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PREFACE TO THE SECOND
EDITION

Since I edited the text of Love’s Labour’s Lost over
thirty-five years ago, taking about two years over it
I remember, I have scarcely given it a thought. For
a serial editor of Shakespeare, being mortal, has to push
on from play to play without looking back or even
troubling much about his critics if he is to have any hope
of getting through the canon. True, I jmagined, as did
the publishers, at the outset of the journey that it would
not take more than ten or a dozen years, but I very
soon came to realize the folly of that estimate. Never-
theless, thanks chiefly to good doctors, the long road
has been traversed and the end is in sight: I shall never
have to edit another play from the beginning. I can,
therefore, turn back at last and reconsider some of the
texts edited in salad days.

Asalmost all the important advances in Shakespearian
research, textual and exegetic, have been made from
1930 onwards I am surprised to find how little in the
first edition of Love’s Labour’s Lost, published in 1923,
is out of date in 1g60. I cannot hope for a like good
fortune when I pass on tolook at other plays edited in the
twenties, and in this one, of course, a good deal of addi-
tion and excision has been needed. A brief account of
those changes will be found in the following paragraphs.

1. The Text

In the purely English portion I have ventured to intro-
duce about half a dozen fresh emendations, most of
them readings or conjectures taken from previous
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editors. Otherwise the text below is virtually that of the
first edition, with two important exceptions:

(4) The punctuation has been revised throughout,
chiefly in order to rid the page of an ugly and, as I long
ago came to realize, misguided notation by means of
dots and dashes intended to represent a conjectured
dramatic punctuation in the original manuscript. For
these the traditional commas, semi-colons, colons, and
full stops are now substituted.

(4) The Latin of Holofernes and his associates has
been regularized,” inasmuch as I have now reached the
conclusion that the quarto’s distortion of familiar tags
from Lyly’s grammar, the colloquies of Erasmus, etc,
with which Shakespeare interlards their talk is far more
likely to have originated in the printing office than to
have been deliberately intended by the dramatist as a
rather clumsy and often obscure device of heaping
additional ridicule upon pedants already exceedingly
funny without it. Only some half a dozen solecisms
are in question, and every one can be explained either
as an ordinary compositor’s slip or asa simple misreading
often stroke for stroke of the correct Latin form as
written In the secretary hand. They are indeed best
considered in the light of other misprints in the Latin,
the correction of which by later folios or by Rowe are
now accepted by all without question. Here are a few
of the latter together with their corrections: Dictisima
(Q), Dictynna (Rowe); dictinna (Q), dictynna (Rowe);
primater (Q), pia mater (Rowe); vir sapis (Q), vir sapit
(F2); hominum (Q), hominem (F3); gaudio (Q),
gaudeo (F 3); puericia (Q), pueritia (F 2). Clearly the
compositor and press-reader knew little or no Latin,
or perhaps he knew that little which might prove even

T The first stimulus in this direction came from the

illuminating pages on Holofernes in J. A. K. Thomson’s
Shakespeare and the Classics (1952).
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more dangerous than none. The queer ‘Dictisima’, for
example, looks like the superlative of some imagined
adjective.

Consider further the following scrap of dialogue in Q
which is acknowledged to be thoroughly corrupt by-all
(5- 1. 24-9): h

(Peda.) ...it insinuateth me of infamie: ne intelligis do~
mine, to-make frantique lunatique?

Curat. Laus deo, bene intelligo.

Peda. Bome boon for boon prescian, a little scratcht, twil
Serue.

For this gibberish Alexander and Sisson, following
Theobald, give us: )

(Hol.) ...it insinuateth me of insanie: ne intelligis,
domine? to make frantic, lunatic

Natk. Laus Deo, bone intelligo.

Hol. ‘Bone’?—‘bone’ for ‘bene’. Priscian a little
scratch’d: twill serve.

Theobald was clearly right to emend ‘infamie’ since
Holofernes is speaking of madness not infamy; but
though ‘infamie’ is a very easy minim misreading of
‘insanie’, in view of the following, Q misprints of
English words for example: Epithat’ for ‘epithet’;
‘cennot’ for ‘cannot’; “estetes’ for ‘estates’, I see no
reason why ‘infamie’ should not be similarly a misprint
of the Latin ‘insania’ which would well accord with
the pedant’s diction elsewhere. As for ‘ne intelligis’
which Johnson wished to read ‘anne intelligis’ to
make good Latin out of it, this I take to be a simple
case of compositor’s inversion, since, as Thomson ob-
served, ‘intelligisne domine’ would give us ‘what is
by far the most probable form of the question in Latin’.!
Inversion again will explain the first words that fall
from Holofernes’ lips which have perplexed everyone.
“The Deare was (as you know),’ he tells the Curate,

* Thomson, gp. ¢it. p. 71.
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according to Q, ‘sanguis in blood’. If, however, he says
‘in sanguis, blood’ he speaks dictionary-wise as he does
when later in the same speech he says ‘and anon falleth
like a crab on the face of terra, the soil, the land, the
earth’, or as I think he does also in ‘hangeth like a jewel
in the ear of caelum, the sky, the Welkm, the heaven’;
for Greg is probably right in conjecturing that ‘caelo’
(Q ‘Celo’) is a misreading of ‘celd’. And if that be
granted the only serious crux left in the Latin is the first
word of the quotation from Mantuan which the
prints as ‘Facile’ when it ought to be ‘Fauste’. Why
in 1923 I wrote that this error could hardly have origi-
nated with a compositor I cannot now imagine, Cer-
tainly, having edited thirty or more plays in the mean-
time, I should regard it today as a very obvious example
of misreading: # read as ¢ and s¢ as // and set up as /.
If, on the other hand, we suppose these errors are not
compositorial, but intended as blunders on Holofernes’
part, they make pretty poor fun. One cannot believe
that some of them would have been intelligible or
that any could have brought even a smile to the lips of a
scholar, however ‘judicious’, in Shakespeare’saudience.
But, it may be objected, Shakespeare certainly makes
Holofernes blunder once elsewhere; since he hums the
hexachord in the wrong order, as Nathaniel reads
Jaquenetta’s letter.” If so, such an elementary aberration
would have been instantly detected and laughed at by
most of the spectators in that musical age, and it may be
that Shakespeare wished to demonstrate that a pedant
with his splnts ‘prisoned in the arteries’ by ‘leaden
contemplation’ could have no music in his soul. I leave
the text, therefore, as the Q has it, though I suspect that
here too the compositor may be responsible. He often
omitted words elsewhere and at times after dlscovermg,
the omission inserted them at the wrong point, If then

I 4. 2. 104
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he overlooked ‘sol, la’ as he first set the type, he may
well have himself got the hexachord in the wrong order
when he came to correct the forme.

I1. Topical Allusion*®

That this play, which did for the nineties of the sixteenth
century something that Gilbert’s Patience did for the
nineties of the nineteenth, bristles with topical allusions
has long been recognized; and the determined effort by
Q and myself in the Introduction of 1923 reprinted
below to bring the matter to a head, following a trail
laid by Arthur Acheson twenty years earlier, has been
followed in turn by a number of later-eritics. Of these
the most notable seem to be:

(1) O. J. Campbell, whose article entitled ‘Lowe’s
Labour’s Lost restudied’ in Studies in Shakespeare,
Milton and Donne (Macmillan Company, 1925), was
written independently of our introduction;

(2) Frances Yates, A Study of ‘ Love’s Labour’s Lost’,
(Shakespeare Problems Series, 1936);

(3) Muriel Bradbrook, T'e School of Night (1936);

(4) Richard David:an edition of Loge’s Labour’s Lost
(New Arden Shakespeare, 1951);

(5) Ernest A. Strathmann, 8ir Walter Ralegh (Col-
umbia University Press, 1951);

(6) J- A. K. Thomson: sections on ‘ Love’s Labout’s
Lost’ (pp. 66—77) and Chapman (pp. 183-76) in S4ake-
speare and the Classics (1952);

(7) W.Schrickx, Shakespeare’s Early Contemporaries:
the Background of the Harvey-Nashe Polemic, and‘ Love’s
Labour’s Lost’, (Antwerp, 1956);

(8) Walter Oakeshott, T'e Queen and ihe Poet
(1960). Ch. iv Raleigh and ¢ Love’s Labour’s Lost’ is
especially valuable, but reached me too late for full use.

T The reader will do well to study vi-xi of the introduc-
tion before continuing
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Certainties are hardly to be looked for in this field, but
each of these writers has either added to the possibilities
or rendered some possibilities more probable. On the
other hand, nothing so faradvanced seemstorun senously
counter to what was set forth thirty-three years ago in
§§ VI-XI of our original Introduction or §§ C and D
of the Note on the Copy, which may, therefore, be
allowed to stand when supplemented by the modifica-
tions and suggestions to be now noted.

Professor Campbell, for instance, made a new and
important point when he observed that the characters
in the underworld of Lope’s Labour’s Lost were closely
modelled upon thestock figures in the commedia dell’are,
figures familiar at that date upon every stage in Europe.
Armado and Moth, Holofernes and Nathaniel, Costard
and Jaquenetta would, therefore, have been accepted
directly they entered as representing the traditional
Braggart, Zany, Pedant, Parasite and Clowns (male and
female). This enabled Shakespeare to give each or any
of them speech or action that might suggest persons
recognizable by the audience (or even different persons
at different times) without necessarily incurring the risk
of being charged with deliberately lampooning or cari-
caturing any one in particular. Moreover, as J. A. K.
Thomson has well said, ‘the portraits of a great artist
are never mere caricatures, and for this reason, that a
Inere caricature is not a living man or woman. What the
great creators do is to invent a living character, and then
endow him with the more striking idiosyncrasies of the
person satirized’.” And, aboveall, Shakespeare is jesting
throughout; poking fun, notattacking :* his aim especially
in the sub-plot is to keep his audience (a select one) in fits
of laughter, tickle o’ th’ sere for anything he offers them;
to excite hilarity, not hostility. Oscar Wilde no doubt

* Thomson op. cit. p. 66.
* Cf. Bradbrook op. cit. p.' 154
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Jaughed with therestat Bunthorne; and if he had enough
humour, Raleigh might equally have laughed at Armado,
except perhaps when Costard interrupts him at 5. 2. 67¢.

This being so, there will be little or nothing about
Raleigh’s notorious ‘school of atheism’ for though Par-
sons’ libel may have suggested the reference to ‘the
school of night’ at 4. 3. 251, that was undoubtedly more
directly inspired by Chapman’s §4adow of Night. The
audience, however, being it may be assumed, of the Essex
party, would be familiar with Parsons’ words and with
rumours of the charges brought against Raleigh at Cerne
Abbas. And it looks as if Shakespeare may have availed
himself of this knowledge at two points. But the allu-
sionsweresodistant, ifintended, and soamusing, if taken,
as to be entirely devoid of malice." It follows, too, I
think, that though Chapman was probably the rival poet
of the Sonmets and the relations between him and Shake-
speare can hardly have been cordial, and though his
Shadow of Night probably suggested the groundwork
of the whole play, he is never brought on to the stage in
caricature. Shakespeare indeed was surely not the man
to start a poetomachia. He had not even replied to
Greene’s outrageous attack of the year-before except
by a private and ‘civil’ expostulation with the editor
of the pamphlet.* Anyhow I feel confident that, if only
on the principle that dog does not eat dog, there is no
personal caricature of fellow poets in Loge’s Labour’s
Lost. Marlowe of course by'1593 wasa ‘dead shepherd’,
but there were other poets more or less associated with
Raleigh and his circle; Matthew Royden for example,
and Edmund Spenser. How easily the latter might have
been made game of, had the dramatist wished! But
one has only to voice the possibility to see that sucha
wish was out of the question. True, Moth I do not

I See p. xiv, 5. 1. 45-6 and note 5. 2. §22.
3 See p. 61 in Shakespeare Survey, 4 (1951).
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doubt,” was intended to suggest ‘young Juvenal, that
biting satirist’ Thomas Nashe. But Nashe hardly ranked
as a poet and the portrait is rather complimentary than
otherwise. Had the original recognized it on the stage
he might have felt flattered. For he is represented as
an ally, his function being to provide fresh occasions
for laughter at the two principal butts, Armado and
Holofernes.

That Armado was intended to suggest Raleigh it isnot
necessary at this stage to argue further, since most of
those who find any topicality in the play at all would
now accept it as likely. Certainly the two critics who
have devoted most study to him, Miss Bradbrook and
Dr Oakeshott, have no doubt about it.* They agree
also in pointing out that the select audience would
almost certainly have been aware before the play
opened that Raleigh was somehow to figure in it, so that
when the king in the first scene describes Armado before
he appears as

a refinéd traveller of Spain—
A man in all the world’s new fashion planted,
That hath a mint of phrases in his brain:
One who the music of his own vain tongue
Doth ravish like enchanting harmony

and so on, concluding

How yoﬁ delight, my lords, I know not, I,
But I protest I love to hear him lie,

Shakespeare was telling them what to expect, namely
‘the dandy and planter of Virginia, spinner of travellers’

* see below pp. xxxvili—xlii.

% Tt is true that Professor Strathmann is sceptical, but his
interesting book is rather a treatise on freedom of thought
under Elizabeth than a study of Raleigh himself. Itsvalue for
students of Lowve's Labour’s Lost is that it shows the ‘school
of atheism” canard to have been much overstressed by critics.
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tales’, whose poem ‘The Lie’ must have been known
to all.” To make him a Spaniard and call him Armado
four or five yearsafter he had helped todefeat the Armada
of Philip II were excellent strokes, and others later in
the play which the audience would be likely equally to
appreciate are recorded in the notes. But the point
which to my mind fixes Armado’s cap most firmly upon
Raleigh’s head is the identity of the other ‘arts-man’
Holofernes.

Miss Yates has argued that in Holofernes, the school-
master who enters talking like a dictionary and who
quotes an Italian tag which John Florio had quoted in
print, Southampton may well have been-intended to see
a reflexion of his Italian tutor, the said Florio. This
suggestion, first made by Warburton, was brushed aside
by Malone who pointed out that the young earl would
hardly have relished this lampooning of his Italian
teacher.* Miss Yates shows, however, that Florio wasan
Italian Protestant imposed by Burghley, Southampton’s
official guardian, upon a Catholic household, and there-
fore hardly persona grata, so that a jest at his expense,
so far from being resented, would be more likely to have
provided welcome entertainment.? Yet Holofernes, as
Malone first noted, gets his name from Rabelais, where
he acts tutor to Gargantua——not in Italian, but in Latin
and particularly in mathematics. So that by equating
Holofernes with Florio Shakespeare would have been
suggesting that Southampton was a Gargantua. Is the
young patron likely to have relished #42¢? 1 think not,

Raleigh, on the other hand, was to Englishmen of the
nineties an obvious Gargantua, being an obscure Devon-
shire squire who within a few months after his arrival

! Cf. Bradbrook, op. cit. pp. 154 f., and Oakeshott, gp.
cit. p.107.

* Boswell's Malone, IV, 482.

3 Yates, op. cit. p. 28.
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at court in 1582 had grown so great that the noblest in
the Iand cowered beneath his insolent eyes. And behind
Raleigh stood an obvious Holofernes, his mathematical
tutor Thomas Harriot, one of the leading astronomers of
the age. The Introduction of 1923 did not allow scope
to develop the thesis that Harriot was Shakespeare’s
chief target when he put Holofernes on the stage. But
my belief in it has grown stronger in the interval. For
Harriot the friend of Chapman and Roydon, and prob-
ably of Marlowe, who was vulgarly reputed to be a
‘conjurer’ and the Master of ‘Sir Walter Rawley’s
school of Atheism’, forms a natural link between the
‘great sophister-doctor, Master Tubal Holofernes’ in
Rabelais, and his namesake in Love’s Labour’s Lost. The
Holofernes -of the French classic teaches his pupil,
among other things, ‘the comport® for knowing the age
of the moon, the seasons of the year, and the tides of the
sea’;* Harriot instructed his Gargantua in mathematics
and astronomy because they were the key to navigation;
and Shakespeare’s pedant is ludicrously connected with
astronomy by his readiness in solving the riddle about the
age of the moon,3 while his description of his own genius
as ‘full of forms, figures, shapes, objects, ideas, appre-
hensions, motions, revolutions’* would gain point if the
‘spirit’ he speake of were that of a mathematician. Fur-
ther, it is noteworthy that all three are described as
teaching their pupils to spell backwards,® which in
Harriot’s case glances at Parsons’ accusation that in
Raleigh’s school of atheism ‘the conjurer that is Master
thereof’ taught his scholars ‘to spell God backward’.

* ‘A calendar or computation of astronomical data’,
0.E.D.

3 Rabelais (Urquhart’s trans.), Bk. 1, ch. 1v,

3 4.2.134 ff, 4 4.2.73 1.

5 Rabelais, op. cit.; L.L.L. 5. 1. 46; Parsons cited in
Bradbrook, gp. ¢it. p. 12.
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But what finally convinced me that Shakespeare had
Harriot in mind was what I had already found in 1922
as I turned over the pages of his mathematical papers in
the British Museum. There are eight volumes of them,
consisting mostly of arithmetical and geometrical (prob-
ably astronomical) calculations. Here and there how-
everare to be found pieces of doggerel verse, one of which
‘runs as follows:

If more by more must needs make more
Then lesse by more makes lesse of more
And lesse by lesse makes lesse of Jesse

If more be more and lesse be lesse

Yet lesse of lesse makes lesse or more
Use which is best keep best in store
If lesse of lesse thou wilt make lesse
Then bate the same from that is lesse

But if the same thou wilt make more
‘Then adde to it the signe of more
‘The sign of more is best to use
Except some cause the other choose

For both are one, for both are true,
Of this inough, and so adew.t

That this, evidently a riddle on Plus and Minus, is of
Harriot’s own composition is suggested by the alterations
and interlineations in the manuscript, while the occur-
rence of a somewhat different version (dated, it may be
noted, 23 November 1598), in a later volume of the
papers® suggests that he rather fancied himself as the
author of this ‘more or lesse’ jingle. And can it be
doubted that it had come Shakespeare’s way or that he
had it in mind when he composed Holofernes’ octo-
syllabic epitaph on the ‘pretty pleasing pricket’? Listen
in particular to these lines:

¥ Add. MSS. 6784, fo. 321 'verso.
* Add. MSS. 6783, fo. 384 verso.

LLL.—-2
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Some say a.sore, but not a sore
Till now made sore with shooting

If sore be sore, then L to sore
Makes fifty sores o’ sorel:

Of one sore I an hundred make
By adding but one more L

Are they not exactly what Harriot might be expected to
write, if required to apply his muse to the chase ? Hehad
only to harp upon ‘sore’ instead of ‘more’ and the trick
was done. It will be noticed too that the parody is
scarcely less mathematical than the original.
Finally—and this seems to me to place the Harriot-
reflexion beyond all reasonable doubt—both Holofernes
and Harriot had a parson follower, disciple or parasite,
called Nathaniel. One of the letters preserved among
Harriot’s papers con gra.tulates him on his ‘deserved good
fortunes’, is s1gned ‘yr ever In true fidelitie, Nath
Torporley’, and is addressed ‘To my very good frende
Mr Thomas Hariots at DurhZ House’, which as Dur-
bham House was Raleigh’s town residence would seem
to imply that Harriot had recently been accepted as his
instructor and gone to live there, while it fixes the date
as some time before Raleigh’s fall from power and im-
prisonment in-1592. Moreover, it was written from
Paris where the writer was acting as secretary to the
celebrated French mathematician Francois Viete, and
whence he returned to England in 1591 and soon after
became like Harriot himself a pensioner of the “wizard’
Earl of Northumberland, another member of the School
of Night: both mathematicians being given quarters
apparently at Sion House, Isleworth, where the earl
himself resided.” And if as seems more than probable

¥ For Torporley see Wood, Athenae Ozxonienses, 1, 566.
Cf. David, op. cit. (Introduction, p. xlvi), who accepts
Harriot’s reflexion in Holofernes.
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Harriot gave lessons at §20# House to young men wish-
ing for instruction in mathematics, is not thisone explana-
tion of the reference to Holofernes educating ‘youth at
the charge-house on the top of the mountain’ *

So much for the underworld of the play, which has
tended to receive a disproportionate share of critical
attention, and to have set up, by attraction so to speak,
distorted notions of the main plot. Ferdinand the king
of Navarre and his three companions may have been
intended, as some have thought, to suggest (very dis-
tantly) Ferdinando Stanley, Earl of Derby and King
of Man, and the earls of Essex, Southampton and Rut-
land, all three young men in 1593 and hostile to Raleigh.
And as the formation of stoical and platonic academies
was a fashion In courtly circles at this date, a fashion set
by Ficino at Florence in the mid-fifteenth century,? itis
quite possible that this group of Elizabeth’s courtiers
had for a time toyed with the idea of establishing such
‘alittle academe’. On the other hand there is noneed to
suppose any such thing, or even to suppose that the
Raleigh circle had actually constituted itself into any
formal association called, or aptly described, as the
School of Night. The whole business may very well have
been the creation of Shakespeare’s fertile brain. Chap-
man’s 8tadow of Night, its pompous absurdities and
the fact that some of its ideas were known by the
Southampton circle to be shared by Harriot, if not by
Raleigh himself, would have been enough to set that
comic imagination awork. Stanley, whom Chapman
mentions (in a dedicatory epistle to Roydon) with ‘deep-
searching Northumberland’, and Sir George Carey, as
‘profitably entertaining learning—to the vital warmth of

I Cf. 5. 1. 79.

? See Frances Yates’s admirable monograph on T/e

French Academies of the Sixteenth Century (1947), and
Schrickx, gp. cit. ch. 1.
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freezing science’ (i.e. subsidizing poor scholars), may
indeed have discussed Chapman’s midnight-oil philo-
sophy with the others and Southampton may have been
for a time attracted by it, a2 hypothesis which would fitin
with the reference in the Somaets to the rival poet. But
this is to beat the air. It is enough to realize that it was
the age of such ‘academic’ coteries and that Shakespeare
made glorious fun of them in the play that follows.

111, “T'%e Copy for * Love’s Labour’s Lost™,
1598’

This section, like the Introduction, is left as it was in
1923, except for sub-section A and one or two trivial
alterations elsewhere. Not that the remainder if drafted
today would not be cut down, rearranged and expressed
less confidently. But they retain a certain interest as a
specimen of textual exploration thirty-five years ago and
the main thesis, though later contested by eminent
authorities, has never been disproved and has indeed been
revived and developed by Mr David in his New Arden
edition. The only section I felt obliged to revise was the
first, which is based upon the idea, generally accepted by
scholars in the twenties, that author’s manuscript and
theatrical promipt-book were often if not generally
identical, an idea first shown by McKerrow to be mls-
taken ina couple of articles published in 1931 and 193 5t
At the same time it should not be forgotten that a
prompter may leave jottings in the author’s draft as he
reads it through in preparation for the construction of hls
own ‘book’, a possibility also not recognized in 192 3.2

As for the variants between Q and F it is now clear
that the explanation Professor Charlton furnished in

I See my account of this in Skakespeare Surwey, 1I
(1958), pp- 83-7-
* See Greg, Editorial Problem (1942), pp. 124-5+



