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Early Modern Spanish
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MArcareT R. GREER

R THOSE OF Us who work on early modern Spanish theater,
the bureaucratic mentality that surrounded that inticution has
its advantages. As does a dry climate. Thanks to the combina-

tion of those rwo factors, a treasure that awaits editors of “Golden Age”
Spanish plays is the exiftence of dozens of autograph or partially-auto-
graph manuscripts of the plays of Lope de Vega, Pedro Caldersn de la
Barca, and other playwrights of early modern Spain. In the Biblioteca
Nacional alone, there are at least oo autograph manuscripts of the
principal dramatiéts of the period. Many more can be found in the
Municipal and Palace libraries in Madrid, in the library of the Ingtitut
del Teatre of Barcelona, in the British Library, the Hispanic Society in
New York, and in numerous other libraries. Many of the manusecripts
left us by the great dramatiéts have served as copy-texts for good mod-
ern editions. But little has been done with the hundreds of non-auto-
graph manuscripts that survived in the libraries and archives of Madrid,
Barcelona, Toledo, and other cities of Spain, ltaly, France, England, the
U.S., Mexico and Peru. ln the colle€tions of the Biblioteca Nacional
of Madrid and the Theater In§titute of Barcelona alone, they number
well over 1,500. In a few cases, editors have succeeded in identifying the
copyists of such manuscripts, which has provided information valuable
not only for the evaluation of the manuscripts in queStion but also for
our underftanding of the organization and operation of the theatri-
cal community. José Ruano de la Haza, for example, editing Calderén’s
Cada uno para si, showed that some copyists worked closely with dra-
matiéts, making clean copies of their drafts, while other manuscripts re-
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flect instead the creative gifts or limitations of a theater company owner,
who cut or expanded the text to suit the capabilities of his company and
his sense of audience preference (Ruano de la Haza, “Scribes”).

When | found what I thought to be a valuable manuscript of
Calderén's La effarua de Prometeo in the Municipal Library of Madrid
several decades ago, I firgt had to document its provenance to demon-
Strate that it was an early manuscript, because the received opinion was
that the Municipal Library’s manuscripts were eighteenth century cop-
ies or later. To do 50, I succeeded in identifying the two principal hands
that appear on the manuscript, the autor de comedias (theater company
owner) Manuel de Mosquera, and a prompter who worked with him,
Juan Francisco Siez de Tejera. Doing so allowed me to date the manu-
script and demonétrate that the text, more complete than the published
version of the work, could reliably be placed closer to Calderén’s origi-
nal (Greer, “Mosquera”).

I'was able to identify the two hands on the basis of r) the Municipal
Library manuscript of the play (BM Ms. 1-110-12), with Mosquera’s
name on the cover; 2) g manuscript in the Biblioteca Nacional (Ms.
16.641) with his name as well and with additions to the manuscript
in the main hand of the Premeseo manuscript; 3) a li§t in the Palace
Archive (Caja 11.744, Expte. 56) of particulares (private performances)
that Mosquera’s company performed in the Palace in 1684 in the same
hand, in which Siez de Tejera appears as apuniador, 4) Mosquera’s sig-
nature on a company list for performance of the auros sacramensates of
1685 in the Municipal Archive (Legajo 2-199-5); and 5) two manuscripts
in the Biblioteca Nacional (Mss. 14.909 and 16.700) of short dramatic
pieces written and signed by Sdez de Tejera. [dentifying them took sev-
eral weeks of research in Madrid libraries and archives, a good bit of
luck, and an inspired intuition by a musicologist colleague, Louise Stein,
who in looking for seventeenth-century musicians had seen Siez de
Tejera’s name as copyit several times. Fulbright dissertation research
fellowships afforded the time for this—a luxury editors do not regu-
larly enjoy. So, thinking that a global regiftry of the same sources I had
used would be much more efficient and produltive than many limited
searches, with the help of a sabbatical and another fellowship, [ em-
barked on the projet that now goes by the name “Manos teatrales.”

As [ read the 2004 issue of Crisical Inquiry devoted to the Arts of
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Transmission, I decided that “Theatrical Hands” is not the ,anm_.w?oﬂ
title I once thought it was, because the development of mro va_ﬁw is
taking me through a much broader panoply of 3@.30&5 .Om textual
transmission than “Hands” indicates: from manuscript copies, vﬁmm.z-
cratic and theater company memoranda to printed texts to digital media
and the internet, and most recently, back to a curious witness of the art
mory.

OmB.Hﬂnomw% Step in the projet was the creation om.m system mo.a de-
scribing individual handwriting. In the Biblioteca Nacional, I examined
some 40 manuscripts written throughout the seventeenth century, by
dramatifts and copyists, copying by hand the different letter forms they
used (eliminating letters that vary little, like a, o, ¢, etc.).
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Manos Teartrales, Partial Lerter Sheet

With the graphic capacities of an early gmn_.H drew %nB. on the
computer and arranged them in a more or less logical order, assigning a
number to each form. I did the same with some short common words—
¢/, la, que and “e§t-“ because the writer’s pradtice of combining letters
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also serves to ditinguish a hand. After comparing my alphabet with
the original manuscripts again, I tefted it by deseribing another cwenty
manuscripts to find omissions and eliminate letter forms that were too
similar. Now, describing a hand, we indicate on a sheet the forms the
copyiét uses and then enter them in numeric order in a database record,
along with other relevant data, such as certain spelling practices, the
number of lines on a quarto page, and other particular chara&eritics
of the copyist.

The other fundamental §tep was choosing and designing a database
to §tore and organize the data. We are now using Filemaker Pro, a rela-
tional database that has the advantage of being relatively easy to use and
of accepting large felds of information, which are necessary to describe
the physical charalteriftics of a manuseript and biographical data on
copyifls, for example.

With the description of a good number of hands entered in the da-
tabase, when analyzing another manuscript and seeing that the copyift
makes “b” numbers 4 and 13, “p” numbers 6, 19 and 36, and “t” number
1 and 15, for example, we can search our records to see if we have an-
other manuscript that appears to be by the same hand. Describing a
hand with this letter sheet, admittedly, is as much an art as a science, so
two analyéts examine each manuscript. We are now collaborating with
Carlo Tomasi (Computer Science, Duke) a speciali§t in computer vi-
sion on developing semi-automatic machine reading of manuscripts, to
increase the speed and consistency of our manuscript analysis.

As well as describing the hand or hands, we describe the manuscript
itself, with any dates marked by the dramatist, copyiét, or censor, wheth-
er it has been emended by the author, or an awtor de comedias (theater

company owner), and any censorial or other intere§ting traces left on it,
including words idly written by an apparently bored or enamored aétor
or prompter. We then link each manuscript to a record of each hand
that appears on it with sufficient extension to permit analysis. When a
manuscript includes a list of the actors and altresses that were to per-
form it, we record that as well, as it can help date the manuscript. We
make digital images of certain pages of the manuscript—frét and ladt,
pages with signatures, more than one hand, or other interefting features.
In the case of the moft important dramatifts, we will include at leat
one complete manuscript of each, or even two or three from different

m r pder ant :—OM:ZN_ H_N:.m:_. S10 MARGARET m.mﬁmm_ﬂ ﬁ...w
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§tages in his career—at lea&t for Lope and Om_awa:|8 make .Sm&._m
not only his hand but also his étyle of composing w:n.ﬂ oo:n%::m., in
contrat with the changes that awfores de comedias made in manuscripts.
Following the praétice of proceeding from the known to 3.@ Ewr
known, we are fir§t describing autograph Sonr.m and Manuscripts EH/M.:m
by the copyist or otherwise quite clearly identified as his or ronm. r%oﬂ
dramatic pieces that carry the author’s name can be helpful. Sue Sw
and aifes may repeat the case of Sdez de Tejera, <.._ro wrote an occa-
sional ensremés or baile as well as copying manuscripts and serving M_M
prompter. About 350-400 manuscripts in the Biblioteca Zon.:& m:r
the Barcelona Theater Indtitute fall in this category. Then we will wor
on unsigned but dated manuscripts, some HoM_ and finally (life, mm:g_:m“
and funding vm:d:z:mu the remaining unsigned and undated manu
mn:wﬂww will enter in the other database files information from arcbives
or published sources that can help us identify nomw.ﬂ.ﬁm. For example, the
record of a performance of a certain play by a ﬁm_.:oc_u\n company OM M
given date, combined with the information that one José Fulano worl _M
as prompter in the company that year could be m‘ﬁcn to the possible
- dentification of José as the copyift of a manuscript, should the same
combination of circumétances repeat itsell in the case of another come-
dia. Or if a company lift in the Municipal Archive shows .::.: Mariana
de Borja was a member of the company of Manuel <m=n._o in H@Nm_ (_ﬁw
enter her name in the field “actress”in the record for <w.:m._.o. 1675, 10 the
file “Company Liét;” the program will eventually automatically note n:
the record of Mariana de Borja in the Actress field that she was in w:w
company of Vallejo in that year. Then if we find a manuscript with a
partial or complete cat k&, we can check the Adtor/Altress files Srmmnm
when and where they coincided in a particular company. By chec _:m
to see who the prompter was in the company that year, we have a pos-
sible lead to the copyist, since prompters, as well as company oéﬁ.ﬂ;
often appear to have made the copies the company needed. Much of _.,_MM
legwork in locating this information has now _umn.: done by a mﬂo:win
by Teresa Ferrer Valls at the University Om<m_n.:9m who has prepared a
biographical dictionary of aftors and aétresses in early Bomow: wﬁmzﬁz
With a significant portion of samples of the named ooﬁ:%m. as ..M.m .
as all the major dramatifts now entered, the databank, .&o:m with _mﬂ_,
tized ._Bmmnm. of portions of the manusecripts, are accessible on the wely,
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at g.@&nm?m_nm.o_‘w. Editors of early modern theater and oth-
ers interefted in the information it yields regarding the organjzati

of the theatrical community of “Golden Age” Spain can :ofm._. view %:
amﬂm.vm:r at that site by clicking on the “gueft” entry category. We s..m
now,_z:cn to add additional information as we gather it. /m\nﬂw_mo 5<.~n
editors to contribute information gathered from manuscripts they %cMM

Asone example of the kind of information the databank can yield—

aside from the mo§t obvious one of docum ating provenance and

dates—I turn now to one recent
; example, that of the work of a co 1§t
:w_‘:ma Diego gmﬂ_\znw de Mora. He penned and sigied a :._m:cmww?
m an nm_‘.;\ Calderdn play De un calligo, tres venganzas located in the
ritish Library that T am co-editing with a young scholar, Francisco
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ILLusTrATION 2
Biblioteca Nacional Ms. 14
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Saber del mal y del brey, 947, Jornada 3, final
947, ada 3, fina
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Siez. The manuscript contains a2 number of significant variants from
the princeps, which did not appear in a dedicated Calderén Parse but in
an error-ridden colleétion of plays by various dramatiéts. Martinez also
copied and signed some 15 manuseripts now housed in the Biblioteca
Nacional, adding to his signature on a good number of them the date
and the declaration “original,” as on the copy of Calderdn’s Saber def mal
y del bien shown in lllustration 2.

Ju$t what would “original” mean on a copy? The moft probable ex-
planation to date is that it was a kind of merchandising. Virtually all the
manuscripts that Martinez de Mora dates are from 1629 to 1635, during
a period in which the reform program inétituted by Philip 1V’s prime
miniter the Count-Duke of Olivares banned publication of novels and
comedias in Castile from 1625 to 1634. He might have been alleging that
his manuscripts were copied from the dramatist’s own copy, or the ¢lean
but not autograph copy the dramatiét had sold to an awser de comedias.
During this drought of publication, however, it seems equally likely that
he was simply touting the high quality of his copies. As Germin Vega
Garcia-Luengos points out, booksellers offered manuscript copies for
sale along with printed theatrical texts (Garcia-Luengos)." And, on at
leadt the one manuscript that | will consider below, Martinez de Mora
described himself as a “merchant and dealer in comedias.”

For Martinez de Mora to tout the quality of his manusctipts was
not unwarranted in cases which allow their comparison with printed
versions. Edward M, Wilson wrote in two articles that Martinez de
Mora's manuscript of Calderén’s A secreso agravio, secrela VENganza wis
better than the text in the Segunda partz of his comedias published
by Maria de Quinones and that it should serve as the copy text for a
critical edition (“Notes” 72-73, 78).* Luis Iglesias Feijéo and Santiago
Fernindez Mosquera, who are presently preparing the edition of
Calderdn’s Segunda parte for publication in the Biblioteca Ca$tto col-
lection, have evaluated Martinez's manuscripts of E/ secrefo agravio and
of Ef sitio de Breda and come to the conclusion that they are useful to

1 My thanks to Maria Luisa Lobato for calling my attention to this article and
that of José Ruano de la Haza ("An Early Rehash”) as two sources for whac little has
been written on my present subjeét.

2 In this article Wilson correts a 1951 article he had poblished in Clavilerio in
which he described the manuscript as a Calderon aurograph.
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no.:.Qm the published texts, although they cannot be preferred to the
Princeps of those plays as copy text. Francisco Sacz and 1 have come
to the same conclusion regarding his manuscript of De un caffive, rres
emmhnmwﬁv which he did not allege to be “orijinal,”as he did the km%&.qmao
agravis and E/ sitio de Breda manuscripts.” .
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M LiLusTrATION 3
artinez de Mora Ms. 15.278, Ef mayor rey de fos reyes, Act r ending

Anuario calderoniang.

1 See Greer (“La mano del copifta”)

d articles ; . s .
Fernindez Mosquera and Fernando NOn_:\m: e ies by Luis Tglesias Feijso, Santiago

guez-Gallego Lopez in the firkl jssue of the
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On another fascinating manuscript, of E/ mayor rey de los reyes, by
Andrés de Claramonte, Martinez signs the firt act with a lengthy dec-
laration that its writing was completed “Wednesday the firét of January
of this present year 1631, from memory by Diego Martinez de Mora, mer-
chant and dealer in comedias.™

Thus, we have here a witness to a variant of the infamous “memo-
riones” whom aurores de comedias reportedly feared because they would
write out a text more-or-less learned by memory during performance
and sell it to a competing autor. Spanish dramatits sold their play texts
to autores de comedias, who guarded the original copy (autograph or
not) carefully since new plays drew Jarger audiences. Some years later,
the company owner would sell the play to a publisher, by which time
the text had often been carelessly copied, modified by the auror, and/
or considerably cropped, and was frequently misattributed in publica-
tion. Lope complained angrily in the prologues to several Parses of his
volumes of the quality of many of the texts of his plays in publication,
and Calderdn said of the Quinta parse of his plays that the majority of
the plays it included either were not his, or were so deformed that he
did not recognize them. Lope in particular complained yet more an-
grily about aborninable plays that were produced from the word-theft
of memoriones.s

How could someone memorize a jooo-line play from attending
its performance? Another more notorious memoridn, Luis Remirez de
Arellano, was said to be able to memorize an entire comedia by attend-
ing three performances (Sanchez Mariana 442). If the memoridn had an
altor’s trained memory, it would certainly help, as appears to have been
the case of Martinez de Mora. On the cover of another manuscript
(not copied by Martinez), the Fullerias de amor of Gaspar de Avila (BN
Ms. 17.449 #8), there is a 13 November 1629 contaét in which Martinez
agrees that he and his daughter Mariana would sing and dance in per-
formances for “el dia de la Concepcién”in the town of Leganés, and go
a week in advance for rehearsals. Mariana, at least, continued to aét: he

4 “Acabose de escribir miercoles a primero de hencro defle presente ano de 1631
[...] De memoria por Diego Martinez de Mora, mercader y tratante en comedias, a
gloria y honra de Dios Nro. Sefior y de su bendita madre, afic de 1631.”

5 See Manuel Sinchez Mariana (“Los manuscritos dramdticos”) and German
Vega Garcia-Luengos for their complaines.
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signed two later contraéts for her employ in 1635 and 1636, according to
data which Teresa Ferrer Valls kindly furnished me from her di¢tionary
of afors. Martinez de Mora was, then, an adtor, at leadt at the begin-
ning of the years when he copied the manuscripts he signs and dates,
As an altor, he had to have a trained memory to learn quickly the texts

of comedias, autos, and entremeses he performed, and he may well have
coached his daughter as well,

Since Martinez does not say

that he learned the text of £/ mayor rey
during performance, it is quite

possible that he had at some point seen
a manuseript of the play. There are, however, clues in his manuscript
that he was relying on an oral memory of the text, as well a5 his char-
acteriftic attention to the visual details of performance, as J will explain,
The manuscripts he signed and the contra@s for his and his daughter’s
performance are all posterior to Claramonte’s death in 1626, 5o he is
less than likely to have been involved in the fir§t performances of the
Play. A recent archival discovery by %:m& Garcia Gémez includes the
information that the company of Jerénimo Sinchez had a manuscript
of the play in July, 1617, when the company was preparing to travel from
Mncm to Cordoba.®
No early modern printed edition
ed the text to Andrés de Claramont
in the Biblioteca
Francisco Medel

of £/ mayor rey de los reyes attribut-
e, but two of the three manuscripts
Nacional name him as its author. The 1735 catalog of
del Cagtillo 1its two plays by this title, attributing one
to Lope de Vega and the other to Calderén. But according to Germin
Vega (1296) and Sinchez Mariana (451-52), he liSted comedias extst-
ing and for sale in manuscript as well as in print. Cotarelo published
Ef mayor rey in Vol. VII of the Obras de Lope de Vega published by the
Real Academia Espafiola. Tn the introdution to that volume (xxi-xxii),
Cortarelo y Mori discounts the possibility that the play could have been
written solely by Claramonte, although he says that BN M. 17.133 served
as the basis for his text, and Claramonte is indicated as its author at the
end of that manuscript in the copyiét's hand, as well a5 on a preliminary
leaf in 2 more modern hand, which Julian Martin Abad judges to be

6 Tam gratefu! to Alfredo Rodriguez Lopes-

information and a copy of the relevant pages of the Cérdoba archival document, I have
not yet been able 1o see che 4tfas def Congreso de fa AISO in London (2005) published in
late 2006, in which Garcia Gomez's m:&:mm are published.

Visquez for providing me with this

,'_-44.,,_.‘-—1
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that of Duran, from whose colleétion the Bm.::nawﬂ came to %% in n::m
BNE. In that introduétion Cotarelo y Mori says ﬂ.rmﬂ at _mm_ _@E W
the work muét have been that of Lope, vnn\n:._mm he _cammnm,ﬁ %EB&O_H:TM
incapable of writing the guintillas and redondiflas of the r Mu Jm: e
olavas reales of the firft and third. He does, however, credit mﬁmmg\mm
on the first page of his edition, headed: ﬂr MAYOR REY DE rom B
|COMEDIA EN 3 JORNADAS | DE | >zcxm.m pE CLARAMONTE, Mﬂﬂ. ’
wrote that Martinez de Mora’s manuscript, BN zmh“ Hm.\uwm. mu : »<&
been a “refundicién o arregle” of that of Ms. 17133 (“Prologo wu:r. w: :
that the third manuscript, BN Ms. G.Nmmw was juft a mowv\ro that o -
Martinez de Mora. In fa&, the relationship between the ﬁrnan m:w:cm
scripts and the two printed editions is much more complex than t M ,wr
we will see, and Martinez de Mora's Ms. 15.278 as well as Ms. G..Hmw 0
indicate that the play is by Claramonte. Of course ﬂrm.mm NMQM.G.QOJM
are often erroneous, as in the sue/fa n%ao:m..>:on:nn printe Hm :_.9“.&
suelta with neirher year nor place of ﬁcz._mwzo:,._ucﬁ apparently ﬁ_.:: _n
in the seventeenth century, of which there is an _:ooﬂwunﬂomwﬂx int the
Biblioteca Provincial of Toledo (1-862), and another in the Bib _oﬂmm_:nm
de 'Arsenal in Paris, names Calderén as its mcﬂrﬁ.ﬁ.ﬁgn Toledo Mog\no
the sueita ateributed to Calderén (CS) wm. bound in a <o__~._Bm o nmtw M_d
with a handwritten title page that proclaims them to .Um OOM,_W ias .M-
D[o]n Pedro Calderén,” but in faét only one ohw those _:n_c.n_.n in :‘mvp_
dex in unquestionably of Calderonian mcmr\oa:%m moBm nzﬂﬂ__nw, :o_?.w M
Alfredo Rodriguez Lépez-Vizquez, Maria Herndndez Va Q,Hnn w:?
Fernando Cantalapiedra, take as eStablished mmmﬁ.ﬂ_mnmﬂo_.:.a. mHWE. .uo
ship of the play; others, including Charles Om_,.ﬁr: Cm.m E\M:m r% q&ww‘
24), are more guarded regarding his authorship of this and other di
w:ﬁ%&mﬁﬂ. deals with the Reyes magos, the three wise kings who, ac-
cording Mu Hﬂn account in Matthew 2:1-12, snma: to swo.am_g.% the Jm;&%mm
Chriét in Bethlehem, and who in poét-Biblical tradition were :E_:m. a
Melchior, Caspar and Balthasar. Apart from scenes of the revelations

7 The plays it includes are: EY dngel de ta guarda; La n.w._\.;wbnw\m\:b““w.w.wx“&ﬁuﬁ”.“ﬁ
amor que dotor; Elmayor Rey de los Reyes; El mercader de ﬂq%.%.\a.“\‘n .wMaM u:,m (-
ruiseiiores; Quien calla otorga; El saco de \ms&w:ﬁ.mm Tuzani de ﬂﬁw L:o: @ew.m__r. .
de si misma. On the title page of No sou todes ruiseriores, someone bas w i :BR:AR v

itle, “No vale nada... no es de Calderdn,” and below the author's name, —q
MMS“ tan mala no puede ser de Calderén.”
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that sent therm on their journey, that experience is only related, how-
ever, and the altion concentrates on their political travails in their own
realms, complicated by sexual desire and Jealousy,

Martinez de Mora’s attration to this particular play is under-
Standable because the extended Stage direCions in all his manuscripts
demonétrate his extraordinary attention to the visual aspe(ts of perfor-
mance. £/ mayor rey de Jos reyes is a play that offers generous displays
of spectacle. It opens with a scene of worship at an alter to the sun

Anacrasis. ﬂo:oim:m the colorful arrival of Melchior, the captive Caspar,
and Anacrasis, in their continued worship at the alter of the sun, the
statue is spectacularly transformed into the figure of the baby Jesus on
a throne. Once Melchjor, Caspar and company have deciphered the
Biblical inscriptions on his throne, the Slar rises above, with a musical
injunction to Melchior and Caspar to follow it.

Balthasar’s guiding revelation comes while he js out hunting; a hill-
side opens to reveal 2 cave, within which sirs a sibyl with a book and
a lamb. She celates to him an auto-like summary of the hiStory of the
universe from its creation to the divine birth of Jesus, and dire&s him
to depart to Bethlehem. Caspar’s daughter Rojelana later appears fes-
tooned with many feathers, 2 sword, dagger, and the baton of 2 general
commanding her Indian soldiers in battle. All this in the firét 2& alone.
Subsequently, the devil appears to Rojelana and to Melchior in three
threatening or tempting guises, in the la& of which he displays an ap-
parent vision of Meichior’s rwo children, killed by hanging by Butifar,
and there are battles of Indians and black soldiers.

With al! three kings reftored to power in their kingdoms and
Rojelana promised in marriage to Balthasar, the final climax of a&

of the baby Jesus. Above this cloud opens to show God the father and
angels singing thar Jesus Chrigt is “cl mayor Rey de los Reyes.”

All of this spectacle is described in great detail in Martinez de
Mora’s stage dire@ions. In the opening scene, priets offer a sacrifice to
the sun god to celebrate Melchior’s vi¢tory over Caspar, who had had
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- o n a N
the temerity of proclaiming himself “el mayor rey de los reyes. Z.mi_ :n&
de Mora sets the §tage with this description (modern capitalization an.
punctuation added in this and subsequent quotations):

Salen Butifar negro grande, [e]l rey Zn._nrg y FnB:.w:n w\x
Abdanacar. sacerdotes con yncensarios, beétidos con m_B.MﬁMomm Maa
bre tunicelas y mitras al tienpo antiguo, todos tres :nmaom._ ea o
un altar con su frontal y engima pueéta la esatutua del momﬂmm ”M_
un honbre con tunicila dorada opalica, con cabellera y barba de m_m
de oro, y muy rubia, y una media mascarilla dorada, y que no w_ <
bean las manos, y cerca de la cabega, de rayos dorados como M.Q.Ao
de eftar de pies en una tramoya que se buelba como tornoy M: 1 o
con dos belos: el que efte junto a él, azul, y el otro de M:B co OMwMamw
cima del pie del altar un brazero con una poma de o Oaw senb -
muchas flores sobre el altar y comienca Butifar con mucha majeétad.

The §tage dire¢tions of manuscript 17.133 ?wv.m:a.a,umm ﬁmvrmnn SMMW.
less detailed, more in line with the cw,.,c& %mmm diredtions in ot oaw::ug »
scripts and early printed texts, For this opening scene, ﬂ_w. 17 JG@M am y:
“Vienen Butifar negro, y Lennarin y >_u&m::mnmﬁ mmonw ot[tes] n m_ :, ¥y
dize Butifar:” and Ms. 8§ reads similarly: .«wm_o: Butifar Jomaoﬁmﬂmmnm
Abdanacar y Lemnarin, sacerdotes negros. The suelta <nmm_o: .mﬁ HH u
to Calderon is yet briefer: “Salen w:amm.ﬁ >_“,an:.momr y n:m:ﬂm -

Martinez de Mora’s second $tage direction is equally wﬂoe % _M !
scribing the adtion and characterizing that §tatus of the charaéters by

their attire:

Por fuera del tablado bengan muchos negrillos con wo__:cmm y SMH
borilillos y guitar(r]as y los musicos bengan cantando lo @.:anﬂmm-
glule, Lemnarin con una caja en la mano y Abdanacar con censa
rios. Tras ellos luego el Rey Gaspar con corona como preso wa am m:‘
el Rey Melchor, mui bigarro, con corona y cetro, Q_ﬂ :Hm%: m&._nm
ombros de quatro negros, suben por un _umrw:acw “.w tablado, y

el Rey Melchor, que es negro [y] trae arco y flecha:

N .
Ms. 17 gives a significantly shorter version: “Salen algunos negro
. 1 unas
con sonyjas y tamborinos cantando y bailando, y el rey z&nwg nm
ar,
andas, que le traen en hombros quatro negros, y trac preso al rey aspar,
3
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v los negros delante cantando lo sigulente.” Ms. 8 shortens it as well,
adding significant—and confusing—variants in regard to color and
Caspar’s attire: “Salgan negros con tanboriles, dangando y cantando, y
saquen en andas al Rey Melchor, y benga asido el Rey Gaspar, betido
de judio, con el blanco, y eStése el sol descubierto.” “El blanco” must ap-
ply to Melchior, whose black skin is crucial to both the drama and much
raci$t humor in the play, and having Caspar dressed as a Jew 15 equally
out of place. Ms. 8 does not provide a li§t of personajes identifying the
charatters. Their identity is clearly specified, however, in the charaéter
L&t in Ms. 17 as: “Melchior, Rey negro,”“Gaspar rey yndio” and “Baltasar,
rey gentil.” Martinez de Mora gives a simple charaéter li§t but specifies
their racial identities in his $tage dire¢tions. That confusing &tage direc-
tion is typical of the text of Ms. 8. This version of the play, rather than
that of Martinez de Mora, is the one that deserves the classification
that Cotarelo y Mori’s assigns to the copy of our memoridn, that of a
“refundicién o arreglo.” Two different hands participated in making the
copy, one copying the fir§t and third a¢t and another the second, and it
1s possible that, as Ruano de la Haza poftulates in the case of the memo-
ridn manuscript of Peribdriez he §tudied, more than one individual may
have participated in its arrangement for another audience and theatrical
company (Ruano, “An Early Rehash”). To give but three examples from
A&t 3, the shortest at, Ms. 8 gives Melchior longer speeches about the
appropriateness of his reduétion from king to slave in Chrift’s service
and about a dishonored husband’s wish not to know his shame; cre-
ates for Burifar a longer speech asking the sun to give him a cloud
to shield him ftom the wrath of opposing forces as his usurpation of
power crumbles, and extends Melchior’s speech chastizing a defeated
and wounded Butifar for his treason.

Making a well-documented attempt to determine the affiliation
between the three manuscripts and two published versions of the play
would require a transcription of Ms. 8 and a careful collation of variants,
something that goes beyond the intent of my $tudy. In general, however,
both Ms. 8 and CS appear to be closer to Ms. 17 than to the Martinez
de Mora text, and [ believe that Ms. 17, the longest and, in some aspeéts
I will explain below, the moét “learned” version,® would have to be used

8 Ms. 1t7.133 was penned by a very neat hand, and its folios are numbered 224-47
apparently by the same hand, meaning it was made as part of a colleCtion. It aiso con-
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as a “copy text,” albeit drawing certain correftions ma.o.B Martinez mn
Mora. One would be that Ms. 7 (and the “Lope” oa;_OJ men.a on it)
includes a “rey de Albania” among the nine kings of the climadtic finale
rather than the “rey de América” of Martinez de Mora and Ms. 8, who

] akes a morte logical presence.

nn:%MWnM:cMQ._? that m\Hm:_ﬂS de Eo;-?oacnna “de :u.nao:m; s
overall a text worthy of respect. Ttis a far cry from the “rehash” Ruano de
Haza describes, and belongs rather with those by Remirez de >R:.m:o
of La dama boba and El principe perfello that Sdnchez de gmwwm:m
found to be “ai mucho menos tan incorreftos como cabria esperar .m:m
certainly not the sort of memorién texts of which Lope noiﬁ.r::&
(Sanchez Mariana, “Manuscritos dramdticos” ﬁou.w.?n m:.‘w act is very
close to that of Ms. (7, with the usual small variations in q«o& selec-
tion, deliberate or not, that occur in moft copies. Ms. 17 no:ﬁmEm‘mQ&n&
small fragments of longer speeches that are 03._:&. by Z.E:me de
Mora: a quintifla in which Melchior makes a mm@ of friendship <...:r the
conquered Caspar; 2 four-line song welcoming queen Anacrasis: two
four-line sections of romance in the sibyl’s lengthy mmgnr to Balthasar,
one admonishing him to follow the §tar that calls ?.E_ the other guar-
anteeing the truth of her speech as a sibyl; and two __:.mm .Om romance by
Androjeo, Balthasar’s brother warning him againét believing the words
of Jetrados. Moft of these lines appear in Ms. 8 and C8 as well. On .ﬁrn
other hand, Martinez de Mora includes a lengthy passage of 9.0 m,&w._
that Ms. 17 does not include, 28 lines of romance concerning OJ:% s di-
vine and human nature and the virgin birth to explain Balthasar’s m_‘nw:._
of a glass shield between heaven and earth and of the sun mmmnm:&:m
to earth without leaving heaven or breaking the glass and .ﬂrnan being
transformed into a beautiful child. To complicate the question of trans-
mission, the passage does appear in CS.

The accuracy of Martinez de Moras text of At 1 would .83? one
to think that he was indeed copying from another manuscript, except
for one telling derail: his rendition of the Biblical passages in H.w:.:.
Allowing for small differences in Ms. 8 ._::oa:n&. J\ orthographic
prattices not yet fixed in early modern Spain, the Latin in Ms. 17, Ms. 8

tains sorne notations in another hand, ones that have to do with the representation, such
as noting the point at which the apparitions of the §tar and music and the siby! should
be readied. They are very likely that of either an autor de comedias or an apuntador.
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and the swe/ta (and of course in the “Lope” edition) is correét. But even
taking into account such orthographic vacillation and the imprecise
separation of words in manuscript texts, Martinez de Mora's renditions
demondétrate the auditory misunder§tandings of someone not literate in
Latin and not in possession of a written text. As Melchior's solar priefts
read the “epictetos” written on the throne of the baby Jesus in At 1, Ms.
17, Ms. 8, and CS write correltly, “Verbum caro faftum e&” from John
1:13, but Martinez de Mora writes {as rendered in facsimile): “ber bun
caro fac tunes,” that is, separating the words but retaining spelling: “ber-
bun caro faltun es.” The n/m variation is a common spelling variation,
albeit perhaps unlikely in one who had learned to read and write basic
Latin, but the loss of the “t” from “et” clearly signals oral reception.
That oral reception seems equally clear in the next “epiteto,” which

Ms. 17, approximating the Latin of Chrit’s sermon at the last supper in

John 14:6 and a phrase from his injunction to the adulteress saved from

Stoning in John 8:12, to an oftosyllabic Line, writes: “ego sum veritas et

uita / et qui ambulat in me / non ambulat in tenebris.” As in all the texts

the following lines translate this into Spanish as: “Vida, camino y <a?~
dad / soy yo, y el que en mi camina / jamds va en oscuridad.” Martinez

de Mora, letting the width of his page set the line limits, writes: “ego

sun bia beritas et vita etqui anbulat yn / me non anbulad yn tenebris.”
ﬂ,m: is, with appropriate word separation, “ego sun bia, beritas et vita et

qui anbulat yn me non ambulad yn tenebris.” He thus recuperates the

word “via” dropped in Ms. 17's Latin text (and CS also follows Martinez

in this), again makes the n/m alteration, vacilates in the use of b and

v (as is his usual practice), but in one line writes more-or-less corre&ly
‘anbulat” and in the next, “anbulad.” Ms. 17 writes the third “epiteto” in

five lines:

<

natus est Jesus nazarenus

filius dauid, filius abrahan
filius Jacob. Magnus rex regum
et dominus dominantium

ex Maria virgine

9 My :._m:rm. to Marco Antenio Guriérrez Galindo, with his expertise in classical
philology, for helping me make sense of Martinez de Mora's imperfe&t Latin.
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Martinez de Mora, as before, allows page width to set his lines: “na-
rus es Jesus nacarenus hlius Dabid filius a- / brahan filius Jacob magnus
Rex Regun et do- / minus dominamgium ex Maria virjine.” With word
separation, then, he writes, “natus es Jests nacarenus, filius David, fillus
Abrahan, filius Jacob, magnus Rex Regun et dominus dominamgium ex
Maria virjine.” Although this is close to cotre, under the influence of
Spanish, he again drops the “t” from “e§t” as well as ftruggling with the
spelling of “dominantium” and rendeting “virgine” as a non-Latinate
Spanish ator might have read the “epilteto.”

The angelic injunétion to all mortals to worship Chrit in Ms. 17
is written as two vetses: “Regem cui omnia viuunt / venite adoremus”
and CS prints it identically, but Martinez de Mora renders it as one
Line, “Rejen cui omia vibum benite adoremos,” perhaps rendering an
aftor’s pronunciation of “regem” with an aspirated rather than hard ‘g,
and omitting the “n” he did not hear from “omnia.” Finally, Martinez de
Mora wrote the lagt Biblical line, a modified form of Chrift's command

to follow him in Marthew 1o:38, Mark 8:34, and Luke g:23 as “tolite
crugen mean et ynbeni§time,” where Ms. 17 has “tolite crucem meam
et inuenietisme.” Thus, Martinez changes the final *m” of “crucem” and
“meam” to “n,” and misspells the verb form “inuenietisme” under the in-
fluence of the Spanish second person plural.
Martinez de Mora’s second and third aéts differ more subftantially
from Ms. 17 than does the fir§t act. He omits some 32 lines from A&
2, dropping here and there four lines of romance or a guintiffa and a
proportional number of lines from the relatively short third alt. More
intereftingly, his assignation of lines to specific charalters deviates from
Ms. 17,1n the case of what we might call “indifferent” charadters; that is,
he sometimes gives a portion of dialogue between the three kings to an-
other king, in places where the assignment of the lines is not tied to the
plot. The most significant pattern of variation, however, occurs in his as-
signment of lines to the three robbers, Renato, Sileno and Lidoro. Since
they are barely individualized, except inasmuch as Renato appears to be
the leadet of the three, this memory slippage is mo$t understandable.
Mattinez de Mora also changes the placement of one scene in both
the second and the third a&. The changes are probably the reason that
Cotarelo y Mori said that in his manuscript, “Hay [...] escenas enteras
afiadidas y supresion de otras” in comparison with Ms. 17, because the
changes make an accurate comparison of the manuscripts confusing.

”
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Since the play involves separate plot lines for the three kings that cross
or Intertwine at various points until all unite at the end, this also in-
volves a more-or-less “indifferent” rearrangement. In that a, it involves
the placement of a scene in which Indian servants entertain Rojelana
in a garden until she falls asleep and the devi] disguised as her grandfa-
ther appears to command that she kill her father, Caspar, In Martinez
de Mora, that sequence appears before a sequence involving Butifars
passion for Melchior's queen Anacrasis and his efforts to force her to
yield to him. In the third a&, the shift is that of placing a scene in which
Melchior and Balthasar appear crowned and leading troops and observe
that Butifar’s troops are clashing with that of Caspar, before a sequence
of scenes that begins with Butifar's appearance to ask the sun to send
a cloud to hide him from Melchior’s people, who have rebelled againgt
the usurper.

The most interedting variant, however, is that which concerns the
beginning of the third alt, which Cotarelo vy Mori describes as being
“bastante incompleto”in the Martines de Mora text. Ms. 17 does include
two scenes, over too lines that do not appear in his text. They involve:
firdt, the return of Balthasar to his kingdom only to be advised by his
loyal servant that he mu§t fee since his brother Androgeo has taken
power and turned his vassals againét him; and second, that om\?:aﬂommo_
commanding troops to pursue Balthasar, after which one of the robbers
who had caprured Anacrisis offers to sell her to Androgeo, who not
only buys her but says he will make her his queen. Martinez de Mora’s
third act begins instead with the scene that follows, in which Rojelana
prepares to sacrifice her father Caspar for the heresy of denying that
the Sun is the supreme deity. At the end of the fir&t alt, Martinez de
Mora (who consistently writes a catchword or words at the foot of each
manuscript page), notes equivalent “carch phrases” for the beginning
of A&s 2 and 3. His second a& does begin with the phrase lifted, but
for the third, he wrote “aqui mi Xpo [Christo] os alabo,” a line which
begins a later scene in which Melchior makes his fir§t Act 5 appearance,
dressed as a slave. It is very different from the At 3 opening he wrote,

“Descubrid esa cortina / del tunesto cadalso,” However, what Cotarelo
y Mori did not note, or record, is that the third aét of M. 17 originally
began with those same lines, but then crossed out the heading “Jornada
tr* del mayor Rey de los reyes” and added before it a duplicate f. 242,

i i 3 15si .GREER 2
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with a new “Jornada ter¢era” heading mo:ofma by the 107 ‘::.mw. at Hmn
end of which the copyiét wrote “adelante,” with an arrow wo_:::.m to ﬂim
following folio. To complicate the pifture m:‘ﬁrnmgm.. 8 also Uam_:m,mﬁ mh-
the same sceue as the Martinez de Mora Em::mﬂ.:uﬁ as QOn.m 9 \ ~
though the latter generally follows zm 7. The opening mnm:mmmw_nrw.mmw
definitely add balance to the play, giving more importance to Ba N
and his brother’s usurpation of power, Er_nv had r.:ra:o g@wﬁ nmw.
space than the Melchior and Caspar Eon_._:mm. Given the nﬁ ence M?
the Ms. 17 manuscript, however, it seems rrm_k that the work was p )
formed in more than one version, with and without ﬂroma. mnn:_nmv%:,
perhaps that Martinez had heard and remembered two <a_.m5:w,_nm ing
him to write down one “catch phrase” at the w:a Om. >®.r but ﬂm_‘_ﬁo
begin At 3 with the sacrifice scene. | believe it also is nﬁﬂm:nn t at he
remembered scenes more vividly and accurately than ﬁra—._‘ sefjuencing,
hence remembering Melchioc’s fir§t A&t 3 scene as a possible aét open-
ing rather than the firft A& 3 scenes of Balthasar and mewmw
In summary, then, the Martinez de Mora manuscript m_:.&m cM an
insight not only into the complex paths om:‘m:m::mm_o:. of early mo w:
theatrical texts, but also into a particular case o:vnmw:nﬁ memory. mM
from a careless rehash, the text Martinez left us is rich in visual awﬂmw_
and quite impressively accurate. Had no other text of the play m:gwwu\_
the one he left us would itself be a s.::nmm to the @m.:qonam:nn 0
mayor rey de los reyes worthy of publication in its own right.

Duke UNIVERSITY
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