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GEORGE HENRY LEWES’S ANNOTATIONS OF THE COMEDIES IN CHARLES KNIGHT’S SHAKSPERE, (2ND EDITION, 1842-1844)
George Henry Lewes’s (1817-1878) extensively annotated copy of the twelve-volume The Comedies, Histories, Tragedies, and Poems of William Shakspere, edited by Charles Knight (2nd edition, 1842-44) and published by Knight, is now at the Folger Library, Washington, DC.[footnoteRef:1] What follows is a record of selective Lewes annotations on seven of the comedies contained in the first three volumes of his copy, with a brief discussion of patterns in his Shakespearian marginalia for this group of plays.[footnoteRef:2] Lewes’s innumerable marginal linings and underscoring, however, are too numerous to include in their totality in this account. Additionally, space considerations do not allow for description of Lewes’s spacing on Knight’s page, or his ink usage.  [1:  Some of the marginalia are dated, and it is likely that they were made between February 1842 and late summer 1843: see William Baker, ‘George Henry Lewes’s Reading of Hamlet’, George Eliot-George Henry Lewes Studies, lxix (2017), 54 and for the history of Lewes’s copy of Knight’s volumes see p.66n1.We wish to thank for their co-operation with work on the publication of hitherto unpublished materials, Jonathan G. Ouvry, the great-grandson of George Henry Lewes, the staff of the Folger Library and Dr. Maxwell Hoover.
]  [2:  The annotations are presented in the order in which the plays appear in Knight who excludes lines numbers so our references are, unless otherwise stated, to The Riverside Shakespeare, Second Edition, Ed. G. Blakemore Evans (Boston, New York, 1997). Material between parentheses represents approximate readings of sometimes difficult handwriting. ‘|’ represent line division. Lewes’s underscoring or underlining is indicated where appropriate.
] 




THE TWO GENTLEMEN OF VERONA (Knight, Vol 1)
In Knight’s first volume, in the text of The Two Gentlemen of Verona, there is in one of the few examples in Lewes’s marginalia at the conclusion of the seventh scene of the second act of ecstatic praise of a passage or a scene:
This scene so full of tenderest love, and faith in love comes in beautiful and artistic succession to its precedent, so disagreeable & unnatural; and the two human hearts thus oppositely beating are finely contrasted. Who would talk of Unities after this? Who would rebel against the power of imagination which annihilates all Time & Space making the Past & Future Present - the Distant [near]! Feby 1842.  
In this scene Lewes singles out for special attention three of Julia’s passages: ‘The more thou damm’st it up, the more it burns’ through to ‘A blessed soul doth in Elysium’; ‘No, girl; I’ll knit it up in silken strings, | With twenty odd-conceited true-love knots’; and ‘His words are bonds, his oaths are oracles;’ through to ‘His heart as far from fraud as heaven from earth.’ Each of these Lewes vertically marginally lines (Knight, pp.57-59; II.vii.24-38; 45-46; 75-78). 
Another annotation of interest found in Lewes’s copy of Knight’s text of The Two Gentlemen of Verona occurs in Act III, scene ii, in the conversation between the Duke and Proteus. The Duke has asked Proteus ‘What might we do, to make the girl forget | The love of Valentine, and love sir Thurio?’ and Proteus responds ‘The best way is, to slander Valentine | With falsehood, cowardice, and poor dissent; | Three things that women highly hold in hate’ (ll.29-33). Lewes, in acute remarks that make it a regret that he did not apply his critical acumen to a full-length study of Shakespeare, observes:
The aesthetical feeling of this character I think faulty, & is not even to be explained by the state of Romantic Literature at the time. I have before noticed the incongruity in Proteus, but this conduct in one previously described as an honourable gentlemen is purely revolting, & too despicable for Comedy. The only excuse is that Proteus is weak but such weakness is frightful and as a moral weakness is a moral crime, so when carried beyond a certain pitch it gets beyond the region of Comedy.  Feby 42. (Knight, p.75).

A MIDSUMMER NIGHT’S DREAM [Knight, Vol 2]
[bookmark: _Hlk51926242]There are minimal scorings and marginal observations in A Midsummer Night’s Dream. Lewes’s few comments show his interest in the way Shakespeare achieves comic effect and the frequent juxtaposition of the fanciful and commonplace. In Theseus’s lines to Hermia (Act I, scene i) beginning ‘Either to die the death, or to abjure’ and concluding ‘Grows, lives, and dies in single blessedness’ (ll.65-78), Lewes underscores in ‘livery of a nun’ the word ‘nun’ (l.70) and also  ‘shady cloister’ (l.71), observing ‘Nuns at Athens! Yet who cares for the anachronism I did not even discover it till about the fiftieth reading’ (Knight, p.13). Then in Act II, scene III, in Titania’s opening speech, Lewes underscores as follows: ‘the clamorous owl, that nightly hoots and wonders | At our quaint spirits’ (ll.6-7), and writes: ‘What a picture! I fancy I see the Owl with his input terrible and anonymous gravity & staring eyes, gazing on these fairy pranks’ (Knight, p.38). Again, in Act III, towards the end of scene i, Bottom tells Cobweb: ‘I shall desire you of more acquaintance, good master Cobweb | if I cut my finger, I shall make bold with you’ (ll.174-75), and Lewes underlines from ‘Cobweb’ till ‘with you’, observing ‘What a droll contraposition of the fanciful and commonplace!’ (Knight, p.52). In the next scene (Act III, scene ii), Hermia responds to Helena: ‘Because I am so dwarfish and so low?  … But that my nails can reach unto thine eyes’ (ll.295-98). Lewes comments ‘this quarrel is droll, but it is not in keeping however with the characters or the scene. It is descending from the Ideal into the vulgar passions of everyday life’ (Knight, p.61). Finally, in Act IV, scene i, Bottom’s ‘I have a reasonable good here in music: let’s have the tongs and the bones’ (ll.28-29) is underscored, and Lewes comments: ‘The dissent from the exalted heights of pretension down to the small & feeble reality of his Taste is highly ludicrous & profoundly true’ (Knight, p.73).

THE TAMING OF THE SHREW [Knight, Vol 2]
The notes on The Taming of the Shrew evince a concern with Shakespearian sources and editorial practices, the effect of single words on the intensity of a passage, and the reasons behind the choice of prose or verse for a character’s speech. In his ‘Introductory Notice’ Knight writes:
We have to observe in concluding this notice of the chronology of Shakspere’s ‘Taming of the Shrew,’ that the names of Petrucio and Licio are found in George Gascoyne’s prose comedy “The Supposes,” which was first acted in 1566. Farmer considered that Shakespeare borrowed from the source that part of the plot in which the Pedant personates Vincentio’[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Knight’s reference is to Richard Farmer’s An Essay on the Learning of Shakespeare. First printed with The Life of Henry VIII by William Shakespeare. (London, 1821) I, 300 and ff. See Michael Caines, Shakespeare & the Eighteenth Century (Oxford, 2013), 113 and Arthur Sherbo, ‘Farmer, Richard (1735–1797)’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, (Oxford, 2004) [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/9169, accessed 22 July 2019] and also Hugh Wilson, ‘The Taming of the Shrew and Traces of Spanish Influence: Or, Exemplary Tales and Picaresque Fictions’ Sederi, ix (1998), 233-55.
] 

This observation elicits Lewes’s observation: 
‘Only the names? This is the way Editors repeat things after each other without referring to the original. Farmer, who had some recollection of the plot of “The Supposes” and asserted that a part of the plot of “Taming of the Shrew” was taken from it. Collier speaks of Farmers “fancied connection,” thereby proving his ignorance of the play. On reading The Taming of the Shrew this winter I was struck with the evident theft of incident from Ariosto’s I Suppositi (not Gascoyne’s - but translated by him) the resemblances being often verbal! I have marked with an A in this copy, some of these resemblances’ (Knight, p.120).[footnoteRef:4] [4:  For John Payne Collier (1789-1883) see Freeman and J. I. Freeman, 'Collier, John Payne (1789-1883)', Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford, 2004). [https://doi.org/10.1093/ref:odnb/5920, accessed 14 October 2020]. Lewes is probably referring to Collier’s three-volume The History of English Dramatic Poetry to the Time of Shakespeare: and Annals of the Stage to the Restoration, ( London, 1831), III, 6-7.
] 

Instances of ‘A’ are found on Knight’s page 196 (Tranio: ‘Of Mantua, sir? Marry, God forbid’ [IV.ii.79]); on page 214 (Pedant: ‘What’s he that knocks as he would beat down the gate?); on three occasions on page 215, twice by Pedant (Thou liest; his father is come from Pisa); (‘Lay hands on the villain’), and Biondello (Forget you? No, sir); and twice on page 216, both by Vincentio (‘I have brought him up ever since he was three years old’) and ‘O, my son, my son! Tell me, thou villain, where is my son, Lucentio?’ (Act V, scene i).[footnoteRef:5] [5:  V.i. 16,30,38,50,81,89-90. Lewes also discusses verbal resemblances in his ‘Shakspeare and his editors’, Westminster Review (March 1845), 44-45.
] 

In the INDUCTION, scene ii, in the Lord’s speech beginning: ‘Hence comes it that your kindred shun your house … And fetch shrill echoes from the hollow earth’, Lewes’s attention is drawn to ‘Wilt thou have music? Hark! Apollo plays’, to the end of the speech. He underscores ‘caged nightingales’ (l.34) and ‘thou hast hawks will soar | Above the morning lark’ (ll.41-42), and below the stage direction ‘Music’ (l.33) observes: ‘the epithet “caged” though perhaps injurious to the effect of the perfect beauty of this image, has still a Shaksperian intensity expressing luxury - of birds taken from the woods to pamper the senses of the new made Lord’ (Knight, p.129). Later in this scene, by Sly’s ‘Am I a lord? And have I such a lady? | Or do I dream? Or have I dreamed till now?’ (ll.66-67), Lewes writes:
Query - is it intentional this making Sly speak in verse directly he believes himself above prose - or is it but the great dramatist’s instinct? I confess the former seems most probable; indeed I very much doubt the idea of any great Artist working from instinct instead of forethought [plan] (Knight, p. 130).

THE MERCHANT OF VENICE [Knight, Vol 2]
[bookmark: _Hlk52271689]Lewes’s annotations in Knight’s text of The Merchant of Venice provide insights into the psychology of Shylock, illuminate the relationship between social duty and blame, and explore details of the law of Venice that will eventually lead to Shylock’s defeat. His comments and scorings do not in any way match the extent of his prolific comments in his text of either Othello or Hamlet amongst the great tragedies.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  See n1 above and William Baker “George Henry Lewes’s Reading of Othello”, George Eliot and George Henry Lewes Studies, lxxii (2020), 103-53.
] 

Shylock’s ‘This is the fool that lends out money gratis’ (Knight, p.311: III.iii.2), elicits Lewes’s observation: 
The probity of Antonio was doubtless a great source of Shylock’s hatred. It was a cutting reflection on himself - far more offensive than spitting on his gaberdine. Men always hate and despise those whose motives differing from their own they cannot fathom; precisely because Shylock could not understand why Antonio took no interest, did he hate him the more.
The majority of Lewes’s annotations are found in the trial scene (Act IV, scene i). There is a lengthy annotation by Shylock’s speech responding to the Duke’s opening invitation to Shylock to explain himself: ‘I have possess’d your grace of what I purpose’ and concluding ‘A losing suit against him. Are you answer’d?’ (Knight, p.322-23: IV.i.34-61). For Lewes
This fine piece of pleading has a sophism unsolved in it which has been dimly felt by all, though the precise import may not have been seen. It is this: we do not much blame any humour idiosyncrasy or antipathy in another so long as it does not affect his social duties; if in the gratification of his whims he wounds or murders or otherwise violates his social duties, then his idiosyncrasy becomes a crime.
Lewes’s observation seems especially pertinent to Shylock’s ‘But, say, it is my humour: Is it answer’d?’ (42). Apart from underscoring ‘humour’ Lewes also places vertical marks next to this line in his right-hand margin. Then, in his left-hand margin, Lewes vertically lines the continuation of Shylock’s speech from ‘Master [sic] of passion, sways it to the mood’ to ‘A losing suit against him. Are you answer’d?’ (Knight, p.323: IV.i.50-61). He further places vertical lines in his left-hand margin besides Bassanio’s response ‘This is no answer, thou unfeeling man, | To excuse the current of thy cruelty’ and also underscores Shylock’s response ‘I am not bound to please thee with my answer’ (IV.i.62-4). Through these markings Lewes appears to be gathering the textual evidence for his observations on the ‘dimly felt’ ‘sophism’ at the heart of Shylock’s pleading. 
Lewes underscores Shylock’s responses to Portia when he asks her ‘Is it so nominated in the bond?’ (Knight, p. 329: IV.i.255). He responds similarly to Shylock’s ‘I cannot find it; ‘tis not in the bond’ (l.258), and also draws an elaborate ‘ӿ’ symbol in his right-hand margin. Lewes then writes ‘There is a secondary purpose in making Shylock thus demand the strict letter of the bond, uninfluenced by any feelings of humanity & asking only justice, for by the very letter of the bond is he to be subsequently defeated.’ Shylock’s comment ‘These be the Christian husbands’ (l.291) is underscored. In his left-hand margin Lewes places a vertical black ink line alongside these words and Shylock’s ‘I have a daughter; | Would any of the stock of Barabbas | Had been her husband, rather than a Christian!’ (IV.i.292-4). Shylock’s ‘Most rightful judge!’, Portia’s ‘And you must cut this flesh from off his breast; | The law allows it, and the court awards it’ followed by Shylock’s ‘Most learned judge!-  a sentence; come prepare’ and Portia’s eight line response beginning  ‘Tarry a little; -there is something else.-‘ and concluding ‘Unto the state of Venice’  (IV.i.295-308), elicits Lewes’s comment: ‘In the old Roman law of the Twelve Tables a creditor had the right of cutting off portions of the debtor's flesh who was unable to pay.’ Lewes then quotes from the French historian Jules Michael Michelet's first volume of his Histoire Romaine République, which he was reading in September 1841: ‘S’il coups plus ou moins qu’il ne soit pas responsible,’ and gives his source as ‘Michelet. Hist. Rom l p.174.’ (Knight, p.330).[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Hazlitt's English translation of Michelet (1847) reads: ‘should they cut more or less they are not responsible’ (London: David Bogue, 1847), 90. It is probable that Lewes met Jules Michelet (1798-1874) when he visited Paris in the spring of 1842 – see Ashton, G. H. Lewes: A Life (Oxford, 1991) 45. Lewes wrote on Michelet’s works in his ‘Michelet on Auricular Confession and Direction’, Foreign Quarterly Review, xxxv (1845), 188-98. His extensively annotated copy of Michelet’s Histoire Romaine République, 3 vols., Bruxelles, 1840 is now at Dr. Williams’s Library, London. On the title page of the first volume, Lewes wrote “Read Sept, 1841” (see William Baker, The George Eliot-George Henry Lewes Library [New York and London, 1977], item 1454, p. 136).
] 

Other passages that interest Lewes are from the same scene. Shylock’s ‘Is that the law?’ is underscored (309) as is, on the same page, his ‘Give me my principal, and let me go’ (l.332).  Lewes comments ‘A less than Shakspere would infallibly have made Shylock here describe his agony & rage “in good set terms”. But how much truer the above! The Jew is here alone & friendless & will not give his enemies the triumph of seeing him moved’ (Knight, p.331).

MUCH ADO ABOUT NOTHING [Knight, Vol 2]
In Much Ado About Nothing Lewes’s attention is drawn to the apparent expression of false or exaggerated provisional feelings in some of the characters (Benedick, Hero and Claudio) and to the means by which the comedy is created in scenes involving Dogberry and the constables. Lewes’s first annotation is in Act II, scene i, where Benedick says: ‘But that my Lady Beatrice should know me, and not| know me!.... I am not so reputed: it is the base | though bitter disposition of Beatrice, that puts the world into her | person, and so gives me out’ (ll.179-83). Lewes underscores the words ‘base’ and ‘bitter’: in his left-hand margin he places a double endorsement sign and comments: ‘Note that the rival wit declares her disposition ‘bitter’ when suffering under the lash; yet he marries her afterwards! See p 410’ (Knight, p.394). Later, in Act III, scene i, Lewes’s attention is drawn to a passage in which Hero, speaking of Beatrice, says ‘Disdain and scorn ride sparkling in her eyes.…She is so self-endeared’ (ll.51-56). and Lewes comments: ‘Compare p.394. Here also, observe, that though said of Beatrice, it is not to be accepted as the real feeling. Hero, knowing Beatrice is listening, purposely exaggerates.’ (Knight, p.410).
In the scene between Dogberry and Verges, with the Watch (III. iii), Lewes underscores, and in his right-hand margin places a vertical line by Dogberry’s: 
‘and presently call the rest of the watch together, and thank God you are rid of a knave.’
‘True, and that they are to meddle with none but the’. 
[2 Watch]: ‘we know what belongs to a watch.’ 
Dogb. ‘for I cannot see how sleeping should offend: … are drunk’. 
 ‘Why then, let them alone till they are sober; if | they make you not then the better answer, you may say they’. 
 ‘If you meet a thief, you may suspect him, by virtue | of your office, to be no true man; and, for such kind of men the less you meddle or make with them, why, the more is for your honesty.’ 
 ‘Truly, by your office you may; … and steal out of your company’ (ll.22-60). 

Lewes underscores ‘steal’ twice (l.59). Alongside these passages he observes:
The ground of the comic here, as of Dogberry’s character, is a curious irrelevancy of logic - a mis-application of good sense maxims whereby they become outrageous nonsense. He is full of a sort of traditional common sense, which he is unable to use. To thank God you are rid of a knave is proper in every one but a Watch-man: the same with a reluctance to meddle with untrue men: the same with the ‘peaceable way’: the same with ‘sleeping not offending’ He is the Polonius of Watchmen’ (Knight, p.417).
At the conclusion of Dogberry’s final speech in prose in Act IV, scene ii, Lewes vertically lines and underscores the words: ‘though it be not written down,’ (ll.69-70);  ‘and one knows the law, go to’ (ll.73-4); ‘and a fellow that hath had losses’ (ll.75-76); ‘two gowns and everything handsome about him’ (ll.76-77). In his margin by the last three underscored lines, Lewes comments ‘Glorious crescendo of enraged comicality!’ (Knight, p.540).
In the opening scene of the final Act, just before Benedick exits, Claudio comments in response to Don Pedro: ‘Yea, and text underneath “Here dwells Benedick the married man?”’ (V.i.174-75).  This elicits Lewes’s response: ‘I must confess my suspicion that Shakspere has here forgotten himself and the state of mind in which Claudio must be in. After all that has transpired banter is not the mood for Claudio: especially that which turns on marriage; unless indeed the banter with which the mind would cheat dispair [sic]: and this is not Claudio’s. His conduct is mean and heartless enough, and this scene confirms it’ (Knight, p.446).

AS YOU LIKE IT [Knight, Vol 3]
[bookmark: _Hlk54121751]There are extensive linings throughout Lewes’s text, though only some instances include annotations: In Act II, scene i, the First Lord’s speech ‘Indeed, my Lord, | The melancholy Jacques grieves at that…..Augmenting it with tears’ (ll.26-42), elicits Lewes’s ‘xFletibus auget aquas Ovid’ from the Metamorphoses Book 1 line 567: ‘Only Inachus is missing, but hidden in the deepest cave he swells his stream with tears, and in utter misery laments his lost daughter’ (Knight, p.289).[footnoteRef:8] Then in Act II, scene iii, by Orlando’s ‘Thou art not for the fashion of these times,’ (l.6) Lewes comments: ‘Ever the old cry! The golden age that lies behind is!’ (Knight, p.293). [8:  Ovid, The Metamorphoses: A Translation into English Prose by A.S. Kline (Ann Arbor, 2004). For a detailed discussion of Shakespeare’s use of Ovid and Metamorphoses, see C. Barrow, Shakespeare & Classical Antiquity (Oxford, 2013), 118-32. Lewes owned the third edition of the First Book of Ovid’s Metamorphoses (London,1834): see The George Eliot-George Henry Lewes Library, item 1591, p.150.
] 

[bookmark: _Hlk52186809]Knight remarks on the opening of Jacques’s ‘All the world’s a stage …. sans everything’ (II.vii.138-65; Knight, p.303) ‘This construction, as we have often shown, is common to Shakspere and the writers of his age.’ Lewes quotes lines from Calderón: 'En el teatro del mundo | Todos son representantes;| Cual hace un Rey soberano | Cual un Principe, un grande, | A quien obedecen todos.| Calderon Saber del Bien | y del Mal'. Lewes then comments ‘How poor, weak, & general compared with Shakspeare!’ (Knight, p.303).[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  Calderón’s Saber del mal y del bien (“The Knowledge of Evil and Good”) was written between 1624 and 1627 and the passage quoted may be translated as follows: “On the theatre of Earth | All mankind are merely players. | One enacts a sovereign king, | One a prince, and one a noble, | Unto whom the rest do homage;” The title of the play is given incorrectly in the annotation. Lewes owned a copy of Calderón’s Sexta Parte de Comedies Sucadus de sus Originales 2 vols., (Madrid 1683, 1694) - see Dr. Williams’s Library, item 355,p.33, and himself wrote The Spanish Drama. Lope de Vega and Calderon (London, 1846).
] 


TWELFTH NIGHT [Knight, Vol 3]
There are extensive linings throughout Twelfth Night, though only a very few with accompanying marginalia. Lewes’s concerns in these annotations are with textual variants, and with speculation on Shakespeare’s own experience of married life through the words of a character. 
In Act I, scene i, the Duke’s opening speech ‘That breathes upon a bank of violets, | Stealing and giving odour’ (ll.6-7) is underscored till ‘But falls into abatement and low price.’ (l.13). Knight has a lengthy commentary on this opening passage. Following a discussion of imagery in Shakespeare and Milton, Knight’s concern is the word ‘sound’ in line 5 –‘like the sweet sound’ – changed by Pope to ‘south’.[footnoteRef:10] For Knight ‘Upon the whole, we should feel inclined not to disturb the usual reading of south, were it not for the circumstance that Shakspere has nowhere else made the south an odour-breathing wind; his other representations are directly contrary’ (Knight, p.146). Lewes comments ‘The sound may breathe- but it does not steal nor give odour to violets, hence South is the word Shakspere does not compare the sound of music to the sound of a breeze; but the affect of music to the effect of the breeze.’ [10:  For recent commentary on the textual change, ‘south’ or ‘sound’, see The New Oxford Shakespeare The Complete Works Critical Reference Edition, ed. G. Taylor, J. Jowett, T. Bourus, and G. Egan, 2 vols (Oxford, 2017), II, 2165. 
] 

In Act II, scene iv, the Duke tells Viola who is disguised as Cesario: ‘Our fancies are more giddy and unfirm, | More longing, wavering sooner lost and worn, | Than women’s are’ and ‘Then let thy love be younger than thyself’ (ll.32-34; 36). Lewes comments:
Does not this passage refer in sadness to his own marriage? However much he may have abstained from speaking of himself, he could not as a poet abstain from speaking out his own immense experience of life. Besides no man happy in a marriage with a woman older than himself could have penned these lines (p.179).
Conclusion: 
Lewes’s richly varied marginalia in the comedies in the first three volumes of Knight shows his mind engaging with a wide range of issues. In close readings of particular passages, he explores the psychology and aesthetic feeling of character in several of the comedies (Proteus, Shylock, Bertram, Benedick), analyses the way Shakespeare achieves comic effects (Midsummer’s Night's Dream, and Much Ado), examines textual variants (sound/south in Twelfth Night), pays attention to the effect of single words on a passage as a whole (‘caged’ in The Taming of the Shrew), or points out the occasional anachronism (nuns in Athens in A Midsummer Night’s Dream). His comments and observations evince a strong concern with laying bare underlying Shakespearean principles of accentuation of words, scansion and pronunciation, sometimes alongside a somewhat critical discussion of editorial practices.  Lewes is also interested in Shakespeare’s sources (for instance in The Taming of the Shrew), and identifies a number of these in earlier European literature as well as comparing Shakespeare’s texts with passages from later European literature. Further annotations attempt to come close to Shakespeare himself, through speculation on possible biographical elements hidden in the text (marriage), and strive to give insights into the mind of the great artist at work. 
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