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A Note on Shakespeare's Versification®

Michael Flynn i
University of Massachusetts/Amherst s i

Outlaw: (sizing up a potential comrade) . ]
And partly, seeing you are beautified
With goodly shape and by your own report
A linguist and a man of such perfection
As we do in our quality much want -

Two Gentlemen of Verona, 4.1 | '

0. In this short paper, I want to show how linguigtic theory :
can be used to provide a principled analysis of what has been .
-called a ‘peculiarity’ in Shakespeare's verse. In section l, . -
I'1l sketch the problem. Section 2 contains a treatment of the ..
problem in terms of an aspect of generative grammar. The concluding
section 3 is a brief remark on the place such an investigation
holds in the study of literature.

1. The Problem
1.1 Iambic Pentameter

In order to get a clear characterization of the puzzle we'll
attempt to solve in the next section, it will be helnful to first
review soame basic aspects of Shakespeare's verse.

The bulk of Shakespeare's poetry was vritten in blank verse,
that is, unrhymed iambic pentameter. The prototypical line of
iambic pentameter-is analyzable into five feet, each foot containing
two syllables, the first weakly stressed and the second strongly
stressed. For example, consider the line in (1), with its stresses
and metrical pattern marked:

w s|lw slw s|w s | w s

Vi ,
(1) The lion dying thrusteth forth his paw  R2 §.1.29%

If all lines fit the pattern so perfectly the verse of course
would be quite monotonous, and Shakespeare diverges fram it in a
number of different ways. Consider (2) and (3):

Ww S w slw s ] w slw s
’ : ’ . ’ V4 ’,
(2) |Touching this dreaded sight,|twice|seen of us
Ham. 1.1.25
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W slw sjw s | w slwls
7

(3) Turn melancholy forth to funedals MSKD 1.1.1%

i i tressed mono-
we see an inverted first foot and a sT_:rongly 5
gl(lil)aic word in a weak positicn. (3) contains 2 weakly stressed
syllable in the final strong position.

i i i jation fram the proto-
But while there 1is considerable deviation I
typical line, the deviation is not random. Consider the construct
(4) which contains an inverted foot inside a word:

s[w s
‘I
(4) Turn melancholy forth to repirement

nakespeare di write lines which depart from the pattern in
f.h.is way. Ti-:zh S&Em for the metrical theorist then 1s to dﬁt&z‘-
mine the principles that the peet adhered to in n-azcha.ng up t.t:
linguistic material to the u'etrj.ca} pat'lia‘r;"n; in c.t.‘e.r warisbi :n <
theorist must characterize the notion of metrically pess ei': an
of iambic pentameter for Shakespeare', and of g::ws?,thi o=t
the study to other DCets as well. For discussien © s T

of inquiry, see halle and Keyser 1988, 1971, ard Kiparsky 1975, 1977.

1.2 heak endings

.. however, will not be
The study of stress placement alore, Cg b :
sufficient to Characterize the STronger notlion o kx;ss:.'r;le mehs
of iambic pentameter for Shakespeare'. In the next ife&d para_grt:p »
I want to display an aspect of Shakespearean verse that resl

explication by appeal to sTress pattem.
Contrast the lines in (5) with those in (6):

. N N
5) Stir up the Athenian.;.routh to merrimentss
( Anake f"ne pert and nimble _Spu‘l’]t. of mirth:
Turn melancholy forth o runeralss
The pale mr‘pa.fxion is not for our pomp. MWD 1.1.12-15
ir H ial hour
(6) Now, fair Hyppolyta, our nuptial he )
Dna;as on apace; four happy days bmng—m
Another moon. But, 0, methinks, how slow

-4
This cld moon wanes! MSND 1.1.1

Each line in (5) is end-stopped; the end of fhe.:{iir\e coi‘nziftlzst;ieth

use. But in (6), the sentences 'SPl ~cver
ra\eiitluiii.paﬂxis phencmencn :ELS sametimes called ‘enjarbment' and
the lines are called 'run-on' lines.
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People have rather intensely studied run-on lines in Shake-
speare for well over a century. One of the main reasons for all
the interest is that the percentage of run-on lines a play contains
is a fairly good indication of the date of its camposition.

Same of the plays are dateable fairly accurately on the basis of
'external' evidence (e.g. records of variocus sorts, references to
the play by comtemporaries) and on the basis of 'external-internal'
evidence (e.g. a play alludes to samething the date of which we
know). Having established approximate cates for some of the plays
we can see a trend in the versification. The percentage of run-on
lines tends to increase. This tendency then can be used to

roughly determine the date of a play far which external and
external-internal evidence is slender.

Tnis technique was_suggested as early as 1857 by Charles
Bathurst in his chanuing2 book Remarks on the Differerces in
Shakespeare's Versification:

For I consider that though the changes of style
in different periods must not be assumed but
proved from actual dates, yet when the fact
of such changes in general is well established,
we may infer same few individual dates backwards,
from these general rules...
The great and primary point in which I
conceive Shakespeare's versification altered,
was the change from unbroken to interrupted verse.
By interrupted verse, I do not mean so
much that there is a pause or break in the middle,
as that you cannot dwell upon the end. (p.2)

In the statistics campiled by Fleay, Furnivall, and Kdnig

printed in Hardin Craig's Introduction to the Camplete Works, the run-on

lines go from about 10% in the early plays to about 40% in the
late plays, and the change is fairly gradual.

Bathurst went on, however, to note samething quite interesting:

But the interruption of the verse was carried, in the
latter part of his life to an extreme, or rather, he
fell into a further peculiarity, in making the

verse end upon a perfectly weak monosyllable - such
as if or and. (p.3)

We can illustrate this 'peculiarity' by cbserving a line from the
Tenpest, a very late play:
slw s
(7) Thy father was the Duke of Milan and
A prince of power. Temp. 1.2,55-56
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We saw a case above (3) of a line which ended in a weakly stressed
syllabl:, but ending the line with a weakly stressed monesyllabie
word like and in (7) is an innovation. Lines like these, which

have what hiave been called 'light! or 'weak' endings,o rarely appear
in the plays written before 1608. That the change was quite dramatic
can be seen by looking at the grapl in (8) (statistics again from
Craigh):

(3)
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But Bathurst didn't notice, or wasn't interested in, a very
important fact: It simply is not the case that just any perfectly
weak monosyllabic word can end lines in the late plays. Lines like
the construct in (9) are impossible throughout the corpus:

(9) Thy father was the Duke of Bostan the
City of Beans

Campare (7) and (9) with the construct (10):

(10) Thy father was the Duke of Washington
The District of Columbia.

The patterns of stresses in (7), (9) and (10) are identical in the
relevant respects; metrical theory alone cannot tell the difference
between them. But lines like (10) appear throughout the corpus,
lines like (7) appear only in the late plays, and lines like 9,

as we noted, never appear. Surely Shakespeare was sensitive to same
aspect of the language other than simply the patterning of stresses.
Vihat was it?

2. The Solution
Censider the lines in (11) fram the Tempest:

(11) If by your art, my dearest father, you have
Put the wild waters in this roar, allay them

Tesmp 1.2.1-2

Here we have a line ending in a weakly stressed monosyllable, in

this case the tensed auxiliary have. As we noted in the last section
such lines are extremely rare in the early plays. Now it was roted
in 1880 by herry Sweet that items like have, which have been callad
'function werds' or 'non-lexical items', appear in what he called

& strong form ([hav]) as well as weak forms ([hevl, [av], [s1],

[v]). But these forms are not in free variation. Altermation between
strong and weak forms is conditioned by the syntactic environment

in which the item appears. Consider these examples (after King 1970):

(12) a. I have gone to discothéques.
b. I've gone to discothéques.
Does anycne still go to discothéques?
¢. I have _ in the past, but I'll never go again.
d. #I've in the past, but I'll never go again.
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(13) a. Mary is coming to the party.
b. Mary's caning to the party. )

¢. I wonder where Mary 1s tonight.
d

. *I wonder where Mary's tonight.

The line in these examples irdicates a position where an item has

i i neques in (12)) or fram which an item
E:nb::ie:::oi Onewh%rél?.‘r:lo tnf I%?hiess Consider also a case like (14)

where a parenthetical intervenes between the auxiliary and the verb
phrase:

(14) a. I have, in spite of Sue's warning, gone to discotheques.

b. *I've, in spite of Sue's warning, gone to discotheques.
Here, too, the sentence with the weak form is ungrammatical.

eneral i i he weak forms
i ion, in Sweet's terms, is that t :
ma: ap?e?:rgonly bz‘ac:; words they 'modify 01;' belc;r_wgd m":hﬁlmt
1 i i i (1972), relied on
i her dectoral dissertation ( 2)s S
i?l;;‘l;; ge syntactic envircnme.nti; z;::?elza r{:i::'a'éespeegt:?rf_mxg:r
; f function words, whic ) ; pend.
;LI:‘ ;ﬁkpcizg Eua can state these envircrments as follows:

(15) Condition I: [XP...D...x...]

iti X...1o..
Condition IIL: ...DW [XP"'
L = 7

i i it NP, VP, AF,
D is a dependent, XF 1s elither NF, F
V;:e.;;’ X is the head of XP, W contains no WP, and
D C-ccmmands x.8

arTows indi e Wi 'dependency relations.’
in (15) indicate what we will call [ ezt
?wlkm' argul?ed that, in normal speech, function words apg::zi‘ c.;nas
hei eak form just in case they are in a depe‘m.‘.ency re e
mqf‘?ed in Conditicns I and II. In (12d) and (13d) abcv;,)las ol
spmds ;ave been removed, therefore ro dependency relaticn p;az‘s
htlia weak forms may not appear. In (14b), & major ca]:efirf'grzp

inuEs@ thus breaking up the dependency relation, and tne

disailcm'.ng the weak form.

It may be of help to same peaders to visualize the dependency

relations in tree notation:

(16) Condition I

XP
D/\x
L1

- — — — . ———— — - —

R ey T

9y

Condition II Z (= any node)

AY o
\@NOXP in here.
\
XP

X

Condition I and Conditicn II have the same effect phanetically, but
they are different in a very important way. In Condition I, but not

in Condition II, the dependent is within the same major category as
the head X.

We'll return to awiliaries like the case in (11) in a moment,
but first let's reexamine the examples (7), (9), and (10) above

(repeated here) and marked with the relevant dependency relations
that obtain:

(7) Thy father was the Duke of Milan and
{NPa prince of power] l

IT

(8) Thy father was the Duke of Boston [Hpthe
City of Beans]

1 1

(10) Thy father was [Npthe Duke of Washington]
[NPt'ne District of Columbial

Recall that lines like (10), where no dependency relation holds
between lines, appear throughout the corpus. Lines like (7) wnere
a Condition II cegendency relaticn helds, are restricted to the

late plays. And lines like (9), where a Condition I relation holds,
never appear.

We follow the suggestion of this observation and propose that
the following statements serve to characterize possible line breaks
for Shakespeare:

(17) In early Shakespeare, no dependency relations
may hcld cver two lines.

(18) In late Shakespeare, no Condition I dependency
relation may hold over two lines, but Condition II
dependency relations may freely do so.




@ 4 RN R a4



35

(17) and (18) allow lines like (10) throughout, allow lines like (7)
in the late plays only, ard make lines like (9) impossible in

the entire corpus. This amounts to saying that Shakespeare was
sensitive to whether or not the weak form of the function words

are within the same major category &s the heads they are dependent

on.

The proposal lere makes many predictions. One is that no
dependent determiners may ever appear at line's end. lotice that
this is not an absolute prohibiticn against determiners, but only

dependent determiners. Lines like those in (18) from Antony and
Cli tra are expected but the consTructs in (20) are impossi le
Because the first line in each case has & Geterminer which is
depencent on a head in the next line.
(19) Ke was not sad, for he would shine on those
That make their looks by his; A.C. 1.5.55-56

for the white
and they them
A.C. 3.11.14-15

My very hairs do mutinys;
Reprove the brown for weakness,

(205 Ee was not sad, for he would shine on thcse
Friends that make their looks by hisj

My very hairs do mutiny fer the white
Tibers reprove the brown fer lassitude.

I have not seen a single case like those in (20

we have also seen that (17) and (18) allew conjunctions
to end lines in the late plays, but net ir tre early plays. In
my search of the plays wefore 1606, I have not found one example
of a conjunction appearing at line's end, though the late plays
abound in such cases. e Tempest alcne has eignt such lires
according Te my count. Two ToTe examples appesr in (21):

go fit you to the custam and

as your predecesscrs have,
Cor. 2.2.145-146.

(21) Pray you,
Take to ycu,

he salues tlhiee, and

Egypt: which not granted
A.C. 3.12.11-12

Lord of his fortunes
Requires to live in

Prepositions are also dependent on the heads of their

camplements by Condition II:

/?K P PP
N P
P i v PF P s
i ?/\“'T@ NP
I I y i
i N
II I

} in the entire corpus.

-
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We predict that up until 1 i

: : 606, no lin : e
g;zstg?lﬁcoﬂlplerpent phrases beginning ing :]':Jigxterﬁn pr'?poso‘lmtdlonsmm
ShomsACt Tiiere i depend dent prepositions in all of the garly N
- 00 ) Lol - > 1

;n the late plays, such lines ave mﬂ“lng?.lf.‘éiu). In contrast,

y my count, has twenty such cases. mple, Cymbeline,

(22) With blood
y passage led your wars
The gates of Raneg Y = evenCorto 5.4.76-7
. 5.4.76-77

Nay, follow'd him, ti
» till he had melted from
The smallness of a gnat to air, Cym. 1.2.20-21

Their manners are more i
_ gentle kind than of
Our human generation you shall find Temp. 3.3.32-33

An .
other case of correct prediction concerns that of subject

pronouns. These will be
by Conditian IT: dependent on the head of the verb phrase

s
PROIm
|
v
I

The cases of lines endi i pend
ing with de j i
Ehf Iedarl];priays are extremely rare. (I MImmzfsgga.re‘Ctxanppm?oms =
N 83, MM 4.3.84, M1 5.1.316, M{ 5.1.36310) ) Y e
= plays display many such cases. Coriolan £ .exa.npet e
ntains eight by my count. i 1es

(23) for better might we
have loved without this mean, if on both parts
A.C. 3.2.31-33
ad vho, if I
servants true about me, that have eyes
W.T. 1.2.308-309

Consider also relative pronouns which we will assume are in COMP
in B

T
coF %
/‘—\______-_
P VP
N
I
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A similar prediction is made here, and it, too, is correct. Dependent

relative pronours end lines only in the late plays. These lines are
relatively rare. I don't know of a single case in the early plays.
Winter's Tale has three. Others are:

(24) But had his titles by Tenantin's wham
he served with glory and admired success Cym. 1.1.28-33

That he approves the cammon liar, who
Thus speaks of him at Rame A.C.1.1.53-60
Another interesting case is that of the auxiliary. We'll_._
adopt here the relevant aspects of the recent proposaj.L by Akmajl&]:l,
Steéle and Wasow 1979 (see also Lapointe 1977). The important point
for our purposes is that the first auwdliary always is in AUX,
a daughter of S, while all other auxiliary verbs that may appear
are within the VP. The dependency relaticns are as indicated:

S
R'P///FIPSTAUXRVP

As the reader can readily see, our preposal here makes mrhz':'
subtle predictions. Dependent auxiliaries should never erd lines
in the early plays. In the late plays, however, the f:.rs_t.amllary
should be permitted at lines' end, while the second and third
auxiliary should still be prohibited from ending & line.

. . Know
The predictions turn out to be correct. First ci_’ all I. :
of only onz Hnely case where a dependent second or third auxiliary

ends a line:

(2%9) but we have been
Deceived in thy integrity, deceived W.T. 1.2.239-240

Secondly, in the early plays, dependent first auxiliaries occur
at line's end extremely rarely. 1 know of three cases: R2 3.2.12,
JC 3.1.2u0, JC 3.2.12u4,

Ty if et

oy 3
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In contrast, the late plays contain many such examples (see
also (11) above):

(26) He still hath held them, that to's power he would
have made them rules, silenced their pleaders and

Cor. 2.1.262-263

To make it clear; but do confess I have
Been laden with like frailties which before
AC 5.2.,122-123

ot he: but yet heaven's bounty towards him might
Be used more thankfully. Cym 1.6.78-79

I am in heaven for him; or ere I could
Give that parting kiss which I had set Cym 1.3.32-35

Notice that, in general, no dependency relation holds across the
first auxiliary (the cnly such case would be if there is a pronominal
subject). So first auxiliaries should begin lines throughout the
corpus, and indeed there are hundreds of such cases, as these

from the earliest plays:

(27) Yet, that the world may witness that my end
Was wrougnt by nature, not by vile offense
CE 1.1.34-35

Whose ugly and unnatural aspect
May fright the hepeful mother at the view
R3 2.1.23-24

You three, Biron, Dumain, and Longaville,
Eave sworn for three years time to live with me
LiL 1.1.15-1€

This is the gentleman I told your ladyship
had came alcng with me, but that his mistress
Gent. 2.4.87-88

I mention this because these data pose great difficulty far a
similar proposal regarding line breaking in Shakespeare by Paul
Kiparsky in his paper "Stress, Syntax and Meter" (1975)1Z,

Brierly, the main prcblem is that in Kiparsky's theory, every line
in the corpus siould begin with [,,,i.e. the left bracket of a majar
phrasal category. Of course, under Akmajian, Steele, and Wasow's 1979
tnecry of the auxiliary which we assumed above, this is not true

in all the second lines cf the examples cited in (27). It would
not help matters much if Kiparsky were to argue that the constituent






99

structure should actually be something like that in (28):

(28) S
A .
NE 2y

3
FIRST AUX )’E_\\
2
SECOND AUX YF\
1
THIRD AUX \i

v

would be that all lines in (27) would be c.:onsn.?l::zt
ith the theory. But we know that in the late plays, lines .
;:;I;k after the first auxiliary (see _(2;) agoze-)xétigafbﬁa{l?Z e
i ances of =P, ut T <n ) d

Em‘:h . it \: ﬁ“ti:nzzslggt;‘?cge:'use if they were, unars;q would
e rgmst %:: that never occur. So in order to save his Fr.eory,

] ‘;.m.axﬁ.‘lc)r‘:t 5 14 have to argue that VP' and VP3 above are major
Kc;tegmie:‘?ubut VP2 and VPl are not. I know of nc ccnvincing

independant mctivation for such a claim.

The advantage

Motice alsc that the data concerning amiliarieg? also ig:.htate
ainst a thecry which says that S is an :,:;st?nce ef X Das o
j'gc.kem‘.cff 1977,%3 for this weuld f;:‘:zh\‘:._;e _r_:izge%kge‘.c..uﬁitim .

tha iliaries 3 rouns would peTTern 1 .
ukiliaries and subject‘p_l“:m i =ks 0
dep;r.caiants. because they weuld be within the same paj aTegory

as the head V.

3
%qu
PRONOUN A }L\ ,
A VET
¢
—1
1
I

e
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To sum up: the peculiarity noted by Bathurst is quite systematic.
In all of the work up until 1606,1% line breaking was regulated by
& very simple principle: never break up a dependency relation.
Beginning with Macbeth, Shakespeare made the innovation of allowing
Condition II d ts to end lines. The important point is that
this appears to be true of all Condition II dependents (though
there are some I have not investigated fully). Thus, in tge last
six plays which we can confidently ascribe to Sh.akespaarel » Macketh
Antony and Cleopatra, Coriclanus, C%t_?line: Winter's Tale, and
the Tg:p_cr. st, we find many examples of lines eﬁ'ﬁﬁ in conjunctiaons,
prepositions, first auxiliaries, subject pronouns, and wh- pronouns.
All Condition I dependents however, are prohibited throughout the
corpus from ending lines. This shows, I think, that Shakespeare
was sensitive to whether or not weakly stressed monosyllables
are within the same major category as the head they are dependent on.

3. Coneclusion

Linguistic theory can be useful to the student of 1iterature
in many ways. Same analysts have macde atterpts te adopt the terminclogy
and conceptual Iramework of transformational grammar to literarv
studies, for example GBierwisch 1985, Thorne 1965 and Ohmann 1964,
Uthers, for example Austin 1977a,b and Freeman 1976 have used tne
results of linguistics to illuminate aspects of a text's meaning.

Eut the study presented in these pages is sufficiently di®ferent
in kind from both of these approaches to require same comment.
The Important peint is that the data on which the analysis is based,
and trhe low level generalizations about these data,; have been known
and agreed upon for over a hudred vears. If it were hrue (centrary,
I believe, to fact) that the appearance of a weax ending in a speecn
SUZpCrts & reacing where the speaker is 'excited', or if the sucden
increase in wesk erdings signified Shakespeare's 'naw freedem of
theugnt! or 'new-found tranquilivy’ {equally dubicus), the present
$Tudy would have nothing 1o add to or subtract fron These views,
because they are besed on observations that do not chanige when C.&-
analysis 15 tzken into account.

Wrat we have done, however, is to atterpt 1o explicate the
natre of the marked shift in Shakespeare's verse, which Shakespeare
himself would no doubt have had difficulty doing rigorously, though
of course he, like his camentators, was certainly aware of irt.

We have fourd that the shift is principled, systeratic, and deperds
4pen & rather subtle and abstract aspect of English syntax.

Suppose, for a moment, the shift had been different than it
was in that instead of a partial weakening of the copstraint on
line endings, the weakening was tetal, that is, in the lzte plays
there was no restricticn at all. Jr suppcse the shift had been
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random i inci i ified the new weak
find no principle which unified ) 2
endin a:.ld'ldw:i:?;ln:uished thzm fron those which were st11§ prg&l?ited.
lgid I suppose, be forced to agree with Bathu.x“st, an thher
l"I&'wcﬁ;'.l.l_l!.éri ', \hat we have found instead, I think, is an e
21@?:' and cageiling reason to believe that Shakespeare was a master
of his medium.

In one of his papers on t'r_me'syntax of holda:ﬁ;i:s poems;rzn'mon
Bach 1960:333 suggests that 'critical Statmentimes.tmuc:h -
not mere descriptions, declarative protacol sen o

is the case; they are also directives, }mpex: x mlh'-ngs iy
i:d;oliook in a certain way at what is the case. hope

i hak are's
will serve as an invitation to admire yet another aspect of Shakespe

virtuosity.
Footnotes
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#For their suggestions and epcom‘age-mmt dur:.nEt _::e ::iiv,
rted here I would like to thank: Emen @aché e |< - JEdwin
gepg Ke; S:e;‘ Barbara rartee, Alan rrince, I_.'.s_.a elxir! y A =
\'JJ:.llJ:.a:nsy OJ’? course the errcors and inadeguacies that remain
my OwWn.
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1All lines cited in this paper are ?p:]:.r;x The Camplete Wo
of Shakespeare, edited by Hardin Craig (1%61).
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have cmitted the statistics from this play in the graph. Little
confidence should be placed in exact nurbers because as Chambers 1930
roted, they give 'a specious appearance of scientific precision’
which is unwarranted by 'the nature of the material'. Hhowever

in spite of these doubts, the increase in weak endings is so robust
that confidence in the .e-urrence of 2 fairly sharp alteration

in verse characteristics seems appropriate, and is agreed upen

by every scholar whe notes the issue that I have read from Batnurst
10 the present day. For a discussion of these matters, see Chambers
1930 Vol. 1, Chap. viii.

We'll return below to the interesting case
of A11's Well That Ends Well,

5I don't intend any theoretical claim here about the operations
involved. The only important point for our purposes is that there
is a gap in these sentences in the positions indicated.

®Quoted in Selkirk 1972,

"Selkirk actually has two different conditions for what
here we are calling Cendition IT. Sne later collapses all conditians
into what she cails the monosyllable rule. We will not follow her
in this because it would obscure what for us is the major idea.

% c-commands X if and only if the first branching node which
dominates D dominites X. See Reinhart 1976.

ng. Fowler 1966 who suggests that "the smaller the grammatical
urit cencerned, the greater its resistance to being stretched cver
a metrical bourdary." (p. 353 in Freeman 1370). Fowler doesn't
elabcrate on what he means by 'size', but his point seems to be
exactly what we're formally stating here. Size in terms of words,
TOrpheTes or phcneres does not 4ppear to be relevant. What is
important is the yzcurrence of 2 rajor category between the deperdent
and its read, For example, on this view, as we shall see, on fire
is 'bigger' than the transformation. .

m}{easure for Messure is dated by mcst scholars at arounc 1e03,
an early play in cur Terminology. The appeararce of three such cases
in cne play is quite rerarkable, because otherwise Measure for Measure
patterns exactly like an early play. Incidentally, this play yields
other interesting cases. Consider (i) and (ii):

(1) lot she; nor doth she tempt; but it is I
That, lying by the violet in the sun,
Do as the carricn does, not as the flower MM 2.2.163-165

(i1) If not a feodary, but only e,

Owve ané succeed thy weakness MM 2.4.122-123






In (i) the dependency relation is broken up by 'fi-?aiﬁn‘-thet;::léf
ard so this line is not a counterexample. In (ii) he l? ihe -
a parenthetical, and thus does not c-cammand the head ¢ 5
therefore no dependency relation holds here either.

llWe exclude the copuia and the main Verp have Iz'rorp thlsthe

nt. They pattern exactly like other main verb:_, i.e., they
Z:gtiies.thzoughout the corpus. Tnis raises interesting questions,
which we will not pursue here.

121 regret that space limitations prevent a more thorough
discussion of Kiparsky's interesting suggestions.

n?ar Jackendoff, S=V'''. We assume th.at_this means ﬂ:zcs is
sor category of the VP type, mutatis mutandis. In the structure
inniizrtext we take same license with Jackenaoff's nctation
3

for expository reasons. The point, I believe, is unaffected.

14411 s Well that Ends Wisll is a very interesting case. It is
dated 1602-1603 by Cnanbers, on tne Eas.‘.s or{ i{}r?:;zsur T
tterper and style' with Measure fow Measure eﬁiée ;::f p e
Ceriolanus ('l_ata] am:. th?fhifélﬂ w?j:;‘)‘atﬁile‘ e i
Egl-‘y h:'.::g;\yrﬁetfie:;];er;a . 166'3 Wwould of course rmake it 32 early
p].ay;: But it is ridcled with lines We expect only after 1806.
4n exarple is the line that appears in 1)

i What angel shall

® Bless this umwerthy husband? 3.4.25-206
Others occur at 2.1.27, 2.1.74, 2.1.86, 2.1.119, 2.1.154, 2.3.87,
2.3.123, 2.3.183, 3.3.85, SREINLSE

It has Sar more cases ¢f these weak endings tha{.-do its ne(:.%n.tfcres

i Era:rf:er-; assigrment, Troilus and Cressida (1802) and hgﬁgz o
;n Measure and Othellc (1606-5), It is interesting that 2 tl 1
zr-.ests Trat A11Ts Well is actually a revislcn o tr.enna-. ;s -
?"%;s Labors Won, attributed To Shakespeare ¥ cgtnﬂw_._ﬁziea&:hmt
EWEE': +he date of the revisiens is 1807. This would pel ‘n‘zr' <

for the number of lines with weak endings, and their clustering

in the second act.

lsI exclude the questicnable Timon of Athens, Pericles,
and hi yIII, <though these fit the pattern as well.
henry V2-i, -

o

i

s

—

nalle, lorris ard S. J. Keyser. 1971.
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