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This chapter has four sections: 1. Editions and Textual Matters; 2.
Shakespeare in the Theatre; 3. Shakespeare on Screen; 4. Criticism. Section
1 is by Gabriel Bgan; section 2 is by Peter J. Smith; section 3 .is by Lucy
Munro; section 4(a) is by Matthew C. Hansen; section 4(b) is by James Purkis;
section 4(c) is by Annaliese Connolly; section 4(d) is by Andrew Hiscock;
section 4(e) is by Steve Longstaffe; section 4(f) is by Jon Orten; section 4(g) is
by Edel Lamb.

1. Editions and Textual Matters

Three substantial editions of two Shakespeare plays appeared this year.
Suzanne Gossett edited Pericles for the Arden Shakespeare, Roger Warren
edited the same play for the Oxford Shakespeare, and John Jowett edited
Timon of Athens for the Oxford Shakespeare. The coincidence of two Pericles
editions is fortuitous since it allows for direct comparison of the latest work
from the two most important series, although in the event the dating of
Warren’s edition is not certain: the review copy claims that the book was first
published in 2003 while the publisher’s website gives January 2004 as the
occasion of both hardback and Oxford World’s Classics paperback versions.
Precise dating of books will soon matter greatly to academics in the United
Kingdom because of the state’s audit, the Research Assessment Exercise.
We may expect a rush of books officially published in December 2007 (to fall
within the current census) that are not available until early 2008, but this
cannot explain why the Arden Shakespeare should choose, in October 2005, to
sell copies of its third-series Much Ado About Nothing with an imprint claiming
“First published 2006°. Its American editor Claire McEachern has nothing to
fear from the Research Assessor General.
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In her preface Gossett announces that she wants to maintain a ‘typically
postmodern diffidence’ about proposed solutions to the problems of the text of
Pericles, for which the only authoritative early edition is the manifestly corrupt
quarto of 1609. Because Pericles is the only one of the seven plays that were
added to the third Folio in 1664 to be accepted as Shakespeare’s, and because
it is the only ‘bad’ quarto for which there is no corresponding ‘good’ quarto,
Gossett deals first with the text in her introduction. The 1609 quarto was
Henry Gosson’s first attempt at publishing a play, although in this case the
text had already been entered into the Stationers’ Register on 20 May 1608 by
Edward Blount, who did not publish it. Perhaps, Gossett wonders, the reason
was that once Nathaniel Butter published George Wilkins’s prose novelization
of the play The Painful Adventures of Pericles Prince of Tyre in 1608, Butter
could claim precedence on the story. Philip Edwards showed that the sheets
of the quarto printed for Gosson fall into two groups: ACDE and BFGHI,
distinguished by different running heads, lines per page (37 versus 35), and
founts. Variants in speech prefixes, capitalization, spelling, and punctuation
indicate that the first set of sheets was set by one compositor (X) and the
second set of sheets was set by two (Y and Z). From the ornaments on the title
page and the first page W.W. Greg identified the printer of the first set
of sheets as William White. From the distinctive pica roman type, Peter
W.M. Blayney identified the printer of the second set as Thomas Creede, and
subsequent work has suggested that there might have been a third compositor
at work on F4" in Creede’s shop. By successive damage that is worst on sheet
B, S. Musgrove showed that this was printed last by Creede, probably meaning
that a whole initial run of B by White had to be discarded and redone by
Creede, although this raises the problem of how Creede fitted 8 x 37 lines
(White’s norm for a gathering) into 8 x 35 (Creede’s norm for a gathering),
a difference of sixteen lines. Gossett wonders if the start of 1.2 is garbled
because some lines were cut to fit the material on B; against this is the fact that
space is wasted on B3, which is the same forme as B1" (where 1.2 starts).
Blayney pointed out that Creede’s type was smaller, so fitting the extra
6 percent (2 lines per 35-line page) would not have been especially difficult.
That two printshops and three compositors did the work on the quarto is
good reason to suppose that the problems with the book (which sprawl across
these divisions of labour) come from the underlying copy not the printing
work (pp. 18-20).

Turning to specific sources of error, Gossett shows some examples of how
mishearing errors could look like misreading errors, and vice versa, and notes
that what is heard in the theatre can be intentionally ambiguous. Thomas
Heywood’s complaint about his plays being ‘copied onely by the eare’ (Epistle
“To the reader’ in his Rape of Lucrece [1608]) is exactly contemporary with
Pericles. If Pericles was so copied to make the manuscript underlying the
quarto, we cannot tell where or why (illicit or authorized?) nor much about
how- it was done (using shorthand? by one person or a group?), so we cannot
tell whether a supposed feature of the text (say, its being short) is due to
failure in transmission or is accurate transmission of text shortened for
specific performance conditions (pp. 21-2). Gossett summarizes the
New Bibliographical theory of memorial reconstruction for ‘abridged rural
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prompt-book’ creation, and this theory’s recent dismissal—not least via Paul
Werstine’s rejection, on the evidence of the Records of Early English Drama,
of the inferred link between touring and ‘bad’ quartos—brings her to
Laurie Maguire’s conclusion that the quarto may be based on a memorial
reconstruction, to judge from its mangled verse. If it is a reported text,
Maguire maintained, then it is a good one, and aithough it is a bit short it is
longer than any other ‘bad’ quarto. Gary Taylor’s view was that the text
underlying the quarto was reported by the boy who played Marina and
Lychorida and the hired man who played a number of small parts including
Pander and a fisherman, helped out by the boy borrowing or stealing the cue-
script of his master playing Gower. For Taylor, Wilkins’s prose novelization
is also a report of the performances, and where it differs substantially
from the play as we have it (most obviously in the brothel scene dialogues
of Marina and Lysimachus) the reason is censorship of the stage version. On
balance, Gossett does not think the text of Q supports the claims of censorship
or of particular actors doing memorial reconstruction (pp. 23-5).

The claim of stenography (shorthand copying) of the play has come up a
number of times, and Gossett does not reject it altogether, but she rejects the
idea that publishers would have pirated at all since Blayney has shown how
relatively unprofitable play publishing was. (This ‘demonstration’ by Blayney
is refuted in an article in Shakespeare Quarterly [2005] by Alan B. Farmer and
Zachary Lesser, which will be reviewed here next year.)) Gossett is gently
mocking of Doreen DelVecchio and Antony Hammond’s claim (in the New
Cambridge Shakespeare) that Q was printed from authorial foul papers and
that its cruces are generally explicable (no, they are gibberish) and of their
claim that the whole of the play is by Shakespeare. Gossett asks how come
there are a couple of speech prefixes of ‘Omnes’ in Q, since Shakespeare’s
authorial papers did not use that Latinate prefix? Gossett thinks we will not
solve the mysteries of Q’s transmission, and that in all likelihood a number of
different corrupting forces are simultaneously at work: the copying of difficult
handwriting, reporting by actors, dictation, shorthand, additions/revisions,
and relining by compositors necessitated by faulty casting off. Indeed, if we
accept the evidence for widespread manuscript circulation, there is little hope
of pinning down the copy for particular printings (pp. 26-8). This is indeed
typical postmodern diffidence in relation to editing. Gossett goes on to survey
the early reprints of Q (pp. 30-8), noting that Q2 (a direct reprint of Q1) was
again divided in labour between White and Creede, with the latter using quite
a bit of standing type in places. Q2 was made late in 1609, to judge from how
Creede’s distinctive pica roman type becomes contaminated with other types
he owned. Q3 was printed by Simon Stafford and another unknown printer for
an unknown publisher, and is unremarkable. Q4 is one of the Pavier quartos
and shows considerable effort to improve the text, although the printer was
working from just Q3 and his own wits; Q5 and Q6 are unimportant.

Gossett considers three reasons that have been offered to explain Pericles’
absence from the 1623 Folio: (1) Heminges and Condell could not get copy (2)
they did not like the state of the text, and (3) they knew it was only a
collaboration. The first is improbable: the men involved (Blount, Jaggard)
clearly had access to the rights and to copy: the former entered the play in the
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Stationers’ Register and the latter printed Q4 for Pavier. Certainly, as actors,
Heminges and Condell would have spotted how bad Q is, but Gossett observes
that this consideration does not seem generally to have stopped publishers
from printing plays. True, but when one considers how bad a Folio printing
of Pericles based on Q would have looked alongside other texts in F, perhaps
the explanation has some merit. After all, of the bad Folio texts only Timon
of Athens is about as bad as the 1609 quarto of Pericles, and as J ohn Jowett
discusses in his edition (reviewed below) Timon of Athens got into F by
unusual circumstances. Having excluded the first two possibilities, Gossett
decides that the collaboration issue is most likely what kept Pericles out of the
1623 Folio. Henry VIII and The Two Noble Kinsmen are collaborations too,
of course, and they were included in F. But perhaps these were collaborations
of a different sort, Henry VIII being a Shakespeare play that Fletcher
completed and The Two Noble Kinsmen being a Fletcher play that Shakespeare
completed, rather than being (as Pericles clearly is) a collaboration from the
ground up. The conditionals rather pile up in this speculation, and Gossett’s
characterization of the nature of Henry VIII and of The Two Noble Kinsmen
could usefully have been elaborated.

Given the mess of the play’s only authoritative source, the best one can do
in such a case is make a ‘credible, bibliographically defensible, reading and
performance script’ that steers between the freely emended reconstruction
that appeared in the Oxford Complete Works of 1986 (which versified passages
of Wilkins’s prose novelization) and the absurdly staunch adherence to copy
shown by the New Cambridge Shakespeare, which follows Q in almost all its
demonstrable errors (p. 39). Complaining of the New Cambridge Shakespeare,
Gossett repeats the views given in her essay in the collection In Arden: Editing
Shakespeare reviewed here last year, and complaining of the Oxford Complete
Works' liberties she minds especially the invention of scene 8a, in which
Pericles asks for a musical instrument upon retiring and then plays it. This the
Oxford editors justified on the basis that Wilkins’s novelization and the
sources have Pericles playing and singing and that Wilkins probably would
not have made up such a scene if it was not in the play as performed. Gossett,
on the other hand, thinks that Simonides’ morning-after reference to Pericles’
music might have been ‘inserted specially to cover the absence of a song’.
Over against such speculation, Gossett’s approach is what she calls ‘moderate’
(pp. 40-2). Importantly, Gossett thinks that new interpretative readings can
make old emendations redundant, for example Edmond Malone’s alteration
of Marina’s wondering ‘Why would she bave me killed now? As I can
remember ...° to ‘Why would she have me killed? Now, as I remember...’,
which removes a ‘precise adverb of time’. Generally, the examples are the
ones discussed in Gossett’s In Arden: Editing Shakespeare essay. A particular
problem that Gossett identifies is the first meeting of Lysimachus and
Marina, which in the Oxford Complete Works reconstruction is patched from
Wilkins. Surely, she argues, this is self-contradictory: if the boy playing
Marina was one of those doing the memorial reconstruction (as the Oxford
editors claim), how come he left out bits of what he himself said in this scene?
Gossett also thinks that padding this part of the play contradicts the
principle that one should use Wilkins more confidently to patch the parts
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of the play that he wrote (Acts T and II) than to patch the parts he did not.
We can use Wilkins to make a stronger and more feminist Marina, but
then we are in danger of imposing our values, not the authors’, Gossett
writes (p. 44).

Concerning the circumstances of the play’s creation, Gossett gives a
compressed account of the reasons for pinning the date of first performance
to April-June 1608 in which some slight weaknesses are glossed over (p. 55).
For example, the dating depends upon determining when the wife of the
French ambassador to London was present in London; her not being recorded
there until April 1607 does not mean that she was not around, so we cannot
with certainty exclude the possible early dates for first performance identified
by Leeds Barroll of May—June 1606 or one week in April 1607. On the other
hand, as Gossett quotes Barroll noting, the title pages of Wilkins’s 1608
prose novella and the 1609 play quarto make the performances sound recent,
which would tip the balance in favour of the last of the three slots identified
by Barroll: from April to mid-July 1608. This third slot Gossett silently
changes to ‘between April and June 1608 as though the first two weeks of
July were not possible dates. Presumably she means that we must allow time
for the play to become a hit before the closing of the theatres by plague
(to explain the contemporary allusions to its success on the stage), in which
case the latest possible date for first performance was late June, ending its
run just over two weeks later in mid-July. Gossett recounts Shakespeare’s
knowledge of Wilkins and the fact that his dramatic career took off around
1605-8, so he must have been intensely frustrated by the stalling of that
career by the plague closure that began in 1608. Gossett thinks that Wilkins’s
play The Miseries of Enforced Marriage might be a play-long expansion upon
the potential of the first scene of 4 Yorkshire Tragedy, in which case the extra
dialogue for the Lysimachus—Marina brothel meeting in Wilkins’s prose
novelization of Pericles might also be due, not to the incompleteness of Q but
to ‘the collaborator’s attempt to fill out the logic of the conversion’. That is
to say, pace Taylor, the novelization includes extra material Wilkins wrote
to fill out the scene (pp. 55-7). Likewise, when Wilkins ‘elaborated on some
elements abbreviated in the play’ he might also have added ‘Pericles’ singing’,
which Taylor took to be an omission from Q caused by faulty reporting.
Gossett also wonders whether ‘a hungry actor or group of actors’,
impoverished by the long closure extending from mid-July 1608 to January
1610, ‘cobble[d] together the playtext as they remember it from performance’
to get some money from the publisher Gosson in 1609. Wilkins may also
have had a hand in the piracy of Pericles for Gosson; they certainly were
acquainted. This would give the King’s men a second reason (the first being
the novelization) for disliking Wilkins (pp. 61-2).

Gossett’s consideration of ‘Evidence for Collaboration’ (pp. 62-70) adds
nothing new to what has already been shown in Defining Shakespeare
by MacDonald P. Jackson, reviewed here last year. Gossett’s look at the
‘Sources of Pericles’ (pp. 70-6), however, refreshingly follows up the previous
section’s premise by considering Wilkins’s sources, including his connections
to those with first-hand experience of the famine at Barbary that underlies the
famine at Tarsus in the play. Regarding ‘The theatrical context’ (pp. 76-81)
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Gossett contextualizes the play’s style (travel/travail play, romance, brothel
drama) within what other dramatists were doing; apparently there was
a vogue for choruses and brothel scenes around 1604-10. Gossett thinks
that the goddess Diana probably descended to make her entrance in the play,
and quotes C.W. Hodges (from Enter the Whole Army), who thought the
effect would have been like the descent of Hecate in Macberh. It is worth
recalling, however (and Hodges admitted it, p. 124) that Hecate’s scenes in
Macbeth are probably Middletonian interpolations for a revival in the 1610s.
No playtext that can be reliably associated with the Globe before 1609 has
a character descend from above, so presumably there was no descent machine
there until one was fitted as part of the alterations that allowed for
regularization of indoor-hall playhouse and open-air amphitheatre practices
(having musicians sit in the stage balcony rather than inside the tiring house,
having four intervals instead of continuous performance) when the King’s men
got use of the Blackfriars as well as the Globe.

The issue of intervals matters because in her analysis of the play’s structure
(pp. 81-6) Gossett shows that it is essentially ‘constructed in seven sections’
punctuated by Gower’s choruses. Q only erratically marks Gower’s entrances
and exits, and this inconsistency the Oxford editors used to justify their
decision in a number of cases to merge a chorus into the succeeding scene
and in others to make the chorus a whole scene on its own (for example, their
scene 10), based on the continuity markers of (1) properties on the stage
(heads, tomb, altar), and (2) the entrance of characters while Gower is talking
about them. As Gossett points out, the properties and the entrances are
editorial anyway, so this argument is circular. True, but it is not quite a failure
of logic (the circumstance where circularity becomes a sin) since once one
has accepted the conjectured properties and entrances, the merging of the
choruses with the scenes follows as a consequence. Gossett thinks that the
erratic marking of choruses in Q is not necessarily dramatically intentional
at all; after all, the horizontal rule that sometimes accompanies Gower is
the work of compositor X in White’s printing house; Creede’s men Y and Z
do not do it. Gossett explains her edition’s ‘retaining the conventional
five-act division’ as a ‘convenience of readers’, although to indicate
‘the narrative structure’ she numbers the choruses from 1 (the opening
lines of the play) to 8 (the closing lines of the play). Also, Gossett regularizes
Gower’s entrances and exits so that he consistently comes on just before
he speaks a chorus and leaves as soon as he has finished one. Gossett’s
summary of the ‘Production History’ (pp. 86-106) need not detain us,
nor her examination of the ‘Interpretation and Critical History’ (pp. 106-61).
Both are exemplary.

Turning to the text of the play itself, it is worth noticing that Gossett’s
decision to have the collation and the notes on the same page gives more
opportunity to explain her emendations than Roger Warren has with his
collation tucked away (as in the Penguin edition) within an appendix at
the back of the book. Indeed, by comparison with Gossett’s scrupulous
documentation, Warren seems hardly to bother explaining his particular
choices, and where he departs from Q in the same way that the 1986
Oxford Complete Works does he does not even record the fact in his collation.
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On the textual minutiae, Gossett’s is much the better edition. Here I propose
to consider only the most interesting of her emendations of the dialogue—not
the stage directions, since practitioners ignore those anyway—with special
attention to the ones where Gossett offers a new solution not tried before.
Or rather, I am concerned with just one stage direction: at 1i.0.2, when
Antiochus, Pericles, and followers enter, Gossett adds ‘[, including
Musicians]’, apparently thinking that because Antiochus calls for music
there have to be musicians on the stage. This is mistaken, since Paulina calls
for music as she pretends to wake the supposed statue in The Winter's Tale but
there are no musicians present. (‘Present’, of course, is a slippery notion here:
once the musicians are lodged in the stage balcony their position in relation
to the stage and the supposed location is productively liminal.) Gossett
thinks that the musicians entering here is ‘simpler’ than having them enter
when they are needed, and yet she does not call for musicians in scene iii.2
(Cerimon raising Thaisa) even though music is called for and Cerimon’s
commands indicate that he is not making it.

I found just two errors in Gossett’s collation. The first is that she gives
‘IPERICLES] Will ’schew no course’ (1.i.137) where Q has ‘Will shew no
course’ and her collation reads ‘137 ‘schew] this edn ( Theobald),; shew Q; shun
Malone’. In fact, the 1986 Oxford Complete Works also has this reading,
and since the collation is supposed to show ‘the earliest edition to adopt the
accepted reading’ Gossett’s collation should reflect that. If this error is to be
corrected in reprinting of Gossett’s edition, the opportunity might also be
taken to fix the line-broken ellipses (that is, the three dots split over two lines)
in the note explaining this choice and in the notes to 1.ii.30. Making up for this
omission is the correct collation for JANTIOCHUS] for the which’ (1.i.144)
where Q has ‘for which’. The Oxford Textual Companion, oddly enough,
attributes the emendation to “This edition (Glary] T[aylor])’ whereas in fact
(as Gossett rightly records) it was introduced by Malone (1778-80), and it has
been widely used ever since. The second error is that she gives [THALIARD]
He scaped the land to perish at the seas’ (1.iii.28) whereas Q has ‘at the sea’,
and claims this emendation for her edition, from a suggestion by Richard
Proudfoot. In fact, the emendation is in Peter Alexander’s 1951 text and is so
mentioned by C.J. Sisson (New Readings 2.289). Gossett prints ‘[PERICLES]
The rest—hark in thine ear—as black as incest. | Which by my knowledge
found’ (I.ii.74-5) where Q has only a comma between these lines and justifies
this by claiming that the stop is needed to ‘allow time for Helicanus’ reaction’.
This seems a bit over-prescriptive of the acting and moreover produces
an unwanted sentence fragment: “Which by my knowledge found, the sinful
father | Seemed not to strike but smooth’. Equally informal and at risk of
confusion is Gossett’s use of the colloquialism ‘quotes’ to mean quotation
marks (L.ii.90 n.). Where Q has Helicanus say ‘or till the Destinies doe cut his
threed of life” Gossett has ‘Or the destinies do cut his thread of life’, which
solution was proposed for this edition by Richard Proudfoot and requires
some gobbling of syllables if the metre is to be retained (as though it were
‘Orth’ destinies...").

Gossett has Cleon seek ‘To know from whence he comes and
what he craves’ (L.iv.79) where Q has ‘to know for what he comes,
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and whence he comes, and what he craues’. Q is repetitious (‘for what he
comes’ means the same as ‘what he craves’), but it makes perfect sense—for
that reason Warren adopts it in favour of the Oxford Complete Works’ wild
emendation—and it is hard to see why Gossett emends at all. Gossett,
following Theobald’s emendation, has Gower end his second chorus with
‘this “longs the text’ (11.0.40) where Q has ‘this long’s the text’. Gossett’s
discussion of the possible meanings (‘this belongs’ versus ‘this lengthens’)
leaves out Jeffrey Masten’s suggestion (Textual Intercourse, p. 89) of ‘this long
is the text’, meaning ‘I’ve no more to say’. Richard Proudfoot supplied
the emendation, new to this edition, that makes the First Fisherman
say ‘Pll fetch’ee with a wanion’ (ILi.17) where Q has the allegedly
unpronounceable ‘fetch’th”. In the same scene, the Second Fisherman
says ‘If it be a day fits you, search’t out of the calendar and nobody’ll look
after it!’ (ILi.52-4) where Q has ‘if it be a day fits you | Search out of the
Kalender, and no body looke after it?. This is essentially Gossett’s own
invention (with a hint from Theobald) based on the uncertain guess that the
line means something like ‘if this day suits you, you can take it from the
calendar and nobody will object’. In the crucial tournament scene, Gossett
sticks to Q in having Simonides not expound the meanings of the imprese
of the second knight (of Macedon), and the third (of Antioch), and the fifth
(no place named) (I1.ii.16-45). The collation becomes frantically busy here,
but the main thing is that the Oxford Complete Works (followed by Warren)
fills in the missing explanations using Wilkins’s prose novelization, and gets
from there the place names (not given in Q) for the fourth knight (Athens)
and the fifth knight (Corinth), although they are not in that order in
Wilkins’s book. Warren, a man of the theatre, rejects the ‘unbelievably clumsy’
(VLxvi3 n.) Oxford Complete Works™ stage direction that makes Thaisa hand
ecach shield to Simonides. Gossett and Warren agree on the ‘improvements’
of the foreign-language mottoes.

At ILiv.30-2 the First Lord says ‘If in his grave he rest, we’ll find him there.
We'll be resolved he lives to govern us, | Or dead” where Q has the nonsensical
‘If in his Graue he rest, wee’le find him there, | And be resolued he liues to
goueverne vs: | Or dead’. The latter seems to say that if they find him dead they
will resolve that he lives to govern them, which is nonsense; the emendation
is Gossett’s own. In the same scene, Gossett has Helicanus say ‘A twelvemonth
longer let me entreat you | To further bear the absence of your king’
(ILiv.45-6) where Q has ‘A twelue-month longer, let me intreat you | To
Jorbeare the absence of your King’. Gossett’s is the first edition to put into
practice Samuel Bailey’s suggested emendation. At IL.v.24-7 Gossett explains
why, although Simonides here thanks Pericles for his music, she chooses to
have him not play any. In the same scene (ILv.72 8D, 76 SD) there are stage
directions indicating that Simonides speaks aside, and these comes directly
from Q. Gossett’s note relies on Alan Dessen’s work: ‘in the Shakespeare
canon, only here, in “a suspect part of Pericles”, and in the bad quarto of
Merry Wives does aside mean “speaks aside” Dessen, Recovering, 51).
Unusually for him, Dessen is wrong about this: there is an ‘aside’ direction
accompanying Tamora’s ‘Why thus it shall become...anchor in the port’
(IV.iv.34-8) in the Folio text of Titus Andronicus, and edijtors universally
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retain it as a correct marker of how she speaks these lines. To clarify the
opening direction of the scene of Thaisa’s recovery, Gossett prints ‘Enter Lord
CERIMON with a [Visiting] Servant [and a Poor Man]’ (IILii.0.1-2). This
makes clear that the servant is not Cerimon’s own (the ensuing dialogue is
about this man’s dying master) and she adds another man that the dialogue
makes clear must be present. While this clarifies the situation, it is slightly odd
to provide an adjective that cannot aid an actor: how can one convey being
on a visit? To explain Cerimon’s description of the apparent corpse being
‘Shrouded in cloth of state’ (IIL.ii.63), Gossett glosses this as ‘material reserved
for royalty. Sumptuary laws dictated what classes and categories of people
could wear certain clothes or fabrics’. To my ears at least, the simple past
tense here implies that the laws were still in force when the play was written
and first performed; in fact they were repealed in 1604.

In the essay reviewed here last year, Gossett argued for Q’s reading in which
Pericles swears that ‘vnsisterd shall this heyre of mine remayne’, and yet in her
edition she prints ‘Unscissored shall this hair of mine remain’ (IILiii.30).
Gossett’s introduction (pp. 46-8) discusses this crux and fails to settle the
matter, so one would expect that sticking to Q was preferable to using George
Steevens’s emendation as she has done. Gossett has Thaisa say ‘I well
remember, even on my groaning time’ (IILiv.5) where Q has ‘my learning
time’; the emendation is Adele Davidson’s and Gossett is the first to use it.
At IV.1i.13-15 Gossett has Marina say ‘To strew thy grave with flowers; the
yellows, blues, | The purple violets and marigolds | Shall as a carpet hang upon
the green’ where Q has ‘to strowe thy greene with Flowers, the yellowes,
blewes, the purple Violets, and Marigolds, shall as a Carpet hang vpon thy
graue’. Although the first change (greene > grave) happened with F3, the
corresponding and matching second reversal (grave > green) originates with
Gossett here. In the next scene, Q has the Bawd repeat himself: ‘and they can
doe no more then they can doe, and they with continuall action, are euen as
good as rotten’. Removing the third ‘they’ (IV.ii.8) is Gossett’s innovation,
but I cannot see why it is necessary at all: the Bawd’s speech may remain
awkwardly repetitious without problem. In this scene Gossett makes Marina
say ‘Untried I still my virgin knot will keep’ (IV.ii.139) where Q has “Vntide’,
which is the opposite and impossible meaning (she wants to keep her knot
tied and unbroken, surely). The emendation is Proudfoot’s suggestion and
Gossett is the first to adopt it. In a note Gossett rightly complains that editors
have overlooked this illogicality and she suggests that the reason may be ‘the
complex of contradictions, real and semantic, surrounding virginity’.

In having Cleon say ‘Thou. . . dost use thine angel’s face | To seize with thine
eagle’s talons’ (IV.iii.45-7) instead of Q’s ‘“Thou...doest with thine Angells
face ceaze with thine Eagle’s talents’ Gossett is originating a new emendation.
For Gower’s ‘So with his sternage shall your thoughts go on’ (IV.iv.19) where
Q has ‘So with his sterage, shall your thoughts grone’, the change of grone to
go on comes from Malone, but sterage to sternage is Gossett’s own emendation
and for support she cites the parallel moment in the chorus that exhorts the
audience to ‘Grapple your minds to sternage of this navy’ (Henry ¥V I11.0.18).
In both cases, the audience are to hook their minds to imagined ships.
Finally among the emendations are Lysimachus’s ‘For me, be you



