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Preface

This edition of Pericles is designed to make avail-
able a readable text of a romance that is not entirely
of Shakespeare’s composition but that exemplifies a
popular type of drama in the closing years of Shake-
speare’s career. In the centuries since Shakespeare,
many changes have occurred in the meanings of
words, and some clarification of Shakespeare’s vocab-
ulary may be helpful. To provide the reader with
necessary notes in the most accessible format, we
have placed them on the pages facing the text that
they explain. We have tried to make them as brief
and simple as possible. Preliminary to the text we
have also included a brief statement of essential in-
formation about Shakespeare and his stage. Readers
desiring more detailed information should refer to
the books suggested in the references, and if still
further information is needed, the bibliographies in
those books will provide the necessary clues to the
literature of the subject.

The early texts of Shakespeare’s plays provide only
scattered stage directions and no indications of set-
ting, and it is conventional for modern editors to add
these to clarify the action. Such additions, and ad-
ditions to entrances and exits, as well as many indi-
cations of act and scene divisions, are placed in
square brackets.

All illustrations are from material in the Folger
Library collections.

L. B. W.
V.A. L.
June 1, 1967



A Greek Romance for Shakespeare’s Stage

The play of Pericles, Prince of Tyre, probably dating
from 1608-09, was acted in a period when tales de-
rived from ancient Greek romances were becoming
popular on the London stage. It immediately pre-
cedes the late romances that are undoubtedly of
Shakespeare’s authorship, and scholars have gener-
ally agreed that Shakespeare had a hand in its com-
position but was not responsible for the entire play.
No general agreement, however, exists as to pre-
cisely which parts Shakespeare wrote and which
were the work of another. Most opinion leans to the
view that someone else wrote most of Acts I and II
and that Shakespeare was responsible for most of
Acts ITI-V, Edmond Malone, in the eighteenth cen-
tury, suggested that some friend of Shakespeare
wrote the play and that Shakespeare helped to
strengthen the dialogue, especially the last act.
“Without accepting the speculation about Shake-
speares friendship,” Professor Geoffrey Bullough
comments, “I accept the conclusion (held by many
other critics) that he [Shakespeare] revised some-
one else’s play.”

The attempt to parcel out the portions that may be
Shakespeare’s and may be another’s has occupied the
ingenuity of many scholars, but no conclusive so-
lution is likely to be found. Most modern scholars
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viii Pericles

think the brothel scenes and the dialogue with the
fishermen have a Shakespearean ring,.

One difficulty in analyzing the qualities of the
play stems from the miserable text that survives. For
what reason we do not know, Pericles was not print-
ed in the First Folio of 1623, perhaps because Hem-
inges and Condell, who put together the Folio, did
not have an accurate text of the play to print. Per-
icles was first brought out in a quarto version in 1609
as The Late, And much admired Play, Called Per-
icles, Prince of Tyre. . . . As # hath been diuers and
sundry times acted by his Maiesties Seruants, at the
- Globe on the Banck-side. By William Shakespeare.
The text was so corrupt that Pericles is usually listed
among those versions known to Shakespeare bib-
liographers as “bad quartos.” It bears evidence of
having been “reported” either from the memory of
one or two actors or in shorthand. At any rate, verse
is often printed as prose, and verse lines are fre-
quently imperfect. Some lines are so corrupt as to
make their interpretation a puzzle. Editors, who
perforce must base an edition on this first printing,
have to emend and correct passages as best they can.

The play was so popular with the reading public
that six quarto versions were called for by 1635. Each
succeeding quarto, however, was essentially a re-
print of the previous one, with only such corrections
as the printers chose to make and with further cor-
ruptions. None of these later quartos has any valid-
ity greater than the first. The play was not included
in the Second Folio, but, when the printers of the
Third Folio in 1664 added seven plays which they



WﬂHm.PmmofMedltdbyI P,
Collier (1857).



X Pericles

chose to attribute to Shakespeare, they included Per-
icles in the second issue of that edition. For all the
scholarly ingenuity and skill lavished upon the study
‘of Pericles, this play remains one of the most puz-
zling that Shakespeare had a hand in.

The ultimate source of the play goes back to classi-
cal antiquity, to a tale of Apollonius of Tyre, and it
survived in a variety of forms through the Middle
Ages and Renaissance. Professor Bullough reports
that the tale is still repeated orally by Greek shep-
herds. A contemporary of Chaucer’s, John Gower,
retold the story in his collection entitled Confessio
Amantis. It also appears in another medieval col-
lection of tales, the Gesta Romanorum. The tale of
Apollonius of Tyre was also excerpted and printed
separately. Lawrence Twyne printed the story about
1594 as The Patterne of Painefull Adventures, and
another edition attributed to Lawrence’s brother,
Thomas, was published in 1607. The play derives
from both Gower’s Confessio Amantis and The Pat-
terne of Painefull Adventures.

The name Pericles has nothing to do with the his-
torical Pericles of Athens. The play probably adapted
the name Pyrocles from one of the heroes in Sir Phil-
ip Sidney’s Arcadia.

Another parallel to the story of the play is a prose
romance by George Wilkins entitled The Painfull
Adventures of Pericles Prince of Tyre. Being the true
History of the Play of Pericles, as it was lately pre-
sented by the worthy and ancient Poet lIohn Gower
(1608). This publication appeared a year before the
printing of the First Quarto. But in the preface Wil-
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kins begs his readers “to receiue this Historie in the
same maner as it was vnder the habite of ancient
Gower the famous English Poet by the Kings Maies-
ties Players excellently presented.” Some scholars
have argued that Wilkins, who was also a dramatist,
may have been Shakespeare’s collaborator in Per-
icles. Sir Edmund Chambers remarks that “The re-
lation of the novel to the play is obscure.” The proba-
bility is that Wilkins was capitalizing upon a popular
dramatic hit by getting out a prose version.

For, strange as it may seem to a modern reader or
playgoer, Pericles was a success, as attested by its
six printed editions and by contemporary references
to stage versions. This was a period when tragicom-
edy was coming into popularity, when plays with
fantastic settings in faraway opera lands attracted
attention, when no absurdities concerned with the
recovery of lost children and wives long-believed-
dead were too great to gain acceptance on the stage.
Shakespeare himself in The Winter's Tale was short-
ly to present another of these romances to please a
public which had acquired an appetite for this sort
of thing. It is not hard to understand that a Shake-
spearean audience would have found Pericles ac-
ceptable and made much of it. This romance for cen-
turies had attracted and entertained listeners who
heard it read or recited.

Although Shakespeare occasionally uses a Chorus
to report events that cannot be presented easily on
the stage, as in Henry V, Pericles is unusual in de-
pending upon a “presenter” in the person of Gower
to tell the audience what it needs to know. Through-
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out the play Gower appears to explain and to clarify
the action. Although the play has some fine lines here
and there in the later portions, it is not characteristic
of Shakespeare’s usual style and technique.
Pericles enjoyed considerable popularity through
the Jacobean period; on the reopening of the the-
atres after the Puritan Interregnum, it was one of the
plays chosen for revival in 1660, apparently with
some success. Other plays, however, soon crowded
it off the boards, But in 1738 George Lillo undertook
to revise it and brought out a three-act version en-
titled Marina, which, as its title implies, concentrated
action upon the heroine. Lillo’s play did not have a
long life. Pericles was revived again in the mid-nine-
teenth century and has had occasional revivals from
time to time, usually by academic or experimental
groups. But not since Shakespeare’s day has it
been popular in the professional theatre. During the
season of 1967, the Oregon Shakespearean Festival
at Ashland, Oregon, staged Pericles successfully.
Their performance, played straight as the drama was
written, once more proved that Shakespeare and his
collaborator or collaborators knew precisely what
were the requirements of the stage. They were writ-
ing for playhouse performance, not for later critics.

THE AUTHOR

As early as 1598 Shakespeare was so well known as
a literary and dramatic craftsman that Francis
Meres, in his Palladis Tamia: Wits Treasury, re-
ferred in flattering terms to him as “mellifluous and
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honey-tongued Shakespeare,” famous for his Venus
and Adonis, his Lucrece, and “his sugared sonnets,”
which were circulating “among his private friends.”
Meres observes further that “as Plautus and Seneca
are accounted the best for comedy and tragedy
among the Latins, so Shakespeare among the Eng-
lish is the most excellent in-both kinds for the
stage,” and he mentions a dozen plays that had
made a name for Shakespeare. He concludes with
the remark that “the Muses would speak with
Shakespeare’s fine filed phrase if they would speak
English.”

To those acquainted with the history of the Eliz-
abethan and Jacobean periods, it is incredible that
“anyone should be so naive or ignorant as to doubt
the reality of Shakespeare as the author of the plays
that bear his name. Yet so much nonsense has been
written about other “candidates” for the plays that
it is well to remind readers that no credible evi-
dence that would stand up in a court of law has
ever been adduced to prove either that Shakespeare
did not write his plays or that anyone else wrote
them. All the theories offered for the authorship of
Francis Bacon, the Earl of Derby, the Earl of Ox-
ford, the Earl of Hertford, Christopher Marlowe,
and a score of other candidates are mere conjec-
tures spun from the active imaginations of persons
who confuse hypothesis and conjecture with evi-
dence.

As Meres’s statement of 1598 indicates, Shake-
speare was already a popular playwright whose
name carried weight at the box office. The obvious
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reputation of Shakespeare as early as 1598 makes
the effort to prove him a myth one of the most ab-
surd in the history of human perversity.

The anti-Shakespeareans talk darkly about a plot
of vested interests to maintain the authorship of
Shakespeare. Nobody has any vested interest in
Shakespeare, but every scholar is interested in the
truth and in the quality of evidence advanced by
special pleaders who set forth hypotheses in place
of facts.

The anti-Shakespeareans base their arguments
upon a few simple premises, all of them false.
These false premises are that Shakespeare was an
unlettered yokel without any schooling, that noth-
ing is known about Shakespeare, and that only a
noble lord or the equivalent in background could
have written the plays. The facts are that more is
known about Shakespeare than about most drama-
tists of his day, that he had a very good education,
acquired in the Stratford Grammar School, that the
plays show no evidence of profound book learn-
ing, and that the knowledge of kings and courts
evident in the plays is no greater than any intelli-
gent young man could have picked up at second
hand. Most anti-Shakespeareans are naive and be-
tray an obvious snobbery. The author of their fa-
vorite plays, they imply, must have had a college
diploma framed and hung on his study wall like the
one in their dentist’s office, and obviously so great
a writer must have had a title or some equally sig-
nificant evidence of exalted social background.
They forget that genius has a way of cropping up in
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unexpected places and that none of the great cre-
ative writers of the world got his inspiration in a
college or university course.

William Shakespeare was the son of John Shake-
speare of Stratford-upon-Avon, a substantial citizen
of that small but busy market town in the center
of the rich agricultural county of Warwick. John
Shakespeare kept a shop, what we would call a
general store; he dealt in wool and other produce
and gradually acquired property. As a youth, John
Shakespeare had learned the trade of glover and
leather worker. There is no contemporary evidence
that the elder Shakespeare was a butcher, though
the anti-Shakespeareans like to talk about the ig-
norant “butcher’s boy of Stratford.” Their only evi-
dence is a statement by gossipy John Aubrey, more
than a century after William Shakespeare’s birth,
that young William followed his father’s trade, and
when he killed a calf, “he would do it in a high style
and make a speech.” We would like to believe the
story true, but Aubrey is not a very credible wit-
ness.

John Shakespeare probably continued to operate
a farm at Snitterfield that his father had leased. He
married Mary Arden, daughter of his father’s land-
lord, 2 man of some property. The third of their
eight children was William, baptized on April 26,
1564, and probably born three days before. At least,
it is conventional to celebrate April 23 as his birth-
day.

The Stratford records give considerable informa-
tion about John Shakespeare. We know that he held
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several municipal offices including those of alder-
man and mayor. In 1580 he was in some sort of
legal difficulty and was fined for neglecting a sum-
mons of the Court of Queen’s Bench requiring him
to appear at Westminster and be bound over to
keep the peace.

As a citizen and alderman of Stratford, John
Shakespeare was entitled to send his son to the
grammar school free. Though the records are lost,
there can be no reason to doubt that this is where
young William received his education. As any stu-
dent of the period knows, the grammar schools pro-
vided the basic education in Latin learning and lit-
erature. The Elizabethan grammar school is not to
be confused with modern grammar schools. Many
cultivated men of the day received all their formal
education in the grammar schools. At the univer-
sities in this period a student would have received
little training that would have inspired him to be a
creative writer. At Stratford young Shakespeare
would have acquired a familiarity with Latin and
some little knowledge of Greek. He would have
read Latin authors and become acquainted with
the plays of Plautus and Terence. Undoubtedly, in
this period of his life he received that stimulation
to read and explore for himself the world of ancient
and modern history which he later utilized in his
plays. The youngster who does not acquire this
type of intellectual curiosity before college days
rarely develops as a result of a college course the
kind of mind Shakespeare demonstrated. His learn-

ing in books was anything but profound, but he
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clearly had the probing curiosity that sent him in
search of information, and he had a keenness in the
observation of nature and of mankind that finds
reflection in his poetry.

There is little documentation for Shakespeare’s
boyhood. There is little reason why there should
be. Nobody knew that he was going to be a drama-
tist about whom any scrap of information would be
prized in the centuries to come. He was merely an
active and vigorous youth of Stratford, perhaps as-
sisting his father in his business, and no Boswell
bothered to write down facts about him. The most
important record that we have is a marriage license
issued by the Bishop of Worcester on November
27, 1582, to permit William Shakespeare to marry
Anne Hathaway, seven or eight years his senior;
furthermore, the Bishop permitted the marriage
after reading the banns only once instead of three
times, evidence of the desire for haste. The need
was explained on May 26, 1583, when the christen-
ing of Susanna, daughter of William and Anne
Shakespeare, was recorded at Stratford. Two years
later, on February 2, 1585, the records show the
birth of twins to the Shakespeares, a boy and a girl
who were christened Hamnet and Judith.

What William Shakespeare was doing in Strat-
ford during the early years of his married life, or
when he went to London, we do not know. It has
been conjectured that he tried his hand at school-
teaching, but that is a mere guess. There is a leg-
end that he left Stratford to escape a charge of

poaching in the park of Sir Thomas Lucy of Charle-




