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ABSTRACT

SHAKESPEARE'S ENDINGS AND EFFECTS:
A STUDY OF FINAL SCENES IN QUARTO AND FOLIO

HENRY V, AND HAMLET
by

Margarida Gandara Rauen

The analysis considers differences in the final scenes

of The Merry Wives of Windsor, Henry V and Hamlet, three of

the plays in the canon of William Shakespeare that exist in
quarto (Q) and folio (F1) versions. It exposes and
discusses moments different in each version that are open to
various and at times conflicting possibilities of
interpretation. These moments fit into a larger pattern:
the quarto endings of the three plays examined accentuate
plotting whereas the folio endings tend to accentuate the

thematic dimension of events. Thus, The Merry Wives of

Windsor more fully conveys a moral lesson in F1 than in Q,
Henry V presents a more ironic interplay of history and
fiction in F1 than in Q, and Hamlet emerges as a more fully
political play in F1 than in Q. These variations are
obscured by an editorial tradition established during the
eighteenth century that merges passages, phrases, and words
otherwise exclusive to quarto and folio.

In accord with recent scholarship., this dissertation
guestions such tradition, charging that conflation

obliterates distinctive features of the original playtexts
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and suggesting that multiple-text plays must no longer be
viewed as monoliths, as if their conflated versions were the
ultimate source of truth for interpretation.

The study, useful for both Shakespearean critics and
directors, clearly confirms the current belief that each
version generates unique dramatic effects. It also indicates
that some of the problems, inconsistencies and ambiguities
commonly found by critics in these controversial plays may
in fact have been created by conflation, rather than by
Shakespeare. Two assumptions are central to the research.
First, a view of "play" as a continuum of playtext,
conceptualization, and performance. Second, an open approcach
to the plays, so that "ending" emerges as dramatic effect
and differs not only from quarto to folio, but also each

time a play is experienced.



RESUMO

FINAIS SHAKESPEAREANOS E EFEITOS:
UM ESTUDO DAS ULTIMAS CENAS DE
AS ALEGRES COMADRES DE WINDSOR, HENRIQUE V,
E HAMLET EM QUARTO E FOLIO

Margarida Gandara Rauen

O presente trabalho considera diferengas nas cenas

finais de As Alegres Comadres de Windsor, Henrique V, e

Hamlet, trés das pecas atribufdas a William Shakespeare gque
existem em quartos (Q, volumes individuais) e também foram
incluf{das no primeiro folio (F1, coletanea de varios
trabalhos.) Sdo expostos e discutidos momentos que ndo sd
diferem em cada versdo, mas sao abertos a varias, e as vezes
conflitantes, possibilidades de interpretagdo. Tais momentos
se acomodam num padrdo maior: os finais das trés pecas
examinadas em quarto dao maior @nfase ao desenvolvimento do
enredo, enquanto que os finais em folio tendem a acentuar a

dimensdo tematica dos eventos. Assim, As Comadres Alegres

de Windsor veicula uma ligao moral mais elaborada em F1 do

que em Q, Henrique V contem uma interagao mais irdnica de

historia e fic;éb em F1 do que em Q, e Hamlet emerge como
uma peca teatral mais politica em F1 do que Q2.

Essas variagdes tém sido obscurecidas por uma tradigao
editorial estabelecida durante o seculo XVIII que vem
amalgamando trechos, sentencas, e palavras que se encontram
exclusivamente em quarto e folio.

Essa dissertacao, como estudos recentes, questiona tal
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pratica alegando que, atraves da fusao de textos,
grosseiramente obliteram-se as versGes originais. Pegas
teatrais existentes em miltiplas versdes ndo devem continuar
sendo vistas como blocos uniformes, como se edigoes
amalgamadas fossem bases fidedignas para interpretagao. A
alternativa que temos para "retornar" a Shakespeare € ler,
interpretar, e encenar versdes originais.

A analise confirma a idéia, atualmente defendida por
outros intelectuais do meio shakespeariano, de que cada
versdo gera efeitos dramaticos dnicos. Tambem hd indicacao
de que alguns dos problemas, inconsistencias, e ambiguidades
comumente encontrados por criticos nessas trés pefas
controversas podem ter sido criados com a conflacao de
textos, e ndo por Shakespeare. Duas suposigoes foram
centrais na pesquisa. Primeiro, que a peca teatral € um
continuum de texto, ideologia crftica, e encenagao. Segundo,
que a pecga teatral deve ser tratada como um objeto aberto
(sem um significado definitivo), de modo que "final" emerge
como efeito dramdtico e d;fere nao sd de uma versao do texto

para outra, mas cada vez que a pega teatral € apresentada.

O erudito Eugénio Gomes, em seu livro Shakespeare no

Brasil, claramente revela o quanto a "arte de Shakespeare
[jd teve] miltiplos efeitos ... sobre a sensibilidade ou o
pensamento brasileiro" (p. 11). Esta dissertagio e, embora
indiretamente, um tributo a tal influencia, sendo uma

colaboragao brasileira para o aprofundamento de estudos

shakespearianos.
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CHAPTER 1I

Introduction

The objective of my dissertation is to discuss the

final scenes of Shakespeare's Henry V, The Merry Wives of

Windsor, and Hamlet, three of the plays in the canon of
William Shakespeare (1564?-1616) that exist in both quarto
and folio versions.1 The quartos, individual editions of
his playtexts, were published during his lifetime:; the first
folio appeared in 1623, presenting a collection of his
plays. Quarto and folio versions of a given play, however,
are not exactly alike and thus present a problem: we have to
deal with multiple versions of certain plays and are unable
to tell with certainty whether Shakespeare designed them or
had a preferred version.

An editorial tradition established in the eighteenth
century solves this problem by merging the playtexts into
what are called conflated editions. But conflation has
serious dangers, especially because of the assumptions
behind the practice. First, and as Urkowitz (1980) points
out, editors have discussed the genesis of the variants
without considering their dramatic merit because they use

methods essentially designed for the study of classical and

Biblical textual problems (e.g., including all the words



available in various versions, making choices on the basis
of errors of spelling and punctuation.) Second,
Shakespeare may not have written one single draft that was
lost, as it is commonly thought. An example of the extent
to which conflation corrupts dramatic designs can be found
in the moment below, from Othello in quarto (Q, 1622) and
folio (F1). After Iago has convinced Othello that Desdemona
and Cassio are having an affair, the typical editor does

what G. E. Bentley does in The Complete Pelican Shakespeare

(p. 1041):

"1AGO Yet be content.

OTHELLO
0, blood, biood, blood !

1AGO
Patience, I say. Your mind perhaps may change.

OTHELLO

@@ Never, lago. Like to the Pontic sea,

Whose icy currentand compulsive course
Ne'er feels retiring ebb, but keeps due on
To the Propontic and the Hellespont,
Even so my bloody thoughts, with violent pace,
Shall ne’er look back, ne’er ebb to humble love,
Till thata capable and wide revenge
Swallow them up.

2ump He kneels.  Now, by yond marble heaven,
In the due reverence of a sacred vow
I here engage my words.
1AGO Do not rise yet.
-— lago kneels.

Witness, you ever-burning lights above,
You elements that clip us round about,
Witness that here lago doth give up

We find, however, that the dialogue varies from one original

playtext to another:



Q (H3 r)

3\

;. Jag. Pray becontemt, - it -t 3 ke kmarles,

O, Obldod,l,v,blod.' H R e

.. Jag. Paiience ]2y, yous mind pecheps may change, ..
Tumgy  Orb, Neverd - v Siaml-note

Inthe duereuaence of s faced row, -

Ibcreingsgemy words, - .- =2 o 0

Jog. Docnotrifeyets °. ", - \

Witne(Te you cuer-burning ligles sbooe,” .

You Efements that dip va'ccundaboue, , . - ‘Tige bewie,

Witnefle thuthere,fagedechgine vp . ** ~ °  °

F (T 326)

Tago. Yetbeconzent,
O‘ﬁ. Oh blood, blood, blood.
lage, Patience] fay :your minde may change,
- Orb, NewerJage. LiketothePonticke Sea,
Whofe Icie Current, and corpulGue courfe,
Neu'r keepes retyring ebbe, but keepes duenn
Tothe Proponticke, and the Hellefpone :
Euen fo my bloody thougbts, with violent pace
Shall neu'r looke backe, neu'r ebbe to humble Leue,
Till that s cspesble, and wide Reuenge.
2mmg Swallow themvp, Now by yood Marble Heanen,
In the due reuerence of s Sacred vow,
1heereengage my words.
-— Jage. Donocrife yet:
Witnefle you euer-burning Lights sbowe,
You Elemenes, that clip vs round shoue,
Witneffe that heere Jage doth give vp

Two differences immediately strike us. First, the Q playtext
calls for both Othello and Iago to kneel at some point
(first and third arrows) whereas in F1 there are no stage
directions. Second, one of Othello's speeches is much
longer in F1 than in Q (Q, second arrow; F first arrow).
The Pelican editor conflates the two versions by including
Othello's extra lines of F1 (first arrow) and the stage
directions of Q (second and third arrows).

If we analyse each original version, however, unique

effects emerge that are totally corrupted with conflation.



Q presents a less articulate Othello, whose very reticence
accentuates the physical action of kneeling. And this is
true whether he energetically falls on his knees and
delivers the line "O blood, 1Iago, blood" with resolve, or
whether his kneeling and speaking come across as expressions
of helplessness. In addition, the fact that Othello kneels
where he does in Q (third arrow) allows for Iago to briefly
contemplate him from above, so to speak, and then continue
the deceiving game and eventually kneel, too.

In F1, first of all, Othello is more articulate. The
poetic precision of his words, together with his using the
tide analogy (a certain, timed process), in effect
accentuates his determination to revenge, to "swallow them
up."” Secondly, F1 does not explicitly call for either of
the characters to kneel. We know, from Iago's line "Do not
rise yet" (third arrow), that Othello is in some sort of
inferior position in F1, too. Othello's line "Now ..., in
the due reverence of a sacred vow" (second arrow) in fact
times a gesture such as kneeling, especially because of the

word "now." The words "reverence" and "sacred" also match
kneeling, but so would physical action such as looking up

and raising hands as one does in praying. In other words,

Fl1 is open to the possibility that Iago and Othello sit at a
table, for example, while they talk. Othello might also
express his anger by hitting his fists on the table, but
physical diminution of one character before another does

not necessarily occur.



Keeping in mind the above differences of effect
generated by gquarto and folio and going back to the
conflated passage, one can easily notice that by rearranging
timing (first arrow) and specifying a gesture (second and
third arrows) that is left open in F1 the Pelican version
creates not only a pseudo-verbatim version, but a
theatrically distorted one.

Unfortunately, whatever notion we have had of
multiple-text plays such as Othello is based on '"Complete
Shakespeares." As Greg (1940) argued, orthodox editors
assume that if we desire to come closer to what Shakespeare
actually wrote we must somehow study and read "complete" or
comprehensive versions of his plays, which include all the
words available in hypothetically "real” playtexts that have
been passed on to us.

Recent scholarship, focused particularly on King Lear
(Warren, Urkowitz 1980, Taylor and Warren), dquestions
conventional editorial practices, charging that conflating
quarto and folio versions of Shakespeare's plays grossly

distorts the unique dramatic effects generated by each

playtext. Given such an increasing awareness of theatrical
possibilities in multiple-text plays, I believe my work will
be timely not only as it broadens the scope of discussion by
focusing on plays other than King Lear, but also. as it
appropriates new parameters while exploring the openness of
Shakespearean drama. The plays I have chosen contain perhaps

the most obvious instances of the extent to which



differences in the playtexts shape dramatic effect. I am
concentrating on endings because they reshape the previous
action and our apprehension of it. An ending, of course, is
shaped differently if there are variations as the action
unfolds. As Greg points out (1955), each quarto play is
several hundred lines shorter than the folio version. By
discussing the two versions on the basis of both dialogue
and stage directions I hope to illustrate the significance
of the kinds of effects that emerge from both verbal and

non-verbal variations.

Textual Studies: An Overview

Variations in Shakespeare's quarto and folio playtexts
have occupled critics for centuries. 1In the twentieth
century four theories which attempt to explain textual
differences have emerged: piracy, scribal or compositorial
corruption, memorial reconstruction, and revision.

Lee appears to have been the first to argue that
piracy. a surreptitious process of transmission by
individuals other than the playwright, was the cause of
irregularities in all of Shakespeare's quartos. Lee's theory
was inspired by Heminge's and Condell's foreword to F1,
which remains as the strongest evidence of such kind of
plagiarism at Shakespeare's time:

[before] you were abus'd with diverse stolne,
and surreptitious copies, maimed, and deformed by
the frauds and stealthes of injurious impostors,

that expos'd them: even those, are now offer'd to
your view cur'd ... (A 3)



Lee's version of the piracy theory was in part
challenged by Pollard (1909), who distinguished "good" and
"bad" quartos. For him only the first quartos of Romeo and

Juliet, Hamlet, The Merry Wives of Windsor, Henry V, and

Pericles are corrupt or "bad" versions derived from a copy
that was possibly pirated through shorthand transcription.
Pollard (1920) suggests that Shakespeare started entering
his plays at the Stationer's Register to protect himself
against pirates, and points out that the "bad" quartos are
either not entered or irregularly entered. Kirschbaum
(1955) also makes a strong case for piracy. There s,
nevertheless, no evidence to support such style of piracy.
In fact, Weiner points out that the shorthand premise is
totally based on two lines in Thomas Heywood's Pleasant
Dialogues and Dramas (1637) suggesting that his Play of

Queene Blizabeth was "so popular" that "Some by stenography

drew the plot: put it in print: (scarce one word trew.)"
(Qtd. in Weiner, p. 20)

Bayfield examines quarto and folio versions of several
plays and concludes that irregularities found in both verse
and prose were probably caused by the hand of scribes who
arbitrarily made abbreviations.

Willoughby attempts to identify typographical patterns
in the First Folio through an orthographic analysis, and

conc.:-2es that two or three compositors worked in its

printing. Black & Shaaber (1937) examine variants in all

seventeenth-century folios (1632, 1664, 1685) and again



indicate that various compositors and correctors distorted
the earlier playtexts beyond imagination.

Greg (1923) originated the memorial reconstruction

hypothesis, which posits that plays could have been
transmitted by memory. Hart, examining the gquartos that
Pollard classified as "bad" ones, argues that they indeed
display a style that is characteristic of Shakespeare
(especially diction) and are much shorter possibly because
they originated from memorial reconstruction by actors. The
memorial reconstruction hypothesis was perhaps the most
popular for some time, but has also been challenged,
particularly by Craig (1961), who argues that textual
differences may have been the outcome of changes

deliberately made by actors and directors for convenience.

Shakespeareans gained the first truly powerful
manifesto for consideration of textual discrepancies in the
work of Greg (1942, 1955), who fully discussed editorial
problems in Shakespeare, designed rules for emendation,
distinguishea between substantive and non-substantive

variants, and undertook the task of establishing the
bibliographical and textual history of the first folio.

Subsequently, Hinman (1963) carried out a similar project,
concerned with the problem of printing-house corruption of
Shakespeare's playtexts. Both Greg and Hinman greatly
influenced textual studies and editorial practice,
especially because emendation became less arbitrary and more

empirical. The new awareness they brought about is



explicit, for example, in the work of Bowers (1966), who
claims that information about bibliographical history and
the printing process is crucial in textual editing if one is
to establish an authoritative copytext.

The most recent hypothesis about Shakespeare's
multiple-text plays is that of revision, positing that
variations in quarto and folio are the outcome of revisions
made by Shakespeare himself. The idea of revision was at the
core of Wilson's (1934) study of Hamlet, but the true
pioneer scholars in the field are Warren and Urkowitz
(1980), whose studies are confined, for the most part, to
King Lear. They claim that each of the various versions of
playtexts must be approached as unique.

The major motive of all of those who have dealt with
problems 1in Shakespeare's playtexts seems to be, as Stone
points out, reaching a

.o conclusion about what Shakespeare's true

intentions may have been in respect of a very

large number of details which make up no

inconsiderable portion of the play. (p. vii)

Editors of course have drawn on information generated
by textual studies to "improve" Shakespeare. They still
"solve" the problem of multiple playtext versions,
nevertheless, by conflating. But a controversy in the field
is now under way. On one side we have an orthodoxy that
supports conflated versions. On the other side there are

those whom Muir calls "reformers" and who find it crucial to

consider folio and quarto as separate entities that offer
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unique dramatic possibilities.

The orthodox position is well exemplified by
contemporary editions such as the Complete Pelican
Shakespeare, which usually make emendations on the basis of
all available versions and produce "ideal" playtexts in the
sense that they compensate for the "faultiness" of the
quarto and folio originals. For example, Harbage's "note on
the text" for Hamlet illustrates this practice:

The present edition is based on the gquarto of
1604-05 with a minimum of emendation, but, in

view of the manifest faultiness of the quarto
printing, with occasional deference to readings in
the folio, and even with an eye on the 1603

quarto. Enclosed in square brackets are all
additions to the quarto ... (Shakespeare, 1969, p.
932)

The term "faultiness" clearly means that the textus
receptus 1is unsatisfactory. Harbage's notes on Henry V and

Bowers' notes on The Merry Wives of Windsor in the same

edition (Shakespeare 1969) further confirm this notion:

The 1600 quarto of Henry V ... [is a] corrupt
version of the play, ... useful in supplying an
occasional 1line or reading in instances where the
folio text is clearly defective. (p. 778)

The only authoritative text of The Merry
Wives of Windsor 1is that printed In the
Shakespeare PFirst Folio of 1623. ... in 1602 a
debased version ... had been printed in quarto

The present edition is more conservative ...
admitting ... borrowings from the quarto. (p. 364)

The practice of conflating greatly hinders the
possibility of perceiving the different effects

variations in quarto and folio playtexts generate at their

respective endings. In other words, should we witness two
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performances of any multiple-text play, one based on
quarto and one on folio, we would experience two plays
different in many aspects. This question of effect already
emerges in scholarship. Although a recent study by Richman
is ultimately intended to argue that variations in the
quarto and folio of King Lear may have been the result of
revisions made to eliminate performance problems, it has
wider implications. The essay functions as a manifesto for
theatrical experimentation with original playtexts:

N editorial conflations may not provide

satisfactory foundation for productions ... . Much

can be learnd about King Lear from staging the

Quarto. (p. 374)
Richman's claim also stirs us to become more alert to the
range of dramatic possibilities in Shakespeare's multiple-
text plays.

The motivation of the reformist line is precisely to
challenge the tradition that has shaped scholarship and the
production of plays on the basis of conflated Shakespeares.
As Urkowitz (1980) points out

Modern editors assume that their own texts
more accurately approach the hypothetical lost

original ... schools follow the modern text; all
literary analysis is based on the modern text; and

practically all theatrical productions are founded

on the modern text. (p. 3)
Reformist studies build upon the revision hypothesis. Simply
put, they attempt to determine Shakespeare's intentions by
comparing quarto and folio texts that have been passed on to

us. I do not intend to undermine the underlying motivation

of textual studies (and I took great advantage of
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of textual studies (and I took great advantage of
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information in that field for this very research) but as
McGuire (1985) reminds us, determining authorial intentions
is an impossible task "... since we lack such documents as
Shakespeare's various drafts of each play or his notebooks."
(p. xxii) We can, however, start accepting an "inherent
freedom in Shakespeare's plays”" (McGuire, 1985, p. =xxii),
start considering the multiple versions of his plays as rich
options.

Perhaps Shakespeare even intended for us to have
multiple versions of his plays., and perhaps both shorter and
longer versions served different purposes with different
audiences. Honigmann, for instance, suggests Shakespeare
himself may have "copied" and changed his own work, and that
variants should be seen as textual possibilities rather than
as textual corruption. Burckhardt argues that the "bad"

quartos of 2 and 3 Henry VI, Romeo and Juliet, Henry V, The

Merry Wives of Windsor, and Hamlet were not textually

corrupt but deliberately shortened due to time constraints
and availability of actors for performance.

Determining Shakespeare's intentions on the basis of
published versions of his plays is further complicated by a
number of factors. 1In his time legal ownership of the plays

he wrote rested not with him but with the lord Chamberlain's
men (who, following James's ascent to the throne in 1603,

became King's Men), the acting company for which he worked

as an actor and as attached playwright and in which he was a

shareholder. In addition, we have no evidence that
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Shakespeare himself had any hand in preparing any of his
plays for publication, either in the gquarto versions
published during his lifetime or in the versions published
in the folio of 1623, seven years after his death.

Printing practices 1in Shakespeare's time add to the
difficulties of determining his intentions. Hinman (1961),
for example, points out that in the case of the first Folio
no two copies are "textually identical throughout" because
changes were deliberately made in the text during printing
and uncorrected impressions preserved and used. In short, no
one can even begin attempting to establish Shakespeare's
intentions without carefully distinguishing between
substantive and non-substantive variants, without paying
heed to the fact at least five comp;sitors seem to have had
a part in the printing of the folio playtexts and that each
of them probably altered, not to say corrupted,
Shakespeare's original work (Hinman 1963.)

But in any case we must remember that, as one of the
major stockholders of the King's Men, Shakespeare was a
businessman, with an audience to please (Harbage, Beckerman
1962.) Simply, he could not afford to do his playwrighting
without considering audience demands and the accomodation of
a theater company (Bentley.) The scarce performance records
available from his time suggest, in fact, that he may at
times have had to write hastily, to meet audience demands.

For example, two new plays were entered at the Stationer's

Register and performed in 1604, Othello and Measure for
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Measure, a vyear when three more plays are recorded in

performance: A Midsummer Night's Dream, The Merry Wives of

Windsor, The Comedy of Errors (Wright and LaMar.) This would

not seem unusual were it not that only two other plays,
Richard II and Twelfth Night, were recorded during the
previous three vyears. Did Shakespeare suddenly find his
audience hard to please, pretty much rejecting the five
plays of 1604? Did he find himself desperately trying to
write new plays that would re-capture the public and sell
out as much as Henry VI, of which 16 performances are
recorded between March-June 1592 and January 1593? These
are, of course, impossible questions to answer, but they at
least help us realize that Shakespeare may have written the
so-called "bad quartos" under time and business pressure.
Since conjectures of this sort do not generate
solutions for problems of interpretation in the plays, what
I propose is that each available version of the playtexts
simply be accepted as unique, with unique effects.
Hopefully, I am embracing a paradigm that will release me,
as Taylor (1985) puts it, "from the pursuit of unknowable
and impalpable intellectual intention to the study of
discernible and definable effects." (pp. 238-239) My choice
does not, of course, preclude that every written text is the
embodiment of an intention. What it enables me to do is to
study essentially different dramatic designs, a task which
would be legitimate even if we discovered Shakespeare's

original drafts and could determine with certainty which th
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authoritative playtexts are, since we would still be left
with various versions of the plays.

I want to consider variations in gquarto and folio
versions of selected Shakespearean plays, therefore, not as
proof of Shakespeare's intentions per se, not as indicators
of the purity or "corruption" of his playtexts, but as
dramatic moments with unique vitality and effects for the
meaning of action. Exploring the potential of some of the
playtexts in his canon means to me, above all, exposing
and discussing features which can enlighten both criticism
and directorial choice, as well as illuminate our

understanding of "Shakespeare's endings." (see Appendix 1)

Working assumptions

Shakespearean criticism before the 1970's was generally
detached from the realm of theater, or even of dramaturgy,
for two particular reasons. First, because the plays survive
widely through the medium of print they become attractive
targets of literary study. Second, to use Brown's terms,

Shakespeare's words "are cunning and wonderful, and absorbdb

immediate interest. ... [his] verbal art is a trap" (p. 7).
But drama is not literature: it is meant to be performed.
Like most Shakespeareans today I am alert to the
dramaturgical potential of the plays and believe that

a play 1is not an artifact but a process, unique

with each performance, of BN realizing
possibilities of perception and feeling that 1lie
attenuated and frozen in the script. (McGuire and

Samuelson, p. XX)
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This premise of course entails that, even though the
static, printed object, hardly yields the powerful effects
which the physical and visual elements in a production can
generate, the dynamic feature cannot be brought to 1life
without the set of guidelines which is the playtext. Since

bringing a play to life also entails a dominant agent (in

this century, the director) whose interpretation will
reshape it, "play" emerges as a continuum of playtext,
conceptualization, and performance. Whatever meaning we

find at the plays' end, in other words, is a variable effect
which results from the interaction of the three.

Ignoring theatrical conditions would be at the very
least unethical, to dismiss the artistic merit of actors
and directors whose energy is devoted to preserving drama.
A play is, thus, several plays. Each actor who engages into
the study of a role and interprets a character re-creates
that character with his or her communicated intentions.
Each director who takes the set of guidelines which is the
playtext transforms it into a new version with his or her
choices for cast, costume, set, blocking, and so on. A
Hamlet in tight pants and open shirt may, for example,
come across as more sensual than one in military garments.

The dynamics for production is further complicated when
we have several versions of the same work, as is the cacse

with some of Shakespeare's plays. On one hand the directors

have a wider choice, but on the other they should have to

decide which playtext to adopt, just as if they were dealing
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with translations, since the final effect of one version may
be more preferable than that of another.

My analysis is therefore not only theatrically minded,
but also meant to influence the way both scholars and
directors view Shakespeare. My aim is not so much to
provide "answers", but to restate the fact that plays, and
works of art in general, are potential sources with
extensive power of radiating new effects each time they are
appropriated or experienced. Orthodox interpretation, in its
quest for meaning, has accomodated Shakespearean drama to
critical approaches such as formalism, structuralism,
semiotics, or even pluralism. I will not commit myself to
any of these stances because I intend to pursue the study of
how effects imbeded in the playtext shape meaning, rather
than "reading"” a mindset in the playtext. Simply put, what
moves me is a compulsion to "re-create" (cf. McGuire and
Samuelson, p. xi) the three plays I am analysing in this
dissertation. In the process of doing this I will
inevitably convey my own preferences. I must say, however,
that I do not intend to foreclose other options or to defend
the best interpretation for any of the plays I will
consider. My work is meant to stress the fact that multiple
interpretations are possible not only from quarto to folio
playtexts, but also within quarto and folio playtexts.

Studying the endings of multiple-text plays is perhaps
the clearest way of grasping the richness of Shakespearean

drama because by doing so we are forced to see that the
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meaning of action may be altered and/or reshaped to a great
extent by variations in both dialogue and stage directions.

I must also clarify technical details. I have generally
chosen to adopt the term playtext (cf. McGuire 1985) to
encompass both text as a printed object (meant to be read),
and of text as script (an open set of guidelines for
performance.) Whenever I use the terms "text" or "textual" I
refer to Shakespeare's words as we find them in print in the
various versions of his playtexts available, guarto and
folio ones as well as modern.

When I use the phrase "final scene" I have in mind the
last unit of dramatic action in the plays, which we now

call V.ii. in Hamlet, V.v. in The Merry Wives of Windsor,

and V.ii. in Henry V. This unit begins after a massive exit

determined by a stage direction in each instance, with an
actor or group of actors re-entering a setting clear of
people. I do not, however, employ orthodox act, scene and
line numbering because they are based on conflated versions
of the plays and thus encourage methods I am rejecting.

I include photocopies of passages from actual gquarto
and folio playtexts wherever extensive quotation is
necessary both to provide a clear sense of the variations in
question and to avoid the confusion that quoting on the
basis of a conflated version would cause.

Because photocopying from original guarto and folio
items I examined at both the Folger Shakespeare Library and

at the Newberry Library is not permitted, I have used
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facsimiles: the Oxford and Cambridge series for quartos and
the Yale facsimile of the first folio. I chose the Yale
facsimile and the quartos per Oxford and Cambridge because
they are true and exact copies of a single folio and
quartos, and not a collection of most easily photographed
pages from various folios (such as the Norton facsimile) or
from various quartos (such as the Huntington facsimiles).
Save for the fact that I have modernized the spelling
of i/j3, u/v, and s, in cases where I myself quote I will
follow the Yale Facsimile of the first folio and the quartos
per Oxford and Cambridge. My references to the playtexts
correspond to the quire numbering found at the bottom of
the pages in quarto, and to the numbers found at the top of
each page in folio. I add either an "r" (recto) or a "v"
(verso) to specify the side of the page in quarto: since the
folio page numbering is irregular I include either a "T"
(Tragedies), a "C" (Comedies), or an "H" (Histories) to
indicate the section of the volume I am dealing with.

Details of style follow The MLA Style Manual.

The order of the chapters is not meant as a

chronological or any other sort of statement. I <simply
considered it a more rhetorically effective strategy to

discuss The Merry Wives of Windsor and Henry V first because

the differences in their quarto and folio versions are
numerous and for the most part obvious. Having worked

through these plays, readers should feel more comfortable

while dealing with the subtleties found in Hamlet.
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Notes for Chapter I

1 .
The other multiple-text plays in Shakespeare's canon,

according to Wright and LaMar, are the following: 2 and

W

Henry VI, Richard III, Titus Andronicus, The Taming of the

Shrew, Love's Labour's Lost, Richard II, Romeo and Juliet, A

Midsummer Night's Dream, The Merchant of Venice, 1 and

1N

Henry IV, Much Ado About Nothing, Troilus and Cressida,

Othello, King Lear, and Pericles.




CHAPTER 11

The Merry Wives of Windsor

As a rule, the The Merry Wives of Windsor has not been

an attractive subject of criticism. Speaking of course on
the basis of a conflated playtext, Quiller-Couch and Wilson
actually described it as an inconsistent play with weak
verse. A traditional hypothesis that draws on eighteenth-
century sources posits that Shakespeare composed the play
upon request of Queen Elizabeth, who wanted to see Falstaff
in 1love for the Garter Fest in 1597. Royal command might
therefore have compelled him to write in haste and produce
an "inferior" work.

The play appears to be, nevertheless, receiving more
extensive attention in recent years. Roberts, for example,
points out that it is of particular interest as a
transitional point in the development of Shakespearean
comedy. Felheim and Traci consider it a rich blend of
social farce and realism. The Royal Shakespeare Company,
after a last venture in 1975, staged a new production of

The Merry Wives of Windsor in 1985.

Two versions have been passed on to us from
Shakespeare's time, the 1602 Quarto (Q) and the 1623 Folio

(F1). Despite the scarcity of specific textual scholarship,

21
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comprehensive studies such as Lee's and Greg's (1923)
include comments on the play. Pollard (1909) argues that the
Q was a bad version, produced by pirates through shorthand
transcription of performances. Bracey, whose work stands
out as the one thorough study of the play, discards the
piracy theory altogether. He believes that Q is a
dramatically consistent, abridged version and points out
that cutting in the playtext was done systematically to
reduce performance time. However, F1 has usually been
viewed as the authoritative version.

In essence, both Q and F1 satirize the human
vulnerability to the erotic forces that operate within the
self. Features that are specific to each version, however,
generate a uniqueness of effect and allow for a multiplicity
of directorial choices. Variations in the playtexts of The

Merry Wives of Windsor are in fact so extensive that I find

it necessary to discuss chronologically ordered segments of
the final scene, so as to fully illustrate the range of

1
discrepancy from one version to the other.

-ji-
The sharp distinction is evident from the outset of the

final scenes:



23

Q (G v-G2 r)

\ v e EXlt ememes;
.amrﬁrtolmwuh Bxcbbul'vpubmr. N
20 hl.ﬁ'l'hxsxs thc:hxdrd tgx:c,wglllcvem R
&hey fay there s luckifrold numbefs,: % =
lmmn};fomcd mfclfeintoaball, " .7
"= Andam hcrcaSm,,,zndlthmkczhcfnttcﬁ
Inzlleafforforrcﬁ.wcﬂI[hndb«c TR
\ “For Herne the hunter,waiting my Does comming.

Fl1 (C 58/59)

Scena Quinta.

.~"EhOE#M&JQhngqUHMthtauu
Anne Page, Fairies,Vage Ford, Inickly,
Slender Feuton ,Cassas,Piftol.

Pol, The Windfor-bell hath firoke twelue : the Mi.
nute drawes-on: Now the hot-bloodied-Gods affift mes
~ Remember lous, thou was’t a Bull for thy Loue
feronthy hornes. O powerfull Love, thatin fome re-
fpes makes s Beaft s Mar: :in fom ether,s Man s beafl,
ou were slfo (Tupiter) 3 Swas, for dlebnodea' o
o.mpcuuhu.hownce:heGod drew ¢o the com-
of aGoofe: afaule done fisft in che forme of 3
L:‘a,so loue, abeattly faule: ) and then another faalt,
in the {emblance of a Fowle, thinke oa’t (Toue) s fowle.
faule,’ When Gods haue hot backes, what fhall poore
men do? For me,]am heere a Windfor Stagge, andthe
— faceeft (1 chinke) i'th Forrett. Sen“t‘l_ me 3 coole rut-time
ouc) or who can blame meto piffemy Tallow? Who
S g-a heere 2 my Doe? prem

3\

The first obvious difference is in the stage direction.

Even though Falstaff receives, in both versions,
instructions to come and meet Mrs. Page and Mrs. Ford
wearing a buck's head (Q P3 r, F1 C 56), Q mandates that he

enter already wearing the costume whereas Fl1 does not

immediately require him to do so (first arrow in each

version). This could be dismissed as a minor detail, if it

weren't for symbolic implications. Such costuming has,
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besides its hilarous dimension, great strategic value in
that it establishes an intense ambiguity in the moment:
Falstaff assumes a different identity, as part animal and
part man - part instinct, part reason. Even though
Falstaff's real mind remains underneath the prop, his
capacity to reason 1is clearly mocked because the most
distinguishing rational part of his body. his human head, is
replaced by an animal's, thus leaving the emphasis on his
human part solely to the lower portion of the body. For this
reason the moment has different effects in each version.

Q raises the parodic quality of the final scene because
Falstaff's wearing the buck's head from the outset almost
through to the end emphasizes his animal and instinctive
nature. The F1 version is open to another possibility,
since it allows for Falstaff to enter without the Buck's
head, perhaps putting it on only by the time he delivers the
line "I am heere a Windsor Stagge" (F1, fourth arrow) and
thus making the transition from rational to instinctive seem
like a rule he follows in the game of love he is playing.

Blocking also allows for different effects in each
version. In Q2 Falstaff's presence alone on stage forces
the audience to focus exclusively on him. The massive

entrance of F1, on the other hand, immediately divides our
attention and suggests that Falstaff has an audience on

stage that possibly is evesdropping and gaining access to

the feelings voiced in his opening speech. And even if a

director chooses to have the lines done as a soliloquy, we
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will still have the theater audience's attention divided
between Falstaff and the other characters, whose presence
adds extra meaning to his lines in this saegment: besides
their role in the scape-goating game, they too are humans
and may at any moment experience the same condition Palstaff
is in, becoming themselves engaged in the folly of love.

Generally speaking, the first striking difference in
the dialogue is that in Q Falstaff's speech merely describes
his experience, whereas in F1 it has a philosophical tone.

In Q (p. 23, G v-G2 r) Falstaff talks to himself about
a factual aspect of his actions: for the third time he
attempts to seduce the women (second arrow), he feels like a
fat buck (third arrow), seemingly anxious to copulate with
his "does" (fourth arrow).

In F1 (p. 23) Falstaff justifies his folly with the
myth of Love "that in some respects makes a Beast a man: in
some other, a man a beast" (second arrow). By doing so he
may also lead us to reflect upon the notion of love.

The speech in F1, moreover, and unlike Q, establishes

an explicit contrast: the contrast between the purely

instinctive side of human nature as opposed to the rational
side. The Q version merely presents a Falstaff who seeks to
satisfy his sexual instincts much 1like the "bull" he
characterizes himself as. He even seems to be more animal
than man, perhaps lacking the balance of a satyr we find in
Sir Hugh's characterization, according to the stage

direction "Enter Sir Hugh like a Satyre” (Q G2 r). 1In F1 he
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reacts, however, by intellectualizing about his experience,
thus accentuating his rational capacity in spite of equally

referring to himself as "the fattest Stagge" (fourth arrow).

-1i-
As the dialogue continues Falstaff's need for

justification is recurrent in F1 whereas it is absent in Q:

Q (G2 r)

;. -Boter miftris Page, andmiflris Ford.
> . Mi(.Pa, Sit lohn,whercareyou? -
2== Fdl. Artthou comemy doc? whatand thoutoo?

WelcomeLadies. -0 =+ .- LT
" Mi.For, 11fitlekm 1 feeyou will not faile,
Therefore you deferue far better then our loues, . |
Butitgricuesmeforyourfatecroffes,” - *-" -
- .. Fd. Thismakesamendsforall, = =7
= .Comediuide mebetweeneyou, eachahanch,
4™~ Formyhoms Ilebcqueath théto your husbands,
N Dolly elike Hornethe hunter,ha? ~
®~=  Mi/Ps, Godforgitcme,whatnoifeisthis?

Soeriil

Cae s ]
3. e Te e PR -

Theressa woifé of bevmes;she two womerirun awsy.

F1 (C 59)

M.Ford, Siclohn? Artthouthere (my Deere?
= My male-Deere? 7 )
Fal. My Doe, wich the blacke Scut ? Lerthe skic
raine Pocatoes : letic thunder, to thetune of Grecene-
2 fleeues, haile-kifling Conifis, and fnow Eringoes: Let
~ . ;
l:hm comea tempe:t of prouocation, I will (heleer mee
cere.
M. Ford, Miltris Pageis come with me(fweet hare.)
Fal, Diuide mmelikesa brib’d-Bucke,each 2 Haunch :
a4 I will kecpe my fides tomy feife, my thoulders for the
fellow of this walke ; and my hornes | bequeath your
husbands. Am1aWoodman, ha?Speskel like Herne
6 ®mp. the Huncer? Why, now is Cupid a child of cnfecience,
he makes refticution. As 1am a eruc tpinir,welcome.
M.Page. Alas, whatnoiie?
"= Af.Ferd. Heauenforgiue cus finnes,
Fal. What{nould this be ?
AL Ford.).Paze. Away,away.
Fal. 1thinkeche divell wil not haue me damnd,
Lealt the oylechat’s inme thouid et hell on tire;
He would neuer elfe crofle me thus.
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Falstaff's line exclusive to F1 "Why, now is Cupid a
child of conscience, he makes restitution." (p. 26,
sixth arrow) clearly emphasizes his tendency to justify his
interest in the women by drawing on the myth of Eros. But
such a justification of love is not valid if love violates
moral principles, and this is what Falstaff is forced to
learn in both versions as the final scene unfolds.

This didactic aspect of the play, however, is much more
accentuated in F1 than in Q, if we note certain variations
in the last segment included above. Both versions develop
the jest, with Falstaff pretending to be Horne the Hunter
(p. 26, fifth arrows in Q and Fl1). But considering the way
each version develops the animal analogy broader
implications regarding attitude towards sexuality emerge.

In Q the women never explicitly act to suggest that
they too have sexual feelings, whereas in F1 several subtle
phrases establish such context. Mrs. Page's F1 line "Art
thou there (my Deere?) My male-Deere?" (p. 26, F1, first
arrow) as opposed to the plain Q question "Sir John, where

are you?" (p. 26, Q, first arrow) suggests that she, aside

from being involved in a jest, can also view Falstaff as a
"buck", as a virile man. Furthermore, in the Fl1 version
Mrs. Ford accepts and uses Falstaff's cue "Who comes heere?
my Doe?" (p. 26, F1, last arrow) assuming her role as such
when she addresses him in the same spirit, as her "male-

Deere”., In Q the women simply do not employ the animal

metaphor, although they silently seem to accept a divided
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characterization as half human and half animal, clearest in
Falstaff's line "Art thou come my doe? What and thou too?
Welcome Ladies" (p. 26, Q, second arrow). They are both
"does" and "ladies".

Clearly the deer metaphor, in addition to being a
courtly love cliche, introduces the notion of a primitive
form of sexuality in both versions, since animals mate
instinctively and seasonally only, for the sake of
reproduction. But the fact that in Q only Falstaff employs
the animal metaphor obscures the possibility that women,
like men, have a carnal drive. Obviously, the women's use of
a more sexually suggestive language in F1 may merely mean
they are going along with the game. But it also emphasizes
an instinctive disposition to sex in humans in general, and
the extent to which sexual desire dominates reason. This
automatically introduces the notion that socially acceptable
sexuality does not violate moral precepts, which again
accentuates the didactic tone of Pl.

Other features stress the more intense ambiguity of F1
as opposed to Q. The Q dialogue, for example, allows for
less physical proximity and contact than F1. Falstaff's
greeting in Q "Welcome Ladies" and Mrs. Ford's use of a

formal "Sir" to address him do not convey the powerful need

for closeness that F1 does with Mrs. Ford's shift of

treatment from "Sir" to "Deere", and especially with
Falstaff's line exclusive to F1 "Let there come a tempest of

provocation, I will shelter mee heere" (p. 26, F1, second
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arrow). For example, the directorial choice for this moment
in Bill Alexander's 1987 production (London) for the Royal
Shakespeare Company, based of course on a conflated version
of the playtext, was for Falstaff to have Mrs. Ford sitting
on one of his 1legs and to press his face against her
breasts, while Mrs. Page also approached to sit on the other
leg. By the time he uttered the line "my hornes I bequeath
your husbands" (common to both versions - p. 26, fourth
arrows in Q and F1) the physical contact amongst the three
was powerfully established in a very sensual way.

The above choice would be unlikely if the director were
using the Q version (p. 26), simply because it generates a
much less physically powerful moment: the verb "come" before
the clause "divide me betweene you” (third arrow) is a
strong indication of this. It calls for the women to move
closer to Falstaff only then, whereas in F1 (third arrow) he
begins with "Divide me..." as if they already were in
possession, so to speak, of his body.

Again the effect lingers that in Q the women suppress

or delay any sensual behaviour, whereas in F1 they do not.
The closing of this second segment of the dialogue further
strengthens such a notion. Mrs. Page's Q line "God forgive
me, what noise is this?" (last arrow) has a markedly
different impact from Mrs. Ford's F1 line "Heaven forgive
our sins" (last arrow). The Q version is a factual reference

to the noise the women knew would come as a part of the

jest, and their cue to run away. F1, rather, subtly
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introduces implications beyond the joke. First, that Mrs.
Ford, perhaps taken by her own fantasies, "awakes" with the
noise, and acknowledges her behavior (together with
Falstaff's and Mrs. Page's) as sinful; it is as if she were
in fact engaged in sexual thoughts outside her marriage and
felt guilty about it. Second, that the women in F1 are more
complex, since they plan a jest to scorn and punish Falstaff
but seem in fact to view him with lustful desire, to fear he
jeopardizes their chastity, as the diction and physical
behaviour the F1 playtext mandates for them indicates. They
too are, in essence, half animal and half human. In other
words, even though they conform to socially established
rules they still have to control latent and instinctive
sensual drives that are not chaste. PFreudian psychology
aside, the appropriation of the myth of Eros in F1 enhances

such effect.

-1ii-
The above interpretation is consistent with the
continuation of the dialogue in each version, since Q goes
on to develop plotting whereas F1 elaborates on the theme of

sinful behavior:
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F1 (C 59) 1 \
Esxter Eairies,
Qsi. Faisiesblacke, gray, greene,and whice,’
You Mooue -(hine reuellers,ond fhades of nighte
YouOrphan heices of ized defliny,
Attend your oftice, and your quality.
Crier Hob-goblyn, make the Fairy Oyes.
Piff. Elues, lift ycurnames : Silence you aiery toyes,
Cricker, to Windfor-chimnies thalcthou leape;
Where fires thou find'ft yacak'd, and hearths vafwept,
There pinch the Maids as blew as Bill-berry, '
a Our radiant Queene, hates Sluts,and Sluctery.
®=%. Fd.Theyare Fairies,hethac fpeaks to them fhalldie,
Ile winke,and couch : No man theis workes mult eie.
£u. Wher's Bede?Go you,and where you find 3 maid
®=g. That cie fhe {leepe has thrice her pragers faid,
Raife vp the Organs of her fantafie,
Sleepe fhe as found as carelefTe nfancie,
6 ®mg. Buctholess flecpe, and thinke noton cheir fins,
Pinch them armes, legs,backes, thoulders,fides, & fhins.
Ys. About,about:
Search Windfor Caltle(Elues)within,and out.
smmgh.  Strew good lucke (Ouphes) on euery facsed roome,
That it may ftand till che perpetnall doome,
In Qate as whollome, as in fRate "tis fic,
Worthy the Owner, and the Owner ic.
The feuerall Chaites of Order, Jookeyou fcowre
With iuyceof Balme ; 37d cuery precious flowre,
Each faire Inflalment, Coate, and feu’rall Creft,
With loyall Blazon, euermore bebleft.
And Nightly-meadow-Fairies, looke you fing
Like to thé Geters-CompaflE;ln aring,
Th'expreflure thatitbeares: Greenelet itbe,
Mote fertile-freth thenall the Ficld to fee:
And, Howy Soit Qxi Mal-y. Peuce, write
In Emrold-tuffes, Flowres purple, blew,and white,
* Like Saphire-peasle, and rich embroiderie,

Buckled below faire Knighe-hoods bending kitee ;
Fairies v{c Flowres for their charaterie.

Away, difperfc: But till ‘cis one a clocke,

Our Dance of Cuftome, round about the Oke

Of Herne the Hunter, let vs not forgee.

First of all, the stage directions generate

fundamentally different effects. Sir Hugh's satyre costume
in Q (p. 31, first arrow) parallels Falstaff's
characterization as a deer, reinforces the analogy of man

and animal, stresses instinctive sexuality in males only,

and consequently suggests that Falstaff's "sin" is every

man's. With this Q subtly re-establishes the mimetic aspect

of the plot. But it also lingers at the level of incidents,
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getting the sequence of events to move by having the fairies
sing around Sir Hugh (p. 31, Q, second arrow), which is
what they were supposed to do in order to delude Falstaff,
who is watching them. F1 (p. 32, first arrow), with the
fairies simply entering the scene without special business,
immediately starts moving beyond the narrative dimension.
This is so because it forces both Falstaff and the audience
to focus their attention on Mrs. Quickly, whose turn is next
in the dialogue, rather than being distracted by a visually
intense action as in Q.

Mrs. Quickly's specific Q direction for the fairies to
look for "a mortal that doth haunt our sacred ground"” (p.
31, Q, third arrow) also is a more incidental feature than
her vague remark "attend your office" in F1 (p. 32, second
arrow). In other words, Q prepares us for the continuation
of the joke, whereas F1 keeps us in suspense because we do
not know what the exact nature of the fairies' "office" will
be. Q also demands that Falstaff be more self-conscious
about his stage business, since he knows the fairies are
going to 1look for a mortal: his silence reinforces this

notion. F1, instead, Jjust keeps him deluded as Pistol starts
telling the fairies to go and "pinch the ... Sluts" (p. 32,
Fl1 third arrow) whose housekeeping is sloppy. PFalstaff in
fact reacts to Pistol's lines as a mere observer in Fl1l, even
though he proceeds to protect himself (fourth arrow):

They are Fairies, he that speakes to them
shall die, Ile winke, and couch: No man their
workes must eie.
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In short, he implies in this F1 aside that by winking and
couching he will be reasonably safe.

But the illusion-producing dialogue of F1 has much
deeper 1nplicatiohs. While in the Q version Sir Hugh urges
the "fairies” to pinch careless housewives in country houses
for not having cleaned their dishes and floor (p. 31, Q,
fourth arrow), Evan's speech in F1 introduces a totally
different 1issue: Bede must reward those who say their
prayers before going to sleep (p. 32, P1, fifth arrow), and
pinch those who "thinke not on their sins" (p. 26, F1, sixth
arrow). The allusion to sins here in F1 not only echoes M.
Ford's F1 line "Heaven forgive our sinnes" (p. 28, F1, last
arrow) but also is consistent with the fact that F1
explicitly rejects lust and moves towards a celebration of
chaste 1love. Even though the Wives in Q essentially punish
Falstaff for his immoral intentions, a broader context never
seems to emerge from the action; in F1, however, the theme
of 1lust adds a didactic tone to the play, with Falstaff
serving as an example of negative conduct through which the
artist may convey a moral lesson, namely, that wanton love
is corrupt and deserves punishment.

Overall, what are only implications in Q are made
explicit in F1. That is, Q simply focuses on getting the
"fairies" to frighten Falstaff, whereas F1 embodies a subtly
deeper philosophical concern with lust and with chaste love.

In passing, we must notice that Mrs. Quickly's lines in

Q ("Away begin ... none amis.") add little, if any, meaning



38

to the dialogue. Her F1 lines (p. 32, F1, 1last arrow)
however, could alone be the subject of an essay, since they
catalogue a reward system for the wholesome behavior F1
seemingly defends: good 1luck, blessings, and aesthetic

beauty are truly deserved by those who pray and do not sin.

~-iv-
Again, the articulation of the subject matter in each
version is fully consistent with the dialogue that follows,
as may be verified in the segment below:

Q (G2 v - G3 r)

= -Hir He.. Hmella man of middle earth..
Fal. Godblefleme from thatwealch Fairie.
2% uic. Looke eucryoneabout this round, .
Andif thatany herebefound, -
Forhis prefumption in this place, .
Spare neither legge,arme,head nor face.
" Sir Ha, Scelhaue [pied oneby goodl ndc,
Hisbodie man hishead abuck.
=+ Fa/. Godfend megood formine now,:de care
9nic, Goftraitanddoas] commaund ( not.
Andtakea Tapcrmyourhand
4=s Andfetitto his fingers endes,
And ifyoufee ithim oﬁ'cnds, s '
Andthatheflarrethar the ﬂamc, SN
= Thenishe manall,knowhxsnamc. come
Ifwithan F, itdoth begim, - -:én co72 . v
®== Whyhen bcﬂm:chexsﬁlllofﬁn-.-::-:. ‘~
" Abouritthen,andknow thetruch, - . - -
Of this fame metamorphifedy outh: .
SirHay Giuemethe 'upc:s,tmﬂ try
Ahd.if:hathclqucvcncry’. -

fﬁq?utMkI}ﬂmﬂaéqﬁhngamﬂk
,,,.suﬂp., Ieisrightindeed, hcxsﬁxﬂoflcchmcs
+ ~r v; andiniquite.
B - Buic. Alinlediftant from him fland,
And cuery one mke hand in hand,
Aud compafl¢ him within aring
Firft pinch him well,and afterfin no
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F1 (C 59)

fec:
Euan.Pray you lock hand in hand:your fclues in o(rder
And twenty glowewormes fhall our Lanthornes bee
To guide our Mcafure round about the Tree.,
1 ==& Butftay, I fmell aman of middle earth,
Fal, Heauens defend me fromthat Welth Fairy,
Leaft hetransforme metoapeece of Cheefe.
Fiff, Vilde worme, thou walt ore-look'd cuenin thy
birth,
Bu. WithTriall-firetouch me his finger ead :
= Ifhebe chafte, the fame will backe defcend
3 And turne him to no paine : bucif he ftare,
#== Icischeficth of a corrupted hare,
P, Atall, come,
Exa. Come:willthis wood take fire ?
Fal, Oh, oh, oh.
= Quwm. Corrupe, corrupt,and cainted in defice.
About him (Faries) fing a fcornfull rime,
And 1s you sip, itill pinch him to your time,

Quarto (p. 35) develops the trick being played on
Falstaff. The "fairies" keep pretending, now following Mrs.
Quickly's instructions (Q, second arrow) to find the "man
of middle earth" (Q, first arrow) whom Sir Hugh smells.
Falstaff gets caught and invokes help: "God send me fortune
now" (Q, third arrow). Mrs. Quickly gives specific commands
and the torture with the tapers "to his fingers endes" (Q,
fourth arrow) begins. Sir Hugh justifies the punishment:
"... he is full of lecheries and iniquitie"” (Q, seventh

arrow) . Mrs. Quickly's directions immediately after Sir

Hugh's line, however (Q, last arrow), again stress the jest,
rather than its broader implications as a moral lesson.

Fl1 (p. 36) builds upon the theme of lust. After Evans
finds Falstaff (F1, first arrow), Mrs. Quickly's direction

to the "fairies"” refers not only to the punishment with the
tapers, but also to the fact that the flame will not harm

Falstaff if he is chaste (F1, second arrow): "If he be
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chaste, the flame will backe descend and turne him to no
paine." He of course screams, and Mrs. Quickly again scorns
him (F1, fourth arrow): "Corrupt, corrupt, and tainted in
desire." Clearly, F1 explores the thematic dimension of
events with its emphasis on the issue of chastity more fully
than Q, with its simple characterization of Falstaff as a
"mortal ... full of sin* (p. 35, Q, fifth and sixth

arrows). P1 narrows sin to lust.

-v-

Another indication of how F1 elaborates such thematic
concerns is its explicit rejection and condemnation of lust
and "unchaste desire” in a song that stands unaccompanied by
stage directions. Quarto, instead of a song, presents

detailed stage directions for the stealing scene.

Q (G3 r) \\

Herethey pinch bim,anding about him, & the Doc-
. tow comesone way O flexles away a boy in red. 4nd
.:Slander another way hetakes a boyin greene : And
Fenton [leales mifterss Anne, being inwhite. And
-anoyfe of hunting ssmadesithin : and all the Fas
_ries runne away. Falflaffepulles of his bucks head,
andrifesvp, AndentersM. Page,M. Ford, and.
theirwines, M.Shallow,Sir Hugh, - o

F1 (C 59)

The Song. /

Ficon fiuncfud phantafic * Fic on Luf}, and’ Luxwrie s
" Lufi x but ablondy fire, kind/ed with unchaite defire,
Fedn beartwhefe flarmes alprre,
A5 thoughts do blow thern bigher and Ergher.
Pineh him (Fairses) mutnally : Pinch bum for hu viilnie.
Pisch bios, and bnrne bim andcurne mim about,

Tod Candlesy G Star-lighs, & Heone. |ine oc omt
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The variation has several implications. Perhaps more
abviously, each version embodies different kinds of
intensity. Even though the direction in Q calls for singing
around Falstaff, we have no lyrics and consequently more
stress on the visual aspect of the action. F1i, which engages
the audience both visually and verbally, demands more
concentration both from the actors and the audience.

In addition, despite the fact that Q clearly makes
Falstaff the center of the folly, the playtext has a marked
shift in focus to the Anne Page plot with the directions for
the action that will define her romantic life. The fact that
Falstaff 1is sitting during this part of the action (second
arrow) also obscures his role, since the other characters
will be much more visually prominent than him. F1 allows for
Falstaff to hold the center of attention much more than Q,
because the words in the song are directed exclusively to
him.

These differences pose complicated directorial choices.
First, someone following the Q version would have to decide
whether to stress Falstaff's part or the "fairies'", whether
to make the stealing episode subtle or obvious, with
blocking and physical action that occupied only part of or

the whole stage. Second, a director would either need to
have 1lyrics written for the moment in Q, or resolve the

problem of the absence of a song by having the actors hum a

melody; the lack of lyrics would certainly accentuate the

effect of physical action on stage, particularly that of the
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couple matching pertaining to the Ann Page plot.

A director doing the F1 version, on the other hand,
would have to decide whether to have the stealing episode
during the song or after the song. In either case, it would
probably continue to seem secondary to the Falstaff saga. To
cite Bill Alexander's production again, his choice was to
have a dance along with the song, at the end of which the
couples simply wandered away after having matched in a
rather smooth way during the dance.

In any case, the Q preoccupation with detailed
directions for the stealing scene seems coherent with that
version's tendency systematically to present the plot at a
narrative level. The elaboration of the song in F1 not only
transports us to a more figurative dimension, but also is
perfectly coherent with the version'’s more explicit focus on
the lust theme, which merits further analysis.

Both close reading and concordance data (Bartlett,
Spevack) reveal that most of the references to "lust" in
the play are found in the F1 version. Out of the five lines
that include the word "lust", only one occurs in Q and four
occur in F1. Such evidence, and the fact that the lines are
exclusive to each version, makes it plausible to state that
the lust theme is far more fully developed in F1, a
hypothesis that can be confirmed if we consider placement

carefully.
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-vi-
The only Q line that explicitly mentions "lust" appears
in the final scene, and is indicated by the fourth arrow in

the segment below:

Q (G3 r/v) 1 \
 Fal, Hornethe hunter quoth you:amIaghoft?:
'Sblood the Fairies hath madea ghoftof me :.
“What huntingatthis timeatnight?
‘Helay mylife the mad Prince of Wales -
*s Tsftealing his fathérs Deare. How now.who haue
" . wehere,zwhais all Windfer Rirring? Areyouthere?
Shal, Godfaueyoufir lobs Fulflaffer- - *°
~Sir Hu.. God plefle youfir foba,God plefleyou.
+* Pa;Whyhownow {ir lehn,whata paisofhorns.

e
)

_,,:..-.}inyOur-handﬁ:’:. REFANMELDUNS NS LA
3e=a - :Ferd, Tholchorneshementto phicevponmy:
'AndM.Brsskeand hefhould bethemen: - (head;.
Why how.now {if Ioh#,whyareyou thusamazed=:
Weknow thieFairies man that pinchied youlos
Your throwing in the Thamesyour beating weil, -
Andwhatsto come fir iebn,that Griwetell.” - -
.Mi.Pa. Sit lehn tis thus,yourdithonct meanes.
‘To all ourcredits into queftion, e or s &7
- Didmakevsvadertaketo ourbef, il T
= Totumncyourleaud lufttoamerry Ieft, ™4 <"
—e ' Fal. lefttiswell,hauellived o thefe yeares
Tobegullednow, now toberidden? = .
6=s WhythenthefewerenotFuries? =~ -
. MiJPs, Nofit lohabutboyes. = !
= - Pal BytheLord Iwastwice orthrifein the
Tthwcrcnot,and ctthegrofnefle  ~ (mind
Of1t cfo!gﬂicp wadedmetheywere,
8 =—s. Wellandthe fine witsof the Courthearethis,
-~ Thaylefo whip me with cheirkeeneIefts, -
Thacthayle meltme outliketallow, - - &

. .Dropby drop outof mygreafe. Boyes 1.

But Mrs. Page's explaining to Falstaff that they turned his

"lewd lust to a merry jest" does not come across as a
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highlight in the action, especially because we already know
that the jest is a jest. The line seems, in short, buried in
the dialogue, and Falstaff's role during the moment in Q
does not help to accentuate any broader moral implications.
Although in Q (p. 40) Falstaff is told that his 1lust
inspired the jest, his response right after the pinching
episode suggests that he does not grasp anything beyond the
incidental dimension, since he jumps to conclusions about
the immediate level of his experience: "... am I a ghost?

How now who have we here ...?" (Q, first and second
arrows) Moreover, Falstaff comes across as rather naive in
Q when, after being told that he is being scorned for his
dishonesty in plotting "to place [hornes] upon [Mr. Ford's]
head" (Q, third arrow), he asks two other questions as if he
were completely surprised by what is happening (Q, fifth and
sixth arrows): "... have I lived to these yeares to be
gulled now, now to be ridden? Why then these were not
Fairies?" And Falstaff's response to the episode in Q,
consistently and simply, includes descriptions of immediate

impressions and fears: how he thought the "fairies" might

not be fairies, but was persuaded they were (seventh arrow);
how he anticipated being laughed at when his friends heard
about the jest (last arrow). In short, the theme of lust is
rather obscure in Q.

The placement of the song on 1lust in F1, however,
generates much more elaborate effects in the equivalent

moment. Various features stand out if we consider Falstaff's
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response:

F1 (C 59)

w=g  Page. Nay do notflye, I thinke we haue watcht you
now: VYVill aone but Herms the Hunter ferue your
turne?
M. Page.] pray you come,hold vp the iet no higher.
Now (good Sic Jehu) how like you i#imdfer wiues ?
See you thele husband ¢ Do not thefe faire yoakes
Becomethe Forre(t better then the Towne?
Ford, Now Sir, whofe a Cuckold now?
M« Broewse, Fallaffes 1 Knaue,a Cuckoldly knaue,
Heere are his hotnes Malter Broome :
And Ma(ter Brossue, he hach enioyed nothing of Ferds,
buc his Buck-basket, his cudgell, and twenty pounds of
meney, whichmuft be paid to Mr Bresme, his hories are
arretted for it, Mt Breeme.
Af.Ford SicJobu, we hauehad ill lucke: weecould
neucr meete : I will neuercake you for my Louejagaine,
2wmg  but [ will alwayes count you my Deere.
=@ Fal [dobeginto pesceiuethat ] am made an Afle.
Ford. 1,and anOzxetoo: both the proofes are ex-
tanc. .
Sumg Fal. Andthefearenot Fairies:
I was theee or foure timesin-the thought they wese noe
Fairies, and yet the guiltine(fe of my minde, the fodsine
furprize of my powers, droue the groffenefle of the fop-
pety into a receiu’d beleefe, in defpighe of theteethof
all rime and reafon, that they were Fairies.  Scenow
==g- how witmay be made a Iacke-a-Lent,when tis vponill
imployment.

Falstaff's F1 response (p. 42) is much more complex for
various reasons. First, rather than talking immediately
after the pinching as he does in Q, he silently listens to

Page, Ford, and their wives (F1, portion of the dialogue
between first and second arrows). His silence alone, which
McGuire (1985) would define as an open silence, makes a
crucial difference, particularly because it suggests that he
is playing a contemplative role, possibly reflecting wupon
the action and therefore confirming his tendency to
intellectualize in F1. And of course we can expect Falstaff
to react to the impact of the song, which provides him with

powerful cues to trigger reasoning. Specifically, the two



43

references to lust in the song ("... Fie on 1lust, and
luxurie: lust is but a bloudy fire" - p. 37, P1, first and
second arrows), which clearly characterize and denounce
Falstaff's very conduct, give him enough information to know
why he is being scorned. His remaining speechless at first
allows him to be neutral and finally he interprets the
situation accurately: "I do begin to perceive that I am made
an asse" (third arrow). Such behavior indicates a shift
from an impulsive way of reacting to a rational one and
would be even more evident if the character removed the
buck's head while listening, or before or after speaking.
This shift of behavior is a second elaborate feature in
F1, and appears to be fully consistent with the continuation
of the dialogue. In other words, Falstaff in Fl1, rather
than keeping the naive attitude of Q and asking whether what
he saw were really fairies ("Why, then these were not
Fairies?") simply states in F1 (fourth arrow) "And these are
not Fairies," and goes on to acknowledge his "guiltinesse"
and ultimately to declare (last arrow): "See now how wit may

be made a Jacke-a-Lent, when 'tis upon ill imployment."

Thus, F1 allows us into Falstaff's mind, telling us that
because he felt guilty he in fact believed that he was being
punished by the fairies. Moreover, F1 conveys an insight on

the consequences of using intelligence for "ill imployment:"
Falstaff learns (and the audience with him) that there is a

limit to how far one can fool others, that even reason can

lead to folly if it violates moral principles.
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Overall, the F1 version is more didactic because
Falstaff analyses the consequences of his experience, rather
than just describing the reactions it triggered in him as he
does in Q. The effect generated by the Q version involves a
character concerned merely with what his friends will say
and do to him, who never takes a moment to evaluate the
wider implications of his own conduct. F1 accentuates the
moral motivation of the jest, an effect which is largely

determined by the placement of a song on lust.

-vii-
A third allusion to lust in F1, the only one outside of
the final scene, confirms the notion that F1 articulates a

moral lesson more explicitly than Q:

F1 (C 44)

Mrs. Ford: ... HowallIbeereuengedonhim? Ithinke thebeft way
were, to catertaine him with hope, till the wicked fire
== of lut haue melted himin his owne greace : Did you e+

vee heare thelike?

Interestingly, the reference to lust occurs precisely during
the moment Mrs. Ford discovers Falstaff's letter plot and
vows to be revenged. Such placement of the lust theme is
highly meaningful, because it shapes the women's revenge
motivation differently in Fl1. The uniqueness of effect |is

evident i1f we juxtapose F1 with Q:
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Q (B4 v)

.. Enter Mistreffé Foord.
26 Fer How now Miftris Page,are youreading
Loue Letters? Howdo'you woman? -, + . .
Mif:P4. O womanIamTknow notwhat r i
—e Inlouevptothe hardeares. I wasneuerinfiréha
cafeinmylife.: ‘.5,‘_3".. B o
3f.Ford.Inloue,nowinthename of God'with
. whom¢? L :
- Mif:Ps, Withonérlidt fweazes hd Totesme,
2= AndImuftnotchoofebut'dothelikeagaine:
IptethiclookeonthatLetter. - o
M. For. llematch youriereetiuft with chelike,
=s Linefotline,wvord forword.Only thename -
Of mifteris Pageyand miftetis Foard difagrees :
Do methckindnestd looke vpon'this, - -
M Pai- Whythisis right my letter, . .
O moft nacorious villame ! 777"
Why whatabladderof iniquitieis this 2
Lets bereuenged whatfo crewedo., 1+ -

MifForRiuenged i welideweel bereuenged.

The variation is a complicated one particularly because
Mrs. Page's lines in the Q version are highly ambiguous. Her
suggesting that she is "in love up to the hard eares”" (first
arrow) can be interpreted as irony but also as truth, since
she claims that she "must not choose but do the like againe"

(second arrow), that is, love Falstaff back. This would

imply that at least Mrs. Page feels an urge to revenge
because she feels deceived, having perhaps entertained hopes
of bhaving an affair with Falstaff. In any case, we can
generally argue that Mrs. Page and Mrs. Ford acquire a
compulsion to revenge in Q when they realize that Falstaff
sent them both love letters that are exactly alike: "...

line for 1line, word for word. Only (their] name



46

disagrees” (third arrow). While such motivation in Q comes
across as rather simplistic, F1 embodies an elaborate
concept. Mrs. Ford's remark "I thinke the best way were, to

entertaine him with hope, till the wicked fire of 1lust have

melted him in his owne greace" (p. 43, F1, first arrow)
suggests that the primary justification for revenge in F1 is

teaching Falstaff a moral lesson.

-viii-

Mrs. Ford's reference to Falstaff's lust in F1, and not
just to his "iniquitie" as in Q, introduces a more specific
concern with 1lust which is fully explored in the song of
final scene and which culminates in a fifth (and last) use
of the word "lust." It comes towards the end of the final
scene, and is delivered by Falstaff himself, as the second

arrow in the following segment indicates:
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F1 (C 60)

Fal. HaueIlaid my brainein the Sum, and dri’dert,
that ic wanes matter to preuent {o grofle ore-reachiog a3
this? Am I ridden with a Welch Goate too? Shal Thauve
aCoxcombeoi Frize? Tis time | wetechoak’d witha

=g peeceof toafted Cheefe,

Ex. Scefeis not good to giue outeer; your belly isal

uteer.

Pal. Seefe,andPucter? HaueIliu'd to ftand at the
taunt of one that makes Fricters of Englith ? This ise-

2 mmg. nough tobe the decay of luft and late-walking thxough
the Realme.

Mift.Page. WhySit Jobn, do you thinke though wee
would haue thruft vertue out of our hearts by the head
and thoulders, and haue giuen our felues wichcu leru-
pleto hell, that cuer the deuill could havemade you our
delight?

Ferd What,2 hodge-pudding ? A bag of lax ?

Mift.Page. Apuftman?

Page. Qld,cold. wither’d,and ofintollersbic en-

trailes ?

Ford, Andonethatis as flanderous as Sathan?

Page. Andaspooreaslob?

Ferd. And as wicked ashiswife?

Euan, And giuento Fornications, and co Tauernes,
and Sacke, and Wjne, and Metheglins, and to drinkiirgs
and fwearifgs, and {tarings? Pribles and prables ?

Fal, Wi, Lanyour Theame : you hauethe ftare of
me, ! amdeie@ed : 1 amnoc able to anlwerthe Weich

emg. Flannell , Ignoranceit fclfeis a plummet oreme, vic me
as you will.

Q2 (G3 v)

1= ;. Fal. LtiswellIam our May-pole, - ’
Youhaucthcﬂmo mee, Ui n LN
3Am I'ridden too with awcalchgoatc? e
'W’tba eceof toafted cheefes -+~ '3"":
::rH-. Butteris betterthen cheefcﬁmba
Iou areallburter,butter, - *
.. Fer. Thereisafurthermatteryetfir Jobn, - =
5 There's 20.pound you borrowed of M Breske S:t
: And itmuftbepaidto M.FordSirlohn.  (lokm,
*.. Mi.Fer, Nay husband let that go to makeani&ds,
— Porgmcthatfam,andfowcclcallbcfncnds

3me s> Fer. Wellhereismyhandall'sfo uenathﬁ.’
—e ' Fal.: Ithnthcoﬁmc);vcﬂd’au rg1

“Thaiebenewell pinched andwaflied,

Even though both Q and F1 get the sequence of events to

move with Falstaff's acceptance of the jest (Q, first arrow;

F1, first arrow), Falstaff in F1 is forced to verbally
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acknowledge it was because of lust that he allowed himself

to be made a fool: "This is enough to be the decay of lust
..." (p. 47, F1, second arrow). Of course, the line also
tells us that the Wives have succeeded in 1letting "the
wicked fire of lust" melt him. The word "decay" captures
well the idea of the consuming power a “"fire" has, "melting"
any substance till it is shapeless or down to ashes.

But other variations in this portion of the dialogue
contribute to shape unique ending effects in each version.
Quarto (p. 47) presents a somewhat hurried ending of the
Falstaff plot: he admits he should be a "May-pole", has his
debt forgiven by "Mr.Brooke," and subtly makes a victim of
himself after he is forgiven with his line "It hath cost me
well" (last arrow), as if the jest could in fact make up
for the amount he owed and for his dishonesty. Quarto, 1in
addition, gives us no insight as to whether Falstaff changes
during the course of action, and his line "I have bene well
pinched and washed" (last arrow) puts a simplistic end to
his plot because it suggests he really does not see any need
to improve himself on the basis of what he just experienced.
Worse than that, the note of forgiveness in the Fords' Q
lines "Forgive that sum, and so weele all be friends"”

(second arrow) and "Well here is my hand, all's forgiven at
last" (third arrow) further obscures any moral messages and

makes Falstaff emerge as someone who pretty much gets away
with all his dishonesty to enjoy communal inclusion again.

The situation in F1 is very different.
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In the final scene of F1 (p. 47) Falstaff engages in
self-analysis, clearly indicating that he at the very least
evolves with the action, that he learns a lesson and accepts
the fact that he must further amend his actions, if not
change his conduct all together: "Ignorance it selfe is a
plummet ore me, use me as you will" (last arrow). Thus, the
F1 Falstaff is not forgiven so easily, but will be forced to
pay his debt to the feigned Brooke: "... wee'l bring you to
Windsor to one Mr. Broome, that you have cozon'd of money"
(F1 C 60). In passing, the fact that in F1 Ford brings up
the Broome debt, which is in itself one of the fictions of
the trick, is a clever and subtle way of making the didactic
tone of the dramatist's message linger, since all the parts
of the fiction are consistent in not allowing dishonesty to
go unpunished.

Falstaff also is forgiven in F1, because he remains as
a member of the group who will laugh together "by a countrie
fire": but this only takes place after he agrees to '"pay"
for all the mistakes he is accused of. Q, on the other

hand, generates a Falstaff who simply Jjoins those who

designed his scape-goating and leaves the stage without ever
playing an active role in understanding and interpreting his
experience on the basis of moral standards, who passively
accepts that he deserves the role of fool ("Tis well I am
your May-pole") but does not attempt to go beyond it.

The F1 Falstaff ceases to be a fool and willingly

surpasses such a role when he admits his "ignorance" and
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invites his friends to "use [him] as ([they] will," thus
formally coming across as the vehicle for the articulation

of a moral message. And ultimately, the message resounds in

Fenton's final speech in F1:

Fl1 (C 60)

Fen. You do amaze her : heare the truth of ic,
*=® You would haue marricd her moft (hamefully,
Where there was no proportion held in loue:
The cruch is, fhe and ] (long fince contra&ed)
Are now fo furethatnothing can diffolue vs ¢
2mmg-  Thoffence is holy, that fhe hath commitced,
And this deceit loofes the name of eraft,
Of difobedience, or vnduteous title,
Since therein the d.;th euitate and fhun
amg. A thoufand irreligious carfed houres
Which forced macriage would haue broughe vpoii her,
Ferd. Stand not amaz'd, h=reis no remedie:
In Loue, the heauens themiclues do guidethe flace,
Money buyes Linds,and wiues are {old by fate.

The equivalent speech in Q is simply incidental and

assertive:

Q (G4 v)

~Zev.Marticd to me,nay firneucrflorme, . ¢

=e Tisdonefirnaw,and cannot bevndone; »7.0%%
Ford: 1faith M, Pagencuer chafe your felfe; ©

She hath made her choife wheras her hart was fixe,

Thentisin vaine foryouto ftorme or fret, o

In Q Fenton merely asserts that both he and Ann outwitted
their parents by fulfilling their wish to get married: "Tis
done Sir now, and cannot be undonne" (first arrow). What he

does in F1, on the other hand, is to deliver a moral sermon

on how imposed marriages are shameful. First, he tells Ford

that in "truth ... [(he] would have married (Ann] most
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shamefully" (first arrow). He then claims that "th'offence
is holy" (second arrow) of marrying clandestinely, since
had Ann been forced to marry a man whom she did not love she
would spend "a thousand irreligious cursed houres" (third
arrow).

The closure of the Ann Page plot in F1, in other words,
not only conveys a rejection of lust in the process of
punishing Falstaff, but further articulates thematic
concerns with love by exposing negative social assumptions
that thrive behind "moral" institutions such as marriage.

Thus we get a full-cycle notion of assumptions
regarding subject-matter: first, love that is not chaste
must be rejected: second, marriage should be a celebration
of true love, not of relationships that serve the
convenience of only one individual (e.g., Caius' one-sided
passion, Slender's financial interest;) third, virtue is not
just a matter of not violating moral principles or social
institutions, but also of not using them poorly.

All the features exclusive to each version powerfully

suggest, therefore, that the overall effect of The Merry

Wives of Windsor in F1 is much different than in Q. Markedly
different endings emerge from each version, especially
because the subject matter is articulated in essentially
distinct ways. Simply put, Q presents a more purely
ludicrous view of human experience, whereas the didactic

tone which permeates the dialogue in F1 suggests that "ideal
3

and ludic modes" of comedy have been merged, as Peterson
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would argue:
... fictions serve the ends of recreation
either by providing a merry pastime or by figuring
forth 'perfect patterns...

Interestingly, the F1 version clearly reminds us of

Sidney's dictum in his Defence of Poesie that fiction should

"teach" as well as "delight."
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Notes for Chapter II

1
Page numbering in the F1 version is inconsistent. The

final scene begins at page 38 and ends at page 60, but what
should be page 59 reads page 51.

2
Interestingly, such reflection upon love reminds us of

Astrophil's 1line "See what it is to love?" in Sidney's

sonnet # 107 in Astrophil and Stella, a sonnet sequence in

which the persona essentially debates with himself about the
dilemma of love anxiety.

3
I thank Prof. Douglas Peterson for letting me read

the manuscript entitled “Shakespeare's Recreations: The
Origins and Developments of His Comic Art," a new book he is

presently working on.



CHAPTER III

Henry V

Henry V exists in two authoritative versions from
Shakespeare's era, a 1600 quarto, and the 1623 folio.1

Textual critics such as Pollard (1909) and Greg
({Shakespeare 1957) believe Q is a pirated, corrupt playtext.
Greg, 1in his edition to the Oxford facsimile, 1links such
corruption with length: Q "occupies no more than 1622 type-
lines ... ([whereas] PF1l runs to 3380" (p. vi). Price
concludes that F1 is the genuine Shakespearean playtext and
that gquarto 1s in fact subsequent to it. Craig (1927),
nevertheless, has challenged orthodoxy that rejects quarto.
He points out that all the themes that F1 develops are
interwoven in Q, and argues that it could have been a first

sketch produced by Shakespeare himself and later revised for
the PF1. But in spite of generally viewing F1 as the
preferred copytext editors conflate both versions, drawing
on Q especially to define stage directions.

Textual problems apart, Henry V, "by far the most
controversial of histories" (Berry), has generated criticism
that can be grouped into two major poles. At one pole are
those who glorify Henry as a patriotic King: Wilson (1947)

stands out amongst many others in the first half of the

54
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century who embraced this view under Schelling's influence.
Tillyard and Campbell developed a slightly different trend
by analyzing political doctrine in Shakespeare's histories
and seemingly shaped scholarship of three subsequent decades
that viewed the history plays in general as mirrors of Tudor
political thought. At the other extreme are a minority who
view the play as a satire and Henry as a Machiavel (e.g.,
Goddard). Rabkin argues that such intense controversy simply
proves the ambiguity of <the play. But Shakespeare's
histories in general are controversial because the genre
itself is complicated: not only does it merge conventions of
tragedy and comedy. but also fact and fiction. Critics might
seek to stand on safer ground by working on an historical
basis, but can easily be trapped and confuse, as Taylor
(Shakespeare 1982) points out, the historical and the
dramatic. Their overall tendency to dogmatism, then, is
perhaps a self-defense strategy adopted when dealing with
essentially bewildering objects.

Again, critical judgment done on the basis of conflated

editions must be approached with caution. By merging the

words available in Q and F1 these editions create
relationships and contradictions that are not found in Q and
F1 and that may not correspond to what Shakespeare
designed. What <close analysis of the extensive variations
which culminate in the final scene of each version suggests
is that Henry V has wunique endings in Q and in F1,

particularly in respect to ironic effect.
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_i_

As Harbage says (Shakespeare 1969) "no other play in
the Lancastrian trilogy so persistently bids for 1laughter"
(p. 741). What both critics and producers usually explore as
comic, however, are episodes that involve characters such as
Pistol, Nym, Hostess Quickly, Fluellen, or scenes such as
Kate's English 1lesson and the Dauphin's praising of his
horse. The final scene is not so obviously comic in either
version. But analysing differences between Q and F1 we are
struck by the fact that F1 explores irony much more fully
than Q and, to a great extent, comes across as a play-
within-the-play. The first difference I want to consider

involves the interaction at the outset of the final scene:

Q (F4 v)

Enter at cne doore;the Kingof Brigland wwd bis Lards, - And at
the ether doore;thé King of France, Gucenc Katherine,the
Duke of Butbon,dnd ethers. - )

R S T L I R T
-Hery, Peaceto this meeting whereforewe are mer.
Andte our brother France, Faire time of dayi
== Fairc healthvnto our loucly conlen Karberine.
And asa branch,and member of this {tock:
We'do falute you Duke of Burgondie. : .
== Fran. Brotherof England,rightioyous are we to behold
Ypur face.fo are we Princes Englifh euery cne,
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F1 (H 92)

Enter at one deore, King Henry, Exeter, Bedford warwicke,
asdethsr Lords. At another, Qucene Ifabel,
the King, she Duke of Bosrgongne and
other Fremch,
King, Pescetg this meeting, whereforewe stemen ;
Vnto our brother France, snd to our Sifter
Health snd faire time of day : Joy and good wifhes
To our moft faireand Princely Cofine Katherine ;
Andasabranch andmember of this Royalty,
By whom this great afembly is contriu’d,
We do falute you Duke of Burgogve,
And Princes Frenchand Peeres health to you sll,
==g.  Fra. Rightioyousare we tobehold yourtace,
Moft worthy brother Enzland, fairely mer, -
So are you Priuces (Englifh) euery one.

Qmee. Sohappy-be the Iffue brother Ieéland
Ofthisgood day, and of this Jruicm meeting,
As we are now glad tobehold your eyes,
Yout eyes which hitherto haue bosne
In them ageinft che French that met them in theis bene,
Swmg  The fatall Balls of murthering Bafiliskes :
The venome of fuch Lookes we faicely hope
Haue loft their qualitie, and that this day
engy.  Shall changeall griefes and quarrels into loue.
Eng. Tocry Amento thet, thus we appeare.
Zumg.  Qwner. YouEoghth Princes all,] doe (aJuteyou

Wi

The final scene in both versions begins with Henry
greeting everyone, but variations raise the question
as to who is on stage during this moment. Specifically, we
cannot tell whether Queen Isabel and the Dauphin are present
in Q, and whether the Dauphin is present in Fi1. If there

were a comma after the word "Queene" in Q Isabel's entrance

could be confirmed, but since there isn't one we are left
wondering whether its lack is the result of a printing
error, or whether the title Queene is perhaps meant for

Kate, who ultimately becomes Henry's Queen. As for the

Dauphin, he could be one of the "other" French. The fact

that Queen Isabel and the Dauphin are not assigned lines or

referred to in the final scene of Q further complicates the
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problem, so that two choices are possible, namely, including
them or not including them in the scene. Of course Henry's
greeting ("Peace to this meeting, wherefore we are met") is
general enough in Q not to exclude Queen Isabel and the
Dauphin, even though he proceeds to salute the King of
France, Katherine, and the Duke personally. The stage
direction in F1 does call for Queen Isabel's entrance, but
it 1is also open regarding the Dauphin's participation. F1
does not assign lines to the Dauphin, either.

These differences allow for several interesting
theatrical possibilities, and choices that stretch way
beyond merely including or excluding Queen Isabel and the
Dauphin in Q, or excluding the Dauphin in F1. If a director
drawing on Q chose to include Queen Isabel and the Dauphin,
they would obviously remain as silent observers. But their
stage business could provide rather striking contexts. Their
overlooking the scene from a balcony and acting angry,
perhaps wearing bright costumes and whispering to each
other, for example, could be used to accentuate tension and
suggest that the French will not only seek revenge but
already consider it. Should the Dauphin busily offer
consolation to a crying or sad Queen dressed in black, on

the other hand, France's difficulty in accepting its 1loss
could emerge. F1 does not allow for the same range of
possibilities because the Queen has lines which
automatically require her to interact more closely with

characters other than the Dauphin. But a director using F1
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can still take advantage of kinesics in at least two ways:
by having mother and son convey their anger in non-verbal
exchanges that only the theater audience can perceive, by
having the Dauphin only observe the action and vent his
hatred. Both possibilities are appropriate, since we
historically know that the Dauphin never accepted English
rule, continued to raise armies against England after
Agincourt, recuperated territory and was crowned Charles VII
(cf. Chambers et al.)

The playtext is not so open for choices regarding
Kate because the dialogue to a great extent defines her
role. Her presence in Q (p. 56) seems to be merely
ornamental both because she is silent here and because Henry
addresses her as his "lovely cousin" (first arrow), focusing
his, and the other men's, attention on her physical
qualities. The moment, moreover, allows the actor to make a
pause before going on to salute the Duke and ironically
portray the tough "warlike Harry" caught in Kate's trapping
beauty and charm. Another possibility is that he acknowledge
Kate's presence briefly, so that she will not attract much
attention. But in either case the briefness of the dialogue
in Q suggests a certain rush, as if both England and France
were eager to get their "business" over with.

Fl1 (p. 57) generates different effects. PFirst of all,
the possibility of irony here is much clearer, particularly'

because Henry's reverence towards the French stands out in

sharp contrast with his aggressive warrior personality
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throughout the play: he salutes the French King and Queen
Isabel as '"brother France" and "sister" (first arrow) and
Kate as "our most faire and Princely Cosine" (second arrow).
On one hand, this politeness suggests he has a certain
respect for the French (Burgundy included) and acknowledges
them as "royalty" (third arrow). On the other hand it |is
indeed preposterous because they are there to basically give
up a share of their royal power. The very fact that France
in both versions defines the moment as "joyous" (p. 56, Q.
second arrow; p. 57, F1l, fourth arrow) is ironic, even
though he implies seeing peace as a welcome relief. Should a
director choose to have Henry address the French in a tone
of mockery, for example, the submissive nature of their
exchange (and their acceptance of it as such) would be
obvious. This possibility of mockery is a powerful one
because it would most likely make the moment come across as
play acting. And the final scene of F1 can be seen as the
ultimate realization of the make-believe world which the
prologue and chorus passages exclusive to F1 invite the

audience to accept: "... a Kingdom for a stage, princes to

act, and monarchs to behold the swelling scene” (F1 H 69).
Whether or not Shakespeare intended Henry to act 1like a

surrogate dramatist and play with the defeated French in F1,
the continuing irony clearly suggests play making.

The Queen's lines in F1 (p. 57) are a strong example of
this and nearly sound like a prologue, as she reminds all

that they came from "the fatall Balls of murthering
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Basiliskes" (fifth arrow) but now "shall change all griefes
and quarrels into love" (sixth arrow). Director Terry
Hands (Royal Shakespeare Company, 1975) argues that the
Queen speaks "repetitively ... ([(and] heraldically" (Beauman,
P. 219) and simply cut all of her lines. But interestingly,
these same two qualities allow the Queen's speech to emerge
as '"playing" and irony. Otherwise the above 1lines, for
example, nearly come across as romantic because they
indicate that the Queen naively overestimates the power of
the French and grossly distorts the nature of the meeting,
which is not exactly a negotiation between parties of equal
power but a formality that fulfills Henry's will. History
of course informs us that the Treaty of Troyes was signed in
1420, five years after Agincourt (Chambers et al.) Thus, its
dramatization is even more representative of Henry's
supremacy: the only alternative that the French found was
to accept Henry's terms. Should all the English laugh at the
Queen's remarks, for example, such context would be even
more accentuated. Her response "You English Princes all, I

doe salute vyou" (seventh arrow) would also come across as

naive she is in no position to be pompous. If she delivers
the speech with sarcasm, however, the effect conveyed can be
one of feigned acceptance. In any case, irony intensely
permeates the moment.

One might argue that the French had at this point of

the play in both versions the choice of continuing the war.

This interpretation is, however, simplistic if we consider



62

that Henry practically left the French no alternative other
than settling for peace. An obvious indication of this is
the episode of the dead count: thousands of French were
killed and only "“five and twentie" English (Q F3 v - F1 H
91). But Burgundy's speech in the final scene of F1, much
more elaborate than the Q version, also emphasizes the

overall proportions of the calamity in France:
Q (G r)

Dwk, With pardon vnto both your mlohtlncs.
Letic not difpleafe you,if I demaund -
Whatrub or%zr hath thus far hindred you,
Tokecpeyoufromthegentle fpecchof peace ?
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F1 (H 92)

Burg. My dutictoyouboth, on equall lave. :
GireatKings of France and England:thac I hauelabour'd
With all avy wits, my paines,and fireng endevors,
To brinrg your mof Jmperiall Maiceflies :
Vato this Barre,and Royall enterview ;
Your Mightinefle on both parts beft can witneffe,
Since then my Office hath {pfarse preusyl’d,
s~ That Faceto Face,and Royall Eyeto Eye,
You haue congreceted : leticnot difgrace me,
If 1 demand betore this Royall view,
What Rub, or what Iinpediment there is,
Why thatthe naked, pcore, and mangled Peace, -
Deare Nourfe of Arts, Dlentyes,and ioytull Births,
Should not in this beft Garden of the World,
Our fertile France,pue vp her louely Vifage?
y Alas,Meehath from France too long been chas'd,
2 me@ And:llher Husbandry doth lye on heapes,
Corrupting in it owne fertilitie. .
wmg Her Vine,the merry chearer of the hearr,
Vaprened,dyes : her Hedges euen pleach’d,
Like Paafoners wildly ouer-growne with hayre,
wmgp- Dut turth ditorder’d Twigs : her fatlow Leas,
The Darnell Hemlock,and tanke Femerary,
Dothraot vpon; while thae the Culterrulls,
That fhvuid deracinate fuch Sauagery:
The enen Meade,that ctft brought {weetly forth
The freckled Cownflip. Burnet,and greene Clouer,
Wanting the Sythe, withall vncorreeted, rankes
Conceiucs by idlenzfTe,and nothing teemes,
But hatefall Docks, rough Thillles, Kekiyes,Burres,
Loofing bath beautie and viilitie; o
~Aad all our Vineyards, Fallowes,Meades,and Hedges,'
Detetine in their natures,grow to wildnefTe.
& s Fr1en [0 nur Houfes, and our {clues,and Children,
Hauz loft ot doe not learae, for want of time,
Ths Sciences that fliould becone our Counttey;
wmi But zrow like Ssuages,as Souldiers will,
Thatnnthing dos, but meditate on Bluod,
To Sweating,and fterne Lookes defus’d Atcyre,
And euery thing vhat feemes vanacurall.
Which to reduce into our former fauour,
You are afiembled : snd my fpeech entreats,
Thst I may know the Let, why gentle Peace
Should not exprll thefe inconueniences,
And blefle vs with her former qualities,

As the Q (p. 62) segment shows, Burgundy in Q simply brings
up the question of what is keeping England and France from
having peace. His objectivity quickens the pace of action
and subtly indicates that FPrance is eager to get the meeting

over with: the meeting therefore comes across primarily as a

formality. Physical action involving restlessness,
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discomfort, and distance, for example, would be most
appropriate during this moment which essentially portrays
the submission of one kingdom to another.

Fl (p. 63) generates different effects, especially
because France's reasons to give in to Henry are explicitly
mentioned by Burgundy. The bulk of the passage provides

vivid images of the chaos in Prance: PFrance's “Husbandry

doth lye on heapes" (second arrow), "her Vine ... unpruned
dyes" (third arrow), "her Hedges ... put forth disordered
Twigs” (fourth arrow), "... our selves, and Children ...

grow like Savages, as Souldiers will, that nothing doe, but
meditate on Blood" (fifth and sixth arrows). Given the
above, their speaking of negotiating peace is nearly

preposterous: France cannot recover easily from the disaster

after Agincourt.

Even though France's position is the same in Q, the
fact that Burgundy does not lament, so to speak, as he does
in F1, helps to preserve an aura of dignity or pride in the
French that does not emerge in F1 because Burgundy fully and
verbally recapitulates their immense loss. The Fi
description of the meeting between the enemy Kings "Face to
FPace, and Royall Bye to Eye" (first arrow) in a seemingly

peaceful situation, moreover, increases irony because they
caused so much chaos and death during Agincourt. This
strikes me as a potentially tense moment. Yet a potentially
cruel effect could be achieved with friendly stage business,

close blocking, laughing, and perhaps drinking while a
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screen would silently run dreadful war images upstage: this
would be possible in Q but probably seem bizarre, since the
reticence of the French in Q does not invite the fuller
engagement with the consequences of the war to them that F1

does.

- 1i -
Given the above relationships, the effect of Henry's

response to Burgundy also varies from Q to F1:

Q (G r)
Har, 1f Duke of Bargondy,you wold haue peace,
== Youmultbuy that peace, o
According as we haue drawne our articles. :
F1 (H 92)

Eng. 1f Duke of Rurgonie,you would the Peace,
Whote want giues prowth to thimperte Sons
== Which you haue cited ; you muft buy that Peace
With full accord to all onrinft d2mands,
Whofe Tenures and particulz ¢ffedls
You haue enfchedul’d briefely in your hands.

Barg. The Kinp hath heard them: to the which,ssyet
There is no Antwer made,
£ng. Well then: the Peace which you before fo vrg'd,
== Lyes in his Anfwer,

Henry simply remarks that France "must buy that peace"

(first arrow in each version). Semantically, the modal
auxiliary must conveys the idea of obligation in both
versions. But while the line in Q functions as a reminder
and serves as an Iintroduction to the subject of the
agreement, in Fl1 it comes across as another blow against the
French, whose plea for mercy Burgundy has just delivered.

And one more blow comes with the line, also specific to F1,
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“"the peace which you before so urg'd lyes in his answer"
(second arrow). France has to face the fact that re-
establishing peace means yielding power to Henry, which he

procedes to do in both versions:

Q (G r)
Fran, We hauebutwith acurlenary eye,
Oreviewd them-plealeth your Grace;
== Tolet fome ofy our Counfellfitwithvs, -
== We (hall retuiné our peremptory anfwere.
F1 (H 93)

Frenee. I have but with 1 curfelarie eye
O're-glanc’e the Articles: Pleateth your Grace
To appoint fome of your Councell prefently .
=gy To (it with vs once more,with better heed
Tore-(ucuey them; we will fuddenly
wmg  Piflcouracceptand peremptorie Anfiver.

The PFrench King's answer to Henry in F1, however, has a
unique effect because of Burgundy's speech: by
recapitulating France's destruction he exposes its
helplessness. The French King's redundant F1 remark "we

will ... passe our accept and peremptorie answere" (second

arrow) then comes across as his recognition that this is
all he can do. In sum, the fact that the French even go
through the ordeal of discussing the articles is more ironic

in F1, where calamity is accentuated, than in Q. In other
words, the interaction between France and England in F1 has
the growing effect of a play-within-the-play where each of
the Kings assumes a pretend role: France being prompt to

accept the articles, and England simply allowing him to do
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so. But "with better heed," to use France's words (F1, first
arrow), we can infer that there is a subtle, yet crucial,
difference at this point. In Q France requests, apparently
for the first time, for Henry to "let some of [his]
Counsell" (first arrow) have a conference about the treaty.
In F1, France requests that they "sit [together] once more"
(first arrow), indicating that this is not the first time
the council meets. Granting this Henry lets France extend
negotiations in F1 and therefore emerges as less

authoritarian than he does in Q.

-iii-
Henry's assertiveness in Q and his discretion in F1

grow clearer in the ensuing dialogue:

Q (G r)

Har. GoLotds,and fiewith thcm,
== Andbring vs anfivere backe.
Yetleaueour coulen Karherine here bchmd
France. \N;thallour.hcattl.

Exit King andthe Lord: Manet,Hrry, Katbe .
1ncyand tbe G tm/nnmmt .
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F1 (H 93)

England. Brother we thall. Goe Vnckle Exeter,
And Brother Clarence, and you Brother Gloncsfier,
2mmg. Warwick,and Huu?nn, goe with the King,
And take with you free power, to ratifie,
=mg. Augment,or alter, as yout Wifdomes beft
Shall fee aduantageable for our Dignitie,
Any thing in or oat of out Demands,
And weele configne thereto. Will you,faire Sifter,
== Goe with the Princes.or 1ay here with vs ?
Quee. Our gracious Brother, I will goe with them:
5 g Hippily 2 Womans Voyce may doe fome good,
When Articles too nicely vrg'd,be (tood on.
England, Yctlesue ous Coulin Xarherme here with vs,
She is our capitall Demnand,compris’d
Wi.hinthe fore-ranke of our Articles.
7 w=g  Quee. Shehath good leaue. Exennt omowes.

-—

Adawes King and Katherine.

In Q (p. 67) Henry restates his supremacy by simply
ordering them to go "and bring us an answere backe" (first

arrow) and then turns to Katherine. In F1 (p. 68) he makes

several ambiguous remarks which emerge as more cautious or
diplomatic, in spite of being potentially ironic.

First, Henry respectfully addresses defeated France as
"Brother" and "King" (first and second arrows) as if he did
not expect Charles VI to formally lose authority over the

country. Second, Henry in F1 gives the English council "free
power, to ratifie, augment, or alter, as ... [they] shall
see advantageable ... anything in or out of [his] demands"

(third arrow). This is another difference which adds to the
irony in F1: Henry, who so agressively led an army and won
at Agincourt, is now relinquishing power to Exeter,
Clarence, Gloucester, Warwick, and Huntigton. At this point

the play-making opens, so to speak, to other characters in
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F1, whereas in Q Henry (at least technically) remains in
control. He relinquishes even more control over the action
in F1 by granting Queen Isabel the right to decide whether
she wants to go and participate in the conference or stay
(fourth arrow), and by accepting her view that "a womans
voyce may doe some good, when articles too nicely urg'd be
stood on" (fifth arrow). In passing, the Queen indirectly
restates her own authority by taking Henry's imperative in
the 1line "leave our Cousin" (sixth arrow) as a request and
replying that Kate "hath good leave" to stay and talk to
him, as if he were begging for permission. Should Henry
indicate his satisfaction by nodding in agreement, he would
actually appear to be respecting the French. Of course he
could also mock the Queen and the other French non-verbally
as they left, thus indicating his disdain and allowing the
audience (but not Kate) to perceive his "acting." Overall,
however, the F1 playtext mandates a kind of attitude for
Henry that may subtly undermine his power and even bring the
audience to the verge of confusion over whether Henry has
sole control over the action: the French are as sly in
“playing" as Henry is. Clearly, for instance, Burgundy's
long speech on behalf of France can be taken as an attempt
to emotionally manipulate Henry, perhaps compelling him to
ease his demands by stirring feelings of guilt in him. These
relationships do not, in my opinion, emerge from the Q

dialogue because it is too reticent. Even imagination and

elaborate stage business could hardly undermine Henry's
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dominance in Q, especially if we consider that it 1is his
voice that systematically sounds throughout that version of

the final scene, as can be easily verified in what follows.

-iv-

The growing irony and Henry's diplomatic tendency in F1
do not end as we proceed to examine the wooing episode that
immediately follows. The very first exchange between Henry
and Katherine after the English and the French leave for the

conference presents crucial differences:

Q (G. r/v)

w=e - Hite. Now Kare,youhatie 2 blunt wooer here:
Left with you. AR :
2e=e Iflcould winthee atleapfrog, :
= Or with vawting with my aruiont on my b.ckc, :
Into iy faddle, DR I
Without brig be it fpoken, -+ -+ . - =i
Ide make compare with any. ) IR
But lcaving thac Kare,
1f thou cakeft me naw, .
Thou Malt haue me atthe worfl:.

Anamweanng,zhou (hale hage te betrer 3nd Eetta,
T hou (halc haueaface that is not worth (un-bnxmng.
But dooft thouthinke,that thon andl .
Betweene Saint Denw, v - ey A "_
And Saint Geerge, ﬂnl)g:uboy. : SRR
That fhall goe to Conflamtinople,
And take the great Turke by the beard,ha Katet -
Semp  Kate. Isitpo(libledatme ﬁll o

Louede enemiede Frasce, . Lol

-—

F1 (H 93)

-—. King. Faite Katherme,and molt faire,

-y, Will you vouchfafe toteacha Souldier tearmes,
Sachas will enter aca Ladyes care,

emg. Andpleade his Loue-fuitro her gentle heare.
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The bluntness of Q (p. 70) is obvious. Henry not only
defines himself as a "blunt woocer" (first arrow) but acts as
one by addressing the princess as Kate, wishing he could
"win [her] at leapfrog" (second arrow) or "with [his]
armour on [his] back” (third arrow), and finally by
expressing his desire to ‘"get a boy that shall goe to
Constantinople and take the great Turke by the beard"
(fourth arrow). He views the marriage with Kate as a
practical move and does not hesitate to let her know that.

Henry's attitude in F1 (p. 70) is not so simple. His
"diplomacy"” begins with his playing the irresistible type,
so to speak. He flatters her: "Faire Katherine and most
‘faire" (first arrow). Then he implies a kind of helplessness
by asking her to "teach” him so that he can "pleade his
love-suit to her gentle heart" (second and third arrows).
His acting this way in F1 again suggests caution, and is
rather ironic. First, because the strongest trait of
Henry's personality from the outset of the play is being
"warlike", as the prologue states it in F1. He is the man

who urges the army to go "cheerly to sea” to embrace war (Q

B4 r, F1 H 75). Although this is true in both versions,
several moments of F1 accentuate his bellicose nature more
fully than Q. Lines conveying the idea that Henry views the
war per se as a potentially exciting event, for example,
appear exclusively in F1. Canterbury remarks Henry can

render "a fearful battle ... 1in music” (F1 H 69). Rather

than being anxious about the war, Henry "doubt([s] not of a
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fair and lucky war" (F1 H 75), and is prompt to "imitate
the action of the tiger" (F1 H 77)! PFinally, he indirectly
acnowledges such disposition in the final scene of Fi:
"Beshrew my father's ambition! he was thinking of civil wars
when he got me" (F1 H 94). His speaking of 1love or
assuming the role of romantic wooer in F1 is at the very
least paradoxical and strongly clashes with his conduct
prior to the final scene. Henry may of course be seen as an
essentially good, patriotic King striving to "maintain the
peace, whose hours the peasant best advantages" as he
himself puts it in the soliloquy exclusive to F1 (H 85).
This interpretation might even explain his marked shift to
"romanticism" as a sincere manifestation of a gentle side of
his personality. But other moments common to both versions
accentuate Henry's essentially non-romantic nature:
The king is not bound to answer the particular
endings of his soldiers ... for they purpose not
their death when they purpose their services.
Besides, there is no king, be his cause never so
spotless ... can try it out with all unspotted

soldiers. Some peradventure have on them the guilt
... [but] they have no wings to fly from God.

Henry delivers the above speech incognito (Q D4 v, F1 H 84)
during the exchange with Williams and other soldiers in the
camp: it clearly conveys his very practical beliefs as to
his responsibility regarding the war consequences. Moreover,
Henry 1looks forward to making the war a memorable event in

the history of England (Q E2 r, F1 H 86-87):
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.. This day is called the Feast of Crispian. he
that outlives this day, and comes safe home,
will yearly on the vigil feast his neighbors. ...
This story shall the good man teach his son.

Only in F1 he restates his caring not at what cost: "If we
are marked to ... live, the fewer men, the greater share of
honor." (H 86) In light of the above passages, we can hardly
say that Henry suddenly surrenders his soul to Cupid and
begs for Kate's love in the final scene. His diplomatic
wooing in F1 is more like another war, so to speak, a war of
words whose primary goal is to win himself a breeder. And
thus he himself will be able to fulfill the prophecy of
telling a son about "The Feast of Crispian."

The second reason why the wooing episode in F1 is
potentially ironic has to do with Kate's response to Henry.
Whereas in Q she immediately gquestions the possibility of
her falling in love with "de enemie de France" (p. 70, Q
fifth arrow) and therefore reveals a resistance to Henry,
she either "plays" or truly gets caught by Henry's charm in

F1 and engages in small talk:

F1 (H 93)

o=@ X.uh Y sur Maicltic fhall mock at me,I cannot {peake
your England,

2 wmgp King. O faire Katherine . if you will love me foundly
with your French heact, [ will be glad to heare you con-
feiTe ic brokenly with your Englith Tongue. Doe you
like me, Kase?

Kath. Pardonmemey, ] cannot tell wat is Like me.

wmg. King. AnAngellislike you Kate,and youarelikean
Angeil.
_—— gx.ub. Qe die il que Ie fusi [emblable ales Anges?
Lady. Quy versyment (finf=ojlre Grace) ainfi dus il.
King. 113id fo; deate Karherane, 30d I mutt not bluth
o fArme . .
S sy Kath. O bon Dicw, les langues des horames fomt plein de

tremperies,
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Kate worries (p. 73) about being mocked because her English
is poor (first arrow), to which Henry aptly responds with
more sweet talk: "O faire ... 1love me soundly" (second
arrow). And she continues to try to understand what he is
saying: "Que dit i1 ...?" Kate asks (fourth arrow),
suggesting her interest in the conversation as it is. But
suddenly she responds to his emphasis on her angelical
beauty by (third arrow) by pointing out that "les langues
des hommes sont plein de tromperies" (fifth arrow). As the

dialogue continues, Henry translates what she says:

F1 (H 93)
King. What (ayes (he,faire one? thac the tongues of
men ate full of deceits ? .
Lady. Oxy,dacde tongeus of demans isbe full of de-
ceits: dacis de Princefle.
wmgp . King. The Princeffe is the better Englith-woman::
2 amg jfiith Kae,my wooing is fie for thy vadertanding, I am
glad thou can(t fpeake ro better Englith, for if thou
could t, thou would'(t findé me fuch a plaine King,that
thouwouldft thinke, I had (old my Farme to buy my
Crowne. I know no wayes to miuce it in loue,butdi-
gy 1¢2ly to fay, I loue you; then if you vegeme farther,
tken'to (ay,Doc you i fith? [ weate oue my fuite: Giue
me your anfiver, yfaith doe, and (o clap hands,and a bar-
5 8- piinc: how far you, Lady ¢
Karh. Sasfuestre honewr, me vaderfland well.

When he realizes that she is indirectly calling him a 1lier
he seemingly drops the acting. First of all he gives up the
formality of addressing her as Katherine, shifting to Kate
(second arrow). He then admits being a "plaine King" (third

arrow) and directly claims to love her (fourth arrow).

This is a crucial point of F1 because Kate becomes a

different person for Henry, someone who can challenge him,

besides being pretty or silent or shy. Should Henry act

startled and thoughtful, perhaps pausing for a few seconds
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after he translates her remark about the tongues of men
being full of deceits, his own bafflement would emerge and
suggest that he may indeed begin "loving” her, precisely for
her doubting his honesty despite the language difficulty
involved. By doing so she traps him in her charm by allowing
him to view her no longer as a part of the deal but truly as
a "better ... woman" (first arrow): better than he expected,
perhaps, or than most English women he knew. A real
"bargaine" (fifth arrow). Most important, however, is that
this moment demands a marked change in Harry's behavior, a
change that does not occur in Q because here Kate's allusion
to the problem of their being enemies is to a great extent
predictable for Henry. Her challenging his sincerity in F1,
on the other hand, has the impact of surprise and demands
that he improvise, so to speak, in order to be persuasive.
And he apparently succeeds, since now Kate even claims to
understand what he says: "Sauf vostre honeur, me understand
well." Henry then goes on to explain his intentions in a

long speech that also is exclusive to F1:
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We note, first of all,

(see p. 70)
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King. Maay, if you would put me to Verfes, orto
Dance for your fake,Kare,why you vndid me: for the one
1 hane neicher words norinesfurey and far the other, 1
haue no ftrength in meafure, veta reafonable meafure in
fteengeh. I coold winne a1 sdy ac Leape-frogge,or by
vawting into my Saddle, with my Armour onmy backe ;
vunder the corretion of bragging be it fpoken, I thould
quickly lespeinco s Wife : Orif I mighe buffet for my

Loue;orbound'my Héile for her fauours, I could. Lay on
like 4 Butcher,and fic hikea lack an Apes,neder off. But
before God Kate, I cannot looke greenely, nor gafpe out
my cloquence, norl haue no cunaing in protefacion;
onely downe-right Oathes, which I neuer vfe till vrg'd,
nor neuer breake forvrgiog. If thou canft louea fellow
of this temper,Kare,whofe face is not worth Sunne-bur-
ping 2 that neuer lookes in his Glaffe, for loue .of any
thing he fees there? let thioe Eye be thy Cooke. I{peske
tothee plaine Souldier: If ttou canit loue me for this,
take me? ifnot?to fay to thee that I thall dye,is truesbat
for thy loue, by the L. No: yec [ loue thee toa,, And
while thou liu'ft,deare Kare, takes fellow of plame and
vncoyned Conftancie,for he perforce mut do thee righe,
becauie he hash not the gifc to wooe in other places: for
thefe fellowes of infinit tongue, that can ryme themfelwes
into Ladyes fauours, they doe alwayes reafon therfelues
oucapaine, Whae ? afpeaker is buti prater, a Ryme is
but 2 Bullad; 3 good Legpe will fall, a (trait Backe will
Roope,a blacke Beard will tuihe white, 3 curl'd Pace will
grow bald, ataye Face will wither, a full Eye will wax
hollow : butagood Hzare, Kare, isthe Sunne and che
Moone, ot rather the Sunne, and not the Moone; foric
thives brighe, and neuer changes, but keepes his courfe
truly. I thou would haue (uch a one, take me ? and
take me; take a Souldier: takea Souldier; take a King.
And what fay' thou then to my Loue? fpeake my faire,
snd fairely, I pray thee.

Kash. ls 1t poffible dat I fould loue de ennemie of
Fraunce?

appear here in F1 in a new context:

if [he] could winne a lady at Leape-frogge,
++.. with [his] armour on [his] backe ...
should gquickly leape into a wife.

Another example (see p. 81, second arrow) is that

wouldn't die of love for Kate, vyet he loves

(he]

her

or

e s o

(p-

that some of his remarks found in Q

Henry

76,

third and fourth arrows) and stresses that his "Constancie"

(fifth arrow) is more valuable than rhetoric:
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these fellowes of infinit tongue, that can ryme

themselves into Ladyes favours, they doe alwayes

reason themselves out againe.
His good heart (p. 176) is like the Sun that "shines bright
and never changes" (sixth arrow) and he is, above all, a
soldier and a king (seventh arrow). The fact that these
remarks are located in the same speech in Fl1 generates a
different effect: even though Henry uses them, like he does
in the two separate Q speeches, to express his plain
thoughts and intentions, in F1 he manages not only to state
blunt truths but to immediately soften them up with a touch
of romanticism, therefore coming across as much more
articulate. Finally, he entreats Kate to respond to his
“love" and she raises the same issue as in Q: how can she
love an enemy of her country (eighth arrow)? Precisely
because Henry's speech in F1 is seemingly dazzling we can

here wonder what the most appropriate paraphrase for Kate's

question is. How can she come to love him? Or how can she

be 1 love with him? The playtext is open to both

possibilities, and delivery (either a stiff Kate or a mellow

Kate) will clarify which is true.

But the placement of Kate's question "Is it possible
dat I sould love de ennemie of Fraunce?" at this point in F1
has another very important effect: their being enemies
becomes secondary. By challenging Harry before this question
in F1 with her remark "les langues des hommes sont plein de

tromperies" Kate indirectly states that she views sincerity

as a prerequisite for their relationship. Only when he
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grants her that he talks like a "plain souldier" does she
move on to the technical problem they must face. This
accentuates irony in F1 because we once again see Harry lose
control over the action: it is the French Princess who
"directs" now, putting Harry in a vulnerable position
because he has to shift strategies in order to persuade her.
Her question in gl therefore carries both the 1literal
message and an extra-semantic one, that is: I believe you
love me now, but we have other problems to discuss.

These effects are not present in Q, where Harry's
bluntness does not give her a chance to quit a powerless
role. The Q playtext possibilities are nevertheless diverse.
Kate may act unfriendly and shocked, so as to reject Henry.
She may act as if she has immediately fallen in love with
the macho Englishman whose impatience to lay her and "get a
boy" is clear: either intensely sexy or romanticaly carried
away. Q, in other words, can be played both as a potentially
stiff moment or as a lighter one. The same is basically true
of F1, but the small talk here allows for much more
playfulness. Kate can giggle, for example, stimulating
Henry's play acting and then suddenly unsettling him by
implying he deceives her. F1l gives her, for a moment,
control over the situation and by doing so nearly exposes
the "warlike" King to ridicule, while his primacy in Q is

systematically protected.
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What Harry and Kate say to each other in each version

prior to her raising the issue of political animosity also

shapes the effect of the continuation of their exchange

differently. Let us consider the passages:

Q (G2 v - G3 r)

2 umgp

Harry. No Kasejtisvnpo(Tible
You ﬂxould loue the enemie of France:

- For Kate,1 louefrmctfowell, Ly

T hat IlcnotlcmcaV‘ﬂlaae, el
lle haue it all mine: then Kuq. e
When Franceismine, - . .. ., B SRR
Andlamyours, .. - . . ' ../
Then Framceisyours, .. .- .. . . ..
Andyouaremine. . . : -
Kate. lcannoncllwhatudu.; da s
H"’7 NO KllGS Hal .’a-.. : ,,. :';ig . _-(::‘-

'Whylletelluyouml’tencb, -

Which willhan nmy ton e,hkeabnd‘e
Onhemewma;sn'cgoﬂm and .su.. ) ~,, )
Let me fec,Saint Dexniz be my ﬁm& o
Quan France et mon. ° ( o
Kate, Datis,when Frenceis yourar ’f‘;;
Hary. Etvousettesamoy,. ¢ - . . . .-
Kae, Andlameoyon, - i o
Haory, Douck Franceestesavoust * . .-
Kate, Den Franceallbemine. =~ 1

. Horp Etlefuyvesavous, ... . -.; .., .
- Kate, Andyouwillbetome. -~ - . "

Her, Whlt belceue me Kase? tis eafier for ml .
To conquerthe hnodomc, théto fpeak o much
MoreFrench, " W

_Kae. Ayour Maiclty has falfe Franceinough

“Todeceive de beft Lady in Frence,

Harry. No faith Kare not 1. Bue Kase,

Inplainetermes,do youloue me?
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Fl1 (H 93)

Kmg. No,it it not poffible you fhould loue the Ene-
mie of France,Kate ; but in loving me, you fhould loue
1==gs the Friend of France: for I loue Ermce fo well, that |
will ngt pare with a Village of it ; I will haueic all mine:
and Kate,when France is mioe,and I am yours;then yours
is France,and you sre mine.
emg  Kab. ] cannoctell watis dat,
King. No Kare? [ will tell theein French,which I am
fure will hang vpon my tonguc,likea new.married Wife
sbout her Husbands N.cke, hardly to be thooke off ; /e
gquand [ur le poffcffion de Frasnce,cr quand vows anes le pof-
[effion de mey, . Let mee fee,what then ? Saint Dewnis bee
my fpecde) Donc veffre off Framnce, & vows effes mienme.
Itis as eafic for me, Xate,c0 conquer the Kingdome,as to
fpeake fo much more French : 1 fhall oeuer moue thee in
French,vnlefle icbe to laugh ae me,
3 =y Kath. Samf voftre bonear,le Francois ques vons parieia il
- mecliers que [ Angloir le guel le parle,
Ring. No faith is't ror, Kate : but thy (peaking of
amg My Tongue, and I thine, moft cruely falfely , mult
needes be graunzed to be much at one. But Kase,doo’t
thou vnderfand thus nwuch Englifh¢ Canit thou loue
mee ?

Henry explains that he loves France in both versions,
and that by being his Kate will still have France (first
arrows in each segment). She claims, also in both versions,
that she does not understand: "I cannot tell wat is dat"
(second arrow). But he goes on to say the same in French. In
Q she interacts with him and translates 1line by 1line,
finally accusing him of being false when he says his French

is poor: "A your Majesty has false France inough to deceive

de best Lady in France" (third arrow). Harry simply remains
in control by pretty much ignoring the remark and asking
whether she loves him.

Fi has more complex implications. First, Harry

proceeds to deliver his sentences in French without

interacting with Kate, who merely listens. After he

appologizes for his bad French she even responds

sympatheticaly, saying that his French is better than her
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English (third arrow). This is predictable because, as
discussed above, she had already challenged his honesty in
F1 and is more prone to trust him rather than accuse him of
being false as she does in Q where that background does not
exist. At this point we feel the irony growing in F1,
whether she responds in a tone of mockery or seriously: she
may either be entertaining his play acting or truly like her
"enemy." When Harry remarks that they speak each other's
language "most truly falsely" (fourth arrow), however, we
are tempted to infer that he 1slbeing cynical with her all
along. But only a very fine line marks Henry's attitude. It
is very difficult, in both versions, to determine whether he
is being honest or not. Overall, however, F1 is consistently
more ironic because of additional differences in the
dialogue, as can be observed below:

Q (G3 r)
Kate, 1cannottell.
H.rry, No,canany of your neighbourstell:
Xicaskethem, =
1 me Come Kue,l know you loue me,
Andfoone whenyouarein your cloflet,
Youle queftionthis Lady of me: :
But I pray thee fweete Kare,vfe me mercifully,
=a Becaule I loue thee cruelly.

.That 1thalldye Kareyisfures -

But for thy loue,by the Lord aeuer.

What Wench, .- v

A ftraightBacke will growe crooked.

A round eye will grwe hollowe.

A great leg will waxe (mall, '

A curld pate proue balde :

But agood heart Kate, isthe fun and the moone,

Andrather the Sunand not the Moone:

And therefore Kase take me,

Takea fouldierstake afouldicry

Take a King.

T herefore tell me Kate,wilt thou haue me?

=& . Kae. Datisaspleafc the King my father.
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In both Q (p.

Kate
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Kash. 1cannot tell.

King. Can any of your Neighbours tell, Kare? 1le
acke them, Come,] know thou loueft me:. and acnighe,
when you come into your Clofet, you'le quetlion this
Gemlewoman about me; and I know,Xate, you will to
her difprayfe thofe parts in me,thac you loue with yout
heate : but gaod K«te,mocke me mercifully, the rather

entle PrincefTe.becaufe I loue thee cruelly. 1f cuer thou
Eeeﬁ mine, Kare, 33 | haue a fauing Faich wichin me tells
methouthale; L get thee with skambling , and theu
mutt therefore necdes proue 3 good Souldicr-breeder:
Shall not thou and I, betweene Saint Dewwis 30d Saint
Geoge, compound a Boy, halfe Fiench halfe Englith,

that thall goe to ConRantinople, and take the Tuke by
the Beard, Shall wee not > what fay'@t thou, my faire
Flower.de-Luce.

Zate. T doe not know dat,

King, No:'tis hereafter to know,but now to promife :
doe but now promife Kate, you will endeanour for your
French past of fuch aBey; snd formy Englith moytie,
take the Word of a King, and a Batcheler. How anfwer
z:m. La plus belle Kathering du monde mon t1efcher & dewin

ege.

{d’). Your Maieflee aue faule Frenche enough to
decciue de moft fage Damoifeil dat is en Fravnace.

King. Now fye vpon my falfe French:by mine Honor
intrue Englith 1 loue thee Xate; by which Honor,]1 dare
not fwearg thou louelt meyyet my blood begins to flac-
terme, that cthou doo'®; notwithftanding the poore and
votempering effet of my Vifage. Now befhirew my
Fathers Ambition, hee was thinking of Ciuill Warres
whenhee got me, therefore was I created with a flub-
borne out-(ide, with an afpe& of Iron, that whenl come
to wooe Ladyes, 1 frighe them's butin faith Kare, the el.
der I wax,the better I fhall appease. My'cémforeis,that
Old Age, that ill Layer vp of Beautie, can doe no more
fpoyle tpon rhy Face. Thouhaft mie,if thou haft me, at
the worft; and thou fhalt weare me., if thou weare me,
better and bgteer : and therefore thl me, moft faire Ku.
thering, will you haueme? Pue off your Maiden Bluthes,
auouch the Thoughts of your [{care with the L.aokes of
an Emprefle, take me by the Hand, and fzy, Harry of
Englend, I amthine: which \WWaord thou fhalt no fooner
blefle mine Eare withall, buc I will cell chee slowd, Eng-
land is thine, Ireland is thine, France is thine,and Henry
Plantaginet is thine ; who, though | fpeake it before his
Face, if he be not Fellow with the bett Kirg, thou fhalt
finde thebeft King 0fGood-fellowes. Come your An-
fwer in broken Mufick ; for thy Vayce is Mulick, and
thy Englifh broken: Thercfore Queene of all,Karkerine,
breake thy minde ¢o me in broken Englith; wile thou
haue me?

Kah. Datis asic fha!l pleafe de Rop mon pere,

81) and F1 (p. 82), Henry tries to persuade

she loves him:

in each version). He also claims

"I know thou lovest me"

to

love

(first

her
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exceedingly: "I 1love thee cruelly"” (second arrows in each
version). But what happens subsequently in each version has
unique effects.

Henry in Q urges Kate to believe that he has a good
heart, and that it will not change 1like other physical
attributes might: "... a good heart Kate, 1is ... the sun"
(third arrow). These remarks seem to make a big difference
for Kate, who now indirectly accepts Henry if that pleases
"the King my father" (fourth arrow). The placement of this
argument in Q seemingly determines, therefore, the end of
Harry's "battle" with Kate. As illustrated above (p. 76,
F1, sixth arrow) he says the same words in F1 much earlier
and they serve there only to improve Kate's confidence. 1In
effect, then, Henry's "battle" with Kate in F1 lasts much
longer.

As we can verify in F1, Henry at this point still has
to make his most important point, that is, telling Kate she
"needes proove a good souldier-breeder” (third arrow). Her
reticence ("I doe not know dat") forces Henry to entreat
her further: "How answer you, 1la plus belle Katherine du
monde, mon trecher [et] devin deesse" (fifth arrow). And she
once again unsettles him by commenting on his "false French"
(sixth arrow). Henry seemingly gets irritable and cries "fye
upon my false French" (seventh arrow), plunging into a long
speech that comes across as a desperate plea for Kate to

accept him. He even goads her saying that she will be the

"Queen of all," (ninth arrow) England, Ireland, France, and
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Henry Plantaginet (eighth arrow). By doing this, whether
honestly or not, he indicates a disposition to receive Kate
as a Queen in Fl1 and allow her to have a voice in political
matters just as he does with Isabel moments before. In Q he

does not seem to view her as more than a breeder (2).

-i-
Further evidence for the argument that Henry's attitude
towards Kate differs greatly in Q and Fl1 versions is found

as the final scene unfolds:

Q (G3r, v)

Harry. Nayit will pleafe him:

Nay it fhall pleafe him Kaze. .
1eme Andvponthatcondition Kare lle kifle you

K«.0 mon dule nc voudroy faire quelke choffe
Pour toute lemonde, ‘ :
Cene poynt votree fachion en fouor,

Harry. What faies fhe Lady ?

Lady, Datitisnotdefalion en France,
For de maideybyfore dabemartied to

May foyie oblyeywhatisto baffie? 1 . - * .15 -
Har, Tokis,tokis. Q) thattisnoethe . { +°

Fathion in Framsce,for themaydeseo kis ¢ .; ..

Bcfore they are married. . .o
Lady. Owyeleevoticegrace. . 1,
Har. \Well, weelebrecake that cuftome, -

3=
== Therefore Kate patience perforce and yeeld; -
Before God Kate,you haue witcl:c1 afe
=g Inyourkilles: :
sSeme  And may perlivade with me ntore,

Thenall the FrenchCouncelle: - .. .
Ycur father is returned. " .

Enter the King of Fi rance, and.
the Lordes.
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Fl (H 94)

King. Nay,ic will plzaie him wel!, Kare;it Mallpleafe
him, Kate.
Kath. Den it {all al{o content me,
=g King. VponthatIkiffe your Hand, and I cill youmy
ueenc,
Kash. Laifle mon Scignesr, iaifle, (aijje, may foy = Te ne
vems point que voss abbaife voflre srandess , en basfans le
main dune neilre Seignesr indignis [erustenr excufemey, e
vows [upplic mam tref-puiffans Seignemw.
2mg King. Then I will kiffe your Lippes,Kate.
Kai. Les Dames ¢ Damoifcls posr efire baifee demant
lewr wopcefe il net pas le coff wme de Frasnce,
King. Madame,my Interpreter,what fayes thee?
Llij. Dat it is noc be de fathon pour le Ladies of
Fraunce; I'cannoc tell watis buiffe en Anglithe
King. Tokiffe,
Lli . Your Maiefee entendre bettre gue moy,
King. It is nota fathion for the Maids in Fraunceto
kiffe before they are marryed,would fhe fay?
Lady. Osy verayment.
wmg  King. O Kate,nice Cultomes curfie to great Kings,
Deare Kate, you and. I cannot bee confin’d within the
weake Ly(t of s Countreyes fafhioh : wee are thema-
4 == Loy of Manners, Kate; and the libertie that foilowes
our Places, floppes the mouth of all finde-faules , 28 1
== will doe yours, for vpholdiog the nice fathion of your

Countrey, indenying me a Kiffe : therefote patiently,
and yeelding, Youhsuve Witch-craft in yoor Lippes,

@ume Kate : there is more eloguence in a2 Sugsr touch of
them, then in the Tongues of the French Councell ; and
they fhould fooner perfwade Harry of England, then 2
generall Petition of Monarchs. Heere comes your
Father.

Enter the French Power and she Exglifh
Lords.

The issue revolves around the kiss. In Q Henry tries to kiss
Kate as soon as he has the cue "Dat is as please the King my

father." And he insists on kissing her (first arrow), with

words that mandate a rather aggressive pursuit, since he
openly disrespects Kate in at least two ways: by wanting to
"break" a cultural custom, and by forcing her to do so ("...
perforce and yeeld" second and third arrows). This verbal
forcefulness naturally mandates an equal physical effect,
such as a struggle during which Kate pulls away from Henry

and does not allow him to kiss her. Of course Henry's remark
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"you have witchcraft in your kisses" (Q, fourth arrow)
might suggest their lips do touch, but may also express what
he imagines her kisses would be like. Whether or not they
kiss, Henry is assertive both physically and verbally about
Kate's physical power over him: "... [she] may persuade with
fhim] more, then all the French Councell" (fifth arrow).

In F1 (p. 85) Henry does not pursue this desire to kiss
Kate so roughly. Even though Henry accomplishes exactly the
same in F1, his strategy is very different. First, he |is
less aggressive and begins by wanting to kiss Kate's hand,
while stressing that he views her as his Queen (first
arrow). When she protests, he teases her by threatening to
kiss her lips (second arrow). Then, he describes the custom
of not kissing as "nice" (third and fifth arrows). Finally,
he aptly argues that they, as King and Queen, "are the
makers of manners" (fourth arrow) and may therefore change
the custom. F1, simply put, allows for Henry to be sly, to
act smoothly and get closer to Kate. In fact, his comparing
the touch of her 1lips with sugar (sixth arrow) i1is an
indication that he does, "patiently", steal a kiss. But Q
seems to mandate rude, hurried acting and makes him come
across as a "humper." Moreover, Q is much less dignifying

for the French than F, especially because in Q Harry does

not explicitly attempt to treat Kate as much more than a

prospective sexual partner.
Both versions, nevertheless, allow for Henry to be

hypocritical and this is perhaps the greatest irony of all
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in Henry V, which serves as a metaphor of real life: there
is a very fine line indeed between fiction and reality. We
can only choose to doubt or believe, but we can seldom trust
that whatever or whomever we believe is true. Given this
possibility, Kate's reticence while interacting with Harry
in both versions can be interpreted as a reflection of her
very bewilderment while trying to decide whether he speaks
truly or falsely. Likewise, Henry's diplomacy in F1 reflects
perhaps his own uncertainty as to whether it is he or France
who controls the action, as if he had gotten trapped in his
own scheme of fiction. In sum, Henry V F1 is much more

loaded with a meta-language than the Q version.

-vii-
As might be expected, Q does not embody further support
for the above interpretation because, with the King of
France's return, there is an abrupt shift in focus to the

political dimension:

Q (G3 v)

Before God Kare,you hauc witchcrafe
Inyour killes:

And may perlivade withme ore,
Thenall the French Councells: .. :,

I

Ycur father isreturned. LY

Enter the King of F. r;:m.e, and.
“ the Lordes.

How riowmy Lords?
France. Broth: crofEnnhnd, :
=g \Vehaueorered the Amclcs, e
= Andh: ucaorccdtoalltlms\cnn&dulclud
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Kate ; there is more eloguence in 2 Sugar touch of
them, then in the Tongues of the French Counceil ; and
they fhould foones perfwade Harry of England, thena
generall Petition of ‘Monarchs. Heere comes your
Facher.

Enter the Freuch Power and the Erglih .
Lords '

Barg. God faue your Maicltie, my Royall Coufin,
teach.;xou our Princefle Englith ? il

King. 1would haue her leane, my faire Coufin, how
perteétly Iloue her,and that is good Englifh,

Bwry. s fheenocape?

King. Our Tongue is rough, Coze, snd my Conditi-
onisnot fmuoth: fo that hauing neyther the Voyee nor
the Heart of Flaccerie about me, [ cannot fo coniure vp
the Spiric of Louein her, that hee will appeare in his true
likenc(Te.

Zwmrg. Pardonthe franknefle of my mirth, if 1anfwer
you for thar, 1f you would coniure in her, you muft
make a Circie : i!coniure vp Loue in her in his true
Iikenefle, hee muft appeare naked, and blinde. Canyou
blame her then, being s Maid, vet ros'd ouer with the
Virgin Ctimfon of Madeflie, if fhee deny theapparance
of ansked blinde Boy in her naked fecing felfe? 1t were
(my Loid) a hard Condition fut: 1 Maid to coufigne
to, :
King, Yet they doe winke and yeeld, as Loue s blind
and entorces.

Zarg. They aggthen excus’d,my Lord,when they fec
not what they doe,

King. Then good my Lord, teach your Coufin to
confent winking,

Burg. 1 will winke on her to confencuny Lord,if you
will teach hes to know my meaning : for Maides well
Summer’'d, and warme kepe, are like Flyes at Bartholo-
wmew- tyde; blinde, though they baue their eves,snd then
they iv:ll enduie bzndling,which before would not abide
looking on, _

Krmg. This Morall tyes me ouerto Time,and 3 hot
Summer ; and (o I {hall catch the Flye, your Coufin, in
thelazter end.and fhee muft be blinde to.

Burg. As Loueismy Lotd,before it loues.

Kirg. Itisfo: and youmay, fome of you, thanke
Loue tor my blindnefle,, who cannot fee many a faire
French Citie for one faire French Maid that ftands in my
way.

Fren:h King. Yes my Lord, you fee them perfpec-
tively : the Cities turn'd into a Maid ; for they are
all gyrdied with Maiden Walls, that Warre hath en-
tred. -

England, Shall Katebemy Wife?

France, So pleafe you, .

England. 1 am centent, f> the Maiden Cities you
talke of, may wait on her: fo the Maid thac flood in
x\l;c ;l;vay for my With, (hall fhew rme the way to my

tile

Frawce, Weehaue confented to all tearmes of rea-:

fon,

Englwrd. 15t fo,my Lords of Fngland?

Heft. The King hath graunced euery Aticle :
His Daugbeer firt; and in fequele,all,
According to their firme propofed natures, :
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In Q (p. 87) Harry greets the Lords, and the King of
France immediately remarks that he agreed with all the
articles (second arrow). The fact that France does not
inquire about Harry's conversation with Kate makes their
marriage come across as taken for granted, and not an issue
for discussion. Such is not the case in F1.

The long exchange between Harry and Burgundy exclusive
to F1 (p. 88) not only emphasizes the courtship theme but
also tells us that Kate has so far resisted Harry's wooing.
The tense in Henry's line "I would have her learn" (first
arrow) suggests that she was not receptive to him, and
Burgundy's question "is shee not apt?" (second arrow) in
effect seeks an explanation. Henry "cannot so conjure up the
spirit of 1love in her" (third arrow). This is a crucial
difference because it defines to a great extent the kind of
interpretation the actress playing Kate has to build up
during her exchange with Harry in PF1l: unyielding and
suspicious.

Burgundy speculates as to why Kate resists: "if [you]
conjure up Love in her in his true 1likenesse, hee must
appeare naked, and blinde" (fourth arrow). Beyond the
literal reference to Cupid, the line has a figurative
dimension: Henry cannot make his love seem believable, does
not communicate intense, "naked and blind feelings." This is
a subtle suggestion in F1 that Henry has indeed been

hypocritical, and that Kate in essence cannot trust him.

Quickly, however, Burgundy plays on words and, rather than
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scorning Henry, asks him to understand that this is "a hard
condition for a maid to consign to" (fifth arrow). But
Henry does not seem to care whether he and Kate are truly in
love: that would tie him "over to time" (seventh arrow) .
He'd rather have her "wink" (sixth arrow), close her eyes
and yield to him perforce, like the "maiden walls that warre
hath entred" (eighth arrow). Consequently, the courting
episode in F1 comes across as a war of words that parallels
the battle, so to speak, because in it Henry once again
tries to subdue France, this time in the person of Kate. And
Henry's betrothal to Kate emerges as a metaphor of France's
defeat at Agincourt: Kate is like the "maiden cities ([and]
shall shew [him] the way to [his] will" (ninth arrow).

Even though the same could generally apply to Q, the
ironic potential of F1 is more evident because of the very
idea of an exchange between Henry and Burgundy that |is
about a private conversation of Henry's. Even though this
exchange can be played rather formally and is archly witty,
Burgundy asks about Kate as if he had great intimacy with

Henry. And by taking up the subject when Burgundy asks about

Kate, Henry indirectly invites him to make speculations
which, overall, suggest that Henry is not exactly in
control. In Q, where the subject of Kate's feelings is never
brought up, Henry emerges as truly domineering. If we
continue examining the two versions, in effect, F1
systematically undermines Henry's supremacy whereas Q

preserves it.
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. Exe. Only hehath noe fubferibed this,
Where your maie(tiedemaunds,i:.. '+, .00 .
That the king of France hauing any occafion ;
T o write for matter of graunr, .
Shall name your hizhnefle, inthis formic: .
Andwith thisadditionin French. - ..
NoStre trefber fuz, Henry R oy D'anglagerr:,'. )
E hearede France.And thusin Latins @
Preclariffimus filnes wofter Henricis Rex Anglie;..
Etheres Francie, . - il " ¢ owniet o

_ Fran. Nor this haue we (o nicely ftood vpan,.

2#=8 " But you fairc brother may intreat the fame;

. Har. Why then let this amonpg thepe(t,
Haue his full courfe s And widhall, .*
" Your daughter Katherine in masiapco

Fran. Thisand what clfc,'

4 s -Y our maicflic fhall craue.

Fl1 (H 95)

Sump -

S g

God that difpofeth a'l, giue youmuch ioy,

Exet, Onelyhe hathnot yet fubferibed this :

* Where your Maieftic demands, That the King of France
hauing any occafion to write for matter of Graunt, thall
name your Highnefle in this forme, and with this addici.
on, in French : Nofre srefcher file. Henry Rey & Angleterre
Heretere de Framnce : and thus in Latine; Precleriffimu
Filins nafter Hemvicus Rex Anglia & Heres Francie.

. France. Nor this I haue not Brother fo deny'd,
But your requeft fhall make me let it paffe. .
England. 1pray youchen,inloue and deare allyance,

Letthac one Article ranke with the reft,

And thereupon giue me your Daughter.

- Frence.Take het faire Sonne,and from her blood rayfe vp
1ilue to me, that the contending Kingdomes

Of France and England,whofe very thoaies looke pale,
\With enuy of each others happinefle,

May ceafe theithatred; and this deare Coniun &ion
Plant Neighbour-hood and Chriftian.like accord

In their {weet Bofomes: that neuer Warre aduance

His bleeding Sword ‘twixt England and faire France.

Lerds. Amen,

King. Now welcome Kate: and beare me witneffe all,
That here I kiffe her asmy Soueraigne Queene,

’ Flowrifh.

Quee. God,the befl maker of all Marriages,
Combine your hearts in one,your Realmes inone :
AsManand Wife being two,arconein loue,

So be there "twixt your Kingdomes fuch a Spoufall,
That neuer may ill Office, or fell lealoufie,

Which eroubles oft the Bed of blefTed Marriage,
Thruftin betweene the Pation of thefe Kingdomes,
To make diuorce of theit incorporate League:
Thae Engli(h may as Ftench,French Englithmen,
Receiue each other. God fpeake this Amen.

AR. Amen.
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The very idea of France's not "subscribing" to the way
Henry's title reads in the document (p. 91, first arrows in
Q and PF1) and yet saying that he might change his mind to
please him (second arrows) is exceedingly ironic in both
versions. Simply, what is at stake is the crown of France,
and not just a name detail: by changing this article France
retains kingship. By accepting the change Henry settles for
less than what he originally demanded and becomes the heir,
rather than the King of France. The irony is also augmented
in F1 by the fact that one of Henry's most powerful speeches
about wanting to take over France appears exclusively in Fl:

now we are resolv'd, and ... France being ours,

wee'l bend it to our Awe, Or breake it all to
peeces. Or there wee'l sit, (Ruling in large and
ample Emperie, Ore France, and all her (almost)

Kingly Dukedomes) ... (H 72)

What F1 presents us in the final scene is a Henry who is
quite far from sitting in the throne of France!

But Henry's unique responses also generate different

effects as to the degree of control over the situation he

actually has. The Q version, "let this among the rest"
(third arrow), is assertive because of the imperative form
of the verb. In the F1 version, "I pray you then, in love

and dear allyance, let that one article rank with the rest"

(third arrow), Henry is clearly lenient and invites the
Council to decide, as the verb "pray" linked with the first
person, and the vocative "you" linked with the verb "let"

indicate. Even though Exeter and France restate his power by
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asking him to give the final word, Henry obscures such power
by expressing his agreement in form of a request rather than
of an order like he does in Q. In Q Henry proudly continues
to use an authoritative tone, almost as if he cannot realize
the full implications of the article change.

At this point we are compelled to argue that Kate has
a decisive influence upon Henry, especially because right
after agreeing on becoming the heir of France he once again
insists that she be given to him in marriage when he already
knows that France granted all the other articles (p. 87, Q.
second arrow - p. 88, F1, tenth arrow). On the other hand we
cannot simply say that Henry is a loser for agreeing to
become the heir of France and doing so in order to gain a
wife. Historically, we know that the French did make serious
concessions other than giving Kate away in marriage and to
a great extent yielded to England's power. In the Treaty of
Troyes (cf. Chambers et al.) Charles VI declared the Dauphin
illegitimate, named Henry V his successor and gave him
direct rule over French territory north of the Loire River.
These relationships help to remind us that Henry's triumph
is a fact in both versions. Q, however, accentuates this
triumph with Henry's authoritative tone while F1 obscures it
with his lesser assertiveness. The French King's response to
the marriage subject further confirms this notion.

In Q (p. 91) France agrees to whatever " ... [his]

majesty shall crave." (fourth arrow) The verb crave

indirectly conveys his acknowledgement that Henry remains
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powerful. In F1 (p. 91) PFPrance's words are ironic,
especially because his capacity to accept defeat comes
across as superhuman and therefore the sincerity of his
words becomes questionable. Does he actually view Harry as a
"fair Sonne" (fourth arrow), and wish to see he and Kate
"rayse up" offspring (fifth arrow) who "may cease their
hatred" (sixth arrow)? Or does he mean that he will never
cease hating England but perhaps hopes that his
grandchildren will? Whether France "plays" or not, Fl
consistently suggests that France wins control over the
situation by taking advantage of Henry's own leniency.
Additional evidence for this is the fact that in F1 it
is the French voice that dominates the action, while Henry's
major concern 1is kissing Kate publicly as his "Soveraigne
Queene" (eighth arrow). Interestingly, this kiss in F1
further fulfills Henry's desire to get physically close to
Kate, especially if the first kiss never occurs. Meanwhile,
Queen Isabel's final speech, which comes across as a kind of
epilogue, in effect 1leaves with the French the role of

bringing concord into focus in a ‘"play" that Henry

technically began. The French King's reticence and Queen

Isabel's silence in Q (if she is present), on the other
hand, not only help emphasize Henry's dominance but imply
that the French are not as content or prone to friendly
interaction in Q as they appear to be in F1. And the
possibility of discontent can be easily justified if we

remember that France, whether by choice or not, has had to
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name an enemy of nearly eight decades heir besides giving

him a daughter in marriage.
In 1light of the above, the final lines of Henry V in

each version also have unique effects:

Q (G4 r)

emp- Har. \Why thenfaite Katherine,
2 ==p Come ginemethy hand:
Ourmarnige will we prefent folemnife,
w=e Andend ouchatred by abond of loue.
Thenwill 1 fiveare to Kate,and Katetomees
And may our vowes once made, vabroken bees

FINIS

Fl1 (H 95)

1 \
King. Prepare we for our Marrisge : onwhich day,
gy . My Lord of Burgundy wee'le take your Oath |
And all the Deeres, for furetie of our Leagues,
3 sm@ , Then(hall I fweare to Xare,apd you tome,
And may our Qaches well kepcand profp’rous be,
Senet. Exennt.

Enter Chorm.

Thus farre with rough,and all.vnable Pen,
4 wmg  Our bending Author hath purfu'd the Stary,
In little roome confining mightie men,
-Mangling by ftares the full courfe of their glory.
Smalltime: bucinchat fmall,moft greatly lived
gy  Tlus Scarre of England. Fortune made his Swards
By which,the Worlds beft Garden he atchicued:
And of it left his Sonne Imperiall Lord.
mu@e  Hewryihie Sixtiin Infant Bands crown'd King
Of France and England,did this King (ucczed:
\Whol(e State (o fany had the managing, .
7 That they loft France,and made his Eni'and bleed:
"= \Vhich oft our Stage hath fhowne ; and forcheic {akaey
In your faire minds let this acceptance take,

Q does not generate very romantic action. In

particular, it does not call for Henry to kiss Kate a second

time as F1 (p. 91, eighth arrow) does. Rather, in Q he asks
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name an enemy of nearly eight decades heir besides giving
him a daughter in marriage.
In 1light of the above, the final lines of Henry V in

each version also have unique effects:

Q (G4 r)

e Hars \Why then faive Katherine,
2 e=p= Come ginemethy hand: -
Our maniage will we prefent folemnife,
==e Andend ouchaired by abond of loue.
Thenwill l fiveare to Kare,and Katetomees
And may our vowes once made, vabroken bees

FINIS

F1 (H 95)

1

King. Prepare we for out Marrisge : onwhich day,
gy - My Lord of Burgundy wee'le take your Qath |
And all the Peeres, for furetic of our Leagucs,
3 sm@ |, Then(hall I fweare to Xare;apd you tome,
And may our Oaches well kept and profp'rous be,
Senet. Exennt,

Enter Chorme.

Thus farre with rough,and all.vnable Pen,
4 wm@ Our bending Author hach purfu'd the Stary,
Inlittle roome confining mightie men,
-Mangling by @tarts che full courfe of their glory.
Smalltime: but in thae fmail,moft greatly liued
wmgp-  TlusStarre of England. Fortune made his Swards
By which,the Worlds beft Garden he acchicued:
And of it left his Sonne Imperiall Lord.
mm@e-  Hewryclie Sixt,in Infant Bands crown'd King
Of France and England,did this King fucceed:
\Whole State (o afany had the minaging, .
2 Thac they loft France,and made his Foglandbleed:
> \Vhichoft our Seage hath fhowne ; and fortheic fakoey
In your faire minds let this acceptance take,

Q does not generate very romantic action. In
particular, it does not call for Henry to kiss Kate a second

time as F1 (p. 91, eighth arrow) does. Rather, in Q he asks
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her: "Come give me thy hand" (second arrow). His use of the
verb "come" implies that she is physically far from him, and
that he perhaps reaches out to her. The "bond of love"” of Q
is thus symbolized by the holding of hands, which hardly
comes across as passionate. Relating this moment with others
in Q such as the one during which Henry wanted to kiss Kate
"perforce" (p. 84, Q, third arrow), with the Queen's and the
Dauphin's silence or possible absence from the scene, and
with the reticence of both Burgundy and Charles VI, it |is
plausible to state that Q ends with an overwhelming sense of
distance between France and Henry: France simply persists in
its reluctance to yield to the aggressive and blunt King of
England. Such distance has the effect of placing Henry into
prominence, especially if the French stand backstage while
Henry delivers the last lines or leave quickly after he
finishes.

The F1 version allows for another kind of effect, since
by the time Henry delivers the line "Prepare we for our
marriage"” (p. 95, F1, first arrow) he is physically close to
Kate, whom he has just kissed, and probably to France and
Queen 1Isabel, whose lines have a friendly tone that nearly
demands closeness in blocking. With closeness all of the

characters come into focus, which implies that France in F1
does not allow Henry to emerge as the sole victor.

In sum, Q ends with an emphasis on Henry's union with
Kate per se while Fl1 also recalls the political union with

France. Another obvious indication of this is the different
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vocatives in each version. Henry addresses his words to
"Katherine" (first arrow) in Q (p. 95.) In F1 (p. 95, second
arrow) he is primarily concerned with taking an Oath from
the Lord of Burgundy, even though he makes a shift of
address to Kate (third arrow). These features accentuate
Henry's marriage as a political bond in F1, rather than as a
"bond of love" like in Q (third arrow).

Keeping the above relationships in mind, it is
plausible to conclude that the Q ending of Henry V
generally celebrates an historical king whose weaknesses are
cleverly obscured by the French reticence. The agreeableness
of the French in F1, on the other hand, emerges as part of
a mockery scheme because it re-establishes Henry's authority
as less than total. I say re-establishes because in F1 we
have earlier and explicit indication that Henry is highly
manipulable: the opening scene, which 1like the Chorus
passages is not in Q, clearly indicates that the Archbishop
of Canterbury stirs the war in order to defend the Church's
interests. Thus, Henry's virtue in F1 is highly

questionable, since all Canterbury had to do in order to

distract him from the bill that involved confiscation of
Church property was to take advantage of Henry's enthusiasm
for war and goad him with money. In Q we are given the
impression that Henry begins considering a claim to France's
crown on his own because the play begins with his own
questioning the Bishop about the plausibility of such claim,

even though he remarks that the Bishop will "incite" him and
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"awake the sleeping sword of warre" (Q A2r).

Thus, and despite the fact that Henry emerges as the
King who brought about the historical union between England
and France in the ending of both versions, F1 is
systematically more satirical than Q in regard to his power
both in the self-contained world of the play and in reality.

Further evidence for this is found in the sonnet
epilogue exclusive to F1, which invites us to engage
ourselves in the historical dimension by transporting us
from the theatrical dimension to reality, and then back to
the stage world as if the two were a continuum:

Our bending Author hath pursu'd the Story ...

[of] this Starre of England ... ([who]

left his sonne ...

Henry the Sixt ...

Whose state so many had the managing,

That they lost Fransce, and made his England bleed:

Which our stage hath showne
As the above excerpt from the sonnet suggests, F1 undermines
Henry's triumph both as a character in the fiction and as a

mythical hero in England's history because it emphasizes the
public loss which took place when his son, Henry VI, became
King. The historical effects of Henry's war are set in a
perspective that shows that they did not last, since the son

he bred with France not only did not conquer Constantinople

but lost what his father had won.
The final scene of F1, in addition to establishing an
historical framework in connection with the Chorus passages,

makes the audience aware that drama merges to a great
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extent reality and fiction, and that the theater remains as
a ‘"viewing place” not only for amusement, but for the re-
creation of human experience in general.

Thus, and very interestingly, the ending of F1 comes
across as a dramatization of the woras assigned to Jacques
in As you Like it: "All the world's a stage, and all the men

and women, merely players"” (F1 C 194).
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Notes for Chapter III

1
There are two other quartos dated 1602 and 1608,

respectively, which are derivative from Q1 and are therefore
not given independant authority.

2
Interestingly, 1Isabel's silence and possible absence

in Q further undermines the role of women in that version.
Feminist criticism apart, Q and F1 versions of Henry V
generally provide different views of women. Simply put, Q
is much more men-centered than F1. Q also show us, for
example, a rather powerless Kate, and possibly a silent
Queen Isabel during the final scene. O0Of course, most of the
action in both versions involves men in a world of politics
and war. But when the action moves to the Court world in
the final scenes we can see that it is men who continue
dominating the dialogue in Q, whereas in F1 Queen Isabel's
role and her various speeches allow for a substantially

different effect.



CHAPTER 1V

"Hamlet is a Prince"”

The three earliest playtexts of Hamlet are the first
quarto of 1603 (Ql1), the second quarto of 1604-05 (Q2), and
the 1623 Folio (F1). Clearly, and as Urkowitz (1986) has
argued, conflated editions "bury three different Hamlets"”,
but it is on them that criticism has thrived. Hamlet may
well be everyman as Lewis argued, or perverted and evil
(e.g., West), or noble and heroic (e.g., Alexander, Bowers
1967), or even a Freudian case (e.g., Jones). But we have
been too engrossed with Judeo-Christian and/or reductionist
tendencies that shape "readings" of the tragedy (more of
this in Prosser, Walker 1948) and forgotten that the
"complete” Hamlet is a product of emendation and therefore
possibly far removed from what Shakespeare created.

Standards of textual purity, that is, of what playtext

comes closer to Shakespeare's intention, have been set
particularly by the work of four scholars: A.W. Pollard,
J.D. Wilson, G.I. Duthie, and A. Walker. A general
agreement exists that Q2 is the most authoritative version
of Hamlet. Pollard (1909) distinguished between a good
quarto (Q2) and a bad or pirated one (Q1). Wilson (1934),

after a thorough analysis and interpretation of the variants

101
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in available copies of Q2 and F1, concluded that Q2 was
printed from Shakespeare's original and was therefore the
purest version of Hamlet. F1, Wilson believes, originated in
the Globe promptbook. Duthie, already accepting Q2 as the
best playtext, attempts to explain the origin of Q1 by
arguing it was a memorial reconstruction. Walker (1951,
1953) establishes a relationship between Ql1, Q2 and F1
drawing on errors which are common to all versions. A
process of revision underlies her theory, in which Q2 was
printed from Q1 throughout Act I, and Fl1 was an edited
playtext or collation of a Q2 copy throughout with the
promptbook. Factors other than textual analysis also seem
to have influenced those who view Q2 as a superior playtext.
Among these stands out, for example, the remark on the
title-page of Q2 describing it as "newly imprinted and
enlarged ... according to the true and perfect Coppie."”
Three existing reprints of Q2 the so-called Q3 (1611), Q4
(n.d.), and Q5 (1637), also indicate Q2 was indeed preferred
as a copy-text during the seventeenth century.

I will focus my discussion on F1 and Q2. I do so
because Q2 is still viewed as the most reliable version. I
will systematically indicate in notes, nevertheless, what

kind of implications emerge from Q1 because I do not want
to ignore this third playtext nor simply discard it as a
"bad" version of Hamlet.

The bulk of Hamlet criticism has been absorbed with

matters such as why Hamlet "delays." One begins to wonder,
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however, if conflation itself has not shaped playtexts which
mislead us into defining Hamlet as a procrastinator,
especially when we find that at least one person speaking
on the basis of original versions of the playtexts (probably
the first folio) did not seem to be annoyed by Hamlet's
"delaying" at all:

Hamlet 1is represented with the same piety
towards his father, and resolution to revenge his
death, as Orestes; (Rowe, 1709 - underlining mine)

My discussion will eventually address the delay problem, but
what I particularly want to illustrate is how the various
playtexts pose different endings altogether, especially in
respect to how Hamlet's actions are associated with the
State of Denmark.

EBven though the "official"” title of what we commonly

call Hamlet is The Tragedie of Hamlet, Prince of Denmarka in

the headings of both Q2 and F1 versions, the Q2 title page

also 1lists the play as The Tragicall Historie of Hamlet,
Prince of Denmarke.l The words "Historie" and "Prince"
compell us to view the play as an episode in Denmark's
history as well as the tragedy of Hamlet alone.

Such details, 1like Polonius' statement "Hamlet is a
Prince" (Q2 E4 v, F1 T 261),2 which I chose for the title
of this chapter, might seem uninteresting to the average
critic. Of course, the fact Hamlet is a prince is as much
of a taken-for-granted truth as the play's title or its

criticism based on conflated playtexts. These are issues

that provoke, nevertheless, an important gquestion: if Hamlet
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is indeed a Prince, how is this function brought to bear in
the play? To what extent are there connections between his
actions and the State of Denmark? The answer is sharply

different if we consider the various versions of the play.

-i-

Variations in the final scenes of Hamlet in Q2 and F1
shape radically different effects. Simply put, Fl1 presents a
protagonist whose actions and death are more fully
associated with the political integrity of Denmark than are
those of the Q2 protagonist. A subtle detail during
Fortinbras' final speech seems to establish this contrast

3
very clearly:

Q2 (02 r) F1 (T 280)
Takevpthebodies, fuchafigheasthis, - Take vp the body ; Such 3 fightas this .
Becomes the ficld, but heere fhotves much amife, Becomes the Ficld, but heere thewes much apis.
Goebid thefouldiers fhoote. Go, bid the Souldicrs fhooce. .

Because in F1 Fortinbras directs that only "the body" be
"taken up," we have reason to believe that only Hamlet's
corpse 1s to be raised or lifted, ultimately drawing the
audience's attention solely to him. The Q2 version, in which

all the "bodies" should be raised, allows for Hamlet to be
viewed in a position of equality with the other dead

characters. Fl1 singles out Hamlet as the point of final
focus, while Q2 does not. Many other differences in the

playtexts shape the unique effect of the final scene in each
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version.

The first major variation in the final scene between Q2

and F1 playtexts is found during Hamlet's conversation with

4
Horatio about his intent to kill Claudius:

Q2 (N2 r)

Eora. Why what aKing is ¢his!
-__Hom. Dooesitnorthinke thee ftand me now vppon¢
Hethat hath kild my King, and whor'd my mother,
Pop'tin betweene th'elecion and my hopes,
Throwne out his Angléfor my proper life,
.And with fuch cufnage, i'ft not perfect confeience £
Enter 4 Conrticy,
- 4

Fl1 (T 259)

Hor. Why,what a King is this ?
Ham. Does icnor, thinkfl thee, ftand me now
Be chat hath kil'd my King, -and whor'd my Motbez,
Poptinbetweene th'elechon and my hopes,
Throwne out his Angle for my proper life,
And with fuch ccozenage; ist not perfe& confcience,
1 g To quit him with thisarme? And is'teot to bedamn’d
m=@  To lec this Canker of our nature come
In further euill.
=g Hor, Itmultbe Sionly knowneto hiin from England
- What istheiffue of the bufincffe there.
Ham. ltwillbe thore,
The interim's mine,and a mans life’s no more
mmg- Thentolay one: bucIam very forry good Heratis,
Thatto Laertes 1 forgocmy felfe;
=gy For by the image of my Caufe,| (ce
The Poreraiture of his; Ile counthis fauours:
Bu: fure the brauery of his griefe did pucme
Into a Towring paflion,
6 mm@  Hor. Peace,whocomes heere?
) Ester yommg Ofricke.

4

Hamlet is obssessed with his murdered father in both F1
and Q2. Several variants within the above segments,
however, shape Hamlet's motivation to revenge differently in

each version.
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The placement of an interruption by a Courtier in Q2
and by Young Osrick in F1 is perhaps the most obvious of
them. In Q2 Hamlet's discourse is cut short and ended by
the Courtier's entrance5 as he is asking a question (p.
105, Q2, first arrow): "i'st not perfect conscience?" The
immediate effect is that the focus of action abruptly shifts
to the Courtier. This is an unsettling experience not only
for Hamlet and Horatio but also for the audience because all
are forced to break their engagement with the revenge theme
which is the focus of Hamlet's questions. We therefore don't
know what Horatio's reaction to him is, and find that
questioning both ambiguous and obscure. With the echo of
"Does it not thinke thee stand me now upon?" and "... 1i'st
not perfect conscience?" in our minds we, on the one hand,
have the impression that Hamlet seeks reassurance: we almost
wait to hear Horatio encourage Hamlet to kill Claudius after
learning that, besides murdering a brother, he has plotted
against a nephew's life as well. It is as if Hamlet were not
yet certain he has enough grounds to kill Claudius and, by
"reviewing" the facts with Horatio, he once again reminds
himself of what his motives are, or should be. On the other
hand, we wonder if Shakespeare is employing the figure

"interrogatio", in which case Hamlet may be emphasizing
Claudius' crimes with no intention of eliciting a response
in Horatio. But whichever Hamlet's attitude is, all his

reasons to kill Claudius up to the moment of the Courtier's

interruption in Q2 remain focused on himself: a plot to take
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his life like a naive fish's, his murdered King, his whored
mother, his frustrated ambitions to the throne. Hamlet's
motivation to kill Claudius in Q2 thus appears to be
essentially personal.6 Projecting this on stage, we almost
expect a long speech rather than an interruption, or at
least that Hamlet's voice sound like that of the man who
systematically broods about his own losses in the
solilogquies of previous scenes. The Courtier's interruption
in Q2 thus has as violent an effect as the breaking of a
spike that causes the mountain-climber to fall back a long
way and, unsettled, to lose focus on the final goal at least
temporarily.

The interruption by young Osrick in F1 occurs only
after Hamlet has completed the question that is interrupted
in Q, asked a longer question, received a response from
Horatio, expanded on the subject of his "cause", and heard
Horatio's warning of someone approaching before young Osrick
enters (p. 105, F1l, last arrow): "Peace, who comes heere?"

Such placing makes the interruption less abrupt, since the

new entrance becomes expected. But it also allows for Hamlet

to retain the audience's attention, with Shakespeare
assigning him more lines.

This second variation has much wider implications than
a mere difference in length of dialogue. Overall, Hamlet's
lines exclusive to F1 change our perspective because we are

given fuller access to his viewpoint on the revenge task.

Two features contribute to generate the unique effect of F1l
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(p. 105): the phrase "let this canker of our nature" (second
arrow) and Horatio's reply to Hamlet (third arrow). Let us
consider each of these.

Whereas Hamlet's speech in Q2 ends with the
uncompleted and ananswered question "is't not perfect
conscience?", it continues in F1 (first arrow):

"is't not perfect conscience to quit him with this
arme? And is't not to be damn'd to let this

Canker of our nature come in further evil."
(underlining mine)

The new gquestion, or statement if we consider the
punctuation, introduces a crucial issue: whether Hamlet
seeks Horatio's reassurance or not, he reveals a more
confident state of mind particularly in his phrase "let this
canker of our nature," several details of which must be
noted.

First, the verb "let" itself is a subtlety, suggesting
that Hamlet now understands he may or may not let Claudius
live, that he had only been allowing him to live. The notion
of "letting" or "allowing," of having the power to decide,
is further enforced as the dialogue continues by the phrase
"the interim is mine," also specific to F1l. Hamlet, like a
confident Prince, realizes he can be in control and

therefore emerges as a character who seems more conscious of
both his political role and his power than in Q2.
The effect in Q2 is that he remains at the same level

in relation to the King as Horatio and the Courtier, or any

other subordinate, are. F1l, instead, places the King's life
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in Hamlet's hands. Hamlet conveys his full awareness of this
in his response to Horatio's remark that the King would by
then know that the plot with England failed: "It will be
short, the interim's mine, and a mans life's no more then to
say one." Figuratively, what Hamlet suggests is that since
he has the choice and power to terminate Claudius' 1life
whenever he pleases, what the "King" does or thinks does not
matter anymore.

The fact that Hamlet characterizes Claudius as a
"Canker" is a second important feature. The word "Canker",
with the emblematic power that 1is characteristic of
Shakespeare, conveys the idea that Claudius, 1like the
disease, can act as an uncontrollable infection that spreads
in a chain reaction consuming the resources of the "body" it
possesses until it is totally destroyed. In our case,
because Claudius is the King, the body is Denmark.7 And
we of course know that it is Claudius' political identity
that is the object of Hamlet and Horatio's conversation
because in both versions they refer to him as "King" and not
as "uncle" or "Claudius". 1In F1 Hamlet's describing the man
he intends to kill as if he were a disease makes him come
across as more aware of the political context his "uncle" is
a part of for being King, and consequently as revealing a
kind of awareness that goes beyond the personal and familial
level.

In 1light of the above, the nature of Hamlet's

questioning is clearer in F1 than in Q2 because F1 provides
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Hamlet's own rational interpretation of the solution he
finally accepts as both inevitable and justified, namely,
"purging" both his family and Denmark of the "Canker".
Knowing that Hamlet is convinced that Claudius is in every
sense a pernicious individual who must not continue to
corrupt his family and his kingdom, we are nearly assured
that his questioning is rhetorical.

The "Canker” metaphor in F1 has further associations,
for it echoes other moments in thg play when the idea of

national welfare 1is introduced.

Marcellus' words at the outset of the play are an

obvious example: "Something is rotten in the state of
9
Denmark" (Q2 D2 r, F1 T 257). Cankers gradually destroy,

making their prey go rotten, putrid. By echoing that line in
the final scene of F1, Hamlet implies that Claudius is what
is rotten and deserves to be eliminated both because of the
personal harm he has caused as a kinsman and because in a
position of power he may harm whomever he pleases. Claudius
above all infects Denmark. The allusion to "canker" also

echoes one of Hamlet's remarks at the outset of the scene

when he gives the account of the letter he intercepted (Q2
10
N. v, F1 T 259):

I found ... an exact command,
Larded with many severall sorts of reason;
Importing Denmarks health, and Englands too, ’
With hoo, such Bugges and Goblins in my life,
That on the supervize no leasure bated,

No not to stay the grinding of the Axe,
My head should be struck off. (underlining mine)
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The phrase "Denmarks health" is perhaps the clearest
indication in both versions that Hamlet articulates an
episode of Denmark's political history, and not just the
tragedy of its protagonist. Otherwise, Hamlet would be
concerned only with himself and the immediate level of a
plot that might have taken his own life. What he does,
instead, 1is to step outside of himself and consider the
possible consequences or political ramifications of the pact
between Denmark and England: the plot against his 1life
jeopardized Denmark's welfare, since it surreptitiously
involved the King with England. Hamlet here reveals a
political consciousness by momentarily placing his life as
secondary to the accomplice plot between kingdoms, which he
knows makes Denmark vulnerable to pressure, blackmailing,
and consequently to more corruption.

Although Marcellus' and Hamlet's lines just considered
above are common to both versions, the Canker image and its
associations are not present in the final scene of Q2. The
placements of the Courtier's interruption in Q2 produces a

Hamlet whose reticence stresses his domestic motivation and

obscures the kind of political consciousness he briefly
revealed with his allusion to "Denmarke's health". Moreover,
Q2 also leaves Hamlet in a position of equality with
characters of much lower rank who also talked about how
anything happening to top political figures has an impact on

the whole nation. Rosencrantz, for example, says (Q2 H4 v,
11
I. r - F1 T 269):



112

the cease of Majesty
Dies not alone, but like a gulf doth draw
What's near it with it; or 'tis a massy wheel
. which when it falls,
Each small annexment
Attends the boist'rous ruin. Never alone
Did the king sigh, but with a general groan.
By deciding to eliminate the "Canker" in F1 Hamlet reveals
that he too is aware of the idea embodied in Rosencranz's
speech. Killing Claudius also means killing the corruption
that thrives with him, disassembling each and every
"annexment" which collaborates for the system to exist.
Laertes too captures the issue of royal responsibility

well while reminding Ophelia that Hamlet is committed to

Denmark by birth, in a passage which is slightly different
12 '
in each version:

Q2 (C3 v) His greatnes wayd, lus will is noc his owne,
wlemay notas viualewed perfonsdoe,
(".arue for himfelfe, for on his choife depends
Vhe (afty and health of this whole Rate,
4
F1 (T 156)

His grescenelle welgh'd, his willis not his ownes
W= Joc liee hunfelfe is fubieét to his Birnth ;

Hee may not, o5 vausllued perfons doe,

Casus for himfelfe; for, on his choyce depends

The (an&ity snd health of the weole Scace,

4

Laertes' words are a strong reminder to all of us that

Hamlet's "will is not his owne." However, the line "For he
himselfe is subject to his birth," exclusive to F1 (p. 112,
first arrow), strengthens the notion that because Hamlet is

a Prince his life is naturally influenced by the needs of
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Denmark. In this respect, it alerts us to the full
significance of Hamlet's political role and thus foreshadows
his full blossoming as a Prince, so to speak, during the
final scene in the F1 version. Specifically, the
characterization of Claudius as a Canker in F1 accentuates
Hamlet's role as the Prince who seeks to purge the kingdom
from whatever is corrupting it, therefore accentuating the
political dimension of the play as a process of purgation of
Denmark. Even though Hamlet's political obligation is also
in Q2, the dialogue of Fl1 gives it much more emphasis.
Another difference that intensifies the purgation theme
in F1 is the one between the words ‘'safty" (p. 112, Q2,
first arrow) and "sanctity" (p. 112, F1, second arrow.)
Ultimately, both words convey the notion of freedom from
danger. But "sanctity" also implies "inviolability," a much
more powerful state. (0.E.D. v.9, p. 83) This variation has
a crucial effect in that F1 systematically articulates a
purgation of Denmark: Hamlet's determination to eliminate
the Canker, rather than merely Claudius, his Uncle or King,
not only fulfills Laertes' expectation that the Prince be
concerned with Denmark's sanctity but also gives a fuller
significance to the Ghost's remark that the "foul crimes
done in ([his] days of nature [must be] burnt and purg'd
away" (Q2 D2 v, F1 T 257). Until Denmark is purged of
Claudius it, 1like the Ghost, cannot achieve peace and
harmony. Ironically, Hamlet's desire to eliminate the

"Canker of our nature" in Fl1 can also be related to one of
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the King's speeches (Q2 I. v-F1 T 270):

In the corrupted currants of this world,

Offence's gilded hand may shove by Justice,

And oft 'tis seene, the wicked prize it selfe

Buyes out the Law; but 'tis not so above

There is no shuffling, there the Action lies

In his true Nature, ...

In F1 Claudius ultimately emerges as naive for thinking that
only God may not be deceived, since Hamlet's explicit desire
to stop Claudius from coming "in further evill" (p. 105,
second arrow) 1is a suggestion that mortals too have the
power to recognize corruption and do justice.

Because Hamlet recognizes more clearly the public
dimension of avenging his father's death the F1 Hamlet comes
across as a more explicit process of regeneration of Denmark
than Q2, which does not carry on the idea of purgation that
F1 does with the theme of sanctity and the canker emblem.

Laertes' emphasis on Hamlet's princely identity also
leads us to a third detail in the phrase under
consideration, "let this canker of our nature:" the first-

person-plural pronoun our. With a word that can convey a

royal voice the F1 ending once again accentuates Hamlet's
political identity. Although the plural pronoun is
ambiguous because it may refer to Hamlet's family and/or all

of the Danes, it is a powerful indication that Hamlet has in
mind more than himself or his private reasons to kill
Claudius. His use of the plural pronoun linked with the
word '"nature," moreover, implies an overall concern with

character (O0.E.D. wv. 7, p. 41) that involves Hamlet's own
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identity and Denmark's, at the very 1least. Such concern
fulfills another of the Ghost's remarks to Hamlet: "If thou
hast nature in thee, bear it not." (Q2 D3 r, F1 T 258)
Whatever the connotation of "nature"” intended, Hamlet proves
to have it and to be willing to preserve it by realizing it
is a moral obligation that stands wupon him. Consequently
both the Ghost's and Hamlet's uses of the word "nature,"
strongly suggest a Platonic association with virtue.
Revenging means for Hamlet, besides keeping his word and
fulfilling the Ghost's order, cultivating the virtue of
justice.

Finally Horatio's reply in F1 (p. 105, third arrow) is
an additional good reason for us to believe that Hamlet's
concern goes beyond the level of a family dispute in the
passage specific to F1. Horatio's reply clarifies the
dialogue tone: "It must be shortly known to him from England
what is the issue of the business there." He takes Hamlet
seriously and will not merely indulge him. Horatio,
furthermore, add§ a political quality to the discussion by

defining the King's plot with England as a "business”, a

transaction between two orders of power. With this he also
reveals an engagement in the conversation which goes beyond
the role of emphatic listener and merges with that of a
counselor who is trying to protect Hamlet by warning him of
what might be happening. Horatio confirms this role

subsequently, when he tries to persuade Hamlet not to accept

the wager.
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The various points discussed above suggest that the
action of F1 Hamlet has fuller political associations than
does that of Q2. In other words, Hamlet's motivation to kill
Claudius in F1 appears to be more explicitly connected with
Denmark's political welfare than it is in Q2. ‘This does not
preclude the fact that in all versions Hamlet has two
distinct motives to kill Claudius: a personal desire to
revenge and a public duty to restore order to Denmark. But
in F1 Hamlet actually seems to place the latter above the
former, and perhaps by doing so he gathers the necessary
determination to face his task less passionately than he
does in Q2, as the continuation of his exchange with
Horatio suggests.

In this second portion of the F1 quotation13 Hamlet
recalls his encounter with Laertes at the graveyard (p. 105,
fourth arrow): "... but I am very sorry good Horatio, that
to Laertes I forgot my selfe."” He reflects upon his
behavior and regrets the episode, especially because he was

influenced by Laertes' impetuosity. The F1 version thus

emphasizes the value of emotional control for Hamlet at this
stage. Hamlet in F1 seriously conveys an intent to pursue
his cause and realizes he must not allow himself to be

distracted by secondary issues, or to have his reason
overcome by passion. By doing so he again emerges as a
character in control and consequently cultivates two other
virtues, those of temperance and wisdom.

But temperance and wisdom are as difficult for Hamlet
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to achieve as justice because he must come to terms with
conflicts of the very emotional and intellectual order. His
allusion to the graveyard scuffle with Laertes in F1 reminds
us of how he struggles with the conflict between reason and
passion. In a soliloquy (Q2 F4 v, F1 T 264),1‘ for example,
Hamlet rationalizes about the player's emotional involvement
while weeping for Hecuba: he reacts by characterizing
himself as a "rogue and peasant slave." Hamlet seemingly
debates with himself because he is different, he is not
"passion's slave" (Q2 G4 v, F1 T 267) like most men.15 He
is perhaps best defined as the prototype of the "new man,"
whom Montaigne (1580) empowered by advocating that knowledge
can be pursued on one's own:
We are all of us richer than we think we are;

but we are taught to borrow and to beg, and

brought up more to make use of what is another's

than of our own. ... Books have not so much served

me for instruction as exercise. ("Of Physiognomy"

- Essays III.12 - p. 503)
Hamlet perhaps wants to embrace this new epistemology and
his own reason. He must use, for example, both his visual

16
perception and his "mind's eye" (Q2 C2 r, F1 T 155): he

will do what he ultimately thinks is right, not what
appearances or secondary sources suggest. The play-within-
the-play is one of the means he himself designs in order to
verify truth, instead of simply believing the ghost and
acting either impulsively or under the influence of passion.

He struggles, nevertheless, because he has passionate forces

in himself and constantly contemplates slaves of passion
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such as the player and Laertes, which makes his reasoning
seem like another equally uncomfortable extreme.

By reconsidering the graveyard incident in F1 he comes
to understand that passion is not simply an ideal
alternative to reason, echoing the Player King's lines:17
"What to ourselves in passion we propose, the passion
ending, doth the purpose 1lose." (Q2 H2 r, Fl1 T 268).
Hamlet in F1 thus sees there is a need for balance between
reason and passion, rather than a need to be in either of
the extremes. He is finally able to apply to his own 1life
the advice given earlier to the players (Q2 G3 v-G4 r, F1 T
266):18 ", .. in the very torrent tempest, and ... whirlwind
of your passion, you must acquire and beget a temperance ...
." The F1 Hamlet realizes that “forgetting himself" to
Laertes was poor acting, the very kind that "offends ([him]
to the soule"” (Q2 G3 v- F1 T 266.)

The player's and Laertes' moments of passionate action
in both versions are, nevertheless, exemplary to Hamlet
because they seem to strengthen his determination to revenge
his murdered father. Both the intensity of the actor and the
"bravery" of Laertes' grief are motivating forces to Hamlet
because they trigger a response in him, namely, reflecting
upon his own behavior as opposed to the two other men's in a
process of adjusting his behavior to meet his final goal.
Q2 does not provide Hamlet's viewpoint regarding the state
of his feelings in the final scene, which has the effect of

19
obscuring what his motivation is.
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And the final goal, the killing of Claudius, besides
emerging as Hamlet's own option in F1, is justified as a
"Cause".20 The word (p. 105, F1, fifth arrow) stands out,
implying a deep and quiet sense of readiness generated by
the mental and emotional "image" that compells Hamlet to
revenge. The Fl1 version seems like an undeniable conclusion
to Hamlet's process of pondering whether or not he should

kill Claudius, whom he finally perceives as menacing both

to himself as a kinsman and to Denmark as a monarch.

-jii-

With this F1 also raises the audience's expectation to
see the revenge accomplished fast, since it presents a
Hamlet whose motives are fully justified by himself and
whose readiness is very convincing. Q2, on the other hand,
is 1less promising and as the dialogue continues we find
another complex variation which shapes Hamlet's readiness
differently in each version. It occurs during the first
interaction Hamlet has with the Courtier (Q2) or Young

Osrick (F1), who comes to propose the fencing match and
21
wager on behalf of Claudius:
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Q2 (N2 r-v)

=~ Caw.Nay good my Lord formy eafein good faith, i hereis newly
-comto Court Leazes,beliene me an abfolute gentlemen, ful of moft

excellent differences, of very foftfeciety , and greatfbowing : ine
deedeto fpeakefelimglyof him , keeis the card orkalender of gen.
try :foryou fhall findin him the continent of whatparta Gentle-
man would {ee. A :
know to deuide hirn ingenterially,wou'd dazzie tharithmaricke of
. memory, and yet butraw neitber,in refpeét of his quick (aile , bue
inthe veritie of extolment, I sake himto be a foaleot greatarucle,
& hisinfufion ot (isch dearth and rarenetle, as to make true dixion
=g of him,his femblable is his mirrour, & who els would crace him,his
vmbrage, nothing more. '
Coar. Your Lordfhip fpeakes moftinfallibly of him.
Hon, Theconcernancy fir, why doe we wrapthe gentlemanin
. ourmore rawer breach? - ‘
Cor. Sir.
Hors. Iftuot pofsible to ynderflandinanodier tongue , youwill
doo'tfirreally, ) ~ '
Hom. What imports the nomination of chis gentleman,
Cow. Of Lucrtes. .
4 == Hva Hispurfeis empryalready, all’s golden words are fpene,
}h-.CXELnﬁL
Cxr. ]knowycu arenotignorant. o
Han. ] woald you did fir, yet-in faith if youdid, it would noe
muchapprooue me, well fir. . .
m=p- Caw. Youare nocignorant of what excellerice Learrer is.
6 e Haw. I dare not coafefle thae, leaft I fhoold compare with
. . himinexcellence,but to know a man wel, were to knowe himfelfe.
Caw. 1 meane (ir for this weapon, butin theiinpatatioa laide on
him, by themn in his meed, hree’s ynfellowed.
 Hem, What's his weapon?
Cor, Rapierand Dagger.
Haw. That’s two ofIus weapons, bat well. -

F1 (T 280)

Ofr. Nay,in good faith, for mine eafein good faith:
=g Sir,you sreaotignorant of what excellence 01 is 8¢
is weapon.
=g Haw. What'shls weapon?-
Ofr. Rapierand dagger.
- Haem, That's two ot his weapons; but well.

Q2 clearly expands on the subject of Laertes and thus

creates a rather distracting effect for various reasons.

First, because the 1lengthy dialogue naturally delays
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Hamlet's revenge action. Second, the issue absorbs Hamlet
for several minutes. Third, because Horatio has lines and
thus, ceasing to act as observer becomes an interlocutor who
demands extra attention both from the other characters on
stage and from the audience, which makes Hamlet lose even
more control of the whole situation. Fourth, the Courtier
invites both Hamlet and the audience to focus attention upon
the subject of Laertes (p. 120, Q, first arrow), "newly come
to Court ... ful of most excellent differences."” This
mental involvement is forced further in Q2 when both the
Courtier and Hamlet expand on the subject of Laertes'
qualities, the man "... of very soft society ... the card or
kalendar of gentry," "a soule of great article ... his
semblable is his mirrour." This is dragging for the theater
audience, especially because we know of Laertes's plan to
take revenge and probably expect Hamlet to move faster.

But the very idea of hearing Hamlet praise Laertes
after what happened in the graveyard invites us to consider
the fuller implications of the moment. Overall Q2 engages

our attention in a different way than F1 because both

Hamlet's and Horatio's lines have an ironic potential. If an
actor, for example, delivers Hamlet's lines of Q2 (p. 120,
second arrow) with the same irony as his earlier words
characterizing the approaching Courtier as a "waterfly", or
as the comments on temperature, the tone of mockery will
provide an extended comic release that is likely to detach

the audience even more from the serious question Hamlet
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posed to Horatio before the interruption: "Is't not perfect
conscience?" Horatio's Q2 line (p. 120, fourth arrow) "His
purse is empty aiready, all's golden words are spent," which
criticizes the Courtier for his lack of eloquence, also may
be interpreted so as to accentuate mockery.

The moment can, of course, have another kind of effect
if the lines are delivered seriously. PFirst of all, there
would be an abrupt termination of the comic moment that
precedes the subject of Laertes and during which the the
Courtier in Q and young Osrick in F1 are clearly made fools
of. Hamlet would sound as if he were conveying a high
opinion of Laertes, which is especially true of the 1line
"his semblable is his mirrour" (p. 120, Q2, third arrow).
This notion is even stronger in Hamlet's reaction to the
Courtier's line exclusive to Q2 (p. 120, fifth arrow):22
"You are not ignorant of what excellence Laertes is."
Hamlet replies he "dares not confess" (p. 120, Q2, sixth
arrow), which suggests he feels inadequate in Q2 while
comparing himself with Laertes. Even if Hamlet continues
mocking the Courtier his words are ambiguous, for he
seemingly judges himself inferior to Laertes either because
he 1lacks Laertes' ‘'bravery" or because he still feels
insecure about his purpose.

F1, on the other hand, not only focuses the audience's
attention on Hamlet but also quickens the pace of action.
The fact that Osricke makes specific remarks (p. 120, F1,

first arrow) about Laertes' fighting skill (" ... Sir, you
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are not ignorant of what excellence Laertes is at his
weapon") allows for Hamlet to respond and still remain in
control of the conversation, especially because he poses a
question (second arrow): "What's his weapon?" Hamlet's
ignoring the subject of Laertes in F1 is consistent, since
the politically conscious and ethically motivated F1 Hamlet
would not compare himself to Laertes: in doing so he would
be "forgetting himself" again, which he does not want to do.
Thus, instead of wasting time talking about Laertes he
focuses on the subject of the wager/duel, an attitude which
reinforces his determination to concentrate on the revenge
issue by placing Laertes on a secondary level and perhaps
the duel itself as a next step that will eventually lead him
to fulfill his goal of justice.

The F1 version also is less ambiguous than Q2 because
it assures both the tone of mockery and Hamlet's self-
confidence by establishing that Hamlet's view of Laertes |is
secondary before the Courtier's remarks. 1In short, the very
placement of Hamlet's comparison to Laertes generates
different effects in each version. 1In Q2 the comparison is
triggered by the Courtier (p. 120, Q2, first arrow) who
practically forces Hamlet to direct his attention away from
himself and his private concerns. In F1 Hamlet himself
mentions Laertes earlier (p. 1056, Fl1, fourth arrow)
realizing on his own that Laertes must not distract him from
his goal: "... but I am very sorry ... That to Laertes I

forgot my selfe ... ." If Hamlet expanded on the subject
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of Laertes in F1 he would be repeating, in a slightly

different way, a behavior he regreted just moments before.

-iii-
The development of the scene in each version confirms
the fact that Hamlet comes across as more self-confident in
F1 than in Q2. Another variation including an interruption

which occurs exclusively in Q2 re-establishes the contrast:

Q2 (N3 r-v)

Bere. This Lapwing runges awiy with the fheil on his head.
_ Ham, A did {o fir with hisdugge before a fucke it,thus has heand
many morecfthe (ame breede thit I know the drolly agedoteson,
.‘only gotthe tune ofthetime, and out of an habit of incounter, a
kind of hifly coletion , which carzjesthem throughand through
the moft prophane and trennowed opinions, and doebutblowe
-thcmgocﬁeir triall, thebubbles are out. .

C Estera Lnd,
w=p Lird. My Lotd, his Maie(tie commended him toyou by youny -

Oftricke , who brings backe to him thatyou attend himin the hall,
hefends-to knowf) your pleafure hold to play with Leerter, or thae
you will akelongertime ¢

2wmp-" ‘Hon. 1amconitant to my purpofes;they followe the Kings plea-
fure, ifhis fitnes {peakes , mineis ready : now ot whenfoener, pro~
uided 1befo ablcas now. Co

Lrrd. TheKing, and Queene,and all are comming downe,
Hos, Inhappytme. ,
Lxd, The &xcme defires you to vfe fome gentle entertainment
t0 Leertes, before youfall to play. ‘
wmg> Hom. Shecwell inftruéts me.
Hars, Youwill loofe my Lord.
_ Ham. 1dcenocthinkefo, fince hewentinto France, Thauebene
4 ==¢ m continuall pratife , Iball winne atthe ods ; thou would'ft noe
s=p thinke howill all’s heere about my hart, but it is fio matter.
. Howa Naygood my Lord.
-Ham, Ieisburfoolery, bu itis fuchakinde of gamgiuing , as
would perhapestrouble a woinan, ;
Hara. Ifyourminde diflike any thing, obayit. I will forftal their
repaire hether, and fay you are noe fie,
Han. Notawhit, we defie augury,thereis fpeciall prouidencelia
6 wme- thefall of a Sparrowe, ifitbe, tisnotto come, ifitbe notto come,
itwillbenow, if itbe notnow, yetitwell come, the readinesisall,
fince no manof ought he leaues, knowes whatift to leaue betimes,

letbe.
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F1 (T 280)
Hor. This Lapwing ruas sway with the fhell oa bis

d.
Ham. He did Complie with his Dugge before hee
fuck'e it: thas had he and mine more of che fame Beauy

that I know the droffic sge dotes on;only got thetune of
the time;, and cutwardbabiteof encouater, 2 kinde of

yefty colleion, which aartics them through & through
the mo(t food and wisnowed opinions;and doe butblow
them to their tryalls: the Bubblesare out.
=g He, Yéawilllofe this waz;r,cy Lord, :
Haw. 1doeoothigke fo, ince be wentinto France,
=mg. Fhaue beenein continoall pradice; Ithall winoe st the
mmg 0ddcg 1 but thou wouldeft net thinke bow all heeres-
béormy heart: buticis oo masters :

Hoe. Nay, goad oy Lord. :
}!:v. l:¥s§oc ﬁ.:‘zlféy‘i bue ie is fuchlkhdeof.

gain-giuing a3 would pérhaps troable s woamn. :
Ha, 1fyousmindediflikesoy thing,obey. will fore.

@3l \here repaire bitber, 30d fay yoa srzoox fic, ‘
" Howm, Not s.whit, we defie Angu?; thete’s s fpeciall

==g. Prouidenceln the fall ofa fparrow. 1f it benow, tissoe

to come: if1t beenot to-come, itwill beesow 3 ific
be notaow; yetic will comeehie resdinefle is sll,Snceno.
man ha's oughs of what be lgaues. What is's teJesws be-
times? :

Essentially, Hamlet's carries through on his decision
to accept the wager in both versions. But the presence of an
interruption in Q2 (p. 125, first arrow) as opposed to the
absence of one in F1 (p. 126, first arrow) again has
specific effects on the pace of action. Q2 both slows down
and raises the suspense because the Lord's questioning

whether "[Hamlet's] pleasure hold to play with Laertes, or

e will take longer time?" forces the audience to
reconsider his readiness. F1, on the other hand, forces a
focus on the wager/duel subject as Horatio immediately
voices his apprehension: "You will loose the wager my lord."

Overall, Q2 also is rather open because of Hamlet's
extra line "I am constant to my purposes ... provided I be

so able as now" (p. 125, Q2, second arrow): his readiness is
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on the one hand questionable and on the other certain. It is
questionable because the phrase "provided I be so able as
now" indicates that even though his readiness is a palpable
fact at the moment, no one (Hamlet included) knows he will
be "so able" by the time Laertes enters for the match. An
actor interpreting the Q2 lines this way would most 1likely
come across as more passive and austere, while23 influenced
by some inexorable ambivalence that urges him to fight.
Although Hamlet argues he has been "in continuall practice"
and trusts his skill at sword-fighting in both versions, he
seems slow-paced in Q2, where he is "following the King's
pleasure” (p. 124, Q, second arrow) and willing to follow
the desires of his mother, who "well instructs" him (third
arrow).

Again, he may be playing games with the Lord,
pretending he feels insecure and indifferent while simply
mocking him and knowing that he is just waiting for the
appropriate occasion to kill Claudius. The tone of mockery
in the interpretation of the lines would then make Hamlet's

24
readiness seem much more real. But one particular 1line

does suggest Hamlet is rather insecure in Q2: "... thou
woulds't not thinke how ill all's heere about my hart" (p.
124, Q, fifth arrow). The word ill not only conveys his
feeling of discomfort, but also suggests that the fencing
match 1is a difficult and objectionable task in Q2. The
uncompleted line of the F1 version, "... thou wouldest not

thinke how all heere about my heart," whether it involves a
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compositor error or not, denotes that Hamlet is somewhat
anxious but not necessarily apprehensive.

This Q2 openness, nevertheless, has the effect of
portraying him as an essentially unpredictable character,
who may or may not carry out his revenge. Consequently, Q2
also keeps us in a more intense suspense than F1 because we
cannot rely on Hamlet's verbal clues. Whatever expectation
we develop as an audience will be almost totally defined by
the actor's interpretation of the lines rather than by the
words per se.

The F1 version generates a radically different effect
in that Hamlet shows no signs of ambiguity, conveying the
energy of a man who is truly ready to assume a challenge and
to accept what time brings, even though he is conscious of
the odds 1involved in accomplishing a task of political as
well as private significance. We feel that in F1 he |is
determined to act, that everything is a matter of time.
Understandably, then, the second interruption exclusive to
Q2 would be pointless in F1 because here Hamlet does not

doubt his readiness, does not imply he may not be "so able

as now"” (p. 124, Q, second arrow) in the next minute, having
conveyed his confidence in the exchange with Horatio at the
outset of the act (p. 105, F1): "The interim's mine." If in
his heart "there was a kind of fighting," as when he found
out about Claudius' plot to kill him (Q2 N. r, F1 T 259), it

is now over and has been replaced by a powerful sense of

mission that motivates him and keeps him in control of his
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emotions as he waits for the right moment to kill Claudius.

These differences consistently allow for at least two
kinds of interpretation for Hamlet: melancholy, or highly
energetic and ironic. The former seems to be more likely
within the dynamics of Q2, given the ambiguities discussed
above. The latter seems more fitting in F1 in which Hamlet's
self-confidence is, for the various reasons above, more
accentuated. Perhaps the role of Hamlet in Q2 is, overall,
more psychologically involving for the actor, who must more
often determine intentions without specific cues. The line
"readiness is all," for example, can on the basis of Q2 come
across as either a sad recognition of reality or a hopeful
expression of trust. The same line on the basis of F1
seemingly narrows to a hopeful expression of trust, since
here Hamlet's explicit desire to purge his country is a
factor that boosts his self-confidence.

The question of course remains why Hamlet spends time
talking to Horatio rather than seeking Claudius and simply
killing him upon return from England, which contrasts with

his ability to plan and execute the killing of Rosencrantz

and Guildenstern. It is possible to understand this
perpetual puzzle, I believe, within the context I have been
discussing. Seeing the two versions separately, we are
able to discern two facets of Hamlet that are merged and
therefore become confusing in conflated versions. What may
seem like "delaying" in Q2, where at the final scene Hamlet

still seems unpredictable, comes across as a sense of
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mission in what Hamlet describes as "the image of [his]
Cause"” in PF1 (p. 105, fifth arrow). In all versions,
nevertheless, Hamlet seems not to rush because he knows that
time itself will bring the right moment for him to pursue
his goal. One of his statements in particular embodies this
notion: " ... we defie Augury, there is a special providence
in the fall of a sparrow" (p. 124, Q2, sixth arrow - p. 125,
F1, fourth arrow).25 By trusting what "occasio”
(opportunity that comes with time) brings he can be sure
that what has to be will be: "occasio" will determine
Claudius' death in a way it will be unavoidable, Jjust as
Rosencrantz's and Guildenstern's deaths were. The
uniqueness of F1 lies in how Hamlet's political
consciousness combines with his self-confidence to
constitute trust in both time and his readiness, since he
knows Claudius must die not only for the good of the family
but also for the good of Denmark. In Q2 the effect |is
different because Hamlet's willingness to "defy augury” is
undercut to some extent by his ambiguous suggestion a few
lines earlier that even if time comes he may not "be so
able” as he is now (p. 124, Q2, second arrow). The various
differences between Q2 and F1 playtexts discussed above
establish this contrast, which cannot be grasped in a

conflated Hamlet.
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- iv—
The fuller political consciousness underlying Hamlet's

readiness in F1 is even clearer when he utters his last
26
words to Claudius and makes him swallow the poisoned wine:

Q2 (0. r)

Han. The pointinueromdto, then venometo thy worke.
oAl Treafon, treafon. .t
« King. Oyerdefend mefriends, Jambuchure,. .

w=g- ' Hon. Hearethoumnceftious damned Dans,

== Drinke of this potion, is the Onixe heere? - -
Followmy mother.

F1 (T 281)

. Hawm, Thepoint envenom'dtoo,
Jhien venome to thy worke,
' Hurts b King.
Al. Teealon, Treafon,
- King, Q yetdefendme Friends,I am but hure.

wm@- - FHaw. Heecethouincefluous, murdsous,

Damncd Daxne,
w=g®>- Drinke off chis Pocion s Is thy Vnion heere ?

Follow my Macher. King Dyes.

Hamlet uses the word "union" in his F1 question (second
arrow), whereas in Q2 (second arrow) we find "Onixe."
Orthodox interpretation (e.g. Onions) usually
annotates "union" as "pearl." We cannot be sure, however,
even though the meaning involves a jewel. I say Jewel
because onyx is not defined as a pearl in the Oxford English
Dictionary (0.E.D.), but as a "variety of quartz (v.7, p.
132). The word presented in the 0.E.D. as a synonym for
pearl is "unio" (v. 11, p. 232). Misinterpretation of
spelling and typographic errors may also be the cause of the

difference; Greg (1928) does describe this as a '"very
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complicated variant," and believes union "is the word aimed
at." (pp.57-58) But the effect of each possibility merits
attention, especially because the ambiguity is recurrent.
Just before the duel starts Claudius also employs the word

27
"onixe" in Q2 and "union" in PF1:

Q2 (N4 r)
*&. TheKing fhall drinketo Hamlets better breath,
*== Andinthecup an Onixe (hall he throws,
Richerthen that which foure fuccefsive Kings
InDenmarkes Crownc haucworne : giucmethie cups,
F1 (T 280)

®=e.  The King (hal drinke to Hamlets béttét breath,

=& Andinthe Cup sn.vnion (hal hethrow
Richer then that,which foure fucceffiveKings
ZaDenmatkes Crowne haue worae,

Claudius' language here in both versions sounds extremely
loaded, especially if by "better breath" (first arrows)
Shakespeare means Hamlet's last breath and death. Overall,
Claudius' use of "Onixe" in Q2 (second arrow) seems more
factual whereas "union" in the F1 version (second arrow)

invites us to paraphrase the whole line in a figurative

sense for several reasons. First, the word "union" did have
a political connotation at Shakespeare's time, with
reference to the state of being united to one political
body; the 0.E.D. (v. 11, p. 232) points out, for example,

"union" is used in this sense in Bacon's Briefe Discourse

(1603:) "and ... leaving violent Unions [of countries] wee

will consider onelye naturall Unions." Second, '"cup" could
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mean an experience to be partaken (O0.E.D. v. 2, p. 1255), as
in various Bible passages:
On the wicked he will rain coals of fire and

brimstone; a scorching wind shall be the portion
of their cup. (Psalms 11.06)

My Father, if it be possible, let this cup
pass from me; nevertheless, not as I will, but as
thou wilt." (Matthew 26.39 - underlining mine)
Third, "throw” could mean thwart (O0.E.D. v. 11, p. 377),
and the paraphrase could thus be "The King ... shall in the
duel thwart Hamlet's ambitions to the crown, [becoming]
richer then" by managing to maintain power with his
machiavellian poison plot, which also makes him feel smarter
than the four previous Kings. This possibility is in fact
ironic, since Claudius is to lose not only the crown but
also his life. Shakespeare reserves for him something that
resounds from King Lear's final moments: "All foes (shall
taste] the cup of their deservings." (F1 T 309)
Given the above possibility, Claudius in F1 might die
being told in a pun that Hamlet has outwitted him: "Heere
. Drinke off this Potion: Is thy Union heere?" Hamlet's F1
question "Is thy union heere?" can be paraphrased in the
same sense: "Is this how you use your royal power, poisoning

cups?"; and it allows for a much more ironic interpretation
than does the factual Q2 question "Is the Onixe heere?",
which merely draws a sharp contrast between the actual

pearl Claudius promised to throw in the cup and the onix,

a dark, non-precious stone.
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A third meaning of "union" is of course related to
marriage, in which case Hamlet could be referring to
Claudius' union with Gertrude in death. But this possibility
is more likely in Q2, in which political associations are
not as fully articulated as they are in F1. A case could
also be argued that Hamlet is, in Oedipal fashion perhaps,
more obsessed with the domestic dimension of his revenge
(his mother's re-marriage) in Q2, especially because in this
version, as Hamlet forces Claudius to drink the poison, he

describes him only as an "incestuous (p. 130, Q2, first

arrow) damned Dane." The corresponding phrase in F1 (p.
130, first arrow) is "incestuous, murdrous, Damned Dane"
and therefore reflects his rage during this crucial moment
with the crime against King Hamlet per se.

In sum, Hamlet's use of "union" in F1 could add a
political element that is consistent with other features
specific to F1 in general. Differences outside of the final
scene, for example, also accentuate Hamlet's fuller
political consciousness and self-confidence in F1 as opposed

to his greater ambiguity in Q2.

—V—
One of the most striking instances is Hamlet's
encounter with Fortinbras and his army, which simply does

not occur in the F1 version.
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Q2 (K3 r-v)

Ezcer Sovnnirafle stk ous Armyeuer tie Gage.
Feran. Goe Captaine, from mezreecthe Danifh King,
Tellhio. that by his Ivcence Formmbreze
Craces the conuevance of 2 promifd march
Oucr his kingdome, you know rhe randcaous,
If that his Maiefhic would ought withvs,
We ii.allexpre{le our duriein hiseye,
Andlet bim krow (6.
Cae. 1 willdoo't my Lord.
1 For. Goe foftly on.
\ Encer Hamlet, Rofencrans, €.
Ham, Good [ir whole powers are thefc?
Cap. They ate of Nerwayfir.
Hom, How purpold fir 1 pray you?
Ca. Againil {ome part of Pelend.
Haw, Who commaunds chem (ir 2 -
(. The Nephew to old Nermay, Ferrenbraffe.
Hem. Goes it again{t the maint of Pedand fir,
Or for fome fronnire 2
Cap. Truly tofpeake, and with noaddition, .
We goe to gatne a licle patch of grousd
That hatlrin it 1o profit but the name
To pay fiue duckers, fiue I would notfarme it3
Nor will it yeeld to Norw -y or the Peke
A rancker rate, (hould it be fold in fee.
Ham. \Why then the Pollacke neuar will defend it. .
Cap. Yes,it1s alieady ganfond,
Ham. Two thoufand(oules, & tweaty thoufand duckets
V Vill not debate the queflion of thisfraw, )
Thes is th Impollume of much wealthand peace,
- Thatinward breakes, and thowes no aufe without
Why the man dies. 1 humbly thaskeyou fir.
3 Ce. Godbuy voufir,
Re/. Wil'tplealevongoemyLord? |
Ham. Jlc be with you flraight, goea ietle before.
How all occalions docnforme againft me,

F1 (T 273)

Acdipurmy dull reuenge, Whatisa man
s cluefe 500d and maricer of s sme

Be but to fleepeand feede, 2 beafl, no more :
Sure he that made vs with fuch large difcousle
Looking before and after, gauevsnot

That capabilirie and god-Iike reafon

To fultin vs vnvld, now whethes it be
Befliall obi:uion, or fome crauen feruple

Of thinking too precifely on th'eucnt,

8 g A thoughtwhich quarterd lath bu: one part wifedom,

And cuer three pasts coward, ] doe notknow
Why yet ] liue to oy this thing's to doe,
Sith T haue caule, 3nd will. and firength, and meares

. & Todoot; examples groflcas carth exhoreme,

‘Wimes this Army of fuch maffe and charge,

7\ Ledby a delicate and render Prince,

‘Whofe fpirit with diine ambition puft,
Makes mouches at theinvifible cuent,
Expoling what ismerrzll, and valure,

~ To all chac fortune, death, and danger dare,

Eoen foran Egge-thell. Righily to be great,

: 9\ Is not to flirre without great argument,

Bur greatly to find qoanrellin a flraw

’ \ ‘When honour’s at the flake, how ftand [ cthen

T hat haue a father kild, 3 mother (taind,

' \ Excytemenrs of my teafoo, and my blood,

And Ictall fleepe, while to my thame I fee

T heimirent death of twenty thoufland men,
That for a fartafie and t.icke of fame

Goce to their graues ike beds, fight fora plot
Whereon the numbers cannat try the caufe,
Whichis not tonibe enougi 3nd continent .

T o hidz1he flaine. 6 from this sime foich,

My thoughts be bioody, or be nothing worth,  Euxis.

Enter Horatie, Gertravd, end 4 Gore lemoas,

Enter Fortinkras with an Armie.

Fer, Go Captaine, from me greet the Danifh King,
Tell him chat by his licenle, Fortinbras
Claimes the conueyance of 3 prowis’'d March
Ouer his Kingdome. Yeou know the Rendeuous :
Ifchac his Maiety would oughe with vs,

We fhall exprefle our dutie in his eye,

And lechimknow fo.

Ca. 1 willdoo't,my Lord.

Fer. Go[alelyon,

Exqe,

Enter Queene and Horatio,

The passage of

strikes us as a distraction,

an army over

the stage immediately

in that it does not help the

audience in either version to focus on the revenge goal. And
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in Q2 the army distracts Hamlet, too, as he allows himself
to be absorbed by it. His curiosity is such that it urges
him to ask the Captain about its purpose as if he were a
mere passer-by, rather than a Prince watching a foreign army
approach his territory. Then, he begins to brood about the
philosophical significance of the event in relation to his
own life, finally plunging into the soliloquy that re-
establishes a focus on his "dull revenge."

Fl, on the other hand, forces us to focus almost solely
on Fortinbras, especially because he has the most lines of
the dialogue. We learn about what his intentions are and,
consequently, are prepared for his presence in Denmark.
Thus Fortinbras' appearance in F1 serves the dramaturgical
purpose of reminding the audience of him and preparing for
his sudden appearance during the final moments of the play.
Q2 does the same but goes on to establish a comparison,
presenting a Hamlet who compares himself with Fortinbras.

Generally speaking, the one feature that stands out in
the soliloquy of Q2 (p. 134) is that Hamlet scorns himself

by implying that he is a "beast" (fourth arrow), "three

parts coward" (fifth arrow), and experiences shame (eleventh
arrow). He then reveals a determination to revenge: "... o
from this time forth, my thoughts be bloody, or be nothing

worth" (last arrow). As such, Hamlet's role in the Q2

version modifies our understanding of the final scene rather
drastically.

For a man who swore his thoughts would "be bloody, or
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be nothing worth", Hamlet's readiness in Q2 by the time he
talks to Osrick should not be so ambiguous. Indeed, we are
in 1light of the soliloquy exclusive to Q2 compelled to say
Hamlet takes another major step-back in the final scene. The
fact that Rosencrantz appears during the army episode in Q2
(p. 134, first and third arrows) also assures us that Hamlet
killed him afterwards and therefore did act at least once
under the influence of his bloody thoughts. But he begins
the last act talking to Horatio. The soliloguy exclusive to
Q2 accentuates Hamlet's hesitancy with his wonder and
"shame" as he watches the "two thousand soules ... [that]
will not debate" (p. 134, Q2, second arrow) going "to their
graves like beds."28 Given this context, Hamlet's remarks
to the courtier in the final scene of Q2 (p. 124, second
arrow) strike us as coming from a man who is still subject
to a commander (the Ghost), like the soldiers are subject to
Fortinbras: he has decided his thoughts must be "bloody, or
be nothing worth" (Q2, p. 134, twelfth arrow) but does not
seem to have convinced himself. His Q2 line "provided I be
so able as now" (p. 124, second arrow), then, reminds us
once again that he might indeed be "three parts coward."
Hamlet during the final scene in Q2 desperately concentrates
on his goal as a private burden that stands upon him as the
son of the murdered King Hamlet. We cannot dismiss the
possibility of irony altogether, but the soliloquy exclusive
to Q2 makes Hamlet's inconsistency linger because his

resolve to act is seemingly caused by external factors: the
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stimulus of a marching army makes him realize that he too
must pursue his goal.

The total absence in F1 of Hamlet's soliloquy
generates at least two effects.29 Firstly, because the
theater audience does not see Hamlet medidating once again
on the issue of his inability to act, his confidence at the
outset of the following act is enhanced. We once again can
infer that killing Claudius became his own decision rather
than just a task imposed by the Ghost, and that he needed no
further "examples" (p. 134, Q2, sixth arrow) to be compelled
to kill even Rosencranz and Guildenstern.

Secondly, the brief F1 appearance of Fortinbras with
his army, marching towards a goal, 1is a strong parallel to
Hamlet's own "march:" both are Princes, both are motivated
to action by an expedient cause.

The passage exclusive to Q2, nevertheless, shapes a
Fortinbras who 1is radically different for Hamlet and for
the audience than that of Fl.ao Hamlet in Q2 actually sees

"young Fortinbras,” whom he heard about from Claudius at the

outset of the play (Q2 B3 v-F1 T 153), in action with a

whole army. Q2 thus reintroduces the contrast which |is
established between the two Princes during that early moment
of the play. Both lose their fathers and see their uncles
take the throne, but each reacts in a different way: Hamlet
perseveres in ‘'"obstinate condolement” (Q2 B4 v-F1 T 154)

whereas Fortinbras claims from Claudius lands lost by his
10
father. Such a contrast might easily be forgotten,



138

especially as we learn both about Hamlet's struggle with his
mother's remarriage in the first soliloquy and about his
father's murder. Hearing Hamlet reflect upon his encounter
with Fortinbras' army, however, we are once again struck,
or even challenged to consider the wider implications of the
two opposed behaviors.

Superficially, Fortinbras appears to have determination
and self-confidence while Hamlet lacks both, but subtle
details in Hamlet's soliloquy reveal a more complex picture.
On the one hand Hamlet is impressed with Fortinbras' "spirit
of divine ambition" (p. 134, Q2, seventh arrow) and the

soldiers' courage stirs feelings of shame in him (eleventh

arrow) :
... to my shame I see the iminent death of twenty
thousand men, that ... fight for a plot ... which
is not tombe enough ... to hide the slaine.

On the other hand Hamlet implies that Fortinbras' conduct is
at the very least absurd, since he exposes the 1lives of
thousands of men "for an egge-shell" (eighth arrow) and
finds "quarrell in a straw" (ninth arrow). This is a rather

negative perspective of Fortinbras, and another example of

men who lack temperance, who are unable to achieve a balance
between reason and passion.

Whether or not PFortinbras' conduct is deplorable,
Hamlet does take the experience of encountering him and the
marching army as an exhorting example. But this example is
perhaps another diminishing factor for the Prince of Denmark

in Q2: because he gives his dying voice to a man with whom
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he is not exactly delighted; because he dies with a sense
that he never really "“led" his cause, thus remaining
painfully inferior, in his own eyes, to the future King of
Denmark. I say painfully for the very reason that Hamlet,
rather than using his own potential motivation,
paradoxically realizes he needed an example from a
questionable leader before he could pursue the revenge goal.

The F1 version diminishes neither Hamlet nor
Fortinbras, since it does not give us access to Hamlet's
self-defeating feelings or undermine Fortinbras, who merely
appears to be in control of an army. Consequently, Hamlet in
F1 gives his dying voice to a man whose image is simply
marked by a military victory in Poland (p. 140, F1, second
arrow) and not to a man whose character aggravates his

emotional struggle.

-vi-
All of the variations discussed to this point shape the
effect of Hamlet's death differently in each version in
other ways as well, even though the moment is almost

identical in the various playtexts:
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First, the effects vary because Hamlet's request to

31
Horatio is different in each version: in Q2 he mentions a
single ‘"cause" (first arrow) whereas in F1 he mentions
"causes" (first arrow). The differences imply that whereas

in Q2 he killed and died for reasons which probably
overwhelmed him as a whole, and which he sums up as a
"father kild, a mother staind" in the soliloquy of act four
(p. 134, Q2, tenth arrow), in F1 he did so making
distinctions: between private reasons relating to his
family per se and political reasons relating to the State of
Denmark. Even though each may overlap with the other in a
dynamic continuum, Hamlet's preoccupation in Q2 strikes us
as exclusively personal because he seems less conscious of
political factors than in F1. The F1 version has, overall, a
more political tone than Q2 because Hamlet is conscious as a
Prince, as a royal figure who does not want the reputation
of his kingdom to be compromised.

Second, Hamlet's "dying voice" (p. 140, Q2, second
arrow - F1 third arrow) to Fortinbras becomes, in F1, more

than a concern with the person who should hear the truth

about him and an acknowledgement of political succession.
Hamlet dies knowing that Denmark has at least been purged of
its "Canker" and hopefully shall meet true renewal when
Fortinbras takes over the crown. His cry "O, o, o, o,"32
exclusive to F1 (last arrow), then comes across as the

final emotional release of the protagonist who fulfilled his

wish. But it is also loaded with pain, making his death even
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more touching in F1 not only because it lasts a 1little
longer but also because it forces us to hear his pain, so to

speak.

-vii-

The non-verbal possibilities generated by each version
of the final scene also contribute to an ending that
emphasizes Hamlet's death more in F1 than in Q2. One of the
most significant differences is that involving Fortinbras'

directions which I mentioned at the outset of this chaper:

Q2 (02 r) F1 (T 280)
Takevp thebodies, fucha fight as this, : Take vp che body ; Such a fightas this .
B«o:z’:‘:s the ficld, bae hcere%howcs much amifle, Bcf"&' j’:fsi‘:::{:;‘a?::::ﬂ’m’ much agis.
Goebid thefouldiers thoote, ’ .
Exrvme, Exemnt CHMarching : which, 4 Peale ’
FINIS. i . !

The fact that only Hamlet's body is raised in F1 forces us
to focus attention on his own last passage across the stage,
whereas Q2 divides our attention amongst the other bodies as
well. A director wusing F1 may thus enhance Hamlet's
superiority as the Prince who purged his country, while Q2

does not for such a choice. But the final stage directions

32
in each version also shape unique endings because of the

blocking and sound effect.
We cannot tell, either from Q2 or F1, who exits:

whether all of the characters or only some of them. Various
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possibilities emerge from these differences. The Q2 version
allows for all the company to exit, 1leaving the theater
audience to register the impact of a bare stage. F1, because
of the word "marching”, may be directing only those soldiers
Fortinbras ordered to take Hamlet's body to exit; we might
then have Osrick, Horatio, and all the other Danes on stage,
physically restating a new political order brought into
being Fortinbras and others from Norway, with whom they
stand as accepting subjects. Should Fortinbras exit after
the soldiers, we would still have the sense that his rule
has begun forcefully: he may come and go as he pleases,
while his orders are fulfilled. Clearly the sound effect
that follows in F1, the noise of the ordinance firing,
enhances this possibility.34

After Fortinbras' (and Hamlet's) final lines in both Q2

and F1, Q2 simply adds a direction to "exeunt" while F1
gives a more elaborate one: ‘"exeunt marching; after the
which a peale of ordenance are shot off." The F1 direction

allows for an ending that much more strongly asserts

Fortinbras' authority, since the shooting of the cannons not

only meets his command but also suggests that his authority
as the new ruler is being established. The cannon that
moments earlier shot under Claudius' command (Q2 N4 r, F1 T
281) "...1let... the cannons to the heavens...") now
ceremoniously fulfill the new King's request. The F1 version
therefore accentuates the political consequences of Hamlet's

death, forcing us to remember it was a Prince who died.
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Individually, and in combination, the differences
between Q2 and F1 I have analyzed point towards the
existence of two distinct Hamlets and two distinct Hamlets.
In Q2 we find a protagonist who emerges as a wronged Dane,
and a tragedy that accentuates the personal and familial
dimension. F1 presents the tragedy of a more politically
conscious Prince who dies while bringing about renewal for

35
the Kingdom of Denmark.
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Notes for Chapter IV

1
Both the title page and the page-heading of the Q1
version read The Tragicall Historie of Hamlet Prince of
Denmarke.
2
Polonius' statement is also found in Q1 (D4 r).
3
Q1, 1like F1, directs that only one body be taken up
(I4 r).
4
The Q1 version (I2 r):
. - @nter Fiawlcs and Horatio . .
Ham. belecuemee, it greevesmeemuch Horatis,
Thatto Leartes] forgot my felfe s :
Forby my felfe me thinkes ] feclehis griefe,. . ~
Thoughtherc'sa differencein each wrong,
' Enter a Brégert Gentleman,
5

As can be seen just above, Hamlet does not question
the worth of Claudius' life in Q1, but also is interrupted
by the Courtier (I2 r).

6
As the passage in (4) indicates, Hamlet does not

reflect upon his motivation in Q1.

7
The "Canker" metaphor is not in Q1 (I2 r).

8
Q2 also includes such associations in spite of not

having the "Canker" metaphor. One of them occurs
exclusively in Q2 (D. r) during the moment when Hamlet
regrets the fact that the King's drinking habit has

reinforced the Danes' reputation as drunkards. Hamlet
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attributes alcoholism to "some vicious mole of nature,"

which is an early suggestion that Claudius not only is
infected, so to speak, with some sort of corrupting disease,
but also spreads it in Denmark.

9
Q1 also includes Marcellus' remark (C3 v).

10
Apparently, there is a typographical error here in

the copy used for the Yale Facsimile of F1, since the page
that follows 278 is 259, rather than 279. The pages that
follow are numbered 280, 281, and 280 rather than 282. F1
page numbering is, overall, inconsistent. Hamlet begins at
152, with a sudden shift (probably another error) to the
200's after five pages. The sequence is 152-156, 257-278,

259, 280-281, 280.

11
Rosencranz's lines are not in Q1 (G. v)

12
Laertes' advice to Ophelia is much simpler in Q1 (C2

r) and does not include remarks on Hamlet's princely
identity.

13
Unlike Q2, Q1 does introduce Hamlet's concern with

Laertes (cf. 4)

14
The soliloquy is in Q1, though at a different point,

after orthodox III.i.209 (E4 v - F r).

15
This phrase is not in Q1 (F2 v), but Hamlet does

define himself as a "dunghill idiote slave."
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16
Phrase also in Q1 (B4 v).

17
These lines are not in Q1 (F3 v).

18
Q1 also captures the notion of "temperance" (F2 r).

19
Q1 obscures Hamlet's concern with the duality

passion X reason as well as his reflecting upon his own
behavior.

20
The word "Cause"” is not present in Q1. We can verify

in the passage of note 4 that Hamlet speaks of ‘"griefe",
rather than of a purpose. His ethical motivation is thus
obscure in Q1.

21
In Q1 (I2 v) the "Braggart Gentleman" gquickly

dismisses Hamlet's ironic comments on temperature and
explicitly introduces the wager subject with a line similar
to one also found much later in Q2 and Fl1l: "The Kinge,
sweete prince, hath 1layd a wager on your side." Hamlet
accepts the match, states his fear and seemingly allows
himself to accept fate. The effect is strange, with the
Braggart having more control over the conversation than
Hamlet.

22
The dialogue in the Q1 version does not include

remarks about Laertes' personal qualities (I2 v).

23
Mills would call this a "slow-soft" (p. 6) Hamlet.
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Dodsworth strongly argues for the view that Hamlet's
is ‘'"playing," and that his allusions to providence are in
effect blasphemous. Such interpretation would require rather
energetic acting and ironic delivery of lines.

25
In the Q1 version (I2 v, I3 r) Hamlet's response to

Horatio 1is even more matter-of-fact because the speech is

reduced:

. Her. My lutd forbearethe challenge then.
¥am. No Horatio,not},if dangerbenow,
Why then'itis not to come,theres a predcftinace prouidence

in the fall of a fparrow : heere comesthe King.
&uakﬁggﬂyqqlhwmybm&h

26
The Q1 version (I3 v):

Ham. The poyfned Inltrument within my hand?
Then venome to thy venome,die damn'd villaine: .
Comedrinke, herelics thy vaion here. Tbe king dies.

7

As can be verified above the Q1 version has "union", too.
The use of the verb "lies" paticularly strengthens the

notion of Claudius as a King who ultimately lies dead.

27
This moment, during which Claudius throws the

poisoned jewel in the cup, is absent in Q1. Since we are
left with a single occurrence of "union" (cf. passage in
note 19), Q1 gives more freedom for the director, who may

even choose to have someone other than Claudius poison the
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wine, either on stage or off. If off stage, the audience
would probably be left at a loss as to who actually does the
poisoning.

28
The Q1 version does not include the "fifth"

soliloquy.

29
Fortinbras makes a brief appearance in Q1 (G4 v),

which comes across as merely strategic.

30
Fortinbras is a stranger for Hamlet in Ql1, since

Hamlet never even learns he may take Denmark's crown (I3 v).

31
In Q1 Hamlet makes the same request to Horatio, but

never acknowledges Fortinbras' arrival (I3 v).

" Hewm. Andl thu,Olamdade,&:ed:ewcn-
* __Hor. No, 1 am moreanantkeé Roman,~ 14 .-u-._h..
Tﬁda'bane.buen bwmepoialeft, - L v ;.
Ham.' W pon myloue ] ﬁmﬂmbng«,. .
.(Jﬁcﬂbww:mdfdwval
Whaafan&&:waﬂfnﬁéhau lazefbdnnde!
Whatton ould tell the flory of cur deaths, :
fh»ﬁmgg;ﬂ()m hunﬁgkcéhnmg
inccyes iuueloﬂtharﬁghk,myton chisvle
Farewel Heratioheauen recciuemy o Haw. dies,

As the above note and passage suggest, Hamlet's political
consciousness 1is even dimmer in Q1.

32
The cry "0, o, 0" is not in Q1 (I3 v).

33
Q1 lacks a final direction, thus being completely

open (I4 r).

34
There's no sound effect in Q1 (I4 r).
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35
A third tragedy emerges from Ql, definitely more
simplistic because it does not give us access to the full

complexity of Hamlet's mind.



CONCLUSION

We do not want to talk about quarto and folio as better
or worse, but as different. This difference, on the basis
of my analysis of various versions of the endings of The

Merry Wives of Windsor, Henry V, and Hamlet, can be

generally defined as one involving both degree and kind.
The passages, lines, words, and stage-directions exclusive
to each version of the seven playtexts considered all
appeared to have a bearing on the course of action. 1In
addition, they seemed to be part of a wider aesthetic
pattern: whether authorial intention was a factor or not,
the quarto endings of the three plays I have examined
emerged as more practical resolutions of the plot whereas
the folio endings systematically dwelt on and elaborated
ethical themes. The clearest example of this 1is the

treatment of lust in each version of The Merry Wives f

Windsor. A more subtle example is what I have called the
purgation of Denmark in Hamlet. An indirect example is the
mutual irony between Harry and France in Henry V: while the
potential is there in Q, F1 explores it to the fullest and

suggests that Harry in fact deserves to be diminished rather

than idolized.
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Note that I have used the term exclusive because I want
to emphasize the fact that each playtext I examined emerged
as unique. This is difficult to do because we are so used to
"thinking conflated" that we have a tendency to view
differences as "lacking” features and are thus tricked into
dichotomizing the versions. What my analysis suggests |is

that The Merry Wives of Windsor, Henry V, and Hamlet have

each at least two facets in all the playtexts, even though
quarto and folio ultimately accentuate a particular facet.
The juxtaposition of different versions of the plays
proved to be a highly rewarding method of study, for the
following reasons.
Analysing differences in quarto and folio we are able

to 1identify theatrical possibilities rather than what has

often been called dramatic "inconsistencies." Consequently,

we can to a great extent disambiguate the playtexts. 1In

other words, a director or a critic dealing, for instance,
with Henry V Q and F1 need not struggle with the question of
whether "the" play is an epic or a satire because "it" has
elements of both. The choice of playtext will define the
dominant approach: as my discussion of the two endings of
this play has shown Q consistently emphasizes Harry's
political triumph whereas F1 allows intense irony.
Conflated versions, because they merge both possibilities,

probably force us to spend more creative energy than
necessary in deciding which view textual evidence supports

best.
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The final scenes of the three plays I analysed in this
study are consistent with the action that precedes them,
which confirms already current arguments that we should view
with skepticism any judgments regarding the ‘"quality" of
various versions of Shakespeare's plays. We should, at
least for the moment, avoid using orthodox terms such as
"good," "bad," "corrupt," and so on to describe the
playtexts. The hypothesis that all of the quarto and folio
versions of plays in the canon of Shakespeare are
dramatically coherent must therefore be investigated. I
must «stress, however, that this should not be a matter of
trying to determine whether quarto is superior to folio or
vice-versa.

When we consider gquarto and folio as unique pieces we
are compelled to the view that controversies amongst
Shakespearean critics regarding plays that exist in multiple
versions may in effect have been exacerbated by editors of
conflated editions, rather than by Shakespeare himself. Of
course, it was not the purpose of my dissertation to prove

or disprove theory. I must nevertheless point this out

because further inquiry on the issue seems expedient.
Perhaps the best way to begin is investigating how quarto
and folio versions provide different perspectives on old
problems such as Hamlet's delaying or -Henry V's
Christianity. What we cannot do is continue ignoring the
fact that, despite the crucial advancements of Craig and

Hinman, conflating is in essence a conjectural practice.
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I have thus questioned orthodox editorial practice and
sought to demonstrate that differences in three of
Shakespeare's multiple-text plays generate unique dramatic
effects because they have a bearing on the meaning of action
and on our perception of the endings. Shakespeare's endings
here stand out as being marked by openness. This does not
mean that we are faced with relativism, but that we can
commit ourselves to a particular interpretation without
having to invoke the ghost of dogmatism to protect
ourselves.

"Shakespeareans assimilate change slowly," says Howard,
but I trust my work will help reformist criticism to bring
about a truly legitimate way of approaching Shakespeare's

multiple-text plays.
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For a 1long time closure was an issue of form,
associated with the subject of genre and classical views of
tragedy and comedy.

Interest in endings and closure of works of art has
been on the rise since the 1960's. But what stands out as
the core motivation of certain studies on the subject is a
kind of compulsion to shape an "open" theory of fiction, and
a discontent with Aristotle's dictum that a work of art must
be "complete", as Richter puts it.

.Adams, I am tempted to argue, provides the manifesto
for speculation of this sort:

... the critic who wants to do so can easily
discover an element of openness in almost any
literary form. ... once alerted to the concept of
ambivalence ... . (p. 201)

... [we can] venture against all closed and
tightly organized <critical systems, as the
artists, without ever bothering their heads about
it, have been venturing for a long, 1long time.

(p. 215)

Kermode, while discussing fiction, again reinforces this
feature of openness: '"The golden bird will not always sing
the same song, though a primeval pattern underlies its
notes" (p. 31).

Herrnstein-Smith spurred, however, more extensive
scholarship on the concept of closure per se, which she
defines as " ... an effect that depends primarily upon the

reader's experience of the structure of the entire poem" (p.

viii). The underlying assumption, even though she does not
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discuss drama, is that since the effect will vary with the
audience, the object is, always and essentially, open to
interpretation.

Beckerman's (1985) discussion of Shakespeare's closure
deserves attention. He begins with a detailed description
of the factors of closure in the theater, especially
regarding the vital role various individuals other than the
playwright play in producing closure. But he then goes on
to "identify a cluster of components that reappear in many
of [Shakespeare's] final scenes" (p. 83), such as unmasking,
reconciliation, promise that the events be reported, deaths,
elegy, continuity of action, epilogues, songs, dancing.
Unfortunately, Beckerman's best point is buried: "a play
subsides, rather than ends" (p.82). It is his best point
because it embodies the idea of openness, which seems to be
at the core of theory of closure. Beckerman wrote this essay
inspired by Herrnstein-Smith, whom he quotes at the outset,
but he does not explore the idea of how a play subsides.

What this suggests is that theory of closure, despite

its immature state, has obviously changed the way critics

are viewing Shakespeare's plays. Namely, it has stimulated
us to explore their theatrical possibilities. Two other
examples of this are found in the work of Craik and Kay.
Craik, without offering any access to his preconceptions,
plunges into a discussion of the theatrical effects of
moments in various plays, which he uses to illustrate the

"manner in which Shakespeare concludes a play's performance"
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(p. 44). Kay's very concept of "postponed endings" (endings
which the audience ultimately imagine) also explores the
openness of the playtext.

Hult, in the introduction to an issue of Yale French

Studies devoted to the subject of closure, speculates that
such a trend is "... a symptom of a modern intellectual
climate characterized by decenteredness ... and absence of
meaning” (p. iv). Whether this is a sound assumption or not,
we generally know that philosophy always is the alternative
when " ... confident answers ... no longer seem SO
convincing as they did ..." (Russell, p- xiii).

My dissertation 1is an attempt to better understand
Shakespeare's endings by experimenting with a new paradigm
(McGuire 1985) focused on the opennes of the playtext and

its multiple possibilities.
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