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Playbills, Prologues, and Playbooks: Selling
Shakespeare Adaptations, 1678-82

EMMA LESLEY DEPLEDGE

lated, events: the monarchy faced its greatest threat since the 1640s,
and William Shakespeare’s plays underwent the most sustained
period of alteration in his authorial afterlife." Having all but vanished from
the print and performance market by the late 1660s, the plays made a force-
ful return in the late 1670s and early 1680s. Ten Shakespeare alterations
appeared on stage, and nine in print between 1678 and 1682, at a time when
Charles II was at loggerheads with parliament over its right to meet, and its
attempts to bar his Catholic brother from the succession. In fact, versions
of Shakespeare’s plays—many of which had yet to appear on the restored
English stage—made up almost one fifth of all new plays mounted during
these four theatrical seasons.? The altering playwrights built on Shake-
speare’s plots and characters in order to produce topical, political plays that
reflected contemporary concerns and disputes. It would therefore appear
that the Exclusion Crisis, a succession dispute that threatened to return the
country to a state of civil war, helped to generate a market for rewritten ver-
sions of Shakespeare’s plays.®
By exploring Shakespeare’s position in the performance and print market
for the twenty-two years after Charles’s Restoration, this paper argues for
the importance of the Exclusion Crisis as the watershed moment in Shake-
speare’s afterlife. I take the reopening of the theaters and the establishment
of the two patent theater companies, the King’s Company and the Duke’s
Company, in 1660, as my starting point, ending with the former’s financial
demise and the creation of the United Company in 1682. I intend to make
three associated claims. The first is that Shakespeare was less of a name and
presence in the years preceding the Crisis (1660-77) than is usually recog-
nized, with the number of alterations and revivals of his plays in decline
from the late 1660s, and few new print editions appearing on the market.

F | YHE YEARS 1678 TO 1682 witnessed two related, yet seemingly unre-
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My second claim is that the material conditions ushered in during the
Crisis—such as theatrical recession, harsh stage censorship, and a demand
for plays offering direct engagement with contemporary politics—helped
to generate a market for Shakespeare redactions, with playwrights and
theater managers (re)turning to the practice of alteration in large numbers.
During the Crisis versions of Shakespeare’s plays were not only staged on
an unprecedented scale, but also sold to theater patrons as products of his
labor. The promotion of Shakespeare found in stage prologues offers stark
contrast with his treatment in the printed playbooks,* where his name was
no longer used to sell altered versions of his plays. I examine the ways in
which Exclusion Crisis alterations of Shakespeare were (often disingenu-
ously) marketed in playbills, prologues, and playbooks. I will suggest that
playwrights and theater managers deployed shrewd, media-sensitive mar-
keting strategies that likely revolutionized Restoration London’s awareness
of a (by then long-dead) playwright named Shakespeare. By tracing a play’s
journey from playbill to stage prologue to printed playbook, one gains in-
sight both into Shakespeare’s perceived salability and the ways in which late
seventeenth-century plays could be advertised for performance and print.
My essay thus approaches the topic of “Shakespeare for Sale” by consider-
ing the extent to which Shakespeare’s name was used to sell plays, as well
as the occasions when his plays, or versions of his plays, were and were not
deemed vendible between 1660 and 1682. Scholars of Shakespeare’s autho-
rial afterlife have tended to survey lengthy time spans, generally concur-
ring that the eighteenth century witnessed the most significant moment
in Shakespeare’s journey towards canonization.® I believe that focusing on
shorter periods of history allows us to observe more immediate changes in
the ways in which “Shakespeare”—by which I mean both the brand name
and the product, to put it anachronistically—was sold. It also helps to fur-
ther dispel the view that the decision to revive and alter Shakespeare’s plays
was inevitable or progressive. With the notable exceptions of Don-John
Dugas and Robert D. Hume, critics have also tended to assess Shakespeare’s
authorial status by considering Shakespeare allusions alongside print and
performance records.® Such an approach arguably generates a distorted
sense of how well and widely known Shakespeare’s works were in the early
Restoration. I endorse Dugas’s view that “if a comment about Shakespeare
appeared in the printed edition of a play neither written by nor adapted
from Shakespeare, many people looking for references to the playwright
were probably ignorant of its existence;”” but I am skeptical as to how many
people would have been actively been looking for reference to a long-dead
playwright. John Dryden sometimes did and sometimes did not appreciate
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Shakespeare.® This tells us a lot about Dryden and his changing opinions
and agendas, but it tells us little about Shakespeare’s status in the late sev-
enteenth century. By contrast, a Shakespeare play’s presence in, or absence
from, the seventeenth-century theater and print market is significant.
Equally, by making reference to Shakespeare in the prologues to their plays,
those who altered Shakespeare’s works during the Exclusion Crisis ensured
that audiences would hear about Shakespeare whether they sought to do so
or not. I thus wish to stress the need to contextualize exposure to Shake-
speare, observing when, how, and why late seventeenth-century Londoners
come in contact with Shakespeare’s name, with his works, and, perhaps
most importantly, with his name in association with his works.

SHAKESPEARE IN PERFORMANCE AND PRINT, 1660-77

The Duke’s Company and the Kings Company had staged Shakespeare’s
plays in altered and unaltered form before 1678, but the practices of both
alteration and Shakespeare revival seem to have waned from the late 1660s.
As Table 1 (Appendix) shows, although sixteen new Shakespeare alterations
were produced between 1660 and 1682, the practice was at a standstill for
over a decade. William Davenant, manager of the Duke’s Company, was
responsible or jointly responsible for four of the six Shakespeare alterations
produced between 1660 and 1667 (The Law Against Lovers, The Rivals,
Macbeth, and The Tempest), and his death in spring 1668 may account for
the lack of new Shakespeare alterations mounted between 1668 and 1677.
No new alterations were produced between Dryden and Davenants The
Tempest, or, The Enchanted Island (premiered 1667 and printed 1670) and
the first of the Exclusion Crisis alterations, Thomas Shadwell’s The History of
Timon of Athens, the Man-Hater (premiered and printed 1678).° This hiatus
in Shakespeare alteration is often masked by a failure to clearly distinguish
Shakespeare alterations from plays which are at least two removes from a
Shakespeare source text; Shadwell's The Tempest, or, The Enchanted Island
(1674) and Thomas Duffet's The Mock-Tempest: or, The Enchanted Castle
(1674) are alterations of alterations. Shadwell’s Tempest is both an opera
and an alteration of Dryden and Davenant’s The Tempest, or, The Enchanted
Island, while Duffet’s play is a burlesque of Shadwell’s play. Comparative
readings suggest that neither consulted Shakespeare’s play as a source text.
By excluding Shadwell and Duffet’s plays from the canon of Restoration
alterations of Shakespeare one gets a more accurate view of the low appeal
Shakespeare’s plays had as source texts after the first decade of the Restora-
tion.
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Data contained in The London Stage suggests that the number of revivals
of Shakespeare’s plays was also in decline from the late 1660s. In fact, the
number of recorded performances decreased by almost 50 percent when
compared with the first decade of the Restoration. Approximately thirty-
eight Shakespeare performances, an average of 3.8 per year, took place dur-
ing the period 1660~70 but only around fourteen performances, an average
of two per year, were mounted in the period 1670 to 1677.1° It seems that, by
the 1670s, “the Duke’s Company”—who produced all but one of the altera-
tions of 1660-67, and staged the majority of the Shakespeare revivals— “had
a well-balanced, modern repertory, which meant that it no longer needed to
rely so heavily on its stock of Shakespeare plays.”'! It might thus be argued
that the revival and alteration of Shakespeare’s plays did not follow a linear
trajectory, and this was largely because theater managers and playwrights’
interest in Shakespeare’s plays had dried up in the years preceding the Ex-
clusion Crisis.

Shakespeare’s plays had also been printed in altered and unaltered form
between 1660 and 1677, but single-play editions were rare and the altered
plays were seldom sold under or linked to Shakespeare’s name. A list of all
Shakespeare plays, and all plays attributed to Shakespeare during the early
Restoration period (i.e., through title-page attribution, or their inclusion in
the Third Folio second issue) is provided in Table 2 (Appendix). Here one
sees that, apart from the two issues of the Third Folio, only three Shake-
speare plays were printed in single-play editions between 1660 and 1677.
Of these, The Birth of Merlin, a play now almost unanimously rejected from
the Shakespeare canon, and two editions of Hamlet were advertised as “By
William Shakespeare,” while the 1673 edition of Macbeth contained no ref-
erence whatsoever to Shakespeare’s name. Only four of the six alterations
staged between 1660 and 1677 appeared in print before 1677 (see Table 1)
and none were printed with Shakespeare’s name on the title page. Only one,
the Dryden and Davenant Tempest, contained any reference to Shakespeare.
In sum, while printed editions of Shakespeare’s plays were generally attrib-
uted to him, they occupied a marginal position in the print market, and
there was little way for readers to deduce that Shakespeare was in any way
responsible for plays derived from his own.

This situation changed dramatically during the Exclusion Crisis. Nine
Shakespeare alterations were staged in only four theatrical seasons. This
number rises to ten if we consider the calendar years 1678-82. As noted
above, Shakespearealterations constituted almost 20 percent of all new plays
staged during these seasons. At least seven of the altered plays appeared on
stage with prologues advertising them as products of Shakespeare’s labor,
thereby making audiences “explicitly aware for what was probably the first
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The low attendance figures recorded during the Exclusion Crisis had
a negative impact on the Restoration theaters. Leslie Hotson documents
how three of the “worst days” in the history of the King’s Company’s tak-
ings occurred in 1681: “11 May, 1681, £3 14s. 6d.; 30 May, 1681, £3 2s.; 18
June, 1681, £3 13s.,” and that “on sixteen other days the receipts were not
sufficient to meet the necessary expenses.”*® The low attendance level is
clear, given that regular admission charges were “boxes 4s., pit 2s. 6d., gal-
leries 1s. 6d. and 15" Indeed, it appears that the theater was at times forced
to “desist from acting of plays,” dismiss “the Audience and [refund] their
respective moneys.”*® In about March 1682, by which time Charles II had
closed Parliament for the last time and effectively safeguarded his brother’s
succession, the theatrical duopoly established in 1660 came to an end. The
Duke’s Company later merged with the failing King’s Company in order to
form the United Company, and the Crisis is often seen as a key factor in the
King’s Company’s financial demise.®

The hardships playwrights faced during the Exclusion Crisis are fre-
quently lamented in prologues, epilogues and prefaces to contemporary
plays. The prologue to John Crowne’s second Shakespeare alteration, Henry
the Sixth, The First Part (1681) regrets that “Play-Houses like forsaken Barns
are grown,” while Shadwell attributes the failure of his A True Widow (1679)
to the “Calamity of the Time, which made People not care for Diversions,”
and to “the Anger of a great many, who thought themselves concernd in the
satyr,” thereby pointing to the impact the period’s increased political sensi-
tivity had on the theater market.?’ The prologue to Aphra Behn’s The Feigned
Curtizans (1679) also complains that the “cursed plotting Age” has “ruind
all our plots upon the Stage™’ Naturally, paratextual comments need to
be taken with a pinch of salt, but, coupled with the documentary evidence
cited above, they do suggest that theater proprietors and playwrights found
it hard to make a living in the late 1670s and early 1680s. These conditions,
I wish to suggest, made the alteration of an earlier play an appealing option.

Impetus for the unprecedented alteration of Shakespeare that took place
between 1678 and 1682 may have come from the protection an old play-
wright's name offered during a period of intense theatrical censorship.??
Calhoun Winton notes that “only twice during the entire one hundred and
forty years [1660-1800] was there a sustained effort at political censorship:
during the Exclusion Crisis in the early 1680s and shortly after the passage
of the Licensing Act of 1737”% In fact, at least half of the eighteen plays
banned from the stage between 1660 and 1710 were suppressed in the late
1670s and early 1680s.”* Maximillian Novak has suggested that, because
“in order to survive, the stage was forced to become an arena for political
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statement, authors might find some protection from factional revenge . . .
by claiming to be merely revising an old play”’? This tactic can be found in
the prologues used to introduce a number of plays performed during the
Exclusion Crisis. For example, the prologue to John Banks’s The Destruction
of Troy (1679) uses the temporal distance of the play’s Trojan subject mat-
ter to describe the material as “plain” and “homely;” as opposed to political
and controversial; it is but “a Christmas Tale [that] has oft been told / Over
a Fire by Nurse, and Grandam old”? The prologue to Crowne’s alteration
of Seneca’s Thyestes (1681) similarly hides the play’s politics behind refer-
ences to Greece and Rome, telling audiences that “To Day . .. we try / If we
can awe you, with an ancient lye”*” As I go on to argue below, the theatrical
paratexts to Shakespeare alterations of the Exclusion Crisis contain similar
rhetoric, and Shakespeare’s name, like a play’s status as “old;” appears to have
been used to protect plays from theatrical censors.

The correlation playwrights found between Shakespeare’s plays and the
politics of their own time may account for their decision to alter Shake-
speare more often than any other playwright between 1678 and 1682.2% The
ten plays altered during the Exclusion Crisis (see Table 1) are predominant-
ly taken from Shakespeare’s histories and tragedies.?® Shakespeare’s works
interrogate political issues that were hotly debated in the late 1670s and
early 1680s, such as the rights of Parliament, regal succession, and the occa-
sions on which subjects might justifiably resist monarchical rule. His plays
also deal with historical reigns, including those of Richard II and Henry
VI, which were being applied to the Exclusion Crisis in political tracts of
the 1670s and 1680s. These reigns, and the Wars of the Roses more gener-
ally, were repeatedly cited in political writings of the late 1670s and early
1680s, as they offered examples of deposed kings and changes to the legal
line of succession while also emphasizing the delicate relationship between
monarchs and their parliaments. As one pamphlet put it, “The unfortunate
Reigns of . . . Richard II. and Henry VI. ought to serve as Land-marks to
warn succeeding Kings; from preserring [preferring] secret Councils to
the wisdom of their Parliaments”*® Shakespeare’s plots and characters thus
provided ready-made parallels for playwrights seeking to interact with the
key figures and debates of the Exclusion Crisis.

Playwrights and theater managers may also have been attracted to
Shakespeare’s plays because of their relative absence from the print and
performance markets. It appears that they recognized an opportunity to
advertise the altered plays as they saw fit without worrying that patrons
would have enough knowledge of Shakespeare to challenge their claims
about a play’s status as new, old, or apolitical. As the data in Table 3 indi-
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cates, the Shakespeare plays selected for alteration between 1678 and 1682
will have been unfamiliar to audiences and readers. Only two of them,
Romeo and Juliet and King Lear, had been performed since the theaters
reopened. None had appeared in print since the Third Folio of 1663/4, and
only King Lear had been printed in a single-play edition since the closing
of the theaters in 1642. Three of the plays selected for alteration had never
appeared in single-play editions. The catalogue of plays appended to Tom
Tyler and His Wife (London, 1661) and Nicomeéde (London, 1671) may list
the Shakespeare plays selected for alteration, along with other Shakespeare
plays and apocryphal plays, but it is important to remember that both
catalogues list all the plays “that were ever yet printed and published” that
patrons “may either buy or sell” (emphasis mine) at the shops listed.?! The
catalogue merely details texts that had appeared in print at some point; it
offers no guarantee that any of the plays were still freely available from late
seventeenth-century bookshops. It thus seems likely that the majority of
audiences will not have known the Shakespeare texts altered between 1678
and 1682. The advertising strategies I go on to identify below suggest that
playwrights, theater managers, and printers were keen to exploit this fact
when selling Shakespeare alterations for the stage and page.

ALTERATIONS IN PLAYBILLS, PROLOGUES, AND PLAYBOOKS

Y’ave met us in defiance of the Weather:

How has our Magick Conjurd ye together?

"Twas a New Play, there doubtless lay the Charm
That drew to our forsaken Hive this Swarm.

To sooth your Humour more what could we doe?
The Play to Night is New, the Poet too.*?

Thus began the prologue to Nahum Tate’s Brutus of Alba, or The Enchanted
Lovers (1678). In order to make money, the Duke’s Company and the King’s
Company first had to attract patrons, particularly as they were in direct
competition with one another. Playwrights were concerned to get their play
to its third performance, and theater companies wanted to attract paying
patrons as soon as possible and as often as possible. This was a particularly
pressing concern during the Exclusion Crisis, when attendance, and thus
profits, were very low indeed. A key way to attract patrons, as signaled by
the prologue to Brutus of Alba, was to advertise a play as new or novel.
Altered plays of the period were likely billed as novel, be it as “revived with
alterations,” “Altered,” or under a new title.3* New plays “had a particular
cachet and cost more to see,” so emphasizing a play’s novelty in playbills
made good financial sense.?*

SHAKESPEARE ALTERATIONS

Shakespeare alterations of the Exclusion Crisis may have been promoted
as new or significantly altered when performances were advertised in play-
bills across London.* Indeed, the prologues to Tate’s King Lear and Dryden’s
Troilus and Cressida seem to indicate that the plays were first advertised as

new. The prologues then announce that they are not new, thus carefully .

and diplomatically modifying the audience’s expectations. In the prologue
to Troilus and Cressida, the audience is told that the play contained “some
Master-Strokes, so manly and so bold / That he [i.e. Dryden] who meant to
alter found em such / He shook; and thought it sacrilege to touch”*® The
clause “meant to alter” suggests to the audience that Dryden intended to re-
work the play, but in fact did not, because, the prologue claims, the play was
too good to warrant alteration. Why would the prologue make reference to
a prior intention to “alter” the play if the playwright had (supposedly) not
done so? Why not simply present the play as old? A possible answer is that
the Duke’s Company and / or Dryden had decided on a two-part marketing
strategy whereby the play would be billed as new or altered in order to at-
tract more patrons, before having its “newness,” and any resulting expecta-
tions of political content, downplayed in the prologue.?” As argued below,
it is likely that the playwrights, and, by extension, the actors delivering the
prologues, disingenuously promoted Shakespeare alterations as old, unal-
tered, and Shakespearean in a bid to appease potential censors.

The prologue to Tate’s King Lear also suggests that a two-part marketing
strategy may have been used to sell the play. The prologue states that

Since by Mistakes your best Delights are made,
(For ev'n your Wives can please in Masquerade)
"Twere worth our While thave drawn you in this day
By a new Name to our old honest Play;

But he that did this Evenings Treat prepare
Bluntly resolvd before-hand to declare

Your Entertainment should be most old Fare.

Yet hopes, since in rich Shakespear’s soil it grew,
"Twill relish yet with those whose Tasts are True,
And his Ambition is to please a Few.

Why shoud these Scenes lie hid, in which we find
What may at Once divert and teach the Mind?
Morals were alwaies proper for the Stage,

But are ev'n necessary in this Age.

Poets must take the Churches Teaching Trade,
Since Priests their Province of Intrigue invade.?®

The question of what title (“Name”) the playbill contained hinges on how far
in advance the playwright resolved to declare that this was (supposedly) an
old play. The line “’Twere worth our While” could be read as a hypothetical
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statement that it would have been worth tricking audiences into attending
an old play masquerading as a new play, but I am more inclined to interpret
the line as a confession that the company or playwright have indeed used a
new play title in order to lure crowds. This is followed by a disclaimer: the
person who prepared the play for the stage had always planned to tell audi-
ences the “truth’ about the play’s status (as supposedly old and apolitical)
once they got to the theaters. The audience is to believe that the use of a new
title was for their own good: despite it being an old play, they will enjoy it
and it contains a good moral. Billing the play as old would have discouraged
them from attending the theater and thus have caused them to miss out on
a treat. The prologue may refer to a “Mistake,” but the emphasis is on the
resulting “delights” for the audience, the play’s merits, its status as an old
play, and the playwright and playhouse’s desire to please their customers.
The reference in Tate’s prologue to the play receiving a new name also
raises a number of interesting marketing possibilities, particularly as there
is evidence to indicate that the title of another of his alterations, Richard
the Second may have been modified at some point in its early print and
performance history. The decision not to bill Tate’s alteration under the
name “King Lear” could be linked to the fact that, unlike the majority of the
Shakespeare plays altered during the Exclusion Crisis, King Lear had been
staged in the 1670s. Audiences may therefore have recognized Lear as a
mere revival, whence the need to change the play’s title. We also find refer-
ence to Tate’s banned play, Richard the Second, as both The Sicilian Usurper
and The Tyrant of Sicily.3® The play is printed with the first two titles on its
front page, and Tate refers to it by these same names in his preface, while the
Newdigate newsletters state that the “Poet” of a banned play called “King
Richard ye 2d . . . put the name Tyrant of Sicily upon it by which means it
was acted twice this weeke”** It may also be noted that Tate’s alterations
of Eastward Ho! and Trappolin Creduto Principe: or, Trappolin Supposed a
Prince were given new titles: Cuckolds-Haven, or, An alderman no conjurer,
and A Duke and No Duke, respectively.*! These examples thus appear to
confirm that Tate, and the playhouses for which he wrote, were more than
willing to change play titles in order to dupe theatergoers and censors.
Novak posits that Dryderrs “preferred title” for the play now known as
Troilus and Cressida may have been its subtitle, Truth found too late, and
there is evidence to suggest that his play title was also.altered at some
stage.*? The Stationers’ Register shows that “one booke or coppy entituled
Truth found too late, a tragedy, acted at the Duke’s Theatre. Written by Mr
John Dryden’ was registered to Abel Swalle and Jacob Tonson on 14 April
1679.* Dryden’s preface “the Grounds of Criticisme in tragedy” was also
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entered to Swalle and Tonson on 18 June 1679. However, when the play and
the preface were listed together in the Term Catalogues the collective title
reflected that found on the printed title page:

Troilus and Cressida, or Truth found too late. A Tragedy, as it is acted at the Duke’s Theatre. To
which is prefixed, A Preface containing the grounds of Criticism in Tragedy. By John Dryden
... Printed for A. Swalle at the Unicorn in St. Paul's Churchyard and J. Tonson, at the Judge’s
Head in Chancery Lane*

It therefore seems distinctly possible that, like Tate’s plays, Dryden’s play
was also originally billed under an unfamiliar and thus novel (not to men-
tion ironic) name: “Truth Found Too Late”

Dryden did not simply use Shakespeare’s name to sell his play on stage,
but also used the man himself—or at least a posthumous representation
of him—to persuade the audience of the play’s age and merits. Dryden’s
Shakespeare-ghost prologue, embodied by the actor Thomas Betterton,
refers to the play to be performed (i.e., Dryden’s Troilus and Cressida) as his
own (i.e., Shakespeare’s) “play,” before telling the audience to sit back and
silently enjoy his “faithfull Scene,” taken “from true records [of] How Tro-
jan valour did the Greek excel” The audience are to take the play as Shake-
speare’s and as belonging, like Banks’s The Destruction of Troy and Crowne’s
Thyestes, to the distant past: Shakespeare “created first the Stage” and the
play is based on historical records. The Shakespeare brand name is associ-
ated with national pride through the notion of London as Troynovant, with
the ghost, who addresses the audience as his “lovd Britons,” claiming to
have “draind no Greek or Latin store” because “Like fruitfull Britain, rich
without supply, / [he] on foreign trade needed not rely”** As Michael Dob-
son has noted, “this is the first of Shakespeare’s many posthumous personal
appearances on stage, the first of many occasions on which he [becomes]
a dramatic character in order to authorize the revival of one of his plays
Dryden’s prologue ghost thus offers another example of the ways in which
Exclusion Crisis alterations helped to revolutionize Restoration Londoners’
knowledge of Shakespeare and his plays.

The emphasis on Shakespeare’s authorship and the downplaying of modi-
fications to the source play found in the prologues to Dryden” Troilus and
Cressida and Tate’s King Lear are also found in the majority of the Shake-
speare alterations performed between 1678 and 1682. In other words, in
the prologues they were generally sold as Shakespeare’s plays rather than
as radical alterations or new plays. As Table 1 shows, Thomas Shadwell,
Edward Ravenscroft, Thomas Otway, and Crowne also made reference to
their plays’ debt to Shakespeare. Ravenscroft announces that “Shakespeare
by him revivd now treads the Stage,™*’ just as Tate refers to himself as merely
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the “Play’s Reviver” in the epilogue to his alteration of King Lear, where he
echoes Dryden’s emphasis on Shakespeare’s “Master-Touches”*® Henry the
Sixth’s prologue portrays Crowne as simply “he who this good old play did
mend,” before announcing that the actors today bring “old gatherd Herbs
[from] sweet Shakespears Garden.” The prologue to Shadwells Timon an-
nounces that the poet “no one line submits” to the critics before implying
that the play is the work of “Old English Shakespeare” And Otway insists
that he has “rifled [Shakespeare] of half a play”*® The emphasis on novelty,
and the attempts to disguise a play’s age or Shakespearean origins found
in playbill advertisements has clearly been replaced by a desire to do the
opposite: the prologues and epilogues tend to foreground the play’s age, its
lack of new (especially political) material, and its status as Shakespearean.

The company or playwright’s decision to advertise these plays as old and
Shakespearean once they had enticed audiences to the theater was, I believe,
the result of marketing strategies and a desire to make money rather than
fears over plagiarism. Laura Rosenthal and Paulina Kewes have identified
what they see as an anxiety over plagiarism in the discussions of textual
property found in Shakespeare alterations and late seventeenth-century
drama generally. Concerning Tate’s alteration of King Lear, Rosenthal
states that he “represented his use of Shakespeare as an ethical relationship
between two authors,” since “clearly it had become important to recognize
Shakespeare in particular as the precursor instead of simply offering one
more retelling of a very old story’*® Kewes in turn identifies what she sees
as “growing pressure on late seventeenth-century dramatists to acknowl-
edge and thoroughly to rework their sources,” adding that it was “a moral
as much as an aesthetic injunction* This does not, however, account for
the theatrical paratexts of Shakespeare alterations of the Exclusion Crisis,
where it is frequently claimed that Shakespeare has not been radically al-
tered, thus overshadowing the altering playwrights.

It seems particularly unlikely that Dryden would have been concerned
by accusations of plagiarism. After all, he is not justifying his use of Shake-
speare: the prologue gives Shakespeare credit for both the source play
and Drydens alterations. The prologue states that Dryden did not “touch”
Shakespeare’s play, but he in fact made extensive changes.’? For example,
the play now features a series of anti-Catholic jibes, and a Cressida who is
not false but wrongly accused. Indeed, her suicide at Troilus’s feet exposes
the “Truth Found Too Late,” i.e., her innocence. Dryden is clearly being
disingenuous in the prologue. Besides, the only way Drydemns audience
could have contested his claims to either novelty or Shakespearean authen-
ticity would have been through intimate acquaintance with Shakespeare’s
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play, which few spectators are likely to have had given that the play had
not appeared in a single-play edition since 1609 and was otherwise only
available in the expensive folio editions of Shakespeare’s dramatic works.
The evidence thus suggests that Dryden’s prologue represented the play as
Shakespeare’s not because he feared accusations of plagiarism but because -
he and his collaborators at the Duke’s Theatre wanted to appease censors
and maximize profit.

I have argued that Tate and Dryden established links between prologue
and playbill. There is evidence to suggest that such links were quite com-
mon. For example, the prologue to Arviragus and Philicia announces “a new
Play” as “promisd . . . by our bill;” and Sir Samuel Tuke’s The Adventures of
Five Hours (1663) features an initial stage direction announcing that the
“Prologue Enters with a Play-Bill in his hand, and Reads: “This Day being the
15th of December, shall be Acted a New Play, never Plaid before, calld The
Adventures of Five Hours.”>* However, unlike Tate’s prologue to King Lear,
Tuke’s prologue confirms what has been claimed in the playbill. Having read
the bill, the prologue announces that “Thare i’the right, for I dare boldly say,
/ The English Stage ner had so New a Play; | The Dress, the Author, and the
Scenes are New.”>* The fact that the prologue is used to confirm the playbill’s
claims leads me to suspect that false advertising was a concern during the
Restoration. It is perhaps telling that, unlike Tate and Dryden’s playbills,
Tuke’s “honest” bill was used in far more prosperous times, soon after the
theaters reopened. It was not used at a time when political crisis and theatri-
cal recession were threatening to ruin both companies.

That false advertising in playbills was common is indicated in a contem-
porary jest book, entitled Versatile Ingenium, The Wittie Companion, or Jests
of all Sorts (1679). Here we are told about a man who, “Seeing in a play-bill
upon a post, A great man gulld, and underneath, By his Majesties Servants,
read it thus, A great many gulld by his Majesties Servants; adding to it these
words: By my soul as true a thing as ever was writ.>® The joke surely would
not have worked if the playhouses and their bills had not gained a reputa-
tion for misleading patrons.

Gerard Langbaine’s Momus Triumphans: or, The Plagiaries of the English
Stage (1687), an early consumer manual of sorts, offers further evidence
that disingenuous marketing occurred regularly in the late seventeenth
century. According to Langbaine, Restoration false advertising was not
exceptional but rather the “custom” of “crafty Booksellers” and “the The-
atres”® Concerning the changing play titles discussed above, Langbaine
is “uncomfortably aware” that “the altered titles displayed on playbills and
title-pages create the spurious sense of novelty that helps to draw audiences
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and readers”>” He therefore catalogues virtually every piece of theatrical en-
tertainment and promises his readers details of “the Names of their Known
and Supposed Authors,” the number of editions and volumes in existence,
and “the Various Originals . . . from whence most of [the named authors]
have Stole their Plots” Langbaine states that his primary reason for produc-
ing Momus Triumphans was to “prevent” consumers from being “imposd
on” by booksellers and theaters who “Vent old Plays with new Titles,” and
theaters which “dupe the Town, by acting old Plays under new Names, as if
newly writ, and never acted before”® As Kewes has argued, following the
publication of Langbaine’s text, a “prospective buyer would be in a position
to verify the novelty of the offer” made on a playbill or title page “by con-
sulting the catalogue before the purchase of a playbook or theatre ticket*
However, Exclusion Crisis consumers had no such resource: Momus Trium-
phans was not published until 1687. That there was a market for a text like
Langbaine’s illustrates the fact that false advertising had become a serious
concern by the late 1680s. The evidence from Langbaine therefore corrobo-
rates my suspicion that the Shakespeare alterations were initially billed as
new, rather than old or derivative, in order to attract spectators.

The emphasis on novelty found on the playbills is also found in the
majority of the printed playbooks, where the prologues’ attempts to fore-
ground a lack of originality and overstate Shakespeare’s claim to the altered
plays is seemingly reversed. Observe, for example, the print versions of the
alterations (see Table 1 in Appendix). Nine of the ten plays featured title-
page attributions that promote the plays as the products of the altering
playwright’s labor with no mention of Shakespeare. Only one of these title
pages (that of Tate’s Lear) makes reference to “alteration” or the possibility
of a source text. The rest present the texts as (presumably) new plays. The
drive to rebrand these plays as the work of the altering playwrights, rather
than that of Shakespeare, is continued in the prefaces and dedications that
accompanied them into print. While pre-1677 alterations tended to silently
appropriate Shakespeare’s works, both in performance and print, Exclusion
Crisis alterations used printed playbooks as a means of modifying prologue
claims. A number of reversals can be observed between prologue and play-
book, with Crowne, for example, announcing that he lied: “I calld it in the
Prologue Shakespeare’s Play, though he has no Title to the 40th part of it”
He claims that he presented his play as Shakespearean in a bid “to support
it on the Stage,’*® thereby suggesting that censorship rather than reverence
or concerns over plagiarism motivated his marketing policy. Having denied
his input in the prologue to his play, Dryden uses his dedication to detail
the changes he introduced while citing the Greek and Roman sources on
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which Shakespeare did “rely”®* Tate follows suit in the dedication to his

Lear where, no longer a mere “reviver;” he lists the major changes he has
wrought to the play’s plot and characters, Ravenscroft highlights “entirely
New” scenes and additions to the plot of his Titus, and Shadwell insists that
he has worked Shakespeare’s “strokes [into] a Play.”¢? The printed playbooks
were therefore sold as alterations, or as new plays, produced by contempo-
rary playwrights, in stark contrast with the stage performances, which were
accompanied with prologues and epilogues that foregrounded the plays’ age
and Shakespearean origins.

While stage censorship looks, as I have claimed, to have impacted the
decision to sell the alterations as Shakespeare’s when presented onstage, the
same is not true of print editions. As I have argued elsewhere, the volte-face
found in the playbooks is probably linked to the fact that the Licensing Act
governing printed material lapsed in 1679.9® 1In fact, it lapsed as a direct
result of the Crisis; Charles closed Parliament in order to prevent it from
introducing legislation to bar his brother from the succession, but this
simultaneously prevented a number of other acts from being renewed.®* It
may therefore be argued that the extent to which Shakespeare’s name was
used to sell altered versions of his plays was influenced by the unique set of
censorship circumstances ushered in during the Crisis. The plays were ad-
vertised as new, then as old, and then as new once more, with Shakespeare’s
authorial claim exaggerated on stage and understated in print. It also ap-
pears that Langbaine’s concerns about “crafty booksellers” were as justified
as his suspicions about duplicitous theaters. The picture that emerges from a
survey of the strategies used to sell Shakespeare alterations of the late 1670s
and early 1680s is arguably that of a sophisticated marketing machine ca-
pable of adapting to the period’s fluctuating censorship conditions.

The Exclusion Crisis witnessed a momentous juncture in Shakespeare’s
authorial afterlife, when his plays dominated the new plays repertory and
his name was repeatedly promoted to audiences via prologues delivered on
stage. The period witnessed his transformation from a little-noted writer to
an author whose works were altered and staged with unrivalled frequency
and whose name was accorded great prominence as it echoed through the
two licensed theaters of Restoration London. The perceived market for
Shakespeare alterations is arguably explained by the topicality of his plays
and the impact the Crisis had on the theater market. Shakespeare was not
cited or used to sell because his reputation had increased. Rather, it might
be said that his reputation increased, and interest in his works revived,
because of the unique cultural and political constellation of the Exclusion
Crisis. I have argued that Shakespeare’s increased eminence from 1678 was
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Table 1. (cont.)
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Table 2. Shakespeare in Print, 1660-77
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Scouten and Avery, “Introduction,” London Stage, pt. 1, Ixx, make reference to the Duke’s
Cempany having considered Abraham Cowley’s The Cutter of Coleman Street a “new
play; even though it was “altered from The Guardian.”

Tittany Stern, Documents of Performance in Early Modern England (Cambridge U. Press,
2009), 38.
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SHAKESPEARE ALTERATIONS

William J. Lawrence, The Elizabethan Playhouse and Other Studies, 2 vols. (Stratford-
upon-Avon: Shakespeare Head Press, 1912), 2:241, suggests that “handbills” were likely
also used during the post-1660 period.

John Dryden, Troilus and Cressida (London, 1679), B4r.

I am here defining “old,” “new,” and “altered” plays based on what audiences or read-
ers were told about a play’s status. For most Restoration theatergoers, “adaptations of
unknewn old plays were simply new plays,’ and, as Michael Dobson, “Adaptalions and
Revivals,” The Cambridge Companion to English Restoration Theatre, ed. Deborah Payne
Fisk (Cambridge U. Press, 2000), 47, sagely adds, “whether we now categorize a Renais-
sance adaptation as such or as a Restoration play in its own right tends simply to reflect
our swn sense of the relative importance of the two writers involved”

Nahum Tate, The History of King Lear (London, 1681), A4r.

On the censorship of Tate’s Richard I, see especially Odai Johnson, “Empty Houses: The
Suppression of Tate's Richard 11" Theatre Journal 47 (1995): 503~16; and Timothy Viator,
“Nahum Tate’s Richard 11" Theatre Notebeok 42 (1988): 109-17.

See London Stage, part 1, 293-94; and Judith Milhous and Robert D. Hume, A Register
of English Theatrical Documents, 1660-1714, 2 vals. (Carbondale: Southern Illinois U.
Press, 1991), vol. 1, entry 1118, 218.

Both alterations were published in London in 1685.
Dryden, Works, 13:497.

Edward Arber, ed., The Term Catalogues, 1668-1709, 3 vols. (London: Privately Printed,
1903-6), 1:370-71.

Dryden, Works, 13:497; Term Catalogues, 1:370-71.
Dryden, Troilus and Cressida, B4r.
Dobson, Making of the National Poet, 74.

Ravenscrofts prologue was not printed with the 1687 edition of his Titus Andronicus,
or The Rape of Lavinia, but Gerard Langbaine prints a section of the prologue he claims
was used on stage in his Account of the English Dramatick Poets (Oxford, 1691), Glr.

Tate, King Lear, K2v.

Crowne, Henry the Sixth, A2r; Thomas Shadwell, Timon of Athens (London, 1678), Adr;
Thomas Otway, The History and Fall of Caius Marius (London, 1680), A3r.

Rosenthal, “(Re)Writing Lear,” 238.

Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation, 5.
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Dryden, Troilus and Cressida, B4r.

Iam indebted to Stern, Documents of Performance, 58, for the first example. Samuel Tuke,
The Adventures of Five Hours (London, 1663), A3r.

Tuke, Adventures of Five Hours, A3r.
Versatile Ingenium (London, 1674), C3v.

Gerard Langbaine, Momus Triumphans: or, The Plagiaries of the English Stage (London,
1687), Adr.

Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation, 106.
Langbaine, Momus Triumphans, Alr, Adr .

Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation, 105. Also see Kewes, “Gerard Langhaine’s “View of
Plagiaries': The Rhetoric of Dramatic Appropriation in the Restoration,” RES 48 (1997):
2-18; and Kevin Pask, “Plagiarism and the Originality of National Literature: Gerard
Langbaine,” ELH 69 (2002): 727-47.

Crowne, Henry the Sixth, A3v.
Dryden, Troilus and Cressida, A4v.

Tate, KingLear, A2r-A3r; Edward Ravenscroft, Titus Andronicus, or, The Rape of Lavinia
(London, 1687), A2r; Shadwell, Timaon of Athens, A3r.

Depledge, “Authorship and Alteration,” 207.
See Owen, Restoration Theatre and Crisis, 159-60.

Premier dates based on Hume and Milhous, and Owen’s modifications to those proposed
in Van Lennep, London Stage, vol. 1. See Judith Milhous and Rebert D. Hume, “Dating
Play Premiéres from Publication Data, 1660-1700," Harvard Library Bulletin 22 (1974):
374-405, and “Lost English Plays, 1660-1700,” Harvard Library Bulletin 25 (1977): 5-33;
and Susan J. Owen, Restoration Theatre and Crisis {Oxford: Clarendon, 1996), 300-2.

Information taken from Andrew Murphy, Shakespeare in Print: A History and Chronol-
ogy of Shakespeare Publishing (Cambridge U. Press, 2003); and The English Short Title
Catalogue (http://estc.bl.uk).

Book Reviews

Anamorphosis in Early Modern Literature: Mediation and Affect by Jen E.
Boyle. Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2010. Pp. viii + 165. $89.95.

The topic of anamorphosis, a form of visual perspective used to create
hidden images that can be found only by viewers active manipulation or
concentration, is a fascinating one. The brave art historian Lyle Massey has
recently tackled contextualizing its nascence in Picturing Space, Displacing
Bodies: Anamorphosis in Early Modern Theories of Perspective (Pennsylvania
State U. Press, 2007). In that work, my willingness to follow the somewhat
unsystematic organization of material was regularly rewarded, although I
was left with some lingering and some new questions. That is to say, the
provocative topic is indeed difficult to discuss cogently; hence my unex-
cited response to some parts of Jen Boyle’s Anamorphosis in Early Modern
Literature: Mediation and Affect comes tempered with a ready acknowl-
edgement of the difficulty of discussing this vastly important concept, and
of coordinating it with the concepts of mediation and affect, as advertised
in the subtitle.

There is a mimetic quality of the rhetorical or presentational strategies of
this book and its thesis: “at stake in my exploration of anamorphosis in early
modern literature and technoscience is the intimate confusion of mediation
via the technical interface and the methodologies of reading mediated bod-
ies in and out of history” (7). The introduction positions its discussion in
terms of Samuel Pepys’s early modern curiosity in optics (1), Jacques Lacan’s
psychological interests (2), and Stephen Greenblatt’s cultural lens on Hans
Holbein’s familiar The Ambassadors (3). And all this comes in just the first
three pages. Boyle’s exploration also integrates primary materials. So much
interfacing requires substantial mooring. On the one hand, Ashgate should
be commended on its inclusion and placement of figures and illustrations;
on the other hand, readers may be disappointed by the quality of some of
the illustrations. On the one hand, Boyle’s passion for the subjects under
review maintained my interest, which, on the other hand, wavered because
of presentational choices. A good editor’s pen should have been taken to the
excessive and distracting use of quotation marks used not for quotations
but rather for un-cited quotations or for rhetorical emphasis.
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