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EoB B ACE

D A RFOPRE

Works of SHAKESPEAR.

T 1s not my defign to enter into a criticifm

upon this author ; tho” to do it effe@ually and
not fuperficially, would be the beft occafion that
any juft writer could take, to form the judgment
and tafte of our nation. For of all Englith poets
Shakefpear muft be confefled to be the faireft and
fulleft fubje& for criticifm, ahd to afford the moft
numerous, as well as moft confpicuous inftances,
both of beauties and faults of all forts. But this
far exceeds the bounds of a Preface, the bufinefs
of which is only to give an account of the fate of
his works, and the difadvantages under which
they have been tranf{mitted to us.  'We fhall here-
by extenuate many faults which are his, and clear
him from the imputation of many which are not :
A defign, which though it can be no guide to
future criticks to do him juftice in one way, will
at leaft be fufficient to prevent their doing him an
mjuftice in the other,
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I cannot however but mention fome of his prin-
cipal and characteritic excellencies, for which
(notwithftanding his defe€ts) hefis jufilyland uni-
verfally elevated above all other-dramatickRWriters.
Notthat this is the proper place of praifing him, but
becaufe I would not-omit any occafion of doing it.

If ever any author deferved the name of an Orz-
ginal, it was Shakefpear. Homer himfelf drew
not his art fo immediately from the fountains ot
Nature ; it proceeded thro' Agyptian {trainers
and channels, and came to him not without fome
tinture of the learning, or fome caft of the mo-
dels, of thofe before him. The poetry of Shake-
fpear was infpiration indeed : he is not fo much an
Imitator, asan Inftrument, of Nature; and ’tis not
{o juft to fay that he {peaks from her, as that {he
fpeaks thro’ him.

His Charaéters are fo much Nature herfelf,
that ’tis a fort of injury to call them by fo diftant
a name as copies of her. Thofe of other Poets
have a conftant refemblance, which fhews that
they received them from one another, and were
but multipliers of the fame image: each picture
like 2 mock-rainbow is but the reflexion of a re-
flexion. ~ But every fingle character in Shakefpear
is as much an individual, as thofe in life itfelf;
it is as impoflible to find any two alike ; and fuch
as from their relation or affinity in any refpect ap-
pear moft to be twins, will upon comparifon be
found remarkably diftin¢t, To this life and va-
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riety of character, we muft add the wonderful pre-
fervation of it; which is fuch throughout his Plays;
that, had all the fp(.ﬂ_ 1es been printed without thu
very names.of the perfons, I believe one might
have applied them with certainty to every {peaker.

The Power over our Paffions was never pofle(s’d
in a more eminent degree, or difplayed in fo dif-
ferent inftances. . Yet all L.lonb? mmL is {een no
labour, no pains to raife them; no cha'ation to
guide our guefs to the effedt, or be perceiv’d to
lead toward it : But the heart {wells, and the
tears burft out, juft at the proper pl:;tccs + . We-are
{urprized the moment we weep ; -and yet upon re-
flection; find the paffion fo juft, that we fthould be
furprized if we had not wept, and wept at that
very moment

How aftonithing is it again, that the Paffions
direttly op pu{ﬂ“ to thefe, J_;aug_m{:r and Spleen;
are no lefs at his command! that heis not more 2

after of the great than of the ridiculous in hu-
man nature ;3 of our nobleft tendernefles, than of
our vaineft foibles; of our firongeft: emotions,
than of our idleft fe TIf“lthIl'% T

Nor does he only excel in the Paffionsi: in the
coolnefs of Reflection and Reafoning he is full as
admirable..  His Sentiments are not only in gene-
ral the moft pertinent and judicious upon. every
fubject; but by a talent very peculiar, {omething
Detw&.n penetration and felicity, he bits upon that

Fe

particular point on which the bent of each argu-
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mient turns, or the force of each motive depends.
This is perfe@ly amazing, from'a‘man of no edu-
cation or experience in thofe g*n:ﬁt and publick
{cenes of life which are ufuilly the fubject of his

thoughts : So that he feems to have hn-:,:-wn the

world by intuition, to have' looked thro™ human
nature at one glance, and to'be the only duthor
that gives gro md for a very new opinion, That
the l~n1lofr)pl*u and ‘even the man of the world,
may be dorn, as well as the poct.

It muft be owned that with all thefe great ex-
cellencies, he has almoft as great defets ; and that
as he has' certainly written butu {o hc has per-
haps written ‘worfe, than any O'L]'!ul'. But I think

|'

T can in fome meafure account for thefe defedts,

from f{everal caufes and accidents ; without which
it is hard to imagine that fo large and fo enlight-
ened a mmd coud ever have bc n 1111(:4“Dt1b1¢. of
them. 'Thatall thefe contingencies :houid unite to
his diimu antage feems to me almoft as fingularly
unlucky, as that fo many various (nay -ontrary )
talents thould meet in one man, was happ}r and

extraordinary.

It muft be allowed that Stage-poetry of all
other, is more part :”.1_-'-:'1.*-' levelled to pleafe the
ol sulace; and ‘its fuccefs more immediately depend-

ing upon the common f’r”)rrrr. One cannot there-
[
) 1 F

o LB |
fore wonder, 1t 5h?
pearance no other .?Jm in his writlt 1gs th

cure a fubfiftence, direCted his endeavours {folely
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to hit the tafte ‘and ‘humour that then prevailed.
The -audience was  generally compofed of the
mieaner' fort of people; and thercfore the images
of life were to be drawn from thofe of their own
rank : accordingly we find, that not our author’s
only, but almoift all the old comedies have their
{eene among Tradefmen and Mechanicks : Andeven
their hiftorical plays ftrictly follow the common
¢ld flories or wulgar traditions of that kind of peo-
ple. In Tragedy, nothing was fo {ure to furprize
and caufe admiraticn; as the moft ftrange, unex-
pected, and confequently moft unnatural; events
and incidents; the moft exaggerated thoughts;
the moft verbofe and bombaft expreflion ; the moft
pompous rhymes, and thundering verfification.
in Comedy; nothing was fo fure to pleafe, asmean
buffoonry, vile ribaldry, and unmannerly jefts of
fools and clowns. Yet even in thefe, our author’s
wit buoys up, and is born above his fubjet : < his
genius in thofe low parts is like fome prince of a
romance in the difguife of a fhepherd or peafant;
a certain greatnefs and {pirit now and then break
out, which manifeft his higher extraction and
qualities.

It may be added, that not only the common
audience had no notion- of the rules of writing,
but few even of the better fort piqued themfielves
upon any great degree of knowledge or nicety that
way ; ’'till Ben Johnfon; getting pofleffion of the
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{tage, - brought critical  learning into vogue!: And
that this was not done without difficulty, may ap=
pear from thofe frequent lefions; (and indeed al-
moit declamations) which he was forced to prefix
to his firfk plays, and put into the mouth of his
aftors, the Grex, Chorus, etc. to remove the pre=
judices; ‘and inform the judgment. of his - hearers,
*Till then, our authors had no thoughts ‘of writ-
ing on the model of the ancients : their Tragedies
were only hiftories in- dialogue ; and their come-
dies followed the thread of any novel as they found
it, no lefs implicitly than if it had been true hif=
tory.

To judge therefore of Shakefpear by Ariftotle’s
rules; is like trying a man by the laws of one
country, who acted under thofe of another. ~ He
writ to the people 5 and writ at firft without patro-
nage fromv the - better fort, and therefore without
aims of pleafing them : without affiftance or ad=
vice from the learned, as without the advantage
of education or acquaintance among them < with-
ont that knowledge of 'the beft models, the anci-
ents, to infpire him with an emulation of them:
in a word, without any views of reputation, and
of what poets are pleafed to call immortality : Some
or all of which have encouraged the vanity, or ani=
mated the ambition, of other writers.

Yet it muft be obferved, that when his perfor-
mances had merited the protection of his prince,
and when the encouragement of the court had {uc-
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ceeded to that of the town ; the works of his ri-
per years are. manifeftly raifed above thofe of his
former. ~ The dates of his plays fufficiently evi-
dence that his paouuft]om 11*1**1(:»0{1 in pr‘upc-r-
tion to the refpe& he had for his :1ud1tor:5. “And I
make no doubt this" ocbfervation would be found
true in every inftance, were but editions extant
from which we might learn the exad time when
every piece was comp(;fcd, and whether writ for
the town, or the court.

Another caufe (and no lefs ftrong than the
former) may be deduced from our Author’s being
a _;.frg.':';" and forming himfelf firft upon the judg-
ments of that body Uf men whereof he was a mem-
ber. They have ever had a flandard to themf{elves,
upon other principles than thofe of Ariftotle.  As
they live by the majority, they know no rule but
that of pleafing the prefent humout and comply-
ing with the wit in fathion ; a confideration which
brings all their judgment to a fhort point. Players
are juft fuch judges of what is 2gh#, as taylors are
of what is graceful. And in this view it will be
but fair to allow, that moft of our Author’s faults
are lefs to be afcribed to his wrong judgment as a
Poet, than to his right judegment as a P l'whl.

By thefe men 1t was hblj'ﬂ]l. a }":ulib m Shake-
fpear, that he fcarce ever blotted a line. This the ey
mndudtric *".i:f}r propagated, as appears from what we
are told by Ben Johnfon in his D;cbs-az 5, and
‘from the preface of Heminges and Condell to the
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firlt folio edition.. But in reality (however it has
prevailed) there never was a more groundlefs re-
port; or to the contrary of which:there are more
undeniable evidences. -As the Comedy of the
Merry Wives of Windfor, which he entirely new
writ ; the Hiflory of Henry VI. which was firft
publifhed under the title of the Contention of Yirk
and Lancafler : and that of Henry V. extreme-
ly improved ; that of Hamlet enlarged to almoft
as much again as at firft, and many others. I be-
lieve the common-opinion of his want of learning
proceeded from no better ground. This too might
be thought a praife by fome, and- to"this' his er-
rors have as injudicioufly been afcribed by others.
For tis certain, were it true, it could concern but
a {fmall part of them ; the moftare {uch as are not
properly defes, but {uperfcetations; and arife
not from want of learning or reading, but from
want of thinking or judging: or rather (to be
more juft to our Author) from a compliance to
thofe wants in others. As to a wrong choice of
the fubje&, a wrong conduct of the incidents,
falfe thoughts, forced exprefiions, etc. if thefe are
not to be afcribed to the forefaid accidental rea-
fons, they muft be charged upon the poet himfelf,
and there is no help for it. But I think the two
difadvantages which I have mentioned (to be oblig-
ed to pleafe the loweft of people, and to keep the
worft of company) if the confideration beextend-
ed as far as it reafonably may, will appear {ufhci-
IiDd
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ent to miflead and deprefs the greateft Genius ap-
on-earth. , Nay the more modcl’iy with w h:r.h
{uch a onc is endued, the more he isin danger
of fubmitting and conferming to others, againft
his own better judgment.

3ut as to his want gg" learn .mQ‘, it 111'1} be necef-
fary to fay fomething more : There is certainly a
vaft difference between Jearning and languages.
How far he was ignorant of the latter, I cannot
determine ;. but ’tis plain he had much reading at
feaft, if they will not call it learning, Nor is it
any great matter, if a man has knowledge, whe-
ther he has it from one language or from another.
Nothing is more evident than that he had a tafte
of natural philofophy, mechanicks, ‘ancient and
modern hiftory, poetical lear ning and mythology :

Ve find him very Lnomng in the cuftoms, rites,
i-.nd manners of antiquity. In Corielanas and
Julius Cefar, not only the fpirit, but manners, of
the Romans are exactly drawn; and ftill a nicer
diftinétion 1s thown, between the manners of the
Romans in the time of the former, and of the lat-
ter. His reading in the ancient hiftorians is no
lefs Coni"pi{:uov‘ n nvmv references to particular
F'ﬁuh . and the lfc-:_ hes copied from Plutarch
in r"‘fm" may, I think, as well be made an
ir:.ﬂ"lf ce of his learning, as thofe copied from Ci-
cero in Eatiline, of Lul Johnfon’s.~ The manners
of other rﬂt‘u:,h in gene 1-*1 the Egyptians, Vene-
tians, French, etc, are drawn with ec ml propriety
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Whatever object of nature, or branch of fcience,
he either {peaks of or defcribes ; it 1s always with
competent, if not extenfive knowledge: his de-
{criptions are {till exa&t ; all his metaphors appro-
priated, and remarkably drawn from the true na-
ture and inherent qualities of cach {ubject. When
he treats of ethic or politic, we may conftantly
obferve 2 wonderful juftnefs of diftinétion, as well

as extent of comprehenfion.  No one 13 more a
mafter of the poetical ftory, or has more frequent
allufions to the various parts of it: Mr. Waller
(who has heen celebrated for this laft particular)
has not thewn more learning this way than Shake-

fpﬂ:{l‘. We have tranflations from Ovid pub'liihcd.

in his name, among thofe poems which pafs for
his, and for fome of which we have undoubted
authority (being publifhed by'himﬁ:lf, and dedi-
cated to his noble patron the Earl of Southampton £
He appears alfo to have been converfant 1n Plautus,
from whom he has taken the plot of one of his
plays : he follows the Greek authors, and parti-

1

cularly Dares Phrygius, in another : (altho” I wall
not pretend to fay in what language he read them.)
The modern Italian writers of novels he was mani-
feftly acquainted with ; and we may conclude him
to be no lefs converfant with the anclents of his

own country, from the ufe he has made of Chau-

cer in Troilus and Creffida, and in the Two nobie

Kinfmen, if that Play be his, as there goes a tra-

dition it was (and indeed 1t has little refemblance
o
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of Fletcher, and more of our Author than fome
of thofe which have been received as genuine.)

I am inclined to think, this opinion proceeded
originally from the zeal of the Partizans of our Au-
thor and Ben Johnfon 5 as they endeavoured to ex-
alt the one at the expence of the other.” Tt is ever
the nature of ‘Parties to be ‘iti extremes'; and no-
thing is fo probable; as that becaufe Ben Johnfon
had much the more learning, it was faid on the
one hand that'8hakefpear had none atall’; and be-
caufe Shakefpear had much the moft wit and fan-
cy, It was retorted on the other, that Johnfon
wanted both.  Becaufe ‘Shakefpear borrowed no-
thing, it was faid that Ben Johnfon borrowed every
thing. Becaufe Johnfon did not write extempore,
he was reproached with being a year about every
piece 5 and becaufe Shakefpear wrote with eafe
and rapidity, - they cried; he never once 'made a
blot.. Nay the {pirit of oppofition ran fo high,
that whatever thofe of the one fide objected to the
other, was taken at the rebound, and turned into
praifes; ' as injudicioufly, as their antagonifts before
had made them objetions.

Poets are always afraid of ‘envy ; but fure they
haveas muchreafon to be afraid of admiration, They
are the Scylla and Charybdis of Authers ;' thofe
who efcape one, often fall by the other. Pe/ffimun
genus immicorum laudantes;' fays “Tacitas: and
Virgil defires to ‘wear a charm againft thefe who
praife a poet without rule or'reafon,
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St ultra placitum lauddrit, baccare frontem
Cingifo, mne vat: noceat,

But however this contention might be:carried on
by the Partizans on either fide, I.cannot help think-
ing thefe two great poets were good friends; and
lived on amicable terms, and in offices of fociety
with each other. It is an acknowledged fact, that
Ben Johnfon was introduced upon the ftage, and
his firlt works encouraged, by Shakefpear. - And
after his death, that Author writes To the memory
of . his, beloved Mir. William Shakefpear, which
{hews as if the friendfhip had continued thro’ life.
I cannot for my own part find sny thing znvidious
or fparing in thofe verfes, but wander Mr. Dryden
was of thatopinion. He exalts him not only above
all. his: contemperaries, but above Chaucer: and
Spenfer, whom he will not allow to be great enough
to be ranked with him; and challenges the
names of Sophocles, Euripides; and Afchylus,
nay all Greece and Rome at once; to equal him;
and (which is very particular) exprefly vindicates
him from the imputation of wanting @7#, not en-
during that all his excellencies fhould be attributed
to nature. It is remarkable too;: that  the -praif¢
he gives him  in his Difcoveries {feems to proceed
from a pf.’f_'/b?zdf kindnefs ; he tells us that: he levia
the man; as well as honoured his memory ; celer
brates the honefty; opénnefs, and franknéfs of 1ii:
temper ; and only diftingui{hes, as he realonably
+Da3
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ought, between the real merit of the Author, and
the filly and derogatory applaufes of the Players.
Ben Johnfon might indeed be {paring in bis com-
mendations, (tho’ certainly he is not {o in this in-
ftance) partly from his own nature, and partly
from judgment. For men of judgment think they
do any man more fervice in praifing him juftly,
than lavifhly, 1 fay, I would fain believe they
were friends, the’ the viclence and ill-breeding of
their followers and flatterers were enough to giverife
to the contrary report. - I would hope that it may
be with parties, both in wit and ftate, as with
thofe monfters defcribed by the poets; and that
their heads at leaft may have fomething human,
tho' their bodies and tails are wild beafts and fer-
pents.

As I believe that what I have mentioned gave
rife to the opinion of Shakefpear’s want of learn-
ing ; fo what has continued it down to us may
have been the many blunders and illiteracies of the
firft publithers of his works. In thefe editions
their ignorance thines in almoft every page ; no-
thing is more common than A&us tertia. Exit
omnes. . Enter three witches folus.  Their French
1s as bad as their Latin, both in conftrucion and
fpelling: Their very Welih is falfe. Nothing, is
mare likely than that thofe palpable blunders of
Hector’s quoting Ariftotle, with others. of that
grofs kind, fprung from the fame root ; it not be-
ing at all credible that thefe could be the errors of

T R T
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any man who had the leaft tinGure of a fchool,
or the leaft converfation with fuch as had. Ben
Johnfon (whom they will not think partial to him)
allows him at leaft to have had fome Latin; which
is utterly inconfiftent with miftakes like thefe,
Nay the conftant blunders in proper names of per-
fons and places, are fuch as muft have proceeded
from a man, who had not fo much as read any
hiftory, in any language: {o could not be Shake-
fpear’s.

I fhall now lay before the reader {fome of thofe
almoft innumerable errors, which have rifen from
one fource, the ignorance of the players, both as his
actors, and as his editors.  When the nature and

kinds of thefe are enumerated and confidered, 1
dare to fay that not Shakefpear only, but Ariftotle
or Cicero, had their works undergone the fame
fate, might have appeared to want fenfe as well as
learning.

It is not certain that any one of his plays was
publiﬂied by himfelf. During the time of his em-
ployment in the Theatre, feveral of his pieces were
printed ﬁ:pzu‘ately in quarto. What makes me
think that moft of thefe were not publifhed by him,
*s‘the exceffive careleflnefs of the prefs: every
page is fo fcandaloufly falfe fpelled, and almoft all
the learned or unufual words fo intolerably man-
gled, that it's plain there either was no corrector to

the prefs at all, ‘or one totally illiterate. If any
were fupz:—trt.—*ll’bd by himfelf, T thould fancy the two
T Ddx
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parts of Henry IV. and Mudfummer-Night' s Dream
might have -been {o: becaufe I. find no other
printed with any exa&nefs ;. and (contrary to the
reft) . there ds very little variation in all the fub-
fequent editions.of them. - There are extant two
prefaces, .to the firft quarto edition of Trorlas
and. Creffida.in- 1609, and to that of Othelly ; by
which it appears, that the firft was publithed with-
out his knowledge or confent, and even before it
was acted, fo late as {feven or eight years before he
died ; and that the latter was.not printed till -after
his death. . The whole number of genuine plays
which we have been able to find printed in his life-
time, amounts but to eleven. And of fome of
thefe, we meet with two or more editions by dif-
ferent printers, each of which has whole heaps of
trath different from the other: which I thould
fancy was occafioned by their. being taken from
different copies, belonging to different Play-houfes.

The folio edition (in which all the plays we
now receive as his, were firft colleGed ) was pub-
lithed by two Players, Heminges and Condell, in
1623, feven years after his deceafe. They de-
clare, that all the other editions were ftolen and
farreptitious, and affirm theirs to be purged from
the errors of the former.. This is true as to the
literal errors, and no other ; for in all refpects elle
it is far worfe than the quarto’s.

Firft, becaufe the additions of trifling and bom-
baft paflages are in this edition far more numerous,
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For vwhatever had been added, fince thofe quarto’s
by the actors, or had ftolen from their mouths in-
to the written parts, were from-thence conveyed
into the printed text, and all ftand charged upon
the Author. ~ He himfelf complained of this ufage
in Humlet, where he wifhes that thofe who play the
Clowns would fpeak no more than s fef doom for then.
(A&. i, Sc. v.) But as a proof that he could not
efcape it, in the old editions of Romeo and Sfuliet
there is no hint of a great number of the mean
conceits and ribaldries now to be found there. In
others, the low fcenes of Mobs, Plebeians and
Clowns, are vaftly fhorter than at prefent: And
I have feen one in particular (which feems to have
belonged to-the play-houfe, by having the parts
divided with lines, and the Actors names in the
margin) where feveral of thofe very paflages were
added in 2 written hand, which are fince to be
found in the folio.

In the next place, a number of beautiful paf-
fages which are extant in the firft fingle editions,
are omitted inthis: as it feems without any other
reafon, ' than their willingnefs to {horten {fome
{cenes: Thefe men (as it was faid of Procruftes)
either lopping, or ftretching an Adthor, to make
him juft’ fit for their ftage.

This-edition is faid to be printed from the origi-
nal copies. 1 believe they meant thofe which had
laifi ever fince the author’s days in the play-houfe,
and had from time to time been cut, or added to,
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arbitfatily. © It appears that this edition, as well
as the 'quarto’s, was printed (at leaft partly) from
no better copies than the prompter's book, or piece-
meal parts written out for the ufe of the actors -
Forin fome places their very * names are through
carelefsnefs fet down inftead of the perfone drame -
#5 > "And in others the notes of direétion to the
pProperty-men for their moveables, and to the players
for their entries, are inférted into the text, thro’
the ignorance “of the tranfcribers.

Fhe Plays not having been before fo much as
diftinguifhed by aéfs and feenes, they are in this
edition divided according as they played them ; of-
ten where there is no paufe in the a&ion, or where
they thought fit to make a breach in it, for the
fake of mufick, mafques, or monfters.

Sometimes the {cenes are tranfpofed and fhuffled
backward and forward ; 2 thing which ‘could no
otherwife happen, but by their being takén from
feparate and piece-meal written parts.

Many verfes are omitted entirely, and others
tranfpofed ; from whence invincible obfcurities
have arifen, ‘paft the guefs of any commentator to
clear up, but juft where the accidental glimpfe of
an old edition enlightens us.

Some chara&ers were confounded and mix'd,

2 Much ado about nothing, A& ii. Enter Prince. Leonato,
Claudio, and Fack Wilfon, inftead of Balthafar. And in A&t iv,
Cowley, and  Kemp, conftantly thro® a whole feene.

Edit, Fol. of 1623, and 1632;
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or two put into one, for want of a competent
pumber of a&ors. - Thus. in. the quarto edition of
Midfummer Night's Drean, ACLV. Shakefpear in-~
troduces a kind of Mafter of the revels called Phi-
loftrate s all whofe part is given to another charac-
ter (that of Egeus) in the fubfequent editions:- 5o
al{o in Eamlet and King Lear. This too makes
it probable, that the prompter’s books were what
they called the original copies

From liberties of this kind, many {peeches alfo
were put into the mouths of wrang perfons, where
the . Author now feems chargeable: with making
them fpeak out of chara&er: Or fometimes per-
haps for no better reafon, than that a governing
player, to have the mouthing of fome favourite:
{peech himfelf, would fnatch it from the unwor-
thy lips of an underling.

Profe from verfe they did not know, and - they
accordingly printed one for the other throughout
the volume.

Having been forced to fay fo much of the play-
ers, I think I ought in juftice to remark, that the
judgment, as well as condition, of that clafs of
people was then far inferior to what it isin our days.
As then the beft pla}'huuﬁ:s were inns and taverns
(the Globe, the Hope, the Red Bull, the Fortune,
etc.) fo the top of the profeffion were then mees
players, not gentlemen of the ftage: They weic
led into the buttery by the fteward, not placed at
the lord’s table, or lady’s toilette:: and confequently
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were entirely deprived of thofe advantages they now
enjoy,:in the familiar converfation of our nobility,
and: an intimacy (not to fay dearnefs) with people
of the firflt condition.

From what has been faid, there can be no quef=
tion but had Shakefpear publithed his works him-
felf (efpecially in his latter time, and after his re-
treat from the ftage) we fhould not only be cer-
tain which are genuine ; but thould find in thofe
that are,  the errors leflened by fome thoufands. If
1 may judge from all the diftinguifhing marks of
his ftyle, and his manner of thinking and writ-
ing, I make no doubt to declare thatthofe wretch-
ed plays, Pericles, Locrine, -Sir:obn:-Oldcafile,
Yorkfhire. Tragedy,  Lord Cromsvelly The -Puri-
¢an, and Londsn Predigal, cannot be admitted as
his.  And I fhould conjeéture of fome of the
others (particularly Love’s Labour’s Loft, = The
Winter's Tale, and Titus Andronicus) that only
fome characers, fingle fcenes, or perhaps:a few
particular: paflages, were of his hand. - It isvery
probable what occafioned fome plays to be fuppofed
Shakefpear’s was only this; ‘that they were pieces
produced by unknown authors, or fitted up for the
theatre while it was under his adminiftration : -and
no owner claiming them, they were adjudged  to
him, as they give ftrays to the Lord of the:manor:
a miftake which (one may alfo obferve): it was
not for the intereft of the houfe to remove. Yet
the players themfelves, Heminges and Condell; af-
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terwards did Shakefpear 'the juftice to reject thofe
eight plays in their edition ; tho’ they were then
printed ‘inhis name, in every body’s ‘hands, and
acted with fome applaufe ; (as'we learn from what
Ben Johnfon fays of Pericles in his 'Ode on the
New-Inn.) That Titus Andronicus 1s one of this
clafs I am the rather induced to believe, by finding
the fame Author openly exprefs his contempt of it
in the Induction to Bartholomeaw-Fair, inthe year
1614, when Shakefpear was yet living. And
there is no. better authority for thefe latter fort,
than for the former, which were equally publifhed
in his life-time.

If we give into this opinion, how many low.and
vicious parts and paffages might no longer: reflect
upon this great genius, but appear unworthily
charged upon him? And even in thofe which are
really his, how many faults may have been unjuft-
ly laid to his account from arbitrary additions, ex-
punctions, tran{pofitions of fcenes and lines, con-
fufion of charaters and perfons, wrong application
of fpeeches, corruptions. of innumerable paffages
by the ignorance, and wrong corrections of them
again by, the: impertinence of his firft editors ?
From one or other of thele confiderations, I am
verily perfuaded, that the greateft and the orofleft
part of what are thought his errors would vanifh,
and leave his character in a light very different
from that difadvantageous one, in- which it now
appears to Us.
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This is'the ftate in which Shakefpear’s writings
lie ‘at prefent; for, fince the abovementioned folio
edition, all the reft have imiplicitly followed it,
without having recourfe to any of the former, of
ever making the comparifon between them. It is
impoflible to repair the injuries already done him ;
too much time has elapfed, and the mate-
ridls ‘are too few. In what I have done I have
rather given a proof of my willingnefs and de-
fire, thani of my ability, to do him juftice.
I have difcharged the dull duty of an Editor,
t6 my beft judgment, with more labour than
I expect thanks, with a religious abhorrence
of all innovation, and without any indulgence
to my private fenfe or conjecture. The method
taken in this edition will thew itfelf. The various
readings are fairly put in the margin, {o that every
one may compare them ; 4nd thofe I have prefer=
ed into the text are conflantly ex fide codicum, up-
on authority. The alterations or additions which
Shakefpear himfelf made, are taken notice of as
they occur. Some fufpected paflages which are
exceffively bad (and which feem interpolations
by being fo inferted that one can intirely omit
them without any chafm, or deficience in the con-
text) are degraded to thebottom of the page ; with
an afterifk referring to the places of their infertion.
The fcenes are marked o diftinctly thdt every re-
movil of place is fpecify’d ; which is more necef-
fary in this Author than any other, fince he fhifts
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them more frequently:  and fometimes withou*‘
attending to this particular, the reader would have
met w 1th obfcurities.  The more obfolete or un-
ufual words are exp lained. Some of the moit
fhining P’lﬂ ges are diftinguithed by comma’s in
the margin ; and where the beauty lay not in par-
ticulars but in the whole, a ftar is prcﬁxcd to the
{cene. 'This feems to me a fhorter and lefs often-
tatious mecthod of pcrf‘u"n“:rfr the better half of
Criticilm (namely the pointing out an Authet’s
excellencies). than to fill a whole paper with cita-
tions of fine paflages, with general applanfes, or
empty exclamations at the tail of them. = There is
alfo fubjoined a catalogue of tnf)iL firft editions by
which the greater part of the various readings and
of the corre@ed paffages are authorifed (moft of
"s,vhich are fuch as carry their own evidence along
ith them.) . Thefe editions. now hold the place
of originals, and are the only materials left to re-
pair the deficiencies or reftore the eorrupted fenfe
Of the Author: I can 0'}1\;’ with thata greater pum-
ber of them ksf a greater were ever pul 31 ifhed) may
yet be found, h} a fearch more fuccefsful than
mine, for the better accomplithment of this end.

I will conclude by faying of “llaiac.ipmr that
with all his faults, and with all the irregularity of
his drama, one may look upon his works, in com-
parifon of thofe that are more finithed and regular,

as upon an ancient majeftick piece of Gotlnc ar-
chiteCture; compared with a neat modern build-
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ing : The latter is more elegant and glaring, but
the former is more ftrong and more folemn. It
muft be allowed, that in one of thefe there are
materials enough to make many of the other. It
has much the greater variety, and much the nobler
apartments ; tho’ we are often conduéted to them
by dark, odd, and uncouth paffages. Nor does
the whole fail to firike us with greater reverence,
tho" many of the parts are childith, ill-placed, and
unequal to its grandeur.
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