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VaFrty e s—TOVEEREWIR OIS

X H — W

iECoic F—7OFRENEEREAROME. (ZEOKW] OREER

Y aF ¥ « k—7 (Jonathan Hope) 1%, ¥ = 4 7 A7 OFFEWEE £ LA SN,
R TG R U 7235 & & U C Shakespeare’s Grammar (2003) & Shakespeare and Language (2010)
BH DD, MEY A 7 AT H¥EIROBER LTV LR —7OFMEIT, 1ZIFPUEIACHT I TFIAT S
N7z The Authorship of Shakespeare’s Plays: A Socio-Linguistic Study (1994) TH 20 d LAk, ZHh
. Y2 A 7 AT BMUOBIES EERIBE L7z & S B ([~ ) — /i), Tin&o =T ],
[RY 27V =X [¥—- b= -27]) [ZFy—F=H) [ZHEOEK] zoM) o [1EH] %
BHEYNT — 2 ICESOTREINITHEE T MR HTDH 2, Y= 7270 [H/EE] 1252
MEIZL VS, AFEILEEOVEERIENZICBEVTHRD XFIHESNELO—2TH 5, KfFo
B, ZoARo [HhE] 2EMET2Z2EI12H5, LvwH 0, AT XL, EEREMSES
LB ER—TOREORBL TICHBEL TV LIEELR T WHERITEERT S Z 035056 T
H5,

VA7 AT O [HEER] OFCTIEEROEH SN TV IIERDO—21E, [ZEHOHNE] (Double
Falsehood) T®H 2, ZAUIARA v EFFIZLIZERT, 1EE I, Bitfto v = 1 7 27 244
HELLTHMONDE VA A« T4 RNVE (Lewis Theobald) TH 2, HEHMUEBTFETH L WE L
MBS o NZE DI 20, M—EBTZOMBERNTHERET 2B LTINS v EEE
Th b, PEIXIT27TH, B2FEITHRBTFIITENT VWS, ZDOHIR (1728) XA Fv « R—=I|T &
WE ZOBIZT A ARANVEFDZF ) VFMERTIR L, YA 7 AT OFVETHRSHICEUE - 8
BLZHOREV), ZHITHLT, Y= A ZAETFEEE VI OFFEFETEL L, [ZEOMKIE]
T 4 RVEDOERZE WD REND L, ZDT 4 RV FREIUIR L TIX, ZNe®BET 205
HILbOFEPEGERES LD, DU EDFFO—ITy = A 7 2T L5 LTVw3E &) Fik
P—EOXFHEMHT, 7—7 VR (Hammond #i) THRS 72D, FIAIZ AT 2 —F v =A7
AT EBEILZOFEELENG =T 4 =4—] © [Wifi] (Taylor fi) »BEFESnizh LTw
%, 2O [ZEOHNE] OFEED 2VIIEEED—~ANZY = A 7 AT R LETIMEET LD X
QBT 2W9eEE D3, K — 7D Authorship of Shakespeare’s Plays T®H %, 74 7 — (Taylor, “Sleight
of Mind” 139) $ &~ F (Hammond, “The Forgery Hypothesis” 177) & H#iOMiih s LTHH LT
W3, BBRECDIE, OIS DNIGEOFE D) 7 4 RV FBIERERIBZ 2T 4 77 =— « AKX —V
(Stern, “The Forgery of some modern Author” 555-93) @ & o %42 b £ 72 8 — 7D #i# % brilliant
LAMliLTWB E WD Z L TH2 (Stern, “Fletcher and Theobald as Collaborative Writers” 130), X
AT, [ZHOMM] OfEF % & < im0z, A — 7T OEBERENZE O NE L BiRET L <
BTN,
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—7Dits - BEREF/FORITLE

R—713 3 oD FFEHHE — BiEhE do. PAGRE A (who, which, that) . — AFMUAE (thou, you)
DR — DEFRMZBREZREL C0Wd, ZOFRTRIZENRT 2 0I3BE)E do DFETH %,
BIREEECIZBIBIF O do 13 & L TR EB/BEX TN D, ML THELNLEZ LD D D,
L LIHEEERA Y79V F (02D v 24 27 ZAET7HR) 1280 TIE, 2hoDEITH T 2 do
O FHEIZRIIHY T, BEFISCR BESUZ B W THIEI do 24 ) ML LW rIMER TH o7z, T2 2
W (D@ el £ Lizd] X, Went youhome? & 55 Z &b Didyougohome? L EH 2L HT
Ei, FNRHEEEFRLITBWTHOBEE L Edizdo ZHWE2»L E W T, MAXEILEL T
Doz, ZOWENE do DR 5 4 oDOXE (FETPRCL, BEFRSL, B EBEM, HESMID 13,
RDOXH>TH2 (12),

Table 2.1 Regulated and unregulated use of the auxiliary ‘do’

1. Regulated sentences (now standard)
(a) positive declarative: I went home
(b) negative declarative: I did not go home
(c) positive question: Did you go home?
(d) negative question: Did you not go home? / Didn’t you go home?

2. Unregulated sentences (now non-standard)
(a) positive declarative: I did go home
(b) negative declarative: I went not home
(c) positive question: Went you home?
(d) negative question: Went you not home?

FERIZSHTEEHEL Sn2fv T, TRIZEACTHIFEEL ShIHETHZ, Y= 7AY
7RI IFEHER VR (regulated use) & IFMFHERYFIVE (unregulated use) & ANRFEL TWT, VEH
Lo TZDHEVEBEL > TR —TI3EHT 2, HBIEEIRCLIERDOE o IZEREL & 2o,
FZURHEBF L, WRITE-oTRZZL LW, E560EEF2 1, ERF L VHF VIR, HEE
1‘9 XOWMEBELH, BERELZIRENZ I TEWE XD H L\ variant & f# 5 [ 2558,
— 7T IEHYOME i - RS ERENIIR LA TY 2, EROflioTCWaEEZZD LD
\@EEE’JZ%OH:%E’JE,%Z'PBtbfﬁﬁﬁbfb‘ZﬂbB“C‘Zx‘é 3, TOEIBEEDIL, 2 Y=~
JACTET VY F v —%HBRTNEEI LU DD, Y2 A7 AETWEANTI Y b7 35— FOHEE
LT, REHABFTLBZITTOVLEWV, 7V Fvr—3 vz 7 A7 IDI5RITERE . £ LTRED
YRVEHCTUOVYRYEL, BEL T VYT ) I THE R T LB s, L4uhE, 7vy
3“17 M & D BMRITE Y, IR RER) BB do D W HFE T 2D TR v Lt FHEI NS,
—7OPREBEICLBE, YA AT T VY F ¥ —ZOMORRREIVESR L D, FEFHEN T
@J?ﬁ] do DD W, RA—TIE, ¥ =4 7 A7 B X CHREIVESET 6 4 o BMBEE o3~
TVREZLTWE, BROTRY T4 v 27 A (156-57) OffiEtT — &Iz LE, & — 72 Llkt
WOl DITHE L T2 6 BWEROFMERGIE (BHFR) BROLBH TH 2, dHHENE. R
B o+ ((EHERGIE] + [FERHERAIE]) X100TH 2, 2o ZHOBFIE, v ZVEIHTH 2,

veA27A7 (16) 82 <—owv  (3) 87 7 — (4) 88
JVvyFr— (10) 92 I RvbY (B) 90 <vvyYr— (5 90
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VA2 AT OEERFIRIZ, MOBERE D 2R DBV, ¥ =4 27 271X W H] 23
% & MoBIVES I IR B O FE IO W% W, A — 713, Bk 2 L1z, ZofE
FRUEZERTF - X 2HEABR L LT, YA 27 A7 0 [I4E] o#EZOHBI 2HL TV D,
A—TF T, BRRETE. S AMRATHOAEOERMZER T — & 03 L OREVEERINIE 2
ZOHMEEL TV S (27-64), A— Iz kUL, BEFEEREY —VELTFEAEFZ LWV
(64), BIBRRAFADORET — £ 13 (BEIF do 12 EDFBIHIZ R WD DD) do BHENE FHE DESH
Egic oS T ofisg s LTz 2 8 w) (53), D X 5 iz, BRI (who, which, that)
OMFED., doWBEF LU, R EIBSPRL 5TV, BRIEETIIAL T E 3 2 MIRA
Z51% who TH % 25, #JHILEARIEFETIE which 2> Z L v H 3, Wiz, WaEfFilL LT who &
AWz ZEbdH ol that IXHIPRAE T > O SBREFEOFHETH 225, ¥ = 4 7 A7 RRUL,
FEFIRAETHM S, FBREFECTIFRAFRRAFEME S L 22 CHRREAFALZEL LD 2,
ELLEMIPIERETH > T AEFRICE > TRL 2, A—71. 2 OEFRMZER T — & 2 HBINY
B E UCEEHEE IR L TV %,

2. [ZEOHE]. [T FY—F=H] 0T —% LREEKE

[ZE O] OF I L O do BiEIF 0% 2 ABIBHEGRER IR IZ. Tidok 5 TH s (164-65),
1013 1H 1%, 201328 152K T, reg BEEMGIFTDH 2, unreg ZIFHERIFIITD 2,
N BB OEGFHETDH 2, % reg JEHERPIETDH 2,

Table A5.5 Auxiliary ‘do’ use in Double Falshood
‘1.01 1.02 1.03 2.01 2.02 2.03 2.04 3.01 3.02 3.03 4.01 4.02 5.01 5.02 total

reg 6 63 27 14 12 69 14 11 31 51 97 38 31 95 569
unreg 3 14 3 1 5 3 6 2 9 7 12 1 3 11 80
N= 9 77 30 15 17 72 20 13 40 58 109 39 34 106 649

%reg | 84 82 90 93 71 96 70 8 78 88 89 97 91 90 88

F=TOY v T VHETIE, =4 7 27 RIS GH108H) OfFHERFIRIE82/ -k~ + T
Hb, TNIZRHLTTI VY Fr—Id, 28—V TH2, T4 ARANVEDF ) VFVgh [Rvy»
DOFR] 1293 5—* > b, BIEEH [V F»— F2fi] 1387 85—% > +TH 2D (92), ZDEHRL
HEoF—x21cko s, 1FH2GOFEEE Y =A 2727, 253, 4% 15, 5 2BOKE
VEEZ 7 vy Fr—LHET 2, LR EBOTFT—212ESHIE, 204 20GOHEEKH I
BB LNL WV, 7V yF v —JFELEEINDHIF8IN— Y P EDT7 Vv F v — ITIEWVERE
ABIRTHY, YA 7 ACTEHELEENDHIEY =4 7 A7 LABROBVEERFIRETH 2,
BET—2bD2BEORPHERINTE), ZADEESIHES LTV LM TE 213 L0ER
EEREODLIEDNTE S, A— 7%, BEF do ofE» LB 02 [FEL] 122 ASBEIZ»2
boTWL I EERBITBL, T4 RNV FOBIEEZEET LD LIRS 5,

[ZEHOMIE] OBBRREFAOHEIZOWTIE, [ A 7 ACTE] L ENDHHDOT— 2y =
A7 27 OBRIERDOENE DLV RL>TWE, [TV yF v —1E] HIzowTiE, 7Ly
Fr—DEEZMIRMBTETF—EZ3HBLNTEY, [ZHOMIF] 3y =427 A7 -7V yFv—
OHAEE I O ISHACOTIR I E VO MEMSFHET 2D OTEH LWV E WD (99-100), +— FiiHqm
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ELT, [ZEOHEG] Ay =4 7277 Vv yF v —OHERNE S LI R TE, 2
Ho2GECW TN = A 7 AT X5 THY, 2T N7 vy F v -] ©
B bR LiERTWS (151),

b 5 —2BDEID do BEIFAAHIFET O 2 RCAH X S, ROFR., [= Ry — =] oFERE
Bohs (173), ZOENITE, ¥ = A 7 27 DA & QFMANZIFTHEL L TAERTH 5,

Table A6.14 Auxiliary ‘do’ use in Edward IIT
1.01 1.02 2.01 2.02 3.01 3.02 3.03 3.04 3.05 4.01 4.02 4.03 4.04 4.05 4.06 4.07

reg 34 49 107 61 56 30 53 4 28 10 15 14 57 37 2 11
unreg 9 5 32 7 7 6 9 1 2 1 2 5 10 10 4 1
N= 43 54 139 68 63 36 62 5 30 11 17 19 67 47 6 12

% reg 79 91 77 9 89 8 8 8 93 91 88 74 8 79 33 92

4.08 4.09 5.01 total Acts1-2 Acts3-5

reg 3 14 58 643 251 392
unreg 2 2 14 127 53 74
N= 5 16 72 770 304 466
% reg 60 88 81 84 83 84

ZOWMET =2, Y2 A7 AT [ Ry —FZEH] OfFETHEZEEFHELAVWER—T
FE e A—7RELHO A7 AETOEBA>TVD EEIND) HiP GB1H, H2H)
LR B3R~EOH) LKL T 225, BIEIE do OIEMER FIRVERF IR 7 — & 128 053
ECH 2L WHRIEEST BV (0D VPR LRPTHEREES V) LIEH T2 (135), BIERR
PFAORET -2 b, ZOBICZADEELHEG LTV B E T T D 23, &L LTHIF,
VA AT OEMBELE ST S LD (136-37), 25 LTh—FiE, [[= Ry —RF=E{] 12
vl47x87®%ﬁﬁﬁ(wmwm®ﬁ)Iﬂﬂ@mm)ﬁﬁ@é%ﬁﬁ@ﬁ?%é:&tﬁm
BER O SO AWERBIZELRAVWER L2 oT] (137) LFE#HT 2.

—7@%%ﬁﬁm\h¢7—b_ﬁj#/14ﬁxt7®$@WmT%5®ﬂ\@ﬁ@%%%
WZEDHDPIOVWTIEIEYNDENE 258520, Y= 27 AT7H [ Ry —R=1] Ol
YEIZBE L C W B ATBEME % & 2 FRESAMICHB L TCws (= Fy— REH] &4E LTo do 2
HRBIRZY = A 7 ACTITEW8A =2V ), HIBEL VI DIE, SHEZ L OFHFEHY = A
7 ZACTHELHES 28 (1.02,2.01, 2.02, 4.04) 12, EEERFIRICESTIEY =4 7 A TEL I
WLTEZ WY (1.02,2.02) BEEZNTVENLTH L, Tha—7plEKELI:DE~—u Y %
BRiF IR, RO CEVER (Fh—, 7vyvFvy—, IRVIbY) ZRLATEY, ZOF—%7
TR T T OIS D 5, "A—TOMFHT— 2005225281, [ Ry — =] 38E
ELTANE, EIRLIDEOBEIZY 24 7 A7 XD EWIHROBEVERIZES L Twinws
LWEW) ZERTTH B

F:E@%%J%F:FV—FE&J@W%HEW%’@B? R=T DT —Z DY - 435 - fiF
M. BRE—E L7312 & - TIEHIC /17774/9 ThhTHD, ﬁ&ﬁ77%%mtm
WSROI THEDWAWTH 2, A—FTOELLTF—&IF, a3 v a2 —X— %ﬂmbﬁﬁﬁwﬁ
T DR D F— R BITHRZ ELT LR DD D LATW, LaLi— FBRFEETIEELT:
%?—5m\ﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%VfiyFKHme#K%@LOO%oﬁ#%%ﬁ%»%Oﬁé
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HEZERNTHZ, x— I, 2n2FEIIBOVTUTELITF LA LTWS, BRIE, &7 —4
S % ) BB do OIRHE - JEEHERE Z OO BHIOMBE 2 &, HEELZSOERNL VI 2L
X, BOMEEVEZIHEETE 2 L WD 2 ETH L, TNRTA—7OEROEHE IZHAE S 1
5&wi:a@é%éo

DX, A—=T DML ST SNTFRTH L LB, IR LT— X DL L DT &
T AT\?Wﬁf@oﬁkwﬁg ITREE L, EROME IV, LALZE0 [EHOME]
DFAEFFEITIX, m<o#m4#%5 B YA 7 AT EFFEHEO—-ANE LTHIIEE LT
W3 ZE, EWIDH, [ZHOHMIE] 12X [ 7 AT OHEYE S 0B LZHFAT—D2 DL
W] (Chambers 542) D X ) GREPD L0 LSTHERETINLTH D, bLIAWIT, Y= 7R
7 OEOWREME BT 2 A d % S FHET S (Bradford, Oliphant, Jackson, Muir &%), Z# b D
VA7 AT DOME5EEET AL TE 2, [ZEHOLIN] ORIy =4 7 AT ODMED 2 &
ANVERE ZLZRDOTNVD, ZOEWE, YA 7 AT DRAXA V18O, T4
BIEDITTARNVENRBELI LR E, HHIEE D 2D T4 RNV ERFELZTWELITR
E, Y2 A 7 AT DFENRZFDEEHE->TVWBETRELEVIDTH S, LrLT 4 RNVED (B
ZWVIIMMDIERD) v =4 7 AT OFEEZBHEL 72 L T, R d. B, FEEZzotoF
FEMNREAZEMNT 2 LB b, 20k iz [EFHS] SALFFHEIIOVWT, YA 7 AL TH
EZHIRE L CHEIUIR 21T 2 L OUTHIZOoVWT, TR I ATHS LIZEb TV, FifE
DdofEmEvESHTIE, YA 7 AT FEERHGOFEEE L TN T 20TERL, 74K
NEBLF [ZEHOMI] OBEIZEES L TWw AR MERS N TV BER (ttziE<y v
Ty —REZTxzFVE) IZOoWTHY A7 AT EFA—OHNECTHEMIEZIT O DELD 5,
B, A=T7DOF—&F, MHFENIDVEOLEHEL L EGATWS, xA—70 [ZEHOHIN]
OB OB OBEE R EIF. WIRWHE 7 — 2 ORSVHIZoWTEF ThbhTwd, ZIuFLRk
TETHD, LALT—ZEIINESED, = AZ7ATFEEEESND Z L L) Hlomi
HOF =Ry 2 A 7 AT FEEZBEET 2O EZENTWS (1H3Y, 2F1BIE, v =4
JAETITLTCIE, EEAGRIE T E2), /0 (A—7OHEEIRELY) 2F3GL 254
T4 RVRER LS N Z LD D20, ZOBHERFIRIZ, 74 RVFOERT - ERE R
ToTWd, bHLHAINLDGHDIFZEAEITHET — X VNS SHEHFETICZCE X VWDOTH S
DL ENTH IV LI AT, x— 7OBEE do LT — 22 X 21EFHHRI OGS S Rz BN
95,

3. MikD=2F] OHEAETOMER

A— 7 OB do ODEICEH T 2EEFEDRE D S iE, (IO ZAT] O F =& &<
BhTws, ZoOBIOKSOBENG do OEAERHIE. FEARMERFIE. WAGEEEHE, SEXERGIR
FXRDF (Hope164) DL BN THS, PInu—r% EFzv¥uo—r %33, sectionA &%
VA AETELESNEESTH Y, sectionB LiE7 Vv Fr—1EL SN HTHL, A—7
ZZDTF—2ITEEDWT, FENITRD X ) ITVEEX %3 %, Unassigned & id. ZOBEBETIEW
THOEREDFESNLWETH D, B (EFMNE) IR, kv =a 272 TEL
RSN TWEHTH B,
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Table A5.3 Auxiliary ‘do’ use in The Two Noble Kinsmen
P 101 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.05 2.01 2.02 2.03 2.04 2.05 2.06 3.01 3.02 3.03 3.04

reg 16 62 40 33 12 5 18 76 21 19 22 12 39 13 156 6
unreg 0 7 14 5 1 0 2 3 3 1 0 1 4 3 2 0
N= 16 69 54 38 13 5 20 79 24 20 22 13 43 16 17 6

Yoreg 100 9 74 87 92 100 90 96 88 95 100 92 91 81 88 100

3.05 3.06 4.01 4.02 4.03 5.0la 5.0lb 5.02 5.03 5.04 E total  section A section B

reg 51 118 81 60 27 12 46 43 39 65 6 957 372 585
unreg 2 4 4 3 3 0 6 3 1 7 2 91 60 31
N= 53 122 8 63 30 12 52 46 50 72 8 1,048 432 616
Y%reg 96 97 95 95 90 100 89 94 78 90 75 91 86 95

Shakespeare: [1.02],
Fletcher:[1.01], 2.02, 3.05, 3.06, 4.01, 4.02, [5.01b),
Unassigned: P[1.03],[1.04], [1.05], [2.01], 2.03, 2.04, 2.05, 2.06, [3.01], [3.02], 3.03, 3.04, 4.03, 5.0la, 5.02, E

2o T3 o0 (1.01,5.01b,5.04) 37— x5 (BHEME L IFEHEREO HBSEE O AFHE) 28
MEHEITIC T LU RESTH 2 EA—TIFHW LT, EMWIZ (V=24 Z AT TELL) 7V
F vy —FELIXDT 2, LHLINTIRIEROBMETIX) L OFBEIRE N, Z2ZTHR—TIFED
T2 b BB do 12/ 2 4 XD S L D—o2THh 2 IEFFHERED B EFFHC (“Idid go home” DX
) QHRCTHMIEL, YA AT -7 ¥a v ESNBEBRTIVyFr—kI7¥arvkl
BRICIHFERGILE IR E W E T2 (86-87), £ OBIENG do DIEFHEEEPRCCRIE, ROk
@B ©EBYTHZ (HRIFEEFACLOFHERHIE & IEERGIBOEGFHE, oF IXIHEHER
BI%0,

Table 5.7 Unregulated positive declarative sentences as a percentage of all positive declara-
tive sentences in The Two Noble Kinsmen

‘Shakespeare’ scenes (section A)
1.01 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.05 2.01 3.01 3.02 5.0lb 5.03 5.04
%‘do’ 5 13 9 8 0 6 3 0 12 19 7

‘Fletcher’ scenes (section B)
P 202 2.03 2.04 205 2.06 3.03 3.04 3.05 3.06 4.01 4.02 4.03 5.0la 502 E
%‘do’ | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0

A= ZNEONHRER & L THRKMIZ, RO LD IZEGOBEETRX ST 2 (87),

Shakespeare: 1.01, 1.02, 1.03, 1.04, 1.05, 2.01, 3.01, 3.02, 5.01b, 5.03, 5.04
Fletcher: B, 2.02, 2.03, 2.04, 2.05, 2.06, 3.03, 3.04, 3.05, 3.06, 4.01, 4.02, 4.03, 5.0la, 5.02, E

APV 2 A7 AT FEHFEDOA Vv FAL—HLTWZ, LALINE, MELBEXLVT —
A TH B, HEFACCROMBWERMZR 7 — X ik TeLdiz, Y= 7 RAET7 LT VY
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Fr—DR7vaVFAREELRLTVWSEIIIIRZZ, LLIOTF—ZIZHNHLESEETH -
T,HBEE TRV EITERET I2LEND 5, EFOREIC LU, 1.01 (5%) OHBHEIL2.
1.02 (13%) & 4. 1.03 (9%) 13, 1.04 (8 %) X1, 2.01 (6%) 1. 3.01 (3%) &1,
5.01b (12%) 1 5. 5.03 (19%) 1% 9. 5.04 (7%) X5 TH 2’ IFHITNSWHIETD 2, Kzt
AT IZ B\ TR, HUBOS IR~ 7V O FABHE 23 5 Kl & 2 W id 5 DUT OFASHE 7 — & o S R 1
BHENS D EEND, ZETUE, TOHEITX 2HEERNICEYLELIDH 2 EF D DTHIUL,
ENEHRT 2MFAESBETH 5, 2 F VHEBOEE O Z DRI X 2B TH 5 Z
EEETUNATIREND L, DU Ed, YA 7 ACLTHMBEENLE 7V y F v —HIPE
YESDBHE 7 — & L %, RHF» OFFIC IR L ZWIR D . A DR b HE X WIETTH S, L
PLZEOL D THEELFH S FEENATVRW,

FR—7DE > IEEUEREOBIE)E do HEFERCLIE. Wb 2 pleonastic “do” DI L THL, Th
IZoWTlE, vV F - 2=V v 2% (Marina Tarlinskaja) DFEMILIFIEHIDH 5, Shakespeare and
the Versification of English Drama, 1561-1642 (2014) T& % (pleonastic “do” IZ oW TIX[AEH 29 HS
R MikoF—2IzE L, ¥ =4 7 27 BITH H 1K\ pleonastic “do” IR DENL [~V —
putt: « 85 23] <, 1,000/7%47: ) o HBKIZ14.6 TH 2, HdDFEYV [HOBWDOE] 13656 TH 2
(Shakespeare and the Versification, Table B. 4), [~>V — /] & [M#FONT] OT7 vy F ¥ —
PELMIENEZN3T7L08, 7V y F v —BMBEER (R Fyv—F] (Bonduca) 1359TH 23
(Table B. 16), fid 7 vy F v —BHMBERIZOWTIZZ =V YAITY DT — X BT WA, 7LV v
F v —fERIZB 2HBBEE ISR E LT, Y2 A Z AT XD 2T D/NEVEVIDR, Ty
For—ERICE o LBRBLTOEZEDOHNRTDH 2, EHITKHYITD 2 25, pleonastic “do” (FEIE
HEFE D BB do HETFACO OHBMHE LY (X =Y Y AIY DT =X EBHFIILT) Y= A7 R
7Bl (1,0001747:9) 401, 7vy F ¥ —EI35L LTEHET 2 &, GO =ATF] 1% 1234
7 (=7 v 1281 % pleonastic “do” ® HBUASEIIRHMEIX, Y= A 7 AT HELFIE L T
iX9.4 (40.1x234+1000), 7 Vv F ¥ —HEZH{HR & $4130.82 (3.5x234+1000) L%, —
7 Tifgo —nF] 141 5OIEIEREO S EVRCCOFENE HEE) X2 Ths, ZoHHE
T YA T AT EH TV Fr—ELDHETERVETZ2O8EYTH L’ 5HIFOLD
12, 2OFHEATHY s A 7 AT HELHIETE 235 D 505, 21 THBENE do IFEHERTED
HEFEPSCHBERIZE 2HEBITE I S BH DI ERBETSE LV, FETE,  LIFEHERED
BEFERLDRIE DS  BMEESE M2 L S L, 4 FHEOERMZER 7 — 2123 EER
EDOFLMEDOBEEIZOUMN o TLE I WREMELD 5, EHITIE, A—71E 22T (F—ZIKAILT
WEEOMWIEICENT 2 2 LR MEL) Yo A 7 A THHEOWRRD I v v F RITHLD O Z kT
22D X O, IRAEZAEDLETVWD X IR Z 2, L UEH#ITIZ @ —E0EETFL DT
Ho T, WAMIZEEROMFITHAL LW I LD o THRELMETII LV, — YT RFEEX
DEHCNLWT = Z3HoTH, A—7TIFWIICRIE DL 2D TIE %L, BEhE] do 1222 4
RIDFFHE « JERHEFVE D 7 — A TR RICEE LR 2 RETH 5 72, H 2 WIFBIENF do D IEFFHEM
BEPRLOT -2 HEREL T 20 THL, ZOMBET -2 %RL, Y= A4 7 ACTEl
L7V F ¥ —BlOTF—X LOHBIMGLZE L THiiwze T3NS TholLBbnd,

4. K—T7OEBFOMEMAT O THEM LIRF

EHFIRIZ, A—TOFTIIER—E LRI L s THEEITVATT 4 v ZIfThbATWn3
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EIRRTz, BRELWEWHZTIUL, BT LHZ D TRERV, HIZBENE do 1282 4 XH D
# o JEEHERED F— X ILESOTHHIT 20 TR L, HEITADPETEDILD 1 DDF—4&
XTI DB Z 20 25 TH N (ZRIEFE>TAHNL, BT ETFRTVE ST, o—
NVEA N EBBSE2LILDDTHB), v—7D7F— X OBPITH L L TEREN T, —EMEOX
ME R 285460852, BRok>ic, x—71F [ZHEHOMM] 04508k, 125%¥ =427 A
E7EE, 320 7V Fr—FIELREHLIZELTWE, ZOX) BT TS 201k, 21 E
NOBIZOWT—EDRESOMBEET -2 3B oNTWE06THL, Z2OT—XDTFRIZED
BELZOD, A—7EFTARELDIZ, 2T 2DBTEELTVWS, ThbLID4ODH L,
WI3HIYLTHD, A—71F, SEIHFEIR—F—F 4V ELTOWTROEFIZHES LTV W
25, 205 5DHOBIENE do 126% 2 AP B O/ IMEIZE8 TH 5, I ik — T O 7 —
ZOBBLEOTRTH2ETHE, [ Fv— FEH] 123k — 7OMNNS BEEFHBIX5)
Lo (ACRABINBESERS4D 1 %252 EDT) T2H 2, EBEAS—TE BROY ¥
TNHA X% boBIIBMTToLECTVS (185)°% By, [ Ry —F=H) 15245
E2H2GE3FIGIE, YA 72T N0 FFHERFIROE W) BUWERIZ X > THE S 1
ABEMEDE WV EHETRETH 2, LALA—TRBZOLIICHELR W, x—FE 2 HENTW
%, TO0%HDIH 4> (2.01,3.03,4.04,5.01) 3, ¥=A 27 ACTHLEHPFIRLE L TR 2
ZEBTED, D 3o (1.02,2.02,3.01) &, EMWECEERFILE LS I A4 X THEZ
LEEETNEZ, Y24 7 AT TL W (non-Shakespearean) EWIETE2HDIT12dH T Ww
(1835) &6, A—7DOZOFBIZHEN IV, EWwI Db, [ZEOMM] OMTHEE &
DEGEDBLNLLTH S, 89—y MU LOFHEMAGIEELRLTWESEE 7V y F ¥ —RIED
AIREMEA TR W EF 2 [ZHOMN) o EFHELEEIc IR, [ Ry —F=H#] 0% Ed 1
Ho2Y, 2H2Y, 3EIGREB YA 7 ACTHETERVEHERC S22/ LVIETTH D, LW
dDbH, TD3ODOHE, 88—k v FUEOBEHRPIERZRL TV INLTH S, A—7IFWHL
I, BTN e AR Y X—FOMFEIL> TV, A—=TDBZD LI ICHEL L1 o72DIE, £
BA—THED [Z FV— =] OREEHEORH —= RV —F=ZH]) 3y =427 A7 D
SBWES 2 L IEHICE O 2IANBEMHTH 2 2 LITRVEESE O SO 2R RIZL R
Lol LEEZ ST THS I,

[—EOMME] 1k, QE - BIEBI7ZE SN2, » LRHIRENTH R, MEHEIT O SFEE R OER
CEBEISSRROLNS, EWIDDH, FOVERIZTHEE I L 2 ATEVER OBUBEEN 25 A TWwWd
PHLNLVWRLLTH S, ZOHIZBWTHA— 7O [ZEHOMIG] FTIX, WL IXE 2w, w—
ZoBERNZ X E, [ZEOIE] 1236 2 B8 do OIEEHER MO HBEIZ80 TH 2, (I,
FOIEHERBIONETH 2, EFHEIFTELLZLEZA,. 800551013, I F/2ldyou EZELT 2
“know not” & W ) BEFRLTH 5, HAIEEE T I/you do not know 2MEHETDH 2 A3, “I/you know
not” IZld do BHW LN TV I W, DX DIFFHENHETH 2, 2o 7TV —ITHEIE LV, [
BIZ, OB TE 2307 EWIZETH L, Ld o [ZEOMNE] 12134
RINZIEEIZE BN G, TR0 IIE VT, Y24 7 A TERE DB THRET S, =
A7 AT 3TERIZOWTEEIGHEL 7L 25, knownot ® 7 L —RX13200[8] (Z OHIZIZHH
D we, they ZOMEFEFEL T2 Db EIND) BT 2, 1EMIH7:) 5EETH 5, KT
[F2o—] (3,22977)" 15[ A %#FiELT2dD 12[], you 2 FiELT2bD3[M) TH2, Hl
ORSITHLUTHMNIZROSVWERDRLZON [P2) 7R « =¥ —] (245017) <, JEfEHE
A% (know not) X183 TH 2, A—7IcLiF, [Fro—] 4 XFET T OEHERHIFIL 899,




VaFHtv - k= TOVEEFREMEDO SR 9

JEREHE I BIR3236 TH B, 4> 4 CRIIEHEHE 51236 know not FAHI D R 1349648 — 2 > +TH
2, [V2V 7R« v —F—]B3KR—TDYV A7 AT « B T VITITEENTHE 7 — & BT
LZzwas, THECOER] (1,77747) 131, [V == 2D A] (2,55417) 185 @ IEEHE R FIR A &
HESTZE [YVa) TR v—F—] ORIFFEFBIIIT0FERTD 2000 LT\, 22012170
THholetdE, [P2V 7R« v—F—] @ know not AFID R (LIEEHERFIEI L O 2 H
B) 76—y b TH L, A—TFE. 7vy F vy —DB»L100FEz > TV 77 AP ELT
BELOTLTCWS, ZOI0RDOVEMIZEB T 2, knownot DHISAE X, =4 7 27 LIiZIEH
UTHD (1ERTIH 5 RIHEL, 2IFEERGIEIC D 2EA/TE -k M), ZhZHLTI=
B ONey FiF [ZEONG] 1ckid, You—2rtzvou—7%Rs1,81617) 1. I
FEHEFAHI80D 5 £ 10 (12.5%—+ > F) dknownot DXEITH 2, A —TOF—RIzLnE, [=
B OB do OIFEHEAFISEE XY =4 7 A TEI LD 6 ~T7 98—k Y MEVWDOTH S
23, know not XU IFEHLTHEWEEZ D, bUAIIT 4 RV FOMDITHERIZIZ, know not
OHEFIFE EA AT (1TERT. 0.5 F o MBUBEE), ik [ZHEOMEE) 121k, do BhE)
AV BERTIIEREL Shnw) BESC (B + not OH) 2EHIL L BIND, Mk
HETHDD, v ITA v« T—X =R English Drama %> TEVOL FFITROD7 V=D
HBUSERE 2 X T AT,

come not, weep not, weepe not, fear not, feare not, speak not, speake not, keep not, keepe not, lie not, lye
not, know not, knowe not, looke not, look not, take not, make not, think not, thinke not, give not, feel not,
feele not

Lo 7 v =Dy =4 7 A TEIBTHRICE T 5 HEBULEM04, 1ESTFE109TH -7z, Zhe
HLT (=427 278 L VTS W) [EHOMN] MBI THoTz, 74 RVE
HDWVEMMD Y = 4 7 2T VAN DIER LRI >~ 7 v 5 JFEREN T E L % ([ZE oK
Wl ITHALBEE5 2 27:912) ZHLLZORLRIEZTE WA, L2rLZOAREEDIE TSR
7w LI Db [ZEOMN] 1231 2 IHEHENTEFRSL (BFT + not O3CHD) ORI HIHE
BENY = A 7 ZACTRIE D DU ELLTHD (DU AL THBZ6 L 3MFMUE), 1B
PEELII LTRLEEIRIIOTAMBHTL 20 TR EVrERbN S, BT 22, EHTH
Buo X7 Vv—X2RARIE G T —2ItEo0wT [ZHOMNE] oEE B % HAs
ZOIEFWMYITELVEND ZETH D, [ZEHOHN] 1T 28— TOEFET — X ITEREUH S,
ZHOVIEHEDOE AR TH 2 LYW S 2 2B LV,

& U

DT D, K — 7D Authorship of Shakespeare’s Plays 13 RETH 2, DM HEIZWPMITH D K
ROWRAESEEE L THYI T, WETH L, 77947« Vg h—XiE, &= 7OBEIE do ©
FEICHE B U T2 5 RV EE B 0FT L Wik 70 Y — v (a new and powerful authorship tool) &
FHi LT 5 A% (Vickers 121), 20 & 9 T BN LMl HH TE 2, L LIEE#IY —vE L
THETRETRRVWEEZ D, d—TOPWHEZTz Lz, EEHIY —vE L THAIfEz
DMEDDH D, 2BV AZAETER—0Y, HEWEY A7 AT E (HRBEL B,
DENVIA AT IDDLUDFEY) 7V v F v —0a— 82T UZ % D OFEE Tkl
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DI 2 ERbd, EFEFZERIIA—TOT—2%FoTC, Y= 7 AT Ex—uv e bA{
TRMEI» T CHEERORBIBTE 20RATHT, Y= 2727 E~—u v HIZIX, BL
CHREKHE0OL (1%) THRELTH, FEED D OERSHT: (7720, <~—o vELO i
W7 A ORERE, bFHIEMME VI Iy PV A XHWYTH 20 D5EMIFES), Lo L
EREFEIE W) Dy yvSE U 24ES ([VFy—FZi] & [ Ry —RrZHE]) 12o0TIE,
W7 (LLERIORE 22 %) BRKHE0.05 (5%) THELTCHERED D LRBOLNTWVEVD
BRTHo1:Y 2D A—TOTF =212k 5, WELBOREZRINE (D2 L HFEFENIC
) RARELWH 2L THD, YA 2727 E~x—uviZAHRTHo0, Y= 72T LAt
OFMEROBEWER (V) —, v R, Frovl<v, 7V =V, Fov¥aldl) iZo0THh—7D
ROHTIEMINTE 20300000, ERMHEOHEIMNIZLZ L, XVHLI LS, XD/hsw
BAIO#EI, o VRFEOHOMINICT 2L, PRVEEERELL2THL I, IRAEKNRESR
DEFIRFE S LTV BEAIE, A= 7 OWMBRETHIEN S 2w rd Ly, ZATHEZ2
ELOEENES L T0E b LALWERIZ, A= 7OBAETIE, 2% & bEHENIT
TNDGAEDE D155 ETFMT 5, A—TOEERERXBHAT 20 TH 2, A—7
DN LD & 5 BIRFA DD 5 2 & ZBML T DELRDH 5,

=3

AL, PR2FEERIADT RN & G (O WFERRER16K02452) 1T X 2 WFJEpR

D—HTH 2,

1 7:L2Bv=A 27273 —uvdwho & that D W2 RTHD L Y= A 7 AT DK
9> 7 VEIL0R I B 1 2 BHRAAE who O % JeiTii & 37 5 ABIL#EIZ12S— 2 v FTH
25, == v oYy VAR Z v, that OIEFIRAFIRIZY = 1 7 2 €7 HEVEMR
B2 —k v b, =—u U8 —k ¥ s TH2S (Hope 161),

2 A—70 [=ry—F=H#] 123 2@ ORIEFFIZ oW TIE, Ota 69-702 17,

3 FEHIIMMEEICBVWT, A Y T4 ¥ o T— X=X English Drama ZFIFH L7z, BIITGELC T,
Early English Books Online (EEBO). Eighteenth Century Collections Online (ECCO) % ZWE L 7z,

4 A—T70OF D IFEFHREOHE ARSI, “TIdid go home” @ & I IZHRFFHMEDZ 5 Thwv
OHWI AL VW HDBEEINT VD, ZHEF—THRO TV B, FAE L e LBITER O HH)
Tl —HEMETHZ TH ) BEFRCLOMPFHEIGR - CIHGHERAMI & L CEIRE SN THIMAE
FERICEEZTIZS TVWE WD (Hope16), 2=V vy 2AA¥dbAa—TLEUEL, BHLDH DV
B EXLTLWERD | pleonastic “do” & # W >~ s LTw2% (Tarlinskaja 29),

5 HS—7OERTI, 7VyF v BB 2 do BIEIFAFEEHEFE O B EER LD HBLZRIE IR D
LZEUIGEWAISREE 22, LLdBLARLTEETREWY, 12E2E [V rvy Ty
=7 X A (Valentinian) 5%:4¥; (§25017) 121X, pleonastic “do” 255+ 4 [MIHIH S 2,

6 K= TEE AROYY T A XIFAH (token) 2350[EIMERNZYTHLELTWVWD
(Hope 24),

7 YA AT7HOTHIL, Alfred Hart, “Number of Lines” 2112 %,

ZOIFHENBEE, A —7OF I FEHENTEL L IFEL ), EXDEZATVD, F—
7 DI I B E LW,
9 1796FICHIRENT:H 7AT7 7Y FDY = A 7 ACTEVE [V 4 —F 4 ] (Vortigern) 12
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W, A= 70T D BB do O IEEHERNE E RO EEEIZS  (&5FH60RED L, 1077121
EPE) Nz, 7477V Flid, TRTCF RV B v =A4 7 A THIL LE2HZES L
7202 d LR,

10 BEAMEVOITERZD D LIX. 2R E2IE, 95—k Y OIS TEREZDD L
HETEDEVWIZLETHD, VA4 ZFEREIZEZ2EREZOHEIZOWTIE, AJlE»HE (S
BBV D T2 O OffiET AL 58-68HZ M,
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Jonathan Hope’s Authorship Study
of Shakespeare’s “Collaborative” Plays

Kazuaki OTA

Hope’s The Authorship of Shakespeare’s Plays, published over two decades ago, is one of the most
highly cited books in recent Shakespeare attribution studies. The present paper reviews the book, arguing
that although it offers a valuable documentation of how playwrights responded to the rapid rate of change
in English grammar in Renaissance England, Hope’s method to combine linguistic and statistical analysis
is only of limited use for authorship attribution.

The Authorship of Shakespeare’s Plays explores the authorship of Shakespeare’s collaborations with
Fletcher and Middleton, and the “apocryphal” plays. Hope attempts to determine the authorship of these
plays based on what he calls “socio-historical linguistic evidence.” He carries out a comparative investiga-
tion of the differences between playwrights in the usage of the auxiliary do, the relative pronouns who,
which, and that, and the second person pronouns thou and you, and argues that these three forms of linguis-
tic evidence can be used as authorship tools. Of these three, he decides that auxiliary do evidence serves
as the most powerful tool that can be used for distinguishing playwrights. He examines the percentage of
the “regulated” (now standard) use of the auxiliary do in each scene of his target texts, Shakespeare’s “col-
laborative” plays, as well as in each of his control texts, Shakespeare sample 1 (six early plays of
Shakespeare), Shakespeare sample 2 (ten late plays), and works by other playwrights (twenty-seven plays
by five writers). He finds that the average regulation rate of the auxiliary do for the two Shakespeare
samples (82%) is much lower than that for any non-Shakespeare sample. For example, the average regula-
tion rates for the Fletcher sample and the Middleton sample are 92 percent and 90 percent respectively.
Hope uses these collected statistical data to determine the authorship of individual scenes as well as of
individual plays.

Hope’s approach to authorship attribution based on linguistic evidence has been highly regarded by
leading Shakespearean scholars. Brian Vickers calls his method using auxiliary do evidence “a new and
powerful authorship tool” (Shakespeare, Co-Author 121), and Tiffany Stern refers to his “tracing different
early modern forms of auxiliary ‘do’” as a “brilliant” analysis (“Fletcher and Theobald as Collaborative
Writers” 130). The problem is that Hope’s comparative analysis using the auxiliary do is capable of distin-
guishing playwrights in some cases but not in others. For example, the overall regulation rates for the
Shakespeare samples (82%) and the Marlowe sample (87%) are different enough to discriminate the two
writers. However, if we compare the regulation rate of Shakespeare’s Richard II (83%) and that of
Marlowe’s Edward II (85%) — two English history plays analogous in subject matter — the difference
is not great enough to be statistically significant.

Hope’s comparative method using do evidence can be even more problematic with individual scenes
than with individual plays. He states that “a significant sample represents a scene of fifty or more tokens”
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and that “the degree of certainty of any ascription will increase with sample size” (Hope 24). However, his
method does not work effectively with some of those “longer” scenes that have “fifty or more tokens.”
The scene by scene regulation rates for Shakespeare’s “collaborative” plays as well as for the control texts
are given in the Statistical Appendix (Hope 156-76), and the figures for many of the scenes of “fifty or more
tokens” which critics claim Shakespeare may have written appear much closer to the figures for non-
Shakespeare plays than to those for the Shakespeare samples. For example, three of the five scenes of The
Two Noble Kinsmen which many critics believe were written by Shakespeare show more Fletcherian than
Shakespearean regulation rates (1.01=90%, 5.01b=89%, 5.04=90%). The regulation rates for two of the
three scenes of Edward III (1.02=91%, 2.02=90%) which many Shakespearean scholars agree were
written by Shakespeare are significantly higher than the average rate for the Shakespeare samples (82%).
This indicates that Hope’s comparative analysis based on auxiliary do evidence is not always a dependable
tool to identify Shakespeare’s hands in his “collaborative” plays.
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