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What to do with Speech Prefixes, Stage Directions, and  

Other “Textual Accessories” in the Curation of Early Modern Plays 

 

1. Introduction 

Scholars such as Michael Witmore and 

Jonathon Hope have published several 

articles detailing their work with tagged text 

analysis and have mentioned the source text 

they use to make and evaluate their 

visualizations.  They note that the text they 

use is from the Moby Shakespeare edition 

and Open Source Shakespeare website
1
.  

This text includes several “editorial 

preparations” such as removing act and 

scene designators, speech prefixes for 

characters, and stage directions.  But in 

doing so, Witmore and Hope have essential 

removed these elements as being considered 

“Shakespearean” in their discussion of genre 

in Shakespeare’s plays.   

However, other scholars have emphasized 

the importance of these items for 

understanding any play, as indeed “‘enter’ 

and 'exit/exeunt' are the most fundamental 

terms in the Elizabethan theatrical 

vocabulary.  They warrant careful study.”
2
    

With these opposing views, the decision to 

include or exclude these, sometimes 

described as paratextual, elements as part of 

a play ought not to be made lightly.   
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This paper will evaluate the inherent value 

of act and scene lines, speech prefixes for 

characters, and stage directions in a text as 

well as the creation of a digital tool to 

accommodate for, and customize, these 

same literary decisions for the purposes of 

textual curation.   

 

1.1 Problem Overview 

When preparing a text to be tagged by a 

parser program like Witmore and Hope’s 

texts, the decisions about what to include 

and what to change, in the case of Early 

Modern drama
3
, must be made to avoid 

errors on the parser’s part.  For example, 

counting words in a string that includes 

stage directions may provide data to a 

program that it recognizes and then tags, but 

is not truly representative of the text as a 

whole, i.e. it is not the author’s words.   

But deciding what is and what is not 

representative of the author’s work is also a 

question of literary judgment.  R.B. 

McKerrow states that there is a distinction 

between the actual text of the plays, in the 

sense of the matter which is intended to be 

spoken by the characters, and such 

accessories as act and scene headings, the 

speaker’s names, and to some extent also the 

                                                           
3
 For the purposes of this paper and the creation of 

the subsequent program, I have decided to focus on 
Shakespeare’s works as a model for Early Modern 
printed drama as a whole.    



stage directions
4
.  If we are to assume such a 

divide, we could either be making a choice 

that removes unwanted material from an 

author’s text or eliminate valuable evidence 

of the text itself.  However, what about the 

border cases like stage directions where 

even McKerrow says that they can be 

separated “to an extent”.  Unfortunately, an 

automatic parser is not able to make guided 

decisions about unique cases unless it has 

direct human input while running or has 

been exhaustively programmed responses to 

every scenario it encounters.  In order to 

avoid both extremes, one where a human is 

manually guiding the program, thereby 

eliminating the usefulness of an automatic 

parser, or the other where a potentially 

impossible, exhaustive list is compiled, the 

state of affairs regarding textual 

“accessories” like stage directions and 

speech prefixes must be resolved.   

 

1.2 Establishing Shakespeare’s Text 

To appropriately account for textual features 

that potentially lie outside of the text as it is 

to spoken, an authoritative understanding of 

Shakespeare’s works should be established.  

This would then allow for inclusion or 

exclusion of “textual accessories” based 

upon the authority of the printed matter of 

the period rather than assumptions or 

guesswork.  For the sake of this task, I am 

assuming the logical progression of 

Pollard’s argument to achieve this aim 

where editions after 1623 are ruled out and 

“we are left then with the eighteen First 

Quarto editions and the Folio (purged of any 

readings accepted from variants introduced 

into the larger Quartos) as the twin 
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Foundations of Shakespeare’s text.”
5
  With 

this model, the focus will be placed upon the 

Quartos (Q) and the First Folio (F1) as the 

origin for both our understanding of 

Shakespeare’s intentions in his plays as well 

as the basis for our understand of the textual 

features in question. 

 

1.3 First Folio 

Let us start with examining F1 in regards to 

establishing its precedence as a source text.  

In one regard, it is the authoritative edition 

of Shakespeare’s plays if we remain 

working under Pollard’s system since 

eighteen of the plays in F1 do not appear to 

have been ever printed previously.  In 

addition, Williams notes that plays of the 

First Folio were either from a transcript by 

Crane, adjusted from a prompt-book, from 

foul papers or fair copies, or from previous 

publications like the Quartos
6
.  Ralph 

Crane’s work as Shakespeare’s company’s 

scribe lends weight to the superiority of F1 

over the Quartos as source text. 

However, F1 is also published after 

Shakespeare’s death so by accepting the text 

present, we necessarily exclude 

Shakespeare’s personal supervision of the 

project.  In addition, while Crane’s 

manuscripts provided a few of the plays, the 

other texts had passed through the hands of 

several agents to become published as F1, 

like the theatrical copies that were edited by 

people besides Shakespeare.  But the 

incorporation of nineteen of the (Q) 

published before it mean that a majority of 

the text has been previously established 
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elsewhere already.  F1’s value as a source 

text then hinges just as much upon the (Q) 

that precede it than as the sources of the rest 

of its text. 

 

1.4 Quartos 

One of the strengths of reading the (Q) over 

F1 resides in the fact that they were 

published during Shakespeare’s lifetime 

thereby implying that Shakespeare had a 

hand in the production of the plays or was at 

least was consulted about their printing.  But 

none of the (Q) “display any sign of 

Shakespeare’s interest or involvement in its 

printing.”
7
  So evidence situated purely in 

the chronological development of (Q) vs. F1 

would be misplaced if trying to establish a 

definitive copy of Shakespeare’s works.   

However, the ( Q) also have another 

interesting leg-up on F1 and that is upon 

another kind of “textual accessory”, the title 

page.  For instance, if the historical evidence 

is examined in relation to Shakespeare’s 

First Folio (F1), we can see that, unlike the 

early Quartos, “there is no mention in the 

Folio that any text is ‘as it was played’.”
8
  

This declaration that the (Q) is the same as it 

was acted onstage seems to add a certain 

appeal to its authority, much like Ralph 

Crane’s manuscripts do for F1.  To be closer 

to the playhouse means to be closer to the 

playwright in terms of Shakespeare’s plays.  

Then, texts are free from editorial, scribal, 

and typesetting errors of the printing 

process.  From what we have seen, it 

appears that there is a considerable divide 

between the printed F1 and (Q) and the 

theatrical text and also that we wish to err on 
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the side of the theatre for the truth of 

Shakespeare’s works.   

In order to move closer to the theatre text, 

and or “Shakespeare’s” text, we must move 

beyond F1 and the (Q) for a moment.  As 

part of the guiding material for the F1 

edition Williams noted the use play-books 

by the printers and typesetters.  The play-

book is, in essence, the heart of the theatrical 

production as the source of the actors’ parts 

as well as the operating manual for the 

whole of the production and, therefore, 

inclusive of Shakespeare’s decisions rather 

than an editor’s.     

 

1. 5 Prompt-Books 

If we are to make the assumption that 

prompt-books are indeed closer to the 

authoritative text we desire, rather than the 

printed works, we must examine many of 

the same aspects that we explored in F1 and 

the (Q); who wrote it, the timeline of their 

use, and its use on the stage.  To this effect, 

Alexander Pope’s preface to his edition of 

Shakespeare’s works expands on these same 

aspects of prompt-books. He notes that: 

This edition is faid to be printed from the 

Original Copies; I believe that thye meant 

thofe which had lain ever fince the Author's 

days in the playhoufe, and had from time to 

time been cut, or added to, arbitrarily.  It 

appears that this edition, as well as the 

Quarto's, was printed (at leaft partly) from 

no better copies than the Prompter's Book, 

or Piece-meal Parts written out for the ufe 

of the actors: For in fome places their very * 

names are thro' carlefsnefs fet down inftead 

of the Perfonae Dramatis: And in other the 

notes of direction to the Property-men for 

their Moveables, and to the Players for their 

Entries, * are inferted into the Text, thro' the 

ignorance of the Tranfcribers. 



The Plays not having been before fo much 

as diftinguifh'd by Acts and Scenes, they are 

in this edition divided according as they 

play'd them; often where there is no paufe in 

the action, or where they thought fit to make 

a breach in it, for the fake of Mufick, 

Mafques, or Monfters.
9
 

*Much ado about nothing. Act 2. Enter 

Prince Leonato, Claudio, and Jack Wilfon, 

instead of Balthafar.  And in Act 4. Cowley, 

and Kemp, conftantly thro' a whole Scene. 

*Such as, 

-My Queen is murder'd! Ring the little Bell – 

-His nofe grew as fharp as a pen, and a table 

of Greenfield's, &c. 

Pope extensively degrades the idea of a 

prompt-book as a basis for textual authority 

in Shakespeare’s works.  For one, a prompt-

book contains much more than the text to be 

performed.  Stage directions, cues, and 

characters’ names all become thrown into 

the mix, which Pope does not find as being 

part of the text.  In addition, the general 

confusion he implies in the document 

suggests that it is more of a working and 

malleable tool rather than a fixed 

dramaturgical entity.  Although he was 

writing after F1 and so the prompt-books 

that he is referring to could have been 

revised or updated much more since 1623, it 

seems much more likely to be the case that 

the nature of prompt-books in a playhouse 

did not change over that time period and so 

the multi-handed textual interference would 

have been present, if not more widespread, 

when Shakespeare himself was alive.  
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The textual inference of multiple 

contributors certainly is a downside to 

prompt-books as superior, however this 

merely mirrors the situation we already have 

seen with F1 and the (Q) but where we have 

players and directors instead of editors and 

typesetters.  This does not refute our claim 

to an authoritative text to be found in play-

books but merely changes the lens through 

which it is seen.   

In theory, the play-books’ emendations are 

still closer to the “theater” and our 

conception of Shakespeare’s intentions but 

later scholarship has shown otherwise.  For 

example, “in 1902 Sidney Lee announced 

that the typical features of an authoritative 

playhouse copy were 'complete divisions of 

a play into acts and scenes, stage-directions, 

indications of "the scene", and lists of 

dramatis personae'. An examination of 

actual examples shows that three of these 

criteria are uniformly, or almost uniformly, 

absent, and that as regards stage-directions 

considerable divergency alike in type and 

fullness prevails.”
10

  The reality of a play-

book’s authority is undermined by the fact 

that the very elements that we are looking 

for as elements of “Shakespeare” are not 

even necessarily included.  This changes the 

nature of what we are searching for amongst 

F1, the (Q), and play-books from a matter of 

superiority to that of comparability. If a 

play-book does not contain these “textual 

accessories”, it cannot be truly compared to 

the other texts that do.  For this reason, play-

books cannot be chosen as the authoritative 

choice for Shakespeare’s “textual 

accessories”.   
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1.6 Folio or Quarto 

By reverting back to our previous stance and 

primarily focusing on the printed literature, 

we are still left with the question of whether 

it would be more prudent to use the (Q) or 

F1 as the superior text.  However, this also 

implies a step away from play-books at the 

same time.  At least for F1 we know that “no 

text was certainly set from a prompt-book, 

though prompt-books were clearly consulted 

in order to supplement some of the plays 

reprinted from earlier editions.”
11

  This is 

encouraging, particularly as the Arden 

Shakespeare noted the fact that it does not 

appear that Shakespeare had a hand in their 

production.  That means that the source of 

those plays could be memorial 

reconstruction, play-books, or any sort of 

other places.  In regard to deciding between 

F1 and the (Q), we will take the path of least 

interference and choose F1 as our model for 

authorial “accessories”.  Now the choice of 

including or excluding text like stage 

directions can be made on the basis of F1’s 

source text.   

However, we have gone over the many 

sources of error and interference already 

present in F1, even though it is lesser than 

the (Q), and now our situation begs the 

question of whether or not it is editorially 

“ethical” for us to remove or include 

features like stage directions and speech 

prefixes in the text.  For this kind of 

decision, it would be best to take each item 

one at a time to allow for legroom to line-

item veto certain aspects before deciding on 

our system of editorial ethics as a whole. 
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1.7 Act & Scene Divisions 

To begin this systematic approach to textual 

features, it would be best to tackle what can 

arguably be called the most likely candidate 

for editorial intervention.  Pope’s actions as 

the second editor of Shakespeare’s works 

notes the fact that act and scene divisions 

were largely ignored and that he was the 

first to change that, standardizing the 

practice for later editions.  But Lucas Erne 

finds that scene divisions in Shakespeare to 

sometimes be wrong unless they disregard 

the historical scene divisions and, in modern 

editions, to be largely editorial.
12

 Overall, 

these features are largely disowned, such as 

with McKerrow’s view that “they are, in 

modern editions, a necessary evil.”
13

  The 

general trend reveals that act and scene 

divisions are not highly regarded, and 

certainly not as part of a text, even a 

Shakespearean text, to be concerned with.  

This kind of group appeal immediately 

suggests to me that in terms of ethics, these 

“accessories” in particular do not hold moral 

weight. 

One could argue against this ruling by 

saying that if all of the plays have them, 

even if they are essentially background color 

on the page, then their presence means that 

they are part of Shakespeare’s plays.  

However, this argument is invalid for two 

reasons: One, the literary significance of an 

authoritatively “Shakespearean” text 

demands that any text in question is 

necessary to the play, hence why we can 

remove “meta-text” such as the name of the 

printer from the same page as the play 

without consideration.  These divisions were 

already established as faulty, both in 

standardization over time and as potentially 
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not relevant to “Shakespeare’s” text.  The 

other reason is computational.  F1 divisions 

are in Latin or at least severely Latinate such 

that a parser either has to be programmed to 

handle each phrase specifically or have 

access to Latin dictionaries, in the case of 

Docuscope
14

.  This means that such a 

process could be slowed by aspects like 

variability in transcription, like sceona vs. 

sceuna, or the creation of false tags if 

translated to “act” and “scene”.  With this, it 

is clear that act and scene divisions are best 

to be left out completely of a text that is 

“Shakespearean”, ethically and practically.   

 

1.8 Speech Prefixes 

In regards to speech prefixes, the one aspect 

of them that is constantly prevalent is their 

variability.  The classic case study is in 

Romeo and Juliet where Lady Capulet is 

represented a variety of speech-headings 

like lady, mother, wife, old lady, etc.  The 

sheer number of speech-prefixes also makes 

up a section of the play very akin to 

common prepositions; they are so numerous 

that they cease to be noticed.  However, 

unlike prepositions or common words like 

“the”, Long declares that “varying speech-

heads are integral parts of the skeleton of the 

construction of the plays.”
15

  He makes the 

point that these features are just like cues in 

parts, namely that variability in speech-

prefixes is regular and part of Shakespeare’s 

work.  However, Thomas finds evidence that 

as a manuscript was written by an author, an 

expected result would be “a MS in which the 
                                                           
14

 Witmore and Hope. 
15

 Long, William B. Perspective on Provenance: The 
Context of Varying Speech-Heads. “Shakespeare’s 
Speech-Headings: Speaking the Speech in 
Shakespeare’s Plays”. ed. George Walton Williams. 
USA: Associated University Presses, Inc., 1997. pp. 
21-44. pp. 26. 

 

speech-prefixes were sometimes negligently 

or ambiguously written, and at least once 

omitted altogether, so that another hand 

needed to correct or expand or supply the 

necessary prefix.”
16

 In this sense the 

variability in speech-prefixes is not so much 

a feature of the author but of the authorial 

process.   

Pope notes yet a third possibility in the 

source text that he worked with.  In it "some 

Characters were confounded and mix'd, or 

two put into one, for want of a competent 

number of actors. . . [and] many fpeeches 

alfo were put into the mouths of wrong 

perfons, where the Author now feems 

chargeable with making them fpeak out of 

character: Or fometimes perhaps for no 

better reafon, than that of a governing 

Player, to have the mouthing of fome 

favourite fpeech himfelf, would fnatch it 

from the unworthy lips of an Underling.”
17

 

Although Pope postulates slightly, it is 

intriguing to note that speech-prefixes can 

also be attributed to an author, an author’s 

“collaborators”, or an editor.  The 

multifaceted nature of this situation prompts 

an interesting dilemma, that is, how do we 

distinguish between what is authorial and 

what is not, however I believe that is a 

fruitless and endless debate of a different 

nature.  What is salient for us is to determine 

whether or not speech-prefixes should be 

considered as part of Shakespeare’s texts. 

If we look back upon the precedent we have 

already created, act and scene divisions were 

not included because of their lack of 

importance to the text and their problematic 

nature computationally.  Speech-prefixes 
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occupy much of the same space in the sense 

that they can be viewed as not contributing 

to the text and problematically variable.  

However, to depart from precedent, speech-

prefixes contain something that act and 

scene divisions do not; mainly the ability to 

represent full words English which can be 

recognized by a parser program.   

With this in mind, speech-prefixes come 

under a different light as their usefulness is 

not representative of Shakespeare’s texts, 

but merely the recording the frequency of a 

character in a play.  But this creates trouble 

in multiple ways for a program.  First, the 

presence of such speech-prefixes can only 

be recognized if a parser is set to recognize 

proper nouns such as names or if they are 

exhaustively catalogued, both which can be 

irrelevant. Second, speech-prefixes such as 

“Rom” for “Romeo” cannot be addressed by 

a parser unless, again, it is manually created 

to handle those exceptions.  It is at that point 

where the usefulness of working in the 

English language becomes as meaningful as 

if it was in Latin. However, the most 

significant problem that arises is that 

instances of “Romeo” as a speech-prefix, 

assuming it can be recognized, is now able 

to intermingle with spoken text, as in 

“Romeo, Romeo, wherefore art my Romeo”.   

This idea of textual intermingling hits home 

at the issues proposed by the divide that 

McKerrow notes in 1.1.  Is it ethical to allow 

or prevent this kind of textual intermingling 

as evidence of Shakespeare’s work?  For 

these instances of “textual accessorizing”, I 

would argue that speech-prefixes do carry 

weight in the moral equation of editorial 

inclusion however their significance is 

smaller than, and thereby sacrificed for, a 

code of ethics that emphasizes the 

importance of text in question in connection 

with the “spoken” text of the play.  With 

that, speech-prefixes are not allowable 

because of their silent stature in the scheme 

of the play. 

 

1.9 Stage Directions 

To continue thinking about the “silence” of 

a text in a Shakespearean play, stage 

directions appear to be straddling the fence 

in that respect.  Stage directions represent 

the entrances and exits of characters, but 

also the inner workings of the play.   

But they also represent a different kind of 

silence, silence in terms of characterization 

in the play.  For example, in Romeo and 

Juliet, editors “adopt one of two positions: 

the one is exemplified by the New 

Cambridge edition, which simply integrates 

the stage direction from the First Quarto.  

The Arden 2 edition, by contrast, provides 

no stage direction and explains in a footnote 

that ‘There is nothing in the dialogue (or the 

characterization of the Nurse generally) to 

prepare for or support this intervention by 

the Nurse.”
18

  The presence of the Nurse’s 

stage direction has a direct impact on the 

perception of the Nurse’s character and on 

the play as a whole.  This kind of direct link 

with the spoken text in a way to create the 

play as a whole is fundamentally different 

than the previous textual objects we have 

looked at and would suggest their treatment 

being different. 

However, just like much of what we have 

looked at, if it is related to Shakespeare, it is 

bound to have ingrained problems.  For 

instance, the Norton Shakespeare admits that 

“it is difficult to gauge how much the stage 

directions in the substantive editions reflect 

Shakespeare’s own words or at least 

decisions.”
19

  This returns us to the 
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questions that we have been investigating 

since looking specifically at F1.  For the 

moment, I would reiterate the conclusion to 

choosing F1 over the (Q) to solve this, 

specifically that authorial intent is muddied 

in both sets of texts but is less of a worry 

than the ethical and appropriate treatment of 

textual features.   

Yet even if we brush aside the potential 

hitch of authorship, the fact remains that 

even Ralph Crane was not explicit about 

stage directions.  “Crane had an irritating 

tendency to list at the head of a scene all the 

characters taking part in it, with not concern 

for the particular point in the scene at which 

they should make their entrance”
20

 in 

addition to the fact that exits within the 

scene are generally ignored”
21

 as well.  This 

lack of interest in stage directions at a 

contemporary level alludes to the attitude 

that we encountered with act and scene 

divisions.  However scholars also take a 

serious stance about stage directions in using 

a rational that establishes a connection with 

stage directions and the spoken text.  These 

seemingly bipolar stances do not appear to 

have any kind of middle ground which 

makes any kind of decision about them all 

the more significant.   

So then, in order to come to a compromise, 

must we further subdivide stage directions 

into actions like the Nurse’s and simple 

enter and exit notes like in Crane’s 

example?   

There does not seem to be evidence or 

precedence previously established in this 

article that would lend weight either way, 

however it is noted in other editions of 

Shakespeare that “editors are advised to 

translate all Latin words except Exit and 
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Exeunt.  These brief quotations demonstrate 

that SDs do not have the same status as 

dialogue.”
22

  If we generalize stage 

directions to include all kinds and forms we 

could be overlooking important insights into 

characterization or granting significant 

status to simple descriptions of who enters a 

scene.  In order to resolve this, there must 

then be a distinguishing difference between 

what can be called “received” or 

“perceptual” speech and “spoken” speech. In 

this framework, the reception of information 

or characterization by an audience or reader 

is fundamentally different than the dialogue 

present on the page.  Then, instead of 

delving into individual perceptions of a text 

or action, we can continue to focus on the 

quintessential features of an author’s text.  

In this way stage directions can ethically be 

taken out as a means of preserving a focus 

on the text on the page. 

 

1.10 Songs 

Act and scene divisions, speech-prefixes, 

and stage directions are all addressed by 

Witmore and Hope but this then begs the 

question of why we should stop there in the 

process of removing textual features.  

Tiffany Stern notes that “songs in plays, 

then, may not be correctly placed; may 

represent composer’s rather than author’s 

texts;’ may be sourced from theatre 

documents or, alternatively, from authorial 

documents (either of which may have a 

different nature from the playtext); and may 

not provide the song as it was actually 
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manifested in performance.”
23

 Stern’s 

comment raises the same issues we have 

already addressed in other features, 

authorship, source text, and relationship 

with the dialogue.  This topic merits further 

exploration in terms of literary 

argumentation and exploration but also in 

terms of addressing this feature 

computationally. 

 

1.11 Literary Conclusions 

As we have progressed through 

understanding and probing the textual 

preparation decisions made by Witmore and 

Hope, we have also established a working 

corpus in the form of F1 as a base for us to 

work off of.  However, in addition, "the 

relationship of the first questions, about 

stage direction identification of characters 

and the form of speech prefixes of mutinous 

soldiers, to the second major question, about 

offstage shouts, confirms the 

interdependence of evidence about stage 

directions, and underlines the need for wider 

debate about both the editorial treatment and 

the dramatic understanding of stage 

directions.”
24

   

In summary, we have found that act and 

scene divisions, speech prefixes, and stage 

directions all should be removed when 

preparing a text for data analysis since the 

focus is upon the dialogue, in the case of 

Shakespeare’s works, that composes the true 

“text” of the author.   
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2. Solution Overview 

In order to accommodate for these literary 

decisions about the source texts, a tool had 

to be created that could cope with each and 

all of these “textual accessories” reliably and 

completely to reduce and ideally eliminate 

the need for a human manually operating the 

controls.  That said, the tool had to be able 

to search through an entire text and filter it 

through each item’s parameters but also be 

robust enough to account for lexical and 

orthographical variation.  In essence, a tool 

was created that filled the need with more 

precision and speed than a simple “find and 

replace” command in normal text editors.   

 

3. Related Work 

To our knowledge, there is no other project 

available or on the internet that possess what 

this program requires.  I have found several 

text editors that perform similar functions 

but are not external to the rest of the 

program.   

Norton Utilities
25

 was designed for MSDOS, 

and allowed the user to search for a word or 

phrase in a computer’s directory. It then 

presented the user with each instance it 

found, individually, but with four lines 

preceding and following the instance so that 

the user was given “context” for each 

instance to evaluate whether or not that was 

what they wished to be looking for.  

Unfortunately this tool was both designed 

for an a different kind of operating system 

and did not allow for multiple searches to 

occur at once. 

Microsoft Word
26

 is the first modern 

program that I was familiar with as a part of 
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a commercially available software suite and 

it hosts a consistent yet inflexible search and 

replace command.  The program 

TextWrangler
27

, created for Macintosh 

computers, has a more powerful search and 

replace function yet the main problem with 

all of the existing tools is the repetitive 

nature of performing the process and the 

inability to address variation besides running 

the command again and again. 

 

4. Design Setting 

In creating TextSnip I had the privilege of 

both being the first consistent user of the 

program and also one of the two 

contributors who made changes and updates 

to the program.  In that sense, my intuitions 

as a user directly guided our design.   

Since I work primarily with the text-tagging 

or parser named Docuscope and had wished 

to adhere to Witmore and Hope’s 

outstanding decisions about “textual 

accessories”, our main emphasis was on 

catching all of the variants and forms of 

each act and scene divisions, speech-

prefixes, and stage directions. 

By doing so we hoped to expedite the 

process of changing a text from transcription 

to a standardized form able to be compared 

against others of the same nature. 

 

5. Requirement Analysis 

Since scholars like Witmore and Hope were 

already working with plain text files (.txt) 

rather than word files (.word) or other rich 
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text format, we thought it best that our 

program is designed to interact with such 

files as both source and output files. 

However, as evidenced in section three, the 

main problem was a lack of automatic, 

large-scale, and controlled find and replace 

command or program. To do all of these, the 

program had to be able to recognize 

identifying parameters of each of the textual 

features, do so economically, and then allow 

a user to provide discriminatory input on 

what to leave in or take out.   This would 

allow a user to make their own decisions 

about textual features in a play if they 

wished. 

We also added a feature in a later update 

that reported to the user the number of 

instances recorded by the program of a 

certain string.  This was to give the user 

greater power and evidence in the decision 

making process. 

We wished to program to be usable as an 

executable JAR file so as to match the 

previous work and programs already 

incorporated into that model.
28

 

 

6. Design Rationale 

Overall, we tried to make the layout as 

straightforward and simple as we could.  

The main window present includes buttons 

that are only “visible” or useable after 

certain other prerequisites have been met on 

the GUI, such as clicking at least one item 

on either list to remove.  In addition, there 

are two lists that allow scrolling to extend 

well beyond the end of x axis constrained by 

the window pane.  The upper list contains all 
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of the recognized speech-prefixes in the text 

and the lower window contains all of the 

reported stage directions.  For the purpose of 

the program as it was, the deletion of act and 

scene divisions in a play was automatic.   

We modeled our stage directions section 

after the search feature of Norton Utilities so 

that an entire line of text was displayed, 

rather than an abbreviation or generalization. 

We believed this would allow the user more 

flexibility in decisions about stage 

directions.    

 

7. Initial Prototype 

The first run of the prototype only included 

the ability to recognize speech-prefixes.  

After trying and testing it more, it was 

expanded to include stage directions and 

then subsequently modified to give the user 

the number of instances for each item as 

well.   

Problems arose with speech-prefixes that 

were followed by a colon “:” or comma “,” 

as well as with more complex situations like 

“1. Sen.” Since the aim of the program was 

to garner all of the speech-prefixes, it also 

over reported instances of speech or 

dialogue that algorithmically looked similar 

such as “good.” or “Sir.”  In these cases, it 

was a combination of the viewing pane in 

the window and the number of instances 

addition that helped a user discriminate 

between dialogue and speech-prefixes 

without referring to the source text.   

Additional features that were optional, but 

greatly helpful in viewing the data presented 

to the user is the option to reorganize the 

viewing panes in window by frequency or 

by alphabetization.  At the time all instances 

were recorded as they appeared in the text, 

with additional instances merely being 

added to the initial instance recorded.    

8. TextSnip 

TextSnip as it stands currently has 

incorporated all of the changes noted above 

and has addressed the respective problems 

as well.  It is currently still going through 

debugging sessions as well as being 

expanded to include a supplementary feature 

allowing users a choice in using the 

automatic save feature, such as during 

periods of numerous text processing, or a 

manual feature allowing users to decide their 

own name and location for their files before 

they are saved. 

 

9. Results 

TextSnip is still a largely unused and 

unknown program due to its “buggy” nature 

and the fact that it was only released in a 

previous version to a group of around fifteen 

other scholars who may or may not have 

incorporated the tool as it stood.  Current 

plans place making the tool public on the 

internet in a few months after more testing.   

 

10. Conclusion 

To conclude, due to the working nature of 

the program, manually checking the finished 

product was still required but out of the 

elements in the text that TextSnip was 

designed to catch, almost all of them were 

filtered out of each of the transcripts of 

Shakespeare’s thirty-six F1 plays.  Once 

TextSnip has been finished, a user will be 

able to rapidly and effectively search and 

filter texts by speech-prefixes and stage 

directions, thereby placing textual 

preparations in the digital age. 
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