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Literary Research Methods & Approaches

3.
Textual Matters
a. Literary Evidence, Derivations, and Attributions
1.

Literary Evidence
Literary evidence is a topic that can be explored in a range of different ways because printed texts can provide evidence of a variety of different issues, such as literacy, the sociology of reading (social classes and social groups that participated in reading), the history of book collecting, linguistic change, the standardisation of spelling, and the legal framework and apparatuses surrounding publication.
As you may recall from the case study in Seminar 2.a., on the discipline of bibliography, the Roderic Bowen Library and Archives (RBLA) holds one copy of the first edition of The Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce by John Milton, the call number of which – T314 – indicates that it is among the Tract Collection. This is a collection of generally short, ephemeral or pamphlet (tract) publications collected by three individuals from successive generations of the Bowdler family, all of whom were called Thomas (including the famous Thomas Bowdler who produced the Family Shakespeare, which cut out all the rude bits!). Tracts were brought together within bindings by the Thomas Bowdlers.
The RBLA also holds a copy of the second, 1644 edition of Milton’s Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce. On examining in the seminar the title-pages of the first (1643) and second (1644) editions, images of which may be found on the module Moodle page as Adobe Acrobat Documents, we discovered that explanations for a number of their textual features, and for differences between them, resided in the historical circumstances of publication and the regulation of printing. Among these are the lack of the author’s name from the title-page of the 1643 edition, and the appearance of his initials on that of the 1644 edition; the lack of the ‘Imprimatur’ (the Latin for ‘let it be printed’); the additional scriptural quotation on the title-page of the second edition implying not only that the views expressed in the first edition had been condemned before the second edition was published, but also that those who had condemned Milton may have done so without reading the work first. If we look within the two editions, we find that although the first edition did not have the author’s name on the title page, he signed the preface with his initials, thereby effecting compliance with the requirement that the author’s name appear on any printed work.
In effect, in examining this case study in the seminar on the discipline of bibliography, we found that it is possible to concur with the view expressed in the following:
The application of bibliography to textual studies, consequently, operates in the belief that some understanding of the physical processes which result in the publication and dissemination of a book can, in certain circumstances, have a bearing on the development of the text. It is assumed that every book will have in itself, or in the circumstances which surround its production and distribution, some features which may explain or more fully illuminate any textual problems.

We limited our analysis to the title-pages without even considering the texts within the two editions, but even so we found that the circumstances of pre-publication licensing were capable of illuminating some of the differences between them. But we also discovered that by turning the relationship around, as it were, the textual problems of the two early editions of Milton’s work provided evidence of the circumstances in which they were published.
Further examination of the two editions of Milton’s work reveals the second edition to be considerably longer due to additional matter added to the main text of the work. Presbyterian divines had not received the first edition of The Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce with favour. Some of them accused Milton of advocating “divorce at pleasure” and debauchery. Even while Presbyterians were harshly criticizing him from pulpits all over London, Milton still held out hope of persuading them to his case. And in doing so, particularly in the enlarged second edition, he is constantly alert to the possible imputation of libertinism. He tries to persuade his readers of the high moral ground of his position that he is trying to preserve the morality and high state of marriage in arguing for the legalization of divorce.
That the second edition, ‘revis’d and much augmented’, was published the following year provides evidence of the nature of pamphlet publication in the seventeenth century, which was often the way in which debates were carried out in print. A good example of this are the seventeenth and early eighteenth-century (to about 1720) debates about whether the soul is material in substance and mortal in nature. The debates were conducted in tracts, treatises and epistolary discourses. While in many cases these pamphlets are rare, the debates are substantially represented in the tract collection of the RBLA. Within the period concerned, there are three debates on the question of the soul’s materiality and mortality, one in the seventeenth century, and two in the early eighteenth century. The earliest began with the publication in 1644 of Mans Mortalitie, by Milton’s acquaintance, Richard Overton. This provoked, within one year, the publication of at least two counter-arguments. The issue was taken up again with the publication of William Coward’s Second Thoughts Concerning Human Soul, in 1702. This also provoked responses. But argument and counter-argument was at its most rapid and prolific following the publication of Henry Dodwell’s Epistolary Discourse, in 1706. In the four years following, no fewer than eleven writers contributed around thirty separate publications to the debate, of which the RBLA holds copies of about half. The reason for the richness of Lampeter’s resource in this field is that Henry Dodwell (1641-1711) was until 1710 a Nonjuror, one of the most notable of the nonjuring laity of the Shottesbrooke Group, and the RBLA collection of nonjuring literature is recognised as one of the best extant collections. The tracts with which this proposal is concerned were collected by Thomas Bowdler II (1661-1738), who was himself a Nonjuror, and an intimate to both the London and Shottesbrooke groups. His personal annotations are particularly important for this reason, and because almost all of the Nonjurors, and many of the participants in the third of the debates on the nature of the soul, published anonymously.
2.
Exercise on Derivations 
Below are two passages. The first is by Edmund Spenser, the second is by Christopher Marlowe. They duplicate each other almost word for word:

(i) Spenser compares Prince Arthur’s helmet plumes to almond blossoms:

Like to an Almond tree ymounted hye

On top of greene Selinis all alone,

With blossomes brave bedecked daintily;

Her tender locks do tremble every one

At every little breath, that under heaven is blowne

(The Faerie Queene, I, vii, 32, 5 – 9)
(ii) Marlowe’s description of Tamburlaine:

Like to an almond tree ymounted high,

Upon the lofty and celestiall mount,

Of every greene Selinus queintly dect,

With bloomes more white than Hericinas browes,

Whose tender blossoms tremble every one,

At every little breath that thorow heaven is blowen:

(2 Tamburlaine, IV, iii, 119 – 24)
The problem is, which derives from which? Think about this question and develop three suggestions about how we might determine influence and dependence. Provide a list of the bibliographical or other scholarly sources and reference works (printed or electronic) that you would use in this process. Please note, you are not being asked to come up with an answer to the problem. The aim of this exercise is for you to provide an account or explanation of your research strategy including a list of the research tools that you might use when addressing such an issue. Your response should take the form of a brief, discursive report which you should post on the discussion forum on Moodle.
3.

Attributions 
In this section of the seminar, we shall examine two cases of misattribution of literary texts.

Thomas Wyatt’s Sonnets
It is customary to begin study of Elizabethan verse with Sir Thomas Wyatt. As illustrating what is sometimes referred to as ‘Elizabethan’ or sixteenth-century ‘plain style’, his work is exemplary. However, Wyatt died in 1542, before Elizabeth ascended the throne of England: much of his work would seem to have been written in the 1530s when Elizabeth was a child, and Henry VIII was on the throne of England, and so is not strictly ‘Elizabethan’, but nothing of his was printed until Tottel’s famous Miscellany in 1557 on the eve of her accession.
 The book leapt into instant and enduring popularity, so that he and Henry Howard, Early of Surrey, its chief contributors, may be said to have become Elizabethan by adoption.

Wyatt was by far the most important contributor to Tottel’s Miscellany. In the first edition ninety-seven poems were attributed to him, but in later editions that total was reduced to ninety-six by the attribution of one to an uncertain author. Raymond Southall, who wrote the first full-scale appraisal in English of the poetry of Wyatt, brings the attribution of other ‘Wyatt’ poems into doubt, observing that ‘[m]uch of the poetry reputed to be Wyatt’s seems to be the work of [an] anonymous talent […] and there is an anomaly in the conjunction of this talent and the one which impresses a definite personality upon the reader’.
 There are four principal manuscripts of Wyatt’s poetry: Egerton MS. (the best); Devonshire MS. (the second best); Arundel MS. (compiled more than a decade after Wyatt’s death); Blage MS. (adds only two ascribed poems to Wyatt’s corpus). According to Southall, there is ample ground for scepticism as to Wyatt’s authorship of many of the poems in the best manuscript, and Tottel’s Miscellany has an authority rather similar to that of the Arundel MS: ‘both are highly unlikely to have had at their disposal sources more reliable than the Egerton and Devonshire MSS., whilst the state of the Tottel text implies that it was set up from manuscripts a great deal less authentic’.
 A consequence of all this is that as readers we must remain alert to the possibility that when we read a poem ascribed to Wyatt it may not in fact have been written by him.
Brittain’s Ida

Below is the image of the title-page of Brittain’s Ida, which clearly identifies its author as ‘Edmond Spencer’. The work was printed in small octavo by Nicholas Okes, to be sold by Thomas Walkley, in 1628. But from Walkley’s dedicatory letter to Lady Mary Villiers, which is printed with the poem, it is plain that his ascription of the poem to Spenser was based merely on conjecture. The poem is written in a modification of the Spenserian stanza, but it was not included in the folio edition of Spenser’s works printed for Matthew Lownes in 1611, or in the reissue of this folio in 1617-18. It did, however, find a place in the folio of 1679 issued by Jonathan Edwin, though very probably due to the statement in Walkley’s dedication, which is reprinted with the poem. Later editors have rarely believed in the poem’s authenticity, even when they have included it in editions of Spenser’s poems, and Spenserian authorship has never been accepted by any critical authority.
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Over the course of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, a small number of critics including Thomas Warton, William Thomson, and Alexander Grosart, formulated the hypothesis that Brittain’s Ida was in fact written by Phineas Fletcher. When Frederick S. Boas edited the poetical works of Giles and Phineas Fletcher, in two volumes published by Cambridge University Press in 1908-9, he included Brittain’s Ida, and in the Preface to Volume II argued that the poem was written by Phineas Fletcher.

Up to this point, the attribution of the poem to Fletcher had been based on internal evidence. In 1926, however, Ethel Seaton published a volume of seven poems by Phineas Fletcher, with Oxford University Press, including one entitled Venus and Anchises.
 Seaton had discovered a manuscript in the Library of Sion College containing these seven poems and recognised the one entitled Venus and Anchises as identical to Brittain’s Ida but for its beginning stanzas. Moreover, in those two introductory stanzas, the writer appears under the pen-name of ‘Thirsil’, the very name used by Fletcher in his most well-known poetic work, The Purple Island. Seaton’s Introduction develops the case for Fletcher’s authorship already begun strongly by Boas on internal grounds and suggests that it is possible to infer that the manuscript, although a copy, is at one remove from an autograph MS. (i.e., one written by Fletcher himself).
In 1628, Fletcher had composed most of his known poetry, and had enjoyed a high reputation at Cambridge as a poet, but he was unknown in print. Spenser, by contrast was widely recognised as a poet of major eloquence and his poetic works had been in print since the last decade of the previous century. In the Introduction to her edition of Venus and Anchises, Seaton speculates on how the poem had come to be attributed to Spenser in print and suggests that the publisher (i.e., bookseller) Walkley was not above piracy and moreover that he was the publisher of three plays by John Fletcher, Phineas’ cousin, suggesting a channel whereby the MS. of Venus and Anchises may have also come into his hands for publication. It is perhaps relevant that Phineas Fletcher did little to bring his own poetic and prose works into print and the task was largely undertaken by his friend Edward Benlowes, though works known to have been so delivered to the printers and publishers by Benlowes do acknowledge their author accurately on the title-page. Perhaps the most plausible explanation for this misattribution is that selling a work in 1628 ‘written by that renowned poet Edmond Spencer’ would almost guarantee a higher financial return for the publisher than offering for sale one by the previously unpublished Phineas Fletcher.
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