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. HEVEN T'YPES OF AMBIGUITY

may say that hetween thought and feeling) between the fact
atatedd wid the circumatance of the statement, but very often you
sannat know one without knowing the other, and an apprehen-
sl ol the sentence involves both without distinguishing between
thei  T'hua 1 should consider as on the same footing the two
facts abiout this sentence, that it is about a cat and that it is suited
o a child,  And I should only isolate two of its ‘meanings,’ to
form an ambiguity worth notice; it has contradictory associa-
tions, which might cause some conflict in the child who heard it,

in that it might come out of a fairy story and might come out of
Reading without Tears.

In analysing the statement made by a sentence (having, no
doubt, fixed on the statement by an apprehension of the implica-
tions of the sentence), one would continually be dealing with a
sort of ambiguity due to metaphors, made clear by Mr. Herbert
Read in English Prose Style; because metaphor, more or less
far-fetched, more or less complicated, more or less taken for
granted (so as to be unconscious), is the normal mode of develop-
ment of a language. ‘Words used as epithets are words used to
analyse a direct statement,” whereas ‘metaphor is the synthesis of
several units of observation into one commanding image; it is
the expression of a complex idea, not by analysis, nor by direct
statement, but by a sudden perception of an objective relation.’
One thing is said to be like another, and they have several differ-
ent properties in virtue of which they are alike. Evidently this,
as a verbal matter, yields more readily to analysis than the social
ambiguities I have just considered; and I shall take it as normal
to the simplest type of ambiguity, which I am considering in this
chapter. The fundamental situation, whether it deserves to be
called ambiguous or not, is that a word or a grammatical struc-
ture is effective in several ways at once. To take a famous
example, there is no pun, double syntax, or dubiety of feeling, in

Bare ruined choirs, where late the sweet birds sang,

but the comparison hofds for many reasons; because ruined
monastery choirs are places in which to sing, because they involve
sitting in a row, because they are made of wood, are carved into
knots and so forth, because they used to be surrounded by a
sheltering building crystallised out of the likeness of a forest, and
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coloured with stained glass and painting like flowers and leaves,
because they are now abandoned by all but the grey walls col-
oured like the skies of winter, because the cold and Narcissistic
charm suggested by choir-boys suits well with Shakespeare’s
feeling for the object of the Sonnets, and for various sociological
and historical reasons (the protestant destruction of monasteries;
fear of puritanism), which it would be hard now to trace out in
their proportions; these reasons, and many more relating the
simile to its place in the Sonnet, must all combine to give the
line its beauty, and there is a sort of ambiguity in not know-
ing which of them to hold most clearly in mind. Clearly this
is involved in all such richness and heightening of effect, and
the machinations of ambiguity are among the very roots of
poetry.

Such a definition of the first type of ambiguity covers almost
everything of literary importance, and this chapter ought to be
my longest and most illuminating, but it is the most difficult.
The important meanings of this sort, as may be seen from the
example about the cat, are hard to isolate, or to be sure of when
you have done so; and there is a sort of meaning, the sort that
people are thinking of when they say ‘this poet will mean more
to you when you have had more experience of life,” which is
hardly in reach of the analyst at all. They mean by this not so
much that you will have more information (which could be given
at once) as that the information will have been digested; that
you will be more experienced in the apprehension of verbal
subtleties or of the poet’s social tone; that you will have become
the sort of person that can feel at home in, or imagine, or extract
experience from, what is described by the poetry; that you will
have included it among the things you are prepared to apprehend.
There is a distinction here of the implied meanings of a sentence
into what is to be assimilated at the moment and what must
already be part of your habits; in arriving at the second of these
the educator (that mysterious figure) rather than the analyst would
be helpful. In a sense it cannot be explained in language, be-
cause to a person who does not understand it any statement of it
is as difficult as the original one, while to a person who does
understand it a statement of it has no meaning because no
purpose.

from William Empson Seven Types of Ambiguity
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“he rose,” and of course we know that the sun drops into the

western bay only to arise at last attired in its blue mantle.'
We may expect that in the evening the swain will lie down and
that the sun will do no more than drop into the bay, but in the
economy of this poem one sinks only to mount yet once more,
at long last to the “fresh Woods, and Pastures new” of the
Chief Shepherd. The uncouth swain, like Lycidas and the sun
and the Son and (hopefully) the reader, sinks in order to rise
“at last”; that these parallels “work” seems to imply a rare
kind of imaginative integrity in the poet. Milton, with “this
over and above of being a Christian,” speaks across the years to
the “choicest wits” of pagan pastoral and exemplifies what it
means to pronounce “yet once more” in the poetic syntax of
Christian time, moving from “shadowy Types to Truth.”

* As in lines 169-70 where “his” refers exclusively to the “day-star” or sun.
(His was the original genitive neuter, and while its was coming into general
use during the early seventeenth century, it was apparently regarded as
rather colloquial or newfangled, for it was avoided by the writers of the
King James version of 1611. In his poetry Milton tends to avoid its.) The
“we” of line twenty—three also reveals functional ambiguity, although it
refers, logically, to the pastoral singer and Lycidas, its nearest grammatical
antecedent is “he” (“some gentle Muse”), which means that “we” includes
past and future, as well as present, pastoral singers, emphasizing the con-

tinuities that are the subject of the passage and, ultimately, the poem as a
whole.

N

Lycidas: A Poem Finally

Anonymous
Stanley E. Fish

I. THE SWAIN SPEAKS

Much of Lycidas criticism is an extended answer to those
who, in the tradition of Dr. Johnson, see the poem as an “ir-
reverent combination” of “trifling fictions” and “sacred truths,”
or as a lament marred by intrusive and unassimilated digressions,
or, more sympathetically, as “an accumulation of magnificent
fragments,”" or simply (and rather notoriously) as a produc-
tion more “willful and illegal in form” than any other of its
time.® This last judgment—it is John Crowe Ransom’s in his
famous essay “A Poem Nearly Anonymous”—indicates the ex-
tent to which the poem has been brought before the bar. The
indictment has included, among others, the following charges:
the tenses are inconsistent and frustrate any attempt to trace a
psychological progression; there are frequent and unsettling
changes in style and diction; the structure is uncertain, hesi-
tating between monologue, dialogue, and something that is not
quite either; the speaker assumes a bewildering succession of
poses ; the lines on Fame are poorly integrated ; the procession

F'rom Glyph: Johns Hopkins Textual Studies, 8, ed. Walter B. Michaels
(Baltimore, 1981), Ch. 1.

! G. Wilson Knight, The Burning Oracle (London, 1939), 70.

2¢“A Poem Nearly Anonymous,” above, 75; first published in 1933.
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of mourners is perfunctory; the Pilot’s speech is overlong and
overharsh; the flower passage is merely decorative; the Chris-
tian consolation (beginning “Weep no more, shepherds”) is un-
convincing and insufficiently prepared for; the shift to the third
person in the final lines is disconcerting and without any per-
suasive justification. Together and individually, these charac-
terizations constitute a challenge to the poem’s unity, and it is
as an assertion of unity that the case for the defense is always
presented.

Typically, that defense proceeds by first acknowledging and
then domesticating the discontinuities that provoke it. Thus
William Madsen observes that the voice that says “Weep
no more, shepherds” at line 165 does not sound at all like the
voice we have been listening to; but no sooner does he note this
breach in the poem’s logic then he mends it by assigning the line
and what follows to the angel Michael,® although he fails to
explain, as Donald Friedman points out, why among all the
speakers in Lycidas, Michael is the only one who “is introduced
without comment or identification.”* Friedman himself is con-
cerned with another moment of disruption, occasioned by the
voice of Phoebus whose unexpected appearance as a speaker in
the past tense blurs the narrative line and creates a “confusion
about the nature of the utterance we are listening to.” That con-
fusion, however, is only “momentary,” at least in Friedman’s
argument, where it is soon brought into a relationship with “the
coda in which Milton subsumes the entire experience of the
swain.” That coda, of course, brings its own problem, for as
Stewart Baker observes, the appearance, after 185 lines, of a
third person narrator constitutes a “surprise’”; but after ac-
knowledging the surprise in the opening sentence of his essay,
Baker proceeds to accommodate it, and by the time he finishes,
it has been removed, along with St. Peter’s dread voice, as a
possible threat “to the poem’s unity.”® Defending the poem’s
unity is also the concern of H. V. Ogden, who writes in part to
refute G. Wilson Knight’s characterization of Lycidas “as an
effort to bind and clamp together a universe trying to fly off

# From Shadowy Types to Truth (New Haven, 1968), 13.

*“Lycidas: The Swain’s Paideia,” Milton Studies 3 (1971): 33 (con-
densed above, 281 ff.).

8 “Milton’s Uncouth Swain,” Milton Studies 8 (1971): 85-50.
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into separate bits.”® Ogden cann.ot but a.ckno.wlo(l;,;;olll\lul“l.h‘v.
poem abounds in “abrupt turns in new dlI"CCtl()l']S, I)u " \T(.M
furns are explained or explained away by .mvohmg the s \t.n
teenth-century principle of “aesthetic variety, :LI-I(l one (“l“,
almost hear Ogden’s sigh of relief as he .declares trmmphlnnl y
that “Lycidas is a disciplined interweaving of contrasted pas

. . 997
sages into a unified whole.

Examples could be multiplied, but .the pattern is clcm:: \‘avlml |
ever Lycidas is, Lycidas criticism is “an .effort to bl.n(l .ILTI:'
clamp together a universe trying to fly off into separate );l.,s..
[t is, in short, an effort to put the poem toggther, and the orm
that effort almost always takes is the Puttmg togc.th.or of an
integrated and consistent first person voice. Indeed, it 1s ll'u- .n'H
sumption that the poem is a dramatic lyric and hence the ex |.n on
sion of a united consciousness that generates. th? pressure Lo
discover a continuity in the narrative. The un}ty in r«-lfnl ion Lo
which the felt discontinuities must be brought into line 1% llu‘rr‘
fore a psychological unity ; the dram'a whose coherence ever \ umr
s in the business of demonstrating 1s mental. In the hm}lm Voo
the criticism that coherence has been achieved .b_v concelving nf'
the speaker as an actor in one of several pOS:‘;lbl(‘ lfmgruplm i
dramas : he may be remembering a past experience from i st

tion of relative tranquility (the position of i-;hc l.n.sl cight hines) |
or he may be performing a literary exercise in the conrne ;-
which he creates a naive persona (the uncouth swnin) | nlo "
mavy be in the process of breaking out of the conventionul T

may b pieadig

i i 1 tradition; or he
tions imposed on him by a !
- i f the worlid wild

from a pagan to a Christian undcrstarfding 0
the possibilities it offers him. The readings are writivn i ‘up
position to one another, but in fact they all .slm e nannm‘; i
that is made explicit by John Henry Raleigh \lvlwu lie .t;zv Wi
that “Lycidas is an existential poem. . . . It in ::!n‘:ml wn‘.‘n:
ing,” the emergence of the ego to its full power G‘H\;-n s .3;
assumption, the poem can only be read as one in whieh the .;ﬂ
person speaker is a seventeenth-century anticiptisg ul o M

mantic hero.

¢ Knight, The Burning 9rqcle, 70. B qoventasniiRRIRRE AR
1«The Principles of Variety and Contrast in 5¢ \lvn':f- \een {ww’

thetics and Milton’s Poetry,” Journal of the Hiutay

m's‘)z%g;cidas- “Yet Once More,’ ” Prairie Schooner 4 (1) ¢ HET
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The notorious exception to this way of dealing with Lycidas is
John Crowe Ransom, who explains the discontinuities in the
poem as evidence of a failure to suppress the ego, a failure to
realize the proper poetic intention of remaining “always an-
onymous.” In Ransom’s account, the “logical difficulties of the
work,” the shifts in tense, the changes in tone, the interpolations
of different speakers, the roughness of verse, are the intrusive
self-advertisements of a poet who cannot keep himself out of
his poem, who is “willful and illegal” so that “nobody will make
the mistake of not remarking his personality.” In general the
Milton establishment has not been impressed by Ransom’s argu-
ment which is now viewed as something of a curiosity. In what
follows, T will attempt to revive it, but with a difference. Ransom
is right, I believe, to see that the shifts and disruptions in the
poem reflect a tension between anonymity and personality ; but T
do not think, as he seems to, that the personality in the poem is
triumphant because it is irrepressible. Indeed, it will be my
contention that the suppressing of the personal voice is the
poem’s achievement and that the energy of the poem derives not
from the presence of a controlling and self-contained individual,
but from forces that undermine his individuality and challenge
the fiction of his control. If the poem records a struggle of per-
sonality against anonymity, it is a struggle the first person
speaker loses, and indeed, the triumph of the poem occurs when
his voice can no longer be heard.

That voice, when we first encounter it, is heard complaining
about the task to which it has been called by “sad occasion.”
The complaint is all the more bitter because it takes the form of
an apology. “I am sorry to have to do this to you,” the speaker
says to the apostrophized berries, but what he is really sorry
about is something that has been done to him. The double sense
of the lines is nicely captured in the ambiguity of “forc’d” in
line 4 (“And with fore’d fingers rude”), which can be read either
as a characterization of his own action or as an indictment of
that which has made the action necessary (he is forced to do
the forcing). In the same way, “rude” is at once a deprecation
of his poetic skills and an expression of anger at having to
exercise them prematurely: his fingers are rude because they
have been forced to an unready performance. The pretense of
an apology is continued through line 5, where it is once again
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undermined by the phrase “the mellowing year.” "I“}‘lomas Wart.on'
objected to an “inaccuracy” here because the ¢ ‘the mellowmgi
year’ could not affect the leaves of the laurel,, ’E’hge myrtle, ’;1}1(
the ivy . .. characterized before as ‘ne'ver sere. .Just so. . e
“in:wéuracy” 1s there to call an ironic and mockmghattcn ;(1):
to the inappropriateness of the apology: the laurel, the mylx)' s
and the ivy have no “mellowing year” to sh.atter; what has sen
:,Ix:Lttei'ed,ﬂin different ways, are the mellowmg. years ()i‘t Lyci a.i
and the speaker; and it is in response to-the violence »}E‘m::e;rrupe
Iiun‘) done to them that these lines are.spoken. By the 1m((13 w”
reach line 7 it 1s impossible to read “disturb _}four seasohn ‘ Ee
ns anything but a bitter joke. It is the speaker’s seasor.ldt a (wl
heen disturbed and by a disturbance (the death of Lyeci as) ever
more final ; and it is with the greatest l'eluc’tance that he is com-
pelled to give voice to this “mel.odious tear” (14). A ol
This posture of reluctance is one often assumed by C: 0
characters, most notably by the Attendant Spll‘lt in fon‘n]l,.s,
who is more than a little loath to leave the ‘fregwnsl ml.ld 9. c(tx 11/1
and serene air” (4) for the “smoke and stir of t:h]S d.lr? ?\I;(;f,
Which men call earth” (6). It is also the posture in whic h ) ”1 ,(])n‘
likes to present himself in the prose tracts, so that, tc}:Pl'(l:]at'y ‘1’(,
will declare with what small willingness be l.ez}ves the .htl .l‘l]::m
of his studies to engage in “tedious antiquities and“dlsput“t‘\,h‘, ;
or he will announce that only in response to“f:he c,za,i'nc:a: _lliml.
scrious conjurements” of a friend has he been “induc’t” to ln(l:lnux‘
off pursuits “which cannot but be a great‘furthe.ran(ﬁ \.l. . :)'",M,
enlargement of truth.” ! The labor to wh‘lch he is ca ((, lln.I -
tracts is always an interruption, sor'nethln.g t'hat C(m.“‘n ),', “'a“ ,
him and a preferred activit_v],\ a discontinuity that threatens
J ion of his real work.
Hl('zl‘ch(;:snizlzzl}?ecially true of The Reason' of thu«rt'h (.'u’r'rruvm;"u ll'.
in which his situation, as he characterllzes it, exactly p.;.nn' -“;
that of the speaker in Lycidas. He writes, he tells un.l c|||| \
mine owne season when I have neither thn‘:»m.‘.l’h.“llw 'u“u'uw
minde the full circle of my private studies.” '™ “I dul nut,

idas” Vew York, 1004), #4n
® Milton’s das”, ed. Scott Elledge (No:v » 1000188 of 2ad
“'321111“:1"/)“oluf}zc;q{ain’st a Pamphlet in The («»m/){#l«: i I;m‘;m:| iwha uf th
Jlilt‘on g(l-n. ed. Don M. Wolfe (New ‘Havcn, 1968 1), 1
" Of’Esz‘ﬂrtiOH i Pms’i}'hIVMks"2:32?1-(%&“0"4 are Crome BOH B0 B wiuld
* Prose Works, 1:807. The ensuing f

821-22.
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says, “choose this manner of writing, wherin knowing myself
inferior to myself . . . I have the use . . . but of my left hand.”
He would rather be “soaring in the high region of his fancies
with his garland and singing robes about him,” where, in re-
sponse to the “inward prompting” of thoughts that have long
“possest” him, he “might perhaps leave something so written to
aftertimes, as they should not willingly let it die.” It is from
those exalted “intentions” that he has been “plucked” by the
“abortive and foredated discovery” of the present occasion
(“sad occasion dear”) and he knows that the reader will under-
stand how reluctant he is “to interrupt the pursuit of no less
hopes than these . . . to imbark in a troubled sea of noises and
hoars disputes, put from beholding the bright countenance of
truth in the quiet and still air of delightful studies.” In Lycidas,
the still and quiet air of studies is punctuated by the “Oaten
Flute” and by the song beloved of “old Damoetus,” but as in T'he
Reason of Church Government, this is a lost tranquility now
recollected from the vantage point of a present turmoil, of a
“heavy change” (37). In both contexts the change is the occa-
sion for premature activity, for the hazarding of skills that are
not yet ready in the performance of a task that is unwelcome.
There is one great difference however. The Milton of The Rea-
son of Church Government, like the Attendant Spirit in Comus,
is soon reconciled to that task because he is able to see it not
as an interruption, but as an extension of the activity from
which he has been called away. He may be “put from beholding
the bright countenance of truth,” but it is as a witness to the
same truth that he takes up the labor forced upon him by the
moment. All acts performed in response to the will of God are
equally virtuous, and “when God commands to take the trumpet
and blow a dolorous or a jarring blast, it lies not in man’s will
what he shall say.” Indeed, “were it the meanest underservice, if
God by his secretary conscience enjoin it,”” then it is impossible
for a man to draw back. It is the same reasoning that leads him
in Of Education to accede to the entreaties of Hartlib, for al-
though the reforming of education is not the pursuit to which
the love of God was taking him, he is able to see the present as-
signment as one ‘“‘sent hither by some Good providence” and
therefore as an opportunity to manifest that same love. In 4n
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Apology, he has decided, even before he descends to the d1§—
ngreeable business of replying to slanders anfl f:alummes,”that. it
is his duty to do so, lest the truth and “the religious cause which
he had “in hand” be rendered “odious.” “I conceaved myself,” he
declares, “to be not now as mine own person, but as a member
incorporate into that truth whereof I was pe.rswaded.” ..
This conception of himself as “not ... mine owne person- 13
essential to his ability to see the disrupting activity as an in-
tance or manifestation of the activity from which he has been
unwillingly torn. That is, the disruption looms large only from
the perspective of his personal desires—he wo.uld rather be
writing poetry, or reading the classics, or furthering some long-
term project—but from the vantage point of t}.le trut.h whereof
he is but a member incorporate, there is no disruption at ?11,
simply a continuity of duty and service. It is here t.hat the point
of contrast with the speaker in Lycidas is most obvious: he takes
everything personally, and as a consequence, what.ever happens
s seen only as it relates to the hopes he has f?r his own career.
This, of course, is the great discovery of twentlet}.)—century criti-
¢ism, that in Lycidas Milton “is primarily taking acc9unt of
the meaning of the experience to himself” ;1? but for Mllton to
he primarily doing this is for him to be doing something very
different from what he does in the prose tracts where egoc.entrlc
meanings are rejected as soon as they are idcntiﬁe(.i. That 15, the
stance of the speaker in Lycidas is anomalous in the Mllton
canon ; for rather than relinquishing the conceptlor.l of hll’flself
as “his owne person,” he insists on it, and b)-r insisting on 1t_he
resists incorporation into a body of which he is but an extending
member. )
Indeed, insofar as the poem can be said to‘ha\.fe a plot, it
consists of the speaker’s efforts to resist assimilation. He does
this in part by maintaining an ironic distance frorr.l the conven-
lions he proceeds to invoke. As we have seen, that irony 1s com-
pounded largely of bitterness, and it t‘akes the form l?oth of
questioning the adequacy of the conventions to the occasion and
of claiming a knowledge superior to any tllle conveptlops are able
{0 offer. Irony is itself a mode of superiquty: the ironic voice al-
ways issues from a perspective of privilege and presents itself
it James H. Hanford, 4 Milton Handbook (New York, 1926).
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as having penetrated to meanings that have been missed by the
naive and the innocent. The ironic voice, in short, always knows
more.

In this case it knows more than the traditions of consolation ;
it knows that they are fictions, false surmises. The method in
the opening sections is to let these fictions have their say, only
so that the speaker can enter to expose their shallowness. “He
must not float upon his wat’ry bier” seems as we read it to be
the sentiment of someone who believes that there is something
to be done, but that belief is dismissed and mocked by the first
word of line 13, “Unwept.” He will, in fact, continue to float on
his watery bier, and the only thing that will be done is what the
speaker is doing now, producing laments in the form of “some
melodious tear” (14). This characterization of his own activity
1s slighting, but it does not mean that he is assuming a stance of
modesty or self-deprecation; the criticism extends only to the
means or tools, and not to the workman who finds them inade-
quate. It is their failure and not his that is culpable; and in-
deed, his recognition, even before he employs them, that they
will not do the job, validates the superiority of his perception.

Even when the pastoral conventions are invoked they are in-
voked in such a way as to call into question their capacities. The
elegy proper begins with an echo of Virgil’s messianic eclogue:
“Begin . . . and somewhat loudly sweep the string.” That ec-
logue, however, specifically promises to transcend the genre, and
therefore to invoke it is already to assume the insufficiency of the
tradition in the very act of rehearsing its tropes. One of those
tropes is the recollection of past delights, and it is given an ex-
tended, even lingering evocation in lines 25-36 (the lines to
which Dr. Johnson so objected) ; but even as we listen, in the
place of “old Damoetas,” to this song, we are aware, with Doug-
las Bush, that it is “a picture of pastoral innocence, of carefree
youth unconscious of the fact of death.”* We therefore hear it
with condescension and with an expectation that it will be suc-
ceeded by a perspective less naive. As a result, when the speaker
breaks in with “But O the heavy change” (87), the tone may be
elegiac, but the gesture is a triumphant one, made by someone
who is able to present himself as “sadder, but wiser.” What he

“ A, S. P. Woodhouse and Douglas Bush, eds., 4 Variorum Commentary
on the Poems of John Milton (London and New York, 1972), 2:2.647.
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i wiser than is the pastoral mode and all of the ways by which it
iltempts to render comfortable what is so obviously distressing.
One of those ways is the doctrine of natural sympathy, which
would tell us that in response to the death of Lycidas, “the Wil-
lows and the Hazel Copses green / Shall now no more be seen”
(12-43) ; but that assertion is allowed to survive only for the
imoment before the succeeding line at once completes the syntax
and, in an ironic reversal, changes the meaning: “Shall now no
more be seen / Fanning their joyous Leaves to thy soft layes.”
T'he willows and the hazel copses green will in fact be seen, but
they will be seen fanning their joyous leaves to someone else’s soft
lnys, for it is Lycidas who will be “no more.” This-new meaning
does not simply displace, but mocks the old: “how foolish of any
one to believe that nature takes notice of the misfortunes of
mnn.” Obviously, the speaker is not such a one, and as always,
(he superimposition of his perspective on the perspective of the
tonvention has the effect of establishing him in a removed and
iiperior position. He maintains this position even when he ap-
pears to be turning on himself. “Aye me, I fondly dream”
(56) has the form of a self-rebuke, but the fondness is displaced
onto the tradition and its representative figures, the nymphs,
the bards, the druids, the Muses, Orpheus, and even Universal
Nauture. It is their ineffectiveness that has led the speaker to
hreak off his performance and to exclaim, “for what could that
have done; / What could the Muse herself that Orpheus bore”
(57-58). What he can do, and very effectively, is to see and say
just that and so disassociate himself from the failures he con-
linues to expose.

I am aware that in the more orthodox accounts of the poem
(his questioning of pastoral efficacy has received another read-
ing, and is seen not as evidence of egocentricity, but as a kind
of heroism. B. Rajan, for example, reads the poem as the an-
puished discovery by the first person voice that ritual and
(radition are inadequate when confronted by the “assault of re-
ility.” The poem is thus an attack on “its own assumptions,”
an attack that is “mounted by the higher mood against the
pastoral form.” In the struggle that ensues, “convention and ele-
mentality are the basic forces of contention,” and for “elemen-
tnlity” we may read the personal voice, characterized by Rajan,

" “Lycidas: The Shattering of the Leaves,” above, 275.
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as the “cry out of the heart of experience.” His argument is more

finely tuned than Raleigh’s, but its point is the same: Lycidas is

about becoming, the emergence of the ego to its full power; or
in Rajan’s more guarded vocabulary, “it is a voyage toward &

recognition,” a recognition that is won to some extent at the

expense of the claims to adequacy of pastoral and other ritual
or public forms.

For Rajan, then, the contest between the conventional and
the real or personal is the story the poem tells; what I am
suggesting is that it is a story the speaker tells, and that he
tells it in an effort to situate himself in a place not already oc-
cupied by public and conventional meanings. It is less “a cry out
of the heart of experience” than a strategy, a strategy designed
to privilege experience, and especially individual experience, in

relation to the impersonality of public and institutional struc- |
tures. That is why the efficacy of the pastoral is called into ques- |

tion so that the efficacy of the speaker, as someone who stands

apart from conventions and is in a position to evaluate them, |

can be that much more firmly established. In other words, the
characterization of the pastoral is deliberately low and feeble in

order to display to advantage the authority and prescience of

the speaker when he pronounces in his own voice, as he does at
line 64: “Alas, what boots it with incessant care.” Here, and
in the lines that follow, the speaker is at the height of his powers,
in the sense that he seems to have earned the questions he hurls
at the world, questions whose force is in direct proportion to the

claim (silently, but effectively made) to sincerity. Here is no
mediated pastoral voice, heard through a screen of tradition
and ritual ; here is the thing itself, the expression of a distinctive
perspective on a problem that many have considered (“Yet once |
more”), but never with such poignancy and perceptiveness. It is |

precisely what Rajan says it is, a cry out of the heart of experi-

ence, a cry which emerges from the wreckage of failed conven- §

tions to pose the ultimate question: in a world like this, what
does one do?

II. THE SWAIN IS SILENCED

It is all the more startling, then, when that cry is interrupted |
by the voice of Apollo, a moment characterized by Ransom as |

Stanley E. Fish - 329

‘an incredible interpolation” and “a breach in the logic of com-
position.” These are strong words, but they are in response to a
very strong effect given the extent to which the speaker has, to
this point, asserted his control over the poem and its progression.
IHere the control is taken from him in so complete a way that we
s readers do not even know when it happens. The identification
of Apollo’s voice occurs at the beginning of line 77 (“Phoebus
repli’ed”), but the identification is after the fact, with the result
that there is no way of determining who has been speaking.
Many editors add punctuation to make it “clear” that Phoebus
enters with “But not the praise”; but as we read Milton’s un-
punctuated text, “but not the praise’” seems to be part of a dia-
logue the first person voice is having with himself on the nature
of Fame and its relationship to effort (“incessant care”). The
correction supplied by “Phoebus repli’ed” does not result in a
simple reassignment of the half line, but blurs, retroactively,
the assignment of the lines preceding. When does Phoebus begin
lo speak? Is this his first reply, or has he begun to respond to the
first person complaint at line 70: “Fame is the spur . . .”? The
first person would then return in line 78—*“But the fair Guerdon
when we hope to find”—and then Phoebus would be heard to
reply “But not the praise.” My point is not to argue for this par-
ticular redistribution of the lines, but to demonstrate that it is
possible ; and because it is just one among other possibilities, and
hecause the matter cannot be settled once and for all, the ques-
tion of just who is in charge of the poem becomes a real one.

This is not the only question raised by Apollo’s intervention.
llecause “repli’ed” is in the past tense, what had presented itself
un speech erupting in the present is suddenly revealed to be recol-
lected or reported speech. As Ransom observes, “dramatic mon-
ologue has turned . . . into narrative”; and the result, in Fried-
imnn’s words, “is a momentary confusion about the nature of the
iitterance we are listening to.” ' The confusion is not only generic
(monologue or narrative), but extends to the kind of hearing
we are to give to that utterance, for “if the memory of Phoebus’s
words is reported by the swain as part of the elegy, then what has
lhinppened to the pretense of spontaneity and present creation?”
I'ricdman’s question contains its own answer (although it is not

“ Ransom, “A Poem Nearly Anonymous,” above, 83; Friedman, “Swain’s
Puldeia,” 33.
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the one he eventually gives) : it is here that the spontaneity be-
gins to be exposed precisely as a pretense, as a claim elaborately
made by the speaker from his very first words : “Yet once more.”
Although these words acknowledge convention (by acknowledg-
ing that this has been done before), they are themselves uncon-
ventional, because they are not produced within the frame or
stage setting that traditionally encloses the pastoral lament.
From Theocritus to Spenser, elegiac song is introduced into a
situation that proclaims its status as artifice, as a piece of cur-
rency in a social exchange (song for bowl), or as a performance
offered in competition. In Lycidas, however, the frame is omitted,
and what we hear, or are encouraged to hear, is an unpremedi-
tated outpouring of grief and anger. When Apollo’s reply is
reported in the past tense, the pastoral frame is introduced retro-
actively, and the suggestion is that it has been there all the
while. Immediately the spontaneity of the preceding lines is
compromised, and compromised too are the claims of the speaker
to independence. At the very moment he dismisses the pastoral,
he is revealed to be a narrated pastoral figure, no longer the
teller of his tale, but told by it, identified and made intelligible,
as it were, by the very tradition he scorns. Moreover, he is iden-
tified in such a way as to call into question his identity. When
Apollo plucks his trembling ear, he repeats an action already
performed in response to another poet who also has dreams of
transcending the pastoral conventions:

When I tried a song of kings and battles, Phoebus

Plucked my ear and warned, “A shepherd, Tityrus,

Should feed fat sheep, recite a fine-spun song.
(Virgil, Eclogue V1, trans. Paul Alpers)

Apollo, in short, puts Virgil in his place, and by doing so estab-

lishes a place (or commonplace) that is now occupied by the

present speaker. That is, the desire of the poet to rise above the
pastoral is itself a pastoral convention, and when the speaker
of Lycidas gives voice to that desire, he succeeds only in demon-
strating the extent to which his thoughts and actions are already
inscribed in the tradition from which he would be separate. Not
only are his ambitions checked by Apollo,"” but they are not his

7 Friedman, “Swain’s Paideia,” 13.
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imbitions, insofar as he is only playing out the role assigned
liim in a drama not of his making.

It is not too much to say, then, that the intervention of Apollo
thanges everything: the speaker loses control of his poem when
nnother voice simply dislodges him from center stage (where he
hid been performing in splendid isolation), and, at the same
time, the integrity of his own voice is compromised when it be-
vomes indistinguishable from its Virgilian predecessor. Apollo
poses a threat to the speaker not only as a maker, as someone
who is in the act of building the lofty rhyme, but a self-con-
tnined consciousness, as a mind that is fully present to itself and
responsible for its own perceptions. The speaker meets this twin
threat by rewriting, or misreading, what has happened to him in
nich a way as to reinstate, at least for the moment, the fiction
ol his independence:

O fountain Arethuse, and thou honour’d flood,
Smooth-sliding Mincius, crown’d with vocall reeds,
That strain I heard was of higher mood:

But now my oat proceeds. (85-88)

I'he picture in these lines is of someone who has paused to listen,
o doubt politely, to the opinion of another before proceeding
resolutely on his way (the strong claim is in the my of “my oat”).
There 1s no acknowledgment at all of the violence of Apollo’s
entrance, of his brusque and dismissive challenge to the speaker’s
wntiments, of the peremptory and unceremonious manner in
which he seizes the floor. Moreover, the action Apollo performs
in misrepresented when it is reported as an action against the
pastoral (““That strain was of a higher mood”). In fact, it is an
nction against the speaker, a rebuke, as Mary Christopher
I'ccheux observes, to his “rebellious questioning.”'® If Apollo’s
words are higher, they are higher than the speaker’s own ; rather
than supporting his denigration of the pastoral, they are pre-
visely pastoral words and mark the moment when the tradition
interrupts the “bold discourse”!®
poses the illusion of his control.
It is in order to maintain the illusion that the speaker sets

of one who scorns it and ex-

"“The Dread Voice in Lycidas,” Milton Studies 9 (1976): 238.
" See Paradise Lost, 5:803 ff.: “Thus far his bold discourse without control
I1ad audience, when, among the Seraphim, / Abdiel ... / Stood up.”
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Apollo against the pastoral, for he can then present himself as
the judge of their respective assertions. But no sooner has he

reclaimed the central and directing role (“But now my oat |

proceeds”) than it is once again taken from him:

But now my oat proceeds,
And listens to the Herald of the Sea
That came in Neptune’s plea. (88—90)

Suddenly the voices competing for attention, and for the posi-
tion of authority, multiply and become difficult to distinguish.
Triton comes, but he comes in Neptune’s plea, and therefore
when we read of someone who “ask’d” the waves and felon winds
(91), it is not clear whether that someone is Triton or Neptune,
nor when that someone speaks (it could be that Triton reports
the investigative queries of Neptune—he “ask’d”—or that
Triton now asks in the present of the narrative, but is reported as
having done so in the present of the narrator, i.e. the voice that
tells us Phoebus “repli’ed”). The one thing that is clear is that
the questioner is not the speaker, who is now reduced to the role
of a listener, as someone else conducts the investigation. Again,

that someone else could be Triton or Neptune or the yet un- ‘:
known third person voice of whose existence we have had only }

hints, or, after line 96, it could be the “sage Hippotades” who

brings someone’s (it seems to be everyone’s) unsatisfactory an- |

swers. By the time we reach the most unsatisfactory answer of

all—“It was that fatall and perfidious Bark”——there is absolute- |
ly no way of determining who delivers it. A poem that began as the 1
focused utterance of a distinctive personal voice is by this point |

so diffused that it is spoken, quite literally, by everybody.

Not only is the original speaker now indistinguishable from a |

chorus, but he is not even the object of direct address, as he was

when he listened to Apollo. Whoever it is that indicts the fatal .

and perfidious bark, he directs his remarks to Lycidas: “That
sunk so low that sacred head of thine.” Moreover, the indictment
and the entire investigation are once again proceeding in a nar-

rated past. The fading of the speaker from the scene of his own “
poem coincides with the almost imperceptible slide into the past |

tense, and both movements are complete when we hear (we have

displaced the speaker, who is no longer even a prominent lis-
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tener) that “last came, and last did go / The Pilot of the Galilean
luke” (109).

It would seem that with this figure the poem is once again
dominated by a single controlling presence, but his identity (in
Iwo senses) is perhaps not so firm as we have been taught to
think. Taking up a suggestion first made by R. E. Hone, Mary
Pecheux has argued persuasively that the Pilot of the Galilean
Inke (who significantly is not named) is not Peter, but a com-
posite of Peter, Moses, and Christ. The speech thus dramatizes
Milton’s assertion in Christian Doctrine that revelation was dis-
¢losed in various ages by Christ even though he was not always
known under that name: “Under the name of Christ are also com-
prehended Moses and the Prophets, who were his forerunners,
and the Apostles whom he sent.”?® This splitting of the “dread
voice” has the advantage, as Pecheux points out, of being “con-
sonant with the extraordinary richness and ambivalence” of the
poem, with the sense one has “of having heard a multitude of
overtones difficult to disentangle from one another.” The details
of her argument are less important than the fact that it can be
made (and others are now making it), for this means that the
(uestion is now an open one, and that the Pilot’s speech too pro-
ceeds from a source that is not uniquely identified.

That speech is also addressed to Lycidas (“How well could
I have spar’d for thee, young swain), and its “stern” message
further shifts attention away from the first person voice by re-
placing his very personal concerns with the concerns of the
church as a whole. That is, the complaint one hears in these lines
is quite different from the complaint that precedes Apollo’s
interruption: it is not an answer to the speaker’s questions
(“What boots it . . .””), but a “higher” questioning in which the
nmbitions of any one shepherd or singer are absorbed into a more
universal urgency, as rot and foul contagion spread (127). The
focus of the Pilot’s words is continually expanding, until it opens
in the end on a perspective so wide that all of our attempts to
name it are at once accurate and hopelessly inadequate. What-
ever the two-handed engine is—and we shall never know—the
action for which it stands ready will not be in response to any
cry out of the heart of experience, and in this moment of apoca-

" “The Dread Voice in Lycidas,” 235.



334 The Commentaries

lyptic prophecy, the private lament that was, for a time, the
poem’s occasion is so much transcended that one can scarcely
recall it.

This movement away from the personal is a structural com-
ponent of Milton’s work from the very beginning. It is seen as
early as the Nativity Ode, where the poet begins by desiring to
be first, to stand out (“Have thou the honor first thy Lord to
greet”), and ends by being indistinguishable from the others
(animals, angels, shepherds) who “all about the Courtly Stable
/ ... sit in order serviceable.”” The glory he had hoped to win
by being first is won when, in a sense, he no longer is, and is able
to pronounce the glorious death of his own poetic ambitions
(“Time is our tedious Song should here have ending”). While
the career of the speaker in Lycidas is parallel, it is also different
because he does not relinquish his position voluntarily. He holds
tenaciously to his own song and must be forcibly removed from
the poem by voices that preempt him or displace him or simply

ignore him until at the end of the Pilot’s speech he seems to have

disappeared.

Indeed, so long has it been since he was last on stage (line 90)
that when he suddenly pops up again he seems an interpolation
more incredible than Apollo. He seems, in fact, a digression, a de-
parture from what we have come to recognize as the poem’s true
concerns; and as a digression his gesture of reassertion is, in
every sense, reactionary:

Return Adlpheus the dread voice is past

That shrunk thy streams; Return Sicilian Muse,

And call the Vales and bid them hither cast

Their bells and Flourets of a thousand hues. (132-35)

Once again the return of the speaker is marked by a rewriting
that is a misrepresentation. He acts as if all had been proceed-
ing under his direction, as if the voices in the poem require his
permission to come and go, a permission he now extends to the
pastoral, which is characterized as if it were a child that had
been frightened by the sound of an adult voice. His strategy is
two pronged, and it is familiar. He opposes the pastoral to the
speech of the Galilean Pilot (as he had earlier opposed it to
Apollo) and thus denies it the responsibility for documenting
ecclesiastical abuses, a responsibility it was given in the Scrip-
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tures. In effect, it is he, not the Pilot, who shrinks, or attempts
to shrink, the pastoral stream, and he does it, characteristically,
in o denial of the extent to which his own stream has been shrunk
in the course of the poem. In a classic form of displacement he
inttempts, for the last time, to project a story in which he is a
tompelling and powerful figure. It is as part of that story that
lie calls the role of flowers, a gesture intended not so much to
“Iinterpose a little ease” as to set the stage for still another asser-
tion of pastoral inadequacy:

Let our frail thoughts dally with false surmise. (153)

As before, what is presented as self-deprecation is an act of self-
promotion. The “frail thoughts” are detached from the speaker
he merely dallies with them—and identified with the failure

of the convention: if, in some sense, he can do no better, at least
le s able to recognize a false surmise when he sees one, and that
ubility in itself is evidence of a vision that is superior even if it
iv (realistically) dark:

Ay me! Whils’t thee the shores and sounding Seas

Wash far away, where ere thy bones are hurl’d. (154-55)

T'his is, of course, exactly what he has said before, when he
hreaks off his address to the nymphs to exclaim, “Aye me, I
fondly dream,” and again, when his rehearsal of Orpheus’s death
(he also was hurled by shores and sounding seas) is followed by
n bitter question: “Alas! What boots it with incessant care?”
What is remarkable about the speaker is how little he is af-
fccted by those sections of the poem that unfold between his
intermittent appearances. Higher moods and dread voices may
come and go, but when he manages to regain the stage, it is to
sing the same old song: Ay me, alas, what am I to do? What’s
the use? it’s all so unfair. As the poem widens its perspective to
include ever larger considerations (eternal fame, the fate of
the Church, the condition of the Christian community, the last
judgment), he remains within the perspective of his personal
disappointment, remains very much “his owne person,” and
therefore he becomes, as I have said, a digression in (what began
as) his own poem. While he has been busily exposing the false sur-
mises of pastoral consolation, the poem has been even more in-
sistently exposing the surmise that enables him (or so he thinks)
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to do so, the surmise that his vision is both inclusive and conclu-~
sive, that he sees what there is to see and knows what there is to
know.

What he sees is that there is no laureate hearse (only the
“wat’ry bier” he saw at line 12), and what he knows is that there
is neither justice nor meaning in the world. He seems to have
heard in the Pilot’s speech none of the resonances that have been.
reported by so many readers. His words remain determinedly
bleak, and therefore, they are all the more discontinuous with
the call that is sounded at line 165:

Weep no more woful Shepherds, weep no more,
For Lycidas your sorrow is not dead.

These are entirely new accents spoken by an entirely new voice.
It is a voice that counsels rather than complains, that turns out-
ward rather than inward, a voice whose confident affirmation of
a universal benevolence could not be further from the dark and |
self-pitying questioning of the swain. Everything, in short, has
changed, and it has changed not even in a line, but in the space |
between lines. It is at this point that the orthodox reading of
the poem, in which “the troubled thought of the elegist” traces |
out a sequence of “rise, evolution, and resolution,” founders.? |
There is no evolution here, simply a disjunction, a gap, and the |
seekers of unity are left with the problem of explaining it. In |
general, their explanations have taken one of two forms. Either
the change is explained theologically as “a leap from nature to |
revelation”” and “a dramatization of the infusion of grace,” %}
or it is explained away by assigning the lines to another speaker.
This is the solution of William Madsen, who notes the abrupt |
transition from the “plaintive” and “ineffectual” to the authori- |
tative and concludes that the consolation is spoken not by the
swain, but by Michael, who responds in a fuller measure than
might have been expected to the speaker’s appeal (“Look home-
ward, Angel, now and melt with ruth”). Madsen offers his emen- ]
dation as an alternative to the theological reading; but in fact v
there is very little difference between them, since in either read-

ing this point marks the appearance in the poem of “a new voice.” |

M. H. Abrams. “Five Types of Lycidas,” above, 228.
2 Ibid., 233.

® Friedman, “Swain’s Paideia,” 19.
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I'or Madsen that voice is Michael’s ; for Abrams and Friedman
(nmong others) it is the voice of a regenerated (made new)
awnin. In either case there is agreement that the voice we had
lieen hearing is heard no more, and that what takes its plac.e is
something wholly different. This is of course not the first time
this has happened, and it is only because in Madsen’s readllng
Ilie event 1s unusual that he feels moved to assign the new voice
i npecific name (it is that assignment that has been objected to).
In the reading that has been developed here, however, the ap-
penrance of new voices and the merging of old is occurring all
(he time; the speaker is repeatedly dislodged or overwhelmefl or
ibsorbed, and his disappearance at line 164 is just one in a
neries.

T'here is, however, a difference. This disappearance is the last;
the speaker is never heard from again. Or if he is heard‘ from
igain, it is not as his “owne person” but as a “member incor-
porate” of a truth from which he is now indistinguishable. That
i to say, Madsen is right to hear the voice as different, but he
in wrong to hear it as anyone’s in particular. The accents hf:re,
iun Marjorie Nicolson has observed, are “choral” as “all voices
vombine in virtuous crescendo.”? If the speaker is among them,
lie 1s literally unrecognizable, since what allowed him to stand
out was the “dogged insistence”? with which he held on to the
local perspective of his own ambitions. In the end he is not even
distinguishable as an addressee: the choral voice responds not
Lo (mc; but to a mass of complaints ; the consolation is for “woful
Shepherds,” the plural noun silently denying the speaker even
the claim to have been uniquely grieving; the grief is as general
us the consolation, and it simply doesn’t leave room for any-
thing personal. The distance that has been travelled is the d.is—
tance from the melodious tear of line 14 to the “unexpressive
nuptial Song” of line 176. The tear falls from a single eye; it
(4 the poem as the product of one voice that demands to be heard,
il only as an expression of inconsolability ; but the nuptial. song
iv produced by everyone and therefore heard by no one, in th‘e
sense that there is no one who is at a sufficient distance from it
[or there to be a question of hearing. That is why it is called “un-
expressive,” which means both inexpressible (can’t be said) and

“John Milton: A Reader’s Guide to his Poetry (New York, 1963), 110.
“The phrase is Madsen’s, From Shadowy Types, 13.
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inaudible (can’t be apprehended) : both speaking and receiving \,

assume a separation between communicating agents; but this
song is not a communication at all, but a testimony to a joy
which, since it binds all, need not be transmitted to any. The
mistake of the first person voice has been his desire to speak, to
proclaim from an analytic and judgmental distance a truth he
only sees ; but in the great vision of these soaring lines the truth
proclaims, because it fills, its speakers, who are therefore not
speakers at all but witnesses. They are in the happy condition for
which Milton prays at the end of 4t a Solemn Music :

O may we soon again renew that song

And keep in tune with heaven, till God ere long
To his celestial consort us unite

To live with him and sing in endless morn of light.

The wish that we may join that choir is the wish that we not be
heard as a distinctive and therefore alienated voice, the wish
that we might utter sounds in such a way as to remain silent
(unexpressive). It is a wish that is here granted the would-be
elegist, whether he wants it or not, as finally, he is no longer his
own person, but a member incorporate into that truth whereof he
has been persuaded.

I am aware that this might seem a back door way into the usual
reading of Lycidas, for just like any other critic T have gotten
the swain into heaven or at least into a position where a heavenly
vision is available to him. But if he is now one of those who sing
and singing in their glory move, he could not be picked out from
among the other members of troops and societies, and therefore
his “triumph,” if one can call it that, is not achieved in terms

that he would understand or welcome. As Friedman remarks, the

speaker “fights against the knowledge” offered by the poem’s |

higher moods; his experience is “one of active struggle.” My
point is that it is a struggle he loses, and that the poem achieves
its victory first by preempting him and finally by silencing him.

Rather than the three part structure traditionally proposed for

Lycidas, I am proposing a structure of two parts: a first part
(lines 1 through 75 1/2), where the first person voice proceeds
under the illusion of independence and control, and a second,

longer part, where that illusion is repeatedly exposed and finally
dispelled altogether. In place of an interior lyric punctuated by
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digressive interpolations, we have a poem that begins in digres-
iion—the first person voice is the digression—and regains the
mnin path only when the lyric note is no longer sounded. We
linve, in short, a poem that relentlessly denies the privilege of the
peaking subject, of the unitary and separate consciousness, and
in finally, and triumphantly, anonymous.

[t is anonymous twice. The last eight lines of Lycidas have al-
wanys been perceived as problematic, because they insist on a nar-
rntive frame that was not apparent in the beginning, because the
(rnme or coda is spoken by an unidentified third person voice, and
hecause that voice is so firmly impersonal. One advantage of the
rending offered here is that these are not problems at all: if the
introduction of a narrative perspective suggests that everything
presented as spontaneous was in fact already spoken, this is no
more than a confirmaton of what has long since become obvious ;
il the new voice is unidentified, it is only the last in a series of
unidentified voices or of voices whose single identities have long
lince been lost or blurred ; and if the unidentified voice is imper-
sonal, it is merely a continuation of the mode the poem has finally
ichieved. In fact, the crucial thing about these lines is that
{liere is no one to whom they can be plausibly assigned. They are
certainly not the swain’s, for he is what they describe, and they
deseribe him significantly as someone who is “uancouth,” that is,
unknown, someone who departs the poem with less of an identity
than he displayed at its beginning ; nor is there any compelling
renson to assign them to any of the previous speakers, to the
I"ilot, or Hippotades, or Triton, or Neptune, or Cambridge, or
Apollo. The only recourse, and it is one that has appealed to
many, is to assign the lines to Milton, but of all the possibilities,
lhis is the least persuasive. No voice in English poetry is more
distinctive than Milton’s, so much so that the characters he
creates almost always sound just like him. But these lines do
not sound like anyone; they are perfectly, that is unrelievedly,
conventional, and as such they are the perfect conclusion to a
poem from which the personal has been systematically eliminated.
Indeed, if these lines were written in accents characteristically
Miltonic, they would constitute a claim exactly like that which
is denied to the poem’s first speaker, the claim to be able to pro-
nounce, to sum up, to say it conclusively, and once and for all.
Instead, Milton gives over the conclusion of the poem to a col-
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into a summary statement, but simply follow one another in a
series that is unconstrained by any strong syntactical pressures. |
('The lines are markedly paratactic and conform to what Thomas

Rosenmeyer has called the “disconnective decorum” of the pure

pastoral.)*® In short, Milton silences himself, just as the first
person voice is silenced, and performs (if that is the word) an act |

of humility comparable to that which allows him to call his na- |

tivity ode “tedious” at the very moment when its intended recip-
ient falls asleep. Rosemond Tuve once observed that in Herbert’s

career we can see a lifelong effort to achieve the “immolation of |

the individual will.” This has not usually been thought to be Mil-

ton’s project, but the determined anonymity of Lycidas should |

remind us that the poet’s fierce egoism is but one-half of his story.

" The Green Cabinet (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1969), 33.

|
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Postscript
M. H. Abrams

In the essay I wrote a quarter century ago (above, 216 ff.), I
emphasized the drastic changes effected in our reading of Lycidas
hy alternative critical perspectives—in other words, by diverse
hypotheses as to the principle which controls the choice, order,
and interrelations of the parts of the poem and serves to account
for the nature and degree of its poetic success. In the present
critical climate, however, in which we hear frequent claims that
nll literary texts disseminate themselves into a range of unde-
cidable and inescapably contradictory meanings, one needs to
emphasize the other side of the matter; and that is, the uni-
formity of the interpretive premises that are shared by all the
critics represented in this volume, whatever the diversity of their
critical hypotheses, and including the authors of the six essays,
published during the last two decades, which have been added
to the present edition.

The most important of these premises is that the sentences of
Milton’s poem have a determinable meaning—even though in
some instances that meaning is determinably ambiguous or mul-
tiplex—which qualified readers are capable of understanding
in approximately the same way. To this view the essay by
Stanley Fish might be regarded as an exception by those who
know Fish’s claim, in his theoretical writings, that there are a
number of possible “interpretive strategies,” each of which creates
its own distinctive text by “constituting” both the formal prop-
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You and Thou
in Shakespeare’s Sonnets

ANDREW GURR

SONNET 26 BEGINS proudly ‘Lord of my love . . . ’. The
conceit on which the poem is based is the language of dedica-
tions and of the writer as the dedicatee’s humble servant —

Lord of my love, to whom in vassalage
Thy merit hath my duty strongly knit,
To thee I send this written ambassage,
To witness duty, not to show my wit.

‘Lord of my love’ is a finely complex phrase. It takes up the
conventional address ‘my lord’ and makes it more specific —
the poet is not the dedicatee’s servant except in the service of
love. And so the poet performs all his servant-like duties in
the service of love. The phrase simultaneously affirms the
love-bond and asserts the respectful distance of the poet from
the lord.

This distance is recorded in the sonnets in many places and
in many ways. In those magnificent reproving sonnets, 33-35,
for instance, the young lord is given the qualities of a king,
whose ‘sovereign eye’ can cure the king’s evil and which is
equated with the health-giving sun as well as with the gold of
more mundane sovereigns —

Full many a glorious morning have I seen
Flatter the mountain tops with sovereign eye,
Kissing with golden face the meadows green,
Gilding pale streams with heavenly alchemy.

Even so my sun one early morn did shine
With all triumphant splendour on my brow . . .

9
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It is a sonnet of reproof, of hurt at an injury casually given,
and so is properly put in the third person. ‘My sun’ is wholly
personal and yet stiffly withdrawn. Not until the reproof has
been acknowledged will the poet turn again to direct address,
in the next sonnet. ‘Why didst thou promise such a beauteous
day/And make me travel forth without my cloak?’ is a
marvellous extension of the image, holding it simultaneously
as splendid — the morning sun —~ and petty — getting caught
in the rain without a coat. Again the mighty and the humble
are juxtaposed.

This juxtaposition of the great and the humble is the
background to my main subject, the use of second person
pronouns in the sonnets. As we all know, ‘thou’ and ‘you’
were used differently then, more or less in the way the French
and Germans still differentiate the singular and the intimate
from the plural and the formal or respectful. Tutoyer is not
good French except with family and intimate friends or
children. In Elizabethan English the usage was broadly
similar. There is a neat illustration of it in Richard III 1. iv.,
the scene of the murder of Clarence. When Brackenbury
talks to Clarence he properly addresses him as ‘you’, befitting
a Duke and a king’s brother. The murderers familiarly call
each other ‘thou’, and when Clarence awakes they at first call
him ‘my lord’, and ‘you’. He of course addresses each
murderer as ‘thou’. The murderers stick to the respectful
‘you’ even after confessing that they have come to murder
him, until Clarence’s curses upset them too much, and they
drop to the singular —

And that same vengeance doth (God) hurl on thee
For false forswearing and for murder too:
Thou didst receive the sacrament to fight
In quarrel of the house of Lancaster.
(204-7)

They stick to ‘thee’ and ‘thou’ uyntil the shouting dies and
Clarence starts to plead with them. Mention of Clarence’s
royal brothers brings back the respectful ‘you’. During the
whole scene only hot anger prevents the observation of rank
and the proper use of the honorific pronoun.' As we all know,
protocol and decorum tends in any society to insist on preci-
sion in the choice of the correct terms of address above all.
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This being so, we should be rather surprised to see what
pronouns Shakespeare uses in the first seventeen of the son-
nets to the young man. In the first twelve sonnets the young
man is uniformly addressed as ‘thou’. These are the formal
sonnets, the ones the young man’s mother may have
employed the poet to write, as is hinted in sonnet 3. They are
the sonnets written in the knowledge that Erasmus had an
epistle ‘to persuade a young man to marriage’, quoted in
Thomas Wilson’s Art of Rhetoric of 1553 which Shakespeare
also made use of for Sonnet 129 and others.? Sonnets 1-17 are
all directly on the theme of procreation, although the last
three of them begin a transition by reducing the procreation
argument and suggesting that there are other considerations
in the praise of the young man’s beauty which was the chief
argument for procreation. This transition is marked by an in-
crease in not just the warmth which goes with direct praise
but in intimacy. The change is completed in the direct praise
of Sonnet 18, ‘Shall I compare thee to a summer’s day,’
which itself leads on to the ‘Master-mistress’ sonnet, 20,
where the love of the poet for the young man is described as
everything short of the physically sexual. The odd thing
about the three transitional sonnets is that just as the warmth
and intimacy begin to burgeon Shakespeare switches from
‘thou’ to ‘you’, and once the sequence is complete in Sonnet
17 he returns again to ‘thou’ — ‘Shall I compare thee to a
summer’s day’ . . . . Why the switch, and what effect does
this switch have on our reading of the sonnets?

Altogether the 126 sonnets to the young friend (‘dear
friend’ is the form of address in Sonnet 30) show a rather
remarkable pattern of shifts between ‘you’ and ‘thou’. The
first twelve address him as ‘thou’, then there is some swit-
ching between ‘thou’ and ‘you’, and some which speak of
him in the third person. Sonnets 18 to 51 — 34 in all —
uniformly address him as ‘thou’. Then 52-59 consistently
employ ‘you’, except for 56, which begins ‘Sweet love renew
thy force’, and is addressed to the god of love. Then come
three ‘thou’ sonnets, six third-person sonnets (63-68), then a
set of alternating pairs, two ‘thou’, two ‘you’, two ‘thou’ and
two ‘you’, the last of which is the first of the rival poet son-
nets. Seven of this group are to ‘you’ and three to ‘thou’.
There follows a series, 87-99, all ‘thou’ except for the third-
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person 94 (‘They that have power to hurt’, another reproof
sonnet) and 98, a poem about long separation. Of the last
twenty-seven sonnets nine are addressed ‘thou’ — two runs
of four and five — twelve are to ‘you’, four are in the third
person and two (100-101) are to his Muse, addressed as
‘thou’.

This looks like a remarkable display of inconsistency. In
all, there are seventy-three ‘thou’ sonnets and thirty-four
‘you’ sonnets, and only one (24) which uses both ‘thou’ and
‘you’ — though only to differentiate personal ‘thou’ from
general ‘you’. Why? There are several possible explanations
for the switches from singular to plural, or intimate to imper-
sonal, but none of them readily satisfy the conditions that a
complete explanation would call for. One might argue for in-
stance that the need for rhymes dictates the choice of one or
the other — ‘you’ to rhyme with ‘true’ in 114, for instance, or
‘thine/mine’ in 26, or even ‘receivest/deceivest’ in 40 — but
this could only be the case in a very limited number of ex-
amples, and there are in all twenty switches of person in the
126 sonnets, besides the one run of thirty-four with no
change.

In some cases we might argue that euphony would dictate
the choice —‘thine eyes’ for instance in 14 is obviously
preferable to ‘your eyes’. But on the other hand the very next
sonnet, 15 ends

And all in war with time for love of you,
As he takes from you, I engraft you new,

which is a distinct cacophony sounding much better as ‘I
engraft thee new’. The sound ‘you’ might have a point of
course if we take seriously the ‘Willie Hughes’ name for the
young man in Oscar Wilde’s entertaining fantasy, and see
‘you’ as a pun on ‘Hugh’. Sonnet 20 is commonly taken to in-
clude a pun on the name —

A man in hew all Hews in his controwling.
Stephen Booth® admits a possible pun on ‘you’ in the first

‘hue’ here. But even that wild hypothesis couldn’t explain
many of the twenty switches between singular and plural.
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Nor can we take seriously the idea that the sonnets as
printed in the 1609 quarto are seriously disarranged, and that
originally all the ‘you’ and all the ‘thou’ sonnets were
grouped together. In the verse epistles written to a patron by
a contemporary of Shakespeare, Samuel Daniel, there does
seem to be such a grouping. The early epistles used ‘thou’ and
the later ones ‘you’. The latest editor of Daniel in fact has
used this change as a basis for dating some of the epistles.*
But we can’t easily use the same argument with Shakespeare’s
sonnets. The switching is manifest, for instance, in the first
block of seventeen sonnets which everyone who has tried to
find a new sequence agrees are a single unit. 1-12 use ‘thou’,
13 switches to ‘you’, 14 goes back to ‘thou’ and 15-17 take up
‘you’ again. Brents Stirling, author of the most substantial
attempt at regrouping the sonnets, says that ‘certain elements
of the 1-17 block may be disarranged, but I can find no tangi-
ble evidence that this is so, or that anything is missing’.’

We can get a little closer to the truth of the matter,
perhaps, by noting what seems to have been a shift in em-
phasis in the use of the two persons at about this time. It ap-
plies more to Daniel but may have had a bearing on
Shakespeare too. This is the possibility that the use of ‘thou’
became rather self-consciously a ‘literary’ usage by the 1590s.
The argument over the Daniel switch is that the earlier
epistles used ‘thou’ because they were literary works written
by the humble poet to his great patroness. Not until the rela-
tionship became more personal and intimate did he change to
the more human, less conventional form of address. In
Shakespeare’s sonnets this might help to explain why Sonnets
1-17 start with ‘thou’ and change to ‘you’ and would also fit
with the consistent address to gods and muses as ‘thou’ — the
love-god of 56 is ‘thou’, and the muse of 100-101 is also
‘thou’ — invocations to such figures being an obviously
literary device. E. A. Abbott’s Shakespearian Grammar
defines four main uses of ‘thou’ in Shakespeare which help to
confirm this point. He says

Thou . . . was . . . the pronoun of (1) affection towards
friends (2) good-humoured superiority to servants, and
(3) contempt or anger to strangers. It had, however,
already fallen somewhat into disuse, and, being
regarded as archaic, was naturally adopted (4) in the
higher poetic style and in the language of solemn prayer.¢
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He offers as an instance of this last point in Shakespeare’s
plays the French Herald’s solemn address to King Henry in
Henry V, 1V. vii.74, after Agincourt, where the high style of
courtesy makes him address Henry as ‘thou’.

There is space here only to look at one of the switches bet-
ween ‘thou’ and ‘you’ in the sonnets. 1 have chosen the
change which appears in sonnets 1-17 for several reasons:
first, that it is the group where there is least argument about
the sequence; secondly, because it is the first switch, and
therefore the one over which we might expect the poet to be
most self-conscious. And thirdly, it seems to offer quite as
many difficulties in deciding what was going on as any other
switch.

Sonnets 1-12 all use the singular. The very first sonnet
begins its second quatrain as direct address in the singular.
The first quatrain makes the generalisation which broaches
the subject of all twelve sonnets:

From fairest creatures we desire increase . .

and in the second quatrain the fifth line addresses the young
man in an emphatic singular:

But thou, contracted to thine owne bright eyes
Feed’st thy light’s flame with self-substantial fuel,

and so on — for 12 sonnets. On average ‘thou’, ‘thee’ or ‘thy’
occur nine times in each sonnet (the actual number is 8, 10, 11,
14, 0 — linked with the next, 14, 4,9, 7, 15, 11, 3). They are all
elegant, forceful, witty, and literary in form, matching the
‘literary’ use of ‘thou’ which we find in so many of the sonnet
sequences by other poets in the 1590s.

But then comes Sonnet 13. It switches to ‘you’, and makes
the change so emphatically that we get ‘you’ or ‘your’ seven-
teen times in the one sonnet, eight in the very first quatrain,
and six times in the first two lines:

O that you were yourself, but love you are
No longer yours than you yourself here live.
Against this coming end you should prepare,
And your sweet semblance to some other give.
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Clearly, a change is being signalled. And the prime reason for
the change is surely signalled chiefly in the very first line by
that intrusive vocative. ‘O that you were your self, but (love)
you are/No longer yours than you yourself here live.” This is
the first open declaration of a real intimacy, a casually
(pseudo-casually) inserted endearment. There has been a
jump in the level of intimacy between the poet and the young
man. We can almost measure it, if we look back at Sonnet 10,
where the first reference to love appears. Sonnet 10 begins
with a faintly avuncular piece of chiding —

For shame deny that thou bear’st love to any —

and continues to develop consideration of love as a factor in
the procreation argument:

Grant if thou wilt, thou art belov’d of many,
But that thou none lov’st is most evident.

And the third quatrain and final couplet read

O change thy thought, that I may change my mind.
Shall hate be fairer lodged than gentle love?

Be as thy presence is, gracious and kind,

Or to thy self at least kind-hearted prove.

Make thee another self for love of me,

That beauty still may live in thine or thee.

The theme is still procreation — make thee another self —
but the argument is now that he should do it ‘for love of me’.

Sonnets 11 and 12 retreat a little from this demonstration
of assertiveness in the poet. Sonnet 12 is the most stately and
impersonal of all this group — very largely an accumulation
of images of ruinous time, ending very ominously

And nothing ’gainst time’s scythe can make defence
Save breed to brave him when he takes thee thence.

So much for the argument that procreation is a duty for the
young man. Now it is his only defence. Sonnet 13 then sud-
denly alters the tone, from the solemn and gloomy to an
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urgently personal note of appeal. Six ‘yous’ in the first two
lines and the vocative ‘love’ stress the new tone, and so do the
last six lines, which start with the same ominous note of Son-
net 12 but end as a personal appeal.

Who lets so fair a house fall to decay,

Which husbandry in honour might uphold
Against the stormy gusts of winter’s day

And barren rage of death’s eternal cold?

O none but unthrifts, dear my love you know,
You had a father, let your son say so.

‘Dear my love’: now the claim the poet is making on the
young man is in the open. It is signalled, quite properly, by
that emphatic transfer from the singular pronoun to the
plural. It marks the change from formal, ‘literary’, possibly
even commissioned poems, written on someone else’s behalf,
to a wholly personal appeal, in the intimacy and urgency of a
loving relationship.

But then we have Sonnet 14, and a brief reversion to the
singular pronoun before the intimacy resumes in 15, 16 and
17. Perhaps it signifies a discreet withdrawal, just as 11 and
12 became more ‘literary’ and formal after the first declar-
ation of love in 10. We can hardly blame the humble poet for
tentativeness as he advances his claims in the relationship
with the young aristocrat. Sonnet 14 still has a personal note
in it, since there are more ‘I’s than in any of the previous son-
nets. It begins

Not from the stars do I my judgement pluck,
And yet methinks I have astronomy . . .

but it openly refers backwards to the first sonnets, especially
in line 9, where ‘thine eyes’ picks up ‘thine own bright eyes’
of Sonnet 1, ‘thine own deep-sunken eyes’ of Sonnet 2, and
‘The lovely gaze where every eye doth dwell’ of Sonnet S.
There is, too, a touch of self-consciousness now in the pro-
creation argument itself, which makes the final couplet sound
mannered, almost as if it is guying itself:

Or else of thee this I prognosticate,
Thy end is truth’s and beauty’s doom and date.
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The inversion (‘this I’) aud the polysyllable ending the first of
these lines are self-consciously pompous.

The astrology concvit is of course superbly redeployed in
the next sonnet, the first famous one from this group:

When 1 consider everything that grows

Holds in perfection but a little moment,

That this huge stage presenteth nought but shows
Whereon the stars in secret influence comment. . . .

It opens with a firmly personal declaration, ‘When I consider
. .”, and concludes:

Then the conceit of this inconstant stay

Sets you most rich in youth before my sight,
Where wasteful time debateth with decay
To change your day of youth to sullen night;
And all in war with time for love of you,
As he takes from you, I engraft you new.

These last six lines concentrate in themselves all the main
points relevant to this switch from singular ‘thou’ to personal
‘you’.

Firstly, the poet calls the whole theme of time and procrea-
tion his ‘conceit’: he acknowledges his poetic framework,
what I have called the ‘literary’ element in these poems. And
it is a poetic conceit which has done exactly what he then
claims for it — set you most rich in youth before my sight.
Most rich: we must never forget that the young man who is to
become the ‘master-mistress of my passion’ in Sonnet 20, the
‘Lord of my love’ in 26, and the ‘dear friend’ of Sonnet 30,
was indeed a wealthy aristocrat. Nor must we forget the
poet’s world, the ‘outcast state’ (Sonnet 29) which made him
a motley to the view (Sonnet 110), of which we might be
reminded in the third line of this poem, by the ‘huge stage’
which ‘presenteth nought but shows’.

Secondly, the poet is writing out of love, not for any com-
mission nor according to the theme in Wilson’s Art of
Rhetoric. He is ‘all in war with time for love of you’. The bat-
tle is joined in poetry — ‘my pupil pen’ in the next sonnet —
and he raises for the first time the thought that is to recur
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throughout the whole sequence, that these sonnets will give
the youth, or his beauty, a form of immortality alternative to
procreation. ‘I engraft you new’ is the conclusion, a theme
developed in the next two sonnets, which conclude that
poetry is not so much an alternative form of immortality as a
supplement —

But were some child of yours alive that time,
You should live twice, in it and in my rhyme.

Marvellously casual of course — ‘some child of yours’. That
in fact is the last we ever hear of the procreation argument. In
the following sonnets Shakespeare is entering a relationship
of infinitely broader scope. ‘Love of you’ is the new theme
announced in Sonnet 15.

There is a third point in these concluding six lines of Sonnet
15 which has a rather special bearing on the switch from
‘thou’ to ‘you’. The whole sonnet is one sentence, a when
. . . then construction, in which the first two quatrains begin
‘When . . .’ and the third ‘Then’. The first use of the second
person plural comes in line 10:

Then the conceit of this inconstant stay
Sets you most rich in youth before my sight.

The same construction is repeated in line 12 — ‘To change
your day of youth to sullen night’. Shakespeare is here twice
making a link between ‘you’ and ‘youth’. ‘Youth’ implicitly
becomes ‘you-ness’, your essential characteristics (just as
‘truth’ equals ‘true-ness’), which makes it akin to the ‘your
self’ of the first line of Sonnet 13, the first poem to use ‘you’.
Elizabethan printers and readers always separated out ‘your’
from ‘self’, so giving the term an emphasis we have lost. The
‘self” which is you, your ‘youth’, is one of the main quibbles
Shakespeare is deploying in these lines. And at the same time
he is emphasising something. He is stressing the new pro-
noun, as he did in the opening of Sonnet 13. And that stress
justifies the triumphant cacophony of the conclusion,

As he takes from you, I engraft you new.



SHAKESPEARE'S SONNETS 19

The last phrase is powerfully compact. ‘Engraft’ meant pro-
creation in the familiar sense of grafting new stock from old.
But it also can have the Greek meaning, which we retain in
‘graph’ and ‘graphic’, graphein, to write.” It thus launches
the immortalising-in-rhyme theme of the next two sonnets,
establishing a further link between 15 and 16 to add to the
astrology conceit, and in the process, by the obtrusiveness of
the concluding vowel-sounds, it flaunts the new pronoun. |
engraft ‘you’ new.

To put it crudely, I think we have to accept that the sudden
and emphatic adoption of ‘you’ in Sonnet 13 signals a change
which can only have been a new sense of intimacy, a feeling
of real love being born, to be celebrated in the form of verse
but not in its formalities. Only when the subject of the poems
changes from the procreation theme and turns to pure praise
does the formality of the form recall the poet to the literary
singular pronoun, in Sonnet 18, a simple and beautiful
celebration of love and beauty, and a much more public
affirmation than Sonnets 15, 16 and 17.

So long as men can breathe or eyes can see,
So long lives this, and this gives life to thee.

Proud, exultant, even boastful — properly a ‘thou’ sonnet,
because it has an eye on the third party who will read this
immortalising address from lover to beloved. Shakespeare is
trying his wings in a novel experiment, a love-sonnet to a
man. One of the first tentative flights in this audacious
version of the traditional Petrarchan form was the ‘master-
mistress’ sonnet, with its ‘one thing to my purpose nothing’.
The use of ‘thou’ in the earlier stages of this development, in
18-51, is part of the form being adapted, and helps
consistently to remind us that it is an old form.

Perhaps the ultimate reason for Shakespeare reverting to
the ‘thou’ form of address once launched on this new venture
can be seen recorded in Sonnet 23. It comes in the midst of
that smallish group, 18 to 25, up to the one beginning ‘Lord
of my love’, all of which seem to be testing different
possibilities in the new mode. After the cheekiness of 20, the
master-mistress sonnet, 23 seems a much more cautious
approach to the new status quo. It expresses fear, and does so
in terms of actors.
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As an unperfect actor on the stage,
Who with his fear is put besides his part . . .

is a simile set against the reality of love:

So I for fear of trust forget to say
The perfect ceremony of love’s rite.

The image is one of a memorised speech. The actor is
‘unperfect’ because he forgets his lines. The ceremony or rite
of love requires a perfectly memorised speech —to say the
ceremony. The homonymic pun on right, however, makes a
further assertion. Love has rights, dues, as well as
ceremonials, rites. It is those rights which, in the conclusion,
‘plead for love and look for recompense/More than that
tongue that more hath more expressed’. This phrase, ‘the
perfect ceremony of love’s right’, has compressed in it both
the formalities of love put into words, and the bonds, the
quasi-legal rights which love owes. This poem is in fact the
only sonnet which is clearly addressed to the young man — its
final couplet reads

O learn to read what silent love hath writ,
To hear with eyes belongs to love’s fine wit

— and which yet employs neither ‘thou’ nor ‘you’ nor any of
their cognate forms. The perfect ceremony of love’s right
cannot make a choice between the intimate and the literary
forms of address.

In the so-called ‘Dark Lady’ sonnets the poet either
addresses her with the singular ‘thou’ or speaks of her in the
third person. The only exception to this practice is the wholly
exceptional Sonnet 145, the so-called ‘Ann Hathaway’
sonnet, where the mistress addresses the poet as ‘you’. In
effect, therefore, Shakespeare’s poems to his mistress or
mistresses uniformly employ the conventional or literary
form of address. This fact strengthens the view that
Shakespeare chose his pronouns with some care, not only in
the switch to ‘you’ in Sonnets 13 and 15-17, but in the rever-
sion to ‘thou’ once he found himself launched in his novel
and experimental sequence. How purposive was the return to
‘you’ in Sonnets 52-55, and in all the subsequent switches?
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There is some support to be gained from other sonneteers
for the view that choice of the singular or plural form could
be made almost at random. Drayton’s Idea begins its sequence
of sixty-three sonnets by alternating singular and plural in a
way which indicates either a deliberate set of variations or a
startling degree of uncertainty.® Altogether forty of the sixty-
three use a second person pronoun, of which twenty-four use
the singular, fourteen the plural, and two both. The first
dozen alternate, then Drayton settles for ‘you’ except when
an invocation demands the singular, as in Sonnet 13 (‘O
sweetest Shadow how thou serv’st my turne!’), 17 (‘Stay,
speedy Time, behold before thou passe’), and 26, addressed
to Despair. Eleven of the sixteen uses of the plural are in Son-
nets 1-27, while nine use the singular. Sonnets 28-56 all use
‘thou’ except for 37, which has both singular and plural
forms, and 51, which probably adopts ‘you’ for the sake of a
rhyme. ‘You’ reappears at the end, in 57, 58 and 61, the last
of these using both singular and plural. The only positive in-
dication of the thinking behind Drayton’s usage is the in-
vocatory ‘thou’ of 13, 17 and 26, and in ‘Thou leaden braine’
(49), and the three sonnets (34, 35, 36) addressed to the God
of Love.

The hint of uncertainty over the correct usage implied by
Drayton’s alternations in the first twelve of his sonnets might
well make us wonder about a general slackening in the rigour
with which the traditional forms of address were used in the
1590s. Or possibly, since Drayton’s Sonnet 40 echoes
Shakespeare’s ‘Two loves’ sonnet (144), which was in print in
1599, Drayton may have seen enough of Shakespeare’s other
sonnets to register the variance in his practice, especially in
51-126, and follow it. But of course there was a much more
celebrated precedent for varying the pronouns, in Astrophil
and Stella, which appeared in print in 1591.°

Sidney makes very distinct use of the invocatory ‘thou’.
Taking the one hundred and eight sonnets and eleven songs
together there are twenty-five sonnets which use ‘thou’ in
addressing such singularities as Reason, Virtue, Cupid, the
Moon, Desire, and Morpheus. Another fourteen invoke
Stella as ‘thou’. Five, however (30, 45, 51, First Song, and
91), address her as ‘you’. Two of these are striking because
they immediately follow a sonnet addressing her in the
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singular (50 and 90). More striking still are five which employ
both singular and plural: 59, Fourth Song, 86, Fifth Song,
and Eleventh Song. They suggest that Sidney knew what he
was doing much better than Drayton, and that his uses are
nearly as pointed as Shakespeare’s in 1-17.

Sonnet 86 is interposed between the Fourth and Fifth
Songs, which themselves initiate the run of six songs which
are (more or less literally) the climax of the sequence. The
fourth Song is a whispered dialogue when the lovers are
together at night in a sleeping house, of nine stanzas
altogether with the repeated refrain,

Take me to thee, and thee to me.
‘No, no, no, no, my Deare, let be.’

Astrophil, despite the singular in his refrain line, opens with a
plural:

Onely joy, now here you are . . .

The fifth, seventh, eighth and ninth stanzas similarly begin
with plurals. Apart from the refrain line, in fact, there is only
one use of the singular, in line 20 (stanza 4):

This small light the Moone bestowes,
Serves thy beames but to disclose.

The rest is urgently personal, human, full of incidental detail:

Your faire mother is abed,
Candles out, and curtains spread;
She thinkes you do letters write.

The seductive situation in other words evokes a realistic use
of the plural form. Only the more ‘literary’ elements in the
poem — the refrain line and the one reference to Stella’s
‘beames’, the starlight which is the most repeated conceit in
the whole sequence — use the singular.

The same shift from personal and human to ‘literary’
marks the other poems where both singular and plural ap-
pear. In 86 the octave has the singular and the sestet the
plural. Sonnet 59 opens conversationally:
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Deare, why make you more of a dog than me?

and the plural is repeated in line 12:

Alas, if you graunt only such delight
To witlesse things . . .

There are two singulars in the second half of the octave,
‘thine owne voice’, and the eighth line,

But I unbid, fetch even my soule to thee.

Apart from the need for a rhyme here, what is most marked
about these switches is the way they assist in modulating from
the dramatic speech, the slightly tetchy protest about Stella
(‘you’) giving preference to her lapdog, into the conceit
which contrasts lover and lapdog (‘thine’/‘thee’), and back
to the human protest (‘if you graunt’). Broadly the same pat-
tern, of ‘you’ as conversational and ‘thou’ as literary, is ap-
parent in all the poems of Astrophil and Stella.

Shakespeare never mixes singular and plural in the same
sonnet, and his reasons for switching so frequently between
them in 52-126 are not always easy to see. Most of the swit-
ches are recognisably more purposive than Drayton’s, but
they do not always have the function of modulating from one
tone to another as do Sidney’s when he changes within a
single poem. In some cases, I think, Shakespeare does set a
‘literary’ singular against a more human and social plural, as
in the two pairs of sonnets about the poet’s death, 71-2 and
73-4. The first pair use the plural, and the second pair the
singular as if they are alternative forms of the same thing, the
first pair direct (‘Noe longer mourne for me when I am
dead’), the second pair more stylised (‘That time of yeare
thou maist in me behold . . .”). A similar switch is evident in
110 and 111. They belong in a series which seek to give
reassurance to the young man. Sonnet 110 completes a small
sequence of four poems which affirm him as ‘my home of
love’ (109), and as the last of the run it is the most intense,
beginning with the half-apology about the poet making
himself ‘a motley to the view’, as a result of which ‘worst
essaies prov’d thee my best of love’. Sonnet 111 begins a run
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of eleven ‘you’ sonnets, but is clearly linked in subject with
110. The ‘Dyers hand’ sonnet, it repeats the biographical hint
of 110 with one marked shift of emphasis. While 110 uses the
poet’s ‘motley’ life as the means to assure the young man that
he provides the poet’s true ‘home of love’, 111 turns his
attention from the reassurance to the poet:

O for my sake do you wish fortune chide,

The guilty goddess of my harmful deeds,

That did not better for my life provide

Than public means which public manners breeds.

All the magnificent sonnets which follow, up to the supreme
116, ‘Let me not to the marriage of true minds/Admit im-
pediments’, have the same directness. They are not ‘literary’
compositions in that faintly trivialising sense which is implicit
in Sidney’s use of the singular. They have the same direct
human force as Sidney’s ‘you’, and the ‘you’ of Sonnets 13
and 15-17.

The fluctuation between literary and human intimacy
signalled by the switch between sonnets 110 and 111 can be
seen working in the opposite direction in the switch from
‘you’ in 59 to ‘thou’ in 60 and 61. The phrase ‘your image’ in
59 becomes ‘thy image’ in 61, in a change marking a distinct
chill in the relationship. ‘Your slave’ of 57 and 58 changes to
the theme of ‘thy worth’ in 60, and 61 ends chidingly with the
complaint that the young man is

From me far off, with others all too near.

A similar flux, with the withdrawal now on the poet’s side, is
evident in the final sonnets to the young man. It is not sur-
prising, therefore, to note that 122-126 all use ‘thou’, in a
kind of withdrawal. 122 acknowledges a gift from the young
man of ‘tables’, reversing the position of 77 which was writ-
ten to accompany a gift, a table book, from the poet to the
young man. Sonnets 123 and 124 are about time, and 123 has
the invocatory thou (‘No! Time, thou shalt not boast . . .’).
Sonnets 125 and 126 are also invocatory, the last sonnet of all
beginning ‘O thou, my lovely boy . ..’. In a sense, they
return us to the self-consciously poetic mode of the sonnets
which preceded Sonnet 13.

University of Reading
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1The anomalous use of the pronouns in the Sonnets was first
noted by Karl Goedeke in 1877. Goedeke’s is one of several
inconclusive speculations about the reasons for the changes
of pronoun, with which this essay must join company. My
point of departure is an essay by Charles Barber, ‘ ‘‘you”’
and ““Thou’’ in Shakespeare’s Richard III’, Leeds Studies in
English n.s. XII (1981), pp. 273 —89.

See Stephen Booth, ed. Shakespeare’s Sonnets, (New Haven
1977), p. 135.

3Ibid, p. 164.
+John Pitcher, private communication.

SBrents Stirling, The Shakespeare Sonnet Order: Poems and
Groups, (Berkeley, 1968), p. 18.

‘E. A. Abbott, A Shakespearian Grammar, (1879), p. 154.
Stephen Booth, op. cit. p. 158.
8Quotations from Idea are taken from The Works of Michael

Drayton, ed. J. William Hebel, 5 vols., (Oxford 1932-41), 11,
309-42.

*Quotations from Astrophil and Stella are taken from The
Poems of Sir Philip Sidney, ed. W. A. Ringler, jr, (Oxford,
1962), pp. 163-237.
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commission on behalf of a patron who sought to persuade a young
man, probably his or her son, to marry; in other sonnets he may have
been writing love poems on someone else’s behalf. Such a patron or
sponsor is unlikely to have thanked him, let alone paid him, for some
of the ‘Dark Lady’ sonnets. But there is a sense in which any poet is
adopting a persona—even poets do not normally express their every-
day thoughts in rhymed and structured verse. As John Kerrigan writes
in the fine introduction to his edition, ‘Shakespeare stands behind the
first person of his sequence as Sidney had stood behind Astrophil—
sometimes near the poetic “I”, sometimes farther off, but never with-
out some degree of rhetorical projection’ (Kerrigan, p. ). Oscar
Wilde expressed a similar sentiment when he wrote, in The Portrait
of Mr W.H. (see p. 140, below), of all art as ‘an attempt to realise one’s
own personality on some imaginative plane out of reach of
the trammelling accidents and limitations of real life’ (Wilde, ed.
Holland, p. 3). To write a poem, however heartfelt it may be, is to
adopt a stance which distances the writer from spontaneity of utter-
ance, even while trying to express deeper truths than can be conveyed
in the language of ordinary speech. We can never know how much of
Shakespeare’s collection reflects his personal point of view, and if he
were here to discuss the poems with modern readers, he would
probably discover meanings that he had not been aware of. Even
explicitly dramatic soliloquies such as those written by Robert
Browning convey, however obliquely, something of the poet’s own
point of view.

Attempts to identify the young man have centred on the assump-
tion that he is the ‘Mr'—i.e. Master—"W. H.” of Thorpe’s dedication,
and that Thorpe’s ‘only begetter’ means ‘sole inspirer’. (A less likely
possibility is ‘only procurer of the manuscript’.) The established fact
that Shakespeare dedicated his narrative poems to Henry Wriothesley
has encouraged speculation that ‘W.H."is a delibe;ately Cryptic inves-
sion of the Earl’s initials, with the added smokescreen of referring to
him as a commoner. This would mean that the dedication was com-
prehensible only to the selected few. But W.H., uninverted, are the
initials of William Herbert, Earl of Pembroke (1580-1630), dedicatee
along with his brother Philip of the First Folio. Certainly, on the
evidence of the sonnets that pun on the name Will (Nos. 135-6 and,
less certainly, 143), a William seems more likely than a Henry. But

Herbert, too, was not properly addressed as M]aste]r, and he was
embarrassingly young at the time that the earliest sonnets may have
been written. Another candidate is Sir William Harvey, Southamp-
ton’s stepfather, on the grounds that he might have been able to get
hold of the manuscript and to pass it on to Thorpe. Some critics
suppose that W.H. stands for William Himself, or is a misprint for
W.S., and that Thorpe is dedicating his poems to their author. There
is no way of either proving or disproving these convenient hypotheses,
any more than the suggestion that W.H. means Who He?, awkwardly
modern though this locution might appear to be.

Looking for internal evidence, the eighteenth-century scholar
Edmond Malone took his cue from Sonnet 20: a man in hue all
hues in his controlling’, which he supposed to be a pun on the name
Hughes. This idea was most famously, if not entirely seriously, es-
poused by Oscar Wilde in his short story The Portrait of Mr W.H.
(1889, later revised), where he fantasized that Hughes was ‘a wonderful
boy-actor of great beauty’ (Wilde, ed. Small, p- 57). And the novelist
Samuel Butler succeeded in finding a real-life William Hughes who
was appointed cook on a ship called 7%e Vanguardin 1634 and who was
dead two years later. The plethora of candidates—many more could be
named—suggests that if Thorpe’s use of initials was intended to
conceal the truth from all but a selected band of readers in his own
time he must be congratulated on his success.

What of the woman—or women—in the case? A few clues app\ezlr/
in the poems—she (if there was only one) was both literally and
metaphorically ‘dark’, in whatever sense of the word, was married
but promiscuous, and could play a keyboard instrument {Sonnet /
ImﬁHF€£Tifﬁ6f‘Thﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ';"'o'f Elizabethan women could have
fitted this bill. George Chalmers, reacting to his literary enemy
Edmond Malone, proposed in 1797 that not only the last group, but
all the sonnets were addressed to Queen Elizabeth (who could play the )
virginals but was neither dark nor married), explaining that she was
often thought of as a man. He expressed astonishment at the very
notion that ‘Shakespeare, a husband, a father, a moral man, addressed
a hundred and twenty, nay, a hundred and twenty-six Amourous
Sonnets to a male object’." Chalmers got into a terrible tangle trying
to explain how Sonnet 20, with its puns on ‘prick’, might have
been addressed to the Queen. A popular candidate during the late

f
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Vfick to heare,why heat'ft thou mufick fadly,
Sweets with {weets warre not ,ioy delights in joy:
Why lou’ft thou that which thou receauft not gladly,
Or clfe reccau’ft with pleafure thine annoy ?
If the true concord of well tuned founds,
By vnions married do offend thine care,
They do but fweetly chide thee, who confounds
Infingleneffe the parts that thou fhould’{t beare:
Marke how one ftring fweet husband to an other,
Strikes each in each by mutuall ordering;
Refembling fier,and child, and happy mother,
Who all in one,one pleaﬁnE note do fing:
Whofe fpecchleffe fong being many,feeming one,
Sings this to thee thou fingle wilt proue none.

W

Music to hear, why hear’st thou music sadly?
Sweets with sweets war not, joy delights in joy:
Why lov’st thou that which thou receiv’st not gladly,
Or else receiv’st with pleasure thine annoy?
If the true concord of well-tunéd sounds
By unions married do offend thine ear,
They do but sweetly chide thee, who confounds
In singleness the parts that thou shouldst bear;
Mark how one string, sweet husband to another,
Strikes each in each by mutual ordering;
Resembling sire, and child, and happy mother,
Who all in one, one pleasing note do sing;
Whose speechless song being many, seeming one,
Sings this to thee, “Thou single wilt prove none.”
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T IS NOT Shakespeare’s use of the commonplace conceit single life :

married life : : single string : consort (see Evans on its use in Arcadia,
etc.) that here requires comment, but rather the increasingly fantastic
prolongation of this commonplace through the last ten lines of the son-
net. The conceit is made the more fantastic by being elaborated not in
solitary meditation or sustained public oratorical argument (where a con-
ceit can easily take on a growth disproportionate to its origins), but rather
in the intimate address of one person to another.

The pretext for the conceit is the young man’s uneasiness as he listens
to sweet music. This untoward response gives Shakespeare the opportu-
nity (more stringently practiced in sonnet 40) to give his speaker balanced
half-lines enacting the figure of opposition. I show in parentheses the
number of syllables per half-line:

Mousic to hear (4) why hear’st thou music sadly? (7)
Sweets with sweets war not (5) Joy delights in joy (5)
Why lov’st thou that (4) which thou receiv’st not gladly (7)

Or else receiv’st with pleasure (7) thine annoy? (3)

It is clear that Shakespeare is here intent on deliberate caesural variation
(which would be evident even if my placing of the caesura were slightly
modified). The rocky disequilibrium of this quatrain could be charted
metrically in the initial trochees of the first two (or three) lines and in the
spondees of sweets war not; or it could be shown phonetically in the ca-
cophony of lovst thou that which thou receiv’st, etc. The metrical and pho-
netic disequilibrium is meant to enact the dis-ease of bachelorhood. By
contrast, the family harmony which would exist were the young man to
marry and beget a child generates the flurry of puns on harmonic unison,
the graphic anagram of “unions”: tuned, unions, one string, all in one, one
pleasing note, seeming one. Bachelorhood contrasted with marriage gener-
ates the contrastive monodic pun on single and sing (singleness, do sing,
song, sings, single). A fundamental appeal wants to turn the young man’s
not (line 2) to a note (line 12).

The “invention” at work in the elaborate conceit of harmony (lines
5-14) is the decision to divide music into its three parts: its sounds or aural
effect (lines 5-8); its strings or medium (lines 9-12); and its song or content

{79}
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(lines 13-14). This sort of logical division of a single-entity into multlple
(and therefore elaboratable) aspects is one of Shakespeare’s most common
inventive moves, widely shared with his contemporaries and borrowed
of course from commonplace logical training. (For Shakespeare’s most
searching critique of the belief that everything can be classified 'QX aspec-
tual definition into parts, see sonnet 129.) Here, although the division sion of
music into sounds, strings, and song is an intrinsically and materially ra-
tional one, the insistently developed conceit of married (and childbearing)
strings is not. Shakespeare’s procedure thus foregrounds the extent to
which interpretation of a phenomenon (here, music) is determined by the
context in which it is investigated. Were it not for the speaker’s wish
(whether commissioned or not) to incite the young man to marry, he
would scarcely continue to insist, when hearing music, on the conceit of
“married” sounds. As it is, his preexisting concern shapes his analysis of
the aspects of music into his conceit. As sounds, the ingredients of music
are simply married. As strings, one first becomes sweet husband to another
and, as another instrument is added, they resemble sire, and child, and
happy mother (where the happiness of the “mother” and the presence of
the “child” are equally preposterous). Finally, as song, they are “lent” by
the speaker a putative message for their literally speechless song, a message
which taunts the young man for his nullity (“one,” being single, cannot be
a mumber, the concept “number” being regarded as solely plural). The
projection of human motive onto the sounds (They do but sweetly chide thee)
is a step up in invention from the young man’s being (apparently irration-
ally but really understandably) annoyed by their “married” presence; and
the projection into the sounds of chiding words (line 14)—words which,
we are given to understand, they have been singing to the young man
from the very beginning, causing his sadness and “annoy”—is a further
escalation of invention.

The original dramatic situation of paradox (lines 1-4), in which sweets
meet sweets sadly, seems more successfully worked than the rather tor-
tured subsequent explanatory conceit. However, the resolution of many
parts in one unison / (being many, seeming one) is of obvious relevance as
an aesthetic principle for the Shakespearean sonnet, which, because of its
four discrete parts, runs an inherently greater risk of disunity than does
the Italian sonnet.

The assumed preestablished harmony between music and a harmoni-
ously ordered human soul exists in the young man; he loves music, and
normally receives pleasure from hearing it. Shakespeare (characteristi-
cally) gives several verbal formulations of reciprocity to the philosophical

dissonance which provokes the sonnet:
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1. The young man, though his effect is the same as that of music, hears
music sadly.

2. The young man (a “sweet”) wars with another “sweet” (music).

3. The young man (a “joy” to others) normally would delight in music
(a “joy” to him) [but does not].

4. The young man, hearing music, receives pleasure, yes, but along with
it, annoy[ance].

5. Concord offends [his] ear.

Equally characteristically, Shakespeare varies the rhetorical form: a single |

question, two proverbs, a double question, a hypothesis. Both of these |
' tactlcs—glvmg several conceptually different formulations of a problem,
and embeddmg them in different rhetorical formats—are well-known
strategies in persuasive oratory. They are made fresh here by the psycho-
logical presence of the phllosophlcal problem of the Many and the One,
as embodied in the young man’s sulk at the prospect of his Oneness hav-
ing to turn into Manyness. Shakespeare’s reconciliation of the problem
via music (perhaps borrowed from the Arcadia) is not new, but his strad-
dling of the solution is: the strings sing oze note, in truth, but the sound
they make only seezzs one, and is many. Both oneness and manyness exist,
existentially, in the music, in equal dominance. This is (or ought to be) re-

assuring to the young man; it clearly is to Shakespeare.

Shakespeare’s strategies for unifying sonnet-parts into a true concord
. . by unions married are enormously varied, and can be clarified by a dia-
gram. Here, one strategy of unification is to continue the musical lexicon

Structure of Somnet 8

1 ) ) )

2 composition by ) ) )

3 half-lines ) ) )

4 ) ) ) implied
S ) ) direct ) direct
6 )  musical ) address ) address
7 ) lexicon ) (speaker ) (strings
8 ) ) ) toyoung ) to young
9 ) ) marrige ) ) man) ) man)
10 ) ) conceit ) ) )

11 ome/ ) sing/ ) ) ) )

12 mome ) single/ ) ) ) )

13 ) somg ) ). ) )

14 ) ) ) ) )
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through all fourteen lines; another is to sustain till the end the initial
speech-act of direct address. The conceit of married sounds chiding sin-
gleness unifies lines 5-14; lines 8-14 are connected by the pun on single
and sing; and lines 9-14 are connected by the puns on one/none. This prin-
ciple of overlapping connections is one of the strongest and most fre-
quently used in the composition of the Somnets. A map of 8 (see the dia-
gram) will clarify its overlaps.

Shakespeare’s persistent willingness to be fanciful (frequently criti-
cized by modern critics in, e.g., 99) represents delight in invention for its
own sake. Shakespeare is careless, almost, of where fancifulness might
lead. Its whimsical excesses are an index to the nature of imagination in its
most visually accessible form, the fanciful (the sublime imagination, by
contrast, is harder to track). Dr. Johnson’s acute remark in his Preface on
Shakespeare’s fondness for a quibble can be enlarged to extend to more
than puns: Shakespeare, for a moment, can treat any fantastical element
of invention as all-important. It could be a conceit, as here; it could be the
talismanic letters in c7; as in sonnet 7; it could be the fascination of a sym-
metrical word like widdow (Quarto spelling), as in 9; or it could be the
false “etymological” resemblance of sing [< singan] to single [< singulus).
(For another instance of this latter practice, see 24, where the sun delights
to peep, although delight [< delectare] has no etymology in common with
light [< lux, leukos].) In short, any linguistic phenomenon can “distract”
the verbal imagination from its supposed message.

Dr. Johnson’s simile of Atalanta shows that he regarded as a distrac-
tion this glancing-aside of the Shakespearean imagination. I would sug-
gest, by contrast, that the true intent of the verbal imagination is always to
make a chain of interesting signifiers, with the “message” tucked in as best
the poet can. My formulation is as exaggerated, in its way, as Dr. John-
son’s, but it represents a serious view—that the verbal imagination lives in
and by engagement with its medium. As the painter must serve color, and
the sculptor volume, the poet must serve language. A poem that does not
serve language is no poem, and when the opportunity for servitude to
w—or mastery of the use of w, since the two come to the same
thing—presents itself as a possible exercise, the verbal imagination cannot
resist it, as we shall see in the next sonnet.

Couplet Tie: sing, [song], sing [-s] (12, 13, 14); sing [-le] [-leness) (8, 14)
one (9, 12, 13)
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Punctuation and the Compositors of Shakespeare’s
Sonnets, 1609

By MAcD. P. JACksON

N his little book on Shakespearian punctuation Percy Simpson suggested

that ‘a lover of poetry, who prefers to read Shakespeare as he was printed

and wishes for plain, practical direction in this matter of punctuation,
cannot do better than take a work of moderate compass like the Sonnets,
accessible in facsimile, and collate it with a standard edition of the present
day till he has mastered the main points of difference. He will find’, Simpson
continued, ‘even in these details a subject of poetic study, for the printer of
the 1609 text was at great pains to indicate the rhythm by the punctuation.’t
The lover of poetry who takes Simpson’s advice may obsétve that;-atJeast-in
some particulars, the punctuation of Shakespeare’s Sonnets in the original
Quarto varies markedly from page to page. For instance, on Sig. D3 three
quatrains end in commas, none in colons; the following page, D4, presents
a striking contrast: five quatrains end in colons, none in commas. If the
reader is concentrating closely enough upon the minutiae of the text before
him, he may note that this change in punctuation is accompanied by a
change in the spelling of the exclamation O/Ok: O on D3" gives way to Oh
on D4. Turning back to the previous gathering one finds that on Cr the
exclamation O appears twice, while one quatrain ends in a colon and three
end in commas; on C3Y, in contrast, the spelling Oh is used, while four
quatrains end in colons and none in commas. Can it be mere coincidence
that on the two O pages commas predominate over colons at the ends of
quatrains, whereas on the two Oh pages the reverse is the case? Is it possible
that the variable punctuation of the Sonnets reflects the conflicting personal
habits of two compositors?

It is odd that despite all the scholarly controversy about Shakespeare’s
Sonnets nobody has provided us with a bibliographical analysis of the famous
Quarto printed by George Eld for Thomas Thorpe in 1609. There has been
much speculation about the provenance and textual quality of the manu-
script which served as copy for the Quarto, there have been-studies of the
punctuation of the Sonnets and analyses of the supposed subtleties of the

I Oxford, 1911, p. 9.
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~ accidentals in some of them, there have been many objections to the arrange-
/ ment of the Sonnets in the 1609 Quarto;? and yet no scholar has examined

A
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the question of what modifications the manuscript may have undergone in
the printing-house; in particular, we do not yet know anything about the
“characteristics of the compositor or compositors who set the Quarto.

This is especially tegrettable in view of the fact that Eld printed the Quarto
of Troilus and Cressida in the same year and the two compositors-who set that
text differed considerably in their treatment of it. Alice Walker, drawing
on the work of Philip Williams, notes that in the Troilus and Cressida Quarto
‘The two hands can be identified from their spelling habits as well as from
the frequency of colons for periods in the stints of Eld A4 and from his
inability to punctuate intelligibly.”s Remarking that the loss of a word is ‘one
type of error very prevalent in Q’, she notes that of thirty-four examples all
but three occur within the stints of Compositor A, though he set only two-
thirds of the Quarto.# If Eld’s Compositor A set any part of the Quarto of
Shakespeare’s Sonnets he is unlikely to have accurately reproduced his manu-
script copy. An analysis of the presswork and of the setting of the Quarto
may serve as a basis for informed speculation about other problems.

The headlines in the Quarto of Troilus and Cressida were analysed by
Williams who concluded:

Q was printed by a rather unusual method. Three skeleton-formes (X, Y, and
Z) were used. One (X) was used for printing and perfecting the inner and outer
formes of gatherings A, C, E, and H. A second (Y) was used for printing and
perfecting the inner and outer formes of gatherings B, D, G, and I. A third
skeleton-forme (Z) was used for printing and perfecting the inner and outer formes
of gatherings F and K. The final two gatherings (L and M) were each printed with
two skeleton-formes (X and Y). The evidence suggests that two presses were
employed, press I printing and perfecting in normal order the sheets of gatherings
A, C,E, G, I, L, and outer M, while press II printed and perfected in normal order
the sheets of gatherings B, D, F, H, K, and inner M.5

A similar method seems to have been employed for the Sonnets.6 Careful

2 H. E. Rollins in volume ii of his New Variorum edition of the Sonnets, Philadelphia, 1944,"/

summarizes earlier discussions of these topics. See Rollins also (ii, pp. 1-5) for a full biblio-
graphical description of the Quarto with a list of extant copies and a discussion of the eight very
minor press-variants (on C2¥, D2, E4” two, F3, F3Y, Hi, and I4). The fullest discussion of the
punctuation of the Sonnets is by A. H. Carter, “The Punctuation of Shakespeare’s Sonnets of
1609°, Joseph Quincy Adams memorial studies, Washington, 1948, ed. James G. McManaway and
others, pp. 409-28. The most determined attempt to see subtleties in the accidentals of a sonnet
is that of Robert Graves in A survey of modernist poetry (with Laura Riding), 1927, or The common
asphodel, 1049, and the most recent proposals for rearrangement have come from Brents
Stirling, The Shakespeare sonnet order, Berkeley, California, 1968.

3 New Cambridge edition of Troilus and Cressida, 1957, p. 129.

4 Troilus and Cressida, p. 128.

5 In a private communication to T. W. Baldwin quoted in the New Variorum Troilus and
Cressida, Philadelphia, 1953, ed. H. N. Hillebrand, p. 346.

6 I have worked from the facsimiles of the 1609 Quarto for the Elizabethan Club (Yale
University Press, 1964), edd. James M. Osborn, Louis L. Martz, and Eugene M. Waith, and
the Scolar Press (Menston, Yorkshire, 1968), but I have checked the nicer details in the two
original copies in the Bodleian Library: Malone 34 and Malone 886. Sonnets refers to the whole
quarto; Sonnets excludes A lover’s complaint.
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inspection and measurement of the headlines reveals that four skeleton-
formes were used in the following manner:

B() I FG@) I
Blo) I Flo) II
ci) 1 G(i) I
Clo) I Glo) I
D(i) I H{) I
D(o) II Ho) I
Egi) I\ 1?) 1
E(o) IV Io) I

I do not think that we can be sure precisely what this arrangement of skele-
tons implies in detail,” and I shall postpone speculation to a later point in my
article. In the meantime it seems fair to suppose that in this case too, more
than one press must have been used and type must have been set by more
than one compositor. The Quarto collates A2 B-K4 L2 The actual text of
the sonnets occupies Br-K1. On Ki1v-LaV is printed A lover’s complaint.
Naturally a new skeleton was constructed for sheet K: here again the same
skeleton was used for inner and outer formes.

Miss Walker mentions the following spellings as distinguishing between
the two compositors who set the Quarto of Troilus and Cressida: Eld A used
Cressid, Cressida, Hellen, shalbe, wilbe, ritch, and els; Eld B used Cresseid,
Cresseida, Helen, shall be, will be, rich, and else.® It seems highly probable
that the same two men were concerned in the setting of the Sonnets. Natu-
rally the names do not occur in the Sonnets, apart from one reference to
‘Hellens cheeke’ on D4, which I shall give other reasons for assigning to
Compositor A, and else is invariable except for one instance of els in A
lover's complaint on LY, but whereas Eld B’s rich and shall be are associated
on E2 and F2 and shall be and will be on F1*, Eld A’s ritch and wilbe are asso-
ciated on F3 and Gr1. On the evidence of shalbe, wilbe, ritch, and shall be, will
be, rich one might assign to Compositor A Sigs. B1, B2Y, C4, D1, F3, Fy",
G1, G1Y, G2, and L1, and to Compositor B Sigs. B1", B4, C1, C3, D3", E2,
F1, Fr, F2, F2¥, B4, H2Y, I1, and 13".9

Miss Walker remarks on the frequency with which Eld A uses colons for
periods in Troilus and Cressida,"® and a comparison of the punctuation on the
pages in the Sonnets which use the spellings ritch, shalbe, and wilbe with the
punctuation on those pages which use the spellings rich, shall be, and will be
reveals a difference that s in the expected direction, which tends to confirm
the tentative assignment of pages to Eld A and Eld B. Almost all Shake-
speare’s sonnets are constructed as three quatrains followed by a couplet so
there is normally a definite pause at the end of the fourth, eighth, and twelfth
lines. In these positions full stops are most commonly used, but commas and
colons also occur fairly often. On A’s nine pages colons appear 24 times and

7 I am thinking of D. F. McKenzie’s warnings in ‘Printers of the Mind: Some Notes on
Bibliographical Theories and Printing-House Practices’, SB, xxii (1969), 1-75.

8 New Cambridge Troilus and Cressida, p. 129.

9 The evidence is tabulated in full at the end of this article.

10 New Cambridge Troilus and Cressida, p. 129.
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commas 3 times in these positions; on B’s fourteen pages colons appear
11 times and commas 18 times. Thus A seems to have a strong preference
for the colon rather than the comma as an alternative to the full stop in these
positions, whereas B slightly prefers the comma.!T Colons generally are
more common on A’s pages (which contain forty colons altogether, or 44
per page) than on B’s pages (which contain eighteen, or 1°3 per page).

Another notable difference between the pages upon which Eld A spellings
occur and the pages upon which Eld B spellings occur concerns the spelling
of the exclamation O or Oh. A uses Oh 9 times (including three instances on
Lx), O not at all; B uses Oh only once, but O 8 times. In Troilus and Cressida
A used O 23 times, O 36 times, one or other spelling tending to prevail for
several pages, while B used O exclusively, 29 times: it seems likely that O
appeared throughout certain sections of the copy for that Quarto, Oh
throughout other sections, and that while A reproduced his copy B tolerated
O alone. Perhaps the copy for the Sonnets used Oh, which A reproduced but
B changed. At any rate, in the Sonnets Oh and O both appear on the same
page only once (L17), although there are fifteen pages on which the exclama-
tion appears at least twice, so that it provides further evidence for dis-
tinguishing the shares of Compositors A and B. On seven pages where none
of Miss Walker’s test words appears the spelling Ok alone is used, and on
twenty-three pages O alone is used under the same conditions. One of the
Oh pages and four of the O pages belong to A lover’s complaint, but the other
Oh pages have 17 colons and only 2 commas at the ends of quatrains, whereas
for the other O pages the ratio is 25 colons to 27 commas. This difference
between Oh and O pages is similar to the difference between A’s and B’s
pages as tentatively identified by Miss Walker’s test-words, and it would
seem to confirm the assignment of Oh pages to A and O pages to B. How-
ever, the rate of colons generally per page is a little lower than would be
expected for the Oh pages (33 per page, 3-7 if L2 is included from A4 lover’s
complaint) and a little higher than would be expected for the O pages (2 per
page, whether or not K2, K27, K4, and L2 are included from A lover’s com-
plaint). Since L1” of A lover’s complaint has els, which A prefers in Troilus and
Cressida, and as many as five colons, we should perhaps include it among A’s
pages, despite the ambiguous testimony of its Oh and O spellings.

We now have eighteen pages very tentatively identified as Compositor A’s,
and thirty-seven as Compositor B’s. When these are examined closely
further differences appear. A uses dost § times, a different spelling only once
(doest); B uses dost 3 times, other spellings 13 times (doest 3, doost 9, doo’st 1).
A twice has the plural flowers, but otherwise uses the —re ending exclusively
in powre, flowre, and houre (13 times); B uses flower and power exclusively
(14 times), and is indifferent over hower and houre (6 times each). A uses only
the spellings old and gold (4 times); B has old and gold (13 times), but is also
willing to use the spellings ould and gould (10 times). A seems to have no

11 Ejther compositor may, of course, have been following his copy. I mean to imply only
that in the setting of this particular text A seems to have had ‘a strong preference’ for colons rather
than commas at the ends of quatrains, whereas B slightly preferred to set commas.
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definite preference between eie (9 times) and eye (8 times); B prefers eye
(36 times) to eie (9 times).

Each sonnet except the first is headed with its number in the Quarto’s
sequence. Compositor A is more consistent in his centring of these numbers.

b AT

This becomes clear if one measures the distance between the left-hand /
margin and the centre of the number. There are thirty-five numbered
sonnet-headings in A’s pages: for all but two the distance is 3943 milli-
metres, and for the two exceptions it is 37 and 38 millimetres; for twenty-
two of the thirty-five it is 41—42 millimetres. B tends to place most of the
headings slightly further right and some of them much further right. A
total of seventy-nine numbered sonnet-headings appears in Compositor B’s
pages: for most of them the distance is 30-43 millimetres, as with A, but B’s
preferred distance is 42-43 millimetres (33 times), and eighteen times it is
beyond A’s limit: five times 44 millimetres, five times 45 millimetres, six
times 46 millimetres, and twice 47 millimetres. Compositor B also tends to "
place signatures further right than A. Again, this becomes apparent if we /
measure the distance from the left-hand margin to the middle of the signa-
ture. A’s range for six signatures is 42-46 millimetres. B places seven out
of twelve signatures further right than this (the distance is 48 millimetres
thrice, and once each 47, 51, 52, and 54 millimetres).

We can summarize the apparent differences found so far between Com-
positors A and B thus: A prefers the spellings shalbe, wilbe, ritch, Oh, dost,
gold, old, flowre, powre, and houre, uses eie and eye indifferently, and strongly
prefers colons to commas as an alternative to full stops at the ends of
quatrains; B prefers the spellings shall be, will be, rich, O, doost, eye, flower,
and power, is indifferent over hower and houre, uses ould and gould scarcely
less often than old and gold, and slightly prefers commas to colons at the ends
of quatrains; B places almost a quarter of the numbered sonnet-headings
and about half of the signatures set by him further right than A ever places
them.

When this information is applied to the whole text, most pages are found
to bear fairly consistent evidence of one or other compositor, and a few
additional differences emerge. On thirteen occasions the end of a sonnet
coincides with the end of a page: seven times the catchword is the number
which heads the next sonnet, six times it is the word with which the next
sonnet begins. B uses both methods; A uses only the first (4 times). Ten
sonnets end with a comma and three with no punctuation; all but one of
these thirteen sonnets were set by B. A uses the spelling fongue exclusively
(6 times; he also uses tongu’d) ; B has tongue twice, but 13 times uses some other
spelling, preferring medial ou. B seems to be more tolerant than A of noe and
loe: ten out of eleven examples appear on his pages, and the exceptional page
is a doubtful one. Similarly, though endings in -lesse and -nesse are normal
in the Quarto, -les and -nes occur ten times, only once on a page set by A.
There are other differences, but the frequencies are much too small to provide
reliable evidence.12

12 The figures given in this paragraph are based on the assignments proposed in the next.
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A table at the end of this article presents the evidence upon which my
compositorial ascriptions are based. Ishould assign to Compositor A twenty
of the sixty-five pages on which the Sonnets are printed, namely Bz, B2,
C2, C3v, C4, Cq%, D1, Dy, Dy, E1, F3, F3V, Fy¥, G1, G1Y, G2, Gy, I3, I3,
147, and the other forty-five pages to Compositor B. The majority of these
ascriptions are well supported, but the evidence for assigning C2, C4, and
D4" to A, and D27, E1, F4, and G2” to B is very slight. The pages on which
A lover’s complaint is printed are more difficult to assign, since they do not
offer some of the kinds of evidence most useful in assigning the pages of
sonnets. K2, K27, K4, and La" are probably Compositor B’s, L1 and L1*
probably Compositor A’s; on the other pages the evidence is slight or
contradictory: it is possible that the first half of L2 (with Oh twice and eie
twice) is A’s, the second half (with loe and a signature 48 millimetres from

the left-hand margin) B’s, though each half has three colons.

/It seems, therefore, that B was the main compositor and that A merely
helped him out sporadically, setting somewhat less than a third of the Quarto.
The two men punctuated the text in widely different ways. As an alternative
to full stops at the ends of quatrains, A on his twenty pages of sonnets used
colons 51 times, commas only 6 times; B on his forty-five pages used colons
47 times, commas 67 times.

This difference between the two men is most marked in their treatment of
the third quatrain: A ended it with a colon 10 times, a comma only once;
B ended it with a colon 12 times, a comma 29 times, A further difference
can best be presented in tabular form.13

Compositor A Compositor B

, - %lo : , . %lo
Line4 16 3 19 9 17 20 53 IS
Line8 25 2 18 4 17 18 s5 14
Line12 10 1 33 3 12 29 56 9

In Compositor A’s share a distinction appears between the third quatrain—
the twelfth line, which immediately precedes the final couplet—and the
other two quatrains. Compositor A employed a full stop for 70 per cent of
the third quatrain endings, but for only 39 per cent of the first and second
quatrain endings. He appears to have felt that the twelfth line tended to re-
quire a heavier stop than the fourth or eighth lines. Compositor B made no
such distinction. He used a full stop for 53 per cent of the-third quatrain
endings and for 52 per cent of the first and second quatrain endings. And he
made more use of the comma for third quatrain endings than for either first
or second quatrain endings.

13 The six-couplet tail-piece, numbered Sonnet 126, has been omitted from these computa-
tions; and the first quatrain of the fifteen-line Sonnet 99 has been disregarded, with lines 9 and

13 being treated as lines 8 and 12. In the table the symbol ‘o’ stands for an unpunctuated line;
question marks greatly predominate in the miscellaneous category.
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Modern commentators take Compositor A’s view of the matter. Enid
Hamer, for example, claimed that in Shakespeare’s sonnets, “The most
marked pause is generally at the end of the third quatrain’,’4 and Edward
Hubler repeats, with slight modification, Tucker Brooke’s assertion that ‘in
over two-thirds of Shakespeare’s sonnets the chief pause is placed after the
twelfth line, at the close of three quatrains which are themselves divided by
distinct but less emphatic pauses.’’s

Compositor A’s greater use of the colon and avoidance of commas for his
end-of-quatrain punctuation makes it more modern than B’s. Edward
Hubler, in his edition of the Sonnets, offers punctuation which is ‘loosely
modern, permitting the rhythms and ambiguities Shakespeare intended’.16
For end-of-quatrain punctuation he employs the same range of stops as the
Quarto compositors used, but makes far greater use of the semicolon, which
is almost absent from the Quarto. Within sheets B-D Hubler accepts 64 per
cent of Compositor A’s end-of-quatrain punctuation marks (40 out of 63 in
eight Quarto pages), but only 39 per cent of B’s end-of-quatrain punctuation
marks (42 out of 108 in sixteen pages). The difference is largely due to the
modern editor feeling the need at quatrain endings for a punctuation mark

intermediate in weight between a comma and a full stop. Compositor A

also felt this need, whereas B mostly made do with commas or full stops in |

a fairly indiscriminate fashion. So Hubler lightens about half of B’s full |

stops to a colon or semicolon; whereas he retains almost all A’s full stops.

He also strengthens all but one of B’s 30 commas to a semicolon, colon, or
even full stop. All but 10 of the 49 colons ending quatrains in sheets B-D
(27 on A’s eight pages, 22 on B’s sixteen) Hubler either retains or changes to
semicolons. After sheet D the difference between Hubler’s treatment of A’s
end-of-quatrain punctuation and his treatment of B’s becomes less marked,
but throughout his text Hubler adopts A’s practice of almost completely
avoiding commas at quatrain endings, and, like A, makes frequent use of
a punctuation mark intermediate in weight between the comma and the full
stop. The ‘common-sensible modern punctuation’ of A. L. Rowse,7 to cite
one other modern editor, is more akin to Compositor B’s than is Hubler’s,
though within sheets B-D Rowse retains more of A’s end-of-quatrain
punctuation (56 per cent) than B’s (46 per cent): like Hubler, Rowse replaces
all but one of B’s end-of-quatrain commas with a heavier stop, but he makes
greater use of the full stop than Hubler does, so that he strengthens more
than half of both A’s and B’s colons to full stops and retains three-quarters of
B’s full stops as well as nearly all of A’s.

However, in at least one respect B’s punctuation is rather more modern
than A’s. Within his whole text of the Sonnets Hubler has 97 question marks:
63 fall into parts of the text set by B, the other 34 into parts set by A; B pro-
vides 47 and omits 16, while A provides 19 and omits 15. The difference

14 The metres of English poetry, 1930, p. 198,
15 Ed. C. F. Tucker Brooke, Shakespeare’s sonnets, 1936, p. 3; compare Hubler, The sense of
Shakespeare’s sonnets, Princeton, New Jersey, 1952, pp. 17-18.

16 Shakespeare’s songs and poems, New York, 1959, p. viii.
17 Shakespeare’s sonnets, 1964, p. ix.
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between the two men is not particularly striking, but B was certainly more

inclined than A to set a question mark in places Where a modern editor re-
quires one: B set 75 per cent of the required question marks, A 56 per cent.
Figures fof Troilus and Cressida closely parallel those for the Sonnets. Miss
Walker’s edition of Troilus and Cressida contains 107 question marks in those
parts of the text corresponding to B’s stints, of which B provided 73, or
68 per cent, and 253 question marks in those parts of the text corresponding
to A’s stints, of which A provided 150, or 59 per cent. Over the first half or
so of the Troilus and Cressida Quarto the difference between the two men in
their provision of question marks is considerably greater, but Compositor B
gradually became careless.

If one compositor reproduced the punctuation of his copy for the Sonnets,
the other obviously did not; perhaps neither did. William Empson quotes
the first five lines of Sonnet 32 as illustrating ‘one of those important and
frequent subtleties of punctuation, which in general only convey rhythm,
but here it amounts to a point of grammar’:

IF thou suruiue my well contented daie,

When that churle death my bones with dust shall couer
And shalt by fortune once more re-suruay:

These poore rude lines of thy deceased Louer:

Compare them with the bett’ring of the time,

He remarks that ‘Line 4 is isolated between colons, carries the whole weight
of the pathos, and is a pivot round which the rest of the Sonnet turns.’18
Empson’s comments on this and other sonnets are stimulating, but it is worth
pointing out that line 4 is ‘isolated between colons’ because the page on which
it appears was set by Compositor A. And although two modern linguists
assert that ‘One cannot but agree with George Wyndham’s plea for the
structural justification of the deviant punctuation in the 1609 Quarto and

-
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the punctuation at best may be Shakespeare’s, and at worst will pretty
certainly be Thorpe’s, when it is not palpably compositorial’.21 It is hardly
likely that the publisher Thorpe himself took any interest in the punctuation
of the manuscript he submitted to Eld, and if he did there would be little
reason to preserve his work; so by “Thorpe’s punctuation” Wilson must, I
suppose, mean the punctuation of the manuscript Thorpe had obtained,
whatever it may have been. But I have tried to show that at least in some
significant respects the punctuation of the Quarto is ‘palpably compositorial’.

The question of which compositor made the fewer verbal errors is com-
plicated by the striking disagreement among scholars in their efforts to
determine these errors. Ishall not attempt here a complete analysis of all the
readings which have ever been emended. Rollins gives a convenient list of
eighty-four words or phrases regarded as errors by the editors Beeching,
Lee, or Brooke.22 Only fifty-three of these are emended or modernized in
all the editions collated by Rollins, and he further reduces the list of supposed
errors by eliminating fourteen which are merely unusual spellings, either
recorded by the OED or at least conceivably Shakespearian. Of the thirty-
nine remaining errors—which, with not more than one or two possible
exceptions, really are errors—8 belong to A’s twenty pages, 31 to B’s forty-
five pages. Thus on this evidence B, who set the greater part of the text,
would seem to have been rather more prone to error than A.

The two men appear, however, to have perpetrated different kinds of
error. Brooke made an intelligent attempt to categorize the readings which
he felt bound to emend. He lists twenty-nine ‘obvious misprints’ or literals,
sixteen cases where ‘the compositor seems to have carelessly set one word for
another’ besides two more serious verbal confusions, and finally twenty-three
readings which ‘appear to be . . . faulty attempts to interpret the peculiarities
of a difficult handwriting’.23 These readings are distributed as follows:

especially in “the magnificent 129" ’, I suspect that H3", on which Sonnet 129 A B

is printed, would have displayed a few colons had it been set by Compositor A 20 pages 45 pages
___instead of by Compositor B.19 Literals, etc. 7 22
" J.Dover Wilson and Martin Seymour-Smith are among modern editors Substitutions 10 8
Misreadings 3 20

who have a high regard for the Quarto punctuation. Seymour-Smith 5

i ‘ jon.di is \ ; ; ;
/ realizes that ‘Punctuation did not mean half so much to Shakespeare and his Of course, some of Brooke’s emendations would be rejected as unnecessary

f contemporaries as it does to us. And certainly it usually meant less to Shake-
\ speare himself than it did to, say, Jonson or Donne.” Yet he refers to the
Quarto’s as ‘Shakespeare’s stopping” and considers it ‘more sensitive to the
usually complex meaning of the text than anyone else’s attempt to correct or
/modernize it’.2° Dover Wilson concludes that the only scholarly practice is
\to leave the Quarto punctuation virtually unchanged, ‘on the hypothesis that

18 Seven. types of ambiguity, 1930; 1961 ed., p. sT. Empson quotes the sonnet in a strange
mixture of Quarto spelling, Elizabethan spelling which does not appear in the Quarto version,
and modernization. I have quoted from. the Quarto text, normalizing long §.

19 Roman Jakobson and Lawrence G. Jones, Shakespeare’s verbal art in “Th’ expence of spirit’,
The Hague, 1970, pp. 12~13.

20 Shakespeare’s sonnets, 1963, pp. 37-9.

s’

by Rollins and other editors, and his classifications are arguable, but it seems
likely that A was more susceptible than B to ‘memorial error’ or the ‘mis-
carrying’ of a word or phrase in his head, but that B was guilty of slightly
more literals than A and was much more apt to misunderstand and hence
misread his copy. It is interesting that twelve of the fourteen misreadings of
thy as their occur in B’s pages,?* and that the two in A’s pages (35.8, 37.7) are
the only two which some editors retain: I think that they really are mis-
readings and that those editors who retain their in these two cases are mis-
taken, but obviously Compositor A did not misread his copy stupidly, as

21 Shakespeare’ s sonnets, Cambridge, 1966, p. cxxiv. 22 New Variorum Sonnets, ii. 11-16.
23 Shakespeare’s sonnets, pp. 58—60. 24 1 count their . . . their in 35.8 as one instance.
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B did. From the Sonnets I get theimpression that A was the more intelligent
workman, but his susccpt%ﬂity to memorial substitution may have caused
more permanent damage to the text than B’s dullness. A was, for example,
responsible for the notorious crux in 146.2, ‘My sinfull earth these rebbell
powres that thee array’ (I3).

It would be interesting to know whether this impression of the two com-
positors could be confirmed by tracing their work in other texts printed by
Eld. A’s tendency to omit words from the Troilus and Cressida Quarto is
perhaps in accord with his susceptibility to memorial substitution in the
Sonnets, but I do not think that an ‘inability to punctuate intelligibly’,25 which
Miss Walker sees as a mark of his hand in Troilus and Cressida, is more evident
on his pages of the Sonnets than on B’s; of course, ideas about what is ‘intel-
ligible” in Elizabethan punctuation differ widely. Miss Walker also remarks
in her edition of Troilus and Cressida that ‘Errors due to foul case and the
omission and transposition of letters are particularly rife in Q., especially in
the work of Eld A.26 In the Sonnets A performed rather better, if anything,
than B in this respect; it may or may not be significant that the roles of the
two compositiors were reversed in Troilus and Cressida, A setting the bulk
of the text and B helping him out.

Several play Quartos, besides Troilus and Cressida, came from Eld’s shop at
about this time, such as What you will, Northward ho, The puritan, The travels
of the three English brothers, Lingua, The tragedy of Caesar and Pompey or Caesar’s
revenge, and The devil’s charter in 1607, The conspiracy and tragedy of Charles,
Duke of Byron, Your five gallants, A trick to catch the Old One, and The re-
venger's tragedy in 1608. The last three Quartos have been studied by George
R. Price.2” All three seem to have been set by at least two compositors, one
man setting the bulk of the text and another helping out according to no
obvious predetermined pattern. Price does not, however, say much about
the characteristics of the compositors involved in these texts, except that their
shares are difficult to determine, which suggests some fidelity to the spelling
of their copy. He deduces that The revenger’s tragedy was printed on two
presses, each press employing two skeletons, one for inner formes, the other
for outer formes. A frick to catch the Old One was printed on one press by
a similarly normal two-skeleton method. Your five gallants offers a closer
parallel to the Sonnets and Troilus and Cressida. In Your five gallants one-
skeleton printing was evidently adapted to the use of two presses; one
skeleton was used for the inner and outer formes of sheets A, C, E, G, and I,
a second skeleton for the inner and outer formes of sheets B, D, F, and H;
the two groups of sheets were printed on different stocks of paper.

I'think that the apparently rather haphazard distribution of labour between
the two compositors who worked on the Sonnets can plausibly be related
to the unusual skeleton pattern. The first point to note is that whenever

25 New Cambridge Troilus and Cressida, p- 129.

26 New Cambridge Troilus and Cressida, p. 135.

27 ‘The First Edition of Your five gallants and of Michaelmas term’, The Library, V, 8 (1953),
23-9; “The early editions of A trick to catch the Old One’, The Library, V, 23 (1968), 205-27; ‘The
authorship and the bibliography of The revenger’s tragedy’, The Library, V, 15 (1960), 262~77.
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Compositor A set three or more pages of a sheet (in sheets C, D, F, G, and I)
he set the last page of the sheet—the last page of the outer forme; in sheets
C, D, and I he also set the last page of the inner forme, aqd in F he may have
done so. It is natural to suppose, therefore, that Composuo'r A, vx,rho_se share
in the actual setting of the text was subordinate to Compositor B’s, ‘1mpos_ed
and prepared for the press both inner and outer formes of the sheets in which
he was chiefly involved—sheets C, D, F, G, and I. Presumably, on the other
hand, Compositor B imposed and prepared for the press both inner and
outer formes of the sheets which he set alone or almost alonf:—sheets B, E,
H, and (probably) K: Compositor A seems not to ha'vc set either 4 or 4 of
any of these sheets. Now if these assumptions are justified the following
pattern results:

Forme Imposed by Skeleton ~ Forme Imposed by Skeleton  Press

B(i) B I 1
B(o) B . I _ I
ci) A Il 2
Cgo) A II 2
D) A il 1
Do) A il I
EGi) B v 2
Ec) B I\ _ 2
F( A I 2
Fo) A II 2
Gli) A il 1
Ggo) A I I
H(@) B I I
H(o) B I I
G) A I 2
o) A I 2
K(i) B \% Ij2
K(o) B A% 1/2

This would mean that Compositor A used skeletons II and III for alternate
sheets of which he imposed the formes and Compositor B similarly alternated
with skeletons I and IV/V. The final column of the table is hypothetical, and
represents but one of several possibilities.28 The problem is to reconcile the

28 [ had hoped that I might be able to support all this guess-work by an examination of the
watermarks in the Quarto; for if two presses used different stocks of paper a pattern such as I
have postulated might appear. However, at least six watermarks can be distinguished in the
Bodleian Library copies of the Quarto, and the two copies have them in different combinations,
thus:

Sheet Malone 34 Malone 886 Sheet Malone 34 Malone 886
B I 2 G 2 2

C 2 2 H s 1?

D 1 3 I 6 1

E 4 S K 6? I

F I I L —_ 1
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use of alternative skeletons by each compositor with the fact that for every
sheet a single skeleton imposed both inner and outer formes. We seem to
have an example of an essentially one-skeleton method of printing adapted
to the use of two presses and to an unequal amount of typesetting by two
compositors.2? Presumably Compositor B constructed skeleton I for Press 1
and skeleton IV for Press 2 (the new skeleton V was, of course, required by
the nature of the text and may have been machined by either press), while
Compositor A constructed skeleton II for Press 2 and skeleton III for Press 1.
If the association of skeleton II with Press 2 and skeleton I with Press 1 per-
sisted, then the two presses would have been used as in the above table. If
the association did not persist, it is possible to imagine the two presses simply
printing ‘alternate sheets within the second half of the Quarto as well as
within the first. It is even conceivable that three presses were used, Com-
positor B constructing skeleton I for Press 1, and Compositor A constructing
skeletons II and III for Presses 2 and 3; but if we entertain this theory we
must explain Compositor B’s now unexpected construction of skeleton IV

by some ad hoc hypothesis.3°

Tantalizing glimpses of a pattern appear, but the evidence is contradictory. An examination
of several copies of the Quarto, preferably with the help of beta-radiography, would doubtless
throw some light on the matter.

29 As Peter Davison has pointed out, the use of ‘a pair of single skeleton-formes’ (as he puts it)
is quite common; see his Penguin edition of 1 Henry IV, 1968, pp. 250-1; ‘Marry, Sweet Wag’,
in The Elizabethan theatre, ii, Toronto, 1970, ed. David Galloway, pp. 138-9; and ‘Science,
Method, and the Textual Critic’, SB, xxv (1972), 3, note 4. Peter W. M. Blayney, ¢ “Composi-
tor B” and the Pavier Quartos: Problems of Identification and their Implications’, The Library,
V, 27 (1972), 179-206, shows that in most of the Pavier Quartos of 1619 ‘the pattern is of two
skeletons, alternate sheets using the same skeleton in both formes’ (p. 202). Blayney provides
an admirably cautious ‘post-McKenzie’ discussion of the inferences to be drawn from skeleton
patterns. He tentatively associates the dominant pattern in the Paviers with the presence of two
compositors. A very close parallel to the skeleton pattern of the Sonnets is afforded by the ori-
ginal Quarto of Middleton’s The phoenix, printed by Edward Allde for Arthur Johnson in 1607.
George R. Price, ‘Setting by Formes in the First Edition of The Phoenix’, PBSA, Ivi (1962),
414~27, found that three skeletons were used in rotation: I for both formes of A, D, and G;
II for both formes of B, E, and H; and III for both formes of C, F, and L. Price relates this
pattern to the use of two presses. Unfortunately, he makes no attempt to determine how many
compositors set the text. See also p. 24 for an additional note.

30 For instance, the construction of a new skeleton for sheet E might be taken to imply that
composition was at this point comfortably ahead of press work, and the minimal participation
of Compositor A in the setting of sheet E might be thought of as supporting this view. Miss
‘Walker gave reasons for thinking that in working upon the Quarto of Troilus and Cressida ‘the
two compositors combined could set sheets faster than two presses could print them off” (New
Cambridge Troilus and Cressida, p. 130). A page of the Sonnets naturally tends to contain more
white space than the average page of the Troilus and Cressida Quarto and could be set more
quickly; so if Miss Walker is right about Troilus and Cressida Eld’s two compositors could perhaps
have kept three presses busy on the Sonnets, if (as one would expect) no fewer copies of the
Sonnets were printed than of the play. Eld was returned as owning two presses on 9 May 1615;
see Edward Arber, Stationers’ register, 1875-94, iii. 699. But we cannot know how many presses
he actually had operating in 1609. McKenzie, SB, xxii (1969), 547, gives reasons for thinking
that the size of Elizabethan printing-houses ‘has perhaps been a little too readily set at one or
two presses and the “strict limitation™ on their numbers over-stressed’. One further matter
should at least be raised. I have suggested that Compositor A imposed both formes of sheets
C, D, F, G, and I, on which he set the last page of the outer forme; he did not set the last page
of the inner forme of G, and may not have set the last page of the inner forme of F. The implica-
tion would appear to be that outer formes were printed before inner formes, which would
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However, these conjectures are incidental to my main purpose, which is
to suggest that the unusual skeleton pattern of the Sonnets and the apparently
erratic division of labour among the two compositors make sense of each
other.

Now that the presence of two compositors in the Sonnets has been estab-
lished, we can feel reasonably confident that features of the Quarto which
cut right across the compositorial divisions derive from the printer’s manu-
scipt copy. For example, the number of internal commas—commas within
the line, not at the end of it—bears no relation to the compositors’ stints, but
differs from one part of the sequence to another. In fact, if we count all the
internal stops (the vast majority of which are commas), Sonnets 1-25 average
2+8 per sonnet, Sonnets 26-50 average 4'7, Sonnets SI-75 average 4-9,
Sonnets 76-100 average 55, Sonnets 101-26 average 5°4, and Sonnets 127-54
average 36. Sonnet 126 is, of course, the last of those addressed to the Friend,
and I am inclined to believe that the figures reflect chronological differences
between groups of sonnets of differing metrical and syntactic complexity.
Dover Wilson thinks that the manuscript of Shakespeare’s Sonnets which
Thorpe handed to the printers was ‘good’ and that ‘if not autograph it must
have been a tolerably competent transcript, perhaps copied out by more than
one transcriber.” As he points out, “This contingency has seemed likely to
many because of the error of their for thy first noticed by Malone, which

12831 The other errors which Brooke classifies as misreadings tend to fall

“within roughly the same part of the text, and it is interesting that all but'|

five of the forty-two parentheses in the Sonnets occur within numbers 26-98,

and that two of the others occur within 126, which is close to 128 with its °

their error. This might be taken to support the theory that the printer’s copy
was in two hands. Upon such matters we can as yet only speculate. I have
attempted to provide a more solid basis for speculation.

SUMMARY AND VERIFICATION

I want to conclude with a summary of the procedure I have adopted in
this study. My aim is to suggest that statistical tests of significance, basic
tools of scientific method, can usefully be applied to problems of compositor
discrimination, and that such tests confirm the presence of two compositorial
patterns in the Sonnets. Peter Davison has recently suggested that biblio-
graphy needs to adopt ‘a combination of probabilistic theory and falsification
tests’,32 and David Shaw has outlined one way in which statistical theory
may contribute to bibliographical research.33 A full discussion of the possi-
bilities of using statistical tests in order to evaluate compositor studies is
beyond the scope of the present article, but I want to show, very briefly,
indicate setting by formes rather than seriatim. Evidence from type shortage is extremely
slight, but the use of “VV’ on 14 but not on I4¥ (both pages were set by A) is suggestive.

31 New Cambridge Sonnets, p. xxxvi.
32 ‘Science, Method, and the Textual Critic’, SB, xxv (1972), 14.
33 ‘A Sampling Theory for Bibliographical Research’, The Library, V, 27 (1972), 310-19.

between sonnets 26 and 70 and-enly once later, in -
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that the case for recognizing two compositorial hands in the Sonnets rests on
a statistically sound basis. ;

My starting-point is the fact that George Eld, the printer of the Sonnets,
also printed in the same year a Quarto of Troilus and Cressida which, as Miss
Walker demonstrated, was set by two compositors, A and B. On the evi-
dence of the spellings which she lists as differentiating A and B in Troilus and
Cressida ten pages of the Sonnets Quarto may tentatively be assigned to
Compositor A and fourteen to Compositor B. That Miss Walker’s Eld A
and Eld B set the Sonnets is the initial hypothesis, on the basis of which pre-
dictions may be made: if the predictions are fulfilled and statistical evalua-
tion shows that their fulfilment is unlikely to have been due to chance,
the hypothesis is confirmed. Examination of the stints of A and B in set-
ting Troilus and Cressida and a reading of Miss Walker’s remarks about the
two men would encourage two predictions: (1) that on A’s pages of the
Sonnets colons would be used more liberally than on B’s pages; and (2)
that a difference would appear between A and B pages in the spelling of
the exclamation O/Oh, with B showing a greater liking than A for O. Both
these predictions are fulfilled at a satisfactory level of significance. A’s nine
pages of Sonnets contain 24 colons and 3 commas at the ends of quatrains;
B’s fourteen pages contain 11 colons and 18 commas at the ends of quat-
rains. If the figures (24:3 and 11:18) are arranged in a 2 X2 contingency
table and analysed by Yates’s Chi-square, we obtain the highly significant
result X2 = 12'9, p < 0-0005. This means that the observed difference
between tentatively assigned A and B pages could be expected to occur
by chance less than once in two thousand times34 We may therefore
safely regard the difference as due to some factor other than chance, con-
trasting compositorial preferences being the obvious cause. The difference
in the total number of colons—40 in nine A pages, 18 in fourteen B pages—
is also highly significant: X2= 204, p < 0-00001. A statistically significant
difference appears as predicted in the spelling of O/Oh: on the tentatively
assigned A pages the figures for O/Oh are 0:9; on the tentatively assigned
B pages the figures are 8:1. The difference is in the predicted direction and
Fisher’s Test gives p < o-0I.

Having confirmed the association of Eld A spellings with Oh and a
tendency to end quatrains with colons rather than commas, and of Eld B
spellings with O and a tendency to end quatrains with commas no less fre-
quently than with colons, we can tentatively assign remaining Oh pages to A
and remaining O pages to B and make the further prediction that on the Oh
pages the proportion of colons to commas at the ends of quatrains will be
higher than on the O pages. This prediction is also fulfilled at a satisfactory
level of statistical significance, the proportion of colons to commas at the

34 The elementary statistical tests I have used are outlined in any introductory book on
statistics. As David Shaw also explains, a result which has a one in twenty probability of hap-
pening by pure chance (p = 0-5) is generally regarded by statisticians as marginally significant;
a onein a hundred chance (p = o-o1) is regarded as definitely significant; and a onein a thousand

chance (p = o-oor1) is highly significant. The symbol < stands for ‘less than’. The probabilities
I have calculated are all conservatively ‘two-tailed’.
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ends of quatrains being 17:2 for Oh pages displaying none of Miss Walker’s
test words, 25:27 for O pages displaying none of Miss Walker’s test words.
The difference is statistically significant: X2= 8-4, p < 0-005.

Thus two distinct sets of compositorial preference were confirmed step by
step at satisfactory levels of statistical significance, and as many as 55 pages
could tentatively be assigned on the basis of Miss Walker’s test words and
the O/ Ok spellings. In order to assign the remaining pages I simply examined
these 55 pages for further differences between A pages and B pages, and made
additional ascriptions on the basis of the additional evidence which emerged.
That the ascriptions eventually arrived at by this means are substantially
correct can best be demonstrated through the application of a test totally
independent of any of those used in making the ascriptions. Fortunately
such a test is available.

T. H. Howard-Hill has recently shown that the Shakespeare First Folio

compositors can, to a useful extent, be identified through their habits in_

spacing commas.35 I counted for each compositor’s share in the Troilus and

Cressida Quarto, as determined by Miss Walker, the number of internal
commas followed by a space and the number of internal commas not fol-
lowed by a space. My counts were confined to ‘short’ or ‘unjustified’ lines,
and I ignored stage directions. As Howard-Hill notes, it is not always easy
to determine whether a comma is spaced or not, and various factors have to
be taken into account in reaching a decision.3% I tried at least to be consistent
and I am confident that any scholar carefully undertaking the same analysis
would obtain figures similar to mine. Naturally the proportions for both
compositors vary a good deal from page to page, but the overall figures
reveal a clear difference in the habits of the two men: B spaced only 36 out
of 317 commas, or 11 per cent; A spaced 116 out of 464, or 25 per cent. If,
as I have argued, the same two men set the Sonnets, we should expect the
proportion of spaced commas to be about twice as great on the pages I have
assigned to A as on the pages I have assigned to B. It is gratifying to find this
expectation realized. On B’s pages 41 out of 440 commas, or 9 per cent, are
spaced; on A’s pages 43 out of 225, or 19 per cent, are spaced.37 These figures
are consistent with those for Troilus and Cressida, and the differences between
A’s pages (43:182) and B’s pages (41:499) in the Sonnets is, of course,
statistically significant (X2 = 12-0, p < 0-001).

Also of interest is the fact that a few of the colons which end lines in the
Sonnets Quarto are preceded by a space. I count 17 altogether, and all but
one of these are on pages which I assign to B: 12 has 4; B3, G3%, I¥, and Lav
each have 2; and E3, F2, F3, G3, and I3" each have one. Fj is the only one of
these pages which I assign to A, and it differs from the other pages just men-
tioned in having as many as 3 non-spaced colons as well. Compositor A set
colons at more than twice B’s rate, but because B set more than twice as

35 ‘The Compositors of Shakespeare’s Folio Comedies’, SB, xxvi (1973), 61-106.

36 SB, xxvi, 67, note 14.
- 37 The figures cover all the pages of sonnets plus the Lover’s complaint pages which [ ventured to
ascribe without a query. A table at the end of this article gives the evidence page by page.



16 Punctuation and the Compositors of

many pages as A the total number of colons set by each compositor is roughly
the same. It can hardly be fortuitous, then, that 16 of 17 colons preceded by
a space in the Sonnets belong to B’s pages. This difference between A and B
in the Sonnets is also reflected in Troilus and Cressida: 1 have not made a com-~
plete count, but it is obvious that the proportion of colons preceded by a
space in Troilus and Cressida is far higher in B’s share than in A’s.

My ascriptions would seem, therefore, to be substantially correct, though
a few pages may well have been wrongly assigned, and it is not impossible
that a third compositor also had some small share in setting the text. On F4,
HrY, I2, and 12" the proportion of spaced to non-spaced commas seems rather
high for Compositor B, though he has two or three such pages in Troilus and
Cressida. Perhaps F4, which I described as a doubtful page, should be re-
assigned to A; on the other three pages the evidence of spelling and ‘biblio-
graphical anomalies’ seems to point to B, though the evidence from colons/
commas ending quatrains is equivocal. B may simply have been a little
inconsistent. Certainly I am unable to find any third compositorial pattern
which would clearly distinguish a hypothetical Compositor C from Com-
positors A and B. As I have noted, and the point should be stressed, in
Troilus and Cressida both A and B were extremely variable in their spacing
of commas, so that it would be quite impossible to discriminate their shares
on this basis alone—it is only in the overall proportions that a significant
difference appears.38

That the bulk of the Sonnets Quarto was set by two compositors, who
punctuated the text in very different ways, has, I think, been demonstrated.

Auckland

TABLE I

THE following table is divided into four sections: the first gives spellings favoured
by Compositor A, the second gives spellings favoured by Compositor B, the third
gives bibliographical anomalies characteristic of B’s pages, and the fourth gives
information about the proportion of colons to commas ending quatrains. It will
be noted that entries in the third section (B’s bibliographical anomalies) are closely
associated with entries in the second (B’s spellings) and with blanks in the first
(A’s spellings). In the fourth section commas imply B (especially if there is more
than one or if there are no colons), whereas a marked predominance of colons
suggests A: this evidence from punctuation is in close agreement with the evidence
from the first three sections on almost every page until sheets H and I where there
is conflict on some pages.

In consulting the table one must remember that not all the spellings are equally
good discriminators between the two compositors. The spelling eie is doubtful
evidence of A: I have included it in the table because whereas A seems indifferent
over eye (17 times, including A lover’s complaint pages assigned to him) and eie
(3 times), B strongly prefers eye (65 times) to eie (10 times); so although the total

38 Howard-Hill found that the Folio compositors were similarly inconsistent in their spacing

habits, but the greater size of the Folio pages tends to make proportions per page a more
reliable guide in the Folio than in a Quarto.
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number of eie spellings in B’s pages is almost as great as the total number of eie
spellings in A’s pages, it appears that when confronted with the word eyefeie in
the copy for the Sonnets A was more than s times as likely as B to set eie. The table
shows more B spellings than A spellings because B tolerates several spellings
(hower, ould, gould, noe, loe, -les, and -nes) which A avoids. To have included in the
table all instances of 1o or eye or the normal ~lesse and -nesse endings, for example,
would have been to obscure the compositorial pattern. However, I'should perhaps
add here that houre occurs on By, C3v, C4v, Dgv (2), E1, Erv, E, Hi, I3, and
K2 (2), gold on B4, C3v, and K2, and old on B1, By4v, C2v, C3, C4, E1, E4¥ (),
F3v, G2¥, G3, G3V (4), I1¥, K2¥, and K3". Ihave not attempted a full-scale analysis
of recurrent damaged types in the Quarto, but 2 damaged O links D1, D4, and I4,
strengthening the evidence that they are Compositor A’s, and a distinctive drop
W links D17, G3, and I1, strengthening the evidence that they are Compositor
B’s: G3 would be a very doubtful page without this evidence. In his twenty
Sonnet pages Compositor A uses 30 colons not at the ends of quatrains, whereas in
his forty-five Sonnet pages Compositor B uses only 28 colons in these other
positions. Compositor B only once uses more than 2 of these extra colons on a
page—3 on 127, a page upon which the spelling evidence points clearly to B. The
appearance of 4 extra colons on G1, Gz, and I3, and of 3 extra colons on F3¥ and
I4¥ thus supports the ascription of these pages to Compositor A: I4Y, in particular,
needs this extra scrap of evidence.

Entries in the table and figures in the body of the article include plurals and
cognate forms or words of which the word under consideration forms a part, such
as inrich, toung-tide, eielids, goulden, powrefull, etc.

shalbe, wilbe 1 1

ritch

Oh

dost 2

Slowre, powre

tongue I
eie 1 I

shall be, will be I

rich I

(@) 1 1 1
doost, etc. 3

Slower, power, hower I I I
toung, etc.

ould, gould 2 1

noe, loe '

~les, -nes I I

Headings 44+ mm. right 2 I I 2 I
Sigs. 474+ mm. right I
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B (cont.)
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D (cont.)

I v o2 2V 3 3V 4 47
1 v 2 v 3

C.w. ignores heading
Sonnets ending with comma or
no stop 1 I I

flowre, powre
tongue
eie

Colons/commas ending quatrains ~ 4/0 1/0 3/3 ST 4/3 2/2 12 3[3
shall be, will be

rich
C O
doost, etc. 1 1 I
Y Y " v ower, power, hower
! . 37 4 4 Jt‘(lmng, etc.
shalbe, wilbe \ ould, gould
ritch 1 noe, loe
Oh I 1 les, -nes
dost
ﬁowre’ powre Headings 44+ mm. Iight
tongue Sigs. 47+ mm. right I I
eis 1 1 I C.w. ignores heading 1
Sonnets ending with comma or
shall be, will be 1o stop 1
rich 1 1
(o) 2 3 Colons/commas ending quatrains  2/1 1/2 o/t of1 13
doost, etc. I
flower, power, hower 3
toung, etc. I :
ould, gould z k . E
noe, loe I 2
-les, -nes 2 r o o2 2 3
Headings 44+ mm. right shalbe, wilbe
Sigs. 47+ mm. right 1 ritch
C.w. ignores heading Oh 3
Sonnets ending with comma or . dost I
no stop 2 I Slowre, powre
. . ; tongue
Colons/commas ending quatrains 1/3 I/1 30 o/t 1Ij2 40 2[1 4t eie 3 .
shall be, will be 1
D rich I
. o I 3 I
1 ¥ 2 2¥ 3 vV 4 4 doost, etc. . I
, Slower, power, hower 1 I 3
shalbe, wilbe I toung, etc. I 5
ritch ould, gould g
Oh 2 I noe, loe

dost I ~les, -nes
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E (cont.)
I v o2 2 3 3V 4 g
Headings 44+ mm. right I 2 I 2
Sigs. 47+ mm. right I
C.w. ignores heading I
Sonnets ending with comma or
no stop 1 2
Colons/commas ending quatrains  ofo ofo o/t ofz 2/2 Ift If1 1If2
F
I 1Y o2 27 3 3 4 4§
shalbe, wilbe I
ritch I 1
Ok I 2
dost I I
Sflowre, powre 3
tongue I I
eie I 1
shall be, will be 2 I
rich I I I I
O I
doost, etc. 2 1 I
flower, power, hower
toung, etc. 2 I
ould, gould I
noe, loe
~les, -nes
Headings 44+ mm. right I
Sigs. 47+ mm. right I I
C.w. ignores heading I
Sonnets ending with comma or
no stop I
Colons/commas ending quatrains o/t ©of2 1/2 o/t 2/0 2/0 ofo 4fo
G
I 1Y o2 2 3 3V 4§
shalbe, wilbe I I
ritch I I
Oh I I 1

Shakespeare’s Sonnets, 1609

G (cont.)
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I'V

2 2v

3

3V

4

4v

dost

Sflowre, powre
tongue

eie

shall be, will be

rich

O

doost, etc.

Sflower, power, hower
toung, etc.

ould, gould

noe, loe

-les, -nes

Headings 44+ mm. right

Sigs. 47+ mm. right

C.w. ignores heading

Sonnets ending with comma or
no stop

Colons/commas ending quatrains

2/o

1jo

2fo o1

i1

I

2[3 of2

4fo

H

v

3V

4"

shalbe, wilbe
ritch

Oh

dost
Sflowre, powre
tongue

eie

shall be, will be

rich

O

doost, etc.

Sflower, power, hower
toung, etc.

ould, gould

noe, loe

~les, -nes

W
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K2 B Sig. 48 mm. right; O, doost -nes, but gold, eies; o colons.
H (cont.)
K2y B O, -ower (2), eyes (2), but houre (2), old; 3 colons.
e K3 A? fongue (2); 1 colon.
K3v B? -ower (2), but old, eies; 2 colons.
Headings 44+ mm. right 2 I I 2 2 = K4 B Sig. so mm. right; O; 2 colons.
Sigs. 47+ mn}ll- r(light L . Kqv 2 eyes; 2 colons.
C.w. ignores heading L1 A ritch, Oh (3), but -les; 2 colons.
Sonnets ending with comma or ,
no stop I Liv A els, Oh, -owre (2), eie (2), but O, eye; 5 colons.
Lz A and B? Oh(2), eies (2); followed by loe and sig. 48 mm. right; 6 colons.
Colons/commas ending quatrains ~ 3/1 ofo 1Ifo 4/t oft ofs 1o 2fo Iv B O (s), eye; 2 colons.
I TABLE II
The following table shows for each page of the Sonnets Quarto the number of
1 o2 2v 3 3 4 4 spaced (left-hand column) and non-spaced commas:
shalbe, wilbe ' Compositor B's pages Compositor B’s pages
rich Brr o I Hi 1 8
Oh % Bz o 2 Hiv 3 4
dost 2 B3 1 14 Ha 2 14
Sflowre, powre I 2 B3y 1 10 Hov 1 9
tongue I B4 0 3 Hjz 2 14
eie i By 1 3 Hy 2 12
Ci o} 4 Hy o 9
shall be, will be Crr o 4 He o ”
rich I C2 o 9 It 3 12
O 2 x 4 C3 I 4 Itv o 6
doost, etc. I 2 Div o 1 2
4 4 7
Sflower, power, hower 2 D2 o 13 v 2 3
toung, etc. 2 D2y 1 1I I3v 2 II
ould, gould D3 0 7 K1 o 3
noe, loe I D3 o 8 K2 o s
~les, -nes Er¥ 1 10 Kav 2 7
: ' B2 9 K4 o 3
Headings 44+ mm. right B 1 4 Lz o 3
Sigs. 47+ mm. right I I E; o s
C.w. ignores heading I By o S TOTAL 4I 399
Sonnets ending with comma or E4 5 io
no stop By 1 7 Compositor A’s pages
. . F1 I 9 Br o 6
Colons/commas ending quatrains ~ 1f0 2/a 3f0 1/1 I/ 12 o/ 3o Fiv 1 7 Bar 3 6
F2 0 9 Cz 2 7
I add notes on pages not included in the table; K1 contains the last sonnet only, ?iv Z ;g gi" ; ’37
number 154; the remaining pages contain A lover’s complaint: ' | Gor & @ Cir z i
K1 B Sonnet heading 44 mm. right; sig. s2 mm. right; o colons, Gi o 13 D1 o 12
2 commas ending quatrains. Gy 1 9 Dy 6 9
Kiv °? eye (2); 3 colons. : G4 ) 10 Dy 3 15
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Compositor A’s pages Compositor A’s pages
Ex 2 6 L 1 5

F3 o 11 Liv 7 8

F3v s 9 ToraL 43 182
Fgr 2 10 ,
Gt o 1 Unassigned A lover’s
Gy 1 11 complaint pages

G2 I 11 Kiv 2 2
G4 o 15 K3 2 8

I3 o 2 K3v 2 7

I4 2 2 Kgr 2 4

Iy i 5 L2 2 7

Note additional to 29, page 12

After submitting this article I encountered C. G. Petter’s New Mermaid edition
(1973) of Eastward ho!, a play first printed by George Eld in 1605. According to
Petter, three skeletons were used: I for both formes of sheets A, C, and F, and
for I(0); II for both formes of B, D, and G, and for (i) ; and III _for both .formes
of E and H. Petter, drawing not only on Miss Walker’s analysis of Troilus and
Cressida but also on the work of Yamada and Evans on Chapman’s All fools,
which Eld printed in 1605, argues that Eld A and Eld B shared the composition
of Eastward ho!, but he finds the compositorial pattern ‘enigmatic’ and cannot
relate it to the skeleton pattern.

The 1622 Edition of Sir John Davies’s Orchestra

By J. R. BRINK

lifetime, one in 1596 and the other in 1622. The 1622 edition contains

a new dedication and a revised ending which supposedly renders the
poem incomplete, but otherwise does not differ significantly from the earlier
work.! Modern editors of Davies have taken it for granted that the 1622
version is indeed incomplete and have explained the new dedication ad-
dressed “To the Prince’ and the fragmented conclusion as an attempt on
Davies’s part to conceal his lingering dislike of Richard Martin, the ‘deerest
frend’ to whom he had dedicated the 1596 edition of Orchestra. There are,
however, other plausible reasons for Davies’s having removed the dedication
to Martin, and what biographical evidence there is suggests that his recon-
ciliation with Martin was probably genuine. Furthermore, the issue of why
Davies removed the earlier dedication to Martin and a possible allusion to
him in the conclusion seems to be irrelevant to the question of why the final
stanzas are left in such a disorganized, ‘unfinished’ state. The standard view
is that Davies deliberately left the poem incomplete to conceal his motives
for changing the dedication.2 A more likely explanation for the ‘unfinished’
state of the conclusion is that the printer erred in interpreting Davies’s notes
and that the 1622 edition does not reflect the poet’s intentions. There is, in
fact, textual evidence that the printer confused the order of the new stanzas
which were to be added and that he also inserted them in the wrong place.
Once the relevant stanzas are reordered, the new conclusion results in a
coherent, finished poem, and the 1622 conclusion is in certain respects
aesthetically superior to the 1596 version.

The current editorial hypothesis, that Davies revised the conclusion de-
liberately leaving it incomplete in 1622, depends upon our assuming that
his revisions were influenced by a lifelong grudge against Richard Martin.
On 9 February 1598, twenty-four years before the 1622 edition appeared,
Davies assaulted Richard Martin in the Middle Temple dining hall3 As a
result of this flagrant violation of legal decorum, he was expelled from the
Temple for more than three years. According to Chamberlain’s letters, the
two men were reconciled by 8 July 1601.4 The only basis for assuming that
Davies’s public apology was not genuine seems to be Grosart’s account of
the parliamentary debates of 1601. According to Grosart’s biography, Davies

TWO versions of Sir John Davies’s Orchestra were published during his

1 For a collation of LF, an early manuscript version of the poem, 1596, and 1622, see Robert
Krueger, ‘Sir John Davies: Orchestra Complete, Epigrams, Unpublished Poems’, RES, n.s., xiii
(1962), 2-29. The 1622 edition contained Nosce teipsum and Astraea as well as Orchestra.

2 For the best summary of this view, see Krueger, p. 26.

3 Middle Temple records, ed. Charles Henry Hopwood, 1904, i, 381.

4 Chamberlain, Letters, ed. Norman E. McClure, Philadelphia, 1939, i, 126.
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From fairest creatures we desire increase,
That thereby beauty’s rose might never die,
But as the riper should by time decease,

His tender heir might bear his memory;

But thou, contracted to thine own bright eyes,

Feed’st thy light’s flame with self-substantial fuel,
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Making a famine where abundance lies,
Thyself thy foe, to thy sweet self too cruel.
Thou that art now the world’s fresh ornament
And only herald to the gaudy spring
Within thine own bud buriest thy content,
And, tender churl, mak’st waste in niggarding.
Pity the world, or else this glutton be,
To eat the world’s due, by the grave and thee.
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But thou, contracted to thine own bright eyes,

Feed’st thy light’s flame with self-substantial fuel
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Thou that art now the world’s fresh ornament

And only herald to the gaudy spring
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Within thine own bud buriest thy content
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That time of year thou mayst in me behold
When yellow leaves, or none, or few, do hang
Upon those boughs which shake against the cold,

Bare ruined choirs where late the sweet birds sang.

HOFNRSNBNILLWEIMRO R LIRSS

BRIV ES 0 ROR0 R0 5B AR ANE NS00

LN IE N RONRWVER QWHEN

R 5 B QIEL O REFER AV OWVER O LN QINES (R DnH O QEREAIL O VD
6 O 4

HOREE

247 9




I \EMP yellow leaves &40 none” s O\ few {55049 42 4677 <% WOl QInEL S
KNV ESW v BEQH N EQUE R — D VI S RIS O VIR N A
O 550 THRITT 5 531 QB 4230 R BHESEE AV O WX O IRKS | (where late the sweet
birds sang) ANESONKRRNDNS [ EQ Mul ) (sweet) U2 RSN BI04 2T & Q
MK N R~ Bl ©

AT BRSOV S0 M UMD Sh N JERERRN L QN HYOHQEI
X That/When, those/which, where A |1][E 93]\~ x@° HoCRREMWE 0N o2
(F-g0m) °

In me thou seest the twilight of such day
As after sunset fadeth in the west,
Which by and by black night doth take away,

Death’s second self, that seals up all in rest.

In me thou seest the glowing of such fire

That on the ashes of his youth doth lie,

As the deathbed whereon it must expire,

Consumed with that which it was nourished by.

This thou perceiv’st, which makes thy love more strong,

To love that well which thou must leave ere long.
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Death be not proud, though some have called thee
Mighty and dreadful, for, thou art not so,
For, those, whom thou think’st, thou dost overthrow,

Die not, poor death, nor yet canst thou kill me;
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From rest and sleep, which but thy pictures be,

Much pleasure, then from thee, much more must flow,
And soonest our best men with thee do go,

Rest of their bones, and soul’s delivery.

Thou art slave to fate, chance, kings, and desperate men,
And dost with poison, war, and sickness dwell,

And poppy, or charms can make us sleep as well,

And better than thy stroke; why swell’st thou then?

One short sleep past, we wake eternally,

And death shall be no more, Death thou shalt die.
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