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ABSTRACT 

 

With the opening of London’s Bankside Globe, “original practices” (OP) quickly became 

the buzzword for all theatrical efforts seeking to reconstruct an “authentic” 

Shakespearean environ for today’s audiences.  Scholarly discourse surrounding OP’s 

potential influence on contemporary Shakespeare studies and current performance 

dynamics has certainly increased over the past decade, with a good portion of the 

commentary focusing on the new Globe’s first few seasons of experimental development.   

And yet, despite several thorough analyses of their early attempts at recreating early 

modern playing spaces and staging conditions (architectural considerations aside), little 

has materialized from the Globe along the lines of an OP manifesto.  By examining 

aesthetic antecedents and contemporary case studies (Globe OP productions, 2003-05), 

my dissertation will attempt to remedy this particular (if not peculiar, given OP’s 

emphasis on praxis over gnosis) omission by grounding the present shift toward 

“reconstructive Shakespeare” squarely within the realm of a newly emergent neo-

formalism and its reassessment of Renaissance playtexts.  
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CHAPTER 1 

THE “COMMITMENT TO A FREE BALLOON”: A NEW/OLD FORMALISM 

FOR A NEW/OLD GLOBE 

 

With the opening of London’s Bankside Globe in 1996-97, “original practices”
1
 (OP) 

quickly became the buzzword for all theatrical efforts seeking to reconstruct an 

“authentic” Shakespearean environ for today’s audiences.  Scholarly discourse 

surrounding OP’s potential influence on contemporary Shakespeare studies and current 

performance dynamics has certainly increased over the past decade, with a good portion 

of the commentary focusing on the new Globe’s first few seasons of experimental 

development.
2

 In the same essay, Lopez argues “that the original-practices movement seems in 

part to be both a critique of and attempt to co-opt ‘new historicism’ broadly considered as 

  And yet, despite several thorough analyses of their early attempts at 

recreating early modern playing spaces and staging conditions (architectural 

considerations aside), little has materialized from the Globe along the lines of an OP 

manifesto.  In fact, according to Jeremy Lopez’s 2008 article in Shakespeare Studies, 

“there is no scholarly treatise that amounts to a systematic statement of original-practices 

principles” (303).  My dissertation will attempt to remedy this particular (if not peculiar, 

given OP’s emphasis on praxis over gnosis) omission by grounding the present shift 

toward “reconstructive Shakespeare” squarely within the realm of a newly emergent neo-

formalism and its reassessment of Renaissance playtexts.  

                                                 
1 There seems to be some debate regarding the origin of the term “original practices.”  According to Jenny 

Tiramani, it was coined in 2002 by Mark Rylance, Claire van Kampen and herself to describe their attempts 

since 1997 to recreate the performance conditions of Shakespeare’s stage (58), though Lopez records 

Rylance’s use of “original playing practices” in an article from The Times in 1998 (305n7).  However, 

Patrick Spottiswoode, Director of Globe Education, told me in a personal interview that Jeff Watkins of the 

Atlanta Shakespeare Company claims to have first employed the phrase at least a decade earlier.  

Interestingly, some American theatre companies tend to favor the singular phrase “original practice” over 

the British pluralized version, e.g., note the usage on the websites of the New American Shakespeare 

Tavern (www.shakespearetavern.com/index.php?/about_us/original _practice) and the Original Practice 

Shakespeare Festival (www.opfest.org/about-us.html).  

 
2 Beginning with J.R. Mulryne and Margaret Shewring’s 1997 collection of essays celebrating the new 

Globe’s long-awaited opening, a number of books and articles have charted (if not rigorously assessed) the 

giddy heights of dramatic exploration encountered by the theatre’s initial promoters and inaugural 

practitioners, including such Globe-insider texts as Barry Day’s This Wooden “O” (1998), Pauline 

Kiernan’s Staging at Shakespeare’s Globe (1999) and, most recently, Christie Carson and Farah Karim-

Cooper’s Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experiment (2008).  
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both a critical and an ethical practice” (302).  His attempt to link these practices with 

Greenblattian theories is hardly surprising, especially in light of the movement’s frequent 

claims to period authenticity—I was told by one member of the Globe Education staff 

that their research methods are “basically new historicist” in approach.
3
  But for all the 

pseudo-historical posturing, I believe the most accurate model for OP arises rather from a 

neo-formalist response to excessively contextualized readings of sixteenth and 

seventeenth-century verse drama.  If there is one consistent policy among the many 

disparate practitioners of OP, it remains that, whenever possible, a text-based dramaturgy 

should override any extra-textual considerations in staging.  For example, Ralph Cohen, 

Founding Executive Director of the American Shakespeare Center and avid OP 

practitioner (his Blackfriars Playhouse in Staunton, VA is an intricately detailed replica 

of an indoor Jacobean theatre), asserts that the first rule of staging “[g]ood productions of 

Shakespeare [is to] give primacy to the words of the plays…. [T]he culture of 

performance at the Globe and the Blackfriars needs to raise awareness of the text” (213).  

And Alan Dessen, in his “Ten Commandments for the New Globe,” definitively 

proclaims as his tenth and final commandment, “Above all else, thou shalt trust the 

scripts … for the surviving scripts (as reflected, however accurately or inaccurately, in 

the early printed editions) are our only evidence” (238).  As a result, the thrust of the 

work in OP typically progresses from the inside out, not the outside in,
4

Removing the distance of demystification and revealing (indeed, reveling in) the 

immediacy of intimacy—such was my reading of the guiding ethos at the Globe during 

Mark Rylance’s tenure as artistic director.  Initially proving receptive to what Stephen 

 with a premium 

placed (at least ostensibly) on the polysemy of early modern language over externally 

derived ideological/conceptual rigidity.   

                                                 
3 From the project’s inception, the new Globe’s artistic policy mandated that certain plays “should be 

presented as authentically as possible” (“Draft” 236).  Indeed, Sam Wanamaker’s guiding “principle that 

ruled all his choices,” regarding his efforts to recreate a Bankside Globe, “was ‘authenticity’” (Gurr, 

“Shakespeare’s Globe” 33).  And although the present theatre management no longer emphasizes 

historically-based approaches to staging, representatives from Globe Education continue to align their 

“aims [to] cultural materialist criticism” (Carson, “Research 179), and maintain that new historicism still 

“provides a potential model for the analysis of the current work at the Globe” (Carson, “Conclusions” 227). 

 
4 Or, with a nod to Kenneth Burke, OP’s performative force initiates from “intrinsic” qualities, not 

“extrinsic” ones.  
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Cohen would later call the “historicity of form,”
5
 Rylance’s OP productions from 1996 to 

2005 gradually moved beyond a new/old historicist paradigm aimed at restoring 

“authentic” acting and staging techniques, and instead explored the complex, 

aesthetically charged dialogue between Elizabethan/Jacobean playtexts and their 

poetic/rhetorical trans-historical resonances—all within a carefully crafted theatrical 

simulacrum.  During the spring of 2010, I had occasion to collect data from the Globe’s 

extensive archival collection (prompt books, show reports, rehearsal notes, production 

memos, performance logs, interviews with actors and staff, video recordings, etc.) 

regarding these performances.
6
  Because Globe management currently maintains the 

position that Rylance had (and perhaps has) a proprietary interest in the intellectual 

apparatus of original practices (I was told he “owns” it, at least regarding the 

performances at the Globe),
7

Interestingly, though a fair amount was written about the early shows (1996-97 to 

2001—what I’ll hereafter refer to as the early original practices period or EOP), few 

scholarly analyses exist of the performances from 2002 to 2005 (what I’ll hereafter refer 

to as the late original practices period or LOP).  This is all the more intriguing since the 

final years of Rylance’s work reflect a fascinating maturation of the OP process at the 

Globe.  Drawing upon W.B. Worthen’s idea of a past-present continuum of theatrical 

connectivity, these final stagings testify “to a confidence in one mode of modern dramatic 

performativity: the stage can restore the force of a classic text’s original performance by 

 this dissertation will concentrate only on those productions 

involving his active oversight.   

                                                 
5 In his introduction to Shakespeare and Historical Formalism, Cohen states that a “historicity of form 

emphasizes the particularity of literary discourse, insisting not only that literary texts have historical roots 

and functions, but that they do so by virtue of their discourse-specific forms and conventions” (14).  More 

applicable to Rylance’s working model of OP is Cohen’s assertion that “[r]ather than focusing primarily on 

the historical content of a text, historical formalism insists on attention to the shape and composition of the 

text-as-container and the impact they may have on the meaning and function of that content” (15).  

 
6 “Scholars working at the Globe were encouraged to describe,” remark Carson and Karim-Cooper, “rather 

than engage in debate with the practical experiments.”  As such, each production staged since the opening 

season has been extensively documented, albeit without an “interrogative tone” attached to much of the 

research (Introduction 4). 

 
7 Gordon McMullan notes that, as Rylance’s replacement as artist director, “Dominic Dromgoole has 

begun, in turn, to carve his own path, championing new writing for and in the space and looking on 

benignly at the reconstruction of ‘original practices’ on the model of intellectual property as something 

external to, independent of, the Globe” (233).  
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accommodating its original mode of production” (Force 84).
8

Therefore, this chapter will continue the discussion of the theoretical and practical 

problems generated by OP, specifically at the new Globe, and its compatibility with a 

neo-formalist methodology of critical interpretation.  Particular emphasis will be placed 

on the fact that “no indepth study of acting practices or performance styles [at the Globe] 

has been undertaken” (Carson, “Research” 181).

  Thus, Rylance’s LOP 

period ultimately seeks to provide “the framing structure [that] will release the behaviors 

that originally made the play ‘work’ from their captivity in the text and their 

inaccessibility to the trends of modern theatre” (Force 29).  To further exemplify these 

qualities, two case studies and one short commentary will be offered for additional 

examination.  The all-male, “authentically” costumed cast of 2003’s Richard II represents 

Rylance’s last fully reconstructive word on the performance dynamics of the early 

modern stage.  2004’s Romeo and Juliet employs a radically fresh approach to original 

pronunciation, which in turn offers a welcome occasion of defamiliarization.  And 

finally, Rylance’s 2005 production of The Tempest pushes the boundaries of OP to 

incorporate streamline casting (three men play all the roles), contemporary dance, and 

operatic soundscapes, while still preserving the essential aural/ocular textures of 

Renaissance playmaking.  Fortunately, since the house policy mandates that the 

“experiences and discoveries of the Globe should be recorded and transmitted by all 

modern methods” (“Draft” 236), my recent research provided me with ample access to 

videotaped recordings of these three LOP productions. 

9

                                                 
8 Worthen’s influential theories of “dramatic performativity” will be further examined in this chapter.  At 

this juncture, however, it is important to note that OP’s formally derived, text-based synthesis of actor and 

audience, which I advocate in this dissertation, is somewhat different than Worthen’s account of the 

mechanics surrounding theatrical production, i.e., that understanding “dramatic performance as having 

force means, paradoxically enough, that we must relinquish the notion that its force derives solely or 

directly from the authorial text” (Force 10)—a notion I find especially difficult to acknowledge with regard 

to early modern verse drama.  

  Chapter 2 will offer a brief history of 

the theatrical sensibilities that eventually lead to OP, beginning with William Poel’s 

Elizabethan Revival movement.  Early twentieth century theorists and practitioners, such 

 
9 This lack of critical engagement may be a result of the disparity between the pursuit of authenticity 

demanded by academic researchers and the practical realities required by stage practitioners (see esp. 

Conkie, The Globe Theatre Project).  According to Carson and Karim-Cooper, “The Globe Theatre has 

been a disappointment to many scholars.  It has not told them what they wanted it to and it has not involved 

them as they had hoped” (Introduction 9).   
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as Gordon Craig and Granville-Barker, will be considered along with more recent OP 

advocates, such as Neil Freeman and Patrick Tucker.  Chapter 3 will afford an assessment 

of certain OP acting principles, particularly the text-based approaches to verse-speaking 

promoted by John Barton and Peter Hall.  Chapter 4 will focus sharply on Rylance’s final 

full season exploration of OP in 2003’s Richard II, which includes the components of 

same-sex casting, doubling, universal lighting, Renaissance clothing, early modern music 

score, organic instrumentation, and period dance.  Chapter 5 will examine the multivalent 

potentialities of original pronunciation in the 2004 Romeo and Juliet.  And a brief 

afterward will consider the future promise of OP for artists and academics as realized in 

The Tempest of 2005.         

 

I 

1989—for the first time in nearly 350 years, Shakespeare’s Globe saw the light of day.  

Not the Bankside version mind you, which would later be christened by savvy marketing 

execs as “Shakespeare’s Globe,” but the real Globe, the Globe of the 

Chamberlain’s/King’s Men; the Globe of Burbage, Heminges, Condell, Kemp, etc.; the 

Globe on whose “unworthy scaffold” more than a few (much anthologized) plays of 

Dekker, Jonson, Middleton, and, of course, Shakespeare strutted and fretted their first 

waking hours.
10

  On October 12, a portion “of the front of one bay, some remains of a 

radial wall and a few traces of what might be an outer wall … leading to an adjoining 

bay” were unearthed by a team of archeologists from the Museum of London (Day 219).  

Not much to admire, to be sure.  But it was enough to direct the public’s attention toward 

a long neglected locale, and a reappraisal of the area as a wellspring for early modern 

theatre shortly followed.
11

                                                 
10 According to Richard Hosley, the list of notable plays originally written for the Globe include Dekker’s 

Satiromastix; Jonson’s Every Man Out of His Humour, Sejanus, and Volpone; Middleton’s Revenger’s 
Tragedy; and Shakespeare’s As You Like It, Henry V, Julius Caesar, Hamlet, Twelfth Night, The Merry 
Wives of Windsor, Troilus and Cressida, All’s Well That Ends Well, Measure for Measure, Othello, King 
Lear, Macbeth, Antony and Cleopatra, Coriolanus, Timon of Athens, and Pericles (qtd. in Mulryne, “Plays” 

192).  

  Like the scattered rhymes in a lyrical remnant, the deep 

 
11 Of equal importance (and perhaps more, given the integrity and accessibility of the find), the rediscovery 

of the Rose in February of 1989 also brought both a renewed awareness and a preservationist mindset 

regarding the significance of the area’s former theatrical environs (Day 217).  Though, as Susan Bennett 
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timbre within these wooden fragments of the past were sufficient to strike a responsive 

chord in many, and suddenly what was once old and forgotten now seemed capable of 

generating more than mere historical curiosity (not surprisingly, Sam Wanamaker’s 

nearly bankrupt Globe reconstruction would soon receive the financial support needed to 

finish the project).  In December of the same year, Heather Dubrow coined the term “new 

formalism” in response to a similar reawakening of “lost” aesthetic sensibilities.  As 

Douglas Bruster records in Shakespeare and the Question of Culture, Dubrow, in her 

special session at the MLA titled “Toward the New Formalism: Formalist Approaches to 

Renaissance New Historicism and Feminism,” noted the “lack of attention to language 

and form” that characterizes “some new historicist and feminist criticism of the 1980s,” 

and ultimately called for a reappraisal of “methods employed by New Criticism, 

linguistics, and formalism” (Bruster, Shakespeare 169).
12

                                                                                                                                                 
surmises in Performing Nostalgia, the Globe reconstruction would probably have benefited regardless since 

there “is a determined advantage for heritage/tradition over history; of marketability over scholarship” (35). 

  The timing of these two 

events, the rediscovery of a structure’s original form and the reevaluation of formalism’s 

original structure, would prove to be more than an arbitrary overlap of otherwise isolated 

occurrences.  Rather than adapt to the museum curator-like practices of the new 

historicists, as Lopez suggests, Rylance and his fellow OP practitioners channel the 

Globe’s “sacred geometry,” i.e., its formal properties to evince “a particular collective 

spirit in the people gathered” (Rylance, “Research” 109), and thus become poised and 

ready to follow the methodological lead of this “new” aesthetically grounded movement 

by the close of the last century.  Still, categorical anxieties are likely to plague the best 

attempts at renewal, especially those that endeavor to combine restoration and re-

creation.  Pauline Kiernan, as the new Globe’s first postdoctoral researcher, struggles 

with this matter at some length in her account of the theatre’s EOP birthing pains, 

laboring from the beginning on what to name Wanamaker’s newly realized conception: 

 
12 Bruster offers his own account of the new formalism in Mark David Rasmussen’s Renaissance Literature 
and Its Formal Engagements.  He defines it as 

a critical genre dedicated to examining the social, cultural, and historical aspects of 

literary form, and the function of form for those who produce and consume literary 

texts….  Instead of relying on literary texts primarily for anecdotes or synecdoches of the 

real, the new formalism seeks to understand texts—and their mediated relations to the 

external world—by scrutinizing the cultural work that forms do, the symbolic capital 

attached to specific forms, and the choices available to authors and others involved in the 

production of texts. (44-45) 
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“Do we call it a new theatre [or] a new/old theatre?” (3).  An analogous question can be 

asked of neo-formalism—do we call it the new formalism or the new/old formalism?  

Indeed, what is so “new” about the new formalism?  Before we can address its influence 

on OP (which are a featured part of the performance dynamic at new Globe from its first 

full season in 1997), though, a brief assessment of the possible variances within neo-

formalist approaches is necessary.  

Jump forward a decade.  In the March 2007 issue of PMLA, Marjorie Levinson 

surveys the landscape of this same reemerging aesthetic awareness within the humanities 

and fine arts, concluding with the cautionary statement that she is “wary of [a] new-

formalist label” that encourages a retrograde “categorical” assessment of literature (568).  

Hers is not a lone voice.  In fact, many scholars raise a suspicious eyebrow toward the 

reappraisal of form, especially a formalism that seeks to examine distinct properties 

conducive to literary value.
13

  And yet, almost as a hermeneutic inevitability, recent 

discussions continue to underscore the increasing reluctance by textual critics to abandon 

their latent belief in aesthetic judgments for overworked approaches mired in social 

semiotics.  As the managing editor of the Journal for Early Modern Cultural Studies, I 

encountered numerous submissions that appeared to be at exegetical cross-purposes, i.e., 

they enveloped their work in the mantle of a contextualized ideological analysis, but still 

alluded to the unique experiential qualities of literariness.
14

Several years ago, such an assertion would have likely garnered an abrupt and 

abject dismissal, if not outright disdain, as various ideological readings relegated the 

analysis of form (especially the variety associated with New Criticism) to the hinterlands 

  Nonetheless, I would argue 

that, by necessarily employing the supposedly discredited techniques of formal analysis, 

the dominance of socio-historical criticism suggests the continuing relevance of aesthetic 

principles as an integral element of literary study.   

                                                 
13 For example, in an endnote, Cohen recounts Angus Fletcher’s call in 2002 “for the repudiation of the 

historical/political/contextual mode in favor of a ‘new formalism’ … characterized by an explicitly New 

Critical poetics and aesthetics ‘treating the Shakespearean play as a self-organizing system’” (Shakespeare 

20-21n5). 

 
14 In fact, the journal recently published an essay with an explicitly aesthetic theme.  It explored its subject 

“by placing it in the context of a particular early modern aesthetic theory,” which facilitated the 

examination of “diverse ways that power is made manifest in the body, in words, and in rhetorical 

performances.  Aesthetically, erotically, discursively, and in the representation of political history, power 

works to give shape to human action and thought” (1-3). 
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of critical respectability.  After enjoying considerable influence for several decades, 

formalist criticism promptly became the favorite whipping boy of the scholarly 

community, its bludgeoned body hauled up for timely postmodern pummelings.  By the 

late twentieth century, an emphasis on theory over interpretation began to sweep the 

academy, resulting in little room for more aesthetically oriented approaches.  The 

standard rub, according to William J. Spurlin, was that formalism treats “the text as an 

autonomous organic whole and its postulate of ‘close reading’ allegedly fails to account 

for any historical, personal, ideological, or social contextualization of the text either in its 

production or in its reception” (xvii-iii).  Dispensing with notions of transcendent 

universality, critical disinterestedness and the autotelic text, the new theorists of 

demystification effectively altered academic environs and formalist analysis became an 

outdated anomaly of a bygone era.
15

Aesthetic formalism is a seedbed of reactionary forces; it is the source of 

pernicious ideologies and indeed of the politics of traditionalism and 

fascism.  It is a cunningly devised mask behind which malignant forces 

prepare hideous stratagems to stunt the collective happiness and luminous 

progress of humanity. (42)     

  Victor Nemoianu recounts a typically harsh 

allegation in his article, “Hating and Loving Aesthetic Formalism: Some Reasons”: 

Strong, hyperbolic charges such as these were sufficient to cause a considerable chasm 

for nearly forty years between a once credible literary practice and its future practitioners.  

Nevertheless, the overshadowing of the aesthetic by the ideological is causing a ripple of 

philosophic unrest that is proving ever more difficult to quell, the forced disparity 

separating the abstract from the concrete even harder to maintain.
16

                                                 
15 “Most critics of my generation [i.e, post-Greenblatt],” James Soderholm writes, “have been trained to 

believe that the world and the world of texts requires our most strenuous acts of demystification.”  Hoping 

to draw attention to the obliterating effects of the historicist’s hot lamp on delicate aesthetic sensibilities, he 

continues: 

  As Richard 

But this way of analyzing literature has itself become a form of false consciousness filled 

with largely academic anxieties about class struggle, fretted by misplaced vengeance, and 

oddly entrapped by the very cultural productions it analyzes.  What began as a 

provocative mode of inquiry now seems to be a set of routines for showing that there is 

nothing in poetry or art that can be dreamt of outside our dreams of power and theories of 

historicity. (2)   

 
16 Over the past two decades, numerous works have sought to reestablish the place of aesthetic-based 

inquiry and the analysis of form in literary studies, including such essay collections as George Levine’s 
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Shustermann writes in The Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism, the “claim that 

aesthetic experience requires cultural mediation does not entail that its content cannot be 

experienced as immediate” (32).  A noticeable sense of artistic loss or displacement is 

occurring among some cultural critics who are now reconsidering the validity of long 

abandoned formalist approaches.
17

Given the depth of the nearly universal dismay we so readily observe 

around us, it is hardly surprising that in certain quarters the call goes up 

for a return to literary values, a shared literary culture, or to aesthetic 

experience and an appreciation of literature’s specialness.  One might well 

expect to find in certain precincts of literary studies an interest in a new 

formalism to serve as an antidote to all too much post-modernity, 

deconstruction, or cultural studies. (24-25)  

  To fill the exegetical void, they seek to reinvest in or 

perhaps reinvent the formal interpretative methods that best nurture the distinctive 

sensations of literary reception.  Ellen Rooney elaborates on these recent trends: 

Thus, the reemergence of formalism, as well as a rereading of the New Criticism’s 

Cleanth Brooks as one of its most visible proponents, should come as no shock to those 

attentive to current critical sensibilities.   

 As the primary pedagogue of American formalist tenets (largely disseminated in 

such mid-twentieth century textbooks as Understanding Poetry, Understanding Fiction, 

                                                                                                                                                 
Aesthetics and Ideology (1994), James Soderholm’s Beauty and the Critic: Aesthetics in an Age of Cultural 
Studies (1997), Michael Clark’s Revenge of the Aesthetic: The Place of Literature in Theory Today (2000), 

MLQ 61:1 “Reading for Form” (2000), Mark David Rasmussen’s Renaissance Literature and Its Formal 
Engagements (2002), Stephen Cohen’s Shakespeare and Historical Formalism (2007), and the first 

anthology of New Criticism to be published in fifty years, Garrick Davis’ Praising It New (2008). 

 
17 The future of cultural studies in the academy is at a critical crossroads—this was the sentiment conveyed 

by Rita Felski and other panelists at the FSU Literature Colloquium on October 27, 2007.  Though cultural 

issues continue to enjoy a healthy presence in English departmental discourse, Felski and her colleagues 

voiced concerns that the textual critique of hegemonic systems had lost “something” during the 

establishment of its disciplinary footing two decades earlier.  By abandoning its British class-based roots, 

cultural studies had now become just another American grab-all for the next trendy social agenda de jour.  

The problem, according to Felski, was that cultural materialist theories had not paid enough attention to art 

as an aesthetic experience.  And with good reason.  Until recently, cultural critics deemed the study of 

literary aesthetics to be a misguided scholarly vocation—“not only because literature divorced from its 

sociopolitical context serves in culture only as an ornament or mystification, but because it is [also] 

indistinguishable from other forms of language” (Levine 2).  Nonetheless, Felski argued that a purely 

ideological emphasis does not fully address why people are drawn to a given work of art.  Although she did 

not advocate a return to a nineteenth-century veneration of beauty, she did wistfully seek to 

phenomenologically reinstate “the power of enchantment” in literary studies (Felski). 
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and Understanding Drama), Brooks’ influence on any re-emergent neo-formalism would 

be difficult to deny.  This is especially true regarding his methodological impact on OP at 

the new Globe—a theatre founded by an American, considerably funded by Americans, 

and whose “original investment in the ideals of the project originated in American 

universities” (Carson, “Conclusions” 226).
18

  True to form, Brooks provides a 

particularly cogent and succinct blueprint for acting verse: in Understanding Drama, he 

writes, “in Shakespeare’s great dramas the methods of poetry—a more intense treatment 

of imagery, rhythm, etc., than we ordinarily find in prose—everywhere work with the 

support (and are supported by) the means appropriate to drama: characters acting and 

speaking in situations which involve intense conflict” (23-24).
19

                                                 
18 My emphasis on Brooks’ American brand of formalism is not only grounded in his particular attention to 

the dramatic arts (most Anglo-American formalists, including Brooks, tend to focus on poetry), but is also 

designed to distinguish him and the American New Critics from their British counterparts (such as I.A. 

Richards and William Empson), whose works occasionally display “a subtle political purpose” and often 

lean toward biographically-based derivatives “by appealing to the intention of the author” (Harris 14).  

Initially a reactionary movement, as Susan Wolfson observes, “American formalist criticism emerged about 

fifty years ago in revolt against another moribund critical institution, old historicism.  The radical claim of 

the then ‘new’ formalists was that the writing and reading of literature not only could not avoid but 

compelled a recognitions of formal arrangements—of form” (4).  

  Still, Brooks is hardly 

enjoying widespread scholarly reappraisal.  Levinson describes his particular manner of 

textual interpretation as “what most readers regard as the least redeemable of formalisms” 

(565)—though who she is referring to as “most readers” (the academy? her colleagues? 

literary theorists?  textual editors?  the general public?) she does not say.  In her article, 

“What Is New Formalism,” she attempts an examination of the recent resurgence of 

aesthetic-based criticism, but finds that the “new formalism is better described as a 

 
19 In her 2004 study of the difficult integration of theatre programs into the academy, Sharon Jackson 

makes a point of recognizing that “Brooks’s scholarship and textbooks perhaps best exemplify new critical 

analysis of ‘the drama’ and ‘the dramatic’” (88).  By the next page, though, she adopts the party line 

regarding the New Critic’s undue attention to poetry: Brooks’ Understanding Drama  

included extended essays that compared drama to ‘other literary forms’ in order to 

recount the ‘vast amount of materials accessible to fiction and poetry [that] are not 

accessible to drama.’  At the same time, Understanding Poetry included no such 

comparative essays and seemed not to need references to other genres to serve as 

illuminating counterpoints. (89)      

However, the selectivity of the above quotation is hardly representative of Brooks’ approach.  He 

recognizes, as surely Jackson does, that since all drama is a collaborative art, our understanding of it 

necessarily benefits from an analysis of its composite parts—in this case, its composite literary parts.  

Tellingly, she also neglects to mention Brooks’ earlier statement in the text, i.e., “that drama is a highly 

specialized form of literature which can do some things supremely well but which must handle matters in 

its own way.  As we shall see, it has some positive advantages; but perhaps we can best learn about it at the 

start by looking into what it cannot do” (Understanding Drama 19). 
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movement than a theory or method” (558).  She divides this “movement” into two 

branches: activists who seek to reemphasize form’s commitment to socio-historical 

elements, and normativists who strive to recapture the literariness of the literary.  

Interestingly, Brooks speaks to both.  Regarding the former, common critical 

misperception notwithstanding, he remarks in The Well Wrought Urn that the structural 

basis of a text “is certainly not ‘form’ in the conventional sense in which we think of 

form as a kind of envelope which ‘contains’ the ‘content’ … [rather t]he nature of the 

material sets the problem to be solved, and the solution is the ordering of the material” 

(194).
20

                                                 
20 Cohen mirrors Brooks’ anti-container sentiment in his essay, “Between Form and Culture”:  

  The key point is that Brooks never denies the materiality (or those historical 

forces that shape the materiality) of the text.  In a 1993 interview with Spurlin, Brooks 

states emphatically, “It is an oversimplification to assume … that just because the text is 

important, other things, such as context, social issues, history, the reader, the biography 

and intentions of the author, and so on, are not.  It doesn’t follow that we can simply 

ignore these things in order to make a point that the text is important” (371).  Activist 

formalists recognize that a strict reading of New Critical tenets has always included an 

acknowledgement of culturally mediating qualities, as well as the fact “that new 

historicist critical analyses were originally far more oriented than they are today toward 

The key to both mediations is the materialist insistence on the status of literary forms as 

social products shaped by specific historical circumstances to perform specific 

ideological tasks—on forms not simply as containers for extrinsic ideological content, but 

as practices with an ideological significance of their own. (32) 

Seeking to reassert the originally acknowledged formalist techniques embedded within Greenblatt’s new 

historicism and (by extension) cultural studies at large, Cohen argues that a historical formalism is 

functionally necessary to fully appreciate the complex associations between the literary texts and their 

respective social environs.  Tracing various materialist influences, especially the works of Althusser and 

Raymond Williams, he affirms the ideologically bound centrality of “an interdisciplinary discourse 

analysis” that firmly demonstrates “literature’s unique characteristics not as textually intrinsic and 

historically transcendent but as culturally produced and productive” (26).  Heedlessly, in their zeal to 

distance themselves from New Critical tenets, historicists have abandoned (or, at least, they claim to have 

abandoned) the practical literary methods needed for reliable exegesis, disregarding textual features for 

peripheral context.  Worse still, they have ignored form’s potential as a repository of culturally generative 

significance.  Cohen calls for a critical mediation that tempers the polarizing extremities and effectively 

melds “historically specific formal and contextual ideologies” (33). 
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questions relating to literary form and its function within culture” (Rasmussen 2).
21

With remarkable regularity, one reads that New Criticism was more 

historical and more activist in its notions of form than reputation has it and 

that new historicism’s notion of form was both more formalist and more 

agential in its working ideas of form than current practice suggests.  In 

other words, the sharp antithesis between the two isms falsifies them both.  

Theodor Adorno surfaces over and over again as the lost leader of new 

historicism … and as the bridge to a new (activist) formalism. (563)   

  In 

response to these assertions, Levinson observes:  

One has only to recall the frustrated wistfulness of the speakers during 2007’s literature 

colloquium at FSU to see the sharp acuity of her assessment. 

 Neither is there much newness to Levinson’s normative version.  Seeking “to 

reinstate close readings both at the curricular center of our discipline and as the opening 

move,” this approach to textual study “assigns to literature a special kind or concept of 

form, one that is responsible for a work’s accession to literary status in the first place and 

that remains an integral property of the work” (560).  Certainly, these conventional views 

receive ample resonance within The Well Wrought Urn.  In it, Brooks endeavors to 

amalgamate the incongruous qualities of empirical reception through the connotative 

interplay of textual elements.  In “The Heresy of Paraphrase,” he claims that if the writer 

(“the poet” in this case) 

must perforce dramatize the oneness of the experience, even though 

paying tribute to its diversity, then his use of paradox and ambiguity is 

seen as necessary....  He is rather giving us an insight which preserves the 

unity of experience and which, at its higher and more serious levels, 

                                                 
21 Douglas Bruster articulates a position closer to what was perhaps the original spirit of the new 

historicism’s potential for culturally informed formal readings.  In the “Materiality of Shakespearean 

Form,” he states: 

For Shakespeare and his contemporaries, form was not only materially efficacious, but, in 

its very efficacy, often a seemingly present, overdetermined “thing” with identifiable 

dimensions, properties, and consequences.  Those interested in literary form today are 

thus justified in seeing it as a profoundly historical quantity, a thing and a process not 

easily separated from matter, and in every way as relevant as more apparently “objective” 

things to the study of early modern society, culture, and history. (33)  
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triumphs over the apparently contradictory and conflicting elements of 

experience by unifying them into a new pattern. (213-14) 

Once again, such “insight” does not necessarily preclude socio-historical data or cultural 

concerns.  It does, however, privilege an aesthetic apprehension toward the literary 

object.  A poetic lens is necessary to discern the intricate workings of poetry.  As Richard 

Strier notes, “When Brooks asserts that what a poem ‘says’ is a question ‘for the critic 

rather than for the historian to answer,’ he means that what the poem ‘says’ can be 

ascertained only by detailed analysis that takes imagery and development into account 

and does not rely on quotations out of context or gross generalizations” (210).  That said, 

such a reading is not, nor was it ever intended by Brooks to be, the final interpretative 

word on a literary work—given the inherent polysemy of its parts, how could it be?   

Nevertheless, in his interview with Spurlin, Brooks insists that both the postmodernist’s 

fixation on lexical volatility and historicist’s obsession with material conditions of the 

past miss the mark:        

… in saying that one cannot find a perfect meaning of a poem, or to say 

that language is unstable and indeterminate, does not mean that one cannot 

perform an adequate or careful reading.  I don’t think any or all readings 

are valid as I’ve said before.  The text may set limits, but that still leaves 

the reader plenty of room.  We can say “I think this poem has this 

meaning,” but in this utterance, we are not saying what a text means 

absolutely. (376) 

Indeed, “the word, as the poet uses it, has to be conceived of, not as a discrete particle of 

meaning, but as a potential of meaning, a nexus or cluster of meanings” (Brooks, Urn 

210). 

 As mentioned earlier, Levinson ultimately rejects the notion of a uniquely new 

category of formalism.  Part of her reason, that the new formalism lacks a fully developed 

“critique of either the premises or the defining practices of historical reading,” (560) 

seems sufficiently answered by Brooks’ denial of a mutual exclusivity between historical 

and aesthetic interpretations (though, to be sure, there is nothing new in this).  She also 

contends that the movement rests on slippery theoretical footing: “Neither can we cite the 

development of new critical methods as the driving force behind new formalism.  [New 
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formalist] essays promote either a methodological pluralism or advise the recovery of one 

particular method, sidelined or disparaged in current critical practice” (561).  This very 

well may be true, but, at the same time, she appears to gloss over one of the fundamental 

characteristics of New Critical formalism, i.e., that its policy is praxis.
22

  In Urn, Brooks 

questions the application of abstract theoretical principles to the concrete connotative 

realities of critical analysis: “But what would be a positive theory?  We tend to embrace 

the doctrine of a logical structure the more readily because, to many of us, the failure to 

do so seems to leave the meaning of the poem hopelessly up in the air ... [but] it is rather 

commitment to a free balloon” (202).  And perhaps it is the same fear to “embrace” the 

unknown, the same fear of unfettered “commitment” that drives the various 

misinterpretations and misappropriations of the New Criticism.
23

 So what is “new” in the new formalism?  Not much, if we are referring to an 

accurate reading of Brooks.  But, all too frequently, what we know and what we think we 

know are often at loggerheads.  The newness, then, is in renewal.  At present, few would 

appear to argue against the need for some kind of reevaluation regarding heretofore 

denigrated formal techniques.  Even Levinson recognizes “the advocacy slant of the 

movement” that strives “to generate commitment to and community around the idea of 

form” (561).  Toward the end of her article, “Form and Contentment,” Rooney goes so 

far as to claim “[w]hen the text bites back, it rewrites those assumptions and 

commitments, it theorizes and reads theory, history, ideology as it is being read and 

theorized.  Form is its sharpened tooth” (38-39).  Without due attention to the teeth, how 

  As Brooks explains in 

Spurlin’s interview, “I think a lot of the trouble and misunderstandings … arise because 

people assumed the New Criticism was a well-oiled machine that could crank out 

unproblematic meanings.  I think many people still assume this about the New Criticism.  

But New Critical writing is more of a set of suggestions about reading” (374).       

                                                 
22 A pivotal connection with OP, this fundamental New Critical tenet has solid early modern roots.  In Sir 

Philip Sidney’s Defence of Poesy, he states, “For, as Aristotle saith, it is not gnosis but praxis must be the 

fruit.  And how praxis can be, without being moved [by poesy] to practice, it is no hard matter to consider” 

(226). 

 
23 Referring to the “old historicism” (but just as applicable to the anxieties surrounding the Greenblattian 

variety), John Crowe Ransom speaks to the heart of the historicist’s trepidation as early as 1938: “you can 

never be critical and be exact at the same time, that history is firmer ground than æsthetics, and that, to tell 

the truth, criticism is a painful job for the sort of mind that wants to be very sure about things” (1112).   
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can we hope to achieve aesthetic gratification from the many texts yet to be examined for 

their interpretative significance?  Without the proper tools from our methodological 

toolbox, how can we begin to explain, let alone truly experience, that unique facet of 

dramatic performance to create a responsive conduit to our shared humanness?  After all, 

as literary critic Peter Brooks stresses, “Constantly trumping the aesthetic by the 

ideological and political—making the aesthetic simply a mask for the ideological—risks 

losing a sense of the functional role played by the aesthetic within human existence” 

(160).  Levinson seems annoyed by new attempts to revamp an old “sectarian and, in 

some cases, extremist” interpretative practice (568).  Cleanth Brooks appears to have had 

“people” like her in mind, as when in Urn he suggests that “this is why the poet, to 

people interested in hard-and-fast generalizations, must always seem to be continually 

engaged in blurring out distinctions, effecting compromises, or, at best, coming to his 

conclusions only after provoking and unnecessary delays … but to assume [this] is to 

misconceive the end of poetry” (208).
24

 

  And, as Rylance would no doubt agree, this is 

also to misconceive the end of OP. 

II 

Like a giant early modern elephant in the room, it is difficult to begin any discussion of 

OP at the new Globe without reference to the architectural environs of the building 

proper.
25

  The physical structure of any theatrical space gives shape to the actor’s 

performance, and so it is hardly surprising that practitioners of OP would seek to recreate 

the material conditions of Shakespeare’s stage as close as is practicable.
26

                                                 
24 Presumably, these are the same folks that want Hamlet “just to get on with it!” 

  At the onset 

(1997), Andrew Gurr offered the working hypothesis of Wanamaker’s bardophilic 

 
25 The extensive efforts to accurately reconstruct the Globe have been exceedingly well documented and, 

since they primarily dwell on architectural matters, are beyond the scope of this dissertation.  A few 

representative accounts include C. Walter Hodges’ The Globe Restored: A Study of the Elizabethan Theatre 
(1968), John Orrell’s The Quest for Shakespeare’s Globe (1983), Andrew Gurr’s Rebuilding Shakespeare’s 
Globe (1989), and J.R. Mulryne’s and Margaret Shewring’s Shakespeare’s Globe Rebuilt (1997).   

 
26 Rylance echoes this OP truism when he states: 

‘Original practices’ was an enormous release because the world we were concerned with 

was the Globe Theatre and we did not need to worry about style, the style was the 

relationship between audience and actor in that building.  Our building was demanding 

our style of play whether we liked it or not because our style was to hold an audience’s 

heart and mind for a few hours in that space. (“Principles” 108)  



                                                                                                                               

 

 

16 

venture: “Essentially the new Globe is no more than a test-tube, the basis for experiments 

aimed at getting a better idea of how Shakespeare expected his plays to be staged” 

(“Staging” 159).  Still, the idea of a historical replica overshadowing the collaborative 

efforts of contemporary theatre artists has rankled both scholars and performers since the 

project’s inception.  In its seeming quest to replicate ephemeral events of the past, the 

new Globe has the potential (so the argument goes) to stymie the effectiveness of 

performance in the presence.  As Paul Menzer puts it plainly: 

At stake for performances and those who critique them is that architecture, 

more than ever, has come to seem the animating feature of Shakespeare in 

performance at our particular historical moment, threatening to occlude 

the primacy of the actor’s bodies and the temporally bound duration of the 

occasional performance. (97)
27

Such concerns are clearly grounded in a type of recuperative historicism, the same 

outlook that Lopez ascribes as animating the movement toward OP.  Bridget Escolme 

vents the pragmatic frustrations performers face when confronted with these assessments: 

“These historicist, materialist critical movements have taken little account of what the 

actor is to do in the face of the otherness of early modern subjectivity, however” (6).  But 

perhaps a different paradigm is available to practitioners attentive to the formal 

reverberations of these experiments.  Rather than viewing the new Globe’s architecture as 

a restrictive “container” (as Brooks would say), the neo-formalist would argue that it 

instead serves as an integral component in the complex process of OP’s amalgamative 

effect, helping to mold but not strictly mandating the final product.

 

28

                                                 
27 In his essay on theatricized attempts at capitalizing on a culturally mediated sense of nostalgia, Menzer 

continues his inquiry on OP by asking the question: 

  Different parts, to 

Where does such a privileging of material surroundings leave the modern actor who 

performs in retrograde spaces and the performances they create there?  At the Globe and 

Blackfriars performance is so bracketed by historical detail that the past practically 

obtrudes the present, which helps explain the uneasy sense felt by so many that 

performances at these venues feel redundant or ancillary to the space itself, an 

oxymoronically ersatz theater. (104) 

However, such inquiries overlook the aesthetic potential of trans-historical resonances within simulated 

environs—the newness speaking through the new/old.  

 
28 Worthen, in fact, employs Brooks’ term when describing relationship of the text to performance: “As an 

institution that subjects the design of writing to performative practices outside the text, and outside habits 

of nontheatrical reading, the theatre necessarily subjects print to use, to labor, in ways that render it not the 

container of meaning, but raw material for new meanings” (Force 56).  
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be sure, and often in tension with one another, but working toward a mutual (if mutable) 

aesthetic end.  Think of the new Globe’s “wooden O” as analogous to the formal 

parameters of an Elizabethan sonnet.  Though bound by fourteen lines and a particular 

rhyme scheme, the multivalence inherent within the poem’s structure encourages 

countless possibilities—possibilities, which could not be structurally afforded otherwise.  

So it is with the Globe.  The historically-based efforts of OP are especially important to 

this complex matrix, but not for the reasons typically attributed by scholars.  Explaining 

his rationale for rebuilding the Globe, Wanamaker “argued that live theatre needs the 

unfamiliar, the frightening.  He believed you could only give back the classics their 

frightening novelty by renewing the original stage and staging” (Kiernan 3).  Thus, the 

OP paradox occurs: the closer to the old you are, the newer it gets.
29

 Some scholars, however, find little newness whatsoever in OP, and have instead 

linked historically oriented dramatizations with a retrograde desire to preserve an 

idealized past.  For example, Susan Bennett asserts that discourses of the past are driven 

by desires to “shore up and maintain the status quo.”  Building from a notion of 

indoctrinated communal identity, she maintains that theatrical entertainments, like the 

new Globe, “reside especially in the rigor of displacing individual pasts (realized in part 

through a more private nostalgia) into a collective nostalgia which is often highly and 

powerfully regulatory” (4-5).

    

30

                                                 
29 I believe this paradoxical occurrence results from a lack of ideological identification to the Renaissance 

period from modern audience members—a sort of reverse Verfremdungseffekt.  Because they are over 400 

years removed from the source, playgoers are less likely to identify with a sixteenth/seventeenth-century 

play’s early modern socio-political undercurrents.  As such, the play’s aesthetic possibilities can be fully 

explored by OP practitioners without the undue influence of antiquated propaganda.  Compare this notion 

with more recent conceptual periodization of Shakespeare’s plays.  As Worthen notes: “Period setting is a 

familiar convention of modern Shakespeare, and for good reason … [as it] provides a way to encode the 

characters’ movements and gestures and their complex social relationships in a visual and cultural regime” 

(70).  Though understandably of supreme interest to the scholar, topicality that is not tied to the present can 

kill the best productions dead in their tracks.   

  Nevertheless, in denying the individual agency of actor 

and audience member, Bennett seems to lose sight of a key element of both neo-

formalism and Globe geography—another paradox, if you will—that though the 

 
30 Later in Performing Nostalgia, Bennett speaks to the effects of the new Globe directly: 

Lying somewhere between a restored building (restoration of a phantom past) and a 

souvenir (reconstruction of a myth), the Globe Theatre project, despite its own best aims, 

marks the discontinuities of history.  It gives performance to what we do not know, yet 

are obliged to invent, so as to anchor ourselves in the turbulent experience of the present.  

These are, perhaps, some of the most compelling performances of nostalgia. (35)  
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liveness
31

 of the theatrical event necessarily engenders a communal bond among the 

partakers, the audience is obviously “capable of being different people at different times.  

It can even be different people at the same time” (Carroll 41).  Both states of being in the 

theatre can simultaneously exist (indeed, probably want to exist), and it is never as simple 

as an either/or proposition.  Just as neo-formalism explores the manifold interpretative 

possibilities coexisting within a given historical form, so OP allows for a more 

polysemous approach to a play’s performance praxis.  As well, present and past, new and 

old must continually meld in order to form a cohesive aesthetic experience at the new 

Globe.  “For while the Globe restores the past,” Worthen notes, “it also operates as a 

living theatre…. the performances taking place there have to be contemporary as well, 

using the structure of the Globe as a springboard to the ongoing dialogue between 

Shakespeare’s plays and contemporary audiences” and “speak to us, now” (92-93).
32

                                                 
31 However, not all theorists believe that the quality of liveness brings an audience together.  Drawing from 

the work of Brecht and Blau, Philip Auslander argues that such a “view misunderstands the dynamic of 

performance, which is predicated on the distinction between performers and spectators.  Indeed, the effort 

to eliminate that distinction destroys the very possibility of performance” (56).  His observations have an 

interesting correlation to the neo-formalism, though.  When he states that “the experience of theatre (of live 

performance generally, I would say) provokes our desire for community but cannot satisfy that desire 

because performance is founded on difference, on separation and fragmentation, not unity” (57), he seems 

to disallow the New Critical tenet that in the successful work (or performance, for that matter) internal 

tension ultimately resolves itself into a harmonious whole.  As Coleridge claims, aesthetic expression 

“reveals itself in the balance or reconciliation of opposite or discordant qualities” (570).       

 

 
32 And speaking of Shakespeare “now,” a brief nod to Ewan Fernie’s notion of presentism is probably in 

order.  Though it teeters questionably close to similar sounding calls for so-called contemporary relevancy, 

Fernie’s focus on the creative presence present in Shakespeare provides several insights worth 

commentary, especially regarding the new Globe.  Reworking both Hugh Grady’s historically oriented and 

Terence Hawkes’ performative-based notions, his concept of presentism “relinquishes the fantasy of 

recovering the text’s previous reality in favor of embracing its true historicity as a changing being in time” 

(179).  Challenging the new historicist practice of supposedly ignoring present touchstones for past 

temporalities, Fernie counters by claiming “if reality is thoroughly historical and changing, and there is no 

vantage point outside history, then the difference of the past is ultimately inconceivable and unreachable, 

because it will always be filtered through the difference of the present” (171-72).  In actuality, as he 

persuasively illustrates, historicists “seem to produce the theory at the same time as they are reproduced by 

it; historicism and presentism are oddly at one” (173).  Once the dead weight of Greenblattian dead-speak 

is discarded, “presentism is free to use the insights of new historicism as a pretext for immediate real 

change” (178).  For Fernie, literary presence (and especially dramatic presence) should transcend the 

bounds of historical discourse, prompting fresh transformations ideally suited to current situations.  

Possessing an all-encompassing applicability by “[c]arrying its history into the present, [the text] 

simultaneously foreshadows its different reception in times to come” (180).  For the purposes of OP, his 

premium placed upon an aesthetic of action is of particular note: “It is time, after new historicism, to 

recover the creativity and agency that blaze in the Shakespearean text as a promise of human possibility” 

(183)—who would dispute that “a play does not only present an alternative world … [but] jolts the 

audience into imagining that its own condition can be similarly reshaped” (184). 
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 Worthen’s model of “Globe performativity” is particularly relevant here.  Indeed, 

it is the very nature of performativity that calls attention to the “important consequences 

for an understanding of the work of scripted drama and its performance, what we might 

call ‘dramatic performativity’—the relationship between the verbal text and the 

conventions … of behavior that give it meaningful force as performed action” (Force 3).  

Taping into a long tradition of stage performance, early modern playtexts, for Worthen, 

gain cultural significance and artistic force through iterative meaning, channeling a 

history of interpretive (oftentimes ritualistic) reproduction.  Performative force, then, 

dramatically manifests from a conceptual superstructure, an area of amalgamation 

“between the specific identity of a text and the practices of its embodiment” (Force 24).   

Because staged performance, by definition, always occurs in the here and now, OP 

bridges the temporal chasm by creating a conversation, a fluid exchange that remains 

both material and malleable.  As such, Worthen claims that a theatre event “capable of 

recovering a history located in the dramatic text requires a recognizable correlation 

between early modern and contemporary practice of dramatic performativity, as though 

the early modern theatre enunciated the force of its texts, its ‘founding documents,’ rather 

than merely consuming them as television and film do today” (Force 35).  Though his 

comments regarding the diminution of text-based analysis are not entirely to purpose of 

OP (as mentioned in footnote 8), Worthen still affirms that, “performance has entailed the 

application of a specialized interpretive practice to the text, rather than the mere 

recognition of performance ‘choices’ immanent in the playwright’s script” (Force 54).
33

                                                 
33 Worthen’s relationship with formalism, especially New Criticism, remains a vexed one at best.  While 

allowing that “performance did have an oddly important function in New Critical thinking,” he strongly 

maintains that “New Criticism necessarily discredited stage performance, as well as criticism speaking ‘in 

theatrical terms,’ as extrinsic to a play’s literary design.”  However, the standard argument he makes 

against the New Critics’ privileging of poetic forms (in this instance, Worthen’s assertion that it “treated 

drama in terms of its normative literary genre—the lyric”) does not particularly hold well regarding verse 

drama for obvious reasons.  Too, his assessment of New Critical interpretations as a type of performance, 

though he intends it as a stark contrast to the stage’s ability “to speak in languages not determined … by the 

words on the page,” would find ample support among OP practitioners.  Worthen’s claim that a New 

Critical “reading was guided by the text’s internal dynamics, seen as a mode of recovery” is a practice 

abundantly represented in the theatrical work and writings of John Barton, Peter Hall, Neil Freeman, 

Patrick Tucker, and many others.  Rather than stymieing a play’s “means of producing the text in a 

different order of signification,” as Worthen narrowly contends (Authority 153), New Criticism merely 

refuses to ignore the necessary causal relationship between a playtext and its amplification (in reading or 

performance).                    

   

Therefore, the new Globe, as the inheritor of early modern staging practices, exists not as 
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an outdated repository of playscript regurgitation, but instead as a rejuvenating source of 

ever expanding behavioral forms, since “the text provides no instructions for its 

performance; these instructions are embodied in the traditions, rhetoric, and genre of 

performance that transform the text into performed behavior on stage” (Force 58).  It 

remains OP’s standing directive to enact these embodiments derived from the extant 

forms, and to provide a venue for “performance texts”—those staged production that 

Worthen describes as producing “meanings as well as interpreting them, meanings which 

have to do with the precise specificity of location, history, and audience” (Authority 183-

84).    

 If, as noted earlier, no detailed examination of the OP has occurred at this point, I 

submit that it is because the examiners have employed the wrong methodological 

approach to Wanamaker’s experiment.  I am not the first to make this assessment.  As 

Carson and Karim-Cooper remark, “scholars have not adapted to these new conditions as 

quickly or as well as audiences and creative practitioners,” and as such, “a more rigorous 

approach to criticism of the ‘original practices’ aesthetic, which takes into account its full 

developmental process, is needed to gain a greater understanding of this phase of the 

Theatre’s development” (“Research” 179).  A neo-formalist analysis will provide just 

such an account.  Theatre practitioners sense the need for a return to precise close reading 

applications,
34

                                                 
34 The sentiments of two esteemed theatre practitioners are worth mentioning here.  Regarding the textual 

bias of OP, Ralph Cohen states: 

 and OP continues to be predicated upon them.  Indeed, it is only through 

Rylance’s employment of neo-formal interpretative practices, I argue, that the new Globe 

all [scholars] agree that with little time for rehearsal and with sides instead of scripts 

Shakespeare’s actors relied more heavily on clues in the text than modern professional 

actors are accustomed to do.  For that reason, the culture of performance at the Globe and 

the Blackfriars needs to raise awareness of the text….  Great acting is specific acting, any 

system that forces an actor to make choices about the text as specific as a syllable or a 

punctuation mark raises the level of the acting and signals to the audience’s collective 

subconscious that those choices need their attention. (“Directing” 213)   

And renowned Shakespearean director Peter Brook offers a passage that seems straight from a New Critical 

reader.  In Evoking (and Forgetting) Shakespeare, he speaks to the uniqueness of Shakespeare’s art: 

Then there is another aspect to this phenomenon.  A play of Shakespeare’s is not longer 

than any ordinary play, a paragraph of the text is the same length as the ordinary 

paragraph in today’s newspaper; but the density—the density of the moment—is where 

the whole interest for us lies.  This density involves many elements, and one of the most 

important is the imagery: but there are also the words, and then the words take on 

extraordinary dimensions through the fact that the words are not just ‘concepts.’ (13) 
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established its reputation for “confound[ing] many people’s expectations because it is 

intellectually accessible yet challenging; it is both revolutionary and reactionary; it is 

both new and old at one and the same time” [italics mine] (Carson, “Democratising” 

124).    
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CHAPTER 2 

“DAYLIGHT IS ONLY FOR WORKS OF ART”: THE AESTHETIC 

DEVELOPMENT OF OP 

 

The most recent monograph devoted to the revival of early modern stagecraft during the 

past century, Joe Falocco’s Reimagining Shakespeare’s Playhouse (2010), does an 

admirable job surveying the frequently conflicting aims of various theatre artists as they 

endeavor to extract the quintessence of an elusive “Shakespearean” essence from the 

distant past.  Some look to recreate physical conditions, while others strive to emulate 

more ephemeral performance elements.  Nevertheless, one point of convergence links 

these disparate visionaries together: their iconoclastic reaction to the pictorial 

conventions of the nineteenth century goes hand in hand with their rediscovery of 

Elizabethan minimalism. As David Bevington notes, “The stage was now [i.e., at the turn 

of the twentieth century] capable of being presentational rather than representational, that 

is, descriptively and persuasively aware of its own artifices of illusion rather than wedded 

to a literalist notion of showing what the scene appears to call for in representational 

terms.”  But, like the tensions filling a well wrought formalist reading, this rediscovery 

reveals “a paradox to which a great deal of modern theater is still committed: namely, 

that the more the theater eschews a literalist kind of realism, the more it invites the 

imaginative participation of the audience and thereby fosters a more active involvement 

of that audience” (4).
35

  Though paradoxes are not particularly Falocco’s concern—he is 

far more interested in “progressive attempt[s] to address the challenges of the twentieth 

century” (1)
36

                                                 
35 In Looking at Shakespeare: A Visual History of Twentieth-Century Performance, Dennis Kennedy uses 

the same formalist terminology to describe the effect of the new Globe—“a curious paradox.”  He 

continues: 

—they shall substantially inform this chapter’s aesthetic assessment of 

[I]t is both pre-modern and postmodern, encouraging us to experience a production as it 

was in Shakespeare’s time yet also permitting the ironic detachment that comes from 

knowing “as it was” is impossible to achieve.  Spectators there are like travelers in 

modern leisure clothes at the Acropolis, looking for an intellectual and emotional glimpse 

of ancient Athens.  Shakespeare at the Globe is sometimes performed in precisely 

detailed Elizabethan costumes, but we watch over the heads and shoulders of other 

spectators who are dressed in the bright miscellany of the present. (341-42) 

 
36 Falocco stresses that “Elizabethanism has consistently defined itself as forward-looking in its 

engagement with modernity,” and he takes especial umbrage with “critics [that] have interpreted the 
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OP’s historical origins, from William Poel’s Elizabethan Revival at the turn of the 

twentieth century to the formation of Patrick Tucker’s Original Shakespeare Company at 

its end.   

  

I 

OP’s functional antecedents received their first fully fleshed articulation near the turn of 

the last century.
37

  In a paper delivered before the Elizabethan Literary Society on 

November 1, 1893, William Poel expressed his distress with the Victorian theatre’s 

blatant disregard for “[t]he interdependence of Shakespeare’s dramatic art with the form 

of theatre for which Shakespeare wrote his plays” (3).  Thus, from the beginning, Poel 

and his Elizabethan Revival movement predicated their efforts toward revitalizing 

Shakespeare on the intrinsic cohesion of form and content.  And in order to restore that 

cohesion, i.e., the collaborative synergy that formally existed between the early modern 

author and actor, a dramatic paradigm shift was needed regarding staging practices, 

which entailed a sharp move from the mechanically distanced pictorialism of the 

nineteenth-century stage to a more streamlined, intimate approach.
38

                                                                                                                                                 
movement as artistically and politically regressive” (2).  Still, his focus on the so-called ideological aims of 

the movement overshadows some of the more salient contributions of its leading proponents, like Gordon 

Craig and Harley Granville-Barker.     

  Poel believed that 

“the absence of theatrical machinery [on Shakespeare’s stage] helped playwrights to be 

poets, so the capacity of actors stimulated literary genius to the creation of characters 

which the authors knew beforehand would be finely and intelligently rendered” (8).  To 

 
37 Actually, the call for a return to Shakespeare’s original staging practices goes back at least as far as the 

early nineteenth century, “when Ludwig Tieck, the German romantic and great translator of Shakespeare, 

pleaded for a reconstructed Globe in which to play Shakespeare as he would have been seen in his own 

time” (Styan, Revolution 48).  Poel, however, was the first to successfully attempt such a reconstruction.  In 

fact, as Franklin Hildy records, “There are fewer than six degrees of separation between the opening of 

Shakespeare’s Globe in 1997, and the events of 1897 when William Poel … made the first known drawings 

of what the Globe theatre may have looked like and proposed to the London City Council that they build it 

near the original site of Shakespeare’s playhouse” (15).    

 
38 Falocco chooses to read Poel as “an ideological alternative to the capital-intensive industrial paradigm of 

Herbert Beerbohm Tree and a political response to the totalitarian avant-garde of Edward Gordon Craig,” 

and thus his main interest in him seems to rest in Poel’s ability to “advocate socio-political change” (5).  

Given the frequency with which he is cited by proponents of revitalizing Shakespeare’s “true” artistry 

(from Granville-Barker to Sam Wanamaker), I believe Poel’s real legacy lies in his rediscovery of the 

intimacy and immediacy of early modern staging techniques—in fine, a reawaking of latent aesthetic 

energy long dormant, which is a quality that defies a specific ideological label or association.   
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this end, he founded and organized the Elizabethan Stage Society the following year—

looking to an “Elizabethan” past for answers to the modernist’s aesthetic dilemma.
39

  

Theatre historian Andrew Gurr notes that Poel’s creation “was not just another 

Shakespeare Society … but a new kind of group, aiming to renew the conditions of 

performance of Shakespeare’s own time and stage.  His productions were antithetical to 

the current West-End style of playing, verbal rather than visual displays” and, as a result, 

they garnered the favorable attention of more than a few drama critics, including George 

Bernard Shaw (“A History” 30).
40

  Following his own readings of early modern texts, 

Poel’s reconfiguration of Shakespeare’s working environs required a purer, minimalistic 

mise-en-scène.
41

                                                 
39 Years later, Poel, in an interview with The Daily Chronicle, refuted charges of antiquarianism by 

appealing to these same principles: “Some people have called me an archæologist, but I am not.  I am really 

a modernist.  My original aim was just to find out some means of acting Shakespeare naturally and 

appealingly from the full text as in a modern drama.  I found that for this the platform stage was necessary 

and also some suggestion of the spirit and manner of the time” (Speaight 90).  It is interesting to note that 

Poel does not advocate a strict adherence to historical accuracy in order to recreate his desired aesthetic 

effect. 

  “If a theatre were established in this country for the performance of 

Shakespeare’s plays with the simplicity and rapidity with which they were acted in his 

time,” he claimed, “it might limit the endless experiments, mutilations, and profitless 

discussions that every revival occasions” (18).  As a director, he experimented with 

several different styles of mobile simulacra, each one designed to imitate the look and 

feel of an early modern playing space.  A spatial evolution occurred over time that helped 

 
40 After witnessing Poel’s production of Marlowe’s Dr. Faustus, Shaw praised not only the matter of the 

evening’s entertainment, but also (and more importantly) the manner in which it was performed: 

The more I see of these performances of the Elizabethan Stage Society, the more I am 

convinced that their method of presenting an Elizabethan play is not only the right 

method for that particular sort of play, but that any play performed on a platform amidst 

the audience gets closer home to its hearers than when it is presented as a picture framed 

by a proscenium. (Speaight 116) 

 
41 Looking toward Cohen’s historicity of form, Poel offers what will amount to neo-formalist sentiments by 

acknowledging that  

Shakespeare and his companions were inspired by the prolific energies of their day.  

Their material was their own and their neighbour’s experiences, and their plays were 

shaped to suit the theatre of the day and no other.  It is therefore reasonable for the 

serious critic and historian to anticipate some increase of knowledge from a thorough 

examination of the Elizabethan theatre in close conjunction with the Elizabethan drama. 

(5) 

There is an important difference between historicist readings and Poel’s practice (and neo-formalism, for 

that matter), however—the former would see only the contextualized relics of a bygone era, the latter a 

current catalyst for perpetual aesthetic awareness.   



                                                                                                                               

 

 

25 

define what later becomes a seminal feature of OP: the thrust stage.  According to Marion 

O’Conner, Poel’s continuing “emphasis upon the importance of a forward platform” led 

to an 

understanding of Shakespearian dramaturgy [that] went from two-

dimensional to three-dimensional analysis.  Turning his attention away 

from the absence of scenery and towards the theatrical presence of 

audiences and the dramatic ubiquity of characters, he moved from the 

playwriting consequences of the relative bareness of the Shakespearian 

stage to the consequences of its projection. (“Useful” 18) 

By breaking the “fourth wall” of the proscenium arch, Poel employed his Elizabethan fit-

ups to carry the play’s action forward into the audience, making them fellow players 

within Shakespeare’s permeable art form.  Through the long neglected ruins of a 

textualized past, he “saw that what the Elizabethan stage, with its daylight, its multiple 

planes, and its wide projecting platform made possible, was a special kind of realism”—a 

paradoxical new/old-ness that was both there and then, and “here and now; it was 

Elizabethan, and immediate.”  For Poel, the play became a temporally porous entity, not 

circumscribed by its own age, but able to theatrically pass through the portals of different 

eras.  An “Elizabethan” staging for him “was essentially an experiment with time” or, 

paradoxically, timelessness (Speaight 78).          

 Like many current practitioners of OP, Poel built his theories of staging 

Shakespeare squarely on textual foundations.  He felt that the key to performing 

Renaissance plays for modern audiences was to extract their theatrical essence from the 

best available written authorities.  Regrettably, contemporary productions provided little 

or no help in the matter because centuries of accumulated stage tradition, incongruous 

interpolations, and injudicious editing had thoroughly corrupted the early modern 

playwright’s original artistry.
42

                                                 
42 Responding to the blatant disregard of Shakespeare’s actual work during the nineteenth century, Poel 

declared, “Neither in the theatre nor on the printed page can it be said that Shakespeare’s dramas to-day 

reflect the form of his art or the thought of his age” (31).  Once again, for Poel (as well as for neo-

formalists), form and content meld together as one.  As is the case with many bardolaters, though, Poel’s 

commitment to reconstructing “Elizabethan” staging practices has a certain jingoistic ring to it: “One of the 

debts we owe to Shakespeare is to present his plays in their authentic form.  This is due to him for what he 

was and for what he has done for us, as our greatest national poet and dramatist” (44).      

  In a passage that predates the New Criticism by several 

decades, Poel argued that the only solution to the extrinsic problems of post-Restoration 
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overproduction resided in a firm adherence to the intrinsic considerations of the page: “it 

[must] be realized that if an actor wishes to interpret the plays intelligently, he must shut 

his eyes to all that has taken place on the stage since the poet’s time, turning to 

Shakespeare’s text and trusting to that alone for inspiration” (60).
43

The only copies of Shakespeare’s plays which can with any authority be 

called acting-versions

  So, to cleanse the 

craft of these superfluous extra-textual emendations, a return to the source material was 

necessary, and for Poel, this meant a renewed reliance on quarto editions.  In an article 

appearing in The Nation in March, 1912, he advanced the controversial position (then as 

well as now) that the “quartos are the only playbooks existing to-day which can show 

Shakespeare’s constructive art as a dramatist, and it will be necessary to refer to them 

from time to time” (Poel 32).  Casting aside their reputed unreliability, Poel justified his 

choice based on the publication dates of these texts and the dramatic coherence of their 

construction: 

44

He blamed Heminges and Condell for imposing the awkward and irregular act/scene 

divisions of the 1623 Folio, which, according to Poel, necessarily disrupted the structural 

 are the quartos, published during the poet’s 

lifetime, and these are not acting-versions in the modern sense of the term, 

because, with the exception of textual errors, or abbreviations of dialogue, 

there is no shortening of the play by the omission of entire scenes or 

characters. (47) 

                                                 
43 And yet, Poel was not above making his own adjustments to Shakespeare’s text when he felt the needs of 

the production justified the alteration.  In some instances, his cuts are considerable.  As O’Connor remarks: 

[His] promptbooks testify to the scale of Poel’s textual interventions—not just excisions 

but also transpositions.  Some of these were made in deference to then-current standards 

of sexual discourse and behaviour.  Others were undertaken in service to ‘dramatic 

interest’ as Poel understood it, which was as a man accustomed to the rhythms of the 

nineteenth-century ‘well-made play’—exposition, complication, crisis, denouement. 

(“Useful” 24)   

In light of these particulars, the irony of Poel’s reputation is not lost on Robert Speaight: “It is strange 

indeed that a man capable of these amputations should have been both admired and derided as a purist of 

textual integrity” (151).   

 
44 Note the importance Poel places on texts as “acting-versions.”  His Shakespeare, and OP’s by extension, 

enlists written words as the working tools for the construction of live performance and, as such, the same 

words on the page can only be fully realized in the present as opportunities for performative action.   
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integrity of the quartos.
45

   Unfortunately, these same inauthentic intervals were 

replicated in all modern editions, thereby stifling the potential energies elicited from an 

unimpeded “Elizabethan” performance.
46

  That such “divisions would some day be used 

as an authority for actors as well as for readers” was a “disastrous consequence” of 

misguided Folio-based editorial practices.  Poel went as far as to claim that “for over two 

hundred years” the Folio’s act/scene divisions had not only “caused the representation of 

Shakespeare’s plays on the stage to be in most cases unintelligent, if not almost 

unintelligible,” but they had also dreadfully misled “scholars as to Shakespeare’s method 

of dramatic construction” (41-42).
47

                                                 
45 However, Poel did not discount the Folio-based readings entirely.  Anticipating the work of Freeman and 

Tucker by nearly a century, he searched for interpretive clues in the print itself: 

  Both actors and editors should therefore carefully 

revisit and review the quartos’ formal qualities, if they ever hope to capture the secrets of 

early modern staging practices—for as far as Poel was concerned, these texts provided 

the closest glimpse we are likely to have of Shakespeare’s initial handiwork.   

[Poel] found that [in the Folio] certain words were printed with a capital letter which, 

even in Elizabethan days, were not spelt in this way….  In each case the word with the 

capital letter is manifestly the key-word … This might of course have been a printer’s 

error, but it was more likely to have been the effect of an actor’s pause.  Poel was to give 

great attention to Shakespeare’s punctuation. (Speaight 64) 

 
46 These spatial/temporal breaks from the internal rhythms flowing within verse drama cause an 

unnecessary disruption in the currents of a Shakespearean aesthetic experience.  Poel recognized that  

An Elizabethan audience was absorbed by the story of the play, and thought little about 

the lapse of time or change of place.  There was only one locality recognized, and that 

one was the platform, which projected to the centre of the auditorium, where the story 

was recited.  There was, besides, only one period, and that was “now,” meaning the 

moment at which the events were being talked about or acted.  All inconsistencies, then, 

that are apparent in the text, arising from change of place or break in the time, should be 

ignored in representing the play. (43-44)        

 
47 Poel goes on to distinguish the methodological differences between academics and theatre professionals, 

uncannily foreshadowing some of the difficulties identified by Carson and Karim-Cooper in Shakespeare’s 
Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Sounding very similar to recent assessments of collaborative efforts at 

the new Globe, Poel writes that “scholars are hampered in their judgment by want of knowledge of the art 

of the theatre; and actors by their bias for good acting parts, or, in other words, for parts which are always 

in view of the audience” (56).  In another act of prescience, he suggests that “[c]heap facsimiles of the 

quartos as well as the folio should be accessible to actors, and from these an attempt should be made to 

standardize stage-versions of Shakespeare’s most popular plays, and these stage-versions should be the 

joint work of scholars and actors” (60).  It takes nearly a century for Poel’s idea to reach fruition: Globe 

Education, in partnership with Nick Hern Books, began publishing the Globe Quartos editions in 1998, 

“which provide audiences, directors, and academics [as well as, presumably, actors] with accessible and 

affordable copies of some [early modern] plays” (Spottiswoode 140)—not Shakespeare’s, though, but 

rather quarto editions of his contemporaries.      



                                                                                                                               

 

 

28 

 It was (and is) a well-worn analogy, but the comparison between playscript and 

musical score proved particularly apt to Poel’s work: “For [him] a play was primarily a 

thing heard….  He heard it as precisely as a composer hears a symphony he has just put 

down on paper” (Speaight 68).
48

  That Poel placed a premium on verse-speaking, then, 

should come as no great surprise.  Throughout his many years of directing verse drama 

(translating the poetic to the performative) with a wide variety of diverse talents, he 

remained primarily concerned with recreating conditions favorable to the musicality of 

Shakespeare’s “lost” lyricism.
49

  The elocutionary command of poetic speech patterns—

the mastery of their early modern cadences, rhythms, and tempos—was crucial to the 

effective restaging of “Elizabethan” theatre.  Poel insisted that the problems of 

overwrought Victorian productions could only be solved by the crisp and swift delivery 

of Shakespeare’s verse.  Based on his own experiments, “with an efficient elocution and 

no ‘waits,’” he estimated that “Elizabethan actors would have got through half of a play 

before our modern actors could cover a third” (17).  His solution, however, required 

actors who were sufficiently weaned away from melodramatic excess (or, as was more 

likely the case, amateurs who had yet to develop habits of professional hamming).
50

                                                 
48 Poel’s protégé, Harvey Granville-Barker, would take the effect of this lesson and incorporate it into his 

famous Prefaces:  “The text of a play is a score waiting performance, and the performance and its 

preparation are, almost from the beginning, a work of collaboration” (1:5). 

  If 

the contemporary stage could be repopulated with artists textually attentive to the subtle 

yet distinct modulations of early modern verse, and if they were sufficiently attuned to 

 
49 Poel was convinced that “[i]f we could recover the secret of Elizabethan speech, we should have a clearer 

idea of how a play by Shakespeare was meant to sound”—that “the Elizabethan actor must have possessed 

… a secret of rapid and natural delivery which had now been lost” (Speaight 61-62).  In acknowledging as 

much, he listened for the same verbal resonance that Gary Taylor later hears while editing the plays: 

“Because Shakespeare expected his words to be spoken by actors and heard by audiences, each text is a 

score for lost voices.  He composed roles for the tone and range of the particular human instruments who 

would perform them” (Taylor 4).  Poel’s methods for producing these effects, however, were particularly 

taxing on his actors: 

[Poel] felt as he had to teach his players by rote every intonation, every phrasing; and he 

locked them in the rehearsal room late at night until they satisfied his notion of the music 

of the verse.  He cast each part according to a preconception regarding the voice of the 

character, like a conductor orchestrating a chorus….  He seemed to care little for the 

actual playing so long as the vocal music was right. (Kennedy, Dream 150)     

 
50 As is evident from the inception of the Elizabethan Stage Society, Poel was reacting to what he perceived 

as the devolution of verse-speaking during the late nineteenth century: “But our actors, who excel in 

modern plays by the truth and force of their presentation of life, when they appear in Shakespeare make use 

of an elocution that no human being was ever known to indulge in.  They employ, besides, a redundancy of 

emphasis which destroys all meaning of the words and all resemblance to natural speech” (57-58). 
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the intricate nuances of performing poetic form, then, Poel surmised, we might begin to 

realize the manifold aesthetic potentialities of Shakespeare plays.  As he explained: 

There can be no doubt … that Shakespeare’s verse was spoken on the 

stage of the Globe easily and rapidly.  And the actor had the advantage of 

standing well within the building in a position now occupied by the stalls, 

nor were audiences then stowed away under deep projecting galleries.  But 

unless English actors can recover the art of speaking Shakespeare’s verse, 

his plays will never again enjoy the favour they once had. (57)    

In language that Rylance and his fellow OP actors will echo years later, Poel claimed that 

the Globe’s architecture necessarily complemented the player’s poetic delivery.  But an 

early modern environ was not sufficient in and of itself to engender a legitimate 

Shakespearean performance.  Certain elements of the verse still demanded a heightened 

awareness of formal qualities, so Poel devised his own method of voice work for his 

actors.  Heeding Hamlet’s advice—“suiting the action to the word, the word to the 

action”—he reasoned that    

to give his delivery an appearance of spontaneity, the actor should arrest 

the attention of the listener by the accentuation of those words which 

convey the central idea or thought of speech he is uttering, and should 

keep in the background, by means of modulation and deflection of voice, 

the words with which that thought is ornamented. (58)
51

Poel was intent on locating that harmonious balance between metrical monotony and 

rankling realism, which, as to Robert Speaight describes, ultimately boiled down to two 

simple phrases: “‘exaggerated naturalness’ and ‘tuned tones.’  By this he meant that just 

as Shakespeare’s characters themselves talked with an ‘exaggerated naturalness,’ so the 

actor should do likewise; and by ‘tuned tones’ he merely meant that any speech which 

 

                                                 
51 Poel offers the following example of his method as applied to Macbeth’s famous soliloquy in 1.7.  The 

words intended for emphasis are capitalized: 

  …That but this BLOW 

  Might be the be-all and the end-all HERE, 

  But HERE, upon this bank and shoal of time, 

  We’d jump the life to COME.—But in these cases 

  We still have judgment HERE; that we but teach  

  BLOODY instructions, which being taught, RETURN  

  To plague the INVENTOR. (58)  

Note that five of the eight words emphasized refer to spatial/temporal relationships.  
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was to carry and have significance must be inflected” (62).  Poel’s vocal techniques were 

never completely accomplished in performance, due in large part to his difficulty in 

conveying his intentions to his actors.  But if “Poel did not possess in a high degree the 

gift of communication,” he did possess a vision for the future of the stage built from the 

past, a “gift of prophecy; the stark unbending truth proclaimed to people that 

comprehended it not” (Speaight 274). 

One person who did comprehend it was Edward Gordon Craig.  Not that Poel 

appreciated the fact—quite the contrary, he criticized Craig’s theatrical designs as having 

all the “passion” of “an airy landscape, unsullied by the presence of the concrete.”  With 

its broad focus on bold, stylized scenic depictions of dramatic events, Poel claimed, 

“there is no room for man in Mr. Craig’s world” (223).  For that matter, Poel’s 

“Elizabethan” fetishes fared little better with Craig, who in both theory and practice “had 

never been concerned with historical accuracy” (Innes 120).
52

                                                 
52 Like many current critics of the reconstructive efforts at new Globe, “Craig believed that [recreating] 

Shakespeare’s stage was meaningless without its original Elizabethan audience” (Innes 120).  O’Connor 

finds the same impediment nearly a century later: 

  And as Dennis Kennedy 

records, “There would be no archaeology with Craig, or any appearance of scholarship” 

[R]econstructive Shakespearean performances are plays-within-plays, representations late 

in the reign of Victoria [or Edward VII] or Elizabeth II of representations late in the reign 

of Elizabeth I or James VI & I.  The audience of the former are asked to impersonate the 

audience for the later: the invitation may be directly cued by actors in costume and 

character as groundlings, or it may be implicitly issued by the period environment, but 

the demand insistently interrupts the immediacy of performance in that space and 

structure.  (“Reconstructive” 94)    

But O’Connor has misinterpreted one of the primary effects of OP (which I refer to as the OP paradox in 

Chapter 1), i.e., that the immediacy of the present theatrical moment is linked directly to the intimacy of 

past staging practices.  In so far as OP provides the conditions for direct audience connectives to occur, the 

pseudo-historicized stagings assist in producing an aesthetic environment free from the burden of overly 

conceptualized productions.  So, rather than offering an museum piece purely created to satisfy historical 

curiosity, OP encourages artistic engagement with the present through the mediums of the past.  Craig 

found Poel’s antiquarianism antithetical to the function of a theatre in the now: 

This love of the antique had come into the Theatre now and then; it entered into England 

with William Poel and his Elizabethan Stage Society.  Those who know Mr. Poel know 

him to be a man of distinction, cultivated, and an authority upon the stage of the sixteenth 

century.  But what is that for the purpose of the living Theatre?  All of us feel that those 

connected with the stage should be distinguished and cultivated, and authorities on all 

questions pertaining to the stage; but they should possess that only as a basis, and on that 

basis they should build anew and not merely exhibit the basis itself, saying “Lo, the ruins 

of the sixteenth century!  Tickets sixpence; plan of excavations, twopence extra.” 

(Advancing 124)  

Many practitioners of OP (including the management at the new Globe) would likely agree with Craig’s 

assessment of Poel’s supposed antiquities-for-antiquities sake mentality.  However, Poel’s own views 

regarding his “Elizabethan” stagings are actually more in line with Craig’s than many realize, then or now 

(see note 39 above).   
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(Looking 45).  Nevertheless, there were distinct points of formal commonality between 

the innovative efforts of these two men.
53

will not alone supply all which goes to create a work of art, and it is not 

the privilege of trees, mountains and brooks to create works of art, or 

everything which they touch would be given a definite and beautiful form.  

It is the particular power which belongs to man alone, and to him through 

his intelligence and his will….  Therefore the ideal actor will be the man 

who possesses both a rich nature and a powerful brain. (Art 5)   

  Both strove to abolish nineteenth-century 

representational stagecraft and to replace it with a renewed appreciation of theatrical 

artifice—a new/old aesthetic experience unlike the tired Victorian and Edwardian era 

holdovers.  But far from rejecting the individual performer, as Poel alleged, Craig rather 

sought to paradoxically reintegrate him into the larger dramatic milieu, as well as enlarge 

his capacity for emotive resonance.  An actor himself from a distinguished family of 

theatre artists, he recognized that scenic elements 

This was hardly the image of the manipulated puppet-player, his Übermarionette, a 

misunderstood and much maligned notion that caused undue controversy throughout 

Craig’s career.
54

                                                 
53 Falocco ties a bit too hard to distinguish Poel and Craig by their supposed ideological differences.  Poel’s 

so-called progressivism aside, Craig comes in for harsh treatment regarding his alleged “totalitarian 

political vision [that] exhorted the benefits of technology over individuals” (20), which is linked by Falocco 

to “the same technologies employed at Nuremberg.”  This pernicious pattern leads him to ultimately brand 

Craig as an “unfortunate support[er] of fascism” (21).  Of course, there are several flaws in Falocco’s 

argument.  The vast majority of Craig’s work was published at least two decades before the fascist 

movement began in Italy.  Any impact on later political events is therefore incidental, especially since they 

were equally influential with artists under left-wing regimes (e.g., Meyerhold’s bio-mechanics and his 

formalism).  As Kennedy rightly notes: 

  He was also in sympathy with Poel (and OP) on the manifest 

Symbolism in general retreated from social and political questions to dwell abstractly in 

art; neither Appia nor Craig attempted to affect or comment upon specific conditions on 

the earth.  For them the great drama of the past was universal because it applied to an 

unchanging human situation, evoking and reflecting certain psychological and spiritual 

truths that rewarded study and theatrical reproduction.  The works of Wagner or 

Shakespeare, in other words, were treasure-houses to be valued because of their beauty 

and comprehensive veracity….  For the most part the discoveries of the New Stagecraft 

… were notably apolitical. (Looking 80) 

And in his own defense, Craig offers the following: “Theatrical political—the ancient comic business, 

nothing but that—a malicious clique’s cackle” (Advancing xv). 

 
54 Falocco claims that Craig’s “vision epitomized a theater that ever more valued technology and stagecraft 

and simultaneously disparaged the human contributions of human actors” (20).  But in this, like many 

critics, Falocco misses the mark.  If there is disparagement on Craig’s part, it exists only for the petty 

limitations imposed upon the craft by uninspired paint-by-numbers performers.  In his preface to On the Art 
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advantages of open-air theatres.  In his highly influential work The Theatre Advancing, 

Craig reacted strongly to the inadequacy of ceilinged stages flooded by footlights: 

Well, we say, we already have drama, costume and scenery, and we can, if 

we will, turn on the light of day; it is cheap enough.  But we cannot.  To 

turn the light of day on to our modern scenery, costume, actors and dramas 

would be to cheapen them at the same time.  Daylight is only for works of 

art; humbug works by artificial light. (53)            

Thus, building on the radical experimentation of Poel, “Craig [became] the visionary 

spokesman for a new concept of theatre wholly opposed to the vogue of realism” (Styan 

79).  At least on this matter, and but for their differences regarding the merits of 

antiquarian architecture, Poel and Craig would appear to share allied sensibilities—two 

like-minded artists seeking to reassert the primacy of form over the prevalence of 

facsimile.    

     Above all else, Craig stridently promoted the totality of theatre as an art form, 

such that no one part was subordinate to the rest.  By embracing the collaborative mixture 

of necessary elements that compounds in a staged production, he maintained that in 

performance initially disparate aesthetic entities amalgamated to form an autonomous 

creation.  This amalgamative unity was possible only through the formal interplay of its 

respective dramatic parts (a sentiment that the New Critics would of course shortly 

appropriate for works of literature, including drama).  In a dialogue from On the Art of 

the Theatre (1911), Craig claimed that the theatrical event 

is neither acting nor the play, it is not scene nor dance, but consists of all 

elements of which these things are composed: action, which is the very 

spirit of acting; words, which are the body of the play; line and colour, 

                                                                                                                                                 
of the Theatre, Craig describes the Übermarionette as “the actor plus fire, minus egoism: the fire of gods 

and demons, without the smoke and steam of mortality” (xxii).  Rather than denying the integral role of the 

human actor, Craig instead enhances it, empowers it.  He employs scenographic elements not to dominate 

the stage, but to provide amplification for the performer.  As Kennedy notes, his intention was to suggest 

that “the actor was larger than his body, a unit of a cosmic design: the scenic actor, he might be called” 

(Looking 57).  Speaking of the genius of Shakespeare’s art, Craig offered definitive proof of his actor-

oriented sympathies: 

[Shakespeare] waited his time, gathering together the strings of suggestion, and cleaned, 

tightened and made them beautiful by threading on them pearl after pearl of his poetry, 

each one more precious than another.  But the strings—I claim them for those masters of 

improvisation, the actors; for the actors I claim part authorship of the world’s 

masterpieces.  (Advancing 139)        
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which are the very heart of the scene; rhythm, which is the very essence of 

dance. (73)      

The embodied result of this aesthetic anatomizing was, according to Craig, as sound and 

whole as the singular work of the architect, composer, painter, poet, sculptor, etc.  And, 

once again, like the formalists that will soon follow, the theatrical artist (i.e., the stage 

director—a newly emerging role in the professional theatre at the time) interpretively 

organizes these “strangely contradictory” qualities “of the organic and the inorganic 

hopelessly clinging together” into a “conglomeration” that is “more of a piece” 

(Advancing 204-05).
55

 Though he was personally involved with only a few productions (including the 

famous Hamlet collaboration with Stanislavsky for the Moscow Art Theatre), Craig’s 

theoretical writings on Shakespeare exerted a considerable influence on the development 

of modernist stagings.  True to OP’s new/old paradox, many of his “modern” unit sets 

were inspired by the relative simplicity of the Globe’s stage.  However, given the text-

based nature of his designs, Craig inverted the process to suit the stage to the page, not 

vice versa.  As Kennedy explains: 

  But despite Craig’s formal advocacy for the unanimity of 

theatrical components, he readily acknowledged that the art of theatre still begins with the 

text: a good director “takes the copy of the play from the hands of the dramatist and 

promises faithfully to interpret it as indicated in the text … He then reads the play, and 

during the first reading the entire colour, tone, movement, and rhythm that the work must 

assume comes clearly before him” (Art 77).  Like Poel before and OP practitioners after, 

Craig insisted that the true stage artist “makes his action and scene match the verse or 

prose, the beauty of it, the sense of it” (Art 78).    

Instead of Elizabethan formality, which derived from playhouse 

architecture that preceded and influenced literary composition, the unit set 

is, a posteriori, a conceived site extracted from the dramatic and 

emotional requirements of the script.  It suggests a locale [like its 

Elizabethan predecessor] without insisting upon it. (Looking 96)   

                                                 
55 Among his list of directorial rearrangements for the modern theatre, Craig recognizes that Shakespeare’s 

“unnatural mode of speech—verse or prose” requires an “actor’s work to be an unnatural mode of delivery” 

[e.g., performed with an awareness of the audience] and a scenic design “to be a non-natural invention, 

timeless, and of no locality” [i.e., a minimalist playing space made versatile by theatrical convention] 

(Advancing 204-05)—both of which are qualities later adopted by OP.     
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Matching early modern practice, Craig’s mise-en-scène incorporated few or no set 

changes—his designs typically calling for one massive structure (e.g., his immense 

rotating panels for the MAT Hamlet).  Magisterial and imposing, his monolithic stage 

edifices functioned as vast, material augmentations of Shakespeare’s heightened language 

and transcendent themes.
56

that unless Shakespeare’s plays are being continually acted by our 

actors—unless they can come to cope with the versatility of his genius … 

the heroic size of his thought and the stupendous force of his passion, our 

actors cannot produce a company which we can call representative of 

England. (Advancing xlvi)    

  Their monumental and sweeping scope, however, 

overwhelmed both performers and critics.  Craig was quick to place the blame on the 

timidity of the English theatre community.  Shakespeare’s actors and audience had no 

such inhibitions.  Announcing unequivocally that “every man and every talent and every 

penny we have [should] back our best horse” and that “best horse is called Shakespeare” 

(Advancing li), Craig declared: 

Craig’s solutions to the Shakespearean malaise of his day mirrored Poel’s theories as 

well.  In a manner similar to his predecessor (and OP), he adamantly discouraged the 

haphazard editing of the plays in performance, remarking that  

I am struck by one fact, and it is this: that the people who hold that 

Shakespeare was a master of theatrical art cut away from these plays lines, 

passages—nay, whole scenes: these words, passages and scenes which, 

they say, were written for the stage….  [I]f Shakespeare has not made 

himself clear to the people of all time, the actor-manager is not going to 

improve matters by cutting out large portions of text. (Art 137)     

He also condemned “the slow delivery of Shakespeare’s lines which has made 

Shakespeare a bore to so many people.”  Actors intent on mastering the art of verse-

speaking should therefore “not pause too long over each syllable, but exercise their brains 

                                                 
56 Falocco attempts to distance Craig from Elizabethan (and OP) staging techniques by noting his 

“dependence on visual effects” and “spectacle” (20), but as J. Michael Walton explains, “Other periods of 

the theatre have been dominated by spectacle, but Craig had no wish to return to any of them.  Instead he 

sought to remind audiences of perennial theatrical values, those single images which serve for a thousand 

words, the associations which transcend real life while giving to that life a greater meaning” (3).  Visual 

icons reinforcing verbal ones, form augmenting form—a very Elizabethan sentiment, indeed.   
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to think a trifler faster” (Art 138).
57

 But another was shortly to arrive on the scene, a man that would selectively 

borrow from both Poel and Craig in order to reshape Shakespearean productions anew.  

As a young actor with the Elizabethan Stage Society (he played Richard for their 

production of Richard II in 1899), Harvey Granville-Barker was carefully nurtured on 

Poel’s principles of staging Shakespeare.  To say they made a lasting impression on him 

is no understatement.  From Poel, he received his “emphasis on actor’s speech, the open 

stage with extended platform, lighting that evoked the open air, [the] absence of scenery, 

[a] respect for the text, [and the] avoidance of stars” (Kennedy, Dream 149).

  In light of these avant-garde/retrograde sensibilities, 

it is no wonder that J.L. Styan labels Craig a revolutionary spirit, whose “provocative 

ideas tallied exactly with the new thinking about Shakespeare” (81).              

58
 Yet by the 

time of his landmark Savoy Theatre productions in 1912 and 1914, Granville-Barker had 

progressed beyond the historical literalism stressed by his mentor to fashion a 

performance closer to what he perceived as Shakespeare’s true essence: “I don’t go as far 

as Mr. Poel; I think his method is somewhat archaeological; there is somewhat too much 

of the Elizabethan letter, as contrasted with the Elizabethan spirit” (Kennedy, Looking 

41).
59

                                                 
57 Nevertheless, despite these suggestions for the improvement of Shakespearean performance, Craig 

continued to believe “that the plays of Shakespeare are unactable” (Art 139).  Though this sentiment is 

partly influenced by his admiration of Goethe and the Romantics, the better portion of it derives from his 

utter disdain of early twentieth-century performance styles.  Fascinatingly, he anticipates the New Critical 

emphasis on artistic paradox when he endeavors to explain his seemingly conflicting views in The Theatre 
Advancing: 

  As conveyed by Granville-Barker, their artistic aims diverged in manner similar to 

When I spoke of Shakespeare as being not actable, not for the Stage, I spoke, if you will 

remember, as one who was reviewing the whole question of the Theatre of the World—

and the Theatre as a creative art.  Here I speak as one who reviews one section of the 

whole … [a]nd for the English Theatre it will do well—can do no better—to begin at 

Shakespeare….  You who fail to understand how I can make two such apparently 

contradictory statements about Shakespearean Plays would fail to understand that a 

paradox covers the whole truth.  If you cannot understand that Shakespeare’s Plays are 

unactable and yet are the best stuff on which to rebuild the English Theatre of 1920—

then you cannot understand a paradox. (li-ii)   

Given the paradoxical qualities intrinsic to twenty-first century OP productions, it is likely that Craig’s 

statement will ring just as true in 2020 as well.      

 
58 All of which are current tenets of OP (with the exception of the “avoidance of stars,” which is not a 

necessary condition, but more often than not the case in actuality).     

 
59 As Styan elaborates, Granville-Barker grew to feel that a “superficial placing of tapestries or pillars or 

audience on stage, the mechanical retracting of the original stagecraft, the most elaborate of Elizabethan 

costumes, would not do it; the task was to recreate the spirit and intention of the original to the best effect.”  
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the split between historicism and formalism—the former bound by external particulars, 

the latter open to internal explorations.
60

  And he owed his formalist propensities to 

Craig.
61

  Within the balanced simplicity, stylized efficacy, and harmonized cohesiveness 

advanced by his writings and designs, Granville-Barker found the freedom to theatrically 

navigate the near fathomless depths of Shakespeare’s text.
62

  Craig afforded him an 

interpretive control of the play’s aesthetic possibilities, which materialized with a 

refulgent force at the Savoy.  According to Robert Smallwood, the dramatic impact of 

this celebrated sequence of productions (The Winter’s Tale, Twelfth Night, and A 

Midsummer Night’s Dream) “can scarcely be exaggerated.”  A watershed moment 

occurred during these performances that finally brought the seamless fluidity of 

Shakespeare’s stage to the fore, and with it the “emancipation of Shakespeare’s 

language” (99).
63

                                                                                                                                                 
His aesthetic pursuit “was for homogeneity between actor and dramatist, for a true authenticity, but not 

merely one of historical fastidiousness and bleak archaeology” (82).  And lest it appear a mere cursory 

application of the term, there seems to be more resonating from the “spirit” that Granville-Barker 

endeavors to invoke than just effective staging practices, that the stakes regarding the reformation of 

Shakespeare’s plays are considerably higher.  With an evangelist’s fiery intensity, he writes, “We shall not 

save our souls by being Elizabethan” but that we should rather strive toward “those conditions of the 

Elizabethan theatre which had a spiritual significance in the shaping of the plays themselves” (Styan 82).   

  Attempting to conjure the same interactive dynamic that existed on the 

          
60 Kennedy differentiates their two perspectives based on how they regarded the audience, as well as how 

they approached the text: 

Poel went his own way and let the public be damned; like a bristling professor he 

suspected that popular approval necessarily implied betrayal of principles….  Barker, on 

the other hand, understood that Shakespeare was a vital popular dramatist, and intended 

to take his discoveries as far into the popular realm as he could.  He wanted a theatre for 

the present, one where the national poet might live, not a museum replica.  Poel’s 

antiquarianism was stiffened by a mortal respect for the outward conditions (or what he 

took to be outward conditions) of the Globe.  Barker knew that vitality was to be found 

inside the plays themselves. (Dream 150)     

 
61 In a letter to the Daily Mail regarding his Winter’s Tale at the Savoy, Granville-Barker admitted, “It is 

ten years and more since I made that remark to and of Mr Gordon Craig, that he was an excellent man to 

steal from” (Kennedy, Looking 73-74). 

 
62 In another letter to the Daily Mail, Granville-Barker made his Craig-influenced formalism quite clear: 

“We have the text to guide us, half a dozen stage directions, and that is all.  I abide by the text and the 

demands of the text, and beyond that I claim freedom” (Kennedy, Looking 75).  

 
63  Among other qualities, Smallwood attributes the historical importance of the Savoy productions to the 

following Craigian scenic innovations designed by Granville-Barker: 

The escape from the tyranny of painted canvas imposed by pictorialism, the use of 

patterned curtains and drapes economically to suggest mood and atmosphere, the 

replacement of the literal and archaeological by the abstract and emblematic and the 

consequent elimination of interminable scene changes, allowed scenes to flow from one 
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Renaissance stage, Granville-Barker reconfigured the Savoy to simulate an early modern 

environ.  In doing so, he hoped “to emphasize the actor-audience relationship in an 

Elizabethan manner, giving point to the rapid and intimate speech; the bright frontal 

illumination was intended to suggest the daylight of the Globe” (Kennedy, Looking 75).
64

 Granville-Barker’s greatest contribution to OP, however, came in the form of 

written discourse—his famous two-volume Prefaces to Shakespeare (composed and 

published intermittently from 1927 to 1946).  Within these essays (regarding Hamlet, 

King Lear, The Merchant of Venice, Antony and Cleopatra, Cymbeline, Othello, 

Coriolanus, Julius Caesar, Romeo and Juliet, and Love’s Labour’s Lost), he packed a 

wallop of hard-earned wisdom gathered from his many years treading the boards as an 

actor and a director.  In the mold of a New Critic, Granville-Barker always “thought of 

himself as an interpreter, a guide to actors and audience through the rough terrain of 

Shakespeare’s texts” and, as such, his detailed analyses of the plays in the Prefaces 

necessarily reflect this tendency (Kennedy, Looking 78).  Adapting the work initiated by 

his mentor, his text “in fact influenced, far more profoundly than the fading memory of 

Poel, the whole modern experiment with Shakespeare in the theatre” (Speaight 149).  But 

like Poel and Craig, Granville-Barker remained focused on the stage, and his written 

work professes theatrical application in the strongest possible terms (although the 

practical application of some of his positions is arguable).  He announced the stage-

centeredness of his thought early in the Prefaces: “A text acquires virtue now by its claim 

to be a prompt book, and the most comprehensive work of our time upon the Elizabethan 

  

Add to that a “full text” presented  “swiftly and without pauses” and “verse spoken 

briskly and with intelligence,” (Kennedy, Looking 71) and it is easy to see how Granville-

Barker’s Savoy run provided the theatrical blueprint for all OP productions to come.                              

                                                                                                                                                 
to the next and for a speed of playing that put an end to the massive textual cutting that 

had been such a feature of the [Victorian-Edwardian] pictorial tradition. (99)   

 
64 Kennedy describes the staging at the Savoy as consisting of  

a raised level upstage, a mainstage area in front of that extending to the proscenium, and 

two steps lower a curved forestage built out over the first two rows of seats, about 3.5 

meters in depth, projecting into the house.  The footlights of necessity were removed and 

illumination for the forestage came from recently developed “torpedo” lamps mounted in 

view of the audience on the dress circle.  The flexibility of the modifications permitted a 

rapid external pace, as the stage depth could be cut off or enlarged quickly for a new 

scene with dropcloths at different points, and the upper level could be used as an 

Elizabethan discovery space. (Looking 72-73) 
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stage is an elaborate sorting-out of plays, companies and theatres” (1:3-4).
65

  Such 

theatrically based sentiments guide each part of the prefatory material and inform all the 

resultant commentary (e.g., Cymbeline is divided into sections concerning “The Nature of 

the Play,” “The Blackfriars and Its Influence,” “The Play’s First Staging,” “The Style of 

the Play,” “The Music,” “The Play’s Construction,” “The Verse and Its Speaking,” and 

“The Characters”).  These categories (and others like them) plainly display an importance 

placed on the actual dramatizations of playtexts, leading Styan to claim that “Granville-

Barker’s very real triumph lay in his gift of recreating a performance on page, and 

demonstrating Shakespeare’s intention by showing vividly how a scene ‘worked.’  It was 

this that made these essays of outstanding importance for Shakespeare study and 

criticism” (112-13).
66

 Incorporated throughout Granville-Barker’s experiential thoughts is a keen 

awareness of Shakespeare’s stagecraft and how it influences our performative access to 

the plays.  The rudiments of early modern stage practice afford him ample precedent for 

his own non-illusionary preferences:  

         

The Elizabethan drama made an amazingly quick advance from crudity to 

excellence which was often technically most elaborate.  The advance and 

the not less amazing gulf which divides its best from its worst may be 

ascribed to the simplicity of the machinery it employed….  Man and 

machine (here at any rate is a postulate, if a platitude!) are false allies in 

                                                 
65 Falocco disagrees, however, with assertions that accentuate Granville-Barker’s performance orientation, 

suggesting “that by emphasizing Barker’s influence scholars have advanced a literary rather than a 

theatrical vision of Elizabethanism” (38).  This is debatable, but either way, it definitely should not impinge 

upon our assessment of his stated purpose in the Prefaces.  As Kennedy asserts, Granville-Barker’s 

intentions are clear from the outset: 

When he came to refine it into a coherent whole, when the hurly-burly was done, it 

remained a stage-centered theory.  Barker was the man most responsible for the shift 

away from the literary-historical approach in Shakespearean criticism to the theatrical 

approach that has begun to flower in recent years.  As such, he was one of the most 

important influences on modern Shakespearian study; certainly he was the only major 

figure of the century to have successfully spanned the active and the contemplative sides 

of the subject….  In his best critical writing he resembles his own methods as a director: 

suggestive rather than philosophic, seeking always what will work in the theatre rather 

than in the mind. (Dream 153)             

 
66 Kennedy affirms that regarding performance criticism, i.e., those “attempts to use the theatrical life of 

Shakespeare’s plays to investigate their essential or authentic condition,” Granville-Barker can be 

considered “the progenitor of this line” (Looking 7).  
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the theater, secretly at odds; and when man gets the worst of it, drama is 

impoverished; and the struggle, we may add, is perennial.  No great drama 

depends on pageantry. (1:7)
67

It should come as no surprise, then, that performance themes form the core of Granville-

Barker’s comments, and so his belief that “Shakespeare’s stagecraft concentrates … upon 

opportunity for the actor” naturally follows.  Among the numerous insights relevant to 

OP, the notion that Shakespeare governed Aristotelian unities of verisimilitude through 

his performers is particularly germane: “His drama is attached solely to its actors and 

their acting; that, perhaps, puts it in a phrase.  They carry place and time with them as 

they move” (1:11).  Lifting yet another principle from Poel, Granville-Barker ranks 

verse-speaking as the most effective means available to Shakespearean actors intent on 

successfully communicating their craft.  In fact, he states unreservedly that Shakespeare’s 

“verse was, of course, his chief means to [an actor’s] emotional expression; and when it 

comes to staging the plays, the speaking of the verse must be the foundation of all study” 

(1:12).

   

68

                                                 
67 Nevertheless, Granville-Barker did not suggest that it was possible or desirable for audience members to 

adopt sixteenth/seventeenth-century mannerisms to match such staging practices.  As he says, “Nor can we 

turn Elizabethan as we watch the plays; and every mental effort to do so will subtract from our enjoyment 

of them.  This is the case against the circumstantial reproduction of Shakespeare’s staging” (1:3).  Still, he 

was cognizant enough of the form/content connective to recognize the advantages of simulating the 

physical environs of Shakespeare’s stage: “The play was once fitted to the stage; it is by no means 

impossible to rebuild that stage now, with its doors, balconies, curtains and machines, by measuring the 

needs of the play” (1:5).  Indeed, Granville-Barker was an early advocate of reconstructive efforts (later 

championed by OP and the new Globe) in order to facilitate both experimental stagings and editorial 

emendations: “For a definitive text, we need first a Shakespeare Theatre in which a generation of scholars 

may be used to seeing as to reading the play” (Speaight 66).          

  Of the ten prefaces Granville-Barker composed, five contain sections 

specifically devoted to the intricacies of early modern versification (they do not provide 

 
68 And like Poel, Granville-Barker recognized the merits of acting from quarto editions: “There is much to 

be said for turning one’s back on the editors, even, when possible, upon the First Folio with its 

demarcations of acts and scenes, in favor of the Quartos … in their yet greater simplicity” (1:8).  Craig also 

influenced him on matters concerning textual editing, but in a seemingly contrary manner.  Long before the 

revisionist battles of the 1980s and 90s, Craig had proposed that certain playtexts bore the unmistakable 

marks of “close collaboration with the manager of the theatre and with the actors; in fact, with practically 

the whole of the company who invented, produced, and acted them; and [he] believe[d] a glimpse of the 

manuscript of the plays would reveal a mass of corrections, additions, and cuts made in several 

handwritings” (Advancing 132-33).  Following Craig’s lead, Granville-Barker takes an alternative position 

from his bias toward quarto editions above, and in his preface to King Lear he writes instead that the Folio 

version likely reflects “better” revisions shaped by theatrical considerations (perhaps collaborations?): “a 

producer [of Lear] must ask himself whether these two versions do not come from different prompt books, 

and whether the Folio does not, both in cuts and additions, sometimes represent Shakespeare’s own second 

thoughts” (1:329).            
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“how-to” instructions, though).  A passage from Othello’s preface provides a typical 

example of the significance he places on the formal qualities inherent to Shakespeare’s 

language: 

Out of an inheritance, in the main of blank verse and the ten-syllable 

couplet, but with the octo-syllabic and even the “old fourteener” never 

quite forgotten, and with a generous place left for prose, Shakespeare 

develops the dramatic speech of his art’s maturity.  He makes it an 

instrument which is both supple and powerful and of a wide range of 

effect, sensitive to the interpreting of thought charged with emotion, and 

allowing a sufficiently seeming spontaneity of expression without loss of 

coherent form. (2:139)
69

To that end, any excising of Shakespeare’s lyrical “instrument” is to be discouraged.  

Cuts may prove necessary from time to time (e.g., to avoid confusion caused by topical 

references or to alleviate embarrassment due to “pornographic” humor), but it is far 

“better [to] play the plays as we find them.”  Granville-Barker closes his discussion on 

editing with advice that will become the standard operating procedure for OP: “Gain 

Shakespeare’s effects by Shakespeare’s means when you can; for, plainly, this will be the 

better way” (1:22-23).                   

 

 

II 

Two years after Granville-Barker finished his work on the Prefaces, Richard Flatter, a 

German translator of Shakespeare’s plays, published Shakespeare’s Producing Hand 

(1948).  In it, he argues for editorial practices based on the textual particularities 

(substantives and, especially, accidentals) of the 1623 Folio.  Though hardly a blip on the 

New Bibliography’s radar screen at the time, Don Weingust believes that Flatter’s text 

now provides a solid scholarly basis for the recent OP techniques taught by Neil Freeman 

and Patrick Tucker, “who find precedent and inspiration in its approach to Shakespearean 

                                                 
69 Rather than a mindless adherence to metrical units, Granville-Barker instead argues for a more 

internalized approach to verse-speaking: “Let him rather acquire an articulate tongue, an unfailing ear for 

the pervasive melody and cadence of the verse, let him yield to its impetus, and—provided, of course, that 

he knows more or less what it is all about, and this sympathetic self-surrender will aid him there—

Shakespeare can be counted on to carry him through” (2:144).  That Shakespeare has dropped many 

hapless performers who have earnestly attempted this “self-surrender” is, of course, another matter. 
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text, one that more closely aligns with the rhetorical and often specifically elocutionary 

sensibilities of the first editions and their printed organizational milieu” (9).  An 

intriguing shift in textual preference thus occurs by the late twentieth century, as the 

quarto editions championed by Poel and defended by Granville-Barker lose their foothold 

and the Folio becomes the authorized version of choice among OP practitioners.
70

  The 

reasons are straightforward enough for Weingust.  He contends that the editorial practices 

of most modern editions have irreparably effaced “significant elements of the 

interpretative, particularly actorial, potential” found in the original printed versions of 

early modern texts, specifically the (supposedly) actor-friendly Folio (6).
71

the specific orthography of the Folio [which] provides the technical 

apparatus for cutting through the layers of editorial “improvement,” 

allowing performers to develop coherent, interesting performance choices 

that some would claim are more faithful to a sense of either authorial 

intention or at least the rhetorical milieu from which the works originate.  

The Folio orthography becomes a simple alternative means of textual 

study, one well suited to the temporal demands of theatre production. (7) 

  The only 

answer for OP actors, then, is a return to 

                                                 
70 Not all OP practitioners, of course.  In fact, Mark Rylance used New Penguin’s modernized editions (just 

like the RSC and the NT) for his LOP productions at the new Globe, even though Freeman’s First Texts 

Folio-based editions bear his personal endorsement.     

 
71 All the more actor-friendly due to its connection with Heminges and Condell.  Both Freeman and Tucker 

make a point of asserting the theatrical superiority of the Folio based in part on lines from the prefatory 

piece “To the great Variety of Readers.”  As Weingust notes, Heminges and Condell  

allege to the Folio’s readership (and those contemplating purchasing the text) that “where 

(before) you were abus’d with diverse stolne, and surreptitious copies, maimed, and 

deformed by the frauds and stealthes of injurious imposters,” those plays are “now 

offer’d to your view cur’d, and perfect of their limbs,” together with those not previously 

published: “all the rest, absolute in their numbers, as he conceived them” (emphases 

added). (6)     

Tucker is actually a tad more politic about the superiority of either quarto editions or the Folio—both 

necessarily beat modern eclectic editions that never saw the light of day during Shakespeare’s time: “I shall 

just say that to perform the Folio version, or even the Quarto version, will get you closer to what the 

original intention may have been, but to work from a conflation of the two versions will almost certainly 

drown and miss certain vital theatrical messages” (224).  
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In making his claim, of course, Weingust whistles past the better percentage of twentieth-

century bibliographic studies.
72

[t]he techniques espoused by Tucker and Freeman place actors at the very 

center of the critical/interpretative debate over text, make Shakespeare’s 

texts (frozen in a version of the language 400 years earlier than their own) 

readily known territory for them, and give them license to claim this 

territory in the face of an often intimidating critical establishment having 

far greater scholarly knowledge than they about the works they enact. (7)

  Though much of his Folio-based authorial conjecture is 

highly questionable, it is his renewed call for a close attentiveness to textual matters that 

makes his assertions particularly relevance to neo-formalists.  Like the New Criticism’s 

formulation of an exegetical language accessible to all, professors and students alike, 

Weingust maintains that   

73

                                                 
72 For example, against the overwhelming bibliographic evidence of Folio contamination through 

compositorial error, he instead argues that Shakespeare’s relationship to his company’s scribal copyists was 

closer to the modern equivalent of boss/secretary, and therefore, “[a]s a secretary gains greater practice 

turning his or her boss’s manuscripts into printed texts, he or she develops enhanced abilities to realize the 

intentions of this ‘author’ with whom he or she works” (13n18).  To the charge that typesetters in printing 

houses typically followed their own idiosyncratic inclinations regarding incidentals, Weingust evasively 

replies that rather than focusing on the narrow issues of authorial intention, editors should focus on “the 

ways in which the extant printed documents seem to operate, what they tend to reflect, [and] how these 

pages possess qualities that are part of an earlier time” representative of both authorial agency and print 

culture (14)—which is all well and good, but for the fact that Weingust builds his argument based on 

practices deriving from (and intended for) the theatre, not the printing house. 

 

 
73 Weingust blames the New Bibliography for keeping theatre practitioners away from the table of textual 

criticism.  As a lengthy portion of chapter 1 in Acting from Shakespeare’s First Folio demonstrates, he 

seems to take Charlton Hinman and Fredson Bowers’ negative reviews of Flatter’s Shakespeare’s 
Producing Hand as a personal insult.  Calling for an “unediting” of texts, Weingust appropriates the 

revisionist positions of Michael Warren and Gary Taylor (among others) in the next chapter to justify the 

textual materialism of Freeman and Tucker, i.e., of looking at, not seeing through a text (a notion he 

specifically borrows from the work of Margreta de Grazia and Peter Stallybrass).  However, his vindication 

of Folio-based practices, based in part on the social construction of texts (Jerome McGann and D.C. 

Greetham figure into the mix as well), continues to depend on the formalist technique of “[l]ooking closely 

at the early texts” (102).  Weingust commits the same error that G. Thomas Tanselle ascribes to other 

socially oriented textual critics, who portray conventional editorial work based on the New Bibliography as 

“a misguided attempt to fix a text in a single form, hiding rather than revealing the fluidity and openness 

that are characteristic of texts” (84).  In “Textual Criticism and Literary Sociology,” Tanselle notes, 

“McGann … chooses to regard analytical bibliography as somehow inimical to history, as somehow now 

superseded by the ‘return to history’ that has resulted from the sociological approach” (102).  But, if trends 

in textual studies mirror those of literary theory (a one way street, according to Tanselle), then editors (and 

academics like Weingust) who misinterpret the New Bibliography’s rationale as lacking “interest in the 

past” are as mistaken as theorists who denounce Ransom, Brooks, Warren, Wimsatt, etc. for their so-called 

“rejection of the past as a useful concept” (94).  In an insightful endnote, Tanselle remarks, “It is true of 

neither the New Criticism nor analytical bibliography that they have no regard for ‘precedent’ (that is, 

history)” (143n22).  In the end, Weingust tries to split the difference between the two, stating, “Freeman 
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This leveling of the academic playing field furnishes performers (and performance 

studies) with the capacity to discern early modern textual intricacies without succumbing 

to mind-numbing theoretical minutia.  And by embracing the text, instead of being 

threatened by it, Freeman’s and Tucker’s actors are able to discover anew the diversity of 

interpretative choices afforded by Shakespeare’s polysemous use of language (in a 

manner akin to formalist readings).
74

  Using Folio-based readings, they benefit from “a 

more intimate encounter with the text than they might otherwise enjoy,” which, Weingust 

contends, “forc[es] them to pay attention to textual specifics that can otherwise be easily 

skipped over on the way to a greater understanding of a perhaps psychologically oriented 

through-line of a role, or the larger dramatic sweep of a scene or play as a whole.”
75

 As Weingust asserts from the beginning (though at times his assertion seems a bit 

halfhearted), Freeman and Tucker “make it clear that [Folio-based] opportunities are 

notes to the actor, rather than dicta for inflexibly specific interpretation” (15).  Still, both 

appear committed to exploiting the fullest interpretative possibilities from the 

  

Intimacy with the text ideally translates into (or at least facilitates) intimacy with the 

audience.  Therefore, Weingust’s “emphasis on the less edited actorial possibilities” 

provided by Freeman/Tucker techniques share in the same goals professed by OP 

practitioners (and by neo-formalists as well): an earnest investment in “the openness of 

… early text[s] and the greater multiplicity of meanings that openness affords” (8).  And 

greater multiplicity, of course, allows for more occasions for connectivity.                            

                                                                                                                                                 
and Tucker are aligned with each group as well: with Bowers and Tanselle in seeking specifically authorial 

intentionality, and with McGann and other social-text theorists in their reading of modern editions as 

created, collaborative works far from demonstrating specifically Shakespearean authority” (115).  Another 

tie binds these disparate groups, too—their mutual application of New Critical close reading principles to 

arrive at their respective theories. 

 
74 As Anthony Dawson remarks, the “potent appeal [for actors] of relying on the ‘original’ is the sense that 

to do so offers a simple and free access to a kind of truth, hidden perhaps but open to discovery, available 

in and through the accidental difficulties but essential simplicity of [the Folio]; and the fact that it is hidden 

tends to augment its sacred character” (149).  However, like the all too frequent occasion for bad New 

Critical readings, there exists a potential danger for OP performers “to fetishize the Folio as an ‘origin,’ 

thus obscuring its historical situatedness, and following from that an undue reliance on its accidental 

features as signs for actors” (152).    

 
75 Comparing the verisimilar qualities of speeches delivered by actors from modern editions as opposed to 

the Folio, Tucker enthusiastically gushes: “In all cases, at every event, workshop, conference, and of course 

scene study I have worked on, the First Folio version always played better.  Not sometimes, not almost, but 

always performs better” (226).    



                                                                                                                               

 

 

44 

idiosyncrasies of the Folio text, arguing that the author’s (presumably Shakespeare’s, but 

they seem willing to take the copyist’s, the printer’s, the typesetter’s—just about 

anybody’s so long as it leads to an acting “choice”) latent intentions could be encrypted 

within various patterns inscribed.
76

In other words, simply because of the flexibility with which the 

Elizabethans/Shakespeare could set down on paper what they heard in 

their minds or wanted listeners to hear, in addition to all the modern acting 

necessities of character—situation, objective, intention, action, and 

tactics—the original Shakespeare texts offer pointers to where feelings 

(either emotional or intellectual, or when combined together as passion, 

both) are also evident. (8)           

  According to Weingust, Freeman proceeds from a 

“Stanislavskian tradition” and, as such, is “more heavily connected with the potential 

theatrical-psychological interpretations” that materialize from Folio-based readings (64).  

In the introduction to his most recent acting guide, Once More unto the Speech, Dear 

Friends, Freeman locates the motivational momentum for certain characters in the 

vacillating variables of Folio orthography: 

Such “Method”-oriented objectives are embedded in Shakespeare’s “original” text, but 

they are only detectable if one develops an eye for grammatical details.  For example, 

Freeman observes that “onrushed” lines (long sentences joined together by either 

incorrect or “no punctuation at all”), extremely brief sentences, an excessively large 

                                                 
76 Freeman is a bit more orthodox than Tucker in his authorial attribution of accidentals: 

Unfortunately, because of the grammatical and syntactical standardisation in place by the 

early 1700’s, many of the quirks and oddities of the originals have been dismissed as 

‘accidental’—usually as compositor error either in deciphering the original manuscript, 

falling prey to their own particular idiosyncrasies, or not having calculated correctly the 

amount of space needed to set the text….  However, this series of volumes [i.e., 

Freeman’s] is based on the belief … that most of these ‘peculiarities’ resulted from 

Shakespeare setting down for his actors the stresses, trials, and tribulations the characters 

are experiencing as they think and speak, and thus are theatrical gold-dust for the actor, 

director, scholar, teacher, and general reader alike. (4)   

When Tucker is pressed on the point, however, he admits that if you “asked me if I really believed that the 

Folio is correct in every variation, I would reply no, but that if it is actable, then it is worth trying, and 

anyway, with my actors striding out onstage with nothing to guide them except the text, I find that using the 

‘original’ text allows them to act and make theatrical decisions with great confidence” (229).  Nonetheless, 

he still “find[s] it hard to believe that [Heminges and Condell] who were so close to the text, who of all 

people in the world would know the value of these scripts, and would know the difficulty of working with 

inferior scripts, would carelessly let a multitude of mistakes litter the printed page” (224)—a rather dubious 

claim, especially considering the mountain of bibliographic evidence to the contrary.   
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amount of semicolons or colons, superfluous commas, hypermetrical lines and 

abbreviated ones can all denote a character who has lost control “very explosively” or 

otherwise (9-10).
 77

 In many ways, Tucker complements Freeman’s First Folio acting techniques, as 

both rely heavily on the material incidentals of the printed page.  A fair amount of 

Tucker’s staging practices, however, evolved from hands-on work with his Original 

Shakespeare Company.

  As well, “no matter how purple the passage or dense the text,” 

Freeman writes, “there is always a reason for the complexity or simplicity in the 

character’s language and imagery,” which he boils down to the use of multi-syllabic 

words for the former and single syllable words for the latter (11).  The metrical validity 

of these assessments is arguable, to be sure, but what Freeman demonstrates is that 

despite the ends for which they are employed, formalist close readings remain the chief 

means for producing actorial choices in performances derived from OP. 

78

                                                 
77 That said, Freeman notes that some of these textual traits can be deployed rationally as well, like the 

onrushed sentence: 

  As such, he frames most of his comments around the 

In general, when a period/full stop appears it indicates that one idea has been finished 

with and you/the character is moving on to something new.  And because every 

Elizabethan was trained to explore an idea to it’s [sic] fullest, sentences as first set in the 

original texts are often much longer than their modern counterparts, suggesting a much 

more focused and concentrated exploration, expression, and release. (13)  

And frequent colons can “suggest that whatever the emotional power of the point discovered/argued, 

you/your character can continue with the argument….  It doesn’t mean suppression of emotion, just refusal 

to give into it” (15-16).    

 
78 Formed in the early 1990s to assist in the preservation efforts of the rediscovered Rose Theatre, the OSC 

has traveled the world showcasing its particular brand of OP, which consists not only of Folio-based 

readings, but also of “Cue Script” productions.  Much of the latter is based upon research conducted by 

Tucker’s niece, Tiffany Stern, regarding early modern theatrical conditions (the findings of which are 

published in her study Rehearsal from Shakespeare to Sheridan).  For a typical OSC show, actors receive 

scripts with only their lines and cues to those of their scene partners, “with the preparation restricted to one-

on-one verse sessions and a simple full-company meeting to settle entrances and exits” (Tucker 38).  By 

Weingust’s account, “[t]he company for a given production meets as a whole only three times before the 

day of performance, with none of these meetings involving a formal ‘rehearsal’ of the play” (152-53).  

During a verse session, Tucker might challenge a performer “to wonder why, at this particular time, his 

character changes from poetry to prose, or from complex to simple language,” all in an attempt to help his 

performers build “the framework their acting will fit into.”  While the final results according to observers 

have varied from inspired to insipid, Tucker sees the entire “process” as “one of actor empowerment,” 

especially since “it is increasing rare these days for [actors] to have such an input” (39).  Indeed, the 

twentieth century idea of an autocratic director directing a production from a conceptual master plan seems 

to be a potential casualty of the OP movement.            

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

46 

reproduction of early modern staging conditions with today’s actor in mind.
79

  In a 

section of his book, Secrets of Acting Shakespeare: The Original Approach, entitled 

“Folio Secrets,” Tucker provides clues for actors receptive (and responsive) enough to 

detect the Folio’s select language of encrypted performance opportunities.  Folio 

capitalization, for example, “could reflect an actor’s intonation and stress” (232).
80

All of the textual interpretations above (like those of Poel, Craig, and Granville-

Barker) offer actors an occasion to explore the multitude of possibilities elicited through 

attempts to “unedit” or purify Shakespeare.  The intentions of Freeman and Tucker are 

consistent, then, in this regard, i.e., both wish to underscore the numerous ways in which 

  To 

the anticipated naysayers citing compositorial caprice, Tucker answers, “at least it is an 

Elizabethan’s choice [Jacobean’s, actually, in the case of the Folio] of which word to 

highlight with the use of the capital, and therefore someone close to the original 

performance” (236).  Folio lineation is preferable as well, as its irregular half-lines are 

likely composed to elicit emotive responses or opportunities for “stage business” apart 

from those actions occurring through regular meters (and they are ostensibly more 

authentic than regularized editorial “corrections”) (237, 260).  Tucker is especially 

adamant about “original punctuation,” which he regards as “crucial, for it defines where 

the individual thoughts end.  Working from the First Folio—for the punctuation there is, I 

am certain, an actor’s punctuation—I insist all of it should be obeyed” (240).  Even 

spelling becomes sacrosanct when printed on the Folio’s pages.  Obviously, regional 

dialects are preserved in this fashion, but also potential homophonic wordplay is 

maintained.  Since “Elizabethan spelling was much more phonetic than ours,” Tucker 

holds that “the best golden rule is to say it the way it is spelled” (254).   

                                                 
79 Weingust offers the following information as indicative of how Tucker gets his actors up to speed—early 

modern style: 

[Tucker] provides them with a sheet of maxims … which include urgings to: 

“theatricalize the difference between prose and poetry;” attend to “titles and styles of 

address and how they change;” avoid making “complex speeches (or bits of speeches) 

simple and sincere;” “come in on cue with each speech;” allow their “discoveries, sudden 

understandings, even confusions to be [their] character’s as well;” and to be unafraid of 

“illustrating,” as they follow Hamlet’s suggestions to “suit the word to the action, and the 

action to the word.” (152)   

 
80 Though he admits that “no one knows if the [Folio’s] capitalization was what the actors’ script would 

have had,” Tucker insists that his “work with actors reveals that it always gives useful and valuable acting 

notes to the performer” (236).  
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modern editing practices unavoidably hinder options for “original” Shakespearean 

performance.  Though their methods are hopelessly mired in murky scholarship,
81

 their 

actor-oriented objectives perhaps provide a guide for future OP development.  Weingust 

looks to just such an horizon, as he references the past collaborative activities of Tucker’s 

OSC and the new Globe.
82

              

  Responding to the same rub levied against supposedly 

restrictive formalist interpretations, he proposes that an OP company “will work under 

what we may now consider the constrictions, but may come to be understood by practice 

to be freedoms, of production methodologies that approximate, as nearly as can be 

managed, the conditions of Shakespeare’s time” (188).  

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
81 Not only do they ignore the “good evidence for the conflated reading” of certain Shakespearean texts, but 

to reject all forms of editorial emendation, as Freeman and Tucker suggest, “would be to contribute to 

intellectual muddle and hence also to aesthetic impoverishment” (Dawson 151). 

 
82 Though the OSC performed at the new Globe for several seasons in the late 1990s, their relationship 

ended on a sour note.  Weingust quotes portions of a letter from Rylance, the Globe’s artistic director, to 

Tucker denying the OSC’s request to perform as part of their 2000 season.  In it, “Rylance claims to be 

‘unconvinced’ by the OSC’s methods, alleging that these ‘do not do service to the plays’ (emphasis 

added).”  And in reference to Tucker’s rehearsal methods (or lack thereof), Rylance writes, “‘I’m afraid if 

audiences were not aware of the controls you put upon the way the actors rehearse in order to follow your 

theory, they would find the performance extremely amateur.’  He further faults Tucker and the OSC for 

‘work that falls short of the quality in the play’ (emphasis added)” (Weingust 179).   
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CHAPTER 3 

“OUR GODS MUST NOT BE CONCEPTS BUT THE WORDS THAT ARE IN THE 

TEXT”: VERSE-SPEAKING AND FORMALIST PROPENSITIES 

 

Though architectural debates surrounding the interior and exterior design of early modern 

amphitheatres overtook academic discussions in the years prior to the construction of the 

new Globe, the particular OP techniques required for accurately restaging Renaissance 

plays within such a space have tantalized scholars and theatre practitioners from the 

earliest moments of the “reconstructive Shakespeare” movement.  The impetus driving 

this nostalgic desire is relatively simple: it is based on the belief that concerted attempts 

toward reviving Elizabethan/Jacobean stagecraft would best provide us with “an 

opportunity to learn how to ‘translate’ Shakespeare for a modern audience” (Hildy 22).
83

  

But the manner and means by which this paradoxical effect might be achieved has proven 

to be anything but simple.  Various elements of OP have been explored at the new Globe 

to varying degrees of efficacy.  Not unexpectedly, all-male productions were mounted on 

eight different occasions during Rylance’s tenure from 1997 to 2005.
84

                                                 
83 For a brief but succinct account of the “reconstructive Shakespeare” movement from the late nineteenth 

century to the present, see Franklin Hildy’s “The ‘Essence of Globeness’: Authenticity, and the Search for 

Shakespeare’s Stagecraft” in Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experiment (2008). 

  As well, open-air 

daylight performances, painstakingly recreated costumes (some down to the 

 
84 Though all-male, these performances did not include adolescent boy actors, and therefore many scholars 

have questioned the historical/theatrical value of Rylance’s attempts at same-sex staging practices (which 

also included all-female productions of Richard III and Taming of the Shrew in 2003, and Much Ado About 
Nothing in 2004).  With the opening of the new Globe in 1997, Andrew Gurr, as the Globe’s Director of 

Research, made it very plain that he finds little reason to pursue all-male casting practices, and that such 

considerations “will not concern the Globe company directly.”  He explains further: 

The artificiality of using boys to play women’s parts creates some odd problems in 

modern society, none of them particularly relevant to the work of negotiating between the 

early habits of mind and the modern.  The boys apprenticed to adult players were 

generally aged between nine and fifteen in Tudor times….  Quite apart from the lack of 

boys who have undergone the years of training that the Tudor boys had, modern 

employment laws and the need to give modern children a standard education make this 

aspect of the original staging impossible to replicate.  We have to live with the relatively 

small loss of the cross-dressing games by using women to play the women’s parts.  We 

can live with the loss of the other sexual politics. (“Staging” 165-66) 

Whether twenty-first century gender studies scholars can live with Gurr’s cavalier dismissal is, of course, 

another matter.            
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underwear!),
85

 musical accompaniment on period instruments, authentically 

choreographed dances (including show closing jigs), even rushes on the stage floor—all 

were systematically employed by Rylance (but not necessarily in the same production) in 

an effort to simulate early modern playing conditions.
86

  One aspect of OP, however, that 

did remain consistent, regardless of other experimental production variables, was the new 

Globe’s commitment to the implementation of text-based verse-speaking principles.  

Reflecting on his voice work with the RSC, Rylance found his past experiences lacking, 

noting how “the Globe made [him] realise that what [he] had not encountered was the 

physical beauty of the line; the actual sound of the consonant and the vowel” (“Research” 

111).  To be sure, such formal considerations of verse play an integral role in both his 

EOP and LOP productions.
87

  Yet, the techniques appropriated by OP do not originate 

solely from Globe management—quite the contrary, Rylance’s OP mantra receives its 

aural moorings from an intriguing progression of verse-speaking methods and 

procedures, which gradually evolved during the past century by melding formalist 

readings with theatrical practicum.
88

                                                 
85 I should say “men’s” underwear—apparently, early modern English women did not wear much beneath 

their clothes.  According to Chantel Miller-Schütz in the July 1999 Globe Research Bulletin, “Women wore 

a linen smock with nothing underneath (knickers were immoral because it meant aping men; only French 

and Italian women and prostitutes wore them)” (6)—but whether the adolescent boy actors adopted the 

same practices while portraying women on stage is anyone’s guess.  For more information on early modern 

undergarments, see “Findings from the 1998 Season: As You Like It.” Shakespeare’s Globe Research 
Bulletin 10 (July 1999), pp. 6-7.     

  This chapter will examine the results of this fruitful 

 
86 Kiernan’s Staging Shakespeare at the New Globe (1999) and Conkie’s The Globe Theatre Project: 
Shakespeare and Authenticity (2006) provide especially detailed accounts of these early experiments during 

the Rylance years. 

 
87 As they rightly should in any production of Shakespeare, regardless of the style; however, OP’s 

characteristic insistence on close readings of playtexts make its efforts particularly conspicuous in this 

regard.  Heeding the words of noted prosodist George T. Wright, OP practitioners believe that 

Shakespeare’s “primary concern was for how his words and lines sounded in the theater.  The texts we 

have, most of them edited first by Shakespeare’s colleagues and then dutifully and sometimes brilliantly by 

later scholars, provide our only guide to Shakespeare’s verse lines and their incorporation in speeches and 

scenes” (102).      

 
88 It is worth noting at this point that two scholarly studies pave the way for much of what follows on verse-

speaking, namely, Bertram L. Joseph’s Acting Shakespeare (1960) and J.L. Styan’s Shakespeare’s 
Stagecraft (1971).  Joseph’s text is one of the first serious attempts to extract performance principles from 

the formal qualities of Shakespeare’s verse.  Through a series of insightful close readings, he exemplifies 

the formalist precept that Shakespeare’s “melody and meaning are inseparable from the structure of words 

in which they are both embodied” (81).  Therefore, since Shakespeare conveys “his sense in patternings of 

words easily spoken as patterns of sound,” the astute actor will make “the recognition of this precise sense, 

superficial as it may be, the foundation of his performance” (78).  Styan continues in the same formalist 
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fusion by comparing the pedagogical approaches of John Barton and Peter Hall, the two 

leading text-based progenitors of OP vocal delivery.
89

 

  

I 

When asked by Abigail Rokison to name his major Shakespearean influences, Tim 

Carroll (Associate Theatre Director at the new Globe from 2003 to 2005, and also the 

person directorially responsible for the case studies in this dissertation) cites only one 

man: “Yes, it’s easily traceable—John Barton, the Playing Shakespeare Series—that’s 

why I’m a director” (8).  Barton’s television broadcast of nine RSC workshops for BBC 

Channel Four in 1984 (recorded in 1982) did more than shape the occupational pursuits 

of Carroll—it opened the eyes (and, perhaps more importantly, the ears) of an entire 

generation of theatre critics and practitioners, offering many their first glance into the 

working parts of an “Elizabethan” organism.  Expanded by Barton into book format the 

same year, Playing Shakespeare has become the cornerstone of actor-oriented tomes 

devoted to performing early modern drama, especially verse drama.  Employing a literal 

who’s who of RSC luminaries
90

 to aid his efforts, Barton’s stated objective was to 

remedy the “lament” of those “new to Shakespeare [who] could find nothing written 

which would assist them directly in handling his text and particularly his verse” (2).
91

                                                                                                                                                 
vein by asserting that Shakespeare’s “tone of speech and [his] function of character are inseparable” (147).  

Drawing on the structural elements found in both his early and late verse, he likens Shakespeare’s dramatic 

prosody to “a finely ribbed frame: sound and rhythm support the actor in his effort to re-create the 

character’s mood, and help to shape his performance as it grows” (148).  By advancing specific acting 

techniques based strictly on a detailed examination of textual intricacies, Joseph and Styan lay the 

foundation for the formalist assessment of verse-speaking practices analyzed in this chapter.            

  He 

         
89 It should be mentioned here that Cicely Berry at the RSC, Patsy Rodenburg at the National, and Kristen 

Linklater in America (to name just a few of the more prominent examples) have significantly contributed to 

the development of verse-speaking over the past thirty years; however, much of their text-based work is 

firmly grounded in practices already established by Barton and Hall.  Where they occasionally differ, this 

chapter will note it accordingly.  The major distinction that sets them apart, though, is that their verse-

speaking techniques incorporate a whole body, holistic approach to voice training—something that Barton 

and Hall noticeably avoid.      

 
90 The list of highly accomplished stage performers contains several current A-list film actors, including 

Judi Dench, Ben Kingsley, Ian McKellen, and Patrick Stewart (long before Capt. Jean Luc Picard).   

 
91 Though he mentions Granville-Baker as a noteworthy predecessor, who “provided a major break-through 

[in his Prefaces] by looking at Shakespeare in essentially theatrical terms,” Barton finds that  

these days actors do not respond to him.  They feel, and I think justly, that though his 

heart is in the right place and he is rich in perception, he is of little practical use to them 
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observed the “natural fear” among actors toward delivering verse (the same fear Freeman 

and Tucker
92

I must confess that I have never worried over-much about the precise 

accuracy of what I may say in the rehearsal room.  The test there is not 

whether a given statement is objectively true but whether it helps, 

stimulates and releases an actor at a particular rehearsal.  If it does so, then 

the advice is useful.  If it does not, however true it may be, it has no 

practical use in that particular context. (3)      

 would later seek to address) and offered a straightforward how-to approach 

in order to assuage their poetic anxieties.  But also like Freeman/Tucker (and formalist 

practice in general), Barton’s methods target practical solutions, not theoretical 

concepts—praxis, not gnosis: 

The emphasis, then, is performance oriented from start to finish.  Though Barton’s 

readings begin with words on a page, they can only reach the present moment “in the 

living context of working with actors.”  The orality intrinsic to Shakespeare’s works 

demands a physical embodiment for symbols of sound in the here and now.  For Barton, 

his art “only has value if it comes alive in the performances of living and breathing 

actors” (6).
93

                                                                                                                                                 
because he is rarely specific about the details of how Shakespeare’s verse works or how 

an actor should come to terms with it.  They are put off by his assumption of his reader’s 

sensibility to and knowledge of Shakespeare….  Granville-Barker delivers … aesthetic 

injunction[s] but does not go into practical or line-by-line detail. (2)   

   

Though he is not the first to make such comments about the occasional literary abstruseness of the 

Prefaces, Barton’s response seems to be influenced by recent trends toward watering down Shakespeare for 

mass consumption.    

 
92 As it happens, Tucker was Barton’s assistant at the RSC during the 1970s—“John Barton … taught me 

how the text was paramount (even though he would disagree with me about which text that was)” (Tucker 

vii). 

 
93 The pronoun “his” refers to Barton’s teachings, but presumably it is just as applicable to Shakespeare’s 

playtexts.  Though probably in agreement with his performance aims, Worthen objects to Barton’s 

formalist inspired, text-based analysis of playing Shakespeare.  In his 1997 Shakespeare and the Authority 
of Performance, he criticizes the interpretive acting of Barton’s participants in the television series, saying, 

“It’s that theatrical practice—the production of ‘character’ as a effect of ‘acting,’ in this case—is not an 

unconstrained means of realizing the text, but a practice related to other modes of cultural transmission, 

signification, and interpretation” (168)—which, of course, very well may be true, as far as it goes.  But to 

follow with the statement that “[t]he production of a text’s meaning in the theatre requires the application 

of a complex machinery of interpretation and signification, whose adequacy cannot be derived from the 

text because it is engaged in making the text” (169-70) is not very helpful to the working actor searching 

for insight into his/her delivery of scripted material.  As for Shakespeare, performance traditions aside, all 

we have to genuinely guide us are the extant texts.  Arguably, such is the case with any playtext, whether 
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 The Freeman/Tucker technique of building characters from the First Folio 

borrows from Barton in another regard as well, i.e., in their treatment of the text as a rich 

repository of performance gems just waiting to be mined by the diligent actor.  Barton 

states his belief from the outset “that in the Elizabethan theatre the actors knew how to 

use and interpret the hidden direction Shakespeare himself provided in his verse and 

prose” (6-7).  Questions of attribution notwithstanding, Shakespeare’s theatrical 

instructions for any stage action lie barely beneath the surface language of early modern 

versification.
94

  The trick, according to Barton, is to recognize them and allow for their 

guidance in all acting decisions.  The plays are “full of hidden hints to the actors.  When 

an actor becomes aware of them he will find that Shakespeare himself starts to direct him.  

I believe that is what happened among his Elizabethan actors, and they did instinctively 

what we do consciously and intellectually” (13).
95

                                                                                                                                                 
the playwright is alive or dead.  As David Mamet declares, “There is no character.  There are only lines 

upon a page.  They are lines of dialogue meant to be said by the actor.  When he or she says them simply, 

in an attempt to achieve an object more or less like that suggested by the author, the audience sees an 

illusion of a character upon the stage” (9).        

  Barton spends each session reviewing 

the formal particulars surrounding specific textual structures, all the while allowing a 

certain amount of interpretative latitude within those parameters.  “There are few 

absolute rules about playing Shakespeare,” he assures his audience, “but many 

possibilities.  We don’t offer ourselves as high priests but as explorers or detectives” (7).  

These sentiments are especially attractive to the open-ended prosodic experimentation 

 
94 Wright allows for this same cryptic but prescriptive quality within the verse, acknowledging that “we do 

not doubt for a moment that the words and syntax still give clues to any actor with a sense of sentence 

structure and dramatic opportunity” (286).  

 
95 Barton is not as adamant in the use of “original” texts as are Freeman/Tucker—he is plainly not above 

slicing and dicing his way through different editions as needed (most notably in his seven-part cycle The 
Wars of the Roses, a conflation of the Henry VI plays produced in 1963-64).  But regardless of the version, 

Barton’s sessions highlight the need for actors to become comfortable with textual matters by developing a 

level of familiarity with verse, and in doing so, a better understanding of their craft: 

Blank verse is probably the very centre of the Elizabethan tradition and perhaps the most 

important thing in Shakespeare that an actor has to come to terms with.  Or rather I 

should say that an actor needs to get help from.  I stress that because many actors, 

particularly if they’re not familiar with Shakespeare, very understandably look at the 

verse as some kind of threat.  They know they will somehow come to grief if they ignore 

it or be chastised if they do it wrong.  It becomes a mountain to be climbed or else an 

obstacle to be avoided.  But no, it’s there to help the actor.  It’s full of little hints from 

Shakespeare about how to act a given speech or scene.  It’s stage direction in shorthand. 

(25)       

In following Barton’s advice, actors are promised not only a better acquaintance with Shakespeare, but also 

a better understanding of their craft as performers.   
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encouraged by OP, for as John Russell Brown writes in Free Shakespeare, “The very 

poetry of Shakespeare’s plays … is for an actor an almost limitless collection of 

possibilities.  Each speech offers thousands of invitations, even within regular metrical 

utterance” (75).  But these assurances are also intended to allay the frustrations of present 

day actors trying to make sense of Renaissance scripts.  To this end, Barton succumbs to 

the twentieth-century urge among theatre practitioners of making it “real” (which, 

according to this mindset, makes it relevant).  Stanislavskian influences dominate 

discussions where “[p]laying the quality [of the line] leads to bad acting,” whereas “going 

for the intention is more interesting and alive and human” (12).  Such character driven 

distinctions seem negligible with regard to effective verse-speaking (or acting in general, 

for that matter),
96

 but Barton seizes the occasion to focus on psychological motivations 

needed for the proper oral delivery of Shakespeare (once again, for the sake of his 

actors), differentiating between what he calls “heightened” and “naturalistic” language.
97

  

He defines the former as “[a]ny bit of text where there are images and metaphors and 

similes or rich surprising language” (17).
98

  The latter, in turn, mirrors regular, customary 

speech patterns.
99

                                                 
96 Mamet unmercifully skewers such sacred cows as the development of “character”: “The preoccupation of 

today’s actor with character is simply a modern rendition of an age-old preoccupation with performance, 

which is to say, with oneself.  It is, in every age, the old lookout of the ham actor” (109).  Following 

Mamet’s lead, Oliver Ford Davies acknowledges that though “Stanislavsky has important things to say 

about the relationship between the construct of character and one’s self,” as far as Shakespeare’s dramas 

are concerned “[t]he Elizabethans weren’t much worried by which was character and which was actor” 

(108).         

  Rather than give ground to either, though, he instead argues for a 

harmonizing approach that blends the best elements of the two.  “That’s why I stress, and 

will do so again and again,” Barton writes, “that [actors] have to find a balance between 

 
97 Barton’s division of language styles is similar to Joseph’s earlier assessment of the problems arising from 

trying to successfully speak “Shakespeare’s score”:  “on the one hand the actor has to give his audience an 

experience of the lines of poetry, and on the other he must sound natural, like a real human being putting 

his thoughts and feelings, his intentions and desires, into the words” (55).   

 
98 A Stanislavskian example: “Heightened speech must be something that the actor, or rather the character 

he’s playing, finds for himself because he needs those words and images to express his intention” (Barton 

18).  This may or may not be useful advice for the actor preparing a role, but either way the fact remains 

that the intentional fallacy holds just as true for the stage as it does the page—at the end of the show, no 

one cares about intentions (after all, who ever intends to give a poor performance?).    

 
99 Barton recognizes that “naturalistic” can also refer to a specific style of performance, so he clarifies his 

use of the word by saying: “[I] mean by it a style which deliberately gives the impression of ordinary 

everyday speech and behaviour” (19).       
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those two extremes.  In other words an actor in Shakespeare simply has to marry the two 

traditions” (20).  And yet, Barton backs off the character-based approach when it hinders 

his formalist predilections.  After numerous pages of indulging in anachronistic 

Stanislaviskian commentary, he finally admits that it is “the nature of the language [that] 

tells us about the nature of the character, or maybe we should say the language is the 

character” (59).
100

 Barton’s detailed analysis of Shakespeare’s metrics begins with the standard 

assertion made about the iambic pentameter line of blank verse, i.e., that its “rhythm 

approximates more closely than any other to our natural everyday speech” (26).

  Thus, Barton succinctly recognizes what all OP performers and neo-

formalists know full well: “Our gods must not be concepts but the words that are in the 

text” (23). 

101

                                                 
100 Elaborating on his heresy (at least concerning twentieth-century acting methods, British and American), 

Barton goes on to say that he believes “that there are times in Shakespeare when language is more 

important than character and, as it were, takes the driving seat.  What about speeches that are obviously 

choric?  I mean text which is primarily to do with whatever it describes and not with the character who’s 

speaking it” (59).   

  It 

follows, then, that its stress patterns should prove quite conducive to stage performance, 

both in verse dialogue and in set speeches (and prose passages too, since they typically 

have “very strong rhythms”) (68).  As well, in his efforts to be actor-friendly, Barton 

likely emphasizes this metrical quality, as have countless other voice specialists, in order 

to demonstrate the (presumably) commonplace cadences of the form.  But more than the 

familiar pulse of English syntax, verse-speaking facilitates the capacity for sustained oral 

delivery on stage.  According to Barton, actors “wouldn’t know how to phrase” long 

passages without the formal structure that prosody necessarily provides (34).  And within 

these highly organized lines of text, various clues to their effective performance are 

accessible to the attentive eye.  Barton discloses many such “hints” throughout his book.  

For example, “long vowels sounds usually count as strong stresses” (29); the “extra 

 
101 Barton alleges that iambic pentameter is “much closer to the way we actually talk” (27).  Styan concurs, 

stating that Shakespeare’s “verse form invited the rhythm, if not the idiom, of natural speech” (154).  

Interestingly, though most scholars and theatre practitioners seem to agree that iambic pentameter is “the 

most speechlike of English meters,” Wright is less certain that “English is a naturally iambic language,” 

which it is often claimed to be.  Since Germanic languages typically place the emphasis on the first syllable 

of words, a trochaic pattern would seem to be more the likely candidate for versification.  Nonetheless, it 

“seems beyond dispute,” Wright surmises, “that the trochaic and iambic currents of our speech find an 

appropriate arena in meter that is iambic rather than trochaic, and this is because iambic verse 

accommodates a wide range of metrical variations and trochaic verse does not, though why this should be 

so is again mysterious” (1).     
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syllable” of feminine endings “is always a light stress and not a strong one, and is simply 

a piece of licence given to anyone writing blank verse” (30);
102

 “a short line in 

Shakespeare usually suggests a pause and is some sort of hint to an actor about how to 

play the scene” (31);
103

 “a shared verse line says, ‘pick up the cue’”(32); an end-stopped 

line requires “a grammatical pause [at] the end of a clause, or of a sentence” (33); “and 

when a Shakespearean speech is in monosyllables it’s always good counsel not to rush it” 

(98).
104

  Behind these and other text-based suggestions,
105

 Barton maintains that actors 

must delve deeply into the structural essentials of each verse line, learning to discern the 

intricate interplay between them and to relish the words that comprise them.  “Verbal 

relish,” he calls it—“until we love individual words we cannot love language, and if we 

don’t we won’t be able to use it properly” (48).
106

                                                 
102 Poetic “licence” or not, there is nothing simple about a hypermetrical line.  “On the whole,” writes 

Wright, “the conventions that permit extra syllables contribute to the effect of crowdedness and the 

impression that a character, or the characters as a group, have a great deal to say, more than can be 

accommodated in the usual framework” (183).  Russ McDonald links Shakespeare’s use of extra syllables 

with his mature verse, noting that “[a]s his approach to metrics begins to relax, the feminine ending begins 

to appear with much greater frequency,” which contributes to a prosodic “volatility [that] generates 

multiple challenges to the customary beat” (101).  Indeed, according to Wright, “the lines in Shakespeare’s 

later plays diverge from what we think of as regular meter about twenty percent of the time” (105).          

  

        
103 As well as possibly signaling a pause, Wright observes that short lines are “often highly dramatic.  To 

build to a rhetorical climax through a series of full pentameters and then to complete the period in a line of 

only four to seven syllables often has a strong impact” (121).    

 
104 Most of Barton’s tips for verse-speaking coincide with Styan’s earlier illustrations, except this last one 

concerning monosyllables.  To the contrary, Styan states that “the tripping of short syllables” probably 

indicates the need for a quickened pace, not a lethargic one (148).   

 
105 Barton appears to take a page from Poel’s principles when he places a premium on emphasizing key 

words within a given passage (in this instance, Sonnet 55).  Note the similarities in action (if not in 

emphasis) between Barton’s illustration below and Poel’s in Chapter 2, note 51: 

It is only too easy to treat an adjective and its noun as one simple thought unit and to miss 

the way in which the adjective qualifies the noun or brings out some surprising contrast.  

‘Gilded monuments’, ‘this powerful rhyme’, ‘unswept stone’, ‘war’s quick fire’, ‘the 

living record’ and ‘all oblivious enmity’.  Each of these phrases is in some way 

surprising, and if you find them at the moment you speak them they will have life and 

freshness.  And then there are the verbs.  It is easy to overlook them, but here they are 

especially vital and active.  ‘You shall shine’, ‘besmear’d with sluttish time’, ‘When 

broils root out’, ‘nor war’s quick fire shall burn’, ‘Shall you pace forth’, and so on. (114)  

 
106 Apparently, Americans actors are better at savoring sounds than their British counterparts.  Barton 

attributes this disparity to his observation that “American [speech] is actually closer to Elizabethan English 

than our current English speech,” which he finds “ironic, because American actors are often worried about 

not speaking what they call Standard English, yet they’re actually doing it closer to Shakespeare’s way than 

we are” (53).  Hall also shares Barton’s preference for “the rich sound of American speech,” and repeats his 

claim that “[i]n its rhythm and resonance, American is much closer to Shakespeare than modern English.  
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Barton’s most controversial piece of acting advice, however, involves a poetic 

attribute especially prominent during Shakespeare’s late period—enjambment.  As 

always, he initially allows actors a certain freedom to respond according to their own 

predispositions: “Should you run on the line or should you not?  Ask yourself that 

question and simply decide which feels better.  Shakespeare gives you a choice.  If it’s 

better for you to run the line on, run it on.  But if the verse actually helps you phrase the 

line then that’s the right answer” (35).  In the end, however, Barton plays his hand and 

shows a full-flushed inclination toward sacrificing enjambment for the sanctity of the 

verse line.  Discussing the matter with Patrick Stewart, he admits:  

I myself believe that in Shakespeare’s later verse it is still right more often 

than not to phrase with the verse line.  Some people would not agree with 

that, but I think such verse is in part a form of naturalistic writing by 

Shakespeare.  That is to say, he catches our trick of often pausing in 

ungrammatical places and running on at full-stops.  If you look at it this 

way you will be surprised how often it works. (36)
107

Quite a few scholars and performers would argue that it definitely does not work, though 

(notwithstanding Hall’s stringent defense in the section below).

 

108

                                                                                                                                                 
The American actor has a strong sense of pitch, of music and of pulse.  He has a love of rhyme and of his 

native rich vowels” (Advice 193).  

  But again, Barton’s 

focus remains on making Shakespeare approachable to present day performers.  “We’re 

talking about possibilities, not laws,” he stresses emphatically, especially “with 

Shakespeare’s late verse.  All I’m saying is that you need to judge the question each time 

 
107 Barton explains later that the necessity for holding the verse line originates in the open-air environs of 

the early modern amphitheatres: “I am also inclined to believe that Shakespeare wrote in blank verse partly 

to help actors phrase out of doors [e.g., for the sake of volume], where they perhaps needed to control their 

breathing more carefully than in indoor theatres.  It’s been said that’s one reason why blank verse was so 

popular in the Elizabethan theatres—that it made life easier for the actors” (36).    

 
108 Two of the dissenting opinions provide a representative sample: Styan believes that actors should adhere 

to the flow of the verse, not the end of the line.  They should always “listen for prosodic clues—the 

running-on of lines and the tripping of short syllables, or the end-stopping of a line with hard caesuras and 

stronger vowel sounds—in conjunction with the emotional impulse behind the speech” (148-49).  And 

Wright applauds the use of enjambment as a particularly Shakespearean means of breaking up the metrical 

monotony of the standard blank verse line—it necessarily gives “successive lines different rhythmic 

contours” and “undermines the predictability” of anticipated phrasal structures (46).     
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and decide” (36)—a sentiment reflective of his formalist readings throughout Playing 

Shakespeare.
109

Nevertheless, Barton’s legacy to verse-speaking goes beyond any clue he might 

have uncovered in the text or any hidden meaning he may have discovered in a shared 

line.  His primary influence rests with the importance he places on vocally illustrating the 

formal properties of antithesis in Shakespeare’s lines, stanzas, passages, and set speeches.  

Recognizing that early modern blank verse “is neutral” or malleable in its accentual 

rhythms, he claims that “Shakespeare gets his dramatic effects by the way he rings the 

changes on it” (28).  The iambic pentameter line sets the pattern, with poetic tension and 

aural variance resulting from the sometimes subtle, sometimes sharp metrical and phrasal 

alterations.

       

110
  Barton employs several terms popular with the New Critics to describe the 

aesthetic experience elicited from these verse shifts (e.g., he devotes an entire chapter to 

“irony” and “ambiguity”), but he builds his pedagogical system on the ability of actors to 

perform antithesis, i.e., enunciating the contrapuntal pairings of antithetical words and 

phrases.  “If I were to offer one single bit of advice to an actor new to Shakespeare’s 

texts,” Barton contends, “I suspect that the most useful thing I could say would be, ‘Look 

for the antitheses and play them’” (55).
111

                                                 
109 Martin White aptly summarizes Barton’s pedagogical aims, saying that he “tries to help the actor to 

understand its [i.e., language’s] workings and identify the clues it may contain, knowledge which may 

clarify an obscure moment and be of direct and practical help in shaping a scene or relationship or in pacing 

a scene.  Such analysis multiples the options from which an actor or director may choose” (21).  In fact, 

“far from restricting expression,” Wright adds, “the texts of Shakespeare’s plays offer an incomparably 

flexible score, with a wide range of discretionary variations, enough to satisfy the appetite for expressive 

departures of even the hungriest actor” (287).  Not all commentators see Barton’s methods as conducive to 

textual exploration, though.  Rokison notices, “that, despite his provisos about freedom of choice, the actors 

working with him appear not to question his opinions and suggestions, but seize upon and reiterate” (13).   

  Pulling from the playbook of formalist 

analysis, he interprets the seemingly discordant elements located in corresponding lines 

as a means to achieving connotative balance and meaning in verse drama.  Only by 

 
110 Wright speaks at length on the iambic pentameter line’s “uncanny capacity to vary the metrical norm 

without fundamentally violating it” (6).  And McDonald finds it “not too much to say that the complication 

of the pentameter not only reflects but promotes the thematic density” of Shakespeare’s plays (89).     

 
111 In an effort to mitigate the word’s scholastic connotations for his audience (what does this say about 

actors?), Barton offers the following clarification: “‘Antithesis’ is in a way a bad word for something very 

practical.  It sounds obscure and learned.  Perhaps it would be better to use a phrase of Shakespeare’s and 

talk of ‘setting the word against the word’….  So that’s what you have to do: set one word or phrase 

against another.  If an actor doesn’t point up antitheses, he will be hard and sometimes quite difficult to 

follow” (55).   
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diligently working through the text (line by line, phrase by phrase, word by word) and 

identifying the areas of highly wrought tonal contrast can an actor attain the harmonious 

delivery of Shakespeare’s language.  And, like all good formalist studies, praxis remains 

at the heart of the endeavor.  “Good verse-speaking is not really about general principles 

but comes from experience and practice,” and though Barton insists that “it’s up to us to 

analyse the verse as well as we can, in the end we must treat it intuitively.  We must trust 

it and let it be organic rather than conscious” (46).  Fortunately for us, Shakespeare 

designs his verse to inculcate these intuitive rhythmic responses within the ear of the 

receptive listener.
112

 

                                                            

II 

“In order to phrase naturally, there is an absolute need to feel where the end of the verse 

line occurs”—one would imagine that such a statement would plausibly follow from the 

above notions of metrical internalization.  But Barton did not say it.  This quotation is 

from a fairly recent account of acting principles by Peter Hall (Advice 29). Though an 

eminent stage director for over fifty years, a full treatment of his thoughts on 

Shakespearean performance in general and verse-speaking in particular finally reaches 

the racks of booksellers only after the turn of the twenty-first century.  With the release of 

Exposed by the Mask: Form and Language in Drama (2000) and Shakespeare’s Advice 

to the Players (2003), Hall sets to print his lifetime pursuit of maintaining the clarity and 

distinctiveness of Shakespeare’s form in stage performance.
113

                                                 
112 Referring to the potential difficulties of detecting the lineation in late verse forms, Wright suggests than 

an internalization of Shakespeare’s poetics occurs naturally in “the way an audience takes in lines of verse 

… absorbing [them] in ways we still have scarcely an inkling of, the deep rhythmical currents of the verse 

that measure out the character’s utterances line by line” (283).    

  His reluctance to commit 

himself to writing is perhaps not unusual for a man of the theatre.  As he admits in the 

preface to Exposed, “I have recklessly given lectures all my life by thinking on my feet.  I 

love public speaking.  I have always found it more interesting to see someone trying to 

define their thoughts rather than merely repeating them from a typed script” (9).  Not that 

Hall needed to disseminate his controversial notions in print—his iambic fundamentalism 

 
113 Interestingly, these were also the years that neo-formalism first gained the serious attention of the 

academy with publications like MLQ 61:1 “Reading for Form” (2000) and Mark David Rasmussen’s 

Renaissance Literature and Its Formal Engagements (2002).   
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was already legendary throughout the international theatre community (Smallwood 110).  

But in doing so, he also takes the occasion to address a problem that he feels is directly 

responsible for the drastic decline in the aural quality of Shakespearean performance: 

To my mind, the form is still woefully neglected in the study of 

Shakespeare.  Shakespeare’s text tells an actor quite clearly when to go 

fast, when to go slow, when to pause, when to come in on cue.  He 

indicates which word should be accented and which word should be 

thrown away.  These are the results, the means of expression that the actor 

is left with at the end of reading the Shakespearean score. (Exposed 41)    

Much to Hall’s chagrin, the apparent lack of solid text-based training for actors gives 

credence to Worthen’s assertion that “the ‘poetic’ Shakespeare of the New Criticism has 

been largely displaced by the ‘theatre poet’ of performance criticism” and “the poetics of 

culture” (Authority 97).
114

  But in the re-emergent spirit of neo-formalism, he embraces 

the opportunity provided by Exposed and Shakespeare’s Advice to remedy the situation.  

Offering his own assessment of Shakespeare’s playing principles (à la Barton), Hall 

steers a straight course back to the rudiments of old-school (à la Poel) verse analysis, 

arguing paradoxically that “[i]f we understand an author’s formal demands, we have 

some chance of representing them in modern terms” (Advice 10).
115

 Hall’s formalist sensibilities can be traced back to his days at Cambridge.  As an 

undergrad, he was an enthusiastic member of the Marlowe Society, the university’s 

amateur dramatic troupe, whose ranks at the time also included a precocious, young John 

Barton.  Founded in 1907, Hall describes the group as being “inspired by the work of the 

         

                                                 
114 According to Hall, the universities are partly to blame for this appalling state: “there is little attention 

paid to the form of Shakespeare’s verse in academic circles.”  And, like it or not, the aesthetic inertia of 

historicists has a tickle down effect on performing Shakespeare: “apart from John Barton’s heroic theatre 

work with actors on both sides of the Atlantic … there is very little acceptance of a method of approaching 

verse in the professional theatre either” (Exposed 42).  In fact, for Hall, the only hope of ever bringing the 

aims of these two institutions together lies in “studying the [text’s] form” where the “needs of the scholar 

and the actor fuse into one” (Exposed 60).    

 
115 Actually, both Hall and neo-formalists would contend that if there are any trans-historical qualities to 

Shakespeare, they reside squarely within the formal parameters of his work.  As Hall states, “performance 

fashions change; they must, in order to keep up with the subtle alterations in the audience’s sensibilities.  

But an iambic beat is still an iambic beat.”  Regardless of the text’s historical situatedness, “[a] modern 

equivalent can be found providing we honour every part of the original that still speaks to us” (Advice 10).     
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great Shakespearean revolutionary director William Poel” (Advice 193).
116

  George 

Rylands, the senior mentor of the society, disseminated Poel’s principles of staging and 

scansion with an infectious fervor, and Hall credits him with teaching “the ins and outs of 

verse” to several generations of Britain’s best and brightest (Advice 187).
117

  But, perhaps 

most importantly (at least with regard to his study of form), Hall frequently attended the 

lectures and seminars of “the abrasive iconoclast,” F.R. Leavis.
118

  Along with Richards 

and Empson, Leavis advocated close reading techniques conducive to the examination of 

literature’s formal properties.  Hall describes him as “a genius at analysing text, sub-text 

and basic intention.  He could evaluate the integrity of an author by analysing the honesty 

of his style.  Was he writing for effect?  Or was he writing because he wished to indulge 

the reader’s emotions?  Leavis could tell you” (Advice 187, 189).
119

                                                 
116 Hall credits Poel with bringing “Shakespeare back to the bare stage where the audience’s imagination 

was invited to produce images more vivid than the work of any scene painter.  All they had to do was listen 

and imagine…. His mantra was constantly repeated as he endorsed Hamlet’s requirement: the lines must be 

spoken ‘trippingly on the tongue’.  The quick and witty way was the correct way to speak verse” (Advice 

193).         

  From these 

 
117 Hall also acknowledges his debt to the work of Poel’s protégé, Harley Granville-Barker, in shaping the 

course of his formalist thought and practice: “Barker was a great dramatist, a prodigious actor and the first 

director of international status that Britain produced.  He is still the best commentator on Shakespeare’s 

plays as plays; a keen sense of theatre is what characterises his eloquent PREFACES TO 

SHAKESPEARE” (Advice 195).    

   
118 Leavis is best known for publishing the critical journal Scrutiny (1932-53).  In its pages, close reading 

skills were fervently advanced through incisive, analytical interpretations of texts.  With a literary zeal 

unmatched in his day, Leavis was partially responsible for the transformation of English studies at 

Cambridge from the genteel pursuit of belle lettres to a rigorously disciplined academic study.  Terry 

Eagleton chronicles the paradigm shift in his Literary Theory: An Introduction: “In the early 1920s it was 

desperately unclear why English was worth studying at all; by the 1930s it had become a question of why it 

was worth wasting your time on anything else.  English was not only a subject worth studying, but the 

supremely civilizing pursuit, the spiritual essence of the social formation” (27).  Leavis’ influence on 

American formalism also does not go unnoticed by Eagleton.  “Like Scrutiny,” he derisively writes (which 

of course is not unexpected for a Marxist), “New Criticism was the ideology of an uprooted, defensive 

intelligentsia who reinvented in literature what they could not locate in reality” (40).  But it is just such a 

reinvention of reality that animates Shakespeare’s theatre—certainly as Hall sees it in the work of Leavis, 

Rylands, and Poel, “an unlikely trio [that] have in fact been the most significant if largely unrecognised 

influence on twentieth-century British theatre” (Advice 195).  Creating worlds afresh from the formal 

conditions of the past is what drives both Hall and OP.  “These traditions are precious,” he ardently 

maintains, asserting that “they are the life-blood not only of Shakespearean theatre, but of scholarship [as 

well]” (Exposed 43).      

 
119 Though Hall is fond of citing the Poel principles as the inspiration for his close adherence to 

Shakespeare’s verse structure, Leavis is likely to have exerted the greater influence.  According to Rokison, 

“the rigorous analysis of scansion, lineation, placement of the caesura and the use of rhetorical devices, 

which can be seen in the work of Barton and Hall, seems to owe more to Leavis than either Poel or 

Granville-Barker” (33-34).  
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influences, Hall developed his persistent belief that formal considerations should prompt 

all acting and directorial choices.  Shakespeare’s verse must lead the action.  Doubtless, 

Barton would agree, but unlike him (and his efforts to accommodate character-driven 

modes of interpretation in Playing Shakespeare), Hall refuses to pay lip serve to 

Stanislavskian-based “Method” approaches, which in his view diminish the strength of 

the verse.
120

find their characters in Shakespeare’s texts.  Though actors may be 

interested to learn the historical “background” to the play on which they 

are working, the assumption lying behind much current British 

Shakespeare production is that Shakespeare has universally applicable and 

timeless understandings of human nature that will be revealed by close 

textual reading. (Escolme, “Shakespeare” 169) 

  Rather than appealing to a vaguely established sense of intention or 

motivation, the form should always be assessed initially to determine a purposeful 

direction for the scene.  Then, “once achieved,” Hall maintains, “form and [a character’s] 

feeling interreact on each other and become one.  So form comes first and, if it is 

observed, it helps to provoke the feeling” (Advice 13).  But despite the ideal equilibrium 

achieved between Shakespeare’s matter and manner, Hall never wavers on the necessity 

of the latter to shape needs of the former—“The form of the text is the end result; and 

when the actor fulfills its demands, he should be very near what Shakespeare heard” (18).  

“Partly, perhaps as a reaction to Method-based practices that demand the actor finds him- 

or herself in every role,” Hall insists instead that actors  

Such claims, though discordant to the sounds of experientially induced exercises of 

Strasberg and the Actors’ Studio, are indeed music to the ears of an OP performer.
121

                                                 
120 Hall finds the American “Method” entirely unsuitable for Shakespearean performance, because it favors 

a “style of acting which was strictly non-verbal, invented for the most part by a group of great immigrant 

actors [e.g., Richard Boleslavsky and Maria Ouspenskaya of the MAT] whose first language was not 

English and whose interest in theatre was emotional rather than verbal” (Advice 193).  He imagines that 

many actors and directors, like many scholars, feel trapped within the parameters imposed by verse 

structure, and thus gravitate toward Method-based approaches for the interpretive freedom they seemingly 

provide.  Using what has become the obligatory music analogy, Hall explains that “they need to understand 

that even though a musical phrase has a number of defined and unalterable notes, it is capable of infinite 

variety; it can express anything.  The same is true of a line of Shakespeare’s” (Advice 13).           

            

 
121 As Hall says in Exposed, studying “Shakespeare without regard for his form is like studying a score 

when you have never heard a note of music” (43).  And it is the strict preservation of form that provides 

meaning in verse drama.  Otherwise, as Joseph reminds us, “by ignoring or conflicting with the structure of 
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 Hall also concurs with many OP practitioners in his preference for the Folio’s 

theatrical bias.  Following the same line of reasoning as Freeman/Tucker and many 

others, he claims that “the Folio of 1623 brings us as close to Shakespeare’s theatre as we 

shall ever get, because it was put together by his two fellow actors and friends, 

Hemmings and Condle [sic]” (Exposed 43).
122

  Like the Folio advocates as well, Hall 

believes that “[t]he purity of the Folio text … also reveals clues for the actor, who can 

with practice, ‘hear’ the shape of the original play in a way that is impossible with the 

over-punctuated texts of later editors” (Advice 22).
123

  And even though he typically 

works from his own personally prepared copy of the script, he still “keeps as close as 

possible to the basic punctuation of the Folio” (Exposed 45).  As Hall readily admits, the 

Folio’s pointing may be inconsistent,
124

There can be no art without form.  Form disciplines the inspiration and 

makes it expressive.  Form contains the emotion and ensures that it is 

 but it is nonetheless a far more reliable source 

text (in part due to its proximity to the source) than a regularized version that instead 

reflects the norms of its era’s poetics.  These editions water down the potency of the form 

by weakening the sanctity of the line—systematically diluting its cascading variables of 

stress and sense.  In fact, without proper attention to his variable verse structures, there is 

no Shakespeare for Hall:       

                                                                                                                                                 
a line of precisely explicit sense, the actor is apt to distort its music” (68).  Forsaking these formal 

properties for an approach grounded in extra-textual psychological motivation, Lee Strasberg (along with 

Elia Kazan and others from the former Group Theatre) helped the Actors’ Studio become the leading outlet 

for Method-style acting in America during the twentieth century.   

 
122 Nevertheless, Hall is quick to acknowledge the compositorial indeterminacies that any reader of an early 

modern text is bound to encounter, especially of text of Shakespeare’s: “While the Folio brings us close to 

the playhouse with its book-keeper or prompter, it also poses all kinds of problems—of spelling, of 

lineation, and of palpable misprints.  We think we know how many printers there were; and our computers 

help us understand their individual tastes and prejudices.  But where are Shakespeare’s?  Lost” (Exposed 

44).  

 
123 Hall states that his opinion regarding the veracity of Folio is based on his many years of directorial 

experience—it “feels like a working text with the fingerprints of actors on it.”  As such, he inclined to side 

with the 1980s “revisers” on the issue of two Lears.  “Having directed it,” he announces,  “I am convinced 

that the Folio text of King Lear gives us Shakespeare’s last thoughts on that play.  I agree with the current 

Oxford editors: it is a text cut for performance” (Exposed 45).  However, it should be noted that his 

preference toward the Folio is a departure from the Poel teachings he claims to vigorously uphold (as 

mentioned in Chapter 2, Poel believed that the quarto editions were actually closer to Shakespeare’s 

intentions for performance).        

 
124 Hall attempts to correct this by removing “everything but the essential full stops” (Advice 24).  
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credible, and not indulgent.  But the paradox of art is that the rules of form 

must always be challenged in order to achieve spontaneity.  Yet they must 

not be completely destroyed.  There is a balance between discipline and 

freedom which only the great creative genius or the astonishing performer 

can achieve. (Advice 22)
125

Hall finds these “rules” necessarily challenged, but never overturned, in the fluctuating 

rhythms of the Folio text.  Alternating accentuation, hypermetrical additions, trochaic 

variations, headless beginnings, feminine endings, flowing enjambments, floating 

caesuras, shared and squinting lines (among other frustratingly ambiguous short lines)—

all contribute to the vast array of metrical possibilities afforded to the skilled artisan of 

the stage.  “For Shakespeare,” Hall maintains in Advice, “it was possible to take the 

regularity of the iambic pentameter, and by contradicting it with irregularities and cross-

rhythms which almost (but not quite) destroy the form, make an infinitely expressive 

means of conveying emotion” (22).  In expressing as much, Hall falls right in step with 

Joseph, Styan, Wright, McDonald, and other prosodists who measure Shakespeare’s 

quality as a playwright by the poetic tension formed through the remarkable versatility of 

his verse patterning.   

    

 But one rule remains inviolate for Hall, regardless of the diverse oscillations 

manifest in Shakespeare’s versification, i.e., the sanctity of the line must be maintained at 

all costs.  As he states emphatically, “Shakespeare’s architecture in his verse is entirely 

dependent on the preservation of the iambic line.  His form is destroyed by acting single 

words rather than lines” (Advice 24).  This standing mandate suffices to brand Hall as an 

iambic fundamentalist among theatre artists, but it is a principle from which he will not 

budge, as his notions of verse-speaking are fixed around the framework of the line’s 

                                                 
125 Perhaps Wright offers the best explanation of Hall’s paradoxical sense of freedom within Shakespeare’s 

form: 

Essentially, the verse art of Shakespeare’s plays oscillates between the determined and 

the indeterminate, between “regular iambic pentameter” obedient to rules and an 

unpredictable mixture of regular and deviant verse lines.  Moreover, if iambic pentameter 

has special dramatic force, it is partly because its own pattern is also highly indeterminate 

as a determined poetic meter can be….  Furthermore, our frequent uncertainty about the 

number of syllables in a line … along with the structurally guaranteed freedom to vary 

the strength of stressed syllables and the weakness of the unstressed, contributes to our 

sense that the metrical principles underlying the art of Shakespeare’s dramatic verse is 

that of great freedom within great order. (105)   
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pentameter structure—especially the end of those structures.  “Shakespeare’s phrasing is 

built on the end of his lines,” where Hall finds “the main weight of his meaning to be 

found” (Exposed 54).  It is essential, then, for actors to avoid dropping their voices 

(lowering their inflection) on the last beat of the pentameter, whether it is end-stopped or 

not.  Hall speaks from his own experience that “there is always a natural inflection that 

each actor can find which phrases the line and marks its end, however lightly” (Advice 

29).  But end it must.  There is no room for enjambment in Hall’s system of verse-

speaking.  “A pause is always possible at the end of a line, but never, never in the middle 

of it.  A pause in the middle of a line destroys the line,” and therefore Hall cautions that 

“breaths should only be taken at the end of the line—otherwise the shape of the full line 

is distorted.  So never breathe in the middle” (Exposed 54-55).
126

  Pausing for 

punctuation or phrasing, as enjambment would require, fouls up both the pacing and 

placement of the line, for without proper aural delineation, how can an audience 

recognize verse from prose?
127

                                                 
126 Hall attributes the increased use of enjambment in Shakespeare’s later plays to a change of his 

company’s venue: “Pauses don’t work well in large theatres in daylight.  There is a lack of focus and a 

tendency (that must have been evident at the Globe) for spectators to feel that nothing is going on if no-one 

is speaking.  This would not be so at the Blackfriars, the private indoor candlelit theatre where attention 

was easier to capture and pauses could be eloquently held” (Advice 38).  This may be so, but Ralph Cohen, 

in his essay “Directing at the Globe and the Blackfriars” (as noted in Chapter 1, Cohen is also the founder 

of the reconstructed Blackfriars in Virginia), counsels that all OP actors should avoid “the pauses we so 

frequently hear in over-long productions,” irrespective of an indoor or an outdoor setting (217).  Theories 

of original production conditions aside, Hall would likely agree.  But Rokison does not.  According to her 

conclusions, “Hall’s assertion that the actor should not breathe in the middle of a verse-line is not supported 

by Renaissance prosodic treaties [Puttenham in particular], which suggest that the mid-line caesura 

demands a pause or breath equivalent to a comma, or by the punctuation of The Booke of Sir Thomas More 

and Alleyn’s part for ‘Orlando’, in which the caesura is often marked with a comma” (123).  Hall certainly 

does, however, allow for the possibility of a caesura within a run-on line, but such “sense-breaks” can only 

“be earned by a slow enough tempo on the first half of the line so that the slight pause can be taken without 

the disruption of the whole line.  Again the sanctity of the line must be preserved” (Advice 32). 

  The answer is simple for Hall: “Shakespeare deals not in 

individual words, or in isolated phrases, but in complete lines.  This is the norm which is 

 
127 Which is a question that particularly concerns Wright in his account of Shakespeare’s late style of 

versification.  For him, purposeful prosodic elements like enjambment cannot be dismissed as readily, and 

therefore   

we are likely to follow the metrical frame for only a few lines at a time.  Then it is lost 

again, recovered, forgotten, noticed again and again let slip, an audible pattern of which 

we remain intermittently aware, a perpetual clouded presence, gone in the prose scenes 

except for iambic lines embedded even there, then reappearing fully or partly, fully and 

partly, as haunting and elusive as a glimpse of divine order (for which it may serve as a 

figure). (283) 
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the counterpoint to his frequent irregularities” (Advice 38).
128

  The same holds true for 

shared lines.  Despite the split between two characters, Hall firmly insists that the two 

half-lines must “make up a whole line which has the same pace, dynamic, rhythm and 

volume” (Advice 32).
129

  He is, however, not draconian regarding the many possible 

variations for potential line readings.
130

 Toward the end of his chapter on “Shakespeare’s Verse” in Exposed, Hall makes 

a gesture toward OP and Rylance’s work at the new Globe.  “There is always a great deal 

to learn by studying the original place where a play is performed,” he writes, recognizing 

that “[t]he form of a play is very much linked to the physical conditions that gave rise to 

it and expressed it” (62).  This sentiment has of course been a guiding force behind much 

  Though “there are certainly an infinite number 

of ways of speaking a line of Shakespeare’s wrongly,” Hall admits, “there is conversely 

no one correct way of speaking the line.”  The key to successful verse-speaking, rather, 

turns on the actor’s ability and willingness to properly maintain Shakespeare’s poetic 

form (Advice 27). 

                                                 
128 Berry’s teachings on verse structure would appear to coincide with Hall’s (though perhaps for partially 

different reasons), as she stresses to her readers that “what is important for us is that we are aware of this 

shape, this form, for it is intrinsic to the drive of the thought and the story it is telling” (174).  And although 

she speaks of “the myth of ‘enjambement,’ which suggests that there is a special Continental artistry in 

attaching the end of one line to the beginning of another,” Linklater, nevertheless, steers away from a firm 

adherence to line endings and toward acting on the length of the thought: “there are within us long 

thoughts, medium-length thoughts, and short thoughts.  There are short emotional phrases within the long 

arc of a thought and there are long outbursts of emotions within which short thoughts twist and turn” (154-

55).  For the most part, she allows that Shakespeare’s lines follow a character’s thought patterns, “[b]ut 

must you ‘breathe at the end of every line?’  No.  Your acting would thrall to a rule, and the freshness that 

brings performance to life would grow stale” (169).  In a similar fashion, Rodenburg claims that though 

“the verse line needs to be physically sustained” and that the “body, breath and voice must hold the line’s 

energy,” a character’s “[t]houghts and changes of gears within them are signposted by punctuation,” not 

necessarily by line endings (104, 108).    

 
129 Though how professional actors during Shakespeare’s day would have detected shared lines from cue 

scripts remains a mystery.  In their recent examination of period texts used in the rehearsal process, 

Shakespeare in Parts (2007), Simon Palfrey and Tiffany Stern attempt to answer this unsettled dispute 

among OP practitioners, but to no avail: “The question of shared pentameters, particularly in sections of 

less regular verse, highlights one of the difficulties we have faced in constructing parts.  It seems to us 

impossible to write a script in such a way that the actors would know they were speaking a pentameter line 

when it is divided into separate exchanges” (143).       

 
130 And to that end, some pausing is not only acceptable, but desirable as well.  For example, like 

Freeman/Tucker, Hall states that a pause should occur either before or after unshared short lines between 

characters.  Berry, Linklater, and Rodenburg also “refer to short lines as a single metrical entity, which 

implies a pause in delivery” (Rokison 18).  According to Hall, this is an intentional cue for a “moment of 

reflection” or some stage business, “[b]ut it is mandatory to have a pause somewhere.  Shakespeare wrote 

it” (Advice 38-39).  
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of the “reconstructive Shakespeare” movement.  And “thanks to the tenacity and vision of 

Sam [Wanamaker] (an American who should put the English to shame), we now have a 

rebuilt Globe on London’s South Bank,” Hall proclaims, “so it is possible that there can 

be many experiments in the future that will allow us to understand in a more immediate 

way the nature of Shakespeare’s playhouse” (68-69).  The nature of those experiments, 

though, continues to be a matter of debate within Globe management, especially since the 

departure of Rylance in 2005.  Either way, Hall seems to have little interest in a purely 

historical reconstructive endeavor: “I am not convinced by the reproductive aspect of the 

enterprise, any more than I am by reproduction furniture.”
131

  He recognizes that the 

future of the new Globe, as well as OP, exists within “an outdoor theatre that provokes an 

extraordinary energy because of the relationship between actor and audience” (69)—not a 

museum piece, not a “living history” exhibit, and not a cultural curiosity, but “a 

successful living theatre which can give us a glimpse of the form that sustained 

Shakespeare” (70).
132

                                                

  Such was the goal of Rylance’s LOP productions from 2003-2005, 

which the next two chapters will explore in detail.                  

     

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
131 Hall’s relationship with the Globe project is perhaps best described as a bit of a rocky ride.   Initially 

disdainful of Wanamaker’s folly, he later came to see its merits, became a convert (somewhat), and served 

on its Board of Trustees (Day 295).  But he was never entirely sold on the architectural veracity of the 

effort, arguing (with other notable theatre artists in tow) that the “stage pillars at Wanamaker’s Globe are in 

the wrong place” (Exposed 69) and that the stage is “too big,” as it “takes the actor too far forward to be 

able to command the audience” (Day 296).  Nevertheless, I was told by Patrick Spottiswoode that Hall was 

considered as a candidate for artistic director on several occasions over the years (a prospect Spottiswoode 

finds particularly objectionable).    

 
132 Hall does give a nice nod to the Globe Education department, though: “the union at the Globe of 

scholarship and theatre is new and very productive.  It is inevitably argumentative, and controversial.  But 

out of the arguments will come new understandings” (Exposed 70).  Spottiswoode could only be pleased.  
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CHAPTER 4 

SETTING “THE WORD ITSELF / AGAINST THE WORD”: THE NEO- 

FORMALIST FRAMING OF THE NEW GLOBE’S RICHARD II 

 

As I mentioned in the introduction to this dissertation, the earliest attempts at OP stagings 

by Mark Rylance have been well documented in academic journals, books, and theatre 

reviews.  What is missing from the account of his tenure as the first artistic director of the 

new Globe, though, is a thorough assessment of his LOP productions (2002-05).  Though 

reviewed at the time by critics in the UK press, of course, long-term scholarly attention in 

these performances has noticeably tapered off, or proven entirely nonexistent.  This may 

be the result of what Rob Conkie defines as an institutional (i.e., Globe management’s) 

shift from an emphasis on historical “authenticity” to OP.  Mirroring the trends of the 

past several decades in materialist studies, the flurry of initial interest by academics in an 

accurately reconstructed Elizabethan amphitheatre focused on opportunities to 

experiment with theories of early modern staging practices—think Gurr’s “test tube” 

model.  But, inevitably, the needs of present-day theatre professionals (working actors, 

directors, and stage technicians) are bound to influence contemporary performance 

practice.  According to Conkie, the idealized (and perhaps naïvely conceived) balance 

between the scholarly applications of hypothesized historical conditions and the stage 

pragmatics of a functioning theatrical enterprise ultimately tilted toward the latter.  And 

rather than be bound by rigid strictures of “authenticity,” Rylance opts for the more 

malleable, actor-friendly OP.  In The Globe Theatre Project: Shakespeare and 

Authenticity, Conkie states: 

As early as 1998, [Rylance] began changing the way language was being 

used at the new Globe, chiefly in the preference for the word ‘original’ 

rather than ‘authentic’.  He says of his all-male production of Julius 

Caesar [1999] that it ‘is an exploration of original practices in the Globe’ 

and in a manifesto-like defence of his methods he explains that what he 

‘encourage[s] at the Globe is careful research into original playing 

practices’.  Like academic experiments into the specifics of early modern 

staging, over the course of the next five years the word ‘authenticity’ was 
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gradually erased from the new Globe official discourse … [and] it does 

not appear on the current new Globe website.  Rylance’s early usages of 

the word itself betray uneasiness and anticipate its banishment. (198-99)
133

Conkie’s bias toward academic experimentation is clear enough, and it is plain to see that 

he attributes the loss of authentically motivated staging attempts to the exigencies of 

modern-day aesthetic demands and artistic egos—hence the eventual diminution of 

scholarly commentary.

  

134

                                                 
133 Even from the start, Rylance seems reluctant to tie his Globe company to historically mandated methods 

of performance.  His engagement with the historically inspired structure of both Shakespeare’s text and 

theatre remains grounded in a firm sense of present connectiveness with the here and now, not antiquarian 

veneration.  As Day notes: 

  But another possibility surely presents itself, one that Conkie 

seems to have hastily overlooked.  Rather than discard any and all academic models, 

Rylance and company have instead shifted from the theatrically stifling paradigm of 

historical correctness (whatever that is) to the liberating freedom afforded by neo-

formalist renderings of Shakespeare’s playtexts.  The 2003 LOP production of Richard II 

provides nearly all the signature features of an “authentic” early modern staging, i.e., 

same-sex casting, doubling, universal lighting, Renaissance clothing, early modern music 

score, organic musical accompaniment, and period dance (indeed, the only things missing 

are original pronunciation and the lack of an interval).  Beginning with a brief summary 

of Rylance’s development of OP at the new Globe, this chapter will highlight the 

Rylance’s overriding concern today [1996] is that any production should help reveal 

more of Shakespeare’s meaning and “release the language”.  Going back to origins is 

only one way, however, important.  “Authenticity is certainly a purpose but not the prime 

purpose.  I believe it should have a place in those first seasons—indeed, in every 

season—but the function of Shakespeare’s plays is to develop the human consciousness 

through the performance and the experience of these strange tales.  Authenticity is 

nothing unless it’s authenticity that reveals better methods of doing things, that helps the 

plays function and work in new and unexpected ways… (279).  

 
134 There may be more obvious reasons for the lack of LOP scholarly consideration as well.  As Conkie 

records, the Globe research bulletins, a highly informative collection of seasonal data that provided the 

materials needed for many academic assessments, ended abruptly with the departure of Globe researcher 

Jaq Bessell in 2002.  With research department’s absorption by Globe Education shortly thereafter, the 

printing of this valuable resource was discontinued (196-97).  As a result, the LOP performances during 

Rylance’s last three years as artistic director were not documented to the degree that previous EOP 

productions had enjoyed.  Unfortunately, based on my recent talks with Farah Karim-Cooper, who 

currently oversees all research activity at the Globe, I have no reason to believe that this important 

publication will be reinstituted any time soon.  Indeed, she is the first to admit that Conkie’s suggestion 

“that the potential for research at the Globe has never been fully realised [is] a sentiment I do not contest” 

(130).         
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distinctive formally derived traits found in this production through its costuming and prop 

design, all-male casting, staging choices, textual cuts, and its approach to verse-speaking. 

 Rylance’s involvement with what eventually becomes OP actually began several 

years before being appointed to helm the new Globe.  In 1991, his traveling troupe, 

Phoebus Cart, had staged an impromptu (but textually informed) version of The Tempest 

at the building site on Bankside, which sparked the immediate interest of founder and 

visionary Sam Wanamaker.
135

It’s important the Globe is not a museum, that it relates to the modern day.  

To my mind that’s the purpose of building it.  It’s a tool—and a better tool 

than any other theatre in this country—to discover not only the practices 

of that age but to discover more about what that extraordinary man 

Shakespeare had to say about our human character that will do something 

for today… 

  But even at this preliminary stage of the Globe’s 

development, Rylance chafed at the idea of presenting display case examples of early 

modern stagecraft.  Regarding the future potential of the space, he earnestly remarked: 

And insightfully anticipating the fallout that would occur from certain materialist-minded 

scholars over his programming choices and production styles, Rylance then offered the 

following warning:      

If the academic world is going to come in without an open mind, high-

handedly—as I feel some are—it won’t be a happy marriage.  Because 

that’s essentially what it is—the beginning of a closer marriage than other 

theatres have between actual practitioners and the academic world.  It’s 

                                                 
135 Rylance’s fascination with the site was almost instantaneous, and it only grew as he became more 

entrenched in the project:  

It has always appeared to me as the most experimental theatre space in England.  The 

space itself is an experiment.  I do not think I had a [specific] hypothesis that I was 

setting out to prove.  I think my arrival here was in response to an invitation to take up 

what Sam [Wanamaker] and the people around him had proposed, which was a challenge 

that they would build, as faithfully as they possibly could, a theatrical tool from four 

hundred years ago, that had specific plays written for it that we knew, and that we would 

try and mount those plays in that tool. (“Research” 103)   

Wanamaker’s long-suffering efforts to reconstruct Shakespeare’s Globe in Southwark are thoroughly 

chronicled in Day’s This Wooden “O” (1998).  



                                                                                                                               

 

 

70 

going to be a tempestuous marriage with no possibility of divorce. (Day 

279)
136

Such bull-headed pragmatism likely landed him the job of artistic director four years 

later.  Note as well his use of the term “practices.”  It is worth acknowledging that from 

the start, even in his choice of words, Rylance seemed to reject the rigidity inherent to 

overly scholastic reproductions of early modern stagecraft, embracing instead the myriad 

multiplicities afforded within formal parameters of Shakespeare’s text and the stage for 

which it was created—hypothetical practices over historicized projections (see Appendix 

A).

      

137

I’m a little concerned that the team of us who have been working with 

original practices have, in an inauthentic way, sublimated our own 

instincts, and tried at times to do something that didn’t make sense to us, 

because we think it made sense to them….  [However, i]nstinct, even 

modern instinct, must have a place.  I feel a need next year to let my 

instincts go a bit more in the space, in the way that I’ve allowed other 

artists, with other shows.  I think this is part of the importance of the 

project.  People have thought about this theatre for a long time. And it is 

now time for the actors to come in with their own instincts about how to 

tell a story, even if these are modern instincts. (Bessell, “The 1999 Globe 

Season: Interviews with the Red Company” 10-11)   

  The gradual evolution toward the aesthetic freedom that adherence to form 

provides only increased as he gained experience with the Globe’s physical environs.  By 

the 1999 season, Rylance admitted that 

If one reads “aesthetic interpretation” for “instinct,” the liberty (within limitations, of 

course) allowed by formally influenced OP readings, as opposed to the period-specific 

straitjackets demanded by historicists, provided Rylance with that quasi-historical conduit 

                                                 
136 Despite Rylance’s sanguine marital metaphor, there have been quite a few scholarly divorces (including 

Gurr’s) from the less than blissful union with actors at the new Globe.  For a detailed account of these 

schisms, see Conkie’s The Globe Theatre Project and Carson and Karim-Cooper’s Shakespeare’s Globe.  

 
137 During the review sessions for the opening season, Rylance readily vocalized his uneasiness with 

historically mandated proscriptions, especially “[s]ince authenticity is a very unstable ground,” and 

therefore, he suggests,  “it is probably best not to forbid anything, and rather to point out in the programme 

what practices are known to be inauthentic” (Miller-Schütz 6)—which of course allowed Rylance a fair 

amount of latitude as the “known” authenticity of many staging practices is highly arguable.     
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necessary for genuine, Elizabethan inspired theatrical connectivity.
138

  With the turn of 

the century, he developed a bolder interpretative position regarding the formal boundaries 

of both text and theatre, vigorously utilizing the structural particularities of the page to 

press the limits of stage performance—a position that becomes the defining hallmark of 

his LOP period.
139

  After a series of poorly received “free-hand” productions in 2000 and 

2001, Rylance refocused his creative energies on OP with a vengeance.  2002’s all-male, 

Renaissance-costumed Twelfth Night (selectively staged as well at Middle Temple Hall) 

was a resounding success,
140

 prompted in part by Rylance’s (and especially director Tim 

Carroll’s) decision to “‘push the OP experiment even farther.’ We found it was what 

audiences wanted and they continued to come with us as we demanded more and more of 

their imaginations” (“Discoveries” 196-97).
141

  The culmination of their experimental 

fervor produced the last full season across-the-board LOP staging—2003’s Richard II.142

                                                 
138 At the beginning of the rehearsal process for the OP production of 1999’s Julius Caesar, Rylance 

opened the occasion by specifically addressing this same sense of trans-historical recovery, expressing 

  

a hope that taking on board the idea of original working practices in rehearsal might 

allow the process to reveal some aspect of the play that had been forgotten over time.  He 

stressed the experimental nature of the work, rather than the potential desirability or 

feasibility of “authenticity” in production.  Several actors expressed relief when they 

heard this.  They all supported the idea of the Globe as a forum for continued learning 

and experiment, and believed that this was an effective way to combat the perils of 

“museum-piece theatre”. (Bessell, “The 1999 Globe Season: The Red Company Julius 
Caesar” 10)   

Based on the above, it is plain to see that Rylance’s notion of “experimental” deviates from Gurr’s 

historically grounded tests.  The main difference between their two approaches mirrors that of formalism 

and historicism, i.e., the former perspective emanates outward from the text; the latter superimposes ideas 

into/onto it.        

 
139 Part of that “bolder interpretative position” included the increased selectivity regarding certain qualities 

of OP.  As Tiramani recalls, “Even those productions conceived as ‘original practices’ for the Globe 

cherry-picked particular ‘original practices’ elements to explore on stage, while rejecting others” (58).    

 
140 Noting various reviews of the production, Conkie records that the Globe’s Twelfth Night was “almost 

unanimously admired” (224) and “highly regarded” (234).  For an interesting reading of the OP 

performances at Middle Temple compared to the original production of 1602 and Trevor Nunn’s 1996 film, 

see Bruce Smith’s “Ragging Twelfth Night 1602, 1996, 2002-3” in Hodgdon and Worthen’s A Companion 
to Shakespeare and Performance (2005).     

 
141 In the programme notes for Richard II, Carroll explains his notion of and expectations for OP: 

Our brief in presenting an ‘original practices’ production is to explore the ways of staging 

the plays that would have possible at the time of the first Globe.  We don’t, of course, 

pretend that what we are doing is ‘authentic’, partly because the word implies a fatuous 

value judgement and partly because it is not a claim that we could live up to.  As people 

are very quick to point out, we can never exactly recreate all the original performance 

conditions….  Of course this is, in some ways, frustrating; but for a director it is also 
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1. Costumes and Props 

In many ways, OP originated from concerns about authentic costuming and props for 

present-day actors in Renaissance era productions—hardly a shocking revelation given 

the premium placed on wardrobe choices during the early modern period.
143

  As Taylor 

comments, “the number of roles in a play was, for playing companies and their 

playwrights, a function of the number of costumes.  Identity was sartorially constructed” 

(12).
144

                                                                                                                                                 
quite liberating.  It means one has as much room for manoeuvre as one has in any other 

production once the world and the style has been settled on. (“Master Piece” 16) 

  Therefore, if “the apparel oft proclaims the man,” then clothes must be created 

that look the part.  Jenny Tiramani’s team of designers built their exquisite costumes 

around York’s lines in 2.1: “Report of fashions in proud Italy, / Whose manners still our 

tardy-apish nation / Limps after in base imitation” (21-23).  Inspired by their close 

reading of the text, they soon discovered that “[s]uch fashions were followed in 

Elizabeth’s court and had been described that year by one von Buchenbach, a German 

visitor to England, who found its courtiers ‘for the most part in Italian costume’, wearing 

‘gold and silver dress’ and clothed in raiment ‘embroidered with precious stones and 

pearls’.”  So, Tiramani and company trekked to the Bayerisches Nationalmuseum in 

Munich and the Germanisches Nationalmuseum in Nuremberg to analyze their “extensive 

collections of late 16
th

-century garments.”  They also imported silk velvet and taffeta 

from the “famous” weavers in Zoagli (specifically from “the Gaggioli family, who have 

been hand-weaving silk on the same looms for four centuries”), and fine linen from 

     
142 All of my personal assessments of Richard II were taken from multiple viewings of the August 1, 2003 

performance originally recorded on VHS at the new Globe.  The tape of the production has since been 

converted to DVD.  The Globe Education library and archive staff maintains these recordings for research 

purposes (Conkie’s “Red Button Shakespeare” on the 2008 King Lear provides a recent scholarly example 

of work derived exclusively from their unique video collection).   

 
143 In the broadest sense of the term, as Karim-Cooper notes, “‘original practices’ takes into account the use 

of ‘original objects’, at least in their reproduced form.  And ‘objects’ here refers to props, textiles, wigs and 

even the ingredients of which makeup bases consist, all items created according to the principles of 

construction originally established by Sam Wanamaker and then adopted by [Jenny] Tiramani in designing 

the stage” (68). 

 
144 Which is “why companies paid more for new clothes than for new scripts.”  By Taylor’s account, “[a] 

new play usually cost £6; by contrast, the actor Edward Alleyn owned a single ‘black velvet cloak with 

sleeves, embroidered all with silver and gold’ that cost £20 10s 6p.  The Earl of Leicester regularly paid 

more for a doublet or cloak than Shakespeare paid for New Place in Stratford” (12). 
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Genoa (Tiramani, et al. 23).
145

  Their attention to historical detail, however, might be 

slightly misleading with regard to the aims of OP.  Whether or not these clothing styles 

ever graced the original Globe’s “unworthy scaffold” is not the point—the idea is to 

conjure a feeling of pastness in the present, rather than recreate a specific moment in 

stage history.  Either way, the results of their efforts were nothing short of resplendent.  If 

“Elizabethans loved colour” in their clothing, as Gurr and Ichikawa attest (56), then 

Rylance’s dapperly dressed Richard provided a feast for the eyes.  Sharply (and 

anachronistically for historicists—but not necessarily for practitioners of OP) resembling 

Van Dyck’s Charles I, he entered 1.1 in a lushly verdant ensemble, replete with laced 

cuffs, plumed hat, and knee-high riding boots.
146

  His entourage was similarly stunning in 

their mixtures of rich burgundies, rosy pinks, and burnished auburns.  Indeed, Richard’s 

retinue appeared throughout the play as if “colourfully dressed for party night at the 

palace” (Thaxter).  Tiramani consistently used the text as her guide, and Richard’s 

remark regarding his “gay apparel” (3.3.149)
147

                                                 
145 Some company members over the years, however, have found such expenditures for costuming to be 

excessive, and perhaps detrimental to a balanced depiction of OP.  For example, Marian Spon, company 

manager for the 1999 season, felt that “[s]o much of the emphasis is on the clothing that, when it comes to 

putting the production on its feet, we tend to pick and choose what suits our tastes in terms of original stage 

practice.”  Acutely aware of the backstage realities of professional theatre, she adds the following 

cautionary critique: 

 became the basis for costumes that were 

“breathtaking in [their] intricacy.  Every lace, every stitch, turning actors into performing 

Given the state the clothing ends up in at the end of the season, spending tens of 

thousands of pounds seems quite wasteful.  We need to find a balance between finery and 

feasibility, so that actors look appropriate but are still able to act in their clothing without 

destroying it.  The need to research and experiment with original clothing is undeniable, 

and the Costume Department produces stunning work; at the same time, this remains a 

working theatre with practical needs that also have to be taken into consideration. 

(Bessell, “The 1999 Globe Season: Interviews with the Red Company” 14-15).    

 
146 Such historical anachronisms never seemed to bother Shakespeare too much, from clocks in Julius 
Caesar to spectacles in King Lear.  If nothing else, though, OP costume choices continue to provide fodder 

for critics eager to identify conceptual commentary on “future” historical events.  In TLS, Richard Wilson 

remarks that Carroll’s “play is a dress rehearsal for the Civil War, set to Purcellian funeral music with 

Richard a Divine Right Stuart petulantly stamping that ‘We were not born to sue’… when the future is with 

a dour Roundhead like Liam Brennan’s black-clad Bolingbroke” (Wilson).  I found nothing within the 

costumer’s notes to further validate this claim, but that’s part of the beauty of OP—it offers just enough 

ambiguity to afford a multitude of interpretive possibilities.          

 
147 A phrase that, interestingly enough, is cut from this production (see Appendix B). 
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works of art” (Quarmby).
148

  See, see King Richard doth himself appear,  

  For example, upon returning from his Irish folly in 3.2, 

Richard donned refulgent raiment (brightly golden doublet and hose) that gave ample 

credence to Bolingbroke’s cry: 

  As doth the blushing, discontented sun 

  From out the fiery portal of the east 

  When he perceives the envious clouds are bent 

  To dim his glory and to strain the track  

Of his bright passage to the occident. (3.3.62-67)    

By contrast, Bolingbroke and his compatriots were clothed in somber blacks (with the 

exception of Harry Percy, who had a splash of yellow in his garments).  Various types of 

plate metal armor and Elizabethan weaponry (crossbows, pole axes, rapiers, etc.) were 

also incorporated throughout the production,
149

 

 with the “lists” of 1.3 formed by simply 

placing two long boards on four wooden stands.  But the pièce de résistance easily 

proved to be Richard’s ornately crafted throne, whose canopied splendor rolled out from 

the center doors at beginning of 1.3, 4.1, 5.3, and 5.6.  Its design was “based on the 

Archbishop’s throne at York Minister, fashioned in 1550 and one of the earliest examples 

of an upholstered chair in England.”  Again, OP furnished the strict guidelines for its 

construction, as the programme notes proudly announce that the “reproduction uses 16
th

-

century furniture-making techniques” (Tiramani, et al. 23).  But for these notes, though, 

such minute elements of craftsmanship would only be discernable to the expert’s eye, as 

the average audience member cannot possibly be aware of the intricacies of early modern 

construction techniques.  Ultimately, it is enough for OP to suggest a Renaissance 

verisimilitude, for its power lies in the depiction of formal properties that represent, 

rather than replicate, the cross-cultural reverberations of Shakespeare’s stage.         

 

 

                                                 
148 Not every reviewer is a fan, however, of Tiramani’s OP inspired choices.  Writing for the Evening 
Standard, Nicholas de Jongh calls her creations “too fussy and distractingly ostentatious.” 

 
149 Quarmby describes the men’s armor “as never less than perfect; cumbersome and handsome, the martial 

actors strut like exotic beetles, their exoskeletal forms mesmerically articulating with every gesture.”   
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2. All-Male Casting 

The subject of all-male productions continues to be a sticky point of contention among 

OP enthusiasts.  Historicists argue that the boy-actor culture of the early modern theatre 

cannot be recreated today for a variety of reasons, not the least of which surround current 

child labor laws.  But by steering clear of “authentic” reproductions of Shakespeare’s 

stagecraft, the new Globe has endeavored to split the difference by employing adult male 

actors.  Like most elements of OP, their efforts to experiment with gendered 

performativity have sparked controversy.
150

  For example, in her study of same-sex 

performances during the new Globe’s first two seasons (specifically in 1997’s Henry V), 

Pauline Kiernan makes the provocative claim that “it would seem that some recent 

scholarship’s emphasis on homoerotic effects on the original audiences … may have to 

be reassessed.”  Unless the audience is consciously made aware of cross-dressing 

components (as in such comedies as Twelfth Night and As You Like It), she found “that, 

as with any aspect of the power of fiction in drama to compel belief, it is possible for 

audiences to accept that what is before them on stage is a young woman” (55).  And just 

as Henry V is not known for its gender-bending self-awareness, neither is Richard II.151

                                                 
150 For more on the new Globe’s recent handling of all-male productions, see James C. Bulman’s “Queering 

the Audience: All-Male Casts in Recent Productions of Shakespeare” and Bruce Smith’s “Ragging Twelfth 
Night: 1602, 1996, 2002-3” in A Companion to Shakespeare and Performance (2005). 

  

Conditioned illusion (for both actor and audience) seems to be the operative goal among 

OP practitioners in such plays.  Glynn MacDonald, the movement coach for Richard II, 

instructed her actors playing women “to find a natural way of moving.  The last thing we 

wanted was to ‘demonstrate’ femininity, which ends up looking either comic or 

embarrassing.”  What is the trick to eliciting nature’s way toward “womanly grace” on 

stage?  Apparently, it all comes down to curvature.  MacDonald counsels males 

performing female roles to move “on released curves” (22).  OP actor Paul Chahidi, who 

played Maria in 2002’s Twelfth Night, reiterates this same principle: “In theatre we learn 

that very stereotypical male movement occurs in straight lines and angles, but—and this 

is something Mark [Rylance] would always talk about—women move in curves on stage” 

(“Discoveries 207-08).  By my observation, this practice was noticeably affected during 

 
151 In fact, this production shied away from any hint of sexual incitement.  Much to Conkie’s seeming 

chagrin, he observes that “there was no danger in any of the staged homoeroticism” in the new Globe’s 

Richard II (229). 
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the scenes involving female characters in Richard II.  Michael Brown’s Queen Isabel and 

William Osbourne’s Duchess of Gloucester both walked and gestured in wide circular 

motions across the stage, exuding a stylistic formality that attempted to channel 

structurally encoded performative traits.  Not that it did them much good.  If the aim was 

to engender a suspension of gender disbelief, then most reviewers found them wanting 

and utterly unconvincing.  The more generous critiques state the obvious—that “gender 

swapping adds little in a play where women are so marginal” (Billington) and “having 

men in the female roles adds little in a play dominated by lords” (Johns).  Regarding OP 

all-male casting, even Globe contributor Clive Wilmer admits (in the new Globe’s house 

publication, no less) that he is “still not convinced by the bulky figures of female 

characters” (4).
152

 

  The only female impersonation to go relatively unscathed was Peter 

Shorey’s Duchess of York, and this appears attributable to his over-the-top comic 

performance in 5.3.  His highly mannered high-pitched groveling, especially juxtaposed 

with the Duke’s (Bill Stewart’s) gruff grumbling, was enough to incite roars of laughter 

throughout the yard.  It seems that the Globe crowd likes their “women” funny (and their 

tragic protagonists too, if Rylance’s Richard is any indication).    

3. Staging Choices 

      a. Doubling  

 As a necessary condition of early modern stagecraft (given the finite number of actors 

within a company), doubling takes place with a certain regularity on Renaissance stages.  

Indeed, it is not unlikely that playwrights writing for a particular company, like 

Shakespeare, drafted plays with specific roles in mind to be doubled (Cordelia and the 

Fool from King Lear provide a famous example).  As Kiernan notes, “Original Globe 

audiences would have not been bothered and … there is plenty of evidence within the 

plays to suggest that playgoers enjoyed, even relished, the ambiguities inherent in 

                                                 
152 A few reviews were a bit harsher: “William Osborne’s Duchess of Gloucester exudes gorgon-like 

grotesquerie when she should be grief-stricken; and the androgynous looks of Michael Brown’s Queen 

Isabel raise questions about sexual identity that make few useful intellectual inroads into a tragedy so 

squarely focused on the nature of kingship” (Cavendish); “Michael Brown’s Queen Isabel, who does seem 

more a galleon than a girl” (Wilson); “A white-faced Michael Brown, in voluminous dress, shortish hair 

and long plaits, looks absurdly dragged-up to ride in a gay carnival float.  His acting is intentionally 

artificial … and affected.  The Globe’s weird diktat that male actors should walk in what seems a mannered 

shuffle travesties female grace” (de Jongh).     
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doubling” (57).  Such character multiplicities lend themselves nicely to formalist 

analysis.  Yet, which roles were meant to be doubled is, for the most part, a matter of 

uncertainty.
153

  But what stumps the scholar often offers opportunity for the OP artist, 

and “Like perspectives which, rightly gazed upon, / Show nothing but confusion; eyed 

awry, / Distinguish form” (2.2.18-20).  Tim Carroll achieved several insightful readings 

with his choice of doubling (actually tripling) new Globe veteran John McEnery.  

Beginning the play as John of Gaunt, McEnery masterfully delivers the character’s 

dying-breath critique of Richard’s dissolute behavior (“[s]pitting the words in 

consumptive dishumour,” according to Kevin Quarmby).  Then, he returns as the 

Gardener, whose commentary on Richard’s corrupt “garden” evokes Gaunt’s famous 

“this sceptred isle” speech.  And finally, he returns as the Keeper at Pomfret, who 

witnesses the fatal demise of the man whose downfall he has predicted from the start.  

Formal bookends to a play obsessed with formality.
154

      b. Entrances and Exits 

      

Rylance spelled out his preferences for entrances and exits (following the work of Barton, 

Hall, Freeman/Tucker and others) near the start of his OP experimentation at the new 

Globe.  The geography of the Globe’s stage can produce numerous blocking mishaps to 

those unfamiliar with its peculiarities.  “To keep up the pace and momentum,” he 

recommended, for instance, that “one actor [should] enter through a door a few seconds 

before the exit of another actor through the same door.  This meant that actors avoided 

bumping into each other when the same location was needed for their respective entrance 

and exit” (Bessell, “The 1999 Globe Season: The Red Company Antony and Cleopatra” 

3).  Traffic control through a single point of entry was not a problem, though, for 

Carroll’s staging of Richard II.  Typically, an entrance made through either the UR, UC, 

or UL doors (or, as Gurr calls them, the flanking doors and central opening of the frons 

                                                 
153 “Even when it seems clear that Shakespeare structured a play with doubling in mind,” Taylor confides, 

“we often cannot tell which specific roles were doubled in early performances, because several different 

possibilities present themselves” (6).  Nevertheless, OP routinely takes such indeterminacies as points of 

departure for workshop and/or performance experimentation.  

 
154 Also the same actor, Patrick Toomey, that meets Bolingbroke as he arrives as a belligerent in 2.3, greets 

Richard as Salisbury in 3.2. 
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scenae) was followed quickly by an exit from one of the opposite doors.
155

  For example, 

Richard and his entourage exit UC at the end of 1.1, and are almost immediately followed 

by Gaunt and the Duchess of Gloucester entering UL to begin 1.2.  As it happens, 

Richard’s party exited the same door they entered, but rather than establishing this as a 

hard and fast rule (as is suggested by some scholars),
156

 “inventiveness and expediency 

have been the determining factors [at the new Globe] in dictating the staging of any given 

entrance and exit” (Kiernan 79).  (For example, in 1.2, the Duchess enters UL with 

Gaunt, but she exits UR without him.)  The music of period instruments from the balcony 

(in this case, cornetts, sackbuts, dulcians, and drums) is used to cover all scene-changing 

movements.
157

      c. Movement/Action 

                                    

During the opening season review, Patrick Tucker (whose OSC had already workshopped 

several pieces in the space) offered the following “three rules of thumb” for actors 

performing on the new Globe stage: 

  - avoid the “valley of death” line between the two pillars 

  - never face the front when standing downstage of the pillars 

  - use long diagonals so that it is always possible for members of the  

  audience to see at least one of the actors. (Miller-Schütz 4) 

Sound advice, on the whole, as the Globe’s playing space requires actors (and audience 

members) to break free of proscenium-based staging conventions.  Rylance and Carroll 

heed this advice for the most part in Richard II.  Main characters are nearly always in 

motion on stage, and are certainly never in one spot for more than a few moments 

                                                 
155 Speed is always essential to smooth scene transitions on the early modern stage.  The “evidence shows 

that major characters are usually allowed about four lines to complete their exits, while minor characters 

are ordinarily allowed no more than two” (Gurr and Ichikawa 84).  For the most part, this basic formula 

was followed during the August 1 performance of Richard II, with one exception—Bill Stewart (York) 

began moving toward the UC exit after his penultimate line in 2.3, breaking the couplet but prompting the 

audience to applaud anyway.  He stopped abruptly and waited for the applause to die down, and then 

delivered his last line (to no applause, this time).   

 
156 Gurr and Ichikawa note that Bernard Beckman “points out that the extant Elizabethan theatrical plots 

indicate entrances without identifying which door is to be used, and conjectures that ‘entrances were made 

at one conventionally designated door and exits at the other unless the actor was specifically instructed 

otherwise’.”  However, they also confirm that “several patterns of entrances and exits violate this general 

principle” (97). 

 
157 We know, of course, that musicians were utilized for staging Shakespeare’s plays, but whether they 

performed during scene changes is anyone’s guess.  
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(unless, of course, they are seated or in a confined space—e.g., Richard on his throne in 

1.3, Gaunt in his chair in 2.1, Richard in the balcony in 3.3, etc.).
158

  In 1.1, Richard 

constantly moves around the periphery of the stage, leisurely drinking and carousing with 

his cohorts,
159

 while Bolingbroke and Mowbray state their grievances from the DR and 

DL corners, respectively.
160

  According to Kiernan, Globe performers have “found that 

working the corners of the stage, on the extreme edges outside the pillars were powerful 

positions to play, and ‘hot’ spots for interacting with the playgoers” (63).  And despite 

what Stephen Orgel has written about the new Globe’s poor acoustics (“What’s the Globe 

Good For” 191-92), Rylance and others are perfectly audible facing full back to the 

audience, such as when he directs Bolingbroke and Mowbray to place “on our royal 

sword your banished hands” in 1.3 (presumably, the frons acts as a sound amplifier).
161

                                                 
158 This perpetual motion can prove disconcerting to proscenium-based performers, but as Gurr and 

Ichikawa remind us, the Globe “demanded a three-dimensional style of acting that modern approaches have 

largely forgotten” (71). 

  

That said, blocking distance is required to fill the deep sense of space created by the 

immense stage.  Long diagonals between characters, as Tucker suggests, create “a 

dynamic, intimate tension,” which paradoxically “bring[s] them closer together 

emotionally and psychologically, [while] drawing the audience into the moment” 

 
159 It is worth mentioning here that Carroll stages an unusually riotous opening, as Richard and his cronies 

enter from a hunting party singing the following roundel from 1612 (while carrying the carcass of a large 

white hart deer!): 

Hey ho, to the greenwood now let us go, 

   Sing hey and ho, 

And there shall we find both buck and doe, 

   Sing hey and ho, 

The hart and the hind and the little pretty roe, 

   Sing hey and ho.  (Melvill)      

 
160 It was also during this heated exchange that I overheard the first of several mood-breaking noises from 

airplanes overhead.  Apparently, the new Globe is under the flight pattern of the major airlines, and such 

sounds routinely interrupt the actors’ best attempts at recreating an early modern aural environ.  But such 

distractions are not limited to air traffic—a mobile phone obnoxiously rang during, of all places, Gaunt’s 

“sceptred isle” speech!  Though a “fortress built by nature for herself / Against infection and the hand of 

war,” it woefully cannot prevent the dissonant chords of cellular communication.   

 
161 My aural assessment is based on the placement of the camera’s microphone, which is mounted audience 

center (roughly six o’clock on a watch face).  The camera is attached to the ceiling of the second floor 

gallery.  Bruce Smith speaks to the quality of sound directed toward this position in The Acoustic World of 
Early Modern England: “An actor may occupy the position of greastest visual presence at the geometric 

center of the playhouse, but he commands the greatest acoustical power near the geometric center of the 

space beneath the canopy” (214).    
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(Kiernan 66).  Carroll often uses a triangular pattern to craft such occasions, i.e., either 

one character DC full back and two UR and UL at one-quarter front, or one character UC 

full front and two DR and DL at three-quarters.  For example, at the end of 2.2, Bagot is 

in the UC position, with Green and Bushy at DR and DL, respectively—and once again, 

all are perfectly audible, regardless of their position.  As for the infamously problematic 

pillars, Carroll blocks most of his actors to move outward around them in a smooth 

circular motion (though, near the end 2.3, York kicks one in a fit of frustration).    

      d. Audience Interaction 

OP actors have always sought ways to engage the audience directly, holding such 

interactions as cherished truths of their performance heritage derived from their 

custodianship of both the text’s and the theatre’s form.  Richard II does not disappoint in 

this regard.  Rylance rarely misses a moment to work the crowd, justified by the latent 

prompts he locates in the verse.  As such, numerous lines are delivered straight to the 

audience (of which further commentary will be offered in the section on “Verse-

Speaking”).  A few of his more overt interactions, though, should be noted here.  At the 

start of 3.2, he proceeds to the edge of the stage and hands flower petals to the 

groundlings during his “spiders” and “heavy-gaited toads” speech, as both a reflection of 

his child-like innocence (or indolence) and a visible reinforcement of his impotency.  He 

also beckons the audience to respond at times, skillfully playing their emotions like a 

finely tuned instrument.  Richard uses his famous “For God’s sake let us sit upon the 

ground / And tell sad stories of the death of kings” monologue to whimsically invite 

playgoers on stage, gesturing for them to join him, as if they are all at a sunny picnic on 

an otherwise rainy day—only to later collapse in a pitiful display of sobs and weeping.  

In such an environment, the audience occasionally feels moved to reply when the cue is 

rhetorical.  When Richard proclaims, “God save the King!” and asks “Will no man say 

Amen?” (4.1.172), a voice from the back of the crowd called out “Amen!”  The audience 

chuckled.  Rylance forced a smile in the general direction of the voice, took a beat to 

recompose himself, and proceeded with his lines.  But such moments illustrate the 

powerful truth of the Globe stage: “so thoroughly exposed are its players that emotional 
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distance is not easy to achieve” (Marshall 361).  That is of course assuming such a 

distance is desirable to OP practitioners.
162

 

       

4. Textual Cuts 

My list of textual cuts can be found in Appendix B.  I estimate that Rylance and Carroll 

removed only 16% of the text—not bad for a text-centered production (but whether its 

average running time of three hours, including a twenty-minute intermission, is true to 

early modern standards remains another matter).  Several cuts are quite interesting and 

warrant further comment.  It might seem odd to both scholars and stage enthusiasts that 

alterations were made to the celebrated speeches of Gaunt (“this sceptred isle”) and 

Richard (“let us sit upon the ground / And tell sad stories of the death of kings”), but, if 

we are to believe those editors that advance textual claims predicated upon acts of 

theatrical revision, then Shakespeare sets ample precedent for such alterations.  In fact, 

upon closer inspection, solid formal reasons for some of the cuts plainly appear.  After 

omitting lines 47-49 and 51-56 from Gaunt’s speech, the structure tightens considerably 

through the heightened emphasis of anaphoric repetition.  The same effect occurs in 

Richard’s when lines 146-47 are excised.  Northumberland’s monologue in 3.3 benefits 

rhetorically as well from the removal of line 108.  Anaphora is not the only device 

amplified by cuts; an occasion of stichomythia is created also.  In 4.1, Richard and 

Bolingbroke’s dialogue becomes a rapid-fire exchange of interlocking lines when 191-92 

and 195-98 are trimmed away.  Such alterations serve to strengthen the aural qualities 

projected in performance, and thus prove not altogether uncommon emendations to OP 

productions.
163

                                                 
162 A manufactured, but no less effective (if laughter is any indication), interactive moment occurred at the 

beginning of this scene during Aumerle’s gage hurling.  At the point where he cries for “Some honest 

Christian trust me with a gage” (4.1.83), the actor bent down on stage’s edge to solicit the crowd for 

assistance.  A groundling tossed up a ball cap, at which point Aumerle raised it above his head and 

bellowed, “here do I throw down this” (4.1.84).  The cap was returned to the patron at the play’s end.   

  As Rylance readily concedes, “I think that our experiments with speech 

 
163 One cut in particular might reflect a failed Globe experiment.  Bolingbroke’s lines from 3.3, “Go signify 

as much while here we march / Upon the grassy carpet of this plain” (49-50), is mentioned in Gurr’s 

discussion on the authenticity of rushes placed on the Renaissance stage (“Staging” 167).  However, after 

testing their stage worthiness, Rylance dismisses the possibility, confidently saying, “I think we proved 

with those experiments that it was unlikely they played on rushes in the outdoor theatres.  Rushes may have 

been strewn for certain scenes, to suggest indoors.  Otherwise, they were hazardous, entangling and not 
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[at the new Globe] have strengthened in my mind the idea that Shakespeare’s company 

cut the plays for performance” (Bessell, “The 1999 Globe Season: Interviews with the 

Red Company” 8).                     

 

5. Verse-Speaking 

As has been reiterated throughout this dissertation, it is the element of verse (or, at least, 

heightened language in the case of certain prose forms) and its aural delivery that defines 

the quintessential OP performance.  The other features discussed thus far have proven to 

be relatively dispensable in practice, dependant solely upon the needs of a given 

production.   But, in so far as nearly all OP practitioners justify their efforts through a 

strict adherence to the formal particulars of the text, an emphasis on early modern verse-

speaking remains essential to the endeavor.  To that end, close attention is typically 

afforded to the technical nuances described in Chapter 3.  Rokison records the following 

conversation with Carroll in which he uses the exercise below to stress “the ‘underlying 

sense of an imperative, that there is something driving [the verse] on, which wants to be 

completed; doesn’t want to be suspended or delayed’.”  He explains his process further: 

I would almost certainly say to the actor, when we do these exercises of 

throwing a ball or skipping—and the whole point is that on the shared 

lines you come in exactly on the next beat, I always say to them, ‘That, in 

an oversimplified way, is what I think the verse is doing … So however 

you actualize the instruction, that is what I want you to do.  Whenever you 

find a shared line, unless you have a jolly good reason, and then we’ll talk 

about it, I want you to come in and pick up on the other person’s rhythm, 

and pick up your cue’. (15) 

The steady, immediate response of actors to shared lines is a hallmark of Barton and 

Hall’s verse work, as well as standard operating procedure for the Globe’s OP artists.  By 

and large, the performers in Richard II maintain quick reactions throughout the play (e.g., 

seamless transitions occur at 1.1.162, 173; 2.1.115, 148; 2.2.51, 67; 3.2.203, 215; 

3.3.184, 209; 3.4.47, 54; 4.1.19, 157; 5.2.4, 41, 58, 80, 83, 99; 5.3.110, 128, 134; 5.4.3; 

                                                                                                                                                 
quite right” (Bessell, “The 1999 Globe Season: Interviews with the Red Company” 9).  Hazardous 

reference or not, the line was removed from the 2003 Richard II.    
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and 5.5.67).
164

BOLINGBROKE: [Takes a beat] Yet ask.  

  In all these instances, the sanctity of the line is maintained, while the 

dialogue crackles with intensity.  Alternatively, short lines in the production invite the 

heavy, often pensive response advocated by OP practitioners.  The following exchange 

between Richard and Bolingbroke receives a mixture of sudden starts and pregnant 

pauses: 

RICHARD: [Follows close] And shall I have? 

BOLINGBROKE: [Thoughtful pause] You shall. 

RICHARD: [Snatches the line] Then give me leave to go. 

BOLINGBROKE: [Long, meditative pause] Whither? 

RICHARD: [Beat] Whither you will, so I were from your sights. (4.1.309-

14) 

Such delayed reactions prompt opportunities for dramatic action as well.  Carroll, for 

instance, blocks a comedic standoff (involving both a servant and a sword) to fill the 

space between York’s short line, “Give me my boots, I say!” (5.2.87), and the Duchess’, 

“Why, York what wilt thou do?” (5.2.88).  Not all short lines are occasions for 

ruminative beats or stage business, however—a few require swift treatment:  

Bolingbroke’s “My gracious uncle” earns York’s sharp retort, “Tut, tut, grace me no 

grace, nor uncle me no uncle!” (2.3.85-86).
165

Giles Block, the Globe’s verse coach, also upholds Hall’s position of a sustained 

verse line: “In conversation we run one word into another very commonly; [I have] only 

one ‘rule’: don’t run one line into the next.  This naturally stresses the last word of each 

line” (Bessell, “The 2000 Globe Season: The White Company Hamlet” 6).  As a rule, 

company members uphold this practice with the same frequency as they do with 

performing shared and short lines.  Liam Brennan’s first speech adheres precisely to the 

cadences and rhythms of end-stopped, blank verse lines:    

   

                                                 
164 However, there are exceptions.  Once such occasion occurs after Bill Stewart’s York furiously upbraids 

Richard in 2.1.  Rylance turns to him and delivers the first half of line 186—“Why, uncle, what’s the 

matter?”—with a wry bewilderment, which prompts a brief burst of laughter from the audience.  Stewart 

certainly waits for the chuckles to subside, but takes an additional beat as well before picking up the line 

with “O, my liege.”    

 
165 Rokison agrees with the Globe’s delivery in this instance: “the insertion of a pause after these short lines 

[is] extremely difficult to justify, the line following the short line being … a clear interruption” (139).             
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First, heaven be the record to my speech! 

In the devotion of a subject’s love, 

Tendering the precious safety of my prince, 

And free from other, misbegotten hate 

Come I appellant to this princely presence. 

Now, Thomas Mowbray, do I turn to thee; 

And mark my greeting well, for what I speak 

My body shall make good upon this earth 

Or my divine soul answer it in heaven. 

Thou art a traitor and a miscreant, 

Too good to be so, and too bad to live, 

Since the more fair and crystal is the sky, 

The uglier seem the clouds that in it fly. 

Once more, the more to aggravate the note, 

With a foul traitor’s name stuff I thy throat, 

And wish—so please my sovereign—ere I move 

What my tongue speaks my right-drawn sword shall prove. (1.1.30-46) 

Brennan delivers each line evenly, without hesitation, pressing on steadily to its end.  The 

formal delineation of the verse structure becomes aurally apparent, then, as breaths occur 

only with the line’s completion (for punctuation within lines, a mere half beat is taken—

if that).  Even lines 33, 36, 37, and 45 (the lines within the passage without pointing at 

their end) get a breath at their conclusion.
166

                                                 
166 Rokison employs the same passage to demonstrate the quality of the play’s blank verse rhetoric: “The 

impression, enhanced by the preponderance of masculine endings and the lack of internal pauses, is one of 

assertive, considered speech” (157). 

  Most of the actors follow Brennan’s lead 

throughout the production, with only one notable exception—Rylance’s Richard.  Like 

the actor-managers of old, Rylance feels free to deviate from so-called textual 

prescriptions as it suits his interpretation of character (or, more often, his character’s 

interaction with the audience).  This is not to say that he always disregards verse 

structure—quite the contrary, Rylance (like Shakespeare in his later works) reinterprets 

many traditional forms to fit with his propensity toward run-ons and midline caesuras.  

After briefly seeming to mourn Gaunt’s death in 2.1, he dismissively utters at line 155, 
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“So much for that.”  Not unexpectedly, the audience erupts in amusement at Richard’s 

cavalier behavior, but Rylance does not stop for the laugh and immediately continues 

with the first word of the next sentence, “Now.”  It is only then that he breaks for an 

extended pause, after the line’s fifth syllable, even though there is no punctuation to 

justify the choice.  It would seem that Rylance’s own sense of rhythmic balance solely 

guides such readings.  As the review in The Guardian notes, “Rylance has such vocal 

virtuosity that at times he seems to be toying with the text” (Billington), and The Stage 

calls him “a nimble performer and intelligent verse speaker, revealing the playwright’s 

hidden meanings, above all discovering both wit and common humanity in the bleakest of 

texts” (Thaxter).  Many of his hesitations are clearly calculated to elicit laughter from the 

audience (most reviews cite his uniquely comic take on the role).  For example, in 3.3, 

Richard’s sorrowful lament, “And my large kingdom for a little grave, / A little, little 

grave, an obscure grave” (153-54) becomes an occasion for three separate pauses (one 

after each “grave”), each one longer than the last—sure to spark humor, but at what price 

to the play?  Conkie calls this type of laugh-baiting “‘boom boom’ playing: the turning of 

ostensibly serious dramatic lines into comedy; in common theatrical parlance, milking, 

upstaging, playing to the crowd or mugging” (242).  Some reviews concur with Conkie’s 

sentiment.  The Financial Times describes Rylance as “clownlike, almost Chaplinesque: 

the whey face offsets his dark eyes, the off-centre body language makes him seem gauche 

and vulnerable.  And oh! those pauses, stammers, rushes, and quivers with which he 

plays the verse!  And yet it’s a trivial interpretation of a great role” (Macaulay).  Others 

do not, and instead find considerable insight and self-reflection in the midst of his mirth.  

As The Times writes, “Richard’s quavery voice pauses unexpectedly to turn such 

speeches as “my large kingdom for a little grave” into nervously humorous reflections.  

It’s always more a sign of vulnerability and self-doubt than chutzpah” (Johns).        

By the time he reaches the Pomfret Castle soliloquy in 5.5, though, Rylance has 

definitely doffed his coxcomb for a formalist’s cap of introspection, to “set the word 

itself / Against the word” (13-14).  As Wilmer recognizes, Rylance embraces the 

audience with this incisive speech, since the OP “paradox is fully convincing only when 

the actor sees the audience as clearly as they see him.  The result is an audience more 

actively involved in making drama” (3-4).  Like Richard, Rylance’s free-wheeling verse-
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speaking finally faces the sober reality of its formal limitations, albeit with much more 

liberty for runaway thoughts encouraged by at least five instances of enjambment.
167

  It is 

also a soliloquy particularly suited to both the poet king (and the virtuoso player) in that it 

is representative of the poet’s impulse to beget works of poetry.  And Rylance skillfully 

transforms the former king’s lamentation on his dismal deposition into a poignant 

affirmation of the poetic genius.
168

I have been studying how I may compare 

 He begins the speech sitting on a stool stage center, 

contemplatively musing on the scene of his solitary confinement.  In lieu of his former 

comforts denied in the dreariness of his jail cell (or the vast emptiness of the bare stage), 

Richard commences a series of conceits that evolve into the extended metaphorical 

comparisons that prominently mark the soliloquy.  Pondering his bleak situation, he 

posits:   

  This prison where I live unto the world; 

  And for because the world is populous, 

  And here is not a creature but myself, 

  I cannot do it.  Yet I’ll hammer it out. (5.5.1-5) 

In spite of the physical restraints of his imprisonment, Richard initially engages the 

medium of poetry to fulfill a twofold desire—to liberate himself from his enforced 

containment and to assuage his loneliness for companionship.  But, of course, he is not 

alone—Rylance has the ear of the 1500+ members of the Globe’s audience, and he 

directs the entirety of this speech to and through them.  As such, a verse convention like 

the soliloquy provides the only means of both fleeing and making sense of the character’s 

imposed reality.  Analogously, the impossibility of escaping his bonds or peopling a 

world where none exists also has the overall effect of contributing to the poetic.  Rather 

than hampering the attempt to versify, the narrow confinement of the cell (or stage) 

                                                 
167 “The number of overflows increases as Richard’s thoughts become increasingly mixed with doubt,” 

according to Rokison’s analysis of the verse in the Pomfret soliloquy (157).     

 
168 There is nothing new in this, though—as far back as 1931, G. Wilson Knight conjectured in “The 

Prophetic Soul: A Note on Richard II, v.v. 1-66” that within the soliloquy delivered from Pomfret:                  

  [Richard] finds that he has made a small world of his own: which state is 

now exactly analogous to the creative consciousness which gives birth to  

  poetry.  The first lines which he speaks thus outline a Shakespearian  

  aesthetic psychology and are interesting as a poet’s commentary on the 

  creative act. (351) 
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matches the formal limitations of the soliloquy and generates parameters that necessarily 

facilitate both textual and theatrical interpretation.  The paradoxical nature of Richard’s 

predicament actually prompts its success in a manner deliberately fashioned to 

compliment formalist analysis.  The contradictory characteristics of freedom within 

restraint, of many within one, parallel the assiduous propounding of strained conceits 

embedded in effective poetics.  Richard’s reference to hammering out lyrical quandaries 

not only celebrates the creative impulse necessary for artistic innovation, but it also 

invokes the image needed for Rylance’s heartfelt interpretation.  Indeed, as The Observer 

Review remarks, Rylance acts “surprised by the melancholy which grows in him, and is 

sometimes bemused by his own eloquence, yet he never loses the song of the verse.  He 

makes a Shakespearean line sound as if it’s the beat of his blood” (Clapp).  And The 

Times offers this salient observation: “It’s only towards the end that Richard … matures 

through some soulful prison soliloquies with which Rylance builds a touching intimacy 

with the audience” (Johns).  Little wonder, then, that this is the only monologue of 

Richard’s that remains textually intact in the production. 

Richard II represents Rylance’s last complete thoughts on “reconstructive 

Shakespeare” for the new Globe stage.  Though 2004’s Romeo and Juliet will employ 

some elements of OP, its primary aim is to aurally engage with the seemingly foreign yet 

familiar forms of language found in original pronunciation (as the next chapter will 

explore).  And rather than mount a purist’s rendition, Rylance instead tests the limits of 

OP by purifying the movement’s extraneous components down to their aesthetic 

essentials in his 2005 production of The Tempest.  But these future endeavors rest on past 

realizations—it is with Richard II that the fullest manifestation of Rylance’s nearly 

decade-long experiment with OP takes its final bow. 
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CHAPTER 5 

“WHO STANDS SO MUCH ON THE NEW FORM THAT THEY CANNOT SIT 

AT EASE ON THE OLD BENCH”: RE-MEMBERING ORIGINAL 

PRONUNCIATION IN ROMEO AND JULIET 

 

What can an attempt at “original pronunciation” of early modern texts offer the twenty-

first audience member?  What information can it furnish to the contemporary theatre 

critic?  Can approximating the rhythmic cadences and metrical harmonies of the 

Elizabethan stage provide new insights to Shakespeare studies?  Interestingly, these 

questions have received scant attention with regard to the recent OP experimentation.
169

  

At best, original pronunciation is all too often considered an archaic curiosity for 

historical linguists—hardly the stuff of a living, breathing performance movement.  It’s 

not even included as one of Poel’s principles!  And yet, after directing the OP 

comprehensive Richard II, Tim Carroll still felt there was something left to do, some 

reconstructive component missing from the matrix of OP.  What about a full-out original 

pronunciation staging?  Apparently, no one had tried this “since John Barton’s Julius 

Caesar in 1952.”  And, reasoned Carroll, “[i]f the Globe didn’t do it, someone else 

would.  Could the Globe live with that?”  Mark Rylance most definitely could not, and 

therefore “gave the experiment his blessing” (Crystal 10).
170

I have always longed to hear the texts as they would have sounded, and 

… I hope to get as close as possible, given the incomplete state of our 

knowledge.  It will of course not be perfect, but then no engagement with 

the past ever is.  If we were trying, as some think we are, to reclaim the 

  So, Carroll’s next show, the 

new Globe’s 2004 Romeo and Juliet, was earmarked to provide a brief occasion (three 

performances over a long weekend) to remedy this heretofore neglected element.  “For 

me,” Carroll writes in a special insert to the Romeo and Juliet programme, “original 

pronunciation is the final frontier.”  He continues: 

                                                 
169 Because “original pronunciation” is often abbreviated “OP” as well, this dissertation will employ the full 

phrase rather than the abbreviation to avoid confusion with my use of the letters OP for “original 

practices.”  

 
170 A suggestion to “[t]ry authentic pronunciation” had been made as early as the opening season review of 

1997 (Miller-Schütz 9).  
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past out of some misguided nostalgia, this incompleteness would 

invalidate our efforts.  But we are trying only to explore.  Whether or not 

our expedition will bring back any treasure, who can say?  If we knew 

what an expedition was going to discover, it wouldn’t be an expedition. 

(1)        

Indeed, for Rylance, Carroll, and others, it is the paradoxical sensation of both familiarity 

and alienation phonically engendered by original pronunciation that makes the 

“expedition” noteworthy.  Given the impossibility (and for my taste, the undesirability) of 

recreating an exact historical moment, such performances have the potential of offering 

instead an increasingly rare experience in today’s theatre—the fleeting opportunity to re-

member forgotten forms, to refresh an otherwise unknown acquaintance. 

 As mentioned, a celebrated attempt at original pronunciation had already been 

made earlier in the twentieth century.  Barton’s dramatic exploration of early modern 

English (EME) at Cambridge has achieved legendary status in the theatre community—at 

least among hardcore Shakespeare enthusiasts.  Peter Hall, in Exposed, remembers fondly 

that  

nearly fifty years ago, I learnt what was thought to be Elizabethan 

pronunciation.  I did it, let it be hastily said, so that I and a number of 

others could engage in a production of Julius Caesar directed by George 

Rylands and John Barton for the Marlowe Society.  We performed lustily 

in what was then thought to be Elizabethan speech.  I say “then”, because 

just as the agreed sound of “authentic” musical instruments varies from 

age to age, so I suspect do the findings of experts on pronunciation. (61)   

And Hall is of course quite correct: linguists have amended their thoughts on EME 

considerably over the last half of the century, especially after the groundbreaking work of 

Helge Kökeritz in the 1950s, E.J. Dobson in the 1960s, and Fausto Cercignani in the 

1980s.  Still, the same quality that attracted Hall to the endeavor as a student continues to 

fascinate him today, namely, how it “may encourage us to express in our own way the 

musical potency of Shakespeare’s text” (62).  If Hall is not exactly an advocate for 

original pronunciation performances, though, his fellow Cambridge alumnus, Barton, 

certainly is.  In Playing Shakespeare, he argues against the notion  “that the old stresses 
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are hard for the audience to follow,” adding that he “personally believe[s] we should use 

old pronunciation, partly because the rhythm of the line sounds better, but partly too 

because in context the old pronunciation is often easier to say” (39).  Barton’s 

vocalization of EME on the television series remains the standard for many, prompting 

numerous requests for his original pronunciation readings over the years.
171

  He makes a 

point of highlighting an aural “richness” in the sounds of the Elizabethan age that is a 

thing apart from today’s language—a toughness that belies our present-day polished 

tones: “Shakespeare’s pronunciation was different than ours, it was rougher and perhaps 

more onomatopoeic.  ‘War’ for instance was pronounced ‘Wahrre’; and ‘eye’ was 

pronounced ‘Ay-ee’ and ‘Time’ was pronounced ‘Tay-eme’” (52).  Verbal relish, indeed.  

One future linguist was particularly influenced by Barton’s resurrection of this 

supposedly dead dialect back in the fifties.  That man is David Crystal,
172

                                                 
171 The best account of his EME readings I can afford without an audio track is the transcript of the 

beginning of Act 4 in Henry V from Playing Shakespeare.  (Note, however, that a few of his pronunciations 

and points of emphasis will differ a bit from David Crystal’s more recent work.) 

 who was hired 

by the Globe to assist in their original pronunciation version of Romeo and Juliet.  This 

chapter traces Crystal’s own account of producing an EME transcript and making it 

intelligible to a company of contemporary actors (as published in his book Pronouncing 

Shakespeare, 2005), and compares it with documentation collected from the Globe’s 

archives of the performance weekend, June 25-27, 2004.  His journey furnishes an 

        1   2                         4               3 

Now entertain conjecture of a time 
          5                          6      4                                         7 

When creeping murmur and the pouring dark 
                           3                                        4 

Fills the wide vessel of the universe. 
                                                                    1                           3 

From camp to camp through the foul womb of night 
                                                6               3         7                     1 

The hum of either army stilly sounds. 

 

Note Very approximate renderings of the above: 

1. Pronounced ‘n-eow’ as in genteel  ‘now’. 

2. ‘r’ is burred throughout (even before consonants) as in law-r-and order’. 

3. Pronounced ‘tay-eme’, a longer version of our genteel pronunciation of the word. 

4. Pronounced as in the last sound in ‘china’. 

5. Pronounced ‘hw’ as in Scots. 

6. Pronounced ‘oo’ as in Yorkshire and Lancashire. 

7. Pronounced with a short ‘a’ as in ‘cat’.  (52-53)  

 
172 Crystal states in the preface to Pronouncing Shakespeare that if he were to dedicate his book “to any 

one person,” it would be to John Barton, “who made this journey first” (xi).   
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intriguing illustration of the possibilities afforded by this little studied aspect of OP, and 

hopefully will provide the impetus for future dramatic experimentation and, perhaps, its 

successful implementation.           

 

I 

It must be noted from the beginning that Crystal, one of the foremost authorities on the 

English language, past or present, is a professional linguist, not a theatre practitioner.  As 

such, he approached the Romeo and Juliet original pronunciation project with a bit of 

trepidation.  Though no stranger to Shakespeare,
173

 That said, Crystal readily acknowledged his limitations regarding the harnessing 

of this mystery from the start.  Of course, no attempt at the reproduction of EME can be 

perfect.  Though a good deal “of research has been done on how vowels and 

consonants—the ‘segments’ of speech—were pronounced at the time, and on the 

rhythmical structure of words and lines,” Crystal admits, “there are still gaps in our 

knowledge.”  There are other difficulties with EME as well.  Many “non-segmental” 

elements of pronunciation, like “intonation and tone of voice,” are considered to be 

 his work with professional acting 

companies had been, up to this point, severely limited.  And trying to revive a 400-year-

old dialect for notoriously temperamental London summer audiences was a task beyond 

anything he undertaken before.  But he remained convinced that if anyone could pull off 

such a risky venture, it should be the new Globe.  A supporter from its inception, Crystal 

attributes the Globe’s commercial and critical success not to any slavish adherence to 

museum-piece minutia, but rather to the emotional power it generates through the mere 

suggestion of historical accuracy: what they do, and do so well, “feels right … [o]r, at 

least, it feels like nothing else in the modern theatrical world” (4).  And an original 

pronunciation production would work there for the same reason, Crystal surmised, 

because the Globe’s guiding principles have “been to introduce radical ideas tempered 

with caution, to look for ways of liberating performance without doing things that get in 

the way,” and most importantly, to celebrate the “mysterious border” between actor and 

audience that is bridged by language (5). 

                                                 
173 Along with the best selling Cambridge Encyclopedia of the English Language, Crystal is responsible for 

the highly respected lexicon Shakespeare’s Words (2002) and The Shakespeare Miscellany (2005).  
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irretrievable for obvious reasons (13).  Nevertheless, Crystal believes that we can “be 

about 80 per cent certain of how things were, as far as the vowels, consonants, and 

syllables were concerned” (20).  And it is within that sizable percentage that the most 

interestingly facet of original pronunciation occurs—the paradoxical quality of being 

both familiar and unfamiliar at the same time.  Based on what scholars have discerned, 

“although EME pronunciation would not sound like any modern accent, it would 

undoubtedly suggest similarities with several regional accents of the present day” (21).  

For example, the “-r was sounded after vowels, in words such as far and harm, so that 

inevitably the accent would remind modern British listeners of rural speech, such as 

would be heard in the West country, Ireland, and many other places.”   The tendency to 

drop “the -g in such words as running” might “end up sounding somewhat ‘rustic’, to 

modern ears” (22).  Distinctions of class characterization aside, which will be addressed 

later, Crystal’s primary concern was how to meld this archaic dialect with the more 

modern varieties spoken by the company’s actors.  Whatever he determined regarding the 

nuances of EME, he knew it could not sound like the “received pronunciation” (RP) 

elocution of their drama school training.  So to help the actors with the transition to EME, 

the decision was made nearly from the get-go “to let the actors colour the [original 

pronunciation] by their own natural accent” (24).  Crystal “did not want phonetic 

uniformity” in this production, because “[t]here would not have been such uniformity on 

the Elizabethan stage.  London was a melting-pot of accents (just as it is today)” (25).  

Though most English speakers “would have shared the core phonetic features of the 

‘accent of the age’, … each would have been phonetically individual.  We must 

remember that, in those days, there was no ‘standard accent’ to emulate—the accent we 

now know as RP … did not emerge in England until the beginning of the nineteenth 

century” (27).  Tim Carroll agreed with Crystal’s assessment and “would stress to his cast 

the importance of using their natural voice” (Crystal 27).  As one can imagine, the actors 

found this quite liberating.
174

                                                 
174 Rhys Meredith (who played Benvolio and was one of the more consistent EME speakers in my 

estimation) claimed: 

  

It helped to hear that London of the period was a melting pot and that the accent was 

prone to variation, and that it would be entirely natural that our regional accents should 

not fall by the wayside but form a part of the [original pronunciation] as a kind of base on 

which some of the more unusually pronounced words should sit … (111) 
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 But how do you make performers proficient EME speakers (regardless of the 

accent) after they have already rehearsed a regularly pronounced show?  That was the 

question confronting Crystal at the outset.  A transcript using ordinary alphabetical 

characters would not cut it—there are not enough letters: “English accents have over 

forty distinctive vowels and consonants” (29).  Therefore, the IPA (International Phonetic 

Alphabet) must be used, but few actors have training in phonetics.  So, they must be 

taught—and quickly.  According to Crystal, the average university student “makes good 

progress after about ten weeks.”  The actors would have “only four weeks in June to 

rehearse, [therefore] a full IPA transcription of the whole of Romeo and Juliet didn’t 

seem a realistic option” (31).  Still, the difficulty of translation was not insurmountable, 

mainly due to the fact that original pronunciation is not “much more different than 

Modern English” and “is in many respects identical,” reasoned Crystal (36).  The accent 

may be unlike “anything we have today, but the differences are no greater than between, 

say, Irish or Scots and RP … [as] almost all the consonants are the same, and several of 

the vowels” (37).  In the end, Crystal compromised by devising a transcript in which 

“only those sounds which are in some way different in EME, or to which attention needs 

to be drawn, are given phonetic transcription.”  Thus, the first four lines from the opening 

prologue appeared as follows: 

  Two hseho:lds, bo:th lke in dignit, 

  In f: Vero:na, hw: w le: r sce:ne, 

  Frm :nnt grdge bre:k t new mutn, 

  hw: civil bld m:ks civil hands uncle:n. (38)      

The Globe’s archive does not have a complete copy of Crystal’s transcription available, 

but selections from two additional scenes from his transcript appear in Appendix C.     

 Of course, in transcribing Shakespeare’s text into EME (like previous Globe 

productions, the 2004 Romeo and Juliet used the New Penguin edition of the play), 

Crystal was continually called upon to answer the same question, i.e., how do you know 

what it sounded like?  So, for evidence of original pronunciation, he provided support for 

his readings from quarto and folio spelling conventions, sixteenth-century orthoepistic 

commentary, and sound patterns inherent to Shakespeare’s versification.  Most linguists 
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would agree that as written speech develops, words are fashioned in such a manner as to 

resemble their phonic qualities: “We have to assume that when people first write a 

language down they are trying to reflect the way it sounds” (46).  Therefore, many old 

spelling variations perhaps suggest their phonic qualities in the text.
175

                                                 
175 Stanley Wells notably disagrees with Crystal’s sanguine assessment of old spelling practices: “to retain 

some early spellings simply because the editor regards them as aurally preferable is like playing occasional 

notes of a Beethoven sonata on a fortepiano while the rest are played on a modern grand piano; it adds 

phonetic confusion to orthographical inconsistency” (7-8).  

  In Appendix D, I 

have compiled a brief list of quarto and folio alternatives that follows Crystal’s EME 

pronunciation.  Original spelling also helped Crystal with syllabication: “when we see 

such spellings in the plays as murdrous for murderous, desprat for desperate, and watry 

for watery … it is plain that a reduced pronunciation was common” (48).  It seems as 

well that most people in Shakespeare’s time used contractions, “[a]nd even when 

spellings were written out in ‘full’ form, there would have been no such pressure to sound 

out each one of them on the stage, as actors are routinely taught today” (49).  Crystal 

found verification for this and many of his EME choices in the commentaries of 

contemporary orthoepists, e.g., “in John Hart’s Orthographie (1569) we find a detailed 

description of the sounds of sixteenth-century English” (49).  Finally, Crystal sought out 

patterns of sound “in the rhythms, rhymes, and puns used by the writers,” specifically 

stress from the meter, vowels from the rhyme, and consonants from the workings of puns 

(51).  He notes the trickiness of certain couplets, like love and prove, which calls into 

question which rhymes with which (requiring comparison with other examples of 

rhyming pairs that include either love or prove).  Crystal opts “for full rhymes, in such 

cases, and made prove sound like love.”  But opinions differ on the matter, which 

prompts Crystal to offer the quick proviso that “there is no one ‘perfect’ [original 

pronunciation],” and that any interpretation “always incorporates dozens of personal 

judgements, alongside the decisions for which there is firm evidence, and several 

auditory alternatives are possible, as a result” (52-53).  Therefore, investigation of 

various possibilities is necessary for a thorough transcription of original pronunciation, 

requiring “meticulous detective-work, comparing all possible puns and rhymes”—like the 

sound of eyes at the end of beauties, feast like best, and one like alone (54).       
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 Since EME transcriptions invariably involve choice-making procedures, several 

stylistic decisions needed to be settled early in the process—not the least of which 

concerned how formal and how fast the speech should be delivered.  According to 

Crystal’s findings, “[a]ll the evidence suggested that the general level of articulation in 

EME was much more casual and rapid than we would expect on a stage today” (60).  The 

contractions showed this well enough.  Thus, the transcription leaned toward a more 

relaxed style.  Unlike the lessons learned in today’s elocution classes, Crystal claimed, 

“in Shakespeare’s time, as many contemporary spellings show, they skidded.”  

Consonants would be dropped at the end of words.  Medial vowels were also discarded, 

and “would sometimes run together, as in th’exchange.  It seems to have been an 

extremely colloquial style” (61).  Based on this, he made the choice of keeping articles, 

pronouns, prepositions, and other “‘little words’ as short as possible”—e.g., and became 

’n—as “[t]hese are always weakly articulated in casual speech, unless there is a good 

reason to make them prominent.”  Many of these shortened forms incorporate the schwa 

[], as “it is the commonest sound in English, frequently heard whenever syllables are 

unstressed”—e.g., of [v] became [] when the f was dropped, as in the slurred cuppa tea 

(62).  Pronouns like my and thy were also shortened to m’ and th’, as in m’lady for my 

lady.
176

                                                 
176 Current cultural associations might color the reception of these pronunciations and associate them with 

lower class Cockney dialects (a nineteenth-century development), but Crystal believes that “all such 

associations, educated or otherwise, are irrelevant, when it comes to listening to [original pronunciation].    

They simply did not exist, for these sounds, in Elizabethan times” (63). 

  The same tendency to play it fast and loose holds true with initial h’s and final 

g’s.  Crystal notes that “[p]eople have dropped their h’s at least since the Middle Ages, 

and it seems not to have bothered anyone very much until the eighteenth century, when 

the practice came to be considered uneducated” (65-66).  To be sure, it certainly does not 

appear to have worried the Elizabethans.  Therefore, he left “the h out of he, him, and her, 

unless there were grounds for special emphasis” (66).  As well, “[t]he loss of -g in the -

ing ending of verbs is another general feature of EME colloquial speech, as in ambling 

[amblin] and dancing [dancin]” (70).  Once again, Crystal used this common speech trait 

to justify dropping g’s across the board.  Since these terms and characters make up a 

good portion of the text in a play, shortening them necessarily shortens the playing time.  

A faster pace inevitably results.  According to Tom Cornford, Romeo and Juliet’s 
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assistant director, the contractions “had an intensifying, sharpening, and tightening effect 

on the show,” and for Tim Carroll, it made all the difference in the world: 

I’ve spent a lot of my time as a director of Shakespeare trying to create a 

style of speaking in which the demands of the verse are really taken 

seriously—a style in which the actor is truly reluctant to stress a syllable 

in an unstressed position, and will only do so if the line cannot be 

understood otherwise.  In the course of this quest, one of my bugbears has 

been the modern actor’s insistence on stressing personal pronouns at every 

opportunity, when Shakespeare far more often wants to direct our 

attention to the verb or the noun.  So for me it was bliss to hear Juliet say 

‘As sweet repose and rest / Come to thi heart as that within mi breast.’ 

(Crystal 64)      

And Jimmy Garnon (Mercutio) gives a response typical of the cast’s reception to the 

condensing effects of EME: “The whole thing was more exciting somehow.  Words felt 

like fireworks again.  Little ones, it’s true, but fireworks none the less.”  On average “the 

[original pronunciation] performances, coming in at around two and a quarter hours, were 

about ten minutes shorter than those using modern pronunciation” (Crystal 65).
177

Along with his consideration of EME’s colloquial particularities, Crystal also 

tried to be attentive to distinctions in sound among age, class, and gender—indeed, “[i]t 

is an axiom of any phonetic study that people do not all speak the same way” (71).  This 

was especially true for London during the early modern era, as the natural evolution of 

       

                                                 
177 According the Globe’s Show Reports for the Original Pronunciation weekend, the exact numbers are as 

follows: 

Fri., June 25:  Part One started at 7:32 pm and finished at 8:52 pm (Total Time 1:19). 

  Part Two started at 9:13 pm and finished at 10:21 pm (Total Time 1:08). 

  Interval lasted 20 min. 

  Total Playing Time: 2 hrs. 27 min. 

  Total Running Time: 2 hrs. 47 min. 

Sat., June 26: Part One started at 2:02 pm and finished at 3:22 pm (Total Time 1:20). 

  Part Two started at 3:41 pm and finished at 4:49 pm (Total Time 1:08). 

  Interval lasted 19 min. 

  Total Playing Time: 2 hrs. 28 min. 

  Total Running Time: 2 hrs. 47 min. 

Sun., June 27: Part One started at 6:33 pm and finished at 8:53 pm (Total Time 1:20). 

  Part Two started at 8:12 pm and finished at 9:20 pm (Total Time 1:08). 

  Interval lasted 19 min. 

  Total Playing Time: 2 hrs. 28 min. 

  Total Running Time: 2 hrs. 47 min.   
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language accelerated considerably near the turn of the century.  Shakespeare’s aural 

environs were continually fluctuating, and Crystal suggests that, “[w]ithin a generation, 

significant changes in pronunciation could be heard” (72).  He writes that words like see, 

teen, sea, and peace were beginning to be pronounced as they are today, i.e., with an “ee” 

vowel sound [i:].  Contrarily, “most older people would still have been using more open 

vowel qualities—more like the first vowel qualities you can hear in modern say [e:] or 

Sarah [:]” (74).  As well, ci and ti (as in musician and mediation, respectively) were 

beginning to be pronounced as they are currently, with a clenched “sh” [].  But the 

earlier pronunciation of “see” was still very much in currency during the Elizabethan 

period—“thus, ‘mu-si-see-an’, ‘me-di-tay-see-on’” (75).  Given the regularity of these 

sounds, the generational differences in speech would have been distinctive.  So, Crystal 

tried to make these distinctions character specific in his transcription, but Carroll “fell in 

love with the older pronunciation, and told everyone to use it” (76).  As director, he “felt 

the older form added greatly to the overall auditory character of the accent.  ‘Audiences 

come to an OP performance expecting the accent to be different’, he commented, ‘so in 

cases where there is a choice, let’s go for the more distinctive sound’” (Crystal 113).
178

 Before leaving the technical aspects of original pronunciation, a few more 

features are probably worth mentioning.  Certain concerns of EME are identical to 

modern speech, particularly regarding versification and metrics.  As Crystal rightly notes, 

“[t]here is clear evidence of the way many words had two pronunciations from the way 

they varied according to their position in a poetic line” (77).  For example, in Romeo and 

Juliet, “Mantua is sometimes two beats (‘mant-wa’) and sometimes three (‘mant-you-a’); 

marriage is sometimes two (‘ma-ridg’) and sometimes three (‘ma-ree-ahge’)” (78).   

 

 

1. Consonants 

Along with changes regarding -r, h, and -g, they used “a strongly aspirated (‘voiceless’) 

w for words beginning with wh-.”  An additional quality is the sound “of such words as 

nature and torture, which have no ‘ch’ [t] in the middle: they are [ne:t]—‘nay-tuhr’, 

[to:t]—‘tawr-tuhr’.  Similarly, there is no ‘zh’ [] sound in the middle of such words 

                                                 
178 Regarding the justification for unilateral pronunciation: “Fifty years before, this had been John Barton’s 

reasoning too,” Crystal records (113). 
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as pleasure: it is [plez]—‘ple-zuhr’” (79).  And though the -r after vowels was on the 

wane by the end of the Elizabethan era, everyone in this production made a point of 

pronouncing them (80-81). 

 

2. Vowels 

Almost all of the short vowel sounds are the same in EME, with the exception of the a in 

man and hand, which is closer to the [a] in set than the current [], and the u and ov 

sound in cup and love, which is not the [] of present-day usage, but rather [] (which, 

according to Crystal is “like [], but with a slightly darker or ‘swallowed’ quality, coming 

from further back in the mouth”) (82-83).  Long vowel distinctions in EME are a bit more 

diverse.  As mentioned earlier, [i:] was often pronounced [e:].  The RP [:] in father, car, 

and heart was closer to the [a] in hat, but elongated.  The same with laugh and staff (84-

85).  The vowel heard in saw, law, all, brawls, etc., is recorded as [:] now, but in EME it 

can have two entirely different pronunciations, especially when followed by r [], i.e., 

either [o:] or [a:].  Crystal gives the example of form, in which the long vowel can 

resemble that in foe or farm, respectively.  “For the most part,” he writes, “I used the [o:] 

form”; however, “in a few cases, especially when following a w, as in war and warm, I 

went for the more open sound, without lip-rounding–more ‘wahrm’ than wawrm’” (85-

86).  Also, there is disagreement among historical linguists over the [:] vowel in our 

present day pronunciation of bird, heard, person and mercy.  Some argue for the current 

sound, but others insist on an [:], which Crystal says is “more difficult” for today’s 

audiences “for this would make bird sound like bard, heard like hard, and person like 

parson.”  He ultimately opts for appeasing contemporary sensibilities and uses [:] in his 

transcription (86).  And as might be expected, there are numerous instances of 

idiosyncratic pronunciations that do not follow a particular rule.  A long vowel exception 

that occurs frequently in Romeo and Juliet involves the words none, one, and nothing, 

which “had an ‘oh’ [o:] vowel—something that is needed for the rhyme at 2.6.36-7.  

  For, by your leave, you shall not stay alone 

  Till Holy Church incorporate two in one.” (90) 
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So, in EME, one resembles “own,” which as we shall see will cause a fair amount of 

difficulty for the cast members.  

 

3. Diphthongs 

Crystal notes that three of today’s most frequently used diphthongs, [a], [], and [], 

sounded closer to [], [], and [] again, respectively.  In EME, “the diphthong 

[begins] in the center of the mouth, with the quality of the schwa vowel [].” So, for 

example, tie [ta], now [n], and toy [t] would be [t] “teh-ee,” [n] “neh-oo,” and 

[t] “teh-ee”—the first and last words, tie and toy, becoming homophones in EME.  

Since they are a major source of Shakespeare’s puns, Crystal provides a list of these 

diphthongal sound-alikes, which includes: known/none, hart/heart, gait/gate, 

dollar/dolour, loins/lines, etc. (87-88).  Also of particular importance to Elizabethan 

pronunciation, the -y ending of present day adverbs [i] produces the same [] schwa-

grounded diphthong referenced earlier, e.g., the final sound in “lively, ready, happy, and 

chastity … would remind a modern listener of the sound in the word eye” (88).  Finally, 

Crystal remarks that many current diphthongs were shorted in EME to “‘pure’ vowels—

that is, pronounced with a single auditory quality throughout.”  For example, say [se] 

would be [se:], go [g] would be [go:], etc. (89).      

             

II 

At over eighty pages in length, Crystal’s EME phonetic transcript overflowed with IPA 

symbols that would daunt the most intrepid OP performer.  So, like its early modern 

playscript antecedents, only a couple of complete copies were made—in this case, for the 

director and assistant director.  Crystal “figured that no actor would want to see all of it.”  

As such, the cast received their individual parts in cue-script fashion (97).  (Whether 

relearning a role in this manner simulates the Elizabethan rehearsal experience is likely a 

matter better suited for Tiffany Stern, and, though an interesting thought, beyond the 

purview of this dissertation).  Rylance afforded just four weeks for rehearsal of the 

original pronunciation version, in which “they would have to find the time and energy to 
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relearn their parts, at a technical phonetic level, then rethink their parts—for, [as Crystal] 

surmised, the new sounds and rhythms would surely influence their behaviour on stage” 

(100).  EME has the paradoxical quality of both defamiliarizing and refamiliarizing.  

Watching the rehearsal process from his unique vantage point, Crystal noted how all the 

actors “felt at home with it, but for different reasons.”  Seemingly, it provided something 

for everyone.  “The conclusion is obvious,” he deduced: “no modern accent is identical 

with EME.  All share some features, for the simple reason that we are talking about an 

accent (more precisely, a group of accents) which is the ancestor of the accents we hear 

in English today” (93).
179

                                                 
179 While discussing the multifarious nature of EME, Crystal takes a moment to debunk a particularly 

widespread linguistic myth: 

  As expected, all the performers initially had trouble adapting 

to original pronunciation.  Crystal observed that long [o:] words were particularly hard 

for the actors to assimilate into their dialogue (such as “[no:n] for none, [flo:] for flower, 

[o:n] for one”), as was “the new [] quality for ‘oi’ in such words as boisterous and 

poison.”  Many also “found it difficult to leave behind the ‘ch’ in such words as torture 

[and] fortune … and the ‘zh’ in the middle of measure and leisure.”   Quite a few of “the 

‘see-on’s (affection, salutation) were missed, and they kept their g’s at the -ing forms.”  

On the positive side, however, Crystal remarked that “everyone had picked up the wh- 

sound, and they seemed to adapt almost naturally to the extra pace and liveliness which 

arose from using the unstressed forms, such as [mi] for my and [n] for and” (115).  It is 

probably no surprise, given their frequency in present-day usage, that contractions came 

easy.  Still, when you bear in mind that these actors had to literally re-learn the play (all 

while they were continuing to perform the regular version), their collective achievement 

is considerable.  The grueling process was facilitated by what Crystal calls 

“accommodating”: after awhile, he noticed that the actors started to influence the 

pronunciation practices of each other.  For example, Benvolio and Mercutio  “picked up 

each other’s pace, and as the scene progressed so did their articulation.  As one of them 

hit a sound with particular accuracy, so it helped the other to get there” (122). 

No modern accent has miraculously preserved all of Shakespeare’s pronunciation.  To 

think otherwise is one of the biggest linguistic fallacies of modern times…. There is 

[however] a grain of truth in the myth.  Sounds do not change in the same way and at the 

same rate.  Some, as we have seen, have not changed at all.  So it is not surprising that 

modern accents have retained some resemblances to EME.  That is why it is important to 

talk of ‘resonances’, or ‘echoes’, when comparing EME to present-day English. (93-94) 
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Showtime arrived, and anxieties surrounding the marketability of original 

pronunciation were for naught—all three performances were full houses.  Nothing 

unusual since Globe shows typically sell well, but, as Crystal notes, “it was nice to know 

that [original pronunciation] hadn’t put anyone off.  On the contrary: they had been 

among the earliest performances to sell out” (135).
180

  And the audiences were more 

attentive, according to Crystal who attended all three performances.
181

The show’s staff was suitable impressed with the results of EME as well.  Glynn 

MacDonald, the production’s movement coach, “noticed that the actors’ movement 

  As he recalls, “it 

is difficult to define, but there is something about the lack of random movement, the 

concentrated focus, which tells you—as the phrase goes—that they are ‘in your pocket’.”  

The general impression of the actors for all three original pronunciation shows was that 

the audience was entirely captivated (136).  In fact, more than a few of the cast members 

told Crystal “that the end-of-show applause was more enthusiastic, and went on much 

longer than on previous days”—an assessment confirmed when comparing the videoed 

performances of the modern speech and EME versions (140).  Crystal’s concerns about 

the so-called rustic qualities of original pronunciation negatively coloring the audience’s 

reception ended up to be unfounded as well—it never dampened the play’s tragic 

decorum.  Instead, playgoers were more focused on the performance because of them.  

Rather than “pull the mind away from the moment,” audience members told Crystal that 

their “ears had attuned to the speech” and that “the impression the accent gave [was] of 

being more ‘down to earth’” (142).  More importantly, the space between actor and 

audience was paradoxically closed even further: “[Original pronunciation] reduced the 

psychological distance between speaker and listener, and to that extent presented a more 

immediate opportunity to access the speaker’s thoughts.  For ‘rustic’ read ‘honest’, 

‘open’, or ‘direct’” (142). 

                                                 
180 This information is confirmed by the show reports, which record capacity crowds—even the especially 

inclement Saturday and Sunday shows (downpours during both) had “full house[s] with extra in the yard.”  

 
181 Unfortunately, Crystal is not nearly as attentive in his book.  Based on the extraneous observations he 

records (the Olympic torch passing by, helicopters hovering overhead, etc.) in comparison to the Globe’s 

show reports, he confuses certain events that occur during Saturday afternoon’s performance with Sunday 

night’s, and mistakenly lists Friday night’s show as the one taped for archival purposes (it’s actually 

Sunday’s).   
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became more fluent during [original pronunciation] performances” (Crystal 144).  The 

assistant director noticed it too.  Cornford remarked that he  

was fascinated by the effect on the actors’ bodies.  Capulet’s second line is 

a good example, where Montague ‘flourishes his blade in spite of me’.  In 

[original pronunciation] blade sits lower and wider in the body than the 

RP version, and in sounding dangerous (the RP equivalent sounds very 

correct and polite) it makes the actor look and feel dangerous … What 

[original pronunciation] has revealed to me is the extent to which 

Shakespeare’s language ‘bodies forth’ his characters. (Crystal 144)  

But it is the actors’ testimonies that tell the real story of original pronunciation.  Crystal 

recorded several of their comments immediately following the experience.  Bette 

Bourne’s Nurse, the only piece of cross-gender casting in the production, “became a 

totally different woman” as he “stopped worrying about the fact that [he] was a man in 

this role”—in short, EME “toughened her up.”  He extended his comments to the feeling 

experienced by the whole cast: “We were all suddenly ‘earthed’ in the play.  It unified us 

by the old sound of it; it was ‘a time before’.  That’s exciting” (145)—doubtless, an effect 

of the OP paradox.  For Kananu Kirimi’s Juliet, “word-play came to seem less intelligent 

and thought-based, more about pleasure than intelligence.  It was more about enjoying 

making sounds—sounds that complicated one another, echoed one another, matched one 

another” (146).  The inherent musicality of the material was formally extracted and 

enhanced, providing an aesthetic experience that could not have been engendered 

otherwise.  The cast melded with the meter in a fashion they never had before.  As Rhys 

Meredith remarked, “in making me more driven in what I wanted,” EME proved 

transformative, “and the alien sounds coming from my mouth [gave] me a sense of 

otherness, especially in those moments when I was able to let it take care of itself.  

Listening to and speaking [original pronunciation], it is ‘as if’ you are in a different 

world, which helps enormously with liberating your imagination” (146).
182

                                                 
182 Not everyone was enamored with the production, however.  Since the original pronunciation 

performances were midway through Romeo and Juliet’s run, few reviewers bothered with it.  One in 

particular, though, gave more than his two cents’ worth: 

            

The main effect [of original pronunciation] was to undermine the actors’ ability to 

perform, that is, act their roles.  While some were more hamstrung than others in this 

respect, there was a staggering thoughtfulness to the lines that could only have resulted 
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 It would seem that the possibility for a strong sense of dramatic connectivity 

exists within original pronunciation performances.  In what he describes as “a deep-

rooted feature of human identity,” Crystal explains the phenomenon as representative of 

our distinctiveness through forms of language: “there is no more powerful means of 

expressing to others who we are and where we are from” (148).  And yet, original 

pronunciation both is and is not: “The thing about [original pronunciation] which makes 

it different from other non-RP performances—and the most fascinating thing about it—is 

the way it occupies a unique dialect space, resonating with several modern accents and 

yet at a distance from them all” (149).  The OP paradox again—the farther you are 

chronologically from the material, the closer and more intimate it becomes.  Form 

provides the catalyst.  “I have always been very interested in what, if anything, 

Shakespeare’s use of verse implies about the way the plays should be spoken,” Carroll 

writes in the prologue to Crystal’s book (xv).  A closer attentiveness to the way in which 

the language was first spoken, and a consideration for the manner in which the words 

were originally pronounced, gives credibility to the OP project, integrity to the endeavor.  

Form undergirds this effort: “I have long felt that a strict attention to the metre might well 

create a language that,” Carroll confesses, “even if it took a little getting used to, would 

sound unified, and therefore more lifelike.”  By attending to Shakespeare’s form through 

original pronunciation, it strangely enough sounds more genuine: “Imperfect as it was, it 

was nonetheless possible to hear that real people were talking to each other” (xvi).  As 

Carroll’s interest in OP demonstrates, form, as elicited by his effort to reproduce original 

pronunciation, remains at the heart of the new Globe’s efforts to recapture the immediacy 

Shakespeare’s intimacy. 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
from the difficulty of remembering a whole new part.  Most culpable here were Joel 

Trill’s barely comprehensible Escalus and Tom Burke’s Romeo, who managed to render 

his hormonally challenged, pubescent lover entirely passionless.  As he met Juliet for the 

first time, a scene in which the text, at least, fervently articulates the most lyrical surges 

of ardor, he was concentrating so intently on getting the [original pronunciation] right, 

that he sounded quite bored.  James Garnon’s Mercutio appeared to know that the 

description of Queen Mab was about something but his laborious effort to remember his 

[original pronunciation] clearly overwhelmed the logic of his speech….  While [original 

pronunciation] damaged the production by interfering with the portrayal of character in 

most cases, it is perhaps too easy to carp at a well-intentioned experiment. (Smith 146)   
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AFTERWARD 

 

Mark Rylance still had one OP experiment left to perform before his departure in 2005.  

Like Prospero, Shakespeare’s famed sorcerer of the stage, he wanted to end his revels at 

the new Globe with a production of The Tempest.  But this was to be no “ordinary” OP 

production.  Taking a cue from his mentor, John Gielgud in Peter Greenaway’s 1991 film 

Prospero’s Books (in which Rylance himself “represents” the role of Ferdinand), Rylance 

vocalized/embodied multiple parts throughout the play.
183

  In fact, all the roles were 

played by only three actors (Alex Hassell, Edward Hogg, and Rylance).  In addition, 

contemporary dancers (in blue jeans and leather jackets) and a chorus of singers (in robes 

and gold wigs) were included to round out Rylance’s eclectic dreamscape.
184

                                                 
183 For a fascinating account of Gielgud’s influence on Rylance through the medium of Shakespeare’s The 
Tempest, see Gordon McMullan’s “The Tempest and the Uses of Late Shakespeare in the Cultures of 

Performance: Prospero, Gielgud, Rylance” in Shakespeare and the Cultures of Performance (2008).  

  With only 

a rope and a rug, a chessboard and a dress sword, Rylance and company masterfully 

engaged in a whirlwind of virtuoso performances, conflating characters and confounding 

expectations without missing a beat or taking an intermission.  But, one might ask, how 

does any of this further our exploration of OP?  The quick answer would be that 

doubling, minimal props, period costumes (at least, for the players), no interval, and a 

two-hour playing time are all features associated with Shakespeare’s stage.  However, 

something else was at work in Rylance’s magical concoction of spatial/temporal 

performative forces (apart from a nice adherence to Aristotelian unities).  The Globe’s 

production gave a resounding voice to the one essential component of all OP 

performances—the high premium placed on the poeticizing of Shakespeare’s language.  

All other qualities are negotiable in Rylance’s Tempest.  Everything else exists to 

underscore the theatrically enriched vitality of the verbal.  In the end, even character 

 
184 According to the notes of the production meeting held on March 24, 2005, three different worlds were to 

be represented in the production: the classical world (the singers with a Grecian marbleized look), the 

Jacobean world (the actors in period costume), and the modern world (the dancers, who also personify the 

fates, in present day clothes).  Rylance’s inspiration for much of this staging derives from “Carl Jung’s 

psychological interpretation of the renaissance philosophy of alchemy, as it is manifested in Shakespeare’s 

play” in Noel Cobb’s Prospero’s Island: The Secret Alchemy at the Heart of The Tempest (“Prospero’s 

Island” 18).     



                                                                                                                               

 

 

105 

distinction (a definitive feature for many Shakespeareans) is sublimated to the aural needs 

of OP’s performance alchemy. 

And what remains the most efficient and effective means of extracting the elusive 

harmonies of language?  As long as a playtext is involved in OP theatricalizations of 

Shakespeare, the best model of interpretation continues to be the close reading techniques 

espoused by formalism   Indeed, it is an acute attentiveness to formal concerns that links 

all the practitioners of this study.  From Poel to Rylance, whether verbal or visual (or, 

more likely, both), form always trumps historical veracity (for evidence, look no further 

than the new Globe’s all-female OP productions of 2003-04).  If, as Lopez suggests at the 

beginning of this dissertation, OP has attempted to “co-opt” historicist leanings, it is 

actually a formalism masquerading as historicism.  But I believe that most practitioners 

recognize the bankruptcy of such notions.  Certainly, actors have always focused on the 

“form” in performance.  Thus, the “neo” in neo-formalism and OP is the present instant 

of dramatic connectivity, the immediate moment of theatrical awareness, the aesthetic 

now.               
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APPENDIX A 

The following list of principles was conceived at the culmination of the new Globe’s 

opening season review on October 4-5, 1997 (pp. 11-13).  It reflects the thoughts and 

experiences of the scholars, architects, and theatre practitioners involved in the initial 

stages of the Globe’s development and use as a working playhouse.  It also represents (to 

my knowledge) the last time that both academics and actors endeavored successfully to 

state their collective objectives for the space in such a fashion.  Most (but not all) of these 

principles were upheld at some point or another during Rylance’s tenure as artistic 

director. 

    

The 40 principles 

1. The company should have opportunities to rehearse on stage with people in the 

auditorium. 

2. We should give due study to the original verse in order to illuminate the play. 

3. Shorter hours and better pay. 

4. We should strive, in spite of commercial pressures, to continue to explore the 

non-Shakespearean repertoire. 

5. Continuing to experiment with the idea of the actor as story-teller. 

6. Everyone that uses the Globe space (audience, actors, directors) should be clear 

that it’s a collaborative exercise. 

7. Actors and directors should listen—even more—to the building. 

8. Actors and musicians should be able to work comfortably together in a company 

like this.   

9. Theory follows practice. 

10. The audience is not the enemy: it’s your lover. 

11. We should set up experiments throughout the year, not just during rehearsals, for 

actors, musicians and directors to play with and learn about the space. 

12. We should focus on the use of diagonals when acting in the plays. 

13. To encourage a culture where every performance is unique, and not simply part of 

a run. 
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14. To play to all parts of the house, not just the yard, and this principle should be 

borne in mind from the beginning of rehearsals. 

15. Plays of this period, and in particular amphitheatre plays, are carried by a strong, 

muscular story, and actors, designers and directors should pay attention to the 

story. 

16. We should strive to be a potential centre for the exploration of verse speaking, but 

within that we should reject rules and celebrate principles. 

17. The Globe should reflect the racial and cultural diversity of this country.   

18. Authenticity should be in mind rather than practice. 

19. Productions in the Globe will grow and change, and acting and direction should 

be flexible for change.  The plays should be observed and directed not to return to 

opening night brief but to grow healthily. 

20. Keep the groundling tickets at £5.00 until the millennium and beyond. 

21. Consider how far to go with technology and strive to achieve authenticity without 

compromising safety. 

22. More international production in order to gain more information about emotional 

languages around the world. 

23. Strive to bring a lot of young people into the building. 

24. Have bargain catering so that you don’t pay more for your food than for the show. 

25. Performance pace is vital and should be particular to the story, not to other 

factors.  Entrances and exits may overlap to effect a seamless production.  

Movement is beneficial.  An area of experiment and question is the speed at 

which we can perform these plays. 

26. We should all keep talking to each other: we should cherish each other’s skills, 

and we should consciously work at thinking how our skills can be made to both fit 

and serve others’ agendas, always continuing to try, dispassionately, to evaluate 

the results. 

27. We should strive to schedule experimental performances, if possible of one 

production already running with the acting company, so that actors may explore 

different exits and entrances, or interval lengths, etc. 
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28. Explore the new/old magical relationship between actor and the audience by 

working with writers, actors and directors to develop new shows written 

specifically for the Globe space. 

29. Endeavour to explore the greater use of women in plays that were written 

predominately for men, including the casting women in men’s roles. 

30. An ongoing commitment to the health of the theatre structure itself. 

31. To have an objective observer to offer feedback once the plays are in 

performance.  In this way, any development in the relationship with the audience, 

positive or negative, could be addressed in a positive manner. 

32. To challenge established hierarchical structures existing within the theatre at the 

moment and to strive to achieve the “Globe Way”. 

33. To extend that to hierarchical structures within the acting profession and resist the 

star system in casting. 

34. To find ways for the Red and White Companies to unite more as well as with the 

Education company. 

35. Explore the principles of discovery and of innocence of what is approaching: 

being in the present and discovering what you are saying. 

36. To develop voice work to meet the challenges of the Globe Theatre. 

37. To make our strong endeavour, our mission as witnessed by this expression of 

principles, known not only in this country but around the world. 

38. The Globe is a living experiment and continues to grow. 

39. To boldly experiment and confound our critics. 

40. To have fun.    
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APPENDIX B 

The following is my account of the cuts made to Richard II taken from the August 1, 

2003 recording.  Line references are from the New Penguin edition.  

 

1.1 Lines 18-19, 65-66, 99, 118, 177-81, 202-05 

1.2 Lines 33-34, 49-53, 60-61, 64 

1.3 Lines 5-10, 18, 26-30, 61-62, 67-68, 79-82, 88-92, 100-16, 129-33, 135, 150-51, 163- 

65, 187-88, 229-30, 239-40, 251-52, 271-74, 278, 280 “Woe … sit”-85, 292-93, 

298-99 

1.4 Lines 46-47 

2.1 Lines 7-8, 27-28, 35-36, 47-49, 51-56, 58, 117-20, 151-52, 157-58, 167-68, 177, 187- 

88, 193-94, 202-04, 215-17 “To … business.”, 250, 256-58, 260, 262, 275-76, 

281-83, 292-93 

2.2 Lines 24-27, 29 “Howe’er … be”- 40, 75, 106-07, 111 “Both … kinsmen”-15, 116 

“Come, cousin”-20 “But …permit.”, 133, 135, 143-48 

2.3 Lines 8-18, 20 “But … here?”, 35, 55-67 “Stands … bounty.”, 128-29, 138 

2.4 Lines 23-24 

3.1 Lines 43-44 

3.2 Lines 13, 21-22, 30-32, 40, 53, 56-57, 84, 86 “A … strikes”-89 “High … thoughts.”, 

       94, 97-99, 116-17, 126, 131-32, 135-36, 146-47, 180-85, 198-99, 206, 209-14 

3.3 Lines 19 “But … here?”, 27-30, 49-50, 59-61, 68-71, 75-76, 108, 111, 136-37, 140- 

41, 149-50, 161, 164-65 

3.4 Lines 17-18, 26-28, 42, 45, 75-76 

4.1 Lines 60-77, 94-95, 101-02, 117-20, 130-31, 152-53, 174-75, 191-92, 195-98, 209- 

       12, 234, 248-51, 275, 298-301 “How … cause.”, 320-33 

5.1 Lines 5-6, 46-50, 71-75, 87-92 

5.2 Lines 32-33, 36-38, 64-68, 94, 105-07, 108 “be … mind”-111 “And … him.”, 115 

       “though … old”-18 “Till … thee.” 

5.3 Lines 6-12, 20 “Yet … both”-22 “May … forth.”, 56-58, 66-68, 71-72, 84-85, 106- 

07, 114-15, 136, 145 

5.5 Lines 70-71 
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5.6 Lines 47-48    
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APPENDIX C  

(from pp. 177-80 of Crystal’s Pronouncing Shakespeare) 

 

From the beginning of 1.2: 

CAPULET 

But Montague is bnd as well as , 

In penalt alke; n tis nat ha:d,  think, 

F men so: o:ld as we: t ke:p the pe:ce. 

PARIS 

Of honouble recknin a: y bo:th, 

n pit tis lived t odds s long. 

But n, m lo:d, hwt se: y t m syuit? 

CAPULET 

But se:yin o: hwt  v said bfo:: 

M chd is yt a stre:nge in the wld; 

Sh ath nat se:n the che:nge  fo:te:n ye:s, 

Let two mo: sms withe in th prde, 

: we: me: think  rpe t be: a brde. 

PARIS 

Ynge than she  happe mthes me:de. 

CAPULET 

n too soon ma:ed  tho:se so: eal me:de. 

ea:th th swllowed a:ll m ho:pes but she:; 

Shz the ho:peful le:d of m eath. 

But woo , gentle Pais, get  ha:t. 

M will t he consent is but a pa:t, 

This nght  ho:ld an o:ld accstomed fest, 
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Whe:eto  ave invted mn a gest, 

Sch as  lve; n you amng the sto:e, 

O:n mo:e, mo:s welcome, mekes m nmbe mo:e. 

t m po: hse look to bho:ld this nght  

Eath-treadin sta:s that me:k da:k heaven lght. 

 

From the middle of 1.4: 

ROMEO 

 dreamt a dream tnght. 

MERCUTIO 

n so: did . 

ROMEO 

Well, hwt ws yu:s? 

MERCUTIO 

That dreames ften l. 

ROMEO 

In bed asleep, hwle, the:y do dream things true. 

MERCUTIO 

O:, then  see Queen Mab th been with you. 

She is the f:s’ midwfe, n sh cms 

In she:pe no: bigge than an agt sto:ne 

On the fo:efinge v an ldeman, 

Drawn with a team  little atoms 

O: men’s no:ses z the:y l asleep. 

 chayot is an emt he:zelnt 

Me:d b the jne skiel or o:ld grb, 

Tme t  mnd the f:s’ co:chme:kes. 
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 wagon spo:kes me:d  long spinnes’ legs; 

The cve, of the wings of gra:sshoppes; 

 tre:ces, of the sma:llest spde web; 

 collas, of the moonshne’s w:t beams; 

 hwip, of cricket’s bo:ne; the lash, of film; 

 wagone, a sma:ll gre:y-co:ated gnat, 

Not ha:lf s big as a rnd little w:m 

Pricked from the le:z finge of a me:d. 

nd in this ste:te sh gallops nght b nght 

Through lves’ bre:ns, n then the:y dream  lve; 

O: co:tes’ knees, that dream on co:tss stre:ght; 

O: lo:wes’ fingers, who stre:ght dream on fees, 

O: le:dies’ lips, who stre:ght on kisses dream, 

Which oft the angr Mab with blistes ple:gues, 

Because th: breaths with sweetmeats te:nted a:e. 
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APPENDIX D 

Romeo and Juliet Old-Spelling Variations (compiled from The Riverside Shakespeare) 

 

1.1.5 collar—choller Q2 

1.1.8 Montague—Mountague Q2 

1.1.73 partisans—partisons Q2, F 

1.1.76 crutch—crowch Q2 

1.1.111 swung—swoong Q2 

1.1.120 drive—dra[v]e F 

1.3.66, 67 honour—houre Q2, F 

1.4.4 hoodwink’d—hudwinckt Q2 

1.4.66 film—Philome Q2, F 

1.5.14, 88 Cheerly—chearely Q2, F 

2.1.11 gossip—goship Q2, F 

2.1.12 heir—her Q2, F 

3.1.122 gone—gan Q2 

3.2.60 one—on Q2, F 

3.3.50 absolver—obsolver Q2 

4.1.45 cure—care Q2, F 

4.1.83 yellow—yealow Q2 

4.3.20 vial—violl Q2 

4.4.4 rung—roong Q2 

4.4.16 haste—hast Q2 

4.5.133, 36 pretty—prates Q2, pratest F 

5.3.13 canopy—canapie Q2 

5.3.15 moans—mones Q2   

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

115 

REFERENCES 

 

Auslander, Philip.  Liveness: Performance in Mediatized Culture.  London: Routledge,  

 1999.  

 

Barton, John.  Playing Shakespeare.  London: Methuen, 1984.  

 

Bennett, Susan.  Theatre Audiences: A Theory of Production and Reception.  London: 

 Routledge, 1990.   

 

Berry, Cicley.  Text in Action.  London: Virgin, 2001. 

 

Bessell, Jaq.  “The 1999 Globe Season: The Red Company Antony and Cleopatra.”   

 Shakespeare’s Globe Research Bulletin 14 (Feb. 2000).  

 

-----.  “The 1999 Globe Season: Interviews with the Red Company.”  Shakespeare’s 
Globe Research Bulletin 14a (Feb. 2000). 

 

-----.  “The 1999 Globe Season: The Red Company Julius Caesar.”  Shakespeare’s Globe 
Research Bulletin 15 (Feb. 2000). 

 

-----.  “The 2000 Globe Season: The White Company Hamlet.”  Shakespeare’s Globe 
Research Bulletin 17 (Mar. 2001).   

 

Bevington, David.  This Wide and Universal Theater: Shakespeare in Performance Then 
and Now.  Chicago: U of Chicago P, 2007.    

 

Billington, Michael.  “Actor’s Richard II bucks tradition.”  The Guardian.  15 May 2003. 

 

Block, Giles.  “Voice, Word and Movement.”  “Richard II Programme.”  Shakespeare’s 

Globe Theatre.  8 May-27 Sept. 2003: 22. 

 

Boehrer, Bruce, et al.  “From the Editors.”  JEMCS 7.1 (2007): 1-3. 

 

Brook, Peter.  Evoking (and Forgetting) Shakespeare.  London: Nick Hern, 2002. 

 

Brooks, Cleanth.  The Well Wrought Urn.  San Diego: Harcourt Brace, 1947. 

 

Brooks, Cleanth, and Robert B. Heilman.  Understanding Drama.  New York: Henry  

Holt, 1948. 

 

Brooks, Peter.  “Aesthetics and Ideology—What Happened to Poetics?”  Aesthetics and 
 Ideology.  Ed. George Levine.  New Brunswick: Rutgers UP, 1994. 

 

Brown, John Russell.  Free Shakespeare.  London: Heinemann, 1974. 

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

116 

Bruster, Douglas.  “The Materiality of Shakespearean Form.”  Shakespeare and 
Historical Formalism.  Ed. Stephen Cohen.  Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007.   

 

-----.  “Shakespeare and the Composite Text.”  Renaissance Literature and Its Formal 
Engagements.  Ed. Mark David Rasmussen.  New York: Palgrave, 2002.     

 

-----.  Shakespeare and the Question of Culture: Early Modern Literature and the  
Cultural Turn.  New York: Palgrave, 2003. 

 

Bulman, James C.  “Queering the Audience: All-Male Casts in Recent Productions of 

Shakespeare.”  A Companion to Shakespeare and Performance.  Eds. Barbara 

Hodgdon and W.B. Worthen.  Malden: Blackwell, 2005. 

 

Carroll, Tim.  “Master Piece.”  “Richard II Programme.”  Shakespeare’s Globe Theatre.   

8 May-27 Sept. 2003: 16-17.   

 

-----.  “‘Practising Behaviour to His Own Shadow.’”  Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical 
Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  Cambridge: 

Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

-----.  “Romeo and Juliet Original Pronunciation Performances Programme Insert.”  

Shakespeare’s Globe Theatre, 25-27 June 2004: 1. 

 

Carson, Christie.  “Democratising the Audience?”  Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical 
Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  Cambridge: 

Cambridge UP, 2008.    

 

Carson, Christie, and Farah Karim-Cooper.  “Conclusions.”  Shakespeare’s Globe: A 
Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  

Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

-----.  Introduction.  Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie 

Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

-----.  “Research in Practice: Practice in Research. Introduction.”  Shakespeare’s Globe: 
A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  

Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

Cavendish, Dominic.  “A man among boy-players.”  Daily Telegraph.  16 May 2003. 

 

Cohen, Ralph Alan.  “Directing at the Globe and the Blackfriars: Six Big Rules for  

Contemporary Directors.”  Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. 

Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

 

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

117 

Cohen, Stephen.  “Between Form and Culture: New Historicism and the Promise of a 

Historical Formalism.”  Renaissance Literature and Its Formal Engagements.  

Ed. Mark David Rasmussen.  New York: Palgrave, 2002.   

 

-----.  Introduction.  Shakespeare and Historical Formalism.  Ed. Stephen Cohen.  

Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007 

 

Coleridge, Samuel Taylor.  Biographia Literaria.  English Romantic Writers.  Ed. David  

 Perkins.  Fort Worth: Harcourt Brace, 1995. 

 

Conkie, Rob.  The Globe Theatre Project: Shakespeare and Authenticity.  Lewiston, NY: 

 Edwin Mellen P, 2006.   

 

-----.  “Red Button Shakespeare.”  Shakespeare Survey 62 (2009): 123-40. 

 

Craig, Edward Gordon.  On the Art of Theatre.  Ed. Franc Chamberlain.  London: 

Routledge, 2009. 

 

-----.  The Theatre Advancing.  New York: Benjamin Blom, 1947. 

 

Crystal, David.  Pronouncing Shakespeare: The Globe Experiment.  Cambridge: 

Cambridge UP, 2005. 

 

Davies, Oliver Ford.  Performing Shakespeare.  London: Nick Hern, 2007. 

 

Dawson, Anthony B.  “The Imaginary Text, or the Curse of the Folio.”  A Companion to 
Shakespeare and Performance.  Eds. Barbara Hodgdon and W.B. Worthen.  

Malden: Blackwell, 2005. 

 

Day, Barry.  This Wooden “O”: Shakespeare’s Globe Reborn, Achieving an American’s  
 Dream.  New York: Limelight Editions, 1998.  

 

de Jongh, Nicholas.  “A Queen of a King.”  The Evening Standard.  15 May 2003. 

 

Dessen, Alan C.  “Globe Matters.”  Shakespeare Quarterly 49.2 (Summer 1998): 195- 

98. 

 

-----.  “‘Original Practices’ at the Globe: A Theatre Historian’s View.”  Shakespeare’s 
Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  

Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

-----.  “Ten Commandments for the New Globe by Alan C. Dessen, 1990.” Shakespeare’s 
Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  

Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

118 

Dobson, Michael.  “Writing about [Shakespearian] Performance.”  Shakespeare Survey 

58 (2005): 160-68. 

 

“Draft Artistic Policy, A—1988.”  Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds.  

Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008.  

 

Egan, Gabriel.  “Reconstruction of the Globe: A Retrospective.”  Shakespeare Survey 52 

 (1999): 1-16. 

 

Escolme, Bridget.  “Shakespeare Our Contemporaries.”  New Directions in Renaissance 
Drama and Performance Studies.  Ed. Sarah Werner.  Basingstoke: Palgrave, 

2010. 

 

-----.  Talking to the Audience: Shakespeare, Performance, Self.  Abingdon: Routledge, 

2005. 

 

Falocco, Joe.  Reimagining Shakespeare’s Playhouse: Early Modern Staging  
Conventions in the Twentieth Century.  Cambridge: D.S. Brewer, 2010. 

 

Felski, Rita.  FSU Literature Colloquium Roundtable.  27 October 2007. 

 

Fernie, Ewan.  “Shakespeare and the Prospect of Presentism.”  Shakespeare Survey 58  

 (2005): 169-84.  

 

Freeman, Neil.  Once More unto the Speech, Dear Friends.  v. 2.  New York: Applause,  

2006. 

 

Granville-Barker, Harley.  Prefaces to Shakespeare.  Vol. 1.  Princeton: Princeton UP, 

1946. 

 

-----.  Prefaces to Shakespeare.  Vol. 2.  Princeton: Princeton UP, 1947. 

 

Gurr, Andrew.  Playgoing in Shakespeare’s London.  3
rd

 ed.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 

2004.   

 

-----.  The Shakespeare Company, 1594-1642.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2004. 

 

-----.  “Shakespeare’s Globe: A History of Reconstructions and Some Reasons for 

Trying.”  Shakespeare’s Globe Rebuilt.  Eds. J.R. Mulryne and Margaret 

Shewring.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1997.   

 

-----.  “Staging at the Globe.”  Shakespeare’s Globe Rebuilt.  Eds. J.R. Mulryne and 

Margaret Shewring.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1997.  

 

Gurr, Andrew, and Mariko Ichikawa.  Staging in Shakespeare’s Theatres.  Oxford: 

Oxford UP, 2000. 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

119 

Gurr, Andrew, with John Orrell.  Rebuilding Shakespeare’s Globe.  New York: 

Routledge, 1989.     

 

Hall, Peter.  Exposed by the Mask: Form and Language in Drama.  New York: Theatre  

 Communications Group, 2000. 

 

-----.  Shakespeare’s Advice to the Players.  New York: Theatre Communications Group, 

2003. 

 

Harris, Jonathan Gil.  Shakespeare and Literary Theory.  Oxford: Oxford UP, 2010. 

 

Hildy, Franklin J.  “‘The Essence of Globeness’: Authenticity, and the Search for 

Shakespeare’s Stagecraft.”  Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. 

Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008.  

 

Hodges, C. Walter.  The Globe Restored: A Study of the Elizabethan Theatre.  New York: 

 Coward-McCann, 1968. 

 

Holland, Peter.  “Shakespeare’s Two Bodies.”  A Companion to Shakespeare and  
Performance.  Eds. Barbara Hodgdon and W.B. Worthen.  Malden: Blackwell, 

2005. 

 

Innes, Christopher.  Edward Gordon Craig.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1983. 

 

Jackson, Shannon.  Professing Performance: The Theatre in the Academy from Philology 
 to Performativity.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2004. 

 

Johns, Ian.  “To play the king as a queen.”  The Times.  17 May 2003. 

 

Joseph, Bertram.  Acting Shakespeare.  London: Routledge, 1960.   

 

Karim-Cooper, Farah.  “Globe Education and Research: Introduction.”  Shakespeare’s 
Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  

Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008.   

 

Kennedy, Dennis.  Granville-Barker and the Dream of Theatre.  Cambridge: Cambridge  

 UP, 1985. 

 

-----.  Looking at Shakespeare: A Visual History of Twentieth-Century Performance.  2
nd 

ed.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2001.  

 

Kiernan, Pauline.  Staging Shakespeare at the New Globe.  New York: St. Martins, 1999.  

 

Knight, G. Wilson.  “The Prophetic Soul: A Note on Richard II, v.v. 1-66.”  The Imperial 
Theme.  London: Methuen, 1951. 

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

120 

Levine, George, ed.  Aesthetics and Ideology.  New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers UP, 1994. 

 

Levinson, Marjorie.  “What Is New Formalism?”  PMLA 122.2 (2007): 558-69. 

 

Linklater, Kristen.  Freeing Shakespeare’s Voice.  New York: Theatre Communication 

Group, 1992. 

 

Lopez, Jeremy.  “A Partial Theory of Original Practice.”  Shakespeare Survey 61 (2008): 

 302-17. 

 

Macauley, Alastair.  “Richard II.”  The Financial Times.  16 May 2003. 

 

MacDonald, Glynn.  “Voice, Word and Movement.”  “Richard II Programme.” 

 Shakespeare’s Globe Theatre.  8 May-27 Sept. 2003: 22. 

 

Mamet, David.  True and False: Heresy and Common Sense for the Actor.  New York: 

Pantheon, 1997. 

 

Marshall, Cynthia.  “Sight and Sound: Two Models of Shakespearean Subjectivity on the  

 British Stage.”  Shakespeare Quarterly 51.3 (Autumn 2000): 353-61. 

 

McDonald, Russ.  Shakespeare and the Arts of Language.  Oxford: Oxford UP, 2001.  

 

McMullan, Gordon.  Afterward.  Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. 

 Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

-----.  “The Tempest and the Uses of Late Shakespeare in the Cultures of Performance: 

Prospero, Gielgud, Rylance.”  Shakespeare and the Cultures of Performance. 

Eds. Paul Yachnin and Patricia Badir.  Aldershot: Ashgate, 2008.  

 

Melvill, David.  “Hey Ho, to the Greenwood.”  Book of Roundels 1612.  Richard II  
Materials.  Globe Education Archives. 

 

Menzer, Paul.  “The Spirit of ’76: Original Practices and Revolutionary Nostalgia.” 

 New Directions in Renaissance Drama and Performance Studies.  Ed. Sarah 

Werner.  Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2010.     

 

Miller-Schütz, Chantal.  “Findings from the 1998 Season: As You Like It.” Shakespeare’s 
Globe Research Bulletin 10 (July 1999). 

 

-----.  “Minutes of the Opening Season Review held on 4-5 October 1997.” 

Shakespeare’s Globe Research Bulletin 1 (Nov. 1997).    

 

Mulryne, Ronnie, and Margaret Shewring.  “The Once and Future Globe.”  

Shakespeare’s Globe Rebuilt.  Eds. J.R. Mulryne and Margaret Shewring.   

Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1997. 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

121 

-----.  “Plays Designed for Original Performance by the Chamberlain’s-King’s Men at the 

First Globe, 1599-1608.”  Shakespeare’s Globe Rebuilt.  Eds. J.R. Mulryne and 

Margaret Shewring.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1997. 

 

Nemoianu, Virgil.  “Hating and Loving Aesthetic Formalism: Some Reasons.”  Modern  

 Language Quarterly.  61.1 (2000): 41-57. 

 

O’Connor, Marion.  “Reconstructive Shakespeare: Reproducing Elizabethan and 

Jacobean Stages.”  The Cambridge Companion to Shakespeare on Stage. 

Eds. Stanley Wells and Sarah Stanton.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002.   

 

-----.  “‘Useful in the Year 1999’: William Poel and Shakespeare’s ‘Build of Stage.’” 

Shakespeare Survey 52 (1999): 17-32. 

 

Orgel, Stephen.  “What’s the Globe Good For?”  Shakespeare Quarterly 49.2 (Summer 

1998): 191-93. 

 

Orrell, John.  The Quest for Shakespeare’s Globe.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1983. 

 

Palfrey, Simon, and Tiffany Stern.  Shakespeare in Parts.  Oxford: Oxford UP, 2007 

 

Poel, William.  Shakespeare and the Theatre.  London: Sidwick and Jackson, 1913. 

 

Quarmby, Kevin.  “Feminine Dignity.”  Rogues and Vagabonds.  19 May 2003. 

 

Ransom, John Crowe.  “Criticism, Inc.”  The Norton Anthology of Theory and Criticism.  

Ed. Vincent B. Leitch, et al.  New York: Norton, 2001. 

 

Rasmussen, Mark David.  “Introduction: New Formalisms?”  Renaissance Literature and 
Its Formal Engagements.  Ed. Mark David Rasmussen.  New York: Palgrave,  

2002.     

 
Richard II.  Dir. Tim Carroll.  Shakespeare’s Globe Theatre.  DVD.  1 August 2003.   

 

Roach, Joseph.  “Vicarious: Theater and the Rise of Synthetic Experience.”  Theorizing  
 Practice: Redefining Theatre History.  Eds. W.B. Worthen and Peter Holland.  

Palgrave: Basingstoke, 2003. 

 

Rodenburg, Patsy.  Speaking Shakespeare.  New York: Palgrave, 2002. 

 

Rokison, Abigail.  Shakespearean Verse Speaking: Text and Theatre Practice.   

 Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2009. 

 
Romeo and Juliet.  Dir. Tim Carroll.  Shakespeare’s Globe Theatre.  DVD.  27 June  

2004.  

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

122 

“Romeo and Juliet Show Report.”  Globe Theatre Season 2004: Red Company.  25-27 

June 2004. 

 

Rooney, Ellen.  “Form and Contentment.”  Modern  Language Quarterly.  61.1 (2000): 

 17-40. 

 

Rylance, Mark.  “Playing the Globe: Artistic Policy and Practice.”  Shakespeare’s Globe  
 Rebuilt.  Eds. J.R. Mulryne and Margaret Shewring.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 

1997. 

 

-----.  “Prospero’s Island.”  “The Tempest Programme.”  Shakespeare’s Globe Theatre. 

6 May-2 Oct. 2005: 18-23. 

 

-----.  “Research, Materials, Craft: Principles of Performance at Shakespeare’s Globe.” 

Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah 

Karim-Cooper.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

Rylance, Mark, Yolanda Vazquez, and Paul Chahidi.  “Discoveries from the Globe 

Stage.”  Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson 

and Farah Karim-Cooper.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008.  

 

Shakespeare, William.  King Richard the Second.  Ed. Stanley Wells.  New Penguin 

Shakespeare.  Gen. Ed. T.J.B. Spenser.  Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1969. 

 

-----.  Romeo and Juliet.  The Riverside Shakespeare.  Ed. G. Blakemore Evans.  Boston: 

Houghton Mifflin, 1974.  

 

Shusterman, Richard.  “The End of Aesthetic Experience.”  The Journal of Aesthetics and  

 Art Criticism.  55.1 (1997): 29-41. 

 

Sidney, Philip.  The Defence of Poesy.  Sir Philip Sidney: The Major Works.  Ed. Katherine 

Duncan-Jones.  Oxford: Oxford UP, 1989. 

 

Smallwood, Robert.  “Twentieth-Century Performance: The Stratford and London 

Companies.”  The Cambridge Companion to Shakespeare on Stage. 

Eds. Stanley Wells and Sarah Stanton.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002.   

 

Smith, Bruce.  The Acoustic World of Early Modern England: Attending the O-Factor.  

Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1999.  

 

-----.  “Ragging Twelfth Night: 1602, 1996, 2002-3.”  A Companion to  
Shakespeare and Performance.  Eds. Barbara Hodgdon and W.B. Worthen.  

Malden: Blackwell, 2005. 

 

Smith, Peter J.  “Romeo and Juliet.”  Shakespeare Bulletin.  22.4 (Winter 2004): 145-47. 

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

123 

Speaight, Robert.  William Poel and the Elizabethan Revival.  Cambridge: Harvard UP,  

 1954. 

 

Spottiswoode, Patrick.  “Contextualising Globe Education.”  Shakespeare’s Globe: A 
Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  

Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008.     

 

Spurlin, William J.  “Introduction: The New Criticism in Contemporary Theory.”  The 

New Criticism and Contemporary Literary Theory.  Ed. William J. Spurlin and  

Michael Fischer.  New York: Garland, 1995. 

 

-----.  “Afterward: An Interview with Cleanth Brooks.”  The New Criticism and  
 Contemporary Literary Theory.  Ed. William J. Spurlin and Michael Fischer.  

New York: Garland, 1995. 

 

Soderholm, James, ed.  Beauty and the Critic: Aesthetics in an Age of Cultural Studies.    

 Tuscaloosa: U of Alabama P, 1997. 

 

Stern, Tiffany.  Rehearsal from Shakespeare to Sheridan.  Oxford: Clarendon, 2000. 

 

Strier, Richard.  “Afterward: How Formalism Became a Dirty Word, and Why We Can’t 

Do Without It.”  Renaissance Literature and Its Formal Engagements.  Ed. Mark 

David Rasmussen.  New York: Palgrave, 2002. 

 

Styan, J.L.  The Shakespeare Revolution.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1977. 

 

-----.  Shakespeare’s Stagecraft.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1971. 

 

Tanselle, G. Thomas.  “Textual Criticism and Literary Sociology.”  Studies in  
Bibliography.  44 (1991): 83-143. 

 

Taylor, Gary.  “Shakespeare Plays on Renaissance Stages.”  The Cambridge Companion 
to Shakespeare on Stage.  Eds. Stanley Wells and Sarah Stanton.  Cambridge: 

Cambridge UP, 2002.  

 
The Tempest.  Dir.  Tim Carroll.  Shakespeare’s Globe Theatre.  DVD.  18 May 2005.   
 

“The Tempest Production Meeting Notes.” Shakespeare’s Globe Theatre. 24 Mar. 2005. 

 

Thaxter, John.  “Rylance revels in regal role.”  The Stage.  22 May 2003. 

 

Tiramani, Jenny.  “Exploring Early Modern Stage and Costume Design.”  Shakespeare’s 
Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  

Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

124 

Tiramani, Jenny, Luca Costigliolo, and Lily Mollgaard.  “Clothing, Properties and 

Hangings.” “Richard II Programme.”  Shakespeare’s Globe Theatre.  8 May-27 

Sept. 2003: 23.   

 

Tucker, Patrick.  Secrets of Acting Shakespeare: The Original Approach.  New York: 

Routledge, 2002. 

 

van Kampen, Claire.  “Music and Aural Texture at Shakespeare’s Globe.” Shakespeare’s  
Globe: A Theatrical Experiment.  Eds. Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper.  

Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008.    

 

Walton, J. Michael, ed.  Craig on Theatre.  London: Methuen, 1983. 

 

Weimann, Robert, and Douglas Bruster.  Shakespeare and the Power of Performance:  
 Stage and Page in the Elizabethan Theatre.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2008. 

 

Weingust, Don.  Acting from Shakespeare’s First Folio: Theory, Text and Performance.   

 New York: Routledge, 2006. 

 

Wells, Stanley, and Gary Taylor.  Modernizing Shakespeare’s Spelling, with Three  

 Three Studies in the Text of Henry V.  Oxford: Oxford UP, 1979. 

 

White, Martin.  Renaissance Drama in Action.  London: Routledge, 1998. 

 

Wilmer, Clive.  “Playhouse.”  Around the Globe.  (Autumn 2003): 3-4. 

 

Wilson, Richard.  “Power to the scapegoat.” Times Literary Supplement.  13 June 2003.  

 

Wolfson, Susan.  “Reading for Form.”  Modern Language Quarterly.  61.1 (2000): 1-16. 

 

Worthen, W.B.  Shakespeare and the Authority of Performance.  Cambridge: Cambridge 

 UP, 1997.   

 

-----.  Shakespeare and the Force of Modern Performance.  Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 

2003. 

 

Wright, George T.  Shakespeare’s Metrical Art.  Berkeley: U of California P, 1988. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                                                               

 

 

125 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

 

Brent Griffin holds a BA in Drama/Philosophy from the University of Virginia and a MA 

from the Hudson Strode Program in Renaissance Studies at the University of Alabama.  

For several years, he served as the managing editor of the Journal for Early Modern 

Cultural Studies at Florida State University.  He is currently the director of the English 

Literature program at the FSU London Study Centre.         

 

 

 

 

 


	The 40 principles

