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Gabriel Egan was not known as a textual editor, but that has changed with the publication of the New Oxford Shakespeare: Complete Works Modern Critical Edition and the two volume The New Oxford Shakespeare: Critical Reference Edition The Complete Works, an old spelling edition which includes primary resources, press variants in the early printed books, and music for the songs in Shakespeare plays. Egan is a General Editor of both along with Gary Taylor, John Jowett, and Terri Bourus. An additional volume, The New Oxford Shakespeare: Authorship Companion, replaces the 1987 Textual Companion that we all find indispensible. The title proclaims the emphasis of all these books, that Shakespeare was often a collaborative writer. The Companion was edited in collaboration with Taylor and features twenty-four essays on textual matters, mostly collaboration. The portion that most approximates the Textual Companion is the last half of the book, “The Canon and Chronology of Shakespeare’s Works” by Taylor and Rory Loughnane.
Egan is not actually new to editing or writing about it. From 2000 to 2016, he wrote the “Shakespeare: Editions and Textual Studies” review for The Year’s Work in English Studies published by Oxford University Press. He continues this work on his website: http://gabrielegan.com/nywes. Egan’s edition of The Witches of Lancashire by Richard Brome and Thomas Heywood was published by Globe Quartos in 2002. His interest in the history of twentieth century editing resulted in The Struggle for Shakespeare's Text: Twentieth-Century Editorial Theory and Practice, published by Cambridge University Press in 2010. The book recounts the history of the New Bibliographers as they developed their theories of how to discover authorial intent through our current skepticism that this is possible. Late in the book are more than twenty pages on the first Oxford Complete Works (1984) and a consideration of editing texts for the twenty-first century that, with the New Oxford Shakespeare, Egan is helping to create.
His first authored book was Shakespeare & Marx for the Oxford Shakespeare Topics series in 2004. We know that Marx sometimes made much of Shakespeare, but Shakespeareans also make much of Marx: “This book aims to show that, at their most powerful, recent forms of Shakespeare criticism are inherently Marxist” (45). Thus Egan begins with the engagement of Shakespeare by Marx and prominent Marxist thinkers in his first chapter, and looks at the engagement of Shakespeare scholarship with Marxist ideas in two subsequent chapters. Next comes some of Egan’s own readings designed to demonstrate ways we might use the ideas already discussed to address some of Shakespeare’s texts. This little book is rounded with consideration of Marx and evolution. Marx believed it was inevitable that society would evolve to share wealth and the means of production, amongst other things, so here Egan looks at Marx in the context of Charles Darwin, Richard Dawkins, mimesis, and Shakespeare’s cultural capital.
Egan has written two books on ecocritical theory: Green Shakespeare: From Ecopolitics to Ecocriticism in the Accents on Shakespeare series (Routledge, 2006) and Shakespeare and Ecocritical Theory for the Arden Shakespeare and Theory series (2015). The first argues that Enlightenment thinkers made certain mistakes that linger today, mistakes that have been exposed by science in recent years, so a fresh look at pre-Enlightenment writers shows them to be more perceptive in some aspects of the world as it is. Egan reads Shakespeare in light of ideas such as genetics, tribalism, gardens and countryside, deforestation, humans as an animal species, and more. The latter book’s first chapter updates the field since 2006 and the rest attempts to answer five questions: How does current understanding about the nature of life compare to Shakespeare? How much attention should we pay to the ideas about the natural world held in Shakespeare’s time? Can we learn from the ways that Shakespeare’s contemporaries regarded their relationships with other animals? How must we “revise our notions of humanism, religious belief and ethics” in light or our current understanding of the natural world? Finally, how does Barry Commoner’s principle of connectedness (everything is connected) “help us to compare early modern conceptions of the universe with our own?” (10-2). 
Egan is co-editor of the journals Theatre Notebook and Shakespeare, and is Professor of Shakespeare Studies and Director of the Centre for Textual Studies at De Montfort University. I first met Gabriel by email when he recruited contributors for the Non-Shakespearean Drama Database and accepted me as one of them: http://gabrielegan.com/nsdd. I have not been able to read Gabriel’s edition of Three Witches of Lancashire or the previously unmentioned Shakespeare published by Edinburgh University Press in 2007, so we will not be able to discuss these. Instead, we begin with Shakespeare & Marx.

MPJ: I confess that when it comes to the people named Marx, I love Groucho, Harpo, and Chico, but Karl bores me as much as Zeppo. My mind wanders when I try to read his works or read about his works. Yet, much of your book tells the story of the ways that Shakespeareans can engage with Karl. What am I missing?
GE: I think you are missing an explanation of what drives long-term historical change that is as compelling as the one that his contemporary Charles Darwin gave us for what is driving long-term biological change. Both theories are based on fairly simple ideas that have staggering explanatory power once you appreciate them, but which are hard to prove empirically because the changes they account for are slow and we are not surrounded by a clear record of these changes over time. Proving Darwin's theory required fresh reexamination of the fossil record, and fresh excavation of fossils, and we have no such straightforward record for the historical changes that Marx explains. Some people reject Marx's theories simply because of how they were misused as communist doctrine in the USSR in the twentieth century, but I think that is as illogical as mistrusting Darwin's theory because of how it was misused as Social Darwinism in Nazi Germany in the 1930-40s. So, that's the first consideration: Marx helps us think about things that are otherwise hard to explain. But of course, as Marx famously said, the point of understanding the world is to change it. Marxist thinking is useful to those who want to change the world for the better because it enables them to understand just how we got into our present mess and to see whose interests are being served by keeping the world in the parlous state it is in.
MPJ: Are Shakespeare scholars engaging with Marx today?
GE: When Shakespeare and Marx came out, Douglas Bruster in a review in Shakespeare Quarterly complained that it paid almost no attention to this question of who else in Shakespeares studies is engaging with Marx. He was right, but that was intentional. The truth is that explicit engagement with Marx today is very much a minority interest within Shakespeare studies, and in general small groups who engage with one favoured theorist are not terribly interesting to anyone else. There probably is not much pure research work left to be done in this field. The important work still to be done, in my view, is in popularizing the simple, central ideas of Marxism, getting them out to as wide as possible a readership. Young people who are challenging the present state of the world can gain a lot from a simple grounding in Marxism. For example, the mainstream teaching of economics in British and American universities has been woefully inadequate and the orthodox accounts of how capitalism works were shown to be wholly mistaken by the economic crisis beginning in 2007 that we are still living through. Marxist economical theory is much better able to account for what is happening right now than the mainstream ideas deriving from the neoliberalism of the Chicago School.
	So, Shakespeare and Marx was not meant to be a contribution to the ongoing niche field of Marxist-Shakespeareanism, but rather an attempt to popularize Marx. Instead of encouraging anybody to read the relatively obscure body of Marxist-Shakespeareanist scholarship that continues (especially in the US) I would encourage them to watch the online videos of the Marxist geographer David Harvey or read the doggedly materialist account of human history in Jared Diamond's bestselling Guns, Germs, and Steel  and discuss its indebtedness to Marx or read Thomas Piketty's Capital in the Twenty-First Century and discuss whether the solutions to growing world inequality that it suggests are practical.
MPJ: I put a link to one of Harvey’s videos in the bibliography, and, by the way, you are not the first guest in this column to feel that Dr. Brewster reviewed them unfairly. What drew you to ecocriticism?	Comment by anon: two things, Mike: is "Dr Brewster" meent to be Doug Bruster?  I didnt't refer to Bruster reviewing Harvey but rather Bruster reviewing Egan.
GE: At the end of Shakespeare and Marx, I characterized ecological thinking as the unfinished business of Marxism. I was first attracted to ecocriticism not by particular scholarly books and articles but by the growing evidence that ecological degradation would be the prime threat to humanity's survival in the twenty-first century. The subtitle of Green Shakespeare thus tracked my own intellectual journey: From Ecopolitics to Ecocriticism. The writer who most influenced me on that journey was James E. Lovelock, who came up with the Gaia hypothesis in which the entire Earth can be understood as a single organism. Such a vitalist view of the cosmos is of course familiar to us because it was the norm in Shakespeare's time: the world seemed alive to them in ways that we have forgotten.
	I was struck after writing Shakespeare and Marx by three questions that between the years 1800 and 2000 would each have been answered with a resounding “No” when put to any Western intellectual:  i) does human activity affect the weather? ii) is the Earth alive? iii) are we essentially like other animals? Since the year 2000 the consensus on these questions has entirely flipped and most intellectuals would answer “Yes” to two or all three of these questions. Even scientists are happy to treat (ii) as a reasonable proposition, since our notion of what it means to be alive or not has undergone thorough revision. Stephen Hawking, for example, is not wildly out of line in asserting that computer viruses are a form of life. Biological viruses and especially prions are borderline cases that challenge our conventional definitions of life, since they lack the essential mechanisms for reproduction and have to hijack the reproductive mechanisms of others.
The most surprising thing about reading one's way through Lovelock's books is the realization that when his fellow scientists first expressed scepticism about his claim that evolution alone could produce planetary-wide self-regulation of the Earth's biosphere, that is the Gaia hypothesis, Lovelock promptly published a strict mathematical proof of it using fundamental principles of physics and natural selection ("Daisy World: A Cybernetic Proof of the Gaia Hypothesis," Coevolution Quarterly 38). Of course, the Earth is not alive in quite the way that characters in Shakespeare's plays mean when they speak of the sea vomiting up shipwrecked sailors or when Hotspur says that "the teeming earth | Is with a kind of colic pinched and vexed | By the imprisoning of unruly wind" (1 Henry IV 3.1.26-28). But Shakespeare was nonetheless working within a set of assumptions, what Marxists would call an ideology, that was in some significant ways more scientifically correct than much post-Enlightenment thinking that dismisses humankind's effect upon the weather, the vitalism of the Earth, and the common origin of all living things. Shakespeare, I argue in Green Shakespeare, has a lot to show us about what moral, social, and political principles follow from getting these matters right.
MPJ: Given the book’s premise, it is expected that your range of citations in Green Shakespeare goes far outside of literature. I found some of my favorite natural philosophers and their books, such as Lucretius’s De Rerum Natura (On the Nature of Things), Isaac Newton’s Philosphiae Naturalis Principa Mathematica (Mathematical Principles in Natural Philosophy, 1687) well represented. Even Marx is there, though you refute his idea that inderterminism is essential to free will (115). Which authors, ancient and modern, are the richest sources for studying green literature?
GE: As your selection shows, I am in this kind of work rather more interested in the broad range of scientific and philosophical thinking that can throw light on literature than I am in the critical traditions of certain fields. So, amongst the ancients I would recommend particularly Aristotle's Physics, especially to those who know him only from his Poetics, and of course the works of Plato, especially where he discusses the Theory of Forms in Republic and Symposium. I find that idealism, realism, essentialism, and materialism are perhaps the literary-theory terms that students most often completely misunderstand, and again Marx is a useful corrective here since one of his primary concerns was just how it is that ideas arise from matter in particular circumstances. When I'm teaching this topic, Philip Sidney's Defence of Poetry (1595) comes in as an essential contribution to the idealism/realism/nominalism debate. The starting point for a strictly ecocritical approach to literature is Cheryll Glotfelty and Harold Fromm's The Ecocriticism Reader: Landmarks in Literary Ecology,) but it's a frustrating read as some of the contributors are, to be plain, rather close to being cranks. Your question asked about "green literature" but for me, at least, ecocriticism is only a useful critical lens through which to perceive the text if it works with all kinds of writing, not just those that are obviously "green" in content or intention.
MPJ: What are some of the modern scientific texts you find most helpful when doing ecocriticism?
GE: Lovelock's books stand out, as does a wonderful collection of scientific responses to his work called Scientists Debate Gaia: The Next Century edited by Stephen H. Schneider, James R. Miller, Eileen Crist, and Penelope J. Boston. Anyone wanting to learn how seriously Earth Systems Scientists now take the notion of the Earth being alive should look at that collection. I also find the cognitive philosophy of Daniel Dennett to be helpful in ecocriticism, since by rejecting a lot of ideas that we have inherited from Rene Descartes he helps us think our way back to early modern ways methods of conceptualizing the mind. Gail Kern Paster's work, especially Humoring the Body: Emotions and the Shakespearean Stage, is helpful here too in taking serious the early modern materialist understanding of how the physical body actually is the mind. As Paster points out, melancholy was not (as we might believe) an abstract account of how you felt about something, it was in fact the very fluid that constituted feeling that way.
MPJ: You also use a number of literary texts, amongst them Ovid’s Metamorphosis, William Blake’s Songs of Innocence and Experience (1789), and even Bertolt Brecht, though negatively (14-5). This is in addition to dozens of literary texts glanced at for a sentence or two. Two part question: Which texts are the most interesting from an ecocritical perspective and which interact most interestingly with Shakespeare?
GE: I take examples like these more for their diversity than their coherence or their useful interaction with Shakespeare. In a book like Green Shakespeare I am most interested in exploring a way of thinking about the world and will happily pull in illustrations from wherever I find them. Readers looking for a detailed analysis of the various examples will, I guess, be disappointed since in this work the big intellectual ideas take centre stage and the illustrations just serve to highlight them. This arises from the kind of book Green Shakespeare is, which is an attempt to survey a history of ideas and how our collective thinking about big questions has changed since Shakespeare's times, and in some ways has recently changed back. 
MPJ: Kindly corrected. I noticed when reading Shakespeare and Ecocritical Theory that both books have extensive considerations of Cymbeline, The Winter’s Tale, King Lear, Pericles, and The Tempest. What is it about these plays that lend themselves to ecocritical approaches?
GE: In the latter part of his career Shakespeare seems to have begun pondering particular matters of biology and inter-generational inheritance, using the intellectual tools available to him and performing a series of thought-experiments in the form of drama. From his earliest plays Shakespeare was clearly interested in the fact that we tend to create children that are very much like us, so that our unattractive characteristics rebound on us in the form of, for example, filial ingratitude. Lady Anne's wish that Richard Gloucester have a child like himself (Richard III 1.2.21-25) is typical of this idea. The late plays, however, all attend to the possibility that what happens to a woman during pregnancy strongly affects the growing foetus. Until very recently Darwinism has derided this idea – the “germ” line (the DNA) and the “somatic” line (the rest of our bodies) were thought to be utterly distinct – but we now know that in fact there is a kind of imprinting of our experiences upon our DNA, affecting how much particular genes are expressed in practice (which is the subject of “epigenetics”).
The experiences of pregnant women who lived through the Dutch Hunger Winter of 1944-45 and more recently the World Trade Centre attacks of 2001 affected the metabolisms of their foetuses (for example in a propensity towards obesity) in ways that were detectable after the children were born. The experiences of pregnant women are crucial to Pericles (Thaisa is in labour at sea), The Winter's Tale (Hermione is in labour in prison), Cymbeline (Posthumus's mother had him by Caesarian Section), and The Tempest (Sycorax is in labour in banishment). These situations allow Shakespeare to explore what we call the Nature/Nurture debate, and since ecological thinking is intimately tied up with our biological models (especially via Lovelock's hypothesis that the whole world is a single living organism) the playing out of these scenarios is important to ecocriticism.
MPJ: Aside from Henry V, you do not do much with the history plays in Green Shakespeare, but they swarm all over Ecocritical Theory, with longer treatments given to Henry VI, part one, and Richard II.
GE: The main explanation is that I didn't want to repeat myself. All new theories that we use for literary criticism suffer from the problem that certain works seem inherently amenable to the new approach and other seem resistant to it. At first sight, a Freudian account of A Midsummer Night's Dream appears to be a considerably more straightforward to construct project than a Freudian account of, say, Julius Caesar. Likewise, a feminist account of gender construction seems at first to have an easier time with Twelfth Night and As You Like It than it does with, say, Timon of Athens, while the situation for these plays is neatly reversed for a Marxist economic reading. I wanted in Ecocritical Theory to tackle plays that I had neglected in Green Shakespeare because I wanted to see what the theory could do with material not obviously suited to this approach.  
MPJ: About Julius Caesar, I think Freud is silly so I would not argue for this, but if one must one can see Caesar as a father figure to Brutus, with some historical warrant, and build from there. In the introduction, you write of the politicizing of literary theory since the sixties (2). Who is responsible for this?
GE: I think that the university teachers of English are responsible, and just to be clear I should say that I'm entirely in favour of this politicization. Pleasure itself, which must lie close to the core of any explanation of why we continue to read and perform Shakespeare, is a political topic, not least because so many of our fellow humans are denied very much of it by our political and social systems. By and large, in my experience, university tutors in the Humanities are left-wing, and I put this down mainly to the well-established correlation between high intelligence and educational attainment and left-wing thinking. Just why this should have especially affected literary theory since the 1960s is a more complex question, but one way to account for it is to say that the explanatory power of essentially Marxist models of how literature works won over whole sections of the liberal-left in the wake of the political disappointments of the abortive social revolutions of the 1960s. That is, literature is where people went when street politics failed. 
This process can be seen in the growing popularity of French post-structuralism in the 1970s and 1980s, which had the special attraction that it could be boiled down to simple propositions that seemed like a form of radical politics. Thus Jacques Derrida's De la grammatologie (Of Grammatology), published in French in 1967, could be understood and taught as simply an attack on naive binary thinking in which everything is either black or white, true or false, and so on, which while not strictly a misreading certainly trivialized his ideas. Likewise Roland Barthes's essay "La mort de l'auteur" ("The Death of the Author") (I968) and Michel Foucault's responding "Qu'est-ce qu-un auteur?" ("What is an Author?") (I969) could be understood and taught as dethroning the all-powerful author (who in the Western canon is typically white and male) and empowering readers as the true loci where meaning is constructed. Unsurprisingly, these developments generated their own backlash in the writings of Raymond Tallis (In Defence of Realism, Not Saussure, and Theorrhoea and After), Brian Vickers (Appropriating Shakespeare) and most influentially of all Harold Bloom (The Western Canon). In general, these reactions to French literary theory were even more intellectually reductive and distorting than the trends to which they responded.
MPJ: The book interrogates Shakespeare’s ideas about big subjects: the meaning of life, animals, and crows and social networks. Are there other big questions that you would like to deal with?
GE: I think I've got my views on the big ideas out of my system with those three books: Shakespeare and Marx (2004) Green Shakespeare (2006), and Shakespeare and Ecocritical Theory (2015). I suspect one of the Next Big Ideas we will all have to deal with politically, socially, and in literary criticism is Artificial Intelligence. It is extraordinary that the world's best player of the television quiz-show game Jeopardy! is not a human being but a computer program created by IBM called Watson. This computer doesn't simply make sense of questions expressed in English and provide the answers, but – and this is much more difficult – it makes sense of answers and figures out the questions that they are responses too. By comparison with this, having a computer program drive a car or diagnose a common illness are relatively trivial problems.
Those of us working in the Humanities, and especially in departments of English Language and Literature, are well placed to make sense of what is coming in Artificial Intelligence because language use itself is perhaps the most difficult topic in the study of intelligence and one that computer scientists are only now just beginning to get to grips with. Students of English Literature who can explain how a poem works and show why particular poems are especially moving will have a distinct advantage over those of more practical subjects as Artificial Intelligence eliminates a lot of white-collar jobs, simply because poetry is a particularly difficult problem for computational analysis.
MPJ: The Struggle for Shakespeare’s Text surveys nearly 100 years of Shakespearean textual history and explores the ideas that underpin generations of editing choices. I realize that the best way to answer this question is to read your book, but for those who have not read it yet, who are the major players and what did they write?
GE: Taking it chronologically (as the book does), the major figures and works in Britain are A. W. Pollard's Shakespeare's Folios and Quartos (1909) and Shakespeare's Fight with the Pirates (1917), W. W. Greg's Dramatic Documents from the Elizabethan Playhouses (1931), R.B. McKerrow's Prolegomena for the Oxford Shakespeare (1939), W. W. Greg's The Editorial Problem in Shakespeare (1942) and The Shakespeare First Folio (1955). Then essentially the baton is passed to the Americans: Fredson Bowers starts Studies in Bibliography (1948) and publishes On Editing Shakespeare and the Elizabethan Dramatists (1955), and what I call the Virginian School of scholarship, co-led by Bowers and his former research student Charlton Hinman, produces a flood of articles that are quasi-scientific in their explorations of just what we can learn from surviving books about the methods of their printing.
The Virginian School members thought that they could detect the stints of different typesetters (compositors) by their habitual spellings, that by the pattern of reuse of running titles across a book they could work out whether the compositors were setting type faster than the pressmen were impressing sheets (or vice versa), and that from the recurrence of distinctive pieces of type across a book they could figure out the order in which the formes were impressed. Their aim was to reconstruct the entire printing process and so judge whether the printer's copy (say, a manuscript in Shakespeare's hand) was likely to have been faithfully reproduced and just what kinds of corruptions might enter the work and exactly where they were likely to fall.
MPJ: What was the process of undermining these ideas?
GE: The main process of undermining was the discovery that a lot of the things that the Virginian School thought they could recover from early books they in fact could not. Bowers was convinced – on no good evidence – that each printshop sought to complete one book at a time and so the evidence derived by us from one book would tell us about that entire shop's activity. In his article "Printers of the Mind" (Studies in Bibliography 22), D. F. McKenzie showed that this is a fallacy: printshops worked on multiple books at once so the necessary evidence is hopelessly dispersed. In "Stretching a Point" (Studies in Bibliography 37), McKenzie showed that almost all compositor identification by the changes in spelling habits was vitiated by a fundamental confounding variable: the compositors were just inconsistent spellers and might set goe, doe, and heare on Monday and Tuesday and go, do, and hear on Wednesday through Friday for no other reason than sheer cussedness.
A less important process undermining some of the New Bibliography of the twentieth century was the spread of poststructuralist ideas from literary criticism into analytical bibliography. Often this took the form of certain people who had made their names in literary criticism trying their hands at the comparison of early editions. This whole movement took on a conspiratorial air as literary critics discovered with horror that the modern editions they had been relying upon were constructed by a process of selection and emendation from a set of sometimes quite disparate early editions. It literally was the case that many Shakespearean critics had paid no serious attention to the differences between, say, the first quarto of Henry V (1600) and the 1623 Folio text. When they started to think about these differences, some of them were predisposed to treat the quarto and Folio as “equal but different” versions rather than better or worse representations of Shakespeare's intentions. There is of course some warrant for treating them like that, but the whole tone of what I call the New Textualism of the 1980s-2000s was that generations of editors had pulled the wool over the eyes of the critics, and it was time to fight back by focusing a materialist attention on the early editions themselves.
MPJ: These old models are pretty much dead, so we need to find a better way. Does The New Oxford Shakespeare attempt to show that way?
GE: Well, that would be overstating the ambition of the New Oxford Shakespeare. It is true that many of the old certainties of the New Bibliography are no longer credible. Paul Werstine has convinced us all that the old ways of determining whether the manuscript underlying a particular printed edition was authorial papers or promptbook simply don't work, most significantly because those two categories do not adequately account for the rich variety of manuscripts that existed (Early Modern Playhouse Manuscripts and the Editing of Shakespeare, Cambridge University Press, 2013). But even without that work from Werstine, the trend over the past 30 years since the first Oxford Complete Works of Shakespeare has been away from thinking of the early editions as various imperfect witnesses to the early performances of the plays and towards thinking of each printed edition having its own kind of artistic coherence at least in the sense of being a publishing event predicated on there being an avid market for Shakespeare's output.
MPJ: I won’t ask you to speak for the other General Editors, but what are the editorial ideas that informed your approach to editing this set of books?
GE: One central idea is that after the loss of much New Bibliographical certainty about which early editions are reliable and which not, and taking into account the widespread belief that Shakespeare himself revised his works, we should think of quite a few of the multiple-edition plays as existing in what are essentially distinct versions. That means that we think of Q1, Q2, and Folio Hamlet , for example, as versions, each worthy of its own edition. The principle of selection for the Complete Works volumes of the New Oxford Shakespeare (the Modern Critical Edition and the Critical Reference Edition) was to choose whichever early edition was the longest, so that readers got the most Shakespeare for their money. The other version(s) we saved for a subsequent pair of volumes called the Complete Alternative Versions in both Modern Critical Edition and Critical Reference Edition form. These volumes will give fully edited texts of Q1 (1594) The Taming of a Shrew, Q1 (1594) Contention of York and Lancaster / 2 Henry VI, O1 (1595) Richard Duke of York / 3 Henry VI, Q1 (1597) Romeo and Juliet, Q1 (1597) Richard III, Q1 (1600) A Midsummer NIght's Dream, Q1 (1600) 2 Henry IV, Q1 (1600) Henry V, Q1 (1603) and Folio (1623) Hamlet, Q1 (1602) The Merry Wives of Windsor, Q1 (1609) Troilus and Cressida, Q1 (1622) Othello, and Folio (1623) King Lear. Also, where Shakespeare's poems exist in multiple versions, as with manuscript versions of some of Sonnets (1609), the versions not in the existing Complete Works volumes will be provided, as will full texts of Sir Thomas More and The Spanish Tragedy where the Complete Works volumes provide only the parts written by Shakespeare. 
MPJ: You mention that you only present the Shakespearean portions of Sir Thomas More and The Spanish Tragedy, for example, in the core texts, yet with long accepted collaborative plays such as Two Noble Kinsmen, and Henry VI, part one you present the entire play, the collaborator’s portion and Shakespeare’s. This seems inconsistent to me. 
GE: The explanation is that Shakespeare's contribution to The Two Noble Kinsmen amounts to about half the play, while his contribution to Sir Thomas More is little more than one scene and his contribution to The Spanish Tragedy even less than that. Our thinking was that for the Complete Works volumes readers would want to focus specifically on Shakespeare's contributions when most of the play concerned was by someone else, while the reader who is happy to read a lot of Anthony Munday or Thomas Kyd with a bit of Shakespeare added could do so in the Complete Alternative Versions volumes. Admittedly, the case of 1 Henry VI does muddy the waters a bit because we think there is not much Shakespeare in it, but its important place within the historical tetralogy gives enough extra justification to include it in full alongside with its sequels. 
MPJ: I had not heard of the Complete Alternative Versions volumes until you mentioned them. It is not on the OUP website. Will these be in print, or only online? 
GE: They will be print and digital, like the rest of the edition. We are aiming for publication in late 2019.
MPJ: The plays do not have traditional introductions, but instead you excerpt comments about the plays by diverse writers of the far and recent past. What is the advantage of this?
GE: The advantage is critical dialogue rather than editorial monologue. Each editor of each work could quite easily have presented their own ideas in essay form, but it was decided that this would not give readers much of a full flavour of the critical debates about these works that have raged over centuries. All the editors have published their ideas about Shakespeare elsewhere and it seemed that readers would be best served by hearing responses to the works that they probably would not otherwise be aware of. The diversity of responses to Shakespeare is often quite a surprise to new readers of him – the reverential tone expected by some readers (especially students) is generally absent from the critical history – and we wanted to present as much of that diversity as possible.
MPJ: Some people believe that using computer analysis to determine authorship is conceptually flawed. They do not refute it, just assert the impossibility that computers can reliably reveal authorship. They then move on without refuting the findings of those who do the work. Make the case for computer aided authorship studies.
GE: I haven't seen a coherent argument for the belief that computational analysis of authorship is conceptually flawed. I have seen coherent arguments and indeed empirical proofs showing that computational analysis can tell us who wrote what when other evidence is missing. It is important to appreciate that the methods for authorship attribution are entirely testable.  We can give the machine a set of works whose authors we already know and have it treat them as if they were anonymous, and thereby see how often the machine returns the correct answer for who wrote the works. And we can do this many hundreds or thousands of times and so figure out just how often the computational system gives us the right answers. 
The methods I'm currently engaged with are, we have shown, discriminating enough to give us the right answers about 85-95% of the time, over thousands of tests. Detractors of the computational approach have simply no intelligible response to this work, and tend to focus their criticism on the examples of much less rigorous computational scholarship that does not undertake such exhaustive testing of its own success rates. In a way the detractors are right: if the description of a method for authorship attribution does not tell you how well it performed in exhaustive cross-validation (as we call it), and does not tell you its overall success rate as a percentage, then you should be sceptical that the method has any discriminating power.
Although there were some notable successes in the twentieth century, most famously in Frederick Mosteller and David L. Wallace's attribution of the anonymous eighteenth-century essays known as the Federalist Papers, the field of computational authorship attribution has really only become scientifically serious in the past 15 years. A key figure here is the Australian critic John Burrows who in 2002 invented a sophisticated way of weighting the evidence arising from the frequency of occurrence of various words in literary texts: "'Delta': A Measure of Stylistic Difference and a Guide to Likely Authorship." In 2007 he followed this up with a quite different process, called Zeta, for having the computer figure out which words present in a set of literary texts by different writers are the words that are most distinctive of authorship ("All the Way Through: Testing for Authorship in Different Frequency Strata").
Together Delta and Zeta transformed authorship attribution scholarship, and they are much used in the essays in the New Oxford Shakespeare Authorship Companion. But they are not the only methods. The most compelling cases arise where different methods of attribution pursued by different teams, often working in competition with one another, come to the same conclusion. Most recently, scholarship has focused on the typical objections to all this work, such as the claim that one author imitating another is likely to confound any computational test of style. In fact, that turns out not to be true. If you track features of writing that are probably unconscious aspects of style – like how often a writer puts and within 5 words of the – you can distinguish styles even when one writer seems to be consciously imitating another.
So, why do mainstream Shakespeareans still largely dismiss authorship attribution scholarship? Mainly, I think, because they are not good with numbers (especially statistics), nor with computers and controlled experimentation. As C. P. Snow long ago complained (in The Two Cultures), Humanists are often quite ignorant of science yet scientists are generally not ignorant of the Humanities. This should be a source of deep shame in the Humanities, but it is not. At a Shakespeare Association of America seminar on authorship attribution four years ago, one contributor boasted of his own innumeracy ("I can't even balance my checkbook") and seemed not to notice that this disqualified him from commenting on the other papers that used statistics to make their cases. Nor, indeed, did this innumeracy stop him from publishing in 2015 an article purporting to give a brief history of the quantification of literary style (or, stylometry), which account was, as one might predict, full of errors of comprehension and arithmetic.
MPJ: It was a great idea to appoint an authorship committee to pass judgment on which plays were as admissible as Shakespeare collaborations. Please explain how that panel worked and the standards used.
GE: The main rules of the Authorship Attribution Board of the New Oxford Shakespeare were that only attributions that we all agreed upon would be accepted by the edition, and that we would give more credence to attributions that were attested by multiple independent methods than those attested by just one method. In several cases we commissioned fresh experimentation to help us decide on borderline cases. The standard we set was that every Board member had to believe that the case had been proven beyond reasonable doubt, and like a courtroom jury we spent a long time discussing all the reasonable doubts we could think of. The process was, then, inherently conservative: we preferred to reject quite plausible claims rather than admit claims that we were not sure of.
MPJ: Then some works were rejected.
GE: Yes, the New Oxford Shakespeare rejected the claim that Shakespeare wrote the Additions to the anonymous play Mucedorus that first appeared in the 1610 third edition. There is plausible evidence for this claim, but we thought the matter not beyond reasonable doubt. Other attributions that had never been seriously considered by anyone before, such as Thomas Middleton adapting All's Well that Ends Well and adding the Fly Scene to Titus Andronicus, naturally took a lot of arguing about before they were accepted. There was indeed a lot of intentionally sceptical argumentation about these topics as the Authorship Advisory Board did its work: we all wanted to make sure that we did not put our names to attributions that would be overturned by subsequent scholarship.
MPJ: The Authorship Companion is divided into two parts: eight essays on methods and the rest is case studies. The case studies tend to be the newer attributions, such as The Spanish Tragedy, All’s Well That Ends Well, Arden of Faversham, 3 Henry VI, and what some people claim are the traces of Shakespeare and Fletcher found in Double Falsehood. Readers can look at the Authorship Companion to find these. For those whose interest in collaboration is newly stimulated by your edition, can you briefly survey the classic attributions for Titus Andronicus, Henry VIII (called here by its original title, All is True), Two Noble Kinsmen, Pericles, the first two parts of Henry VI, Sir Thomas More, Timon of Athens, and Edward III?
GE: Historically, the oldest case in that list is The Two Noble Kinsmen since the first edition itself tells us on its title-page that it's a collaboration between Shakespeare and John Fletcher. There is no reason to doubt this attribution, since if anything title-pages tended to suppress rather than exaggerate the fact of collaborative writing. Of course, the edition does not tell us which bits of The Two Noble Kinsmen are by which writer, but once we know the two candidates the obvious thing to do is to compare each scene of the play to the securely attributed works of each candidate and see if any obvious likenesses or dissimilarities emerge. It was by this means that Henry III / All is True was declared to be a collaboration of Shakespeare with John Fletcher in two independent studies in the mid-nineteenth century, by Samuel Hickson and James Spedding. The key evidence is a marked difference in the two writers' preferences for feminine endings to verse lines: Shakespeare's range in his late works is 28-40% of lines versus Fletcher's 50-77%. There is no overlap, since Shakespeare's maximum is 10% lower than Fletcher's minimum.
The case of Sir Thomas More is of course bound up with the claim that this manuscript's Hand D is in fact Shakespeare's handwriting, and hence – since we have no reason to suppose that he worked as a mere copyist – that he composed the three pages in this handwriting. The key work here is the book by A. W. Pollard, W. W. Greg, Maunde E. Thompson, John Dover Wilson, and R. W. Chambers called Shakespeare's Hand in the Play of 'Sir Thomas More' (Cambridge University Press, 1923). The book's contributors tackled both the paleographical argument – the letter shapes of Hand D resembling those in Shakespeare's surviving signatures – and the critical argument that the dramatic material sounds like Shakespeare. It's fair to connect these matters, since if Shakespeare is not the owner of Hand D then our candidate has to be someone who not only composed dramatic material that sounds like Shakespeare but also wrote in letter shapes that resembled Shakespeare's, which is a fairly far-fetched idea.
A major dampening force on Shakespearian authorship attribution was E. K. Chambers's 1924 talk "The Disintegration of Shakespeare," which retarded scholarship for several decades. But even Chambers was not entirely opposed to authorship attribution by stylistic features: in his 1930 two-volume William Shakespeare: A Study of Facts and Problems he reprinted in his appendices the metrical tables of Hickson and Spedding, and he supported the claims that Edward III and Sir Thomas More are partly by Shakespeare. 
In his 1926 PhD dissertation accepted by Princeton University, Philip W. Timberlake produced tables of feminine-ending rates for all the major dramatic works up to 1595 and the resulting book is still the most comprehensive tabulation we have. Timberlake was able to show that the Countess of Salisbury's scenes in Edward III show a sharp rise in the rate of feminine endings from well below Shakespeare's norm at 2.1% for the rest of the play to well within his norm (in his early works) of 4-16% for these scenes. Likewise the first scene of Titus Andronicus has feminine endings in 1.9% of its lines, while the norm for the rest of the play is much higher (above 4%). 
Subsequent scholarship corroborated these attributions by other methods, and they would have achieved mass acceptance sooner than they have done if Chambers's dampening effect had not been amplified reinforced by Samuel Schoenbaum's over-sceptical Internal Evidence and Elizabethan Dramatic Authorship. In the 1970s two independent studies, by David J. Lake (The Canon of Thomas Middleton's Plays) and MacDonald P. Jackson (Studies in Attribution: Middleton and Shakespeare, University of Salzburg, 1979), came to the same conclusion: that Middleton's style is apparent in parts of Timon of Athens. Jackson in particular was innovative in counting (by hand at this time) the frequencies of occurrence of function words, those short words such as articles and conjunctions that express grammatical relationships between other words while carrying little or none of their own lexical value. 
Pericles was of course published in Shakespeare's lifetime with his name on the title-page, but it was not included in the First Folio and it got included in the second issue of the Third Folio (1664) among a group of newly added plays that are definitely not by Shakespeare. Like the Henry VI plays, Pericles is one that editors have for centuries suspected was either actively co-written with someone else or was something that Shakespeare took over from another writer and made his own by partial rewriting. The case for and against the involvement of George Wilkins in the play rattled on throughout the twentieth century and indeed the play's Arden2 editor, F. D. Hoeniger, declared himself first in favour of the Wilkins attribution and then against it. The case for Shakespeare and Wilkins co-authoring Pericles was strengthened by Jonathan Hope's groundbreaking The Authorship of Shakespeare's Plays that brought the new insights of sociolinguistics to bear on the problem, and the matter was settled by MacDonald P. Jackson's Defining Shakespeare: 'Pericles' as Test Case that brought another wholly new technique to the problem. Jackson used the newly available Literature Online database to search across all the recorded works of many authors for all the distinctive expressions in the plays he examined, and was thus able to bring a new rigour to the hunt for “parallel passages” and, most importantly, to conclusively discount ideas and expressions that seem distinctive but in fact are common to many writers of the period.
The case of the Henry VI plays is the most recently solved mystery of authorship. After centuries of scholarly speculation that they might not be entirely Shakespeare's work, the co-authorship by Christopher Marlowe of all three has been shown to the satisfaction of the New Oxford Shakespeare Authorship Advisory Board. The chief contributions here are those of Hugh Craig and John Burrows – especially in Craig's book with Arthur F. Kinney called Shakespeare, Computers, and the Mystery of Authorship (Cambridge University Press, 2009) – supplemented by fresh essays by Craig and Burrows that appear in the New Oxford Shakespeare Authorship Companion. I claim a contribution too in my co-authored article in Shakespeare Quarterly for 2016 on "Attributing the Authorship of the Henry VI Plays by word Adjacency" (67: 232-56), which introduces yet another new technique concerning the clustering of function words, one near another.
MPJ: Thanks, Gabriel, for helping us understand Marxist approaches to Shakespeare, ecocriticism, and all these editing and attribution matters.
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Talking Books Update
The “Update” might be called the “Latedate,” for these are all books I requested a couple of years ago, then mislaid. The books turned up when I rearranged my office to work on a book I am writing, so with apologies to the editors of SNL, readers, the authors, and the marketers at the publishing companies who supplied review copies, here we go.
Ann Thompson and Neil Taylor have edited a new Hamlet reader and revised their Arden 3 edition. The 2016 revision is to the main text based on the second quarto. The separate edition with edited versions of the first quarto and folio texts is the same. Bloomsbury did a good job of hiding what is updated about the new version by changing the font size and increasing the page count by about 50. The one substantial change is the addition to the introduction called, “Additions and reconsiderations,” pp. 143-68. Here Thompson and Taylor update their material on Shakespeare’s biography in response to recent books,  and reconsider aspects of the text and Hamlet scholarship. The “Aflterlives” subsection notes the Globe’s world tour of the play, new spinoffs, and some international films.
Hamlet: A Critical Reader (2016) is part of Arden’s Critical Reader guides and adheres to that formula: a chapter on the play’s backstory by John Lee, followed by a performance history by former “Talking Books” guest Lois Potter, a chapter on the plays as understood in recent scholarship by Neil Taylor, and then a series of chapters called “New Directions,” in this case on Hamlet and gender by Catherine Belsey, the play in world cinema by Mark Thornton Burnett, and Frank McGuinness’s look at how others interact with Hamlet, especially the other characters in the play and its readers. Thompson closes out the book with twenty-five pages of resources.
In her 2015 book Portraits of Shakespeare, Katherine Duncan-Jones notes that the three portraits of Shakespeare that were “tacitly acknowledge[d] as authentic likenesses by people who had been familiar with his appearance” (vi) are all unsatisfactory for different reasons. Thus most of the book examines the Shakespeare portrayed by the bust in Holy Trinity Church, the Doreshout engraving, and the Chandos portrait to understand the problems. The study of each image is informed by an examination of contemporary portraits that gives precedent to features we might otherwise think are unique. She begins, however, with the word portrait created by the title pages of Shakespeare’s early modern editions and ends with a chapter on contemporary portraits, mostly statues from the age of Bardolarty, and the spurious portraits that have attracted too much attention in recent years. Duncan-Jones teases-out ideas too much for my taste, but this is a richly illustrated, fun, and informative book. It was printed for the Bodleian Library by Oxford University Press.
Roz’s, Andy’s, and Martin’s essays in Lost Plays
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more if there is room.
