition was based on Pope’s’ (p. 135). However, Jarvis has convincingly shown that
neither Theobald’s editorial theory nor his practice display an ‘editorial logic’ of the kind
which Seary imputes to Theobald. In light of this, Jarvis declares it ‘unlikely that
Theobald would, if left to his own devices, have used early Quartos and the First Folio for
copy’ (p. 95). Later in this chapter, a new analysis of Theobald’s editorial practice, based
on a collation of his text of King Lear, builds on and revises Jarvis’s conclusions about the
eclectic way in which Theobald made use of the early Quarto and Folio copies. This

section, meanwhile, makes the case for Theobald’s active co-operation with Tonson in the

%" Ronan Deazley, On the Origin of the Right to Copy (Oxford: Hart, 2004), p. 133.
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choice of the received text by identifying the advantages which Theobald likely
recognised in the use of a modern edition for copy.

Seary posits an opposition between Theobald’s purely intellectual motives and the
‘legal and commercial considerations’ which thwarted their realisation. However, in
Shakespeare Restored Theobald offers a critique of Tonson’s business practice which
proves that commercial acumen was a part of his scholarly persona from the start. In the
Introduction to Shakespeare Restored, Theobald observes wryly that Tonson ‘has so far
misunderstood himself, (I mean, in Contradiction to the Rule of Trade,) as to be at the
Expence of having his AUTHOR revised’.”® The context of Theobald’s comment implies
that the fruits of this project, and not simply its financial burden, should give Tonson
cause for concern. Shakespeare Restored claims in its sub-title to examine a mere
‘Specimen of the Many Errors’ propagated by Pope’s edition of 1725, and Pope’s poor
text was not redeemed by healthy sales. Subscribers bought only 417 of the 750 copies
printed, and as the subscription campaign was mounted for Tonson’s benefit this
represented a personal setback for the bookseller.?®

While reminding his readers that Tonson’s gamble on editing has not yet paid off,
Theobald is not afraid to indicate that he too is engaged in commercial speculation.
Shakespeare Restored is dedicated to John Rich, the pioneer of pantomime at Lincoln’s
Inn Fields and Theobald’s employer. Despite his affiliation with Rich, Theobald allows
himself to ‘prophesy, one Time or other, that the Rust of PANTOMIMES will be a Salve
for the Recovery of DRAMATIC Poetry’ (sigs A2'-3"). Just as Tonson’s decision to fund
scholarship is out of character for a businessman, Theobald is unusual among scholars in

hoping that his efforts to place Shakespeare the author at the heart of textual criticism

% |ewis Theobald, Shakespeare Restored: Or, a Specimen of the Many Errors, as well Committed, as
Unamended, by Mr. Pope in his Late Edition of this Poet (London: R. Francklin and others, 1726), p. iii.
Eighteenth Century Collections Online <http://gale.cengage.co.uk> [accessed 5 March 2011].

» Pat Rogers, ‘Pope and his Subscribers’, in Pat Rogers, Essays on Pope (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003), pp. 190-227 (p. 208).
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could have a corollary in the theatre. Although adapted texts were performed during
Rich’s season of Shakespeare revivals at Covent Garden in 1737-38, Shakespeare’s
authorial profile was rising, and by then ‘being seen to esteem the playwright had become

. . . 30
sound practice in the theatre business’.

Thus, Theobald represented his theatrical
interests in Shakespeare Restored in a manner calculated to appeal to Tonson, not only as
an editorial qualification but as a counterpart to the bookseller’s own diversifying
enterprise. Alert to the opportunities for renewal created by the temporary failings of this
enterprise, Theobald tailored his self-presentation as Shakespeare’s restorer to endorse
Tonson’s audacious mixture of business and scholarship.

It is difficult to believe, therefore, that Theobald would have rejected the received text
and with it Tonson’s investment in editorial work. Don-John Dugas has argued that
Rowe’s edition of 1709 relaunched a publishing brand, attracting ‘customers who believed
what they were buying was a high-quality product because it carried the Tonson imprint
on its title-page’ (p. 159). Above this imprint was a subtitle advertising the edition’s
original feature (‘an Account of the Life and Writings of the Author’) and promoting its
modern text, ‘Revis’d and Corrected’ by a capable editor from the earliest sources.! This
claim to unprecedented accuracy was reiterated on the title page of Pope’s 1725 edition
(‘COLLATED and CORRECTED by the former EDITIONS’) and on Theobald’s 1733 title
page (‘Collated with the Oldest Copies, and Corrected’). Had Theobald based his text on
the earliest available editions, he would have been forced to relinquish a label designed to
guarantee buyers the results of over twenty years of cumulative textual improvement.

Theobald expressed strong doubt in the Preface to his edition that his predecessors’

efforts could accurately be called improvements. But he also articulated an important

% Don-John Dugas, Marketing the Bard (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 2006), p. 233.

1 The Works of Mr. William Shakespear, ed. by Nicholas Rowe, 6 vols (London: Jacob Tonson, 1709).
Eighteenth Century Collections Online < http://gale.cengage.co.uk > [accessed 15 March 2011]. The
digitised copy consulted in ECCO belongs to the small paper issue of the first edition published in 1709
(ESTC No. T138294).
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methodological argument against rejecting the received text. In his Preface, Theobald
defined his major innovation in editing as applying the principles of classical textual
criticism, developed through the study of manuscripts and scribal error, to Shakespeare’s
printed texts. The textual history of Shakespeare’s plays, like that of ancient or ‘classic’
works, had been shaped by the loss of authorial originals and the survival of increasingly
unreliable copies. Theobald makes this comparison in his Preface, paving the way for his
‘Method of Cure’:

our Author has lain under the Disadvantage of having his Errors propagated

and multiplied by Time: because, for near a Century, his Works were

republish’d from the faulty Copies without the assistance of any intelligent
Editor: which has been the Case likewise of many a Classic Writer.*

The textual tradition contains nothing but ‘faulty Copies’ and in many places can only be
mended by distinguishing the nature and variety of error, as the true reading is not
recorded in any surviving text. Thus, the received text, however degenerate, is a natural
object of study for an editor convinced that the nature of the degeneracy is often the key to
its reversal.

This rationale of suspicion in Theobald’s approach to extant texts foregrounds the
restorative role of conjectural emendation in the making of his new text. Defending the
practice in Shakespeare Restored, Theobald asks,

where SHAKESPEARE has yet, thro’ all his Editions, labour’d under flat
Nonsense, and invincible Darkness, | can, by the Addition or Alteration of a

single letter, or two, give him both Sense and Sentiment, who will be so
unkind to say, this is a trifling or unwarrantable Attempt? (p. vi; italics mine)

Conjectural emendation breaks the chain of corrupt readings which have persisted ‘thro’
all [Shakespeare’s] Editions’, and thus Theobald applies it to entrenched problems in the

received text. Theobald’s status as a pioneer of methodologically sophisticated vernacular

%2 Works (1733), 1, p. xxxviii-xxxix.
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editing is here explicitly dependent on the history of bad printing and negligent editing that
makes his intervention necessary. As the received text is the culmination of this history, it
is the logical basis for an endeavour to examine and halt the textual degeneration that has
taken hold over time. It is one of the main contentions of this chapter that Theobald’s
confidence in his ability to identify degenerate readings without resorting to a thorough
collation of his copy-text had a significant impact on the overall accuracy of his edition.
This will be discussed later; for now, as far as Theobald’s theoretical approach to the
received text is concerned, it is probable that he saw in it an opportunity to apply his
methods to the point in the textual tradition where they were most needed.

Finally, the received text had practical advantages that should not be overlooked.
Dugas has concluded that ‘a combination of scholarly and practical considerations’,
including the Fourth Folio’s availability and its modernised spelling and punctuation,
influenced Rowe’s adherence to the received text (p. 146). However, Dugas is unwilling
to concede that these concerns had any bearing on Theobald, who faced the added
encumbrance of having to recopy Pope’s and Rowe’s stage directions if he chose a
seventeenth-century edition as his copy-text. Based on Theobald printer’s copy surviving
in Winchester, my count of the punctuation marks which Theobald inserted or changed in
his copy for King Lear has produced a total of almost a thousand, averaging between nine
and ten on each page. Adding such a multitude of commas and semicolons (609 and 249
respectively) to an already amply punctuated text is a sign of Theobald’s commitment to
enhancing its readability, a task which would have been much more onerous if his copy-

text had been the sparingly punctuated First Folio.

These practical matters may not alone have determined Theobald in favour of using
Pope’s text for copy, but they more than likely offered welcome advantages to an editor

for whom the received text also represented an opportunity to exercise his targeted
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approach to textual corruption. Therefore, Seary’s contention that ‘legal and commercial
considerations’ dictated Theobald’s choice of copy-text ‘in defiance of editorial logic’ is
doubly distorting. Seary constructs a dichotomy of business and scholarship that Theobald
astutely sought to collapse, and employs a definition of ‘editorial logic’ that he would
probably have considered arbitrary and inhibiting. Tonson’s copyright protection plan
should not be a distraction from the compelling arguments for Theobald’s voluntary

acceptance of the received text for copy.

Ma(r)king the Text

The scholarly debate about Theobald’s choice of the received text has hitherto left little
room for analysis of the impact of the received text on the accuracy of Theobald’s edition.
There has been little comment on the extent of Theobald’s reproduction of inaccurate
readings from the received text, or its implications for reconstructing his editorial practice.
Seary observes simply that ‘instead of basing his edition on the printed texts closest to
Shakespeare’s manuscripts, [ Theobald] based it on a text eight printings removed from the
first folio’ (p. 133). Jarvis, despite undertaking a rigorous revaluation of Theobald’s
editorial practice, states only that ‘his choice of copy-text often allowed readings
introduced by accident or design since 1623 to remain’ (p. 94). Murphy comes closest to
assessing the extent of Theobald’s appropriation of the received text: he states that
Theobald ‘silently accepted most of the alterations which Pope made to harmonise the
metre with eighteenth-century poetic practice’ (p. 73). This is true, but Murphy stops short

of considering what this reveals about Theobald’s approach to his copy-text.

Hamlet takes centre-stage in Shakespeare Restored and as a result forms the focus of

many recent studies of Theobald’s editing. However, the special attention that Theobald
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devoted to this text may have exceeded what he was able to give to Shakespeare’s other
plays. This study aims to balance the discussion about Theobald’s editorial practice by
examining his text of King Lear. Theobald provided a total of ten corrections to Pope’s
1725 text of King Lear in the Appendix to Shakespeare Restored, and in The Censor, his
short-lived tri-weekly periodical, Theobald published critical essays on the tragic design
and chronicle sources of the play. Theobald dedicated the seventh and tenth issues of The
Censor to King Lear, ‘a Tragedy of Shakespear’s, which, with all its Defects and
Irregularities, has still touch’d me with the strongest Compassion, as well in my Study, as
on the S‘[age’.33

Like the Censor essays, Theobald’s repositioning of King Lear in the sequence of plays
in his edition was an attempt to adjudicate the claims of history and tragedy on the play’s
generic identity. King Lear is one of six plays that changed places in Theobald’s edition
relative to the order of the thirty-six plays in Pope’s Shakespear. King Lear appeared in
Pope’s edition at the beginning of the third volume, ‘Consisting of Historical Plays’, as the
earliest in a historical sequence of plays about eponymous native rulers from ancient
Britain (King Lear) to Tudor England (Henry VIII). In Theobald’s Shakespeare, King
Lear found a place in the fifth volume, after Henry VIII and before Macbeth, another play
which Theobald had transplanted from its position in Pope’s sequence. Theobald’s new
alignment set the pair of ancient British plays apart from the medieval English histories,
and placed them ahead of the Greek and Roman plays. It thus created a reverse historical
sequence, from Tudor England to classical antiquity, as well as a generic progression in
the later part of the edition through the Greek and Roman plays to the pinnacle of purely
Shakespearean tragedy (the last plays are Romeo and Juliet, Hamlet and Othello).

Therefore, given Theobald’s regard for King Lear and the original criticism that the play

% Lewis Theobald, ‘Monday, April 25°, The Censor, 1 (1715), 46-52 (p. 47). Periodicals Archive Online
<http://pao.chadwyck.co.uk> [accessed 11 March 2011].
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inspired from him, it is reasonable to expect that if he devoted care and precision to any
other texts besides Hamlet, this would be one of them.

However, the evidence tells a different story. Theobald’s 1733 text of King Lear has
been collated against his copy-text — the preceding edition, Pope’s duodecimo of 1728.
For comparison, Pope’s 1728 text of the play has also been collated against the text on
which it is based, Rowe’s third edition of 1714. The findings of these collations are
recorded in Appendix 3. This analysis has revealed that Pope made 210 emendations to
his copy-text for King Lear without the support of any seventeenth-century editions. In
addition to variant readings, this total includes instances where a passage present in Pope’s
copy-text is degraded to a footnote in his edition, and where lines from a larger portion of
Quarto text which Pope incorporated into his text are omitted. Theobald displaced just
sixty-five of these unauthorised emendations from his text of King Lear, less than a third
of the total. Thus, 145 of Pope’s unsupported readings are left in Theobald’s text, a figure
that dwarfs the fifty-six unique readings which Theobald himself introduced to the text.
Theobald’s conjectures have gained a reputation for accuracy and penetration, which
Seary underlines by stating that a total of ‘approximately 350 major alterations by
Theobald [are] generally found in modern texts’ of Shakespeare’s collected plays (p. 167).
But it must be stressed that in his text they coexist with a far greater number of Pope’s
conjectures and arbitrary corrections, which Theobald silently appropriated.

The total number of changes that Theobald made to his copy-text for King Lear is even
more revealing. This number, which includes Theobald’s emendations supported by
Quarto and Folio texts, comes to just 212. In practice this means that seventeen pages of
Theobald’s 115-page text of King Lear do not differ substantively from the equivalent
portion of Pope’s text, and on a further thirty-eight pages Theobald’s text has just one

substantive emendation. Given the number of inauthentic readings in Theobald’s copy-
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text, derived not only from Pope but also from Rowe and from the Folio tradition,
Theobald’s relatively low rate of correction strongly suggests that he did not
systematically look for authorised readings in the early editions and apply them to his
copy-text.

It is true that not all of the unauthorised changes made by Pope and reproduced in
Theobald’s text went undetected. Theobald consciously accepted some of them, and was
not averse to doing so openly. Faced with Gonerill’s plea to Lear ‘A little to disquantity
your Train’ in Act 1,** Pope substituted ‘Of fifty to disquantity your train’ for the sake of
continuity;* Theobald not only approved of the invented reading but also reprinted Pope’s
footnote on it as a further endorsement.*® On other occasions, Theobald tacitly acquiesced
in Pope’s omissions, as in the disappearance from the play’s last scene of the bystanders’
brief and unsettling utterances in Lear’s dying moments:

Edg. Or image of that horror.

Alb. Fall and cease.*’
These lines appear in the First Folio (1623) and in all three Quartos. Theobald found them
in the ‘old quarto’ (presumably the First Quarto of 1608) before confessing in a letter to
Warburton, ‘what to make of [them], I do not know’.*® Theobald did not restore the lines

to the text in his edition.

 The Works of Mr. William Shakespear, ed. by Nicholas Rowe, 8 vols (London: Jacob Tonson, 1714), VI,
p. 26. Eighteenth Century Collections Online < http://gale.cengage.co.uk > [accessed 11 March 2011]. The
digitised copy consulted in ECCO belongs to the second version of this edition, recorded in ESTC as No.
N25979.

% The Works of Shakespear, ed. by Alexander Pope, 8 vols (London: J. Tonson, 1728), Ill, p. 375. British
Library, shelf-mark 11761.b. Subsequent references to the Works (1728) are to the British Library copy.
The readings cited do not differ from those in the copy of Pope’s edition which Theobald used as his copy-
text; however, a distinction is made to indicate where the evidence can be found in any copy of Pope’s
edition, not just the printer’s copy which survives in Winchester College Fellows’ Library.

% Works (1733), V, p. 128.

" William Shakespeare, Comedies, Histories, & Tragedies (London: [W. Jaggard and others], 1623), p. 309.
Early English Books Online <http://eebo.chadwyck.com> [accessed 11 March 2011].

% Nichols, 11, p. 386.
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Conversely, Theobald took pleasure in exposing some of his predecessor’s more
invasive editorial changes, practised by Pope despite the claim in his Preface that all the
readings ‘I have prefer’d into the Text are constantly ex fide codicum, upon authority’.*
Seven of Theobald’s footnotes to King Lear expose readings introduced by Pope on no
authority (‘This Reading, notwithstanding Mr. Pope’s Declaration in his Preface, is not ex
fide Codicum’).*> One in particular gives the poet’s conservative rhetoric an ironic twist
with a pun invoking his infallible namesake: ‘This is Mr. Pope’s Reading, ex Cathedrd’
(literally ‘from the chair’, a phrase associated with papal pronouncements deemed
infallible).** Given Theobald’s hostility to ‘Mr. Pope’s Sophistication’ of the text, it is
difficult to believe that he covertly approved of many of the more audacious changes that
he inherited from Pope through the received text.* In Act 1, for instance, Pope revised the
opening tetrameter of Lear’s invocation, ‘Hear Nature, hear, dear Goddess, hear!’,43
adding a fifth metrical foot and giving the distraught king a moment of self-dramatization:
‘Hear Nature, hear, dear goddess hear a Father!’* Had Theobald discovered this
interpolation, or Pope’s superfluous change of Gonerill’s cry, ‘Oh, the difference of Man,
and Man!”,* to ‘the strange difference’,*® he is not likely to have let it pass in silence. It is
clear that he failed to set his copy-text alongside any early edition in a concerted attempt to
identify and eradicate inauthentic readings.

However, Theobald’s editorial practice is not merely defined by casual oversights; his

working patterns can more positively be reconstructed through analysis of the variant

readings that he adopted. Theobald introduced eighty-four readings supported by the First

% The Works of Shakespear, ed. by Alexander Pope, 6 vols (London: Jacob Tonson, 1723-25), I, p. xxii.
Winchester College Fellows’ Library, Book No. 8826

“ Works (1733), V, p. 161.

I Works (1733), V, p. 115.

2 Works (1733), V, p. 149.

* Works (1714), VI, p. 27.

“ Works (1728), 111, p. 376.

** Works (1714), VI, p. 66.

“® Works (1728), 111, p. 422.
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Folio into his text of King Lear — a much higher figure than Pope’s twenty-seven, but far
from substantial. Fifty-seven of these readings are also found in the First Quarto and
Second Folio (1632) texts of King Lear, and as a result there can be no certainty that
Theobald discovered them through close scrutiny of the First Folio. Theobald’s table of
the books that he consulted during the making of his edition lists the First Quarto of King
Lear together with the First and Second Folios. The table classifies all three as
‘EDITIONS of Authority’, indicating that Theobald did not distinguish the bibliographical
authority of the First Folio and the First Quarto from the derivative status of the Second
Folio.*” This classification makes it a probability that in practice Theobald did not pay
consistent attention to either the First Folio or the First Quarto, but drew eclectically on all
three pre-1633 editions as sources of alternative readings.

There is further evidence that Theobald did not collate his copy-text against the First
Folio, adopting authoritative readings wherever possible. A line-by-line comparison of
Theobald’s copy-text with the First Folio text of King Lear (not recorded in the Appendix
of collations) has identified more than 110 First Folio variants which Theobald either did
not see or chose not to accept, a figure which exceeds the number of First Folio readings
that he did adopt. Theobald’s Folio-based emendations are so thinly scattered that
illustrating his choice of variants in action is not easy, but a revealing passage comes in the
first scene of Act 3, when Kent discloses the secrets of the new state to a sympathetic
Knight. The passage reads as follows in Theobald’s edition:

There’s division
(Although as yet the face of it is cover’d

With mutual cunning) ’twixt Albany and Cornwall: cunning] F1 Q1 craft P
Who have (as who have not, whom their great stars whom] P R1714
Thron’d and set high?) servants, who seem no less; that F1 R1709

Which are to France the spies and speculations

Intelligent of our state. What hath been seen, hath] F1 P1725

" Works (1733), VII, sigs 2H8", 212",
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Either in snuffs and packings of the Dukes; have P1728
Or the hard rein, which both of them have born have] P F2 hath F1
Against the old kind king; [...]*®

Eight lines of Kent’s speech, from ‘Who have...’ to ‘(Whereof, perchance, these are but
furnishings—)’, do not appear in the First Quarto and are placed in a footnote in both of
Pope’s editions; Theobald here reintegrates them into the body of the text. Theobald’s
further departures from his copy-text are italicised and annotated above (proper names
remain in their original italics). First, Theobald restores ‘mutual cunning’, a reading
present in every edition until 1725, in place of Pope’s ‘mutual craft’, a reading invented to
regularise the metre.** In the next line, however, Theobald fails to reinstate the First
Folio’s ‘who have not, that’, allowing the reading introduced by Rowe in 1714 (‘who have
not, whom®) to remain.® Even though the First Folio is the sole authoritative source for
these lines, it appears that Theobald did not check them thoroughly against the Folio to
ensure their accuracy.

Theobald’s second emendation restores a reading — ‘hath been seen’ — which is
unanimously supported by the Folios, rejecting the ungrammatical ‘have been seen’ found
in the degraded passage in Pope’s second edition only.51 However, this is again
accompanied by a telling lapse. In the next line but one, ‘both of them have born’ is the
reading of the Second Folio and all later editions. Theobald does not restore the First
Folio’s ‘both of them hath borne’, despite it offering a significant parallel for the variant
(‘hath been seen’) adopted two lines earlier.”® If Theobald had a First Folio open at this
speech, rather than the Second Folio which he classifies as equally authoritative, he cannot

have studied it closely.

8 Works (1733), V, p. 156.

9 Works (1728), 111, p. 401.

0 Works (1714), VII, p. 48; ‘who have not, that’ appears in all the Folios as well as in Works (1709), V, p.
2509.

> Works (1728), 111, p. 401.

%2 Comedies (1623), p. 296.
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This passage is one of many instances of large-scale variation between the First Quarto
and First Folio texts of King Lear, and Theobald’s handling of its individual verbal
variants is mixed. He removed both of Pope’s unsupported readings (‘mutual craft’ and
‘have been seen’), but failed to restore two First Folio readings, despite the Folio being the
only authoritative source for this portion of Kent’s speech. Theobald’s treatment of this
passage lays bare the absence of consistent editorial logic behind his emendatory
decisions. Whether Theobald did not discover the First Folio readings, or whether he
found and rejected them on stylistic grounds, it is clear that his use of authoritative copies
to expose errors in his copy-text was neither consistently reasoned nor applied.

This is in line with Jarvis’s conclusion that ‘Theobald’s editorial theories and practices
are in many respects still eclectic ones’ (p. 101). Jarvis’s analysis of the nature of this
eclecticism can now be refined in light of evidence drawn from my collation about
Theobald’s adoption of First Quarto readings. This evidence strongly suggests that
Theobald’s use of the Quartos was directed towards two primary tasks. First, Theobald
completed the integration of unique Quarto material into the latest eighteenth-century text,
a process which Pope had begun in 1725. Secondly, he appears to have consulted the
Quartos in search of alternative readings when a suspicious or problematic reading arose in
his copy-text. Theobald adopted a total of seventy-two readings attested by the First
Quarto in his text of King Lear (generally with the support of one or more of the later
Quartos, but without that of any of the Folios). Thirty-five of these readings are either
Quarto lines that Theobald integrated into his copy-text or authoritative readings which he
restored to lines already introduced and emended by Pope. Theobald incorporated into his
text almost all of the Quarto lines which were missing from his copy-text, and it is
therefore reasonable to assume that he examined either the First or the Second Quarto

thoroughly alongside his copy-text.
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The Second Quarto of King Lear is a Pavier reprint, published in 1619 but carrying a
false imprint (‘Printed for Nathaniel Butter. 1608”) replicating that of the First Quarto.”® It
is not known whether Theobald had access to a copy of this edition, or whether he
distinguished it from the First Quarto, as it is not listed separately in Theobald’s table of
editions consulted. Almost all of the First Quarto readings that Theobald adopted are also
found in the Second Quarto; however, one unique First Quarto reading which Theobald
introduced into his text confirms that he had access to a copy of the first edition at some
stage in his editorial work, and supports the likelihood that he drew all of his Quarto
readings from this source. In Act 5, Theobald became the first eighteenth-century editor
of King Lear to include Edgar’s exchange with Albany describing his meeting with Kent
(V. iii. 203-220), a passage not present in the First Folio.>* There is only one substantive
difference between the First Quarto and Second Quarto versions of this passage, and here
Theobald reproduced the First Quarto’s ‘Told the most pitious tale of Lear and him’ in
place of the Second Quarto’s ‘And told the pitteous tale of Lear and him’.>® At this point,
and probably at many others, Theobald appears to have been following the First Quarto
text.

Though he appears to have had a copy of the First Quarto at hand, Theobald introduced
a relatively low number of Quarto readings into his text: setting aside the occasions on
which he introduced or emended passages found only in the Quartos, Theobald preferred
Quarto readings over Folio or other readings on only thirty-seven occasions. Part of the
explanation for this could be that Pope had already adopted 130 First Quarto readings (not

supported by the First Folio) into his 1728 text, according to my collation, leaving fewer

>> William Shakespeare, His True Chronicle History of the Life and Death of King Lear ([London]:
‘Nathaniel Butter’ [false imprint; published by Thomas Pavier], ‘1608’ [i.e. 1619]). Early English Books
Online <http://eebo.chadwyck.com> [accessed 11 March 2011].

> Works (1733), V, pp. 213-14.

> William Shakespeare, His True Chronicle Historie of the Life and Death of King Lear (London: Nathaniel
Butter, 1608), sig. L2". Early English Books Online <http://eebo.chadwyck.com> [accessed 11 March
2011]. Lear ([1619]), sig. L2".
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variants for Theobald to choose from. However, my examination of Theobald’s printer’s
copy has uncovered another explanation: when it came to identifying errors or resolving
problems in his copy-text, looking to the Quartos for variant readings was sometimes a last

resort for Theobald.

This is uniquely illustrated in the portion of Theobald’s printer’s copy preserved at
Winchester College: a cluster of emendatory alternatives which Theobald noted and
rejected in the middle of Act 1 of King Lear reveals the stages of his search for sense in a
problematic passage. The passage in question is part of the King of France’s speech
declaring his faith in Cordelia. Theobald first noted that Pope’s text of this speech
contained unauthorised readings in a letter to Warburton of 30 December 1729.%°
However, the crossings-out and marginal corrections made by Theobald on his printer’s
copy (Fig. 6) reveal that over a year later he was still having trouble accommodating the
authoritative First Folio readings. The passage is reproduced below, with Theobald’s

annotations in italics:

+ That monsters it, for

sure th offence her
Must be of such unnatural degree,
1 ers-it—e-re-As-menstrous-is;-or your fore-voucht affection
Falne Could-net fall into taint; [...]°’

Theobald’s first emendation was straightforward: he restored ‘her offence’, a reading
supported by the First Folio and both early Quartos, in place of ‘th’ offence’, a reading
introduced by Pope to regularise the metre. The difficulties began in the next line but one,
8

which in the First Folio reads ‘That monsters it: or your fore-voucht affection’.”

Theobald seems to have been determined to reinstate the First Folio variant ‘That monsters

% Nichols, 11, p. 369.
* Theobald’s Pope’s Shakespear, I, fol. 5.
%8 Comedies (1623), p. 285.
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it’; consequently, he deleted ‘Could not’ in the following line, a reading invented by Rowe
in 1709 to support his adjectival emendation, ‘As monstrous is’.>® But having rejected
Rowe’s revision of Shakespeare’s syntax, Theobald seems to have struggled to make sense
of the First Folio text, and in particular the purpose of the conjunction or. Initially he
opted to replace it with e re, as he had proposed to Warburton; combining this conjectural
change with the First Folio’s ‘monsters it’, he wrote ‘ers it, e re’ in the margin of the copy
to be joined to ‘As monst-’ in Pope’s text. This emendation does not remove the
unauthorised adverb ‘As’, however, and Theobald’s apparent indifference to the word is
typical of his concentration on lexical words to the detriment of function words. Later in
Act 1, for example, the same tendency led Theobald to mistakenly quote the First and
Second Quartos’ ‘with checkes as flatteries’® as ‘With Checks, like Flatt’ries’ in a

footnote,® and introduce the same error into his text.

% Works (1709), V, p. 2475.
% | ear (1608), sig. C3".
8 Works (1733), V, p. 120, note 8, and p. 121.
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} ' 360 King LEAR.
| Deareft and beft; fhould in this trice of time

Commit a thiff#freronftrous; to difmantle

| - So many fold?go.f favour ! fure, e offence M
' 43 ., , Muft be of fuch unhatural degree,. ool

| ‘ . rour fore-youcht affeétion;

Tylno “condemendatrinto taintf which twb.’f}?‘ her,’.
e Muft be a faith, that fea@} withogt miracle®
‘ Should never plant in me.

- Cor. -1 yet befeech your majefty,

faffor 1 want that glib and oily art, -

| "To- {peak and purpofe not; fince what I wellintend;
! By d%ft before 1 fpeak) that you make known

: It is; no vicious blot, murther, or foulnefs, =~
No‘unchafte action, or difhonour’d ftep, . =~
That hath depriv’d me of your ‘ghrlace and favour;,
But ev’n for want of ﬂ*t, for which I'm richer,

’ A A ftill folliciting eye, and fuch a tongue, . .
1% ¥ That T am glad I've not; though not to have it,
¥ Hath loft me in your liking. s S He
£2 Lear. Better thou - - o

. Hadft not been botn, than not have pleas’d me bett

Figure 6. Theobald’s marked-up copy for King Lear, I. i. Theobald’s Pope’s
Shakespear, I, fol. 5'. By permission of the Warden and Fellows of Winchester

College.

Later, Theobald changed his mind. He crossed out ‘ers it, e’re’, and noted another
conjecture above the text, this time employing the conjunction for together with the First
Folio reading: ‘That monsters it, for’. It seems to have been at this point, still dissatisfied,
that Theobald consulted the First or Second Quarto and discovered a variant, ‘Falne into
taint,” which aligned with the sense of his earlier emendation (‘That monsters it, for’) and
was adopted.®? That this came late in Theobald’s work on the problem is confirmed by
the fact that ‘fall’ is crossed out independently of, and undoubtedly after, ‘Could not’ in
the printer’s copy. Relying first and foremost on his critical intuition to locate and correct

the First Folio’s presumed error (its unintelligible conjunction), Theobald demonstrates

82 ear (1608), sig. B4".
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that consulting the early editions to take account of all the available variants was not his

usual procedure.

In light of this, Jarvis’s assessment of Theobald’s editorial character, based on a

collation of his text of Hamlet, stands in need of revision:

Theobald’s editorial theories and practices are in many respects still eclectic
ones: as much material as possible from early Quartos and the First Folio is to
be gathered and used to correct a text whose basis is Pope’s second edition of

1728|.] (p. 101)
Theobald’s methodological statements, as has been discussed, certainly imply his
commitment to rooting out corruption in the received text by marshalling the surviving
evidence of authoritative copies. However, rather than equipping himself with ‘as much
material as possible’ to support the systematic correction of his copy-text, my findings
reveal that Theobald sought the evidence of early editions on a limited and occasional
basis, in response to either major disparities between his copy-text and a Quarto text or

lines which roused his suspicion.

In fact, Jarvis’s description of an editor amassing a pool of variants from which to
make critical selections is far more applicable to Pope than it is to Theobald. It has
already been noted that according to my collation Pope introduced 130 First Quarto
readings into his text of King Lear, a figure which almost doubles Theobald's total of
seventy-two. In his study of Pope’s editorial practice, John A. Hart has observed that the
Quarto readings adopted by Pope, unlike those inserted by Theobald, are mostly ‘of such a
minor nature that they could only have been seen and adopted by one who was collating
carefully and systematically’.®® Hart underestimates the textual importance of the First
Quarto’s minor variants, but he presents a thoroughly substantiated picture of Pope’s

eclectic practice. Pope collated the early editions available to him assiduously in order to

8 John A. Hart, 'Pope as Scholar-Editor', Studies in Bibliography, 23 (1970), 45-59 (p. 54).
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maximise his editorial options and enable the freer exercise of his critical judgement as to
which reading to adopt. This practice is nowhere more apparent than in Pope’s
introduction of twenty-four Second and Third Quarto readings to his text of King Lear,
and his wayward ingenuity in making use of others. Early in Act 3, for example, Pope
restored a part of Kent’s speech giving intelligence of French military preparations from
the First Quarto, but displaced the authoritative reading, ‘secret feet in some of our best
Ports’,%* in favour of ‘secret sea’.®® This conjecture, which appears to deviate in several
aspects from the First Quarto reading, is in fact conservatively based on the Third
Quarto’s ‘secret see’,®® from which it differs by only one letter. Unlike the First Quarto
reading, however, the Third Quarto’s has no authority, being the second in a sequence of

typographical errors initiated by the Second Quarto’s ‘secret fee’.®’

There is an instructive contrast between Pope’s use of two variants as stepping-stones
to a conjectural emendation in the last example, and Theobald’s experiments with two
conjectures before finding a First Quarto variant in Act 1. Unlike Pope, Theobald avoided
a thorough collation of his copy-text in order to focus on those parts of it which he
identified as most in need of editorial intervention, including the major variations between
his copy-text and the Quarto texts. The essential characteristic of Theobald’s editorial
practice is not selectiveness, supported by thorough exploration of individual variants, but
specialism in the most obvious and interesting cases of corruption. Jarvis conflates
Theobald’s localised activity and Pope’s wide-ranging eclecticism partly as a result of his
emphasis on intellectual continuity in the Shakespearean editorial tradition before 1765.

It is also probable that Theobald’s text of Hamlet, on which he staked his reputation eight

% Lear (1608), sig. F3".

% Works (1728), 111, p. 401.

% William Shakespeare, His True Chronicle History of the Life and Death of King Lear (London: printed by
Jane Bell, 1655), sig. F1". Early English Books Online <http://eebo.chadwyck.com> [accessed 11 March
2011].

®7 Lear ([1619]), sig. E4".
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years before the publication of his edition, benefited from stricter comparison of the
earlier texts. The case of King Lear, therefore, may reveal a more typical pattern of
Theobald’s editorial practice, one which lends support to his self-presentation as an
editorial specialist dedicated to ‘restoring to the Publick their greatest Poet in his Original

Purity’ 8

‘Laborious Collation’

This analysis has shown that in marking up his copy-text Theobald relied chiefly on his
critical intelligence and attention to points of major textual variance to identify errors and
restore missing lines. My discovery that 145 of Pope’s unauthorised readings remain in
Theobald’s text of King Lear, while more than 110 First Folio readings were not restored,
has made clear that Theobald did not systematically collate his copy-text against any
authoritative edition. But it does not necessarily follow that Theobald neglected the
practice of collation altogether. In the Preface to his edition, Theobald declared that
collation had been his first priority as an editor: ‘I have thought it my Duty, in the first
place, by a diligent and laborious Collation to take in the Assistances of all the older
Copies’.®® Seary has identified twelve extant copies of Shakespearean works which may
have been borrowed or owned by Theobald, and according to Seary’s descriptions half of
these contain possible evidence of Theobald’s collation (pp. 233-36). The six copies in
question are all Quartos, ranging from first to fifth editions, and on the title-pages of three

of them Theobald himself made notes recording that he had collated the texts thoroughly.

Owing to a misprint, the title of the bibliographical table in the final pages of

Theobald’s edition states that the books listed are those ‘Collected by the Editor’; an

% Works (1733), I, p. XXXix.
% Works (1733), 1, p. xlii.
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erratum at the end records that this should read ‘Collated’.”® Colin Franklin has observed
that this is an uncannily revealing error, underlining Theobald’s status as the first
Shakespearean editor to be an active collector of scholarly resources for his personal
library.” Seary’s account of the books surviving from Theobald’s library attests that
Theobald was also an active collator, who worked to examine the textual relationships
between the editions that he obtained. His title-page memoranda scrupulously record the
bibliographic details of the editions which he collated. In his copy of the First Quarto
(1600) of The Merchant of Venice Theobald wrote, ‘Carefully collated w:™ the other
Editions of the same Date, printed by J Roberts’; these ‘other Editions’ were presumably
copies of the Second Quarto (1619), a falsely dated Pavier edition whose imprint (‘Printed
by J. Roberts, 1600°) is identical to that of the First Quarto.”” In this case, as in several
others, Seary does not specify whether the ‘signs of collation throughout” Theobald’s
copy take the form of marginal notes, tables of variants, or other cross-references (p. 235).
It must also be noted that Theobald’s self-proclaimed care in performing his collations
does not guarantee that he recorded every substantive variant; we have already seen that
an inattention to function words affected his handling of some First Quarto variants in
King Lear. But it is clear from the details of Seary’s bibliography that Theobald worked
methodically to trace the multitude of textual differences between editions bearing

identical titles and imprints.

There is little evidence, however, that Theobald’s habit of collation played any part in
informing or regulating his editorial practice. Seary identifies his copy of the Third

Quarto of King Lear (1655), now in the library of the University of Illinois at Urbana-

" Works (1733), VII, sigs 2H8", 214",

"™ Colin Franklin, Shakespeare Domesticated (Aldershot: Scolar Press, 1991), p. 15.

72 William Shakespeare, The Excellent History of the Merchant of Venice ([London]: ‘Printed by J. Roberts’
[false imprint; published by Thomas Pavier], ‘1600’ [i.e. 1619]). Early English Books Online
<http://eebo.chadwyck.com> [accessed 11 March 2011].
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Champaign, which has a signed note on its title-page: ‘Collated throughout exactly with
the old Quto [sic] printed in 1608. L. T.” (p. 236). My collation has uncovered two
readings in Theobald’s text of King Lear which he introduced with the support of this
edition and the Second Quarto only.” The Third Quarto appears among the ‘EDITIONS
of middle Authority’ in Theobald’s bibliographical table, indicating that he did not reject
the 1655 text outright after studying its variations from the First (or possibly the Second)
Quarto.” But the two readings introduced to Theobald’s text with the support of the
Third Quarto do not confirm that Theobald consulted the record of variants in his
annotated copy of this edition during the preparation of his text. Furthermore, if
Theobald’s other Quarto text or texts of King Lear were enriched in the same way with
manuscript collations, it is difficult to believe that an editor making good use of these
collations would adopt only 68 variants found in First Quarto, over half of which are
clustered around obvious discrepancies between this and the First Folio text. Therefore,
the evidence of King Lear persuasively suggests that while Theobald undertook collations
to analyse the textual relationships between early editions, he did not work methodically
to apply either the procedure or its results to his copy-text. Theobald’s practice of
collation is more closely connected to the search for knowledge which drove his
collecting than it is to the discerning application of that knowledge which defines his

editorial practice.

Theobald’s Preface gives no clue as to why his ‘diligent and laborious Collation’
remained at best a peripheral source of alternative readings, primarily helping to resolve
specific problems in his copy-text instead of remedying its pervasive inaccuracies. But

Theobald’s motives can be conjecturally reconstructed by comparing his approach to the

™ Works (1733), V, p. 170, and Lear (1655), sig. G2" (‘she kick’d”); Works (1733), V, p. 183, and Lear
(1655), sig. H2" (‘these villains’).
™ Works (1733), VII, sig. 213"
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relationship between textual research and critical editing with that of his exemplar, the
classical scholar Richard Bentley. In the Preface to his Shakespeare, Theobald made
admiring reference to the ‘Success’ and ‘Reputation’ that Bentley had achieved by
rescuing ‘ancient Writers’ from corruption.”” However, Theobald did not mention ‘the
Learned Dr. Bentley’ by name until he came to distance his own Shakespearean
scholarship from the pre-eminent classicist’s edition of Milton’s Paradise Lost (1732),
which he characterised as an exercise in taste rather than learning. Theobald evidently
wished to emphasise that his attitude to Bentley was critical as well as approving, and the

methodology of his edition illustrates this constructive difference in practice.

Bentley’s first published edition, a 1711 version of Horace, sparked controversy with
its invasive and authoritarian brand of textual criticism.” Kristine L. Haugen has shown
that every stage of its development was designed to give space to Bentley’s conjectural

method:

before collating any manuscripts or older editions, Bentley filled the margins
of a printed Horace with his conjectures in the evident hope that he might find
his conjecture confirmed by a manuscript or anticipated by a venerated older
critic. He also carefully signed and dated the book [‘Richardi Bentleij
Emendationes Horatij. Aprilis 2: 1703°] so that there could be no doubt of his
conjecturing independently[.]”’

Bentley’s conjectures attained a fixed form early in the production process, as the text of
his edition was printed at the Cambridge University Press from 1703. This part of the
edition (eventually representing roughly two-fifths of its bulk) was completed in 1706 or

1707, and only then did Bentley begin to prepare his prodigious endnotes. Haugen admits

™ Works (1733), 1, p. Xxxix.

’® Q. Horatius Flaccus, ex Recensione & cum Notis atque Emendationibus Richardi Bentleii (Cambridge:
[n. pub.], 1711).

" Kristine Louise Haugen, Richard Bentley: Poetry and Enlightenment (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2011), p. 135. The ‘printed Horace’ in which Bentley recorded his conjectures was a copy
of Pieter Burman’s edition (Utrecht: printed by Frangois Halma and Willem van de Water, 1699), now in the
British Library, shelf-mark 685.a.8.
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that ‘it was entirely normal practice at the time for editors to write up their notes only after
their texts had been printed’ (p. 138). The order of Bentley’s editorial tasks was thus
unexceptional, but the extent of his editorial intervention at the first stage put him in the
novel position of having to defend over 700 emendations which were already incorporated
into his text. During the four years before his edition was finally published, Bentley’s
study of manuscripts and their variants continued chiefly as a search for contexts and
authorities to justify the emendations already embodied in his text. Though it is true that
Bentley openly ‘changed his mind about several readings’ he had adopted, this
represented only a minor breach of the practical separation which he enforced between the
making of text and commentary (p. 138). This course of action allowed Bentley to give
free rein not only to his powers of persuasion in writing the notes, but also to his critical

instincts in introducing conjectures and variants to the text.

For Theobald, the editorial process was faster and lacked the strict segregation of tasks
within which Bentley operated. But like Bentley, Theobald sought the freedom to judge
and emend his copy-text on critical grounds, and consequently he avoided keeping the
early copies that he had collated constantly in view. In this important respect, the two
editors shared a vision. On Theobald’s side, there may be another strand of editorial logic
at work in his reluctance to examine his copy-text and the early editions in parallel.
Theobald reserved the last category in his bibliographical table, ‘EDITIONS of no
Authority’, solely for Pope’s and Rowe’s eighteenth-century editions, isolating them
ignominiously from the rest.”® This should not be seen simply as another way in which
Theobald belittled his predecessors; in fact, the segregation of their editions reflects the
methodological difference separating Theobald’s work with these recent editions from his

study of the early copies. Whereas he gathered useful textual information from his

"8 Works (1733), VII, sig. 213"
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seventeenth-century copies by collating them carefully, Theobald focused on restoring
Shakespearean sense and authentic lines to his eighteenth-century copy-text, avoiding
close scrutiny of its unauthoritative detail. It would be easy to slight Theobald’s
classification of Pope’s and Rowe’s texts under ‘EDITIONS of no Authority’, given his
adoption of the received text as the foundation of his own edition. However, as an earlier
part of this study has argued, Theobald accepted the received text not as a base for
improvements, but as a diagnostic case in which errors and their chains of causation could

most clearly be identified.

Matters of Fact

Theobald once again adopted Bentley as his model for the presentation of his text and
commentary. He decided to ‘follow the form of Bentley’s Amsterdam Horace [a revised
edition of 1713], in subjoining the notes to the place controverted’, a strategy which not
only made his commentary immediately accessible to readers, but also underlined his
discerning and targeted approach to resolving textual corruption.” It is notable that the
frequency of Theobald’s footnotes to King Lear is broadly equivalent to the frequency of
clusters of emendations in Theobald’s text of the play: King Lear has 64 footnotes in
Theobald’s edition, and 55 pages of text which differ in more than one reading from
Theobald’s copy-text. As Marcus Walsh has pointed out, ‘the sheer bulk of textual and
explanatory notes’ in Theobald’s Shakespeare has scholarly precedents only in Bentley’s
Paradise Lost and Patrick Hume’s critical notes on the same poem (1695).° In his
footnotes, Theobald discussed variant readings and bibliographical evidence in some

detail, involving readers to an unparalleled degree in the principles and practice of textual

™ Nichols, 11, p. 621.
8 Marcus Walsh, Shakespeare, Milton and Eighteenth-Century Literary Editing (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997), pp. 133-36.
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criticism. However, my analysis has found that Theobald’s footnotes are not exemplary
in their standards of factual accuracy or textual research. Their occasional failings in
these respects show that many elements of Theobald’s editorial approach to his copy-text

also exerted an influence on the preparation of his commentary.

Theobald’s footnotes are not free of inaccurate information about the sources of variant
readings. The broad theoretical distinction that Theobald made in his table of editions
between authoritative texts of 1632 or earlier and unreliable later texts is evident not only
in his sparse reference to the latter, but also in many of his factual errors. The absence of
the Third and Fourth Folios from the vast majority of Theobald’s annotations indicates that
he rarely consulted them (only the Third is listed in his bibliographical table, under
‘EDITIONS of middle Authority’).** Owing to the number of editions separating his copy-
text from the later Folios, this gap in Theobald’s research did not generally leave him
prone to error. Theobald’s habitual neglect of Rowe’s editions, on the other hand, did lead
him into several false conclusions. In two footnotes to King Lear Theobald lays the blame
for a supposedly inauthentic reading on Pope, when Pope simply followed Rowe.?? On
another occasion, in a note on Act 3 of Othello, Theobald pours scorn on Pope’s claim to
have ‘restor’d from the first Edition’ Iago’s line, ‘Dang’rous conceits are in their nature
poisons’, positively stating that the line ‘is in the Editions put out by Mr. Rowe’. # It is
not, however, in the third edition on which Pope based his text.?* These footnotes
illustrate Theobald’s lack of interest in the recent textual history of Shakespeare’s plays, a

neglect which led him to make numerous factually inaccurate assumptions. His focus on

& Works (1733), VII, sig. 212",

8 Works (1733), V, p. 149, note 20; ‘Thy tender-hearted Nature’ is found in Works (1714), VII, p. 44.
Works (1733), V, p. 193, note 49; ‘like a Cow-keeper’ is found in Works (1714), VII, p. 72.

& Works (1733), VII, p. 439, note 36.

8 Works (1714), VII, p. 144.
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pre-1633 editions appears to have been allied to an unanalytical approach to the origins of
error in the received text.

It is clear, however, that Theobald did not examine even pre-1633 Quartos with
scrupulous care. In two footnotes to Othello he claims to have made unprecedented
changes to the punctuation and lineation of the text, apparently unaware that these
changes are anticipated by both the First Quarto (1622) and the Second Quarto (1630).%
Two further footnotes to the same play make erroneous reference to the First Quarto,
which has neither the punctuation mark nor the reading that Theobald cites.?® Once again,
these errors are not simply a matter of inattention to detail, but symptoms of the priority of
interpretative over bibliographical concerns in Theobald’s evaluation of his predecessors’
editorial practice. Theobald’s lack of diligence in consulting the Quartos leaves him
prone to falsely accusing Pope, who made use of a thorough collation of Quarto variants,
of introducing unauthorised readings. In Act 2 of Othello Theobald restores the Folios’
‘when mountains melt on them’ in place of Pope’s emendation ‘when the huge mountains
melt’, affirming that Pope’s alteration lacked ‘any Authority or Reason, but the smoothing
the Versification’;¥” Pope’s reading is in fact supported by the First Quarto.® Theobald
detects the interference of Pope’s taste again in Act 3 of King Lear, inferring that ‘this
Gentleman’s nice Ear was offended at the Word in this place’ (the First Folio reading, ‘a

power already footed’), and stating that the reading Pope substituted for it, ‘already

8 Works (1733), VII, pp. 396-97, note 17; there is a comma before ‘the young affects’ in William
Shakespeare, The Tragoedy of Othello, the Moore of Venice (London: Thomas Walkley, 1622), sig. C4", and
in William Shakespeare, The Tragoedy of Othello, the Moore of Venice (London: Richard Hawkins, 1630),
sig. C2". Both of these Quartos were consulted in Early English Books Online <http://eebo.chadwyck.com>
[accessed 11 March 2011]. For Theobald’s second mistaken footnote, see Works (1733), VII, p. 425, note
30; there is a line break after ‘I’ll set her on.” in Othello (1622), sig. F4', and in Othello (1630), sig. F1".

8 Works (1733), VII, pp. 411, note 25; there is a full stop, not a comma, after ‘a fresh appetite’ in Othello
(1622), sig. E2". Works (1733), VII, p. 476, note 50; Othello (1622), sig. L3, supports gnat, the reading of
Theobald’s copy-text.

8 Works (1733), VII, p. 402, note 20.

8 Works (1728), VIII, p. 347; Othello (1622), sig. D2".
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landed’, has no authority;®® on the contrary, Pope found this reading in the First Quarto.*
The motives that Theobald attributes to Pope are fully corroborated by Pope’s overall
practice, which invested heavily in improving Shakespeare’s style and metre. But on
these and other occasions Theobald failed to build his critique of Pope’s aesthetic editing

on a sound factual basis.

Jarvis has interrogated the ‘misleading’ statements in several of Theobald’s footnotes
to Hamlet, where a failure to specify dates and provide reliable details of the sources of
variant readings allows readers to confuse the run of post-1623 Quartos with the older
editions (pp. 99-100). The errors in Theobald’s footnotes to King Lear and Othello may
have been hasty assumptions cemented by his failure to verify information at its source.
However, like the vague and inaccurate statements in his footnotes to Hamlet, these errors
paint Theobald’s editorial practice as more consistent and accurate than it appears on
closer analysis; they bring criticisms of Pope’s emendatory choices into favourable
contrast with demonstrations of the logic and efficacy of Theobald’s methods.
Furthermore, the inaccuracies of Theobald’s footnotes to King Lear reveal the same
priorities in action that played a defining role in his preparation of the text. Theobald’s
application to critically engaging problems is again attended by neglect of the

bibliographical detail that surrounds them.

Theobald’s practice and his commentary on it supply grounds for the Scriblerian
ridicule of ‘That accurate and punctual Man of Letters, the Restorer of Shakespeare’.gl
Theobald is not a scholar obsessed with detail and correctness for their own sake, as The

Dunciad’s satirical titles might suggest. However, he does fit the character in another

8 Works (1733), V, p. 161, note 28.

% \Works (1728), 111, p. 405; Lear (1608), sig. G1".

° Alexander Pope, The Dunciad Variorum, Book I, note on title. The Poems of Alexander Pope, Vol. I11:
The Dunciad (1728) & The Dunciad Variorum (1729), ed. by Valerie Rumbold (Harlow: Pearson Longman,
2007), p. 175.
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way, as a specialist keen to demonstrate the real value of his pinpointed corrections, and
an editor committed to helping general readers by adding a large quantity of grammatical
punctuation to his text. It cannot be argued that Theobald’s sensitivity to Scriblerian
mockery caused him to suppress a fascination with textual minutiae, thus explaining the
inattention to detail which blights the accuracy of his text and commentary. This is
because there is evidence in all of Theobald’s work on Shakespeare of confusion or
concealment of certain levels of textual detail so as to concentrate on higher questions of

error and meaning.

For example, Theobald’s comments in Shakespeare Restored give a variable
impression of the need for expert editorial intervention to correct errors of punctuation
and spelling in recent editions of Shakespeare. In the Appendix to Shakespeare Restored
Theobald hoped, for reasons of space, that ‘I shall be excused from pointing out those
innumerable literal Faults of the Press, which every Reader can correct, that does but
throw his Eye over the Passages’ (p. 133). In the Introduction, however, Theobald had
identified ‘the Faults in Pointing, and those meerly literal’ as symptoms of the degradation
of Shakespeare’s texts after a century of unedited reproduction, and committed himself to
‘the Drudgery of Correction” which they required (p. vi). Thus, in the Appendix to
Shakespeare Restored Theobald concedes to readers’ common sense a province of
editorial practice that he had reclaimed for expert attention in the Introduction.
Furthermore, Theobald’s invitation to correct obvious defects in the punctuation of Pope’s
first edition blurs into a licence allowing readers to reinterpret Shakespeare’s difficult
syntax. Theobald thus creates some uncertainty in Shakespeare Restored about the

usefulness of placing minute regulation of accidentals within a textual critic’s remit.

In his edition of Shakespeare, moreover, Theobald at times confused the relationship

between his copy-text and authoritative editions in his quest to shed new light on
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Shakespeare’s meaning. One of the unique Quarto passages which Pope incorporated into
his text of King Lear was part of Edgar’s speech in Act 4 naming the five devils that
possessed him. The passage appears as follows in Pope’s edition:

Five fiends have been in poor Tom at once, Hobbididen Prince of dumbness,

Mahu of stealing, Mohu of murder, Flibbertigibbet of moping, and Mowing
who since possesses chamber-maids and waiting-women.

Theobald appended this note to the speech in his edition:

Five Fiends have been in poor Tom at once ;] This Passage Mr. Pope first
restor’d from the Old 4to; but miserably mangled, as it is there. | have set it
right, as it came from our Author, by the Help of Bishop Harsenet’s Pamphlet,
already quoted. We find there, all these Devils were in Sarah and Friswood
Williams, Mrs. Peckham’s two Chambermaids; and particularly

Flibbertigibbet, who made them mop and mow like Apes, says that Author.
And to their suppos’d Possession, our Poet is here satirically alluding.*®

Theobald states that the problem here is Pope’s faithful reproduction of the speech ‘as it is’
in the First Quarto, leaving its ‘mangled’ condition untouched. This is untrue — Pope made
numerous alterations to both substantive and accidental elements of the Quarto text. He
changed the Quarto’s ‘Stiberdigebit’ to ‘Flibbertigibbet’, and substituted ‘moping, and
Mowing’ for the Quarto’s nonsensical ‘Mobing, & Mohing’.** However, Pope’s version of
Edgar’s speech is mangled in an entirely new way as a result of his misinterpretation of the
Quarto. Pope followed the Quarto text in italicising ‘Mowing’, believing this to be the
name of a sixth devil, and he removed the name of one of the other devils (‘Of lust, as
Obidicut’) to preserve Edgar’s total of five. Pope also omitted Edgar’s benediction, ‘so,
blesse thee maister’, which he may have considered a feeble conclusion to the speech.

If Theobald looked at this portion of Edgar’s speech in the Second Quarto instead of

the First, it is unlikely to have had any impact on his editorial choices; the differences

% \Works (1728), 111, p. 421.
% Works (1733), V, p. 180.
% Lear (1608), sig. H3".
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between the two texts at this point are purely accidental, and have no bearing on any of the
readings discussed here.*> Theobald examined one or both of the Quarto texts closely
enough to reinstate the mention of Obidicut, but he did not restore Edgar’s blessing to his
text of the speech. Furthermore, Theobald added an unauthorised conjunction before the
name of the last devil, ‘and Flibbertigibbet,” to save readers from Pope’s confusion over
their number. The smallest alteration that Theobald made to this speech was his removal
of Pope’s italics from ‘mopping and mowing’, but this was in fact the most significant.
Theobald’s note demonstrating Shakespeare’s debt to Samuel Harsnett’s Declaration of
Egregious Popish Impostures (1603) hinges on this emendation; if, as Theobald
conjectured, ‘Mowing’ was not the name of a devil but a symptom of demonic control,
Shakespeare could be seen to have borrowed the language of Harsnett’s report on the
effects of demonic possession.

Theobald’s footnote brings a highly significant piece of contextual evidence to bear on
King Lear for the first time, revealing that Edgar’s antics as Poor Tom reflect satirically
on the exorcisms performed by contemporary Jesuits. But the nature of the textual
problem and the solution that Theobald achieved are severely misrepresented. Theobald’s
copy-text does not contain a perfect reproduction of Edgar’s speech in the First Quarto,
but a significantly altered version whose accuracy Theobald made limited efforts to
improve. Theobald’s emendations, supported by Harsnett’s treatise, do not directly
address the corruption of the Quarto texts but build on Pope’s version, adopting Pope’s
successful corrections and making further emendations based on a reinterpretation of the
speech. Theobald’s footnote acknowledges none of this, instead conforming to the
principle that guided his preparation of the text here and throughout his edition: it shows

that Theobald made little attempt to trace the history of the text objectively before making

% Lear ([1619]), sig. H1". The Second Quarto has ‘dumbnesse’ in place of the First Quarto’s ‘dumbnes’, a
line break after ‘Stiberdigebit of Mobing’ rather than ‘Stiberdigebit of / Mobing’, ‘And Mohing’ in place of
‘& Mohing’, and ‘master’ instead of ‘maister’.
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intuitive judgements about the presence of error or the need for elucidation. His treatment
of Edgar’s speech and his commentary on it are both underpinned not by a rigorous
comparison of his copy-text with either of the Quartos, but by a literary discovery that
enabled Theobald to assess the accuracy of his copy-text in terms of Shakespeare’s
authorial intentions. For Theobald, the task of examining in detail the strengths and faults
of Pope’s modernised text faded in importance as opportunities to penetrate to the design

and meaning of the text ‘as it came from our Author’ presented themselves.

This is one of many occasions that prove Theobald’s capacity to be ‘simultaneously
scholar and critic’, which Brian Vickers argues is one of his greatest strengths as a
Shakespearean editor.”® However, current understanding of how the disciplines of textual
and literary scholarship can cooperate is at some distance from Theobald’s grasp of the
scope and interaction of his editorial principles. Theobald examined the early Quartos and
Folios in order to recover authentic passages which did not appear in Pope’s editions, and
to resolve doubts about the accuracy of specific lines in his copy-text. This second aspect
of Theobald’s textual scholarship was effectively subordinate to his critical judgement,
which he trusted not only to detect corruption in his copy-text, but also to find conjectural

remedies when the evidence of the early editions proved unsatisfactory.

Theobald employed collation to examine the sources and authority of the early texts in
his library, but in his editorial work he pursued these questions only insofar as they
furthered his localised efforts to restore genuine Shakespearean readings. The supporting
role that Theobald gave collation in his editorial practice led him to effectively
appropriate everything in his copy-text that his critical instincts did not challenge. While

this undeniably produced a less than accurate edition, it is also a testament to the ambition

% William Shakespeare: The Critical Heritage, ed. by Brian Vickers, 6 vols (London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1974-1981; repr. 1995-6), I, p. 11.
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that shaped Theobald’s approach to Shakespeare. His text shows that he was unwilling to
employ careful collations to engage methodically in the process of revising the received
text. Instead, Theobald set out to retrieve Shakespeare’s original text, confident in the

specialised effectiveness of his knowledge.

This study of Theobald’s editing has reinforced Jarvis’s view that ‘his attitude towards the
received text...was an ambiguous one’ (p. 95), and brought a new dimension of this
ambiguity to light. Theobald gave his critical intuition a leading role in removing un-
Shakespearean errors from his copy-text. But he also valued close analysis of the
evidence of various early copies as a means of solving specific difficulties and making
helpful discoveries. This combination of approaches gave Theobald greater freedom of
movement in reaching editorial decisions, and represents an eighteenth-century editor’s
legitimate response to the mercurial problems of Shakespeare’s texts. It can now be seen
that Theobald accepted the received text on rational grounds, and decided not to subject it
to the systematic analysis that he reserved for authoritative editions. Theobald’s
conjectures and his critical commentary are justly celebrated, but in the preparation of his
text he sacrificed the demands of accuracy in order to demonstrate the brilliance of his

judgement.
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CHAPTER THREE

COMPOSITE BOOKS AND THE CULTURE OF THE ANTHOLOGY IN
THE SEVENTEENTH AND EIGHTEENTH CENTURIES

During the handpress era, generations of readers and collectors chose to customise the
physical forms and contextual associations of their books by compiling them into bound
collections, or Sammelbande. The ubiquity of this practice is partly explained by the
economies of book production and ownership. Though by no means consistent
throughout the period, the proportion of books sold unbound remained high, and the
comparatively high cost of bindings provided a strong incentive to combine texts. But
composite bindings offered more than just monetary savings: they invited readers and
collectors to assemble their books into useful and meaningful compilations, answering to
their practical needs and intellectual habits. It is owing to these functions that
Sammelbande have much to contribute to our understanding of literary history. They
enabled texts to gain new literary and social meanings, as contemporary readers and later
collectors bound them into unique compilations; they also encouraged compilers to
participate in or challenge the formation of literary canons. Scholars including Seth Lerer,
Alexandra Gillespie and Jeffrey Todd Knight have recently begun to explore the role of
Sammelbande in shaping literary culture.® However, their attention has focused on
compilations from the earliest era of print to the first part of the seventeenth century.

Bound collections from the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries are routinely

! Knight’s recent monograph, Bound to Read, reconstructs the Renaissance culture of compilation and
examines its impact on the production and reception of texts from the period. See also Seth Lerer,
‘Medieval English Literature and the Idea of the Anthology’, PMLA, 118 (2003), 1251-67; and Alexandra
Gillespie, ‘Poets, Printers, and Early English Sammelbénde’, Huntington Library Quarterly, 67 (2004), 189-
214.
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categorised by these scholars as tract books, a term that both overlooks the heterogeneity
of their contents and understates the critical intelligence of their compilers. This chapter
argues that many are better understood as anthologies, part of a long and vibrant tradition
of literary collecting. It explores the neglected later history of the custom-made anthology
through case studies taken from the Thistlethwayte collection. Focusing on the
contrasting approaches of two compilers represented in the collection, including
Thistlethwayte himself, the chapter will reveal how their rich and highly individual

anthologies redefined the literary past.

Over twelve hundred titles in the Fellows’ Library have been identified as belonging to
the Thistlethwayte collection, and of these more than four hundred are bound into
composite books, or Sammelbande. Such bindings account for more than a third of the
items in the collection, and most embody the tastes and values of an assortment of
collectors from the early seventeenth century to the first decades of the next.
Thistlethwayte bought more than half of the composite books in his collection second-
hand, acquiring a huge variety ranging from topical compilations to thematic anthologies,
and from specimens of continental printing to eighteenth-century publishers’ assortments.
His collection contains just one group of second-hand Sammelbénde that can be traced to

a single compiler, and this is in more than one sense an exceptional case.

The compiler is Richard Triplett (1671-1720), a graduate of Oxford University in the
1690s, and a man whose relatively obscure background and provincial career in the
church stand in contrast to Thistlethwayte’s wealthier circumstances and public life.
Nevertheless, Triplett’s compilations contain an extraordinary concentration of rare books
and little-regarded texts; they also display an anthologistic intelligence that responds both
to the interconnections between texts and to the concerns of Triplett’s social world.

Thistlethwayte acquired and consulted these books, but in his own practice as a compiler
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he pursued altogether different habits and interests. His compilations, unlike Triplett’s,
predominantly collect literature in English, and find meaning in the juxtapositions, instead
of the continuities, between texts. The differences between these two compilers are partly
a matter of individual tastes and preferences, but they must also be seen in a larger
cultural context. This study of the Sammelb&ande created by Triplett and Thistlethwayte
will trace the changing social and cultural influences on the enduring practice of

compilation.

Tract Volumes or Anthologies? Rewriting the History of Composite Books

Volumes bound in the handpress period commonly exceed modern notions of the
complete, self-enclosed book. They often contain multiple titles, separately printed and
combined according to the desires of a reader or collector into a unique compilation.
Revisionist scholarship has emphasised that throughout the handpress period ‘a significant
proportion of books were normally stocked and sold ready bound’, usually in individual
covers.”> However, it remains the case that large quantities of books, including most
small-format and slim items, were sold in sheets or stitched as a temporary measure. New
books sold unbound, as well as those removed from earlier bindings for re-sale, were most
often assembled into compilations. Knight explains that ‘because [...] handmade bindings
were vastly more expensive than the printed sheets of the texts themselves, it was
financially necessary to gather multiple works of normal length into single bound volumes
to ensure their preservation’ (p. 4). Scholars have adopted the neutral German term
Sammelband to describe these compilations, in recognition of the range of formats,

subjects and compiling habits represented in their construction.

2 David Pearson, English Bookbinding Styles, 1450-1800: A Handbook (London: British Library, 2005), p.
8.
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Compilations of separate bibliographic items have a long history of giving material
form both to texts in transmission and to changing literary values. In the medieval period,
some manuscripts were assembled from individual booklets: these were copied and often
offered for sale separately before being gathered together by a patron or reader. In the
earliest era of print, as scholars have highlighted, this flexible conception of the book
continued to direct the marketing and reading of English texts. Gillespie argues that ‘the
producers of the [printed] books in early Sammelbande were engaged in a dynamic
process’ of creation and reception, occasionally assembling Sammelbande in trade
bindings, and routinely tailoring individual editions to appeal to the compiling impulses of
consumers (p. 210). In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, as the trade expanded
and diversified, booksellers and owners found new ways of profiting from the
customisable potential of books. Barbara Benedict points out that in an attempt to refresh
and unload their stock, ‘[bJooksellers fairly often compiled their own volumes from
unbound sheets of pamphlets in their shops’; they also ordered volume title pages to be
printed for readers wishing to collect and bind up sequences of texts issued separately.’
At the book auctions held from 1676 onwards, unbound books and pamphlets were sold in
bundles organised by format and subject, encouraging purchasers to bind them into more
permanent configurations (Benedict, p. 19). Collectors and readers, moreover, continued
to make their own choices regarding the contents and arrangement of Sammelbande.
They brought together new and old books, separate editions and extracted texts, to form

compilations that reveal much about their individual priorities and idiosyncrasies.

The proliferation of Sammelbénde in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries can
clearly be seen in the Thistlethwayte collection, in which more than one third of the books

survive in composite volumes assembled by collectors across both centuries.

® Barbara Benedict, Making the Modern Reader: Cultural Mediation in Early Modern Literary Anthologies
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), p. 23.
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Sammelbéande made up a large part of many library bequests in this era, including that of
the actor and theatre magnate David Garrick, a contemporary of Thistlethwayte’s, to the
British Museum on his death in 1779. Garrick, ‘an avid collector who assembled a wide-
ranging library of dramatic texts’, bequeathed a collection dominated by composite books,
many of which he had himself constructed (Knight, p. 58). Garrick’s books were subject
to an aggressive institutional programme of dismantling and rebinding in the mid-
nineteenth century, but in smaller libraries many collections escaped such treatment. For
example, Charles Otway, a Fellow of St John’s College, Cambridge, bequeathed to the
college on his death in 1721 a collection of several thousand topical and literary
pamphlets, most of which remain in bindings that he constructed without any discernible
logic or consistency.® Where seventeenth- and eighteenth-century assemblies have been
dismantled, scholars can often employ the surviving evidence of catalogues, contents
pages and ownership marks in order to piece them together. By contrast, late fifteenth-
and sixteenth-century Sammelbdnde are a much more elusive presence in modern
libraries. As Gillespie notes, ‘[t]he components of these early composite volumes were
too “enchanting” for modern collectors to resist, and they were very often rebound
separately’ (p. 193). The fine bindings commissioned by modern collectors and librarians
enshrine the literary value and bibliographical rarity of early printed texts, but they

disguise or erase any evidence of the compiling habits of early readers.

Despite the difficulties involved in their identification and reconstruction, early
Sammelbande have elicited a strong current of scholarly interest. The foundational study
in this field is Paul Needham’s account of the fifteenth-century Rosenwald Sammelband,

and of other compilations known to contain Caxton editions, in The Printer and the

* For an example of Otway’s compiling, see Knight, p. 61.

119



Pardoner.”> Exploring the connotations of familiar bibliographical terms, Needham makes

a case for the distinctiveness of early compiling practices:

[Books containing multiple items] have at various times and in various
contexts been referred to as tract, pamphlet, or composite volumes. Such
phrases suggest, to my ears, the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, when
sermons or poems, commonly of pamphlet length, were commonly so bound.
They have a slightly anachronistic ring when applied to fifteenth- and early
sixteenth-century volumes, which often contained [...] quite substantial
editions, such as in later times would have been sold and bound as separate
units. The German word for such volumes is Sammelband, and despite its
rather outlandish sound, it has this advantage, that it does not, like tract
volume, imply that only slight works would be bound together in this way. (p.
17)

Needham’s distinction of terms also outlines a transformation in print culture and
compiling habits during the handpress period. By the seventeenth century, Needham
indicates, producers and readers were no longer compiling ‘substantial editions’ into
Sammelbande; instead they began to gather a growing crop of slight and ephemeral items
into tract volumes. This narrative has been endorsed by scholars including Knight and
Gillespie, and goes some way towards explaining the comparative critical neglect of

seventeenth- and eighteenth-century compiling practices.

Needham’s juxtaposition of substantial early Sammelb&nde against later pamphlet
volumes may have helped to focus critical attention on the earlier period. The
representative seventeenth- and eighteenth-century compilation is, in Needham’s account,
a tract volume; its components are items ‘of pamphlet length’, commonly in a small
format. Compilations of this kind encompass genres including sermons, political and
religious tracts, parliamentary proceedings and ballads, as well as poetry and drama. They
are, as Needham indicates, less likely to contain substantial literary texts — such as long

poems and authorial collections — than early Sammelb&nde, which can incorporate quarto

> Paul Needham, The Printer & the Pardoner: An Unrecorded Indulgence Printed by William Caxton for the
Hospital of St. Mary Rounceval, Charing Cross (Washington, DC: Library of Congress, 1986).
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editions of the major works of medieval English poetry. This account has drawn attention
to early Sammelbande as important sites for the formation of literary canons, but has

perhaps discouraged closer investigation of the critical selections of later compilers.

Subsequent scholars have outlined another dimension to the contrast between early
Sammelbénde and later compilations. Knight claims that late seventeenth- and eighteenth-
century compilers were driven chiefly by a ‘desire to preserve’ their books in durable and
economical composite volumes (p. 65). Some chose simply to combine books of the same
size or items bought from the same shop; others, such as the Oxford antiquary Anthony
Wood, designed compilations to serve their intellectual needs. Wood, an indefatigable
collector, invested in books and manuscripts as resources for his research into the history
of Oxford and its university. In the fifteen years before his death in 1695, Wood ordered
bindings for 295 bundles of printed material; Nicolas Kiessling observes of his compiling
that he ‘arranged by subject, ordered chronologically, and bound his books so that he

would have a more efficient working library’.®

Wood, like many late seventeenth- and eighteenth-century collectors, used composite
bindings to bring stability and order to his library. Scholars have established a contrast
between this methodical approach and the characteristic habits of earlier compilers.
Knight has described the readiness of Renaissance readers to engage with books as ‘fluid,
adaptable objects’: rather than combining texts according to schemes of classification or
estimates of value, they had them bound into flexible configurations reflecting their
individual tastes and reading habits (p. 4). The Sammelbande they created, often
combining extracted texts with complete editions and manuscript leaves with printed

material, have proved most interesting to scholars. Knight, Needham and others have been

® Nicolas K. Kiessling, The Library of Anthony Wood (Oxford: Oxford Bibliographical Society, 2002), pp.
XXVi-XXVii.
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careful to distinguish contemporary bindings of medieval and Renaissance texts — their
chief objects of study — from compilations assembled much later, according to different
rationales, by collectors. In doing so, these scholars have made the case that the personal
compilations of early readers are more challenging — and therefore more interesting — as
objects of literary history than the systematic bindings of Wood and his eighteenth-century

SUCCesSsOrs.

In a culture keen to explore the ‘mutable and flexible’ potential of literary texts, one of
the most important sources of new textual forms and meanings is the anthology. Derived
from a Greek compound meaning ‘a collection of flowers’, the term anthology is
commonly understood to describe a historical selection of canonical texts (Benedict, p. 3).
This definition reflects the vernacular term’s relatively recent popularisation: the first
English literary collection to be marketed as an Anthology appeared in 1793, and the term
has come to be associated with the formation of a literary canon in the late eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries.” But the most basic meaning of anthology, as articulated by Lerer, is
a collection guided not by novelty or practicality but ‘by a critical intelligence’, and in this
sense critics have applied the term to collections assembled long before the eighteenth
century (p. 1255). In the late medieval period, anthologies constituted flexible formats —
some created by scribes, others constructed from printed products — in which texts could
gain new thematic and social meanings. In a study of medieval anthology culture, Lerer
argues that ‘the anthologistic impulse controlled much of the dissemination, marketing and
critical reception of vernacular English writing” in manuscript and in the early decades of

print (p. 1254).

" The first literary collection published in England to be given the title of Anthology was The English
Anthology, ed. by Joseph Ritson, 3 vols (London: T. and J. Egerton, 1793-1794).
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Tracing the early modern and eighteenth-century history of the anthology has, however,
been made difficult by the often broad and indiscriminate use of the term by scholars.
William St Clair, for example, has observed that the latter part of the sixteenth century
produced ‘a flurry of printed literary anthologies’.® But his appendix of titles includes
both anthologies — pre-eminent among which is Richard Tottel’s Songs and Sonnettes of
1557 — and printed commonplace-books. The commonplace-book, a collection of striking
quotations arranged under subject headings, emerged as a humanist intellectual tool in the
early sixteenth century. It evolved, as Ann Moss has shown, from the medieval practice of
transcribing memorable extracts gleaned from ancient texts into florilegia, or ‘flower
gatherings’, themselves a form of anthology.” But despite its ancestry, the Renaissance
commonplace-book differs from the anthology in both structure and function: while the
latter is an intelligent arrangement of texts, the former is a ‘mechanism’ for storing and
reproducing moral and rhetorical exempla (Moss, p. 256). St Clair is not alone in
conflating the anthology with another, distinct form of literary collection. In a study of
collections published during the long eighteenth century, Benedict argues that the
anthology forms part of the same genre as the miscellany, as both ‘share means of material
production, processes of compilation, audiences, and forms’ (p. 4). This approach
suppresses a useful distinction between anthologies formed on principles of critical
selection, and miscellanies bringing new texts together for the first time. It also underlines
Benedict’s focus on the cultural commerce of published collections: her study, Making the
Modern Reader, investigates the strategies employed by editors and producers to fashion
the readers of their collections into adept consumers of culture. However, Benedict

overlooks the readiness of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century readers to fashion their

& William St Clair, The Reading Nation in the Romantic Period (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004), p. 490.

° Ann Moss, Printed Commonplace-Books and the Structuring of Renaissance Thought (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1996), pp. 24-27.
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own collections, binding printed editions together in ways that support their own modes of
reading and reify individual canons of valued texts. The contribution of these custom-

made Sammelbénde to the history of the anthology is yet to be examined.

The Thistlethwayte collection provides a unique opportunity to remedy the omission of
custom-made anthologies from recent scholarship. Not only does the collection include a
range of Sammelbande assembled during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, but it
also contains a record of the compiling activities of two collectors, separated by at least a
generation and by a gulf in social opportunity. One is Thistlethwayte himself; the other is
Richard Triplett, a fellow undergraduate collector and Oxford alumnus. The Fellows’
Library holds thirty-nine Sammelbénde that can be identified, with varying degrees of
certainty, as creations of Thistlethwayte.'® In addition, there are thirteen composite books
from Triplett’s collection, the majority of which are highly likely to have been bound up
by Triplett himself. These compilations expose the general instability of generic
definitions based on published collections, such as the following distinction made by

Michael Suarez between anthologies and miscellanies:
Miscellanies are usually compilations of relatively recent texts designed to suit
contemporary tastes; anthologies, in contrast, are generally selections of

canonical texts which have a more established history and a greater claim to
cultural importance.**

Triplett and Thistlethwayte allowed their individual preferences to determine both the
form and content of their compilations, and in this sense every one of their collections can
be said to have been ‘designed to suit contemporary tastes’. The majority, however,

cannot properly be called miscellanies, as the novel combination of recent texts is not a

% Appendix 5 indexes the contents and describes the bindings of a selection of Thistlethwayte’s
Sammelbande discussed in this chapter. All thirteen of Triplett’s Sammelbéande are similarly described in
Appendix 4.

! Michael F. Suarez, SJ, ‘The Production and Consumption of the Eighteenth-Century Poetic Miscellany’,
in Books and their Readers in Eighteenth-Century England: New Essays, ed. by Isabel Rivers (London:
Leicester University Press, 2001), pp. 217-51 (pp. 218-19).
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key principle of their organisation. In fact, there is a preponderance of older texts —
specifically those published at least ten years before their incorporation into composite
bindings — in the Sammelbande assembled by both Triplett and Thistlethwayte. But
Suarez’s definition of the anthology also proves unsuitable, as the texts in these
compilations often do not possess the established cultural currency that Suarez considers a
focus of anthologistic collecting. With these difficulties in mind, the term anthology is
used throughout this chapter in the sense outlined by Lerer. The anthologies discussed
here are distinguished from haphazard collections and tract volumes — collections guided
by consistency and categorisation — on grounds that they imply a critical approach to the
texts they contain. Their combinations of texts are each guided by a central idea, which
not only highlights new meanings in the works themselves, but also resonates with the

social and cultural environments in which Triplett and Thistlethwayte lived.

Triplett’s compilations form the largest group of Sammelb&nde traceable to any second-
hand source in the Winchester collection. The size and distinctiveness of this group make
it a valuable case-study of the role of the anthology in shaping both compilations and
cultures in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. Like the medieval
anthologies brought to light by Lerer and Gillespie, Triplett’s compilations present new
perspectives on literary history and provide unique clues to the character and interests of
an otherwise obscure reader. Later in this chapter, a study of one of the most outstanding
of Triplett’s Sammelbande will explore his highly topical configuration of the literary
history of the late Elizabethan and early Stuart periods. The following section, meanwhile,

will give the first detailed account of Triplett’s life and the fortunes of his library.
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Richard Triplett: A Life in Books

No aspect of Triplett’s life is better documented, or more intimately linked to his identity
as a co