(I "‘.;1‘1‘.%"'\‘ ‘k 1;! |

AR

H A

—_—
—_—

I,,v"‘li"‘ LN
Nt e

—_—
e

l!‘ l |i:l' '\,{‘f"“'l

| ||
b' I‘
I







v

Univ Calif - Digitized by Microsoft ®

3






Univ Calif - Digitized by Microsoft ®




Digitized for Microsoft Corporation
by the Internet Archive in 2007.
From University of California Libraries.
May be used for non-commercial, personal, research,
or educational purposes, or any fair use.
May not be indexed in a commercial service.



STUDIES IN SHAKESPEARE



EPHEMERA CRITICA

BY

J. CHURTON COLLINS.

Second Edition. Crown 8vo.

The Spectator
““We are much mistaken if they are rightly called Epkemera.”

Daily Telegraph
“He is transparently honest and earnest.’

Times

¢ He has read much ; he thinks for himself ; his learning is
controlled by good sense; his sentences are logical and
coherent, and he has the courage to speak plainly when, as is
generally the case, his opinions are decided. It is a pleasure,
in times when a loose, flabby texture, a conspicuous absence
of logical method are taken to be positive virtues, to read his
accurate, well-ordered prose. The mark of the scholar is over
all the comments.”




STUDIES
IN SHAKESPEARE

By
J. CHURTON gOLLINS

Hier will ich nichts als Fermenta Cognitionis ausstreuen

Lessing

NEW YORK
E. P. DUTTON & CO
1904



i

tized by Microsoft ®

Pt

]

FROME, AND LONDON,

v N
oo

i

THE SELWOOD PRINTING WORKS,

‘3‘ '?i
Calif - D

a

-




ERRATA

Preface, p. vii, for ‘cumulately”
read ‘ cumulatively ”

P. 121, for “tyro” read ‘tiro”

P. 151, read—
Stille
Ruhn oben die Sterne



T el e L L

Univ Calif - Digitized by Microsoft ® ; i)




Preface

HOUGH a preface is generally superfluous,

it is needed in the present volume, as the
object of the essays here collected, as well as
their relation to preceding contributions to the
study of Shakespeare by other writers, may
easily be misunderstood. The first essay, that on
Shakespeare as a Classical Scholar, can only claim
orlgma]lty in a limited sense. Mr. Russell
Lowell, though when I wrote my essay I was
not aware of the fact, had long ago suggested
that Shakespeare may have had access to the
Greek dramas through the medium of Latin
translations, and several critics,among others Dr.
Maginn and Mr. Spencer Baynes, had contended
that he was probably a fair Latin scholar. But
Russell Lowell contented himself with little
more than suggestion, and neither Dr. Maginn
nor Spencer Baynes contributed very much
towards establishing their hypothesis. What
merit my paper may have lies in the fact that
it is very much fuller than anything which, so
far as my knowledge goes, has yet appeared on
the subject ; that it suggests and marshals many
new arguments in favour of the extended
hypothesis that the poet was not merely a fair
Latin scholar, but that his knowledge of the
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PREFACE

classics both of Greece and Rome was remark-
ably extensive ; and that it supports these argu-
ments with illustrations more numerous than
can be found elsewhere. * For many years the
Greek dramatists and Shakespeare have been
my intimate companions, and my analogies
have been, in nearly all cases, such as my own
reading and memory have supplied me with.
But in many of them I have, of course, been
anticipated by other scholars, notably by
some of the Variorum editors, by Boyes, in
his Illustrations of the Tragedies of Aeschylus
and Sophocles, and, in other cases, by Dr. Lewis
Campbell in his large edition of Sophocles. But
by far the greater portion of them had been
noted long before I was acquainted with Boyes’
work, and long before Dr. Lewis Campbell had
published his Sophocles. Suum cuique should, in
the ethics of every scholar, be regarded as a
precept so binding that anticipation should be
held to constitute obligation, and I am quite
willing so to interpret it, without, I may
modestly add, any fear as to the result of a
comparison between what will be found here for
the first time, and what may be found elsewhere.
And yet I say this with hesitation. For, while
this volume was going through the press I
found I had been anticipated by Grant White
in what I certainly thought I had been the first
to notice, namely, the remarkable parallel
between the passage in the First Alcibiades
vi
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of Plato and 7Troilus and Cressida, IIL. iii
104-10.

And now a few words about the parallel illus-
trations. It mustnotbe supposed that I have any
wish to attach undue weight to them. Asarule
such illustrations belong rather to the trifles and
curiosities of criticism, to its tolerabiles nuge
than to anything approaching importance. But,
as the object of this paper was to establish a pro-
bability that reminiscences, more or less un-
conscious perhaps, of classical reading not in
English translations but in Latin and possibly
in Greek were constantly occurring to Shake-
speare’s memory, they could not be ignored.
And, cumulately, they are remarkable; for, let
me repeat here, that so far from exhausting
what I have collected I have chosen only such
as are typical of whole groups. My rule has
been not to give any passages which might have
come from translations. Thus, I have given
none from Terence, because the whole of Terence
was accessible to Shakespeare in literal transla-
tions,as I have noted ; none from Virgil, because
in the passages which are reminiscences of Virgil
he might possibly have consulted either Douglas,
or Surrey, or Phaer, or Stanyhurst, or Fleming ;
nor have I drawn illustrations from Seneca’s
tragedies, except where it is quite clear that he
used the original ; or from Ovid, except in the
case of works which had not been translated, or
in the case of passages in which a compari-
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son with the English version shows that he
was following the original. My rule has
also been to ignore those which may obviously
have been derived from secondary sources, such
as—

At lovers’ perjuries,

They say Jove laughs
(Rom. and Jul., 1L ii. 92-3)—

or the lines in Titus Andronicus—

‘Wilt thou draw near the nature of the gods?
Draw near them then in being pitiful ;
so exactly reproducing, as Steevens remarks,
Cicero Pro Ligario (xii. 32):

Homines ad deos nulld re propius accedunt quam
salutem hominibus dando

—that is, in nothing do men come nearer to the
gods than in being merciful to men. A passage
also recalled, it may be noticed in passing, in
Edward 111, v. 1.

Kings approach the nearest unto God

By giving life and safety unto men.

Nor, in the case of authors who had not been
translated, have I cited parallels which might
reasonably be taken for mere coincidences. I
have not assumed, for example, that Shakespeare
had read Catullus because we find in Love’s
Labour’s Lost, IL. 1. 9:

Be now as prodigal of all dear grace
As nature was in making graces dear,

‘When she did starve the general world beside,
And prodigally gave them all to you;

viii
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and in Catullus, Epig. Ixxxvi. 5-6—

Lesbia formosa est; quae cum pulcherrima tota est,
Tum omnibus una omnes surripuit veneres ;

and such parallels with the same poet as we
find in Comedy of Errors (IL. ii. 276-78), and
Catullus, Ixi. (Epithal. Manliz) 106-109, or Hamlet
(IIL i. 79), and Catullus (iii. 11-12) and Tempest
(IIL. i. 83-86), and Catullus, Ixiv. (Epithal. Pel. et
Thet. 158-163, though these are strengthened by
what may possibly be a reminiscence of a passage
in the same poem—which could hardly have
failed to impress Shakespeare—the picture of
Ariadne deserted by Theseus 51-70, referred to
in The Two Gentlemen of Verona (IV. iv. 172-3).

In treating of parallel passages it is, indeed,
always well to bear in mind Gibbon’s sensible
remark when, commenting on the remarkable
similarity of the lines in the Midsummer Night's
Dream (II1. ii. 198-219) to a passage in Gregory
Nazianzen’s poem on his own life, he observes :
“Shakespeare had never read the poems
of Gregory Nazianzen . . . but his mother
tongue, the language of nature, is the same in
Cappadocia and in Britain.” !

As a proof, or at least a presumption, that
Shakespeare was acquainted with the Greek
dramas far more significance belongs to the
evidence which is not based on parallel passages,

! Decline and Fall (Edit. Smith), vol. iii. p. 366.
ix
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however [interesting, and possibly important,
may be the collateral testimony afforded by
them. In this part of my thesis I am not aware
that I have been anticipated.

The essay on Sophocles and Shakespeare as
Theological and Ethical Teachers, which is here
printed for the first time, was delivered as a
lecture some years ago at University College
in London. It has a place in this volume, partly
because it is a plea for a more serious view of
the functions of poetry than is commonly taken,
and partly because, like the first of these essays,
it is a contribution, however imperfect, to the
comparative study of ancient and modern classi-
cal literature. Nothing which can, in any way,
tend to counteract the blow which Oxford and
Cambridge have inflicted on the influence and
authority of the Greek and Roman classics, by
establishing schools of literature from which
those classics have been expressly excluded, can,
in my opinion, be superfluous. In this essay I
must express my indebtedness to Gustav
Dronke’s excellent monograph Die religiosen
und sittlichen Vorstellungen des Aeschylus und
Sophokles, and also to the late Mr. Evelyn
Abbot’s Essay on the Theology and Ethics of
Sophocles in Hellenica.

In the essay on Shakespeare as a Lawyer
I have of course been greatly indebted to
Lord Campbell’s famous letter on which the
essay is based. The fact that Lord Campbell
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was lazy, or had not leisure, has left room
for the humble merit of mere industry, and
is the sole justification for the intervention
of a layman like myself. I learn from a note
in Dr. Ward's English Dramatic Literature that
a work on this subject has been written by an
American lawyer, Mr. F. F. Heard. But Mr.
Heard’s work I have not seen and could not,
after diligent search, procure; there is no copy
of it in the British Museum, in the Library of
the Incorporated Law Society, or, I am informed,
in the libraries of any of the Inns of Court.

For the material of the essay on Shake-
speare and Holinshed I am solely indebted
to Mr. Boswell-Stone’s Shakespeare’'s Holin-
shed, and I shall be quite content if the
use which I have made of it may throw some
little light on Shakespeare’s method as a
dramatic artist, or, better still, if it shows how
indispensable Mr. Boswell-Stone’s excellent
work is to all serious students of the poet’s
English histories. With regard to the paper on
Shakespeare and Montaigne, considering how
largely I have drawn on the parallels pointed
out by Mr. Robertson, I am sorry I have not
been able to express my obligation by agreeing
with his conclusions.

In vindicating the authenticity of Titus Andro-
nicus, I have been anticipated by Charles Knight
in a dissertation appended to the volume in his
edition of Shakespeare containing the doubtful
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plays; and, as I learn from Dr. Ward, by H.
Kurz Zu Titus Andronicus, as well as by A.
Schroer Uber Titus Andronicus. Zur Kritik der
neuesten Shakespeare-Forschung. The last two
I have not sought and not seen; for though I
love German poetry, and am not revolted by
German classical prose, I abominate German
academic monographs, and indulge myself in
the luxury of avoiding them, wherever it is
possible to do so; being moreover ‘“insular”
enough to think that, on the question of the
authenticity of an Elizabethan drama, an Eng-
lish scholar can dispense with German lights.
To Knight's dissertation my debt, it will be
seen, is slight; and, indeed, my essay, such as
it is, represents a purely independent study
of the question. It has been reprinted with
revisions and additions, mainly as a protest
against the recklessness of speculative destruc-
tive criticism in its application to Shake-
speare, and because the assumption of the gen-
uineness of this play affords very important
collateral testimony to Shakespeare’s classical
attainments.

In the paper on the text of Shakespeare, I
have purposely refrained from discussing the
theory that the deviations from the texts of
the Quartos, and more particularly the excisions
from them in the First Folio, were due to the
poet’s own revising hand ; for, this question, as
well as the whole question of the relation of
the texts of the Quartos to that of the First
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Folio, would require, even in outline, a lengthy
dissertation.

The essay which I have ventured to entitle
The Bacon-Shakespeare Mania originally ap-
peared in the Saturday Review, but it has
been revised and enlarged. I make no apology
for its reproduction here, though I am well
aware that in some quarters it is not likely to
be received with favour, and may even give
offence : certainly, it is with unmingled regret
that I have felt compelled to express myself
as I have done about the work of so distin-
guished a man as Dr. Webb. Plain speaking
-is so much out of fashion now that anything
which approaches censure is at once put down
to personal malice. May I, therefore, be allowed
to say that I have not the honour to be ac-
quainted with the gentleman whose book I
have criticized, and that he is known to me
only by what I learn from the title-page of his
work. If the critique does not justify itself,
nothing that I can add here can contribute to
its justification.

Of all the frivolities and follies now epi-
demic in the present too general degradation
of literary ecriticism, the monstrous myth of
which Dr. Webb has constituted himself the
apologist is by far the most mischievous. It is
mnot merely that names, which are the pride and
glory of our country, are becoming associated
with the buffooneries of sciolists, cranks, and
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fribbles, and thus gradually acquiring a sort of
ludicrous connotation; but, for the sane and
intelligent study of our national classics, is being
substituted a morbid scrutiny for evidence in sup-
port of paradoxes, and an unsavoury interest in
hypothetical scandals about their private lives.
- It remains for me to thank the editor of the
Fortnightly Review, for leave to reprint the
papers on Shakespeare as a Classical Scholar ;
the editor of the National Review, for permission
to reproduce the paper on Titus Andronicus;
the editor of the Gentleman’s Magazine, for
allowing me to reproduce portions of an article
contributed by me many years ago on Shake-
speare as a Prose-Writer ; and the editor of the
Saturday Review, for permission to reprint the
essay on the Bacon-Shakespeare question. The
other essays have been so much enlarged and
altered that their original appearance in a
current literary journal represented little more
than their outline. In the last paper, being, as
it is, polemical, I am glad to retain the editorial
form of expression, for though *“we” may be
ridiculous, “1” is hateful.

For the convenience of those who are not
Greek scholars or who have allowed their
Greek to get rusty,—unhappily, in these days,
our Greek is usually the first of our attainments
which we do allow to get rusty,—I have added
translations, as literal as I could make them, com-
patible with readableness,to the Greek quotations.

xiv J. C. C.
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SHAKESPEARE AS A CLASSICAL
SCHOLAR

I

HERE are certain traditions which the

world appears to have made up its mind
to accept without inquiry. Their source or
sources may be suspicious, their intrinsic im-
probability may be great, but no one dreams
of seriously questioning them. Whatever else
becomes the subject of dispute, of doubt, or of
dissent, a strange superstition seems to exempt
them even from debate. If here and there a
note of scepticism should be struck it finds no
response. A very striking illustration of this
is the tradition that Shakespeare’s knowledge
of the Greek and Roman classics was confined
to English translations, that he had scarcely
enough Latin to spell out a passage in Virgil or
Cicero, and that in Greek it is doubtful whether
he went beyond the alphabet. When Oxford
and Cambridge decided to include English litera-
ture in their curricula, and it was contended
that the study of our own eclassics should be
associated with that of the Greek and Roman
classics, on the ground of their intimate critical

1 \ B



STUDIES IN SHAKESPEARE

and historical connexion, one of the strongest
arguments advanced by the party in favour of
the independent recognition of our own literature
was tlie supposed case of Shakespeare. Why,
it was asked, should the study of English litera-
ture be associated with the study of languages
and literatures of which the greatest of English
writers was all but wholly ignorant, and to
which he owed nothing immediately? If Shake-
speare could dispense with Greek and Latin, it
was surely the height of pedantry to require a
knowledge of Greek and Latin from those who
studied him. In a word, both within the Uni-
versities and without, Shakespeare has been,
for nearly three hundred years, the stock ex-
ample of what can be achieved by a poet and a
philosopher who had no pretension to classical
scholarship, and who knew nothing, except what
he picked up in conversation or through versions
in his own tongue, of classical writers.

Now, I need scarcely say that it is in itself of
little consequence whether the most prodigally
endowed and the most teemingly fertile genius
which has ever been bestowed on man added to
its treasures by drawing on the treasures of the
ancients, whether the creator of Hamlet and of
Falstaff, of Lear and of Prospero, of Cleopatra
and of Imogen, of Portia and of Mrs. Quickly,
did or did not disdain to borrow touches and
derive suggestions from the dramatis personae
of the Greek and Roman stage ; whether in the

2



SHAKESPEARE AS A CLASSICAL SCHOLAR

infinite abundance of his wit and wisdom, of his
sentiments, of his descriptions, of his illustra-
tive imagery, what can be traced to classical
sources was really derived from those sources,
or was the result of independent inspiration,
experience, and reflection. But if such an
inquiry has no relation to criticism in the higher
sense of the term it is at least of curious inter-
est; I will venture to add, even at the risk of
being accused of pedantry,that it is not without
usefulness. If ancient classical literature is, as
a subject of teaching, to maintain its place in
modern courses of study, it can never be linked
too closely with our own. Its cultivation, or at
least its vogue, must depend not simply on its
intrinsic value but on its historical importance.
We hear much in our Universities about the
“continuity of history”; if the continuity of
literature, an equally important fact, had also
been recognized we should have been spared
the absurdity of the establishment of Honour
Schools of Literature in Oxford and Cambridge
from which the classics of Greece and Rome
are expressly excluded.

As a particular illustration of the intimacy
of the relation between our own classics
and those of Greece and Rome I purpose
to show, and I hope to prove, that so far
from Shakespeare having no pretension to
classical scholarship he could almost certainly
read Latin with as much facility as a cultivated

3
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Englishman of our own time reads French ; that
with some at least of the principal Latin classics
he was intimately acquainted ; that throughthe
Latin language he had access to the Greek
classics, and that of the Greek classics in the
Latin versions he had, in all probability, a
remarkably extensive knowledge.

And first, let us examine the tradition on
which the assumption that he had little or no
claim to classical scholarship is based. It origi-
nated, of course, from the famous line in Ben
Jonson’s memorial verses, ‘“ And though thou
hadst small Latin and less Greek.” No one would
dispute that Jonson was a very competent judge ;
and, as his object in making the remark was
to found eulogy wupon it, it was not intended
to be depreciatory. But Jonson, we must
remember, was a scholar, and posed ostenta-
tiously as a scholar in the technical sense of
the term. It was the distinction on which he
most prided himself, and on which, as is abun-
dantly clear, he based, in the true spirit of a
pedant, which he certainly was, his chief claim
to superiority over his great contemporary. To
him “small Latin” and ‘“less Greek” would
connote what it would connote to Scaliger or
to Casaubon. A literary acquaintance with
Greek and Latin, the power, that is to say, of
reading them ad sensum with facility and
pleasure, is an accomplishment very different

from a critical acquaintance with them, or
4



SHAKESPEARE AS A CLASSICAL SCHOLAR

from the power of composing in them. We
may be quite sure that Jonson would have
spoken of the classical attainments of Shelley,
of Tennyson, and of Browning in the same
way. And yet it is notorious that these three
poets, though they had no pretension to
“ scholarship,” were as familiar with the Greek
and Roman classics in the original as they were
with the classics of their own language. Nor is
this all. We know from Harrison and others
that in the Elizabethan age an acquaintance
with the Greek and Roman classics was assumed
to be the monopoly of those who had been
educated at Oxford and Cambridge, and that a
man who was not associated with the Univer-
sities was at once set down as no scholar.
Shakespeare stood almost alone among the
prominent poets and dramatists of his time as
having belonged to neither of the Universities.
This not only excluded him from the ranks of
the University wits as they were called, but
from any acknowledged claim to the accomplish-
ment which they absurdly regarded as their
exclusive privilege and distinction. It is not
improbable that Nashe's gibes in the address
prefixed to Greene’s Menaphon about those who
“ feed on naught but the crumbs that fall from
the translator’s trencher,” and who “ can scarce
Latinise their neck-verse if they should need,”
are levelled at him. It is certain that in the

Returne from Parnessus® he is sarcastically
t Part ii. et v.sc, 3.
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associated with those who owe nothing to learn-
ing and everything to native wit. There is,
indeed, ample evidence to show that Shake-
speare’s alleged want of learning is a tradition
emanating in the first instance from the pedantic
jealousy of the Academic party. What, after
his great rival’s death, Ben Jonson transformed
into an occasion for compliment he had, no
doubt, during Shakespeare’s life-time, employed
as a means of contemptuous disparagement.
Leonard Digges, following Jonson, accentuated
the tradition in the well-known lines :—*

Next Nature only help’d him, for look thorough
This whole book, thou shalt find he doth not borrow
One phrase from Greeks, nor Latins imitate,

Nor once from vulgar languages translate.

And what Digges expresses in verse Fuller, in
the next generation, expresses with equal em-
phasis in prose. To similar effect spoke Suckling
and Denham. Hales, of Eton, lent his authority
to the same tradition, observing that “if Shake-
speare had not read the classics he had likewise
not stolen from them.” Then came Dryden
with his happy epigram, “Shakespeare wanted
not the spectacles of books to read nature.”
When Gildon ventured to assert, though with-
out adequate proof, the opposite theory, Dennis
replied that ‘“he who allows Shakespeare had

1 Upon Master William Shakespeare, intended for inser-
tion in the first folio, but not published before 1640 in

a spurious edition of Shakespeare’s poems. See Variorum
Shakespeare, ed. 1813, vol. ii. pp. 100-202.
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learning, and a learning with the ancients, ought
to be looked upon as a detractor from the glory
of Great Britain.” Next came Addison with
his well-known simile of Pyrrhus’ ring.! Young,
like Addison, contended that he owed nothing
except to Nature.? Pope, Theobald, and War-
burton adopted a middle course, and were in-
clined to believe that Shakespeare was not
without some pretentions to classical learning.
In 1746, Upton, in a work entitled Critical
Observations on Shakespeare, by the simple
process of accumulating parallel passages, the
majority of which were so vague and general
that they could be scarcely called even coinci-
dences, attempted to show that Shakespeare
was profoundly acquainted with Greek and
Latin. This ridiculous work, which in 1748 was
enlarged in a second edition, was followed
in the same year by Peter Whalley’s Inquiry
into the Learning of Shakespeare, with Remarks
on Several Passages of his Plays, a work, if
possible, more ridiculous still. Whalley applies
the same method as Upton, though with much
less learning, and arrives at the same conclusion.
At last, in 1766, appeared Farmer’s famous

1 Spectator, No. 597. < Shakespeare was indeed born with
all the seeds of poetry, and may be compared to the stone
in Pyrrhus’ ring, which, as Pliny tells us, had the figure of
Apollo and the Nine Muses in the veins of it produced by
the spontaneous hand of Nature.”

2 Conjectures on Original Composition. Works (Ed.
1774), vol. iv. 289,

7
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Essay on the Learning of Shakespeare. Farmer’s
contention was that Shakespeare had no classi-
cal knowledge at all, that “if he remembered
enough of his schoolboy learning to put Hig,
hag, hog into the mouth of Sir Hugh Evans it
was as far as he could go”; that in all ecases
where he had drawn on the classics, imitated or
referred to them, he had had recourse to English
versions and second-hand information. Farmer
certainly, and with much humour too, made
havoc of many of the supposed proofs of Shake-
speare’s classical learning paraded by Upton and
Whalley. He showed conclusively that in the
Roman plays Shakespeare had followed North’s
Plutarch without consulting either the original
or the Latin version, that for some of his Latin
quotations he had gone no further than Lily’s
Grammar, that in the celebrated passage in the
Tempest, “Ye elves of hills, woods, standing
lakes,”* ete.,, which had been cited as proof
positive of his acquaintance with Ovid’s
Metamorphoses, he had followed not the Latin
text but Golding’s English version, and that
many other allusions, parallels, and parodies
adduced as testimony of his classical scholarship
could be traced to works in his own language.
But Farmer, though he demolished Upton and
Whalley, is very far from making out his own
case. The really crucial tests in the question
he either evades or defaces. Thus he makes no
1 Tempest, v. 1.
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reference to the fact that the Rape of Lucrece is
derived directly from the Fasti of Ovid, of which
at that time there appears to have been no
English version. He admits that the Comedy
of Errors was modelled on the Menwchmi of
Plautus, and that the author of it must have
been minutely acquainted with the Mencechmi,
but asserts that Shakespeare read it in Warner’s
English version, the publication of which was
subsequent, and probably long subsequent, to
the composition of the play. To the Latin lesson
in the Taming of the Shrew he does not even
refer. On almost all of the classical parallels
which are really worth considering, he is silent.
Of the very few which he is obliged to notice
he disposes by assuming that Shakespeare had
been raking in Ronsard, mediaeval homilies,
and the uncouth Scotch jargon of Douglas’s
Virgil. That a sensible man like Farmer should
not see that, if Shakespeare recalls the Hneid
and the Fasti, the balance of probability is much
more in favour of his having gone to the Latin
than of his having troubled himself to spell out
mediaeval homilies and archaic Scotch is indeed
strange. But Farmer’s essay was supposed to
settle the question, to “put an end for over,”
as Warton emphatically expressed it, “to the
dispute concerning the learning of Shakespeare.”
Colman, indeed, protested, and Johnson, Capell
and Malone faintly demurred ; but all was of no
avail, and Farmer carried the day. Ben Jonson’s
9
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»*small Latin and less Greek” and Farmer’s
corroborating conclusion became henceforth in-
separable from Shakespeare’s reputation.

So matters rested till 1837, when Dr. Maginn,
in two articles in Blackwood's Magazine, pleaded
for some modification of Farmer’s contentions.
He pointed out the a priori improbability of
Shakespeare having no curiosity about the
classics, and no desire to read them in the
original. He drew attention to the evidence
which Farmer had either ignored or misrepre-
sented. He showed that if in the crucial passage
from the Tempest Shakespeare had followed
Golding’s version, he followed it only so far as
it suited his purpose, that he had the original in
his hands or in his memory, and had introduced
touches from it. But Maginn, who had neither
leisure nor taste for minute investigation, went
no further. Then, in two articles in Fraser’s
Magazine, for December, 1879, and January,
1880, and since reprinted in his Shakspere
Studies, the late Mr. Spencer Baynes took up the
subject. He was the first to throw light on the
kind of education which Shakespeare would
probably receive at school, by giving an account
of the methods and courses of study described
in Brinsley’s Ludus Literarius and Hoole’s
New Discoverie of the Old Arte of Teaching
Schoole, written respectively about 1611 and
1636, and this is by far the most valuable part
of his contribution to the subject. What was

10



SHAKESPEARE AS A CLASSICAL SCHOLAR

prescribed by professed educational reformers
about 1611 and 1636, is hardly likely, however,
to be exactly analogous to what actually ob-
tained in a provincial grammar school in or about
1571, and I shall, therefore, substitute for the
curriculum prescribed by them the curriculum
drawn up for Ipswich Grammar School in 1528.
For the rest, if we except the point about
Titania, which will be referred to presently,
Mr. Baynes is not of much assistance in this
investigation, as he does not distinguish between
what Shakespeare could have read only in the
original and what was accessible to him in
translation.

It may be safely assumed, though we have no
proof, that Shakespeare received his education
at the Stratford-on-Avon Grammar School, and
it may, for reasons which will be presently
explained, be assumed with equal probability
that the instruction given there was analogous
and not inferior to that ordinarily given in the
schools of that day. Let us see what that
education would be. He would enter the school
some time between his eighth and ninth year.
After passing out of the hands of the A- B- C-
darius, who would teach him his alphabet, he
would at once begin Latin, which he would learn
as we now commonly learn, for practical pur-
poses, modern languages, that is, colloguially
through questions and answers in the language
itself, and by getting phrases and sentences by

11
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heart; in other words, through what is prescribed
in the curricula of those times as Sententiae
Pueriles, Pueriles Confabulatiunculae, and Cor-
derius’s Colloguia. He would at the same time
be thoroughly drilled in Lily’s Latin Grammar
(Brevissima Institutio sew Ratio Grammatices
cognoscendae ad omnium puerorum utilitatem
preescripta), preseribed by royal proclamation in
each reign for use in every grammar school, and
in construing and parsing the sentences learnt.
Of his familiarity with this part of a classical
education he gives us an amusing illustration in
Love's Labour’s Lost (Act iv. se. 2, and Act v.
se. 1), in the Taming of the Shrew (Act iii. sc.
1), and in the Merry Wives of Windsor (Act
iv. se. 1). He would then proceed to such
books as Erasmus’s Colloguia, Mantuan’s Ecloge
(see Love's Labour’s Lost, iv. 2), and Cato’s
Disticha, on to such books as Ovid's Meta-
morphoses, Heroides, and Tristia, Virgil's Fneid
and Georgics, selected comedies of Plautus and
Terence, and portions of Caesar, Sallust, Cicero
and Livy. The curriculum of Ipswich Grammar
School, drawn up as early, it must be re-
membered, as 1528, may fairly be taken
as typical of the instruction provided in
the best schools of Shakespeare’s time. There
were to be eight classes in the school. In the
first two the pupils were to be thoroughly
exercised in the rudiments of Latin, the text-
book being Lily’s Grammar. In the third form
12
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they were to read a Latin version of ZEsop, and
Terence; in the fourth, Virgil; in the fifth,
Cicero’s Select Letters; in the sixth, Sallust or
Caesar’s Commentaries ; in the seventh, Horace’s
Epistles and Ovid’'s Metamorphoses and Fasti ;
and they were also required to write Latin
verses. In the eighth they were to read the
Commentaries of Donatus, and were to be
required to discuss the style and characteristics
of Terence.!

By 1570, Greek was commonly, though not
universally, taught in schools, and whether it
formed part of the instruction given in Strat-
ford School would depend purely on the head-
master. If he were “a progressive” he would
teach it ; if not, the instruction would be confined
to Latin. 'When taught, it was taught only in
the highest forms. It is not at all unlikely that
it was taught at Stratford, for, in a much more
obscure place, Rotherham Grammar School,
about the beginning of the seventeenth century,
the sixth and seventh forms were, in addition
to being drilled in Greek grammar (probably
Clenard’s or Camden’s), construing the Greek
Testament and Isocrates into Latin. We learn
from Ascham that at Cambridge, as early as
1542, Sophocles and Euripides, Herodotus, Thu-
cydides and Xenophon, as well as Aristotle
and Plato, were as familiar to students as the

! Leach’s English Schools at the Reformation, p. 107.
13
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Latin classics used to be.! And this implies a
high standard of preliminary instruction in the
public schools. That the instruction at Strat-
ford School was of a superior kind and included
Greek is very probable.

The headmaster when Shakespeare entered
the school was Walter Roche. Roche was, or
had been, a Fellow of Corpus College, Oxford,
and Corpus in Roche’s time—he was elected
Fellow in 15568—was in point of learning and
intellectual activity pre-eminent in Oxford. The
founder, Richard Fox, who had himself in 1477
been headmaster of Stratford-on-Avon School,
had designed it as a centre of the New Learn-
ing. It was the first college in which Greek
was taught, and in which the intelligent study
of the chief Greek and Roman classics super-
seded the barbarism, to use Fox’s own word, of
the Middle Ages. Such were the antecedents of
Shakespeare’s first schoolmaster; of Roche’s
successors, Thomas Hunt and Thomas Jenkins,
we know nothing, but- we may safely assume
that as scholars they were not inferior to their
predecessor. Of the efficiency with which Latin

1 See his remarkable account of the flourishing state of
Greek at Cambridge in his letter to Brandesby: Aristoteles
nunc et Plato,quod factum est etiam apud nos quinquennium,
in sué lingué a puerisleguntur. Sophocles et Euripides sunt
hic familiores quam olim Plautus fuerit, quum tu hic eras.
Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon magis in ore et man.
ibus teruntur quam tum Titus Livius. Quod de Cicerone
olim nunc de Demosthene audires. Episfole. Works,

vol. i. pt. i. pp. 25-6.
14
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was taught at Stratford-on-Avon School and of
the familiarity of lads educated at that school with
the Latin language, we are fortunately not with-
out proof. In the Appendixz to Malone’s Life of
Shakespeare will be found two Latin letters,
written by alumni of Stratford School contem-
porary with Shakespeare: one by Abraham
Sturley, afterwards an alderman of Stratford,
to Richard Quiney, Shakespeare’s friend ; and one
by young Richard Quiney, then about eleven
years of age, to his father in London. The
Latin is not indeed of classical purity, but,
copious and fluent, it certainly shows a consid-
erable knowledge of idiom and vocabulary, and
great skill in composition. No one could doubt
that the writers must have been able to read
Latin with perfect facility.! We may, therefore,
with probability assume that, unless the young
Shakespeare was either lazy or stupid, he must
have left school with a very competent know-
ledge of Latin, and, it may be, fairly or even
well grounded in Greek.

But to pass from conjecture to facts. It
may be conceded at once that nothing which
Shakespeare has left us warrants us in pro-
nouncing with certainty that he read the
Greek classics in the original, or even that he
possessed enough Greek to follow the Latin
versions of those classics in the Greek text. He

! See Malone’s Shakespeare, ed. Boswell, vol. i. 561-4,
where the letters are given.
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may have been competent to do this, he may
habitually have done so, but, for reasons which
will presently be explained, absolute proof is
impossible. What I wish to show is that he
was well acquainted with Latin and with the
Latin classics, and, through Latin, with the
Greek classics.

His familiarity with the Latin language is
evident, first, from the fact that he has, with
minute particularity of detail, based a poem and
a play on a poem of Ovid and on a comedy of
Plautus which he must have read in the original,
as no English translations, so far as we know,
existed at the time; secondly, from the fact that
he has adapted and borrowed many passages
from the classics which were almost certainly
only accessible to him in the Latin language;
and, thirdly, from the fact that when he may
have followed English translations it is often
quite evident that he had the original either by
him or in his memory.

Let us first take the case of the Rape of
Lucrece. The story, as told by Shakespeare,
follows the story as told by Ovid in the second
book of the Fast: (Fasti, ii. 721-852). It had
also been told in English by four writers who
had likewise modelled their narratives on Ovid,
by Chaucer in the Legende of Goode Women, by
Lydgate in his Falls of Prmces by Gower in his

Confessio Amaniis, and, in prose, by Painter in
his Palace of Pleasure ; but a careful comparison

16
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of these narratives with Shakespeare’s, which
it is not necessary to give in detail here, will
conclusively show that Shakespeare has followed
none of them—that Ovid, and Ovid only, is his
original. = The details given in Ovid, which
neither Chaucer nor any of the other narrators
reproduce, but which are reproduced by Shake-
speare, place this beyond question. Thus Shake-
speare alone represents the
Nunc primum extern& pectora tacta manu (746):

Her breasts, 6 3 . £ 3
A pair of maiden worlds unconquered
Save of their lord, no bearing yoke they knew (407-9) 3

the fine touch—

Quid, victor, gaudes? haec te victoria perdet (811);

A captive victor that hath lost in gain (730).
Nor has the “ ter conata loqui, ter destitit” (823)
been noticed by Chaucer or the others, though
it is reproduced by Shakespeare.

Three times with sighs she gives her sorrow fire,

Ere once she can discharge one word of woe (1605-6).
Again, in Ovid and Shakespeare, though not in
Chaucer or in the others, Lucretia’s father and
husband throw themselves on her corpse (835-6).

Ecce super corpus, communia damna querentes,
Obliti decoris virque paterque jacent.
One touch indeed not only proves the scrupulous
care with which Shakespeare follows Ovid, but

! See Shakespeare, 1732-3, for the father doing so; 1773-4
for the husband.
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his scholarship too—for the Latin is obscure and
difficult : “ Brutus adest, tandemque animo sua
nomina fallit,” that is, stultifies his name (brutus,
stupid) by the courage he shows. This Shake-
speare tnlerprets in the stanza :—

Brutus, who pluck’d the knife from Lucrece’ side,
Seeing such emulation in their woe,

Began to clothe his wit in state and pride,
Burying in Lucrece’ wound his follies show.

He with the Romans was esteemed so

As silly jeering idiots are with kings., (1807-1812.)

In a word, a comparison of Chaucer’s and
Shakespeare’s narratives will show that each
represents an independent study of the Latin
original, and that Shakespeare has followed
Ovid with scrupulous care. When this poem
was written there was no English translation of
the Fasti, and Shakespeare must therefore have
read it in the original.!

Let us next take Venus and Adonis. In
Venus and Adonis he again draws on Ovid,
the material, profusely and superbly embroid-
ered and expanded with original imagery
and detail, being derived from the story as
told in the tenth book of the Metamorphoses,

! Warton, in his History of English Poetry, vol. iv.
p. 241, says that among Coxeter’s notes there is mention
of an English translation of the Fasti before the year 1570,
but the looseness and inaccuracy of Coxeter’s assertions
are well known; there is no record of this translation
being seen, nor is there any mention of such a version
either in the Stationers’ Register or elsewhere.

18
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with much which is borrowed from the story
of Salmacis and Hermaphroditus in the fourth
book, and from the story of the Calydon-
ian boar hunt in the eighth book. But the
Metamorphoses had been translated by Arthur
Golding in 1575, and republished in a second edi-
tion in 1587. That Shakespeare was acquainted
with Golding’s translation is certain, and, as he
may possibly have followed Golding and not Ovid
in Venus and Adonis, this poem cannot be cited as
evidence of his Latin scholarship. It is, I may
add, just as likely that he followed the original
as that he followed the translation, but as this
does not admit of positive proof it is not here
pressed. I hope presently to show that if else-
where he used Golding’s version it was not
because of any unfamiliarity with the original.
Before passing from Ovid it may be noted that
there are in the dramas many apparent remi-
niscences of the Epistles from Pontus, and of
these Epistles there was no English version in
Shakespeare’s time. I will give one example.
In Epistle ii. book ii. 31-2, we have :—
. . . Fortuna miserrima tuta est,
Nam timor eventiis deterioris abest.
Of this the lines in Lear, iv. 2-5, are simply

an expansion :—
To be worst,
The lowest, most dejected thing of Fortune
Stands still in esperance, lives not in fear;
The lamentable change is from the best,
The worst returns to laughter.

19
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Next comes the Comedy of Errors. This, as
every one knows, is an adaptation, with addi-
tions and modifications, of the Menaechmi of
Plautus, while the first scene of the third act is
directly imitated from the Amphitruo of the
same poet (Amphitruo, Act i. sc. 1 and Act iv.
sc. 1-6). Now, it is all but certain that the
Comedy of Errors was written between 1589
and 1592, and it is quite certain that it was
written before the end of 1594. At that date
there were no known English translations of
those plays in existence, for Warner’s version of
the Menaechmi did not appear till 1595.! It is
therefore probable almost to certainty that
Shakespeare must have read Plautus in the
original. Of his familiarity, indeed, with
Plautus, there can be no question. In the
Taming of the Shrew he borrows the names of
two of the characters, Tranio and Grumio, from
the Mostellaria. The scene in the same play,
where the Pedant, assuming the form of Vin-
centio, is confronted with the real Vincentio, is
plainly borrowed from the scene in the Trinumus,
where the Sycophant, bringing a bill of credit
purporting to come from Charmides, is con-

! In a notice from the printer to the readers prefixed to
‘Warner’s version it is certainly stated that this * diverse
version of Plautus’ Comedies had been Englished for the
use and delight of his private friends, who in Plautus’ own
words are not able to understand them.” But there is

nothing to show that Shakespeare was acquainted with
‘Warner or was among those friends.
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fronted by Charmides himself. The character,
position, and fate of Falstaff in The Merry Wives
are so analogous to those of Pyrgopolinices in
the Miles Gloriosus, that we cannot but suspect
reminiscence. Parolles and Pistol are plainly
studies from Plautus. It is curious, too, that
we find the same puns and plays on words in
the two poets. Thus, as Steevens notices, the
play on the word “crow,” meaning a “crow-bar”
as well as the bird, in Comedy of Errors (iii. 1),
“If a crow help us in, sirrah, we'll pluck a crow
together,” is exactly analogous to the play on
“ upupa,” which means a ‘“hoopoe ” or a “mat-
tock,” in the third scene of the fifth act of the
Captivi. So in The Merry Wives :—

Falstaff. My honest lads, I will tell you what I am about.
Pistol. Two yards and more ;

where we have exactly the same turn as in
Plautus’s untranslatable turn, where one charac-
ter says to another: “Salve: Quid agitur?” and
the person addressed replies, “Statur hic ad
hunc modum” (Pseudolus, i. 5), and repeated
in Terence. '

It is always perilous to infer direct imitation
from parallel passages which may be mere
coincidences, but it is surely not unlikely that
Polonius’s famous precept in Hamlet—

Neither a borrower nor a lender be,
For loan oft loses both itself and friend,
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may be a terse reminiscence of Plautus’s—it
may be given in English—“If you lend a person
any money it becomes lost, so far as you are
concerned. When you ask for it back again
you may find a friend made an enemy by your
kindness. Should you press still further, either
you must part with that which you have lent,
or else you must lose that friend” (Trinumus,
iv. 3). It has been conjectured that the
famous speech of Jacques in As You Like It,
“All the world’s a stage,” ete., was suggested
to Shakespeare by the phrase from Petronius,
which was inscribed on the portico of the Globe
Theatre, Totus mundus agit histrionem.! Is it
not possible that he found the germ of the
noble passage about the poet in the Midswinmer
Nights Dream (v. 1) in Plautus's Pseudolus
(Act i. sc. 4, 7-10) :—

Sed quasi poeta, tabulas quom cepit sibi,
Quaerit quod nusquam est gentium, reperit tamen :
Facit illud verisimile quod mendacium est.

(But just as the poet when he has taken up his tablets
seeks what exists nowhere among men, and yet finds it,
and makes that like truth which is mere fiction.)

In any case, of Shakespeare’s familiarity with
Plautus there can be no doubt—I have only
given a few typical illustrations; the subject, if

! Adapted from The Fragments . . . quod fere totus
mundus exerceat histrionem. Petronius, ed. Burmann,
p. 673.
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treated in detail, would require a monograph'—
and that he read him in the Latin is all but cer-
tain. If it be argued that he had access to manu-
seript translations, we can only reply that the
balance of probability is verymuch morein favour
of arguments based on facts than of arguments
based on unsupported hypothesis, for of such
translations there is no record.? Of Terence,’
whom he frequently recalls (see Colman’s notes
in his translation), I say nothing, because he had
access to Nicolas Udall's Floures for Latin Speak-
yng, containing an English version of a large
portion of three of the Comedies, published in
1560, to the second edition containing versions

1 T would venture to suggest that it would form an ap-
propriate subject for a thesis at the Universities,

2 In the manuscripts in the British Museum there are only
two versions from classical dramatists which can be as-
signed to the sixteenth century—an anonymous version of
Seneca’s Medea, circa 1600 (Sloane, 911 £.b. 100-15 b.), and a
version of the greater part of the Iphigenia in Aulis, by
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