Minutes for Shirley Workshop, September 21st-23rd 2009 (prepared by Justine Williams)


Session 2 Chair: Professor Tony Parr (University of the Western Cape)
3.45-4.05. Dr Teresa Grant, Associate Professor of Renaissance Theatre, University of Warwick, “Annotating The Witty Fair One”.

4.05-4.25. Dr Barbara Ravelhofer, Reader in English, Durham University, “Editing Shirley’s Masques”.

4.25-4.45. Dr Phil West, Fellow and Director of Studies in English, Somerville College, Oxford, “Editing Shirley’s Poetry”.

4.45-5.15. Discussion and Questions
Tony Parr (TP), David Bevington (DB), Barbara Ravelhofer (BR), Andrew Ashbee (AA), Julie Sanders (JS), Phil West (PW), Hester Lees-Jeffries (HLJ), Teresa Grant (TG), Lucy Munro, Alison Searle (AS), Eva Griffith (EvG), Eugene Giddens (EGi)
TP – No euphemisms should be used.
DB – The direct meaning of Fowler: the audience picks up on venereal disease.  Consider Rubenstein as going too far.
BR – The Triumph of Peace is a very French production with French music, French dancers, French spelling.

AA – Is there a diagram for ‘hence, hence’ at Longleat?  No music survives for the antimasque.

BR – Andrew Sabol conjectures, but he is wrong.

AA – Stick to Lawes autograph.
DB – Stage directions report action or give narrative.  For prose text, the description is going on as the song is sung.  There is grammatical slippage of how this would have been staged – we don’t know when actors would have left the stage – during the song description?
BR – agrees with DB.  It is a four minute song, so there is lots of time to fill.

DB – Handel does this all the time – when there is nothing on stage during the music.

BR – it is like a contemporary French ballet

JS – Different poem versions: there is a shift in cultural context and networks with the versions from different periods.  Reception culture has a place. Tiffany Sterne argues the status of songs of in plays (CUP 2009), this offers generic criticism – hasn’t been pursued in the Early Modern context.
DB – Text 1 l. 6 accent on ‘bruised’? [To please your scent, ‘twill not be hard | To present you bruised nard’.
PW – add accent.  Shirley is an aural poet.  Modernising is good. [DECISION].
HLJ – reader/student of Tess’s example is tentative about matters of religion undermining their reading.  There is a lack of religious vocabulary and knowledge in current students as well as a resistance to acquiring it, therefore take it out of the commentary and into introductions.

TG – Shakespeare contains Latin, Greek and religion not known by students

PW – is it our job to provide that? E.g. Herbert ‘dust’ and religious connotations.

HLJ– There is a hierarchy of need.  Google is not bad but does not explain the afterlife in a seventeenth-century context!
PW – for a quick note, Google is good.

LM – religious students from different backgrounds – problem is assumption that religion then is as it is now.

AS  – not just geographical, but historical problems – places are not the same

TG – e.g. St Paul’s cathedral

EG – Phil, will introduction talk about Shirley’s Latin?

PW – Latin poems and Restoration critics should come in the Poems
BR – afterlife of a poem can be independent to cultural reference.  There any manifestations, should we risk including too many?
EG – (in ref to Ajax) sociologically interesting

PW – how did the poem spread so fast?

EGi – Hester’s point. How far might the reader need a different Shirley volume?  All relevant information should be in one single volume. [DECISION].
HLJ – suggest for longer discussion of X see Y.
TG – cross referencing is good, but Stanley Wells would object to it on the grounds that readers should not need to consult other works for basic information which should be contained in the notes.
Sessions 3 Workshops
9.30-11.00

1) Six New Plays (led by Professor Chiaki Hanabusa, Keio University, B1 Main Court, Catz
Six New Plays

Chiaki provided a very comprehensive handout for this session.

Chiaki Hanabusa (CH), Andrew Hadfield (AH), Eva Griffth (EvG), Alison Searle (AS), Rebecca Yearling (RY), Justine Williams (JW)

CH -

· how do we introduce Six New Plays (SNP) as a volume in its own right, not just as individual plays?  

· Advertisements might be an interesting avenue for exploration.

· If the plays are printed chronologically in the Shirley Series, where would a discussion of Six New Plays be placed?  This could go against the editors’ decision to have all the relevant information in a single volume. [Note to minutes: this is a misunderstanding. The General Editors have not decided to put Six New Plays in one volume, though this is a possibility].
AH – if SNP were bound together as the printer’s decision then they are not a volume which requires a separate discussion, however, if they were chosen to be bound together by Shirley then a discussion is needed.

CH – There will still have to be a textual discussion of SNP.

EvG – I vote for a discussion for each individual play.

AS – we still need a SNPs discussion of the two printers

AH – if the plays  are being presented by the General Editors chronologically, then each should have a textual discussion, with another textual discussion required for Six New Plays
RY – we need the General Editors to make a decision on this

AH – yes, otherwise The Doubtful Heir will need to be printed twice

AS – Can Rebecca have an additional section for her textual essay on SNP so that The Doubtful Heir can be in an Irish volume of the Shirley Series?

CH – If there is to be a discussion of SNP in the Shirley Series then words will need to be taken from the 5,000 allocation for each individual play.  Eugene suggests 10,000 for the general introduction, 2,000-3,000 for each play.  Chiaki suggests 4,000 words for each play, which leave 6,000 words remaining for a discussion of SNP.




General Agreement of Chiaki’s word allocation suggestion

AS – would the 6,000 word discussion of SNP be reproduced in two volumes of the Shirley Series so comply with General Editors’ wish that all information should be in a single volume?

CH – repetition should be avoided.




General agreement on Chiaki’s comment

AH – the OUP would have to be consulted if material was to be reproduced in two volumes of the Shirley Series.

JW – Could Rebecca write her 4,000 words discussion incorporating one line about The Doubtful Heir’s placement in SNP and refer the reader to the volume of the Shirley Series which contains SNP discussion?

AH – we need to think about the reader.  If they know where to find things then that’s fine, but the Shirley Series will need to have a brilliant index.

AS – should there be an index at the end of each volume of the Shirley Series?

AH – the question of index is tricky – it could undermine each volume and the principles of the General Editors for having all the information in one volume.  If the index in its entirety goes into one volume (say the last volume to printed in the Shirley Series) then the reader has the problem of needing to buy another volume to search for what they need.  If the index comes at the end of each volume then that takes up a lot of space and repeats material.

RY – 6,000/4,000 word ratio seems fair and allows The Doubtful Heir to be in an Irish volume

CH – We need to handle the problem of compositor identification because of the different printing houses.

EvG – Maybe one General Editor could deal with a single printer?

CH – 6,000 words of discussion of SNP includes a discussion of printing.  There are two possible ways of doing this investigation: 1. Each editor researches their own play 2. Each printing house is researched separately.  The research needs to be done – how is it to be shared?

AH – Different people should look at different problems – share the division of labour.

CH – the problem of editors investigating their texts independently is that they may never meet to share information, and there are problems with writing up a conclusion.  Therefore, multiple steps are needed so that the individual discussion of each relevant play and the general SNP discussion are submitted to the General Editors together.

AS – split the two printhouses between the two groups of editors doing the plays (three plays are from one print house, three from the other).  Therefore, three people are researching each print house.  How to split findings?  3,000words on each print house to comprise 6,000 word discussion of SNP?

CH – we must ask the General Editors for clarification on this point.

JW – one person will be needed to oversee the entire project (combining the research of six editors into one discussion of SNP) Should this be Chiaki? A General Editor?

CH – Need to divide list [on Chiaki’s handout] amongst editors.

· Rebecca – prefatory matter of play (point 12).

· Alison – publisher of The Sisters, The Doubtful Heir, The Cardinal (point 10)

· Chiaki – publisher of other three plays at Wilson print house

CH – The general introduction to the Shirley Series also needs to contain information about the printers.

JW – whose responsibility will it be to divide up the remaining issues on Chiaki’s list?  Chiaki’s?  A General Editor?

CH – each person present to proceed individually and to share information at a near final moment of submission to the General Editors.

AS – asks Chiaki for an example of watermarks so she and Rebecca know what to look for

CH – email communication and online discussion

JW – Perhaps the Shirley Website (hosted by Warwick) could include a discussion board specifically for SNP so that information can be posted and shared.




General agreement on this point

AS – confirms 1641 licensing for The Brothers not 1626.  Therefore, separate essays will be needed for discussion in addition to textual essays.

EvG – Yes.  Will there be an Irish introduction to an Irish volume?

AH – The issue of including things in the General Introduction or the Introduction to each volume – this is an OUP problem.  There is a danger of indicating that the Irish period was a separate part of his career, necessitating discussions about his pre-Restoration career, and London career – which would normally surely come in a General Introduction not the introduction to each volume.

EvG – there will also be a separate volume with essays on these topics.  Someone could write on Interregnum publishing pre-SNP volume discussion?

CH – there are press variants and General Editor guidelines say 35 copies need to be collated.

AH – project will be slowed by 30-50% with this amount of collation.  There are problems of funding the travel of editors for collation.  

CH – a common understanding is needed between play editors – not just between the SNP editors, for what to include in textual criticism

EvG and AS – this exists in a guideline form, but the version has been changed.  It needs to be distributed

EvG – the number of collations suggested mark out the Shirley Project for being rigorous and differentiates it from the Jonson guidelines and makes it a unique project for the General Editors

CH -  this Complete Works has a bibliographical awareness more than other Complete Works recently completed/in progress

AH – may need to revise timetables to incorporate number of collations.  Good principles but hard to implement

AS – It should be only 2 weeks solid work to collate entire play. Can pay for extant copies.  It’s a lot but not impossible.  So problems of getting to a copy is reduced if you can order it.  Is it more important to get it done properly or on time?
Session 4 Chair: Professor Andrew Hadfield (University of Sussex)
11.30-11.50. Professor Scott Maisano, Assistant Professor of English, University of Massachusetts, Boston, “Text and Contexts of St Patrick for Ireland: the implications for commentary”.

11.50-12.10. Professor Robert Lublin, Associate Professor of Theatre Arts, University of Massachusetts, Boston, “Staging and Performance in St Patrick for Ireland”.

12.10-12.30. Discussion and Questions
Saint Patrick for Ireland

David Bevington (DB), Robert Lublin (RL), Scott Maisano (SM), Andrew Hadfield (AH), Alison Searle (AS), Teresa Grant (TG), Laura Stalker (LS), Eva Griffith (EvG), Rebecca Yealing (RY)

DB – Staging – which scenes give us insight into Werburgh Street Theatre stage?

RL – trap door – English stage recreated in an attempt to Anglicise Irish tastes

EvG – why was Shirley not a success in Ireland?

SM – the play was not bad, even though it failed. Need to establish who comprised the audience

RL – London was the most popular city in the world, Dublin was much smaller with 1/10 the population

EvG – Shirley had no angle on their taste – there was even a twentieth-century play where the Irish audience walked out (Synge’s The Playboy of the Western World)
RL – problems of a tripartite society.  There was a strong medieval theatre tradition

AH – theatre was also performed in private Irish houses.  Private/public performances may be more pronounced in Ireland

SM – Shirley finds a readership for his plays

AS – Can you read Spenser as Archimagus?

SM – either Archimagus is a theatrical convention or you need to read him as Spenser to make Archimagus work.  Shirley had access to Spenser via the Ware publication.

AS – how does Landgartha fit?  The question of revisioning Ireland’s mythical past

SM – it is a response to Shirley’s play

AS – need to read Shirley parallel to the Ussher text

SM – Laudian elements are possibly Catholic.  Wentworth and Ussher were falling out over the Church of Ireland.  St Patrick is not the remote past.

DB – Can we date the Anglicanisation St Patrick’s Cathedral in Dublin?

12.30-12.50. Ms Laura Stalker, Associate Director, Huntington Library, “The Huntington Library Fellowships and the Shirley Collection”.

12.50-1.00. Discussion and Questions.
Huntington Library 

LS - 

· 1-5 month scholarships available.

· Need to justify why you need the Huntington (and spell it correctly!)
· A strong case needs to be made for a new edition of an author’s work
· Competition for scholarships is rising rapidly
· Huntington has an exchange program with the British Academy.
TG – do we need to justify why we are doing a new Shirley edition, or is this a no brainer?

LS – Possibly.  Include a few details about why Gifford is not accurate

EvG – Could you explain the BA exchange further?

LS – From the Huntington point of view - six month exchange, paid $2,500 a month to work in any UK library.  BA nominates 6 months worth of people (could be one person for duration, two people for three months each, etc.)

RY – is there a travel stipend?

LS – no.  It’s all inclusive.
Session 5 Chair: Professor Helen Ostovich (McMaster University)
2.00-2.40. Professor Sir Brian Vickers FBA, Distinguished Senior Fellow, School of Advanced Studies, London and Principal Investigator, John Ford Project, Institute of English Studies, University of London, and Dr Marcus Dahl, Research Fellow, John Ford Project, Institute of English Studies, University of London, “A new methodology for authorship identification in anonymous and co-authored texts”.

2.40-3.00. Dr Lucy Munro, Senior Lecturer in English, Keele University, “Editing the Unedited”.

3.00-3.20. Discussion and Questions.
Brian Vickers (BV), Marcus Dahl (MD), Lucy Munro (LM)

BV – 

· Philology links with information science.  It provides numerical analysis to literary texts, making the results accessible to a literary readership.

· MD has a database of all plays 1580-1642

· Sequences of language are used to identify an author

· Identifies repeated phrases of often 3-4 words, e.g. ‘by the way’

· People think and talk in speech units

· ‘info rapid search and replace’ and ‘plagiarism’ = anti-plagiarism tools

MD – What is an author?  There is a new programme called ‘Copyfind’ from the University of Virginia.  Free to download – use this above all others.

LM – 

· In the canon use examples from Shirley only to describe Shirley, or go wider to reach the audience

· Is an Early Modern text ever unedited to begin with?

· Shared lines are an issue

· How many asides do you insert?

· What tense should be used for stage directions?

Session 6 Chair: Professor Julie Sanders (University of Nottingham)
3.45-5.30. Discussion of Shirley Guidelines and Questions.
Eugene Giddens (EGi), Alison Searle (AS), Teresa Grant (TG), Marcus Dahl (MD), Phil West (PW), Julie Sanders (JS), Barbara Ravelhofer (BR), Andrew Hadfield (AH), David Bevington (DB), Helen Ostovich (HO), Lucy Munro (LM), Hester Lees-Jefferies (HLJ), Eva Griffith (EvG), Peter Happé (PH), Robert Carver (RC)

EGi – General Editors recommend collation of 15-20 copies with possible extension of this.  

AS – what leads to an extension?

EGi – Lots of variants.  To be revised at the board meeting.  Not official yet.

TG – Witty Faire One will need more than 20 collations, please do 20 rather than 15

MD – Carter Haley is THE collator expert

EGi – Efficient collation should include saving a carbon footprint

PW – a collation machine is quite portable.

JS – We need timetables, e.g. when will we be receiving guidelines?  Also staggered times to submit work to General Editors.

TG – every body (almost) has deadlines for their sample submission and final deadlines.  Guidelines will be sent out December 2009

BR – Middleton – they sent in a couple of pages of edition, would that be a good idea?

AH – send in a sample scene, then a gap, then send in more

EGi – 2011 publishing date for Poems agreed with OUP.  There are staggered deadlines as General Editors don’t want to hold material for too long

DB – how many volumes?

EGi – 10

AH – content of each volume – long introduction at start?  If the General Editors agree with self-sufficient volumes idea, what about the index?

EGi – the index will appear in volume 1 with lots of bibliographical/biographical information.  Volume contents have shifted since our OUP proposal.  Contents are partially decided by OUP – there are specific constraints and no page design yet, so the number of pages per volume is hard to determine

HO – How many plays per volume?  Will each have a critical introduction and stage history?

EGi – no stage history.  If it’s substantial it will go in the general introduction.  Each play will have its own bibliography even if there is repetition

DB – serial publication results in cross-referencing problems.  Having to produce page references for this edition will prove impossible

EGi – cross-referencing is massively time-consuming – no decision has yet been made on how this will work

MD – online concordance at 3 monthly intervals?

DB – concordance should be in place before beginning

JS – if editors prioritise texts, they could contact each other if timetabled in

EGi – this won’t work for prose

LM – You can only work out the prose per line when page style comes through

MD – we told our publishers what we were doing, and they had to deal with it or it was up to them to change it

BR – we could use an interface instead of Word – it helps with formatting

HO – hates interface – there is too much for contributors to learn

HLJ – it is not a practical way for people – each will work on their play their own way

MD – it can be useful for speech directions, references, fonts, you could send out a template with two pages and say this is how we want it

JS and HO – excellent idea

DB – Jonson guidelines were not often followed

MD – if the template is on the internet as a pdf the formatting cannot be changed

EGi – worried that it is software dependent.  Guidelines will be fixed.  General Editors don’t want to insist upon Word formatting

TG – Paul Botley uses ‘Classical Text Editor’

DB – The Jonson project still can’t start cross-referencing

EGi – Jonson used 00.00 for each cross-reference, but now that causes much work for the General Editors. Electronic edition might be worth an investigation

PW – Poem line numbers will be done by next year

EGi – just refer to act/scene

HO – this isn’t great.  What if the scene is very long?

HLJ – what is commentary for? What is cross-referencing for?  It won’t necessarily be useful

HO – if there was a concordance we wouldn’t have to do it

MD – spend a month making a line reference version of Old Spelling and use that

EGi – our notes will then use old spelling

DB – how would you track line numbers?

HO – coding would have to show

AS – publish plays chronologically by licensing date – if this happens what about joint introduction for SNP because of The Doubtful Heir?

EGi – include SNP discussion in General Bibliographical introduction in Volume 1

AS – what about the self-sufficiency issue?

EGi – there will be a textual discussion of the play with each play

EvG – talking of other Shirley plays – reason for Eva’s plotlines.  Please check the plotline of your play for accuracy

JS – Could Alison and Eva explain their roles

PH – the electronic edition – will there be a series of books with collateral electronic material?

EGi – [explanation includes discussion of the material we received from ProQuest which Alison is currently correcting]

PH – Jonson project includes other online material

EGi – AHRC proposal promised Old Spelling edition only.  If consistent way is found to help scholarship then more information MAY be added

DB – electronic edition could leave a platform for other things e.g. concordance

EGi – theoretically the Jonson model is perfect, but it is costly and labour intensive

BR – Brome has selective paratext features –to what extent should this be used for Shirley, e.g. fonts

LM – depends on whether we want a transcript or facsimile.



General agreement that transcript was what was to be provided

RC – dipthong guidance

EGi – switch off auto-corrections?  Probably don’t want to be dealing with dipthongs 

AS – in old fashioned transcript do you simplify hml formatting

EGi – closer look is needed at word formatting, the difference between 6mm and 8mm dash might be interesting 

HO – it is interesting when related to action

TG – history of the dash – two books are imminent (Henry Woudhuysen and Anne Henry)
PW – superscripts etc. will get flattened out in the poems



Gene and Phil are to talk xml files amongst themselves

HLJ – around 5,000 words for each play – ballpark figure for general introduction?

EGi – Yes

AH – that’s an unusual balance.

EGi – deliberately so.

TG – if you think 5,000 words is not enough please contact General Editors about providing an essay to go in accompanying book of Shirley essays

AH – which comes first?  Book about Shirley or miscellaneous collection of interesting essays?

EGi – bibliography is connected to the plays so can be reproduced.  Individual bibliographies for each play.  Short forms will be given at the beginning of each volume

HLJ – what about timelines and other socio/historical/cultural information? Can we assume some student knowledge, but probably not of the 1630s?  Consideration both for the edition and for the editors.

JS – there is a space limit.  This edition can’t do everything about contextualising Caroline Culture – it leads to a discussion which could go into supportive texts
