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The Orthography of Proper Names in Modern-spelling Editions of Shakespeare by Jürgen Schäfer 


In recent years the question of editions has received increasing scholarly attention and there is still discussion as to which type -- old-spelling, modern-spelling, photographic, facsimile or diplomatic reprint -- is most appropriate for Elizabethan drama, in particular for Shakespeare. 1 In spite of the debate there is little doubt that modernized editions are still the most widely used, both by the general reader and the literary critic, and will probably continue to be so, perhaps even after the publication of the Oxford Old-Spelling Shakespeare. In these editions there is still a tendency, however, to allow editorial tradition from Rowe to Clark and Wright to outweigh the results of the new bibliography; in consequence, the principle of "full" or "complete" modernization 2 which should be their raison d’être is often affected. Even if one considers only those texts which avoid archaic forms not recognized by the OED, it is striking that there remains at least one group of words, the historical and significant names, which is never consistently subjected to the principle of modernization nor to any other editorial principle. A careful survey of these names reveals that the present textual situation can only be understood as the incomplete application of modern editorial principles in conflict with editorial tradition. Within this limited group of words it is of particular interest to examine the effects actually achieved as a result of this conflict.
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In addition to the task of differentiating characters or places, the assigning of proper names in literary works has to take into account at least two further potential functions: historical identification and association. The function of historical identification may be attributed to all those names which exist beyond the literary work as historical realities and attain their fullest significance only in this connection, primarily the character and place-names 3 of Shakespeare’s histories; the function of association belongs mainly to those names based on common nouns, significant names in the broadest sense, which are used especially for the minor characters of the comedies. In some cases the two functions may be intertwined as, for example, in Shakespeare’s use of the historical place-name Venice to evoke among his contemporaries the idea of stern justice. Whether they occur frequently or only once, whether they figure prominently or occur in a side remark, historical and significant names always play an integral role in Shakespearean drama and cannot be neglected without some detriment to the reader’s understanding. 4 If these names are to retain the important functions of identification and association in their original clarity, they should be modernized along with the text.

The modernization of proper names constitutes a problem whose extent is amply demonstrated by the fact that no two of the scholarly editions which have been published since the Cambridge Edition agree which names should be modernized or what orthography they should have. 5 A century has passed since Clark and Wright finished their task, yet no subsequent editor has developed or consistently applied a comprehensive principle. It seems that the Cambridge editors themselves did not concentrate their attention on an area which perhaps appeared minor to them. But even if each of their decisions could be justified in the light of 19th-century scholarship, results obtained using the methods of the new -- and the "newer" -- bibliography make their policy in determining the spelling of proper names appear haphazard and arbitrary. Neither those few editors who have faithfully preserved the orthography of the Cambridge Edition nor the larger group who have tried to emancipate themselves from this towering influence present solutions which are convincing in all cases. Though the principle of complete modernization of historical place-names and significant 
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names advocated in these pages may not find general approval, it seems necessary to examine a larger sample of the cases in detail so that the joint evidence may show the surprising degree of editorial diversity and the need to re-examine the problem on the basis of our present knowledge of the nature of the authoritative texts.




In the preface to the first edition of the Cambridge Shakespeare the editorial principles of William George Clark and William Aldis Wright in determining proper names are not mentioned but in the case of the group of historical place-names they can be established relatively easily. Over the centuries preceding editors had been following a general policy of gradually modernizing one historical name after another: as a rule each new edition retained those modernizations already documented and occasionally added a new form to the common stock. The Cambridge editors seem to have frozen the text at the stage they encountered; they neither returned to the old forms nor did they add any modernized ones. They retained, for example, the First Folio’s Meisen, assumedly because nobody had modernized it, and also the uniform Poictiers introduced by Pope, which had not been revised by any subsequent editor, although the modern equivalents must have been familiar to the educated reader of their day. They accepted without comment the fact that the prosody is occasionally affected by modernization: following Rowe and Pope they changed the trisyllabic forms Marcellus and Marcellœ to the modern disyllabic Marseilles; following Reed’s revision of 1803 they changed the monosyllabic Roan to the disyllabic Rouen. It is important to note this freezing of the modernization process in the Cambridge Edition because a few decades later the movement of the preceding centuries towards modernization is reversed. In this century there have been a few attempts at modernizing such forms as Poictiers and Meisen, 6 but they have been more than offset by the tendency to return to copy-text forms. Two stages in this process can be distinguished. At the beginning of the century only 
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modernized forms affecting the metre were discarded: Craig’s Roan and Brigstocke’s Marsellis (Arden, 1904) are the earliest examples. A second stage begins with Kittredge’s Frankford and Harflew where the Elizabethan pronunciation is restored although the prosody as such is not affected. Editorial tendencies of this century are very different from those of preceding centuries since the attempts to re-introduce copy-text forms have neither been generally accepted by subsequent editors, nor have they attained more than an experimental stage in any given edition. The cumulative evidence, however, points to a marked tendency to return to copy-text forms based on a reconsideration of the intricate problems of Elizabethan pronunciation.

That this new editorial attitude entails considerable difficulties should not be overlooked. Some of these are of a more practical nature, and there are some basic objections. It certainly is no light matter that the uniformity of names occurring in variant forms is put in jeopardy. Nor does it seem irrelevant that many of the resulting forms are meaningless to the modern reader without an explanatory footnote. It should also be taken into consideration that modern equivalents can offer the necessary flexibility in those cases where metrical demands might speak in favor of retaining copy-text forms. When the modern disyllabic Marseilles is used to replace the trisyllabic Elizabethan form, the use of a diacritical mark, for example, can restore the trisyllable which the metre requires. 7 If the demands of prosody can be satisfied by such an adaptation of modern orthography, the re-introduction of other Elizabethan forms hardly seems justifiable.

Apart from these questions of detail it has to be emphasized that the practice of restoring the Elizabethan forms of place-names in an otherwise completely modernized text has not been carried out consistently by any editor, nor has each Elizabethan form found its champion. The basic problem is whether this practice of re-introducing archaic forms can be raised to a reasonable and working editorial principle. It is significant that editors have rather sporadically retained the one or other old form but seem to have avoided names which would put such a principle to the test, as, for example, those names with variant spellings. Contrary to modern usage Milan is usually stressed on the first syllable in Shakespeare, a pronunciation which might be indicated by retaining a form with double -ll-. Unfortunately, we find two Elizabethan variants in the authoritative texts: Millaine (TMP, TGV, ADO) 8 and Millane (JN). Omitting for a 
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moment the possibility of modernization, four editorial choices present themselves: 1) exact reproduction of both forms, 2) retention of an "accepted" Elizabethan form, 3) retention of the form preferred by Shakespeare, 4) construction of a form that suggests the Elizabethan pronunciation to the modern reader, e.g. Millan. It is obvious that the second and third choices offer no real basis for solving the problem. There is no fixed Elizabethan orthography, a condition also obtaining for foreign toponyms, 9 and it is practically impossible to determine Shakespeare’s spelling preference in this case, assuming that he had one. Millaine, the more frequent form, seems to be independent of compositor, a fact which might be interpreted as pointing to a Shakespearean preference; the same form, however, might simply reflect Ralph Crane’s preference since he transcribed those plays in which Millaine occurs most often. The form Millane might have its origin in the foul papers of King John, but even this would provide an insufficient basis for determining a Shakespearean preference. The adoption of the first choice would be confusing and contrary to the general principle of making proper names uniform throughout the same modern-spelling edition. A synthetic form such as Millan might prove least exceptionable, but could create the erroneous impression of an authentic Elizabethan reading, quite apart from confusing the reader as to the identity of the place actually intended.

Barring modernization it seems at best an open question whether a consistent editorial principle that is also textually satisfactory can be developed to cover the many possibilities. But even if such a principle could be evolved, it is still questionable whether place-names in their Elizabethan form are compatible with a text that is in other regards fully modernized. The argument of preserving Elizabethan pronunciation does not really seem cogent since in all other cases the phonetic development of the English language is carefully reflected. Such an argument also fails to take into account place-names whose Elizabethan orthography coincides with the modern but whose Elizabethan pronunciation was considerably different. It may be interesting for the historian of the English language that the name of the French harbor Harfleur was probably pronounced Harflew; it should be no less interesting that the capital of the Imperium Romanum was apparently homophonous with room and that Shakespeare more than once bases a 
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pun on this phonetic identity. For the modern reader the form Rome no longer reflects this identity, which, thus, goes unnoted in the modern edition.

The retention of a few Elizabethan forms is apt to mislead the reader; even more serious is the undue prominence given to random samples of historical changes in pronunciation which can be profitably studied only within the context of an old-spelling edition. With historical place-names, therefore, the only feasible determinant would be whether an unmistakable identification is possible. That this question is still far from being settled in all cases was shown some years ago with the form Champaigne (1H6 1.1.60 F1) which many editors had understood as the province of Champagne and accordingly altered until A. S. Cairncross (New Arden) identified it on the basis of Shakespeare’s sources as the town of Compiègne. If the identity of the historical place is beyond doubt, however, it is difficult to understand why the original forms should not be modernized in a modern-spelling edition.




In contrast to the treatment of historical place-names the guidelines used by Clark and Wright in handling significant names are more difficult to discern. Their treatment of these names may be called somewhat arbitrary even if one takes into account their general editorial policy of making the First Folio the basis of their text while regarding quarto forms and the alterations of subsequent folios, especially those of the Second, as readings with some authority. Under this policy many of the modernizations introduced into the tradition by their predecessors, notably Pope and Capell, were discarded again and replaced by readings from the quartos and folios. This process was not carried out consistently since quite a number of later modernizations were permitted to stand. The results are rather colorful. In some cases the folios eventually provide a completely modernized form which is then retained, e.g. Keepe-downe (MM Ff1-2), Keep-downe (F3), Keep down (F4), Keepdown (Cambridge). Frequently minor alterations are made silently in order to attain the modern form, but these take on an accidental character since they, too, are not consistently effected. A mute -e is often admitted or omitted, e.g. Ouer-don (MM F1), Overdon (Ff2-4) is changed to Overdone, Halfe-Canne (Ff1-2), Half(-)Canne (Ff3-4) to Half-can; Dumbe (2H4 Q), however, is retained in its Elizabethan form. Consonants are sometimes doubled, e.g. Dogbery (ADO Q, Ff) is changed to Dogberry, but Belman (SHR 
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Ff) is retained. A vowel may occasionally be altered without comment, as Sugersop (SHR Ff) is changed to Sugarsop, or the alteration may be justified in a textual note: Rebick (ROM Qq2-3, Ff3-4) or Rebicke (Ff1-2) is changed to Rebeck, following Rowe iii. Forms such as Ote(-) cake (ADO Q,Ff) and Sea(-)cole (ADO Q, Ff3-4), on the other hand, are retained. Since the New English Dictionary with its helpful listings of historic variants had not yet begun to appear, a certain inconsistency was perhaps inevitable at the time; in the light of modern textual advances it is certainly no longer defensible today.

Editorial policy in subsequent editions has been marked by a general, though not unanimous, effort to modernize significant names. It seems that without a single exception modern editors have adopted all those forms modernized in the Cambridge edition; even those editors who continue to record faithfully the old forms retained in the Cambridge do not return to copy-text readings when Clark and Wright have happened to modernize them: the reader will look in vain for Rebick, Teare-sheet or Bul-calfe in modern-spelling editions of the 20th century. Here, however, the common policy ends. There is not only a distinction to be made between the conservatives and the far larger group of modernizers, it is also virtually impossible to find two editors who modernize the same names. Most remarkable is the fact that none of them has dared to carry out a consistent and complete modernization of significant names that were left in their Elizabethan or 18th-century dress a hundred years ago, 10 although in all cases substantial bibliographical evidence can be brought forward in favor of modernization, not to mention attempts prior to the Cambridge Edition which can be cited as precedents for most names.

In pleading for complete modernization it is perhaps to the point to ask whether a graphic differentiation between a significant name and its corresponding common noun or adjective was intended by Shakespeare at all. The stylistic device in which the graphic appearance of a significant name is altered slightly while its phonetic identity remains untouched is particularly appropriate for modern English, and an array of modern literary characters passes in this thin disguise before the reader; in Dickens, for example, a broad procession (Airey, Buzfuz, Claypole, Dedlock) marches through the alphabet. It seems a mistake, however, to assume such an intention for Shakespeare. In the first 
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place the use of this device requires a fixed orthography which did not then exist; second, such a device can only be conceived with a reading public in mind since its intellectual charm depends upon the reader’s ability to see through the phonetic spelling. Consequently, an anachronistic 11 and inaccurate impression is produced in the modern reader’s mind when he is confronted with significant names in their accidental Elizabethan dress, and this impression can only be heightened when an editor retains the proper name in its Elizabethan form but modernizes the corresponding common noun or adjective. More critical are those cases in which a modern reader not conversant with Elizabethan spelling peculiarities is misled with regard to the significance of the name either because its significant character is no longer recognizable or, even more serious, because the allusion seems to be to a completely different word in modern English. It has to be emphasized that the modernization of these names has nothing to do with emendation; on the contrary, one might well ask if the occasional retention of Elizabethan forms in an otherwise completely modernized text does not assume the nature of "passive" or "contextual" emendation.

It may be asked further what authority the quarto and folio readings of significant names have and to what extent they can be expected to reflect authorial spelling. As far as "ordinary" words are concerned, we know that their spelling was largely a "compositorial prerogative"; a certain interference of the compositor’s spelling preferences has to be assumed, no matter whether the printer’s copy was a manuscript or a printed text. 12 Many other factors, such as the transcription by Ralph Crane, must be assumed to have already obscured the authorial spelling. There is some evidence that the forms of proper names were more carefully preserved on their way from the foul papers to the extant printed texts, but it is a question whether this also applies to significant names, which are, after all, capitalized common nouns or adjectives. 13 
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If there is no evidence to the contrary, it seems safe to assume that the significant names in Shakespeare owe their ultimate printed forms to many factors, not the least of which may be compositorial preference.

In determining the significance of a name the modern editor is no longer restricted to the tools of literary and non-bibliographical textual criticism. In some cases bibliographical methods can contribute valuable independent evidence. The following criteria are considered to be decisive in establishing the actual meaning of an apparently significant name. In addition to the internal evidence all forms of the name in the early editions (Qq, F1) must be listed by the OED as Elizabethan variants for the common noun or adjective. They have further to be shown to coincide with the orthography of the corresponding common nouns or adjectives in the early texts if they occur there. Finally, the possibility of compositorial preference has to be investigated. 14 The significant character of several proper names which may have been doubtful on the basis of internal evidence alone can be established beyond reasonable doubt by reference to bibliographical methods; the meaning of many other names can be corroborated in this way. By combining all the available evidence the last impediments to modernization, doubts concerning the significance of certain names, can be removed.

As has been mentioned, the need for modernization becomes especially critical when proper noun and common noun occur in the same Elizabethan spelling. Modernizing only the common noun produces a differentiation not intended by the author and may result in obscuring the significance of the name. In ADO, for example, the name Seacole occurs three times in the authoritative quarto as the name of the night watchman and the sexton (3.3.10, 12; 3.5.52); Dogberry’s comment "God hath bless’d you with a good name" leaves no doubt as to the name’s significance. The allusion is to coal imported by sea from Newcastle with its considerably higher heating value and price than the charcoal offered by colliers. The forms sea-cole and sea-coale seem 
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to have been used interchangeably, and we find that in the Folio the name, which always occurs in long lines, has been changed to Seacoale while the common noun continues to appear in the form sea-cole (WIV 1.4.8; 2H4 2.1.85<Q1 sea cole). Most editors have modernized the proper noun along with the common noun. The modernization of the parallel Otecake needs hardly to be discussed in detail since it also has been rather generally modernized. There are, however, at least two editions of this century which have modern Oatcake and Elizabethan Seacole side by side.

As with Seacoal and Oatcake there seems to be no reason why Elizabethan forms should be retained for Dumb (2H4 2.4.83) and Turf (SHR Ind.2.92). The phonetic similarity remains unaffected when the variants Dumbe and Turph are used, though the modern reader will undoubtedly see an attempt at disguise where none exists in fact. Such an impression must certainly be expected in the case of the incongruous juxtaposition of Mistress Quickly’s "Master Dumb, our minister" if the Dumbe variant is retained. In the case of Peter Turf it is difficult to see why any special importance should be attached to the obvious coincidence of the copy-text form: turph (LLL 4.2.84: D<Q1 turph; AYL 3.4.44: C; CYM 5.3.14: B) and turfe (MND 2.2.41: C<Q2 turffe; H5 4.1.14: A; HAM 4.5.31: B) are used throughout the Folio without recognizable distinction and occur with equal frequency.

The graphic evidence should also be the determining factor in modernizing to Dizzy. The First Folio’s Dizie (MM 4.3.11) is listed in the OED as an Elizabethan variant which is also used in the Folio for the adjective (LR 4.6.12). Both occurrences were set by Compositor B, who changed the Lear example from the Quarto’s dizi. The other two instances of the adjective (1H6 4.7.11; TRO 5.2.172<Q1 dizzy) read dizzie and were set by Compositor A. 15 Though these four examples cannot be regarded as sufficient for determining compositorial preferences, there is at least the possibility that Dizie is Compositor B’s preferred form and that the significance is indeed "dizzy". Semantically Dizzy may be understood either as "foolish, stupid" (OED a.1) or "mentally or morally unsteady, giddy" (OED a.4). There seems to be little support for the interpretation "gambler", a suggestion advanced in the New Arden, obviously in connection with Steevens’ conjecture Dicey. The necessary prerequisite for this conclusion, i.e. that dize is an Elizabethan variant of dice, seems to be lacking: neither in the OED nor in the First Folio, where the form dice 
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occurs eight times, dicers and dic’d each once, is a variant form with -z- to be found. In addition, the differentiation of the vowel sounds of dicey [ßi] and dizzy [i] at Shakespeare’s time would preclude this double allusion. Such an interpretation is further weakened by the fact that Steevens’ conjecture was apparently based on a misreading. 16

The retention of Belman (SHR Ind. 1.20; F1 short line), the name of a hound, offers an example of a form which tends to lead the modern reader astray since if there is an association, it is most likely to be with the French bel. The name, however, does not refer to the beauty of the animal but rather to the bell-like quality of its voice. Similar dogs’ names are not infrequent in the Elizabethan period; in Shakespeare, for example, we find Ringwood (WIV 2.1.106), whose barking causes the wood to resound. An unquestionable reference to this connotation, strange perhaps nowadays, may be found in Theseus’ words when he proudly refers to the euphony of his pack, "match’d in mouth like bells" (MND 4.1.120). In addition, the F1 distribution of variant spellings for the word bell supports the interpretation "bell-man". As a common noun the word in question occurs once in the Folio (MAC 2.2.3) and is spelled Bellman by Compositor A; the form Belman, however, was set by Compositor B. There is only one parallel compound in Shakespeare, bell-wether, which is spelled Bel-/weather by Compositor B (AYL 3.2.71), though another compositor, probably A, uses the form Bell-weather (WIV 3.5.98). The noun "bell" shows a similar distribution of forms with one -l and with double -ll. The uninflected form reads bell, irrespective of compositor, but the plural form shows an interesting variation: Compositor A always uses the form with double -ll (1H6 1.6.11; 2H6 3.1.366; 3H6 1.1.47), whereas Compositor B exhibits a noticeable preference for the form bels, which he uses four times (AYL 2.7.114; 3.3.70; JN 2.1.312; HAM 3.1.158) as opposed to his use of belles (TN 5.1.34; 2H6 5.1.3) or bells (OTH 2.1.110). Both the internal and the typographical evidence in this case give equal support to the significance "bell-man" and to the consequent modernization of the copy-text form.

Though the retention of old spellings in the above instances may produce an anachronistic impression of a conscious graphic distinction or may obscure the true significance of the name, the phonetic similarity remains unchanged. In contrast, the readings Shootie (F1) or Shooty (F2) will probably mislead the reader both graphically and 
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phonetically. This significant name from Measure for Measure (4.3.15) presents one of the cases in which internal evidence alone (though this must have led Capell to suggest "Shoetie" originally) remains somewhat inconclusive, and additional criteria are necessary to establish the meaning beyond doubt. As Warburton’s conjecture Shooter demonstrates, Pompey’s reference to "braue Mr Shootie the great Traueller" gives rise to an association with bravado and shooting and may cause the reader to think of armed journeys. On the other hand, if braue is understood as "showy", Capell’s suggestion Shootye seems quite logical, particularly since there are many contemporary allusions to the extravagant foreign fashion of conspicuous shoe ornaments. It should also be noted that there is no parallel case in Shakespeare of a significant name derived from a verb in such a way.

In considering the bibliographical evidence it is not sufficient that both shoo and tie are listed in the OED as seventeenth-century forms; the evidence of the First Folio has to be examined in detail. 17 The common noun occurs only once (WT 4.4.591) and is spelled Shooe-tye on a page set by Compositor A; the proper noun, however, was set by Compositor B. The preferred spelling of both Compositors A and B for the uninflected form of "(un)tie" is (un)tye, 18 but Compositor B does use the form tie twice, one of these occurring on the same page as Shootie (G3a23). More important is the negative evidence that Compositor B "displays a consistently strong preference for the final -y form of all words [i.e. polysyllabic] which can vary between final -y and -ie." 19 This preference would lead one to expect the spelling Shooty in a disyllabic word derived from "to shoot", not however Shootie. The spelling of the first syllable of the name is also revealing. The plural of "shoe", except for the obsolete form shoon, appears as shooes or shoes; the uninflected form, noun and verb, always occurs in one of two variants: shooe, used eight times (TMP 3.2.22: B; TGV 2.3.13, 14, 14, 16, 22: C; LLL 1.2.159: C<Q1 shoo; H5 4.1.47: A), and shoo, used six times (ERR 3.2.101: B; MV 1.2.38: A or D<Q1 shoo; AYL 3.2.352: B; H5 4.7.137: B; HAM 2.2.229: C; LR 4.6.185: B<Q1 shoot). Of these last six examples four were set by Compositor B, who 
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uses the form shooe only once in a justified line. B, thus, shows a preference for the form shoo which the other compositors do not seem to share. In the light of Elizabethan spelling habits it is, therefore, possible that Shootie means "shoe-tie"; the fact that the form was set by Compositor B makes this meaning plausible to the exclusion of the meaning "shooty". By combining the bibliographical with the internal evidence the meaning of the name can be reasonably well established, and there should be no hesitation about modernizing to Shoetie if the original sense is to be retained. 20

Another example of those forms which give neither graphic nor phonetic clues to their original significance is the name of Don Armado’s page in Love’s Labour’s Lost. This name occurs four times in the text and once in the stage directions in the form Moth. It was Richard Grant White who first applied orthographic criteria and established that the significance of the name is actually "mote" since the corresponding common noun, modernized to mote by all editors, is also spelled moth in the quartos and the First Folio with the exception of H5 Q3 where the form moath appears; only the plural, used once, reads moats (PER Q1 4.4.21). Further, the copious allusions to the small stature of the page unmistakably point to this meaning. R. G. White’s argumentation has been generally accepted, as explanatory and glossarial notes in several editions suggest; yet the necessary consequence, that the name should be modernized along with the common noun, has not yet been effected by a single editor -- despite the widespread conviction that the traditional form no longer conveys the original Elizabethan sense.

This curious phenomenon presents another aspect of 20th-century modernization policy. Of the significant names retained in their Elizabethan forms by Clark and Wright only unobtrusive ones have been modernized. All editors have avoided changes affecting a well-known character in a noticeable way, especially since this would also mean defying the tradition of the last two hundred and fifty years. 21 If a 
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minor character is involved, there is not the same degree of hesitancy. An example is offered by the case of the elf in Midsummer Night’s Dream with the same name as Armado’s page: at least one editor has modernized to Mote though in an individual edition (Arden), thus sparing him from making the consequent change in Love’s Labour’s Lost. It is unfortunate that the impression of lightness, grace and minuteness which the significant name should convey in both of these instances is suggested to the modern reader by Moth rather than Mote and that the latter now seems to be inextricably connected with the biblical admonition. This change in connotative value may further explain the reluctance of editors to modernize this name though it is no secret that similar changes in connotation have affected many other words since Shakespeare’s time. The fact that there is general scholarly agreement that Shakespeare intended Mote in both these plays should make modernization indispensable. The inconsistency of the prevalent policy becomes all too obvious when one considers that some editors would probably not hesitate to change both names to Mote if the Elizabethan form for both the insect and the particle did not happen to be identical with the modern form for the insect.

Unlike those names already treated in which an initial ambiguity can be removed by applying external and internal evidence, there are some names whose significant character cannot be established beyond doubt, but even in the face of a certain ambivalence the traditional forms no longer seem justified in a modern edition. Proteus’ servant in The Two Gentlemen of Verona and Bassanio’s servant in The Merchant of Venice are good examples; their names are usually given as Launce and Launcelot. The former may be the Christian name "Lance", a short form for Lancelot, 22 or may signify "lance", the weapon or the surgical instrument (cf. OED sb.1. & 3). In order to retain this ambiguous nature the form should be modernized to Lance, which leaves the modern reader with the same choice as the original.

The name of the servant in The Merchant of Venice presents a more difficult problem. The form Launcelot is Rowe’s emendation; the authoritative text (Q1) has Launcelet throughout. 23 In Pavier’s 
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reprint of 1619 and in the First Folio, both of which were set from Q1, the name is spelled Launcelet and Lancelet. The form Lancelot does occur once (Q2 2.2.77), but it is more than overbalanced by the approximately ninety occurrences in Q1, Q2 and F1, all ending in -et; it is, therefore, difficult not to regard this isolated instance in a derived text as a misprint. Not unlike Launce, the name may be significant and refer to the clownish witticisms of the character or it may be a contemporary variant of the Christian name Lancelot, 24 especially since it precedes the family name Iobbe. The exigencies of modern orthography, however, do not so happily coincide here as in the case of Launce/Lance, and a choice between Lancelet and Lancelot is necessary. The form Lancelot, which has been used in two modern editions, 25 precludes any allusion to "lancelet", whereas Lancelet is both closer to the copy-text form and will, in connection with the family name, undoubtedly also suggest "Lancelot". Either of these two modernized forms seems preferable to Rowe’s Launcelot, which in modern usage refers exclusively to the hero of Arthurian legend, a questionable allusion in this case.




Editorial policy regarding historical place-names and significant names may go unnoticed when reading an individual play in a particular edition; on the basis of the cumulative evidence of a larger sample of names and editions, however, the surprising diversity and the changes in editorial attitudes become recognizable. From the authoritative texts to the editions of the last century an uninterrupted tradition of gradual modernization can be observed which comprises historical and significant names. The Cambridge Edition represents a turning point in this process. With historical names Clark and Wright preserved the stage of modernization which had already been attained; the twentieth century introduced the new tendency of returning to Elizabethan forms. With significant names the Cambridge editors restored a number of Elizabethan forms, both in cases where the meaning 
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was obvious and in cases where the internal evidence was perhaps considered insufficient for a particular significance; twentieth-century editors have resumed the modernization process, taking the Cambridge readings as their starting point.

In regard to both modernization and restoration, the practices of modern editors can be called at best experimental, at worst inconsistent. Each edition offers a different example of a compromise between editorial tradition and a partial reconsideration of the problem. No editor has consistently applied a recognizable principle; this is also true of those who simply preserve the Cambridge readings for they are on no safer ground. The inconsistency is the same whether a single editor or many (Arden, Yale) have prepared the texts. No two editions modernize or restore the same names. Three different editors may retain -- in addition to the special cases of well-known characters -- only three old forms, but the three names are never identical: W. J. Craig, for example, preserves Bede, Dizie, Dumbe; Wilson has Belman, Dizie, Turph; Sisson retains Belman, Dumbe, Turph. A similar phenomenon can be observed with place-names: Kittredge has Calais, Frankford, Harflew; the New Arden reads Callice (only R2), Frankfort, Harfleur; the Revised Yale offers Callice, Frankfort, Harflew.

Modern-spelling editions have been termed "semi-popular" and it is obvious that they cannot provide the best text for the Shakespeare scholar. But they will always present the main access to the plays, both for the general reader and for many a serious student of literature. Those readers who prefer a modern-spelling edition deserve to be offered a scholarly text prepared in a way which enables them to grasp the Shakespearean meaning as fully and as directly as present-day orthography permits. In such a case the need for an editor to be faithful to his original cannot be understood as an exact replication of selected copy-text forms. Quite apart from the possibility that these may be accidental and not authorial, it must be taken into account that they change their nature in a modernized context and begin to convey impressions which no longer reflect the author’s intentions. It may be tempting to preserve some Elizabethan flavor with at least the proper names, but this can only be done at the expense of clarity. The principle of full modernization, once embraced, has to be applied without exception since it is only this method, paradoxically enough, that is able to reflect the Shakespearean meaning within the new context.
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SURVEY OF READINGS

In this survey the modern editions consulted are listed in the order of their dates of publication in order to indicate possible dependencies. The following abbreviations have been used: G = Cambridge and Globe Editions; C = W. J. Craig (1892, Oxford Standard Authors 1905); A = Arden Shakespeare (1899-1924); N = W. A. Neilson (Riverside Edition, 1906; C. J. Hill’s revised edition of 1942 makes no changes in proper names); Y = Yale Shakespeare (1917-1927); NC = New Cambridge Shakespeare (1921-1966); R = M. R. Ridley (New Temple Shakespeare, 1934-1936); K = G. L. Kittredge (1936); P = T. M. Parrott (1938; selection); Al = P. Alexander (1951); NA = New Arden Edition (1951-); S = C. J. Sisson (1954); RY = Revised Yale Edition (1954-); M = J. Munro (London Shakespeare, 1957). In addition, the forms preferred by H. Kökeritz, Shakespeare’s Names: A Pronouncing Dictionary (1959), are included under the abbreviation "Kö". Some editions adopt the Cambridge readings in all cases and have, therefore, not been listed independently: C. H. Herford (Eversley Edition, 1899-1900); G. B. Harrison (1948); H. Craig (1951). The numbers preceding the OED variants refer to the centuries in which these forms were used (e.g. 6 = 16th century).
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	Name in Modernized Form	Qq, Ff Emendations Modernizations	Modern Editions
	BEAD (PEAD)	Q1: Pead	__
	WIV 5.5.47	F1: Bede	G, C, Y, R, M
		Theobald i: Pede	Al
		Collier i: Bead	A, N, NC, K, S, Kö
		OED: 3-7 bede
	BELLMAN	F1: Belman	G, A, N, Y, NC, R, K, Al, S, M, Kö
	SHR Ind.1.20	Bellman	C, RY
		OED: 4-7 bel
	CALAIS	Q1 (R2), F1: Callice	RY (R2, H5), NA (R2)
	JN, R2, H5, 1H6, 3H6	Rowe i:	G, C, A, N, Y, R, K, NC, P, Al, S, NA (JN, H5, 1H6, 3H6), M, Kö
		Calais
		Pope i:
	DIZZY	F1: Dizie	K, P, M, Kö, NA
	MM 4.3.11	F2: Dizy	G, C, A, NC, Al
		Pope i: Dizzy	N, Y, R, RY, S
		Steevens: Dicey	___
		OED: 6-7 dizie
	DUMB	Q: Dumbe	G, C, N, Y, A, R, K, P, Al, S, M
	2H4 2.4.83	F1: Dombe	___
		F3: Domb	___
		Capell: Dumb	NC, Kö, NA
		OED: 4-7 dumbe
		4-7 dombe
	ELBE	Qq1-3: Elme	___
	H5 1.2.45,52	F1: Elue	___
		F2: Elve	R
		Capell: Elbe	G, C, A, N, Y, K, P, NC, Al, NA, S, RY, M, Kö
	FRANKFORT	Q1, F1: Franckford	___
	MV 3.1.73	F4: Frankford	K
		Rowe iii: Frankfort	G, C, A, N, Y, NC, R, P, Al, S, NA, M, Kö, RY
	GISORS	F1: Guysors	G, C, A, N, R, K, Al, NC, S, M, Kö, NA
	1H6 1.1.61
		Gisors	Y
	HARFLEUR	Qq, F1: Harflew	K, RY
	H5	Rowe i: Harfleur	G, C, A, N, Y, P, NC, Al, NA, S, M, Kö
	KIMBOLTON	F1: Kymmalton	___
	H8 4.1.34	F3: Kimbolton	G, C, N, A, Y, R, K, Al, S, M, Kö, NC
		Kimmalton	NA
	LANCE TGV	F1: Launce	G, C, A, N, NC, Y, R, K, Al, S, M, Kö
		Lance	___
		OED: 3-8 launce
	LANCELET/LANCELOT MV	Q1: Launcelet	___
		Q2, F1: Launcelet	___
		Lancelet	___
		Rowe i: Launcelot	G, C, A, N, Y, R, K, P, Al, NA, M, Kö, RY
		Lancelot	NC, S
		OED: 6 launcelet
	MARSEILLES
	AWW 4.4.9	F1: Marcellæ	___
		F2: Marsellis	A
		Rowe i: Marsellies	___
		Rowe iii: Marseilles	G, C, N, Y, R, K, Al, S, M, Kö
		Marseillës	NC
		Marcellus	NA
	AWW 4.5.72	F1: Marcellus	NA
		F2: Marsellis	A
		Rowe i: Marsellies	___
		Pope i: Marseilles	G, C, N, Y, NC, R, K, Al, S, M, Kö
	SHR 2.1.367	F1: Marcellus	___
		F2: Marsellis	___
		Rowe i: Marsellies	___
		Pope i: Marseilles’	G, C, A, N, Y, NC, R, K, Al, S, M, Kö
		Marcellus’	RY
	MEISSEN	Qq1-3: Mesene	___
	H5 1.2.53	F1: Meisen	G, C, A, N, Y, R, K, P, NC, Al, S, M, Kö [Meis(s)en]
		Meissen	NA, RY
	MOTE LLL	Qq, F1: Moth	G, C, N, A (LLL), NC, Y, R, K, P, NA (LLL), Al, S, M, Kö
	MND 3.1.148	White: Mote	A (MND)
		OED: 6-7 (?moth)
	OATCAKE	Q, F1: Otecake	___
	ADO 3.3.10	F4: Otecake	G, A, M
		Rowe iii: Oatecake	___
		Johnson i: Oatcake	C, N, Y, NC, R, K, P, Al, S, Kö
		OED: 4-7 ote
	PIMPERNEL	F1: Pimpernell	G, C, A, N, Y, NC, R, K, Al, RY, S, M, Kö
	SHR Ind. 2.92
		Capell: Pimpernel	___
		OED: 6-7 pimpernell
	POITIERS
	JN 1.1.11	F1: Poyctiers	___
	2.1.487
	1H6 1.1.61	F1: Poictiers
	1H6 4.3.45	F1: Poytiers	___
		Pope i: Poictiers	G, C, A, N, R, K, Al, NC, NA, S, M
		Poitiers	Y, Kö [Poi(c)tiers]
	ROUEN	F1: Roan	C, A, Y, K, RY (H5)
	H5, 1H6	Var ’03: Rouen	G, N, R, P, Al, NC, S, NA, M, Kö
	SEACOAL	Q: Seacole	___
	ADO 3.3.10,12	F1: Seacoale	___
	3.5.52	F4: Seacole	G, N, A, P, M
		Rowe ii: Seacoale	___
		Capell: Seacoal	C, Y, NC, R, K, Al, S, Kö
		OED: 2-8 cole
	SHOETIE	F1: Shootie	A, P, Al, M
	MM 4.3.15	F2: Shooty	G, N, R
		Warburton: Shooter	___
		Capell: Shootye	___
		Var ’73: Shoe-tye	___
		Var ’03: Shoetie	C, NC (1922), Y, RY, NA
		Shoetie	K, NC (1950), S, Kö
		OED: 4-7 shoo
		OED: 7 ty
	TURF	F1: Turph	G, A, N, NC, R, K, Al, S, M, Kö
	SHR Ind.2.92	Pope i: Turf	C, Y, RY
		OED: 6-7 turph



Notes

[bookmark: 01.01]1 See the article by John Russell Brown, "The Rationale of Old-Spelling Editions of the Plays of Shakespeare and his Contemporaries," Studies in Bibliography, XIII (1960), 49-67, and the rejoinder by Arthur Brown, ibid., pp. 69-76; see also Fredson Bowers, "Today’s Shakespeare Texts and Tomorrow’s," On Editing Shakespeare (1966), pp. 137-179. 
[bookmark: 01.02]2 Cf. Alice Walker, "Compositor Determination and Other Problems in Shakespearean Texts," Studies in Bibliography, VII (1955), 9, and Arthur Brown, "Editorial Problems in Shakespeare: Semi-Popular Editions," Studies in Bibliography, VIII (1956), 19. 
[bookmark: 01.03]3 Only place-names will be treated in the following as representative examples of this group. 
[bookmark: 01.04]4 See, for example, the interesting essay "What’s in a Name?" in G. Wilson Knight’s The Sovereign Flower (1958), pp. 161-201. 
[bookmark: 01.05]5 See the survey of editions at the end of this article. Line references are to the Third Cambridge Edition, 1891-1893. 
[bookmark: 01.06]6 Nobody has yet modernized the form Sala which occurs in the same context (H5 1.2.44, 51) to Saale, the affluent of the Elbe, though it is unmistakably identified as such by the reference to the March of Meissen, the territory between the Saale and the Elbe in medieval times. The basis for the original Holinshed passage linking the river Saale with the area subject to Salic Law is a popular etymology deriving the adjective "Salic" from this river. However obscure the origin of "Salic" has remained to the present day, there is no question that it was first used with reference to the area of the lower Rhine and has nothing to do with the Elbe affluent. It is perhaps best to leave the name in its First Folio form since this is not an Elizabethan variant but the medieval Latin name of the river Saale. 
[bookmark: 01.07]7 Cf. Dover Wilson’s solution, AWW 4.4.9. 
[bookmark: 01.08]8 The form Millain documented once seems to be due to line justification (TGV 1.1.71). 
[bookmark: 01.09]9 In Thomas Kyd’s The Housholders Philosophie (1588), for example, the additional forms Myllain and Mylain occur. In this connection one might also question the tendency of some editors to take into account the orthography of toponyms in Shakespeare’s sources such as North and Holinshed since these forms are no less accidental than those of other Elizabethan texts. 
[bookmark: 01.10]10 This does not hold true for the hyphenation of significant names which has to be counted among the accidentals; see the Folio readings of the names in MM 4.3.1-19. George Lyman Kittredge seems to have been the first to discard hyphenation of these names altogether except for those cases which aim at a special effect, for example, Mock-water in WIV 2.3.51. Some editors have followed his example. 
[bookmark: 01.11]11 One of the earliest examples of this device is perhaps to be found in the anglicized version of Every Man in His Humour. The hyphenated names Downeright, Well-bred and Brayne-worme are not differentiated from their common adjectives or noun; Kno’well, however, is already slightly disguised, and the form looks surprisingly similar to the surname Knowell listed by C. W. Beardsley, A Dictionary of English and Welsh Surnames (1901), with a seventeenth-century occurrence. The important difference, of course, is that Jonson prepared this play very carefully for his folio edition of 1616 and, unlike Shakespeare, had a reading public in mind. 
[bookmark: 01.12]12 See Charlton Hinman, The Printing and ProofReading of the First Folio of Shakespeare (1963), I, 180f., and T. H. Hill, "Spelling and the Bibliographer," The Library, 5th Series, XVIII (1963), 1-28. 
[bookmark: 01.13]13 If Hand D of Sir Thomas More is identified with Shakespeare, the case of Scilens in 2H4 furnishes a good example how an authorial spelling of a significant name disappears in the transmission of the text. Even in Qa the name does not always appear as Scilens; several times it has been changed by the compositor, assuming homogenous authorial spelling, to Silens and Silence. On the pages of Qb all traces of the Sc- spelling have been removed, and F1, whatever the nature of Jaggard’s copy, reads Silence throughout. The assumption that the spelling of significant names occurring only once or twice was even more subject to compositorial interference is strongly supported by the evidence of the later folios. 
[bookmark: 01.14]14 In the following Prof. Hinman’s compositorial assignments are used. 
[bookmark: 01.15]15 The F2 reading Dizy has to be attributed to the general change in word endings on this page (Sig. G3); see below, footnote 20. 
[bookmark: 01.16]16 Steevens’ note in the Variorum Edition of 1803 reads "The old copy has Dizey." As mentioned above, F1 reads Dizie, Ff2-4 Dizy. Which "old copy" may have been intended does not become clear. 
[bookmark: 01.17]17 The New Arden editor considers part of the typographical evidence but makes no use of compositor analysis. 
[bookmark: 01.18]18 Compositor A: tye (TMP 5.1.253; AWW 1.3.171; R2 4.1.77; TRO 5.8.21<Q1 tie; COR 2.2.63); tie (TRO 2.3.98). Compositor B: tye (COR 3.1.314; MAC 3.1.17; 4.1.52; LR 4.2.14 <Q1 tie; ANT 2.1.23; 2.6.6, 117; CYM 3.7.15; 5.4.147; 1H4 1.2.171: B?); tie (MM 4.2.167; SHR 2.1.21). 
[bookmark: 01.19]19 William S. Kable, "The Influence of Justification on Spelling in Jaggard’s Compositor B," Studies in Bibliography, XX (1967), 236. 
[bookmark: 01.20]20 Since many editors have retained F2 Shooty, it may be of interest to examine this text. The F2 compositor has rather consistently changed the -ie endings of Sig. G3 to -y, except for monosyllabic words (tie>tye a23, die>dye b56, 59, 66.) We do not know why Shootie was not altered to Shootye, analogous to tye and dye. Perhaps the F2 compositor simply followed a mechanical analogy to other polysyllables in -ie or, less likely, may have made the change consciously since ty is a seventeenth-century variant of tie. Whatever his understanding of his predecessor’s form may have been, Shooty is a derived reading without authority. 
[bookmark: 01.21]21 The same reluctance can be observed with the name of Falstaff’s filching retainer in WIV and H5; since the eighteenth century the form Nym has been used. The corresponding verb in its original meaning "take" was already archaic in Elizabethan times and had deteriorated to "steal, pilfer." The modern spelling of this word is nim, and a strong defense of the form Nym cannot be based on the copy-text since both forms occur, Nim being more frequent. 
[bookmark: 01.22]22 The Christian name is etymologically connected with "land" and not "lance." 
[bookmark: 01.23]23 The -au- spelling of Launce is also invariable in the authoritative text closest to Shakespeare’s foul papers (F1). An explanation for these consistent spellings might perhaps be found in Shakespeare’s autograph: Hand D in Sir Thomas More writes all phonetically similar words with the exception of flanders in the same way (graunt, comaund, ffraunc, advauntage); the single form comand (170), Dyce’s reading, is no longer legible in the manuscript. 
[bookmark: 01.24]24 E. G. Withycombe, The Oxford Dictionary of English Christian Names (2nd ed., 1950), s.v. Lancelot, does not list either Launcelet or Lancelet as early spellings though he documents two very similar forms, Launceletus and Lanslet. 
[bookmark: 01.25]25 The parallel form Launce remains unchanged in these editions.
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John Danter’s Ornament Stock by J. A. Lavin 


This article has two main purposes: to reproduce those ornaments, factotums, and ornamental initials which John Danter used in the books he printed, and to provide a list of their occurrences. A number of books not previously assigned to Danter as printer have been identified by means of his ornaments, though there may well be other items printed by Danter which have escaped attention. The information presented here should aid in their ultimate identification, and should also prove useful as a partial history of the particular ornaments which were at one time in Danter’s possession.

All the books known to have been printed by Danter in whole or in part have been examined, i.e., those listed by Morrison in his Index to the Printers, Publishers and Booksellers in the STC (1950); one or two others not there listed; and a handful later identified from their ornaments. Astonishing as it may seem, no other English printer working between 1475 and 1640 has previously been given this systematic scrutiny, or perhaps more accurately, no study of the entire ornament stock of any other Renaissance English printer has been published. Earlier articles on this subject either deal with several printers and are necessarily highly selective, such as Charles Sayle’s "Initial Letters in Early English Printed Books," (Transactions of the Bibliographical Society, VII (1904), 15-47), or else the author is content to reproduce only a few of the ornaments owned by the printer under discussion. 1
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Even the most recent article devoted to English printers’ ornaments, "A London Ornament Stock: 1598-1683," by C. William Miller, SB, VII (1955), extremely useful and well illustrated as it is, is based on an examination of only a selection of the books produced by the printers with whom the study is concerned. Such surveys are incomplete, although it is true that, given our present knowledge of English printers’ ornaments, the reproduction and location of even a single ornament may be regarded as a contribution to the subject. Inevitably, they are frustrating to the user, who cannot be reasonably sure that the particular ornament in which he is interested was not at some time the property of the printer with whose stock the article concerns itself. For a variety of reasons, certain ornaments were sometimes used extremely infrequently by the printer who owned them, appearing in perhaps only one or two books. Consequently, it is necessary to examine every book produced by the printer whose ornament stock is being surveyed, otherwise one may arrive at the erroneous conclusion after examining most, but not all, of his output, that certain ornaments were not in his stock. 2

Even more frustrating, however, than incomplete surveys of ornament stocks are those essays which discuss and describe ornaments without illustrating them. For most purposes, and particularly for the central purpose of identification by comparison, such discussions are utterly useless, especially when one considers the minute differences which often distinguish seemingly identical blocks. 3 Sayle’s lament of 1902 that "Little has yet been done" (p. 20), remains true sixty-five years later, as does his dictum in the same essay that "our first duty towards these initials is to reproduce them" (p. 37).

With this in mind, all the ornaments and ornamental initials appearing in books indubitably printed by Danter have been here reproduced, though his printers’ flowers and type ornaments (which are cast, and therefore of no real value for purposes of identification) 4 
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are not reproduced. The five devices he employed may be seen in McKerrow’s collection and are therefore not illustrated, though their occurrences are fully recorded. Since a record of the progressive deterioration of ornaments may also be useful in dating undated works, 5 every occurrence of each ornament is given, rather than merely listing their earliest and latest appearances in Danter’s books.

There seems little point in reprinting here the biographical facts concerning Danter, which can be found either in the DNB or in the Dictionary of Printers 1557-1640. They are discussed at greater length in H. R. Hoppe, The Bad Quarto of ’Romeo and Juliet’ (1948). However, one or two points debated by Hoppe may be commented on in the light of more recent knowledge and the evidence provided by Danter’s ornaments.

We now know, for instance, the exact year and month of Danter’s death, thanks to William E. Miller, "Printers and Stationers in the parish of St. Giles Cripplegate 1561-1640," SB, XIX (1966); the register of St. Giles records his burial as having taken place on 26 October 1599. This fact disproves both Hoppe’s speculation that "Danter was dead by May of [1599]" (p. 36), and his earlier implication, based on Barley’s 1598 edition of Breton’s Solemn Passion of the Souls Loue (printed by Simon Stafford) that Danter was dead before 13 March 1598:

Similarily, [sic] we have observed that publishers of two of his [Danter’s] books, Titus Andronicus and A Solemn Passion of the Soul’s Love, appear to have acquired a de facto if not de jure property in the book after Danter’s death (p. 13).
The last clause implies that Danter was dead by the time that Stafford’s edition of Breton’s book was printed, whereas it is now clear that he was alive for another eighteen months. Danter had originally printed A Solemn Passion of the Souls Loue for Barley in 1595, 6 while Stafford admitted that his edition for Barley was printed on a press which he 
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had set up in Black Raven Alley on 14 January 1598, and which was raided by the Stationers two months later, on 13 March. 7 The recently-ascertained fact that Danter did not die until October 1599 immediately suggests that Stafford’s edition was a piracy. The same question is raised by the printing in 1598 of two other items, Creede’s edition of Henry Robert’s Honours Conquest, which Danter had entered on 5 March 1593 but presumably never printed, and Millington’s edition of the broadside ballad Luke Hutton’s Lamentation, entered by Danter on 22 December 1595. The Stationers’ Register does not record a transfer from Danter in either case.
An alternative, and likelier explanation, is that Danter was effectively put out of business in 1597 by the raid on his premises which was precipitated by his printing of the Jesus Psalter, "and other things without aucthoritie" (Greg and Boswell, Records, p. 56), and that the three items mentioned above, rather than being pirated, were in fact printed by arrangement with him. The raid, which occurred sometime between 9 February and 27 March 1597, resulted in the seizure of his two presses "and certen letters pica, and pica Roman, and other sorts of letters in fourmes and cases" which were taken to the Stationers’ Hall. On 10 April the presses and letters were ordered to be made unserviceable for printing. 8 Whether or not Danter was also imprisoned, this destruction of his equipment probably marked the end of his career.

The connection between the destruction of Danter’s two presses in April 1597 and the cessation of his printing would probably have been seen before now but for the fact that three books printed by Danter are dated 1597 (Chinon of England, Romeo and Juliet, Mihil Mumchance); a fourth, in which he had a hand (The Arbour of Amorous Devices), is also dated 1597, and a fifth, with which he helped, has been erroneously dated 1598 (A Fig for Fortune).

Of the four items known to have been printed in whole or part by Danter in 1597, Christopher Middleton’s Chinon of England had been entered on 20 January 1596 and was probably completed before the raid. Romeo and Juliet was not entered, but it is Hoppe’s contention that Danter’s printing of it was interrupted by the raid sometime during Lent. Breton’s Arbour of Amorous Devices, "printed by R. Johnes," but in fact at least in part by Danter, had been entered as long ago as 7 January 1594, and may well have been printed in the early months of 1597.

The remaining item, Mihil Mumchance, was the last title Danter 
[Page 25]

entered in the Stationers’ Register, on 22 August 1597. Hoppe asserts that this book

contains a couple of ornaments that never appeared before in his productions, a circumstance which suggests that he had somehow acquired new printing material or had joined forces with some other printer, possibly with Simon Stafford or perhaps with Richard Jones, for we find Danter’s device 295B appearing on the titlepage and A2 of a book bearing Jones’s imprint: Nicholas Breton’s Arbor of Amorous Devices, 1597. And in the next year (1598), according to Greg, he printed Anthony Copley’s Fig for Fortune for Jones (p. 33).
Except for the ornamental initial T4, which has been found in this work only, Mihil Mumchance contains no ornaments "that never appeared before in his productions." The presence of T4 is hardly sufficient evidence to argue that Danter "had somehow acquired new printing material," or to suggest that he had formed a new partnership. A glance at the list of occurrences will show that several Danter ornaments and initials are found used only once. Moreover, that a new partnership with Jones followed the raid cannot be deduced from 295B’s appearance in Breton’s Arbour of Amorous Devices (1597), since, as has been shown elsewhere, Danter had already assisted in the production of at least three other volumes bearing Jones’s imprint, two in 1595 and one in 1596. 9 This last was Copley’s Fig for Fortune. Greg’s statement that it appeared in 1598 (The Library, IV, xxv (1944-45), 20), alluded to by Hoppe, is incorrect.
Lastly, there is no evidence that Danter "joined forces" with Simon Stafford following the Lent raid. Had he done so one would expect to find, between 1597 and 1599, not only new ornaments appearing in Danter’s books, but also Danter ornaments in Stafford’s books. Such is not the case. Hoppe correctly points out that "from 1599 onwards Stafford regularly used Danter’s two devices, nos. 281 and 295" (p. 37), and he suggests that "an investigation of Stafford’s early ornaments and initials might yield more information about the extent of his 
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acquisition of Danter’s stock, besides his devices" (p. 37, note 95). Such an investigation has shown that apart from the devices, Stafford also acquired Danter’s ornaments 10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18; his factotums, 4, 5, 7, and 9; and his ornamental initials C1, D1, F1, H1, I2, T3, T4, and V1, but that none of these appears in a Stafford book before 1599. One is tempted to conclude that the sale of Danter’s stock occurred after his death in October 1599, and that Stafford books dated 1599 which contain Danter ornaments must have been printed during the last two months of that year. 10

Thus the printing of Mihil Mumchance (1597), The Arbour of Amorous Devices (1597), and A Fig for Fortune (1596), cannot be made to support the conclusion that Danter had overcome the results of the Lent raid by joining forces with Richard Jones or Simon Stafford. Furthermore, it cannot be shown that any one of these works was printed by Danter at some time later than the raid, and Hoppe’s assertion, that "From these activities we can infer that Danter did not then look on his situation as entirely hopeless" (p. 33), is seen to be groundless. The only book that appears at all likely to have been printed by Danter after April 1597 is Mihil Mumchance, because of its entry in the Stationers’ Register on 22 August, but even that entry is no proof that it had not already been printed. 11

A final matter bearing on the question of the date at which Danter ceased to print is the illicit printing of the Grammar and Accidence, in which Danter is alleged to have been involved. According to Hoppe:

Perhaps as early as August 1597 . . . Danter was engaged with Walter Venge in illicit printing of the Grammar and Accidence, the patent for which a few months earlier (6 April 1597) had been granted to John Battersby in succession to Francis Flower (p. 33).
This statement is based on allegations made by Thomas Pavier and Simon Stafford in depositions taken on 26 and 27 June 1598, three months after the Stationers’ raid on Stafford (13 March 1598), and a year after they raided Danter for his printing of the Jesus Psalter. In the Stafford raid 4000 pirated copies of the Accidence were seized from 
[Page 27]

the house next door, until recently tenanted by the Draper and publisher William Barley, but now occupied by Roger Pavier. As C. B. Judge has shown, 12 the Stationers’ main concern in the raid on Stafford was not the pirated Accidences, but the larger question of the "custom of the City of London," by which a freeman of one company might engage in any other craft. Stafford, Barley, and apparently Roger Pavier also, were Drapers practicing the trade of Stationer, and the Star Chamber proceedings which followed the raid were apparently regarded by both companies as a test case.
Interrogatories were put to William Barley, Simon Stafford, and Thomas Pavier (apprentice to Roger Pavier, the occupant of Barley’s former premises) following affidavits sworn to by Thomas Dawson (5 May 1598) in which they and Edward Venge were accused of printing and selling ten or eleven thousand Accidences in violation of John Battersby’s patent. Edward Venge escaped questioning because he was absent in the country, probably selling some of the pirated books, but in their answers Barley, Thomas Pavier, and Stafford denied any part in the printing. Thomas Pavier and Stafford, moreover, asserted that the Accidences had been printed for Roger Pavier and Edward Venge by John Danter and Walter Venge. Since we are here concerned with (1) whether Danter pirated the Accidence, and (2) if so, during what period he committed the offence, it is worth examining the wording of Thomas Pavier’s and Stafford’s replies.

The apprentice admitted that:

he this ext dyd sythence the iiijth of August last past bynde styche & sell certen Accydences prynted by Walter Venge and John Daynter (Judge, p. 174)
and in his answer to the sixth interrogatory Stafford alleged that: Iohn Daynter Stacyoner & Walter Venge free of the Company of Grocers dyd sythence the iiijth day of August last past imprynt dyvers bookes (howe many he cannot say) comonly called the Accidences or introduccons to Grammar contrary to the sd decree of this ho Corte & also contrary to her highnes lettres pattentes of pryveledge for prynting therof graunted to one Iohn Battersby vnder the great Seale of England, & that Roger Pavyor merchant & Edw Veng were (as this ext hard) contributary to the charg therof (Judge, p. 179).
In replying to the seventh question Stafford said that Dawson and Burby had found in Roger Pavier’s house copies of the pirated book 
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Wch had byn prynted contrary to the sd decree by the sd Iohn Daynter & Walter Venge, & wth their presse & lettres as this ext thincketh. To the charge of the pryntg of wch sd bookes the sd Roger Pavyor was contributary as this Ext allso verely thincketh (Judge, p. 180).
If Stafford’s answer to the sixth interrogatory is to be believed, Danter in company with Walter Venge had printed Accidences in the period following 4 August 1597; but even if this were true, it would not invalidate the contention that the seizure of Danter’s two presses in February or March 1597 marked, for all practical purposes, the end of his printing career. Indeed, Danter’s complicity with Walter Venge in a piratical venture following the seizure of his two presses might be cited as evidence that he had in fact been put out of business, and that he was therefore driven to the expedient of joining Venge in his piracy. In this connection Stafford’s phrase "wth their presse & lettres" (my italics) is perhaps significant, though the reliability of his evidence is undercut by his twice using the phrase "as this ext thincketh," and "as this ext hard."

There are some further considerations. Hoppe comments: "From some source, probably the Stationer’s [sic] Company, the Court of Star Chamber had reason to suppose that the piracy had begun about this date (4 August)" (p. 35). However, the reason that the date 4 August 1597 figures so prominently both in the interrogatories and in the examinates’ replies is that the Stationers had obtained an injunction on that date prohibiting Stafford from printing. Their action was taken following Stafford’s successful appeal to the Archbishop of Canterbury for permission to use a press. This permission had been granted on the recommendation of the Lord Mayor and Aldermen of London, who had certified that Stafford, though completing his apprenticeship with Christopher Barker, at that time a Draper, had nevertheless been apprenticed in the printing trade. For its bearing on the technical question of whether Stafford was in contempt of court through his violation of the injunction, the date was therefore of importance; he had in fact set up a press on 14 January 1598 in defiance of it. But the date is irrelevant as far as Danter’s supposed piracy of the Accidence is concerned, and Hoppe misunderstood its significance; in fact, the Court of Star Chamber had absolutely no "reason to suppose that the piracy had begun about this date (4 August)."

It will be noticed that although the testimony of Thomas Pavier agrees with that of Stafford in naming Danter and Walter Venge as the piratical printers, the apprentice gives no indication of when the sheets 
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were printed; he had merely bound, stitched, and sold them. It is therefore possible that the mention of 4 August in the recording of Stafford’s answer to the sixth interrogatory has crept in from the formula of the interrogatory itself. The clerk’s version of Stafford’s answer to that interrogatory is the sole evidence that Danter was engaged in printing Accidences some time later than 4 August 1597.

It should also be remembered that Danter is not mentioned in the Stationers’ original agreement to join in charges of suit with the parties privileged for the grammars and accidences against William Barley and Simon Stafford (Greg and Boswell, Records, p. 60); nor in the affidavits sworn to by Thomas Dawson in which Thomas Pavier, William Barley, and Edward Venge are accused of pirating Accidences; nor in the interrogatories which were to be put to Barley, Thomas Pavier, Edward Venge, and Stafford. Judge finds it difficult to account for Danter’s absence from the court records of the case, which are almost complete, and is forced to conclude that "he was beyond reach of earthly punishment," and that "his death occurred sometime in 1598, very shortly after the conclusion of the Star Chamber case" (p. 137), which we now know to be incorrect.

Although the evidence is not sufficiently conclusive to demonstrate that Danter either was or was not engaged with Walter Venge in the pirating of the Accidence, or if he were, during which months of 1597 he was so occupied, enough has been said to show that the alleged piracy cannot be cited as proof that Danter continued to work a press of his own after the Lent raid of 1597.

There remains the question of whether that raid affected the printing of Romeo and Juliet Q1. In Hoppe’s view (which has been generally accepted): 13 "there is considerable reason to suppose that Romeo and Juliet was going through the press at this time and that its completion was interrupted by the seizure of Danter’s presses" (p. 32). The main points in his argument may be summarized as follows: (1) sigs. A-D are printed in a larger type than sigs. E-K, and have a different running-title; moreover, the types and ornaments of A-D are identifiable as Danter’s, while those of E-K are not, though this second font looks like one belonging to Edward Allde (Hoppe, pp. 1-5). 14 Much later he concludes that (2) "the nature of this typographical 
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division points to the composing of the type of the second part, sigs E-K, after the composition of sig D was completed and not simultaneously with sigs A-D" (pp. 41-42). (3) "The change of type after the printing of A-D indicates that the completion of the printing of the quarto as a continuous unit was in some way interrupted" (p. 41). (4) "the type for the second part was composed and the printing probably executed in a different printing house" (p. 41). (5) Conclusion: "the typographical evidence suggests most strongly that the printing of Romeo and Juliet was turned over to someone else when the book was less than half completed. It is natural to suppose that the occasion for this change was the raid on Danter’s printing-house in Lent of 1596/7, and the reference on the title page to Lord Hunsdon’s men points to the book’s being in the press during that portion of Lent between 9 February and 17 March 1596/7" (pp. 45-46).

It may have been natural in 1948 to suppose that a change in font pointed to a raid by the Stationers, but Hoppe’s supposition must be re-examined in the light of what we now know about setting by formes in quarto from cast-off copy. His first point is descriptive and is not debatable; the typographical division is obvious. The third point is an inference deriving from the first, and may be accepted with the exception of the word ’interrupted.’ Point four is demonstrable. The second and fifth points, however, are arguable.

The evidence which Hoppe adduces to demonstrate that sheets E-K were composed and printed after A-D and not simultaneously, seems, upon examination, to indicate the opposite conclusion. He cites the signs of cast-off copy listed by McKerrow, Introduction to Bibliography, pp. 128 ff., and notes that those signs are not present in Romeo and Juliet. In particular:

The type of sigs. A-D ends quite neatly at the bottom of the last page of D, without apparent crowding or spacing of the type to make it end exactly at this point. If different printers or compositors set the parts up simultaneously from MS. copy, the chances of such perfect division between them are indeed slight (p. 42).
Gross irregularities of the kind described by McKerrow, or obvious crowding or spacing of the type are not, however, always present in books printed from cast-off copy. Robert K. Turner, "Printing Methods and Textual Problems in A Midsummer Night’s Dream Q1" (SB, XV (1962), 33-35), has shown that that play was set by formes from cast-off copy, and that sheet A was the last to go through the press, even though it contains the preliminaries and the beginning of 
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the text. Moreover, "In only two places (B2, 33 and H2, 35) does there seem to be any likelihood that the compositor juggled the lineation of the text in order to fit copy to a predetermined space" (p. 55). In Hoppe’s terms, the compositor of MND Q1 achieved the impossible; after setting the last sheet of the play (H), he went back and contrived things so neatly in setting sheet A that there is no sign of discontinuity between sheet A and sheet B (the first to be machined). Only through an analysis of the running-titles and identification of recurrent types has the order of composition been determined.
On the other hand, it seems inconceivable that the Stationers’ raid on Danter should have occurred at precisely the moment when all the sheets of the D gathering had been perfected, rather than, say, half-way through the composing or printing of one or other of the formes. If several pages of the D gathering had been printed with the large font and the remainder with the small, or if each forme displayed a different font, there would be prima facie evidence of disturbance of the printing process, but when, as Hoppe says, "The type of sigs A-D ends quite neatly at the bottom of the last page of D," we should surely suspect the use of cast-off copy for an ordinary shared printing job. 15 Otherwise, it would be necessary to assume that, in every instance where the typographical evidence clearly demonstrates shared printing, the original printing process had been interrupted in some way (if not always by a Stationers’ raid) and that a second printer had been called in to complete the task.

While such raids were relatively infrequent, shared printing jobs were common, and Hoppe’s conclusion must be rejected. In the first volume of A Bibliography of the English Printed Drama Greg notes a number of plays the printing of which was shared by two or more printers, and which display almost exactly those bibliographical features attributed by Hoppe to interrupted printing in the case of Romeo and Juliet. The 1611 Spanish Tragedy, for instance, printed by W. White, "was set up in two sections, A-G and H-M, which vary greatly in style. The RT differs as shown . . . There is no reason to suppose that White printed the second section." (p. 189). Again, in Q1 Richard III (1597), ’Printed by Valentine Sims,’ "Sheets H-M are printed in a fresher fount of type than the rest (cf. RT). They were probably printed, not by Simmes, but by Peter Short, the type being the same as that used the next year in his edition of i Henry IV" 
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(p. 230). An even more striking instance is Q1 of The Entertainment through London (1604), in which "Five different types are used in the RT, and divide the volume into sections as follows: A-B, C-D, E, F-H, I. . . . Presumably the five sections were the work of as many different presses. The first sheet appears from his initials and device on the title to have been printed by Thomas Creede; H appears from the ornaments used to have been printed by Humphrey Lownes; I was probably printed by Edward Allde. The printers of the other two sections . . . have not been identified" (p. 320). Similarly with Q1 When You See Me You Know Me (1605), "The types used in the RT divide the book into five sections: those of D-F and KL may be the same, but the variation of the form is significant. . . . The printer appears from the ornament used on the title to have been Humphrey Lownes, but it is, of course, doubtful whether the whole book came from his press" (p. 336). Finally, in Q1 Pericles (1609), "The sheets fall into two groups, AC-E and BF-I, printed in slightly different types, with different forms of the RT, the former having normally 37 lines to a page, the latter 35. . . . The printer appears from the ornaments used in sheet A to have been William White, but it is of course uncertain whether the whole was the work of one press" (p. 419). The third quarto of the same play "appears to have been printed . . . in two sections, A-C and D-I: the type seems to be slightly different and in the second the directions are preceded by a paragraph. The printer appears from his initials to have been Simon Stafford (STC), but it is of course uncertain whether the whole was the work of one press" (p. 420).

Presumably no one would argue that The Entertainment through London and When You See Me You Know Me were printed in five sections because each of four printers had in turn been raided by the Stationers, and had in turn handed on the unfinished job to be completed elsewhere, but in case these examples seem irrelevant it should be pointed out that Danter himself is known to have shared assignments other than Romeo & Juliet. An instance particularly relevant for present purposes is discussed in "The Printing of Greenes Groatsworth of Witte and Kind-Harts Dreame" (SB, XIX (1966), 196-197), by Sidney Thomas, who shows that the printing of the two books was shared by John Wolfe and John Danter, each printing an approximately equal section of both. The evidence for shared printing is of precisely the kind marshalled by Hoppe to demonstrate that "the printing of Romeo and Juliet was turned over to someone else when the book was less than half completed"; each book consists of two 
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typographical divisions, identifiable by different fonts, different running-titles, and ornaments belonging to different printers. John Wolfe printed sheets A-C of Greenes Groatsworth of Witte and sheets A-D of Kind-Harts Dreame, but it is no more natural to posit raids on Wolfe which necessitated Danter finishing the two jobs than it is, in the case of the similar cleavage in Romeo and Juliet, "natural to suppose that the occasion for this change was the raid on Danter’s printing-house in Lent of 1596/7" (Hoppe, p. 46). 16 And most of the evidence which Hoppe assembles to show (correctly) that A-D and E-K of Romeo and Juliet were composed in different printing houses can be used to support the contention that the two sections were probably printed simultaneously, not, as he argues, consecutively.

The difference in the wording of the running-titles between the two parts, he says, "argues the setting-up by a printer who was not aware of the wording that had been established for sigs A-D, a difference readily accounted for if the completion of the book was entrusted to another printing house" (pp. 42-43). If the printing was indeed interrupted by the Lent raid, and if the copy was not earlier cast-off for printing in two houses, when the unfinished job was handed to Allde he would need not only the manuscript, but most importantly, an indication of the point which the printing had reached. He would probably then make some attempt to match Danter’s completed sheets typographically. The easiest way of accomplishing these ends would be to hand Allde one specimen of sheet D, or even the whole pile of completed sheets. Had this happened, the wording of the running-titles would probably have been made to correspond, and the other typographical differences between the two parts could have been avoided. On the other hand, simultaneous printing at once explains the discrepancies.

Of particular significance is Hoppe’s evidence that "the type of sigs E-K was spread out in order to make it fill as many sheets as it otherwise would have occupied if the larger type of sigs A-D had been used" (p. 44). He argues that this was caused after the interruption of the printing, by Danter or Burby basing his calculations on the size of type used in sheets A-D, and concluding that six more sheets were required to complete the job. The smaller type Allde used necessitated ’spreading,’ the introduction of spaces at the top and bottom of many pages, 
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and of printers’ ornaments across the page to take up the slack and "to assure receiving payment on the contracted number of sheets" (p. 45). Initial casting-off in Danter’s shop for a shared and concurrent printing job might well produce this result, based on Danter’s estimate of his own type size, but if the incomplete job were handed to Allde he would surely be asked to estimate the number of sheets required to set the remaining manuscript material, given the font he was going to use. ’Spreading’ would then be less likely.

The strongest argument against Hoppe’s explanation, however, is that it requires the positing of an unusual arrangement following on an unusual interruption of the normal printing procedure, whereas the alternative explanation accounts for the observable phenomena by assuming that a perfectly ordinary procedure was followed. Acceptance of the latter conclusion affects Hoppe’s arguments about the date of printing. The titlepage reference to Hunsdon’s servants provides the limits of 22 July 1596 and 17 March 1596/7, the period during which Shakespeare’s company was known by that name. In 1596/7 Lent began on 9 February and lasted until 27 March; since Danter was raided during Lent, Hoppe argues that Romeo and Juliet must have been in the press between 9 February and 17 March, when the company became the Chamberlain’s Men. But if the printing of the quarto was not interrupted by the Lent raid, and if its bibliographical features can be explained in the manner outlined above, then the most that can be said is that it was probably in the press between 1 January and 17 March 1596/7. In fact, the titlepage date of 1597 is no guarantee that it was not printed during the last weeks of 1596.

       

The following list records each item in which the individual devices, ornaments, factotums, and ornamental initials belonging to John Danter appear. It does not record the number of times each ornament is used in any one book. For purposes of reference the four main kinds of ornament block have each been given a separate heading and series of identifying numbers, and the ornamental initials have been arranged in alphabetical order. It will be seen that Danter did not own a complete alphabet of initials, let alone a complete alphabet in one design, though A1, F1, and G2 seem to come from the same set, and some of the conventionalized foliage designs may belong to the same family.

The entry for each block is arranged thus: (1) an identifying number corresponding to that under the accompanying illustration. For the devices, which are not illustrated, the McKerrow number is 
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given; (2) the measurement in millimetres, vertical measurement first. A tolerance of one millimetre should be allowed for paper shrinkage; (3) STC numbers of books in which the block was used, arranged chronologically, and by STC order within each year; (4) an explanatory comment where necessary, giving, for instance, information on earlier or later owners of the block if known. Square brackets enclosing and STC number indicate that the item has been here assigned to Danter on the evidence of the ornaments it contains, though his name does not appear in imprint or colophon. Some of these items were shared printing jobs, and their assignment to Danter does not necessarily mean that he was the only printer involved. For further comments on them, see ’Additions to the Danter canon.’ The accompanying illustrations reproduce the blocks at approximately actual size.

Danter’s ornaments had a lengthy history. The oldest (F1 and I1) had been in use for at least sixty years when they came into Danter’s possession, having belonged at one time to Thomas Berthelet. 17 About a third of Danter’s stock saw a further forty years of service in the hands of Simon Stafford and George and Elizabeth Purslowe. Another group of ornaments passed to Thomas Judson, and from him in turn to Harrison, Snowdon, and Okes. Their later history has been traced by C. William Miller, "A London Ornament Stock: 1598-1683," SB, VII (1955), 125-151, who guessed that some of the ornaments with which he was dealing had seen earlier use. 18 One of these, Danter’s factotum no. 3, was still being used by Robert White as late as 1677 according to Miller’s list.

Four blocks (ornament 4, G1, I1, Q1) which appear in Danter’s books passed later through the hands of Robinson, Braddock, Haviland, and Beale. However, no. 4 and Q1 were used by Richard Robinson both before and after the occasions on which they crop up in Danter books, and no. 4 and G1 went with the rest of Robinson’s stock to his successor Braddock rather than to one of the several printers who acquired Danter’s materials. Robinson seems not to have used I1, but Braddock employed it from 1598 to 1606. It therefore seems likely that Robinson either lent these four ornaments to Danter, who later returned them, or that Robinson shared the printing of some items bearing Danter’s name. STC 22678 (1592) displays only Q1 and ornament 
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4, and despite the imprint may therefore be Robinson’s presswork entirely.

Some collaboration between Danter and Robinson (pointed to by the ornaments) is not surprising, since Danter’s apprenticeship had been completed under Robinson. Originally apprenticed to John Day in 1582 (Arber, II.114), his apprenticeship was transferred from the widowed Mistress Day "alias Stone" to Robinson on 15 April 1588 (Arber, II. 151), and on the completion of his term (30 September 1589) Robinson presented him to the stationers to be admitted a freeman (Arber, II.706). Hoppe surmises (p. 20) that the association had begun as early as 1585, and that Danter while still Day’s apprentice helped Robinson pirate the ABC’s, the patent for which belonged to his master. But whatever the case, Robinson may well have helped his ex-apprentice from time to time; in 1588 he had become the owner of one of the largest printing businesses in London by buying Henry Middleton’s equipment, which included three presses (Arber, II. 706).






DEVICES
	McKerrow
	149 A coarsely cut copy of the frame of this device; mentioned by McKerrow but not illustrated. See plates. 1592 12561 1593 [7675] Danter’s ownership of the block in 1592 suggests that it was he who printed Fair Em the following year.
	262(b) 1594 1480 The device belonged to the bookseller Thomas Gubbin, for whom the book was printed.
	281 1592 13601 18377a 22678 24863 1593 18377b 18378a 1594 1487 16678 18379 22328 1595 3665 19775 1597 22322 Danter is the first recorded owner of this device; it later passed to Stafford and Purslowe.
	295(a) 1592 12223 12306 12789+ 22678 1593 [5123] [25122] 23356 1594 1487 12265 16678 [20867] 21321 22328 25781
	295(b) 1594 1480 18379 25781 1596 18369 1597 17866 22322 The device originally contained Danter’s initials (the (a) state) which dropped out during the printing of the outer forme of sheet A, STC 25781. It was later owned by Stafford and the Purslowes; see "Additions to McKerrow’s Devices," The Library, V, xxiii, 196-200.
	297 1592 12306 1594 12265 The device was owned by the bookseller Cuthbert Burby, for whom these books were printed.


ORNAMENTS
	1 (8.5x76) 1592 12223 12306 1596 7503
	2 (9x53) 1592 12306
	3 (8x19) 1592 12223
	4 (19x63) 1592 13601 22678 Earlier used by Robinson in 1589 1579 25407, and later in 1594 5403, the 
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block was used by Braddock from 1598 17438 to 1606 795, and then by Haviland 1611 21738 and Beale 1619 7569. What seems to be the same block was later used by A. M[athews] in 1633 17715.
	5 (16.5x69) 1593 18960 22666 [25122] 1594 1480 18379 23356 1595 19545 1596 5737 (’by R. Iohnes’) [14677] [21512] (other ornaments not Danter’s) 1597 17916 Later used by Judson, Harrison, Snowdon, and Okes; see Miller no. 13, p. 142, and add Judson 1598 23278 1599 13502; N. Okes 1617 21594; n.p. 1628 6531; I.N. [John Norton] 1631 17478
	6 (8x46) 1594 12265
	7 (8x47) 1594 12265 Earlier used by John Day in 1582 2461; John Wolfe in 1588 12295; later in n.p. 1595 6225.
	8 (12x91.5) 1594 1480 1596 [18418] Later used by Harrison and Okes; see Miller no. 22, p. 142. A similar block was used by E. Allde; cf. 1607 17892
	9 (14x96.5) 1594 1480 1597 [1433] Later used by Okes; see Miller no. 27, p. 142; and add 1609 6500 1611 13783 1613 13310. A similar block was used by F. Kingston; cf. 1611 10806.
	10 (13x96) 1594 1480 1595 5124 1596 [1433] Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes.
	11 (13x93) 1594 1480 1595 5124 17748 1596 5737 (’by R. Iohnes’) Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes
	12 (19x46) 1594 1480 18379 1595 3665 5000 5124 1596 [14677] 18369 Later used by Judson; see Miller, no. 17, p. 142, and add C. Legge 1616 12100; Printers to the University of Cambridge 1633 11199. Reproduced by H. R. Plomer as no. 122 in Printers’ Ornaments.
	13 (18x45) 1593 [25122] 1595 3665 5000 Later used by Stafford, the Purslowes, and E. Griffin 1640 20561 21190a
	14 (55x50) 1593 18960 22666 [25122] 1594 1480 12265, 21321 23356 25781 1595 [14707] 19545 19775 1597 17916 Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes
	15 (32x29.5) 1592 24863 1593 [5123] 18960 22666 1594 16678 23356 1595 3665 Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes.
	16 (33x36) 1596 [14677] 18369 Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes
	17 (19x71) 1594 1480 18379 1595 3388 5124 [14707] 19775 [20366] 1596 18369 1597 17866 22322 Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes. A smaller but very similar block was used in turn by Tottel, Short, Windet, Stansby, R. Bishop; see "Three ’Owl’ Blocks; 1590-1640," The Library, V, xxii, 143-147.
	18 (18x92) 1594 1480 1595 3388 19775 1596 18369 1597 22322 Later used by Stafford, the Purslowes, and R. Oulton. Nos. 17 and 18 are a pair often used together.


FACTOTUMS
	1 (14.5x55) 1591 16654 19 
	2 (21x66) 1591 16654 1594 [12190] Later used, with inner rule removed, in 1633 12808 (Dublin, for the Society of Stationers).
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	3 (47x47) 1594 18379 1595 3388 5124 [14707] 19775 [20366] 1596 18369 1597 17866 Later used by Snowdon, Okes, and White; see Miller Fa 2, p. 143. There was at least one other block of almost identical design, but with a double outer rule; see E. Allde 1615 563; [Eliot’s Court Press] 1629 24058; E. Purslowe 1633 12361 (Reproduced as Fig. 3 in Katharine F. Pantzer, "The Serpentine Progress of the STC Revision," PBSA, LXII (1968), 303).
	4 (46x46) 1596 18369 Earlier used by Thomas Scarlet in 1592 17083 1595 15562; later used by Stafford and G. Purslowe.
	5 (25x25) 1595 17748 19545 19775 Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes. Several printers had similar blocks.
	6 (18.5x18.5) 1591 16654 1592 12561 1594 [12190] Also in 1606 6514 (’by R. B.’)
	7 (18.5x18.5) 1592 13601 18377 18377a 24863 1593 [5123] 18377b 18378 18378a 22666 1594 1480 18379 1595 3665 5000 18775 Later used by Stafford and G. Purslowe. Reproduced as Fig. 4 by Pantzer, p. 303.
	8 (18.5x18.5) 1592 [12245] 12789+ 13601 1593 22666 1595 3665 5000 19775 [20366] Later used by Judson, Harrison, Okes; see Miller, Fa 3, p. 143, and add 1609 6500 1612 6184
	9 (18.5x18.5) 1592 12306 13601 18377 22678 1593 22666 1594 18379 21321 1595 17748 19775 [20366] Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes.
	10 (14x14) 1592 12223 1593 18378 18378a 1594 [12190] Several other printers used apparently identical factotums, which were probably cast.


ORNAMENTAL INITIALS
	A1 (17x17) 1592 12306 24863
	A2 (24x25) 1596 [14677] 1597 17866
	B1 (25x25) 1596 [14677] 1597 17866 Later used by Okes; see Miller, B5, p. 144, and add 1609 6500 1611 13783
	C1 (24x25) 1596 [14677] 1597 17866 Later used by Stafford in 1600 21291
	D1 (24x25) 1596 [14677] 1597 17866 Later used by Stafford in 1609 17149
	F1 (18x18) [1593] [5123] 1594 1480 20867 Earlier used by Berthelet in 1532 9472; later by Stafford in 1611 22235
	G1 (27x29) 1594 1487 Earlier used by C. Barker in 1582 13672; later by Braddock in 1604 10650 and Beale in 1612 22395.
	G2 (18x18) 1592 12223 12306 12789+ 18377 18377a 1593 18377b 18378 18378a [25122] 1594 16678
	G3 (18.5x18.5) 1592 18377a
	H1 (23x22) 1591 16654 1592 12789+ Earlier used by T. East in 1580 10881 1581 3170 1588 23895; Hoskins and Chettle in 1591 22656; later by Stafford and G. Purslowe.
	I1 (26x26) 1952 12223 12306 24863 1594 [20867] Earlier used by Berthelet in at least four dozen books from 1534 868 to 1562 9396; H. Middleton 1574 11555 1580 3750; C. Barker 1582 13656; later by Braddock from 1598 12322 to 1606 18850
	I2 (24x25) 1596 [14677] 1597 17866 Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes
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	L1 (25x25.5) 1597 17866 Later used by Okes; see Miller, L4, p. 147
	O1 (22x22) 1592 12306
	Q1 (10x10) 1592 22678
	T1 (32x32) 1592 12561 Several printers had similar and almost indistinguishable blocks, which must have been cast; cf. Miller, T1 and T4. That reproduced by Pantzer as Fig. 7 shows the same damage to the cross-bar; she thinks it belonged to Edward Allde 1599-1613 (p. 305).
	T2 (26x26) 1597 17866 Later used by Judson; see Miller, T6, p. 150. Also in W. Stansby 1620 14764
	T3 (24x25) 1596 [14677] 1597 17916 Later used by Stafford, 1599-1611
	T4 (31x31) 1597 17916 Later used by Stafford and the Purslowes. Not to be confused with a very similar "Cain and Abel" block used by John Wolfe which lacks the building on the left, in e.g., 1587 12277. See H. R. Hoppe, "John Wolfe, Printer and Publisher," The Library, IV, xiv (1934), 275: "Found from 1585 to 1593. There is another block of this initial differing in details. The one illustrated passed to Windet; the other I have not been able to trace."
	V1 (24x23) 1594 12265 Later used by Stafford and G. Purslowe. There was probably more than one such block; cf. T. Dawson 1597 15623; T. D. 1620 22837
	W1 (22x22) 1592 12789+
	W2 (19x16) 1594 1487
	Y1 (18x18) 1595 5000 What seems to be the same block was earlier used by C. Barker in 1582 13672.


Additions to the Danter Canon

In his Index to the Printers, Publishers and Booksellers in the STC (1950), Morrison lists thirty-eight items known to have been printed by Danter. The nineteen additional titles which appear below were also printed in whole or in part by Danter, as is evidenced by the ornaments which they contain. This represents a 50% increase in the Danter canon, and is perhaps some indication of the enormous amount of work which remains to be done in identifying the printers of unsigned STC books. In Danter’s case the general picture of him as a marginal jobbing printer is hardly altered by these additions, but similar large increases in the canons of other printers might appreciably alter our estimation of their importance.

The entries are arranged chronologically, by STC number and title within each year; the Danter ornaments which each contains are identified:

	1591 22656 Smith, Henry. The affinities of the faithfull. Hoskins and Chettle for Ling and Busby; Folger copy reads ’Hoskins and Danter for . . .’; H1, no other ornaments.
	1592 12245 Greene, Robert. Greenes Groatsworth of witte. [sigs. D1-F4] See Sidney Thomas, "The Printing of Greenes Groatsworth of Witte and Kind-Harts Dreame," SB, XIX (1966), 196-197. Factotum 8 only.
	[1593] 5123 Chettle, Henry. Kind harts dreame. [sigs. E1-H2] See Sidney Thomas, op. cit. Device 295(a), ornament 15, factotum 7, F1. The N on E2v and R on F3 do not occur in signed Danter books.
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	1593 7675 A pleasant commodie of faire Em. "The printer was perhaps John Danter," Greg, Bibliography, I, 193. Copy of device 149 on titlepage; no other ornaments.
	1593 25122 Watson, T. The tears of fancie. Entered to Danter 11 August. Device 295(a), ornaments 5, 13, 14, G2.
	[1594] 10314 [Visitation articles] Peterborough. Ornaments 5, 15, factotum 8.
	1594 12190 Grassi, Giacomo di. G. di Grassi his true arte of defence. Although this book displays Danter’s factotum no. 2 on the titlepage and no. 6 passim, the many other ornaments are not his. It would be natural to suppose that the two blocks had passed out of his hands in 1592 or 1593 but for the fact that factotum 6 is used in 1606 6514, ’by R. B.’ but probably by Stafford.
	1594 20867 Present remedies against the plague. Device 295(a), F1, I1.
	1595 3388 Borgetto, G. The deuils legend. Ornaments 17, 18, factotum 3.
	1595 14707 Johnson, Thomas, tr. Cornucopiœ, or diuers secrets. Entered to Danter 30 October 1594. Ornaments 14, 17, factotum 3.
	1595 20366 The first booke of Primaleon of Greece [tr. A.Munday] Device 277, ornament 17, factotums 3, 8, 9.
	1595 22885 Smythe, J. Instructions, obseruations, and orders mylitarie. ’by R. Johnes.’ Danter probably printed the prelims only; ornament 17 appears on the titlepage and sig. ¶, but the other ornaments are not his.
	1595 23379 Stubbes, P. The anatomie of abuses [4th ed.] ’by R. Johnes’. Ornament 17; the only other ornament is an initial R on sig. A2, not found in any signed Danter book, but the same as appears in 1597 3631 also on sig. A2 (see below).
	1596 1433 Barley, William. A new booke of tabliture. [Barley published this book, but there is no evidence, despite STC, that he was the author]. Ornaments 9 and 10; also contains a large headpiece not found in any signed Danter book.
	1596 5737 Copley, Anthony. A fig for fortune. ’by R. Iohnes’. See Greg. The Library, IV, xxv (1944-5), 20: "In 1598 [sic] Richard Jones entered a copy called A fig for fortune . . . and the same year appeared an edition ostensibly printed by him (but actually by Danter at his assignment)." No evidence for this statement is given. The ornaments on the titlepage, and sigs. A4 and B are Danter’s (5, 11), though the ornamental initial A on A4 and the V of the same alphabet on sig B. do not appear in any signed Danter book.
	1596 14567 Jesus psalter. Although STC queries [Douay?], Greg and Boswell, Records, p. 56, suggest that this is the edition printed surreptitiously by Danter. The common type-ornaments look like his, and the only ornament, an IHS block at the end, may be the same used by Stafford in 1600 21291 on the titlepage.
	1596 14677 Johnson, Richard. The most famous history of the seauen champions of christendome. Entered to Danter 20 April. Ornaments 5, 12, 16, A2, B1, C1, D1, I2, T3; other ornaments used in the work are not found elsewhere in Danter’s books, which suggests that the printing was shared.
	1596 18418 A booke of . . . Needleworks. Ornaments 8, unrecorded V (an old Berthelet block, used in 1540 9402)
	1597 3631 Breton, Nicholas, The arbour of amorous deuises. ’by R. Iohnes’. Device 295(b) on titlepage and sig. A2. On the evidence of its appearance in this book McKerrow suggested that the block passed to Richard Jones at an unspecified date, though expressing doubts about it (Devices, pp. 115, 169). However, the ornament was used constantly by Danter from 1592 to 1597, and almost certainly passed directly to Stafford in 1599 with a third of Danter’s ornament stock. Other than 295(b) and Jones’s device 283 on the titlepage the book contains only an ornamental initial R (sig. A2), the same appearing in 1595 23379 (see above).
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Notes

[bookmark: 02.01]1 See, for instance, E. R. McC. Dix, "The Ornaments used by John Franckton, Printer at Dublin," Transactions of the Bibliographical Society, VIII (1907), 221-227; "The Initial Letters and Factotums used by John Franckton, Printer in Dublin," The Library, IV, ii (1922), 43-48; H. R. Plomer, "The Eliot’s Court Printing House, 1584-1674," The Library, IV, ii (1922), 175-184; "Eliot’s Court Press: Decorative Blocks and Initials," The Library, IV, iii (1923), 194-209; Harry Farr, "Shakespeare’s Printers and Publishers," The Library, IV, iii (1923), 225-260; R. B. McKerrow, "Edward Allde as a Typical Trade Printer," The Library, IV, x (1930), 121-162; H. R. Hoppe, "John Wolfe, Printer and Publisher," The Library, IV, xiv (1934), 241-288; C. William Miller, "Thomas Newcomb: A Restoration Printer’s Ornament Stock," SB, III (1950), 155-170. 
[bookmark: 02.02]2 For example, an examination of 139 books printed by William Stansby 1607-38 revealed that a particular ornament appears in only four of them; see "Three ’Owl’ Blocks: 1590-1640," The Library, V, xxii (1967), 144, note 3. 
[bookmark: 02.03]3 Two illustrated articles concerned with such differences are: W. A. Jackson, "Counterfeit Printing in Jacobean Times," The Library, IV, xv (1935), 364-376; William B. Todd, "Aldine Anchors, Initials, and the ’Counterfeit’ Cicero," PBSA, LX (1966), 413-417. 
[bookmark: 02.04]4 This comment remains generally true, despite the recent work done through the identification of battered types, such as Hinman’s on the First Folio, or published in articles such as R. K. Turner’s "The Printing of A King and No King," SB, XVIII (1965), 255-261, or Berta Sturman’s "A Date and a Printer for A Looking Glasse for London and England, Q4," SB, XXI (1968), 248-253. 
[bookmark: 02.05]5 See Dennis E. Rhodes, "The Quodlibeta of Petrus Joannes Olivi," PBSA, L (1956), 85-87; Lloyd E. Berry, "Giles Fletcher the Elder’s Licia," The Library, V, xv (1960), 133-134; G. W. Williams, "The Printer and Date of Romeo and Juliet Q4," SB, XVIII (1965), 253-254. 
[bookmark: 02.06]6 Danter printed A Solemn Passion of the Souls Loue as an appendage to Marie Magdalens Loue, STC 3665, entered 24 July 1595 (Arber III.45), "to be sold by W. Barley." Danter later entered A Solemn Passion separately (20 September 1595), but seems never to have printed it separately. 
[bookmark: 02.07]7 Greg and Boswell, Records, p. 60. 
[bookmark: 02.08]8 Greg and Boswell, Records, p. 56. 
[bookmark: 02.09]9 See "Additions to McKerrow’s Devices," The Library, V, xxiii (1968), 197. Other books claiming to be printed by Jones are known to have been printed for him; see W. C. Ferguson, The Library, V, xiii (1958), 201, and W. W. Greg, Some Aspects and Problems of London Publishing Between 1550 and 1650 (Oxford, 1956), p. 83: "But it was quite common at the time to speak of ’printing’ a book when what was meant was getting it printed, or publishing it. Some stationers regularly used the term in this sense in their imprints, as John Walley (1546-82), Robert Crowley (1549-57), and Anthony Kitson (1550-65) earlier, and later Richard Jones (1565-1600). Jones, it is true, possessed a press, but it is not known whether any of his numerous books were printed on it." 
[bookmark: 02.10]10 It will be noticed that Stafford obtained almost a third of Danter’s stock: 7 of 18 ornaments, 4 of 10 factotums, and 8 of 22 initials. Of the remainder, several went to Judson, and from him to Harrison, Snowdon, and Okes, while others went to R. Robinson, and later to Braddock and Beale. Those not yet traced elsewhere are ornaments 1, 2, 3, 6, 7; factotums 1, 2, 6, 10; initials A1, A2, G2, G3, O1, T1, W1, W2, Y1. 
[bookmark: 02.11]11 F. R. Johnson, "The First Edition of Gabriel Harvey’s Foure Letters," The Library, V, xv (1935), 221, offers evidence that Danter’s edition of Nashe’s Strange News (1592, entered 12 January 1593) was printed prior to its entry. 
[bookmark: 02.12]12 Elizabethan Book-Pirates (Cambridge, Mass., 1934), chap. VI. 
[bookmark: 02.13]13 "His account of the quarto and his argument for a memorial reconstruction as copy for Q1 have been generally accepted" (G. W. Williams, ’Romeo and Juliet’: A Critical Edition, Durham, Duke University Press (1964), p. xi). 
[bookmark: 02.14]14 Standish Henning, "The Printer of Romeo and Juliet, Q1," PBSA, LX (1966), 363-364, has recently shown that Allde was the second printer. 
[bookmark: 02.15]15 The evidence from type shortage suggests that sheets E-K were in fact set by formes; see G. W. Williams, "Setting by Formes in Quarto Printing," SB, XI (1958), 52-53. 
[bookmark: 02.16]16 Another shared printing job involving Danter is examined by M.W.S. Swan, "The Sweet Speech and Spenser’s Axiochus," ELH, XI (1944), 164-165. Danter printed sheets A-C of Axiochus, sigs. ¶ and D being printed by John Charlewood. For further examples, see ’Additions to the Danter Canon’ below. 
[bookmark: 02.17]17 Probably the oldest piece of decorative material he employed, however, was one of two woodcut illustrations of a knight on horseback which occur in STC 7503 (1596); it seems to be the same block used on the titlepage of STC 21008 by W. de Worde in 1528. 
[bookmark: 02.18]18 "It is also highly probable that something of the history of these decorations predates Judson’s use of them" (p. 140). 
[bookmark: 02.19]19 It is unlikely that this item was printed earlier than 3 August 1591, the date on which the Hoskins, Danter, Chettle partnership was approved; see Greg and Boswell, Records, p. 38.
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Pope as Scholar-Editor by John A. Hart 


Alexander Pope’s scholarship in his edition of Shakespeare’s Works (1725) has been the subject of much criticism from the publication of Theobald’s Shakespeare Restored (1726) down to our own times. Two scholars, Thomas Lounsbury and Hans Schmidt, performed an extensive analysis of the edition in the early part of our century, and their negative conclusions have been the assumptions on which our judgment has rested. 1 Lounsbury and Schmidt found that Pope was careless, unsystematic, and incapable of performing the task he had set for himself. The charges which they make against Pope can in large measure be extenuated and accounted for in the light of Pope’s theory of editing, in which he appropriated to himself the right to choose readings with an independence shocking to a twentieth-century editor; but even as a way of understanding that attitude of editing, we must reconsider the scholarship Pope performed in the preparation of his edition. Much may be said that suggests that Lounsbury and Schmidt, however righteous they were in the defense of literary scholarship, were too quick to make unjustified accusations, too eager to jump to unwarranted conclusions.

The accusations fall into two general classes; Pope is censured, first, for his carelessness in word-definition, and secondly, for his indifference to textual collation. The definition of words is discussed in detail by Lounsbury (p. 86) as "a fair illustration of the haphazard way in 
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which the work on this edition was done." After recalling to the reader’s mind the limited vocabulary of the Augustans as compared with our own (or the Elizabethans’), he continues,

. . . .Still, it is difficult to believe that several of those that [Pope] felt it incumbent to define could have been unknown to the men of his generation. Even if strange, their signification in most cases could have been easily guessed from the context. Where so vast a number of really difficult words were passed over in silence, it would seem hardly worth while to inform the reader, as did Pope, that bolted means ’sifted,’ that budge means ’give way,’ that eld means ’old age,’ that sometime means ’formerly,’ that rood means ’cross,’ and that the verb witch means ’bewitch.’ These, and others like these, could not have been deemed obsolete: some of them it would hardly have been right to call unusual (p. 87).
But these words were unusual and strange in 1725, as an examination of their history in the New English Dictionary reveals. The list of quotations illustrating the use of each word omits in almost every case a quotation from the period immediately preceding or following Pope’s edition; 2 "gyves," dated in 1704, and "bolted," which Pope himself used in the Odyssey, 1725, are the only two examples (except dialect versions) found in the first quarter of the eighteenth century. It is not difficult to believe that Pope felt it necessary to define these words; his edition, which was directed primarily to the general reader of his time, had to be comprehensible if it was to succeed, and Pope was certainly trying to make the text clear; he was not merely making a pretense of scholarship.
The selection of Pope’s words does not disturb Lounsbury as much as the definition of the words he selected.

. . . .These [definitions] were not unfrequently the purest guesses. Even when they approached the meaning, they sometimes failed to give it exactly. A few examples will set this forth clearly. The noun, hilding, ’a worthless good-for-nothing fellow,’ was explained by the adjectives ’base,’ ’degenerate.’ Caliver, ’a small gun,’ was set down as ’a large gun.’ Henchman appears as ’usher’; hurtling, ’collision’ or ’conflict,’ as ’skirmishing’; and brach, as ’hound.’ The two definitions given of brooch are suggestive of the obscurity as well as misapprehension that had then overtaken the designation of that now common ornamental fastening. In one place it was described as ’an 
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old word signifying a jewel,’ and in the other as ’a chain of gold that women wore formerly about their necks.’ The ingenuity with which, when a word had two possible meanings, Pope could light upon the wrong one can be seen in his giving to callat, ’a strumpet,’ the sense of ’scold’; and again in defining coystrel, ’a knave,’ as a ’young lad’ (pp. 87-88).
The judgment cannot be made against Pope, however, without taking into consideration the unscholarly nature of his age. There was none of the equipment which is now available to the modern scholar: libraries, encylopedias, dissertations, good dictionaries. Pope had to be contented with the best contemporary works he could find. The blame (if any) for these inaccuracies must rest largely upon the shoulders of the scholars of the time rather than upon Pope, since there is strong evidence that he relied upon contemporary dictionaries for these meanings. The same list of words was defined in Bailey’s Dictionary (1721) as follows: 	hilding [q.d. Hinderling]: degenerate Spencer
	caliver: a sort of small Sea Gun
	henchman, heinsman: A Foot Page, Germ. a Sirname
	hurtling: thrusting, skirmishing Spencer
	bracetus, brachetus: a Hound O.L.
	brooch: a Painting all in one Colour: Also a Collar of Gold, used to be worn by Ladies about their Necks
	calot: a lewd Woman, a drab (1724 ed.)
	coistrel: a young lad L.

Several of these are identical with the meanings given by Pope. Far from revealing Pope’s unscholarly nature, they show that he was at some pains to consult outside authorities. A similar answer can be made to Lounsbury’s statements concerning Pope’s etymologies. 
. . . .As his etymologies were often wrong, it is not at all remarkable that the explanations based upon them should not merely be guesses, but should be very bad guesses. The unscholarly nature of Pope’s mind was almost invariably sure to display itself whenever he set out to exhibit scholarship.

This charge can easily be substantiated. The old English verb ear, as an example, means ’to plough.’ Three times it was used by Shakespeare in his plays. Pope defined it and defined it correctly; but not content with this, he went on in every instance to impart the information -- needless, had it been true, but worse than needless since it was false -- that it was derived from the Latin arare (pp. 89-90).



Bailey’s Dictionary again is an authority which Pope may have used. It has "To ear or are [of Earian, Sax. of Arare, L.] to till, plough, or 
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fallow the ground." 3 Pope’s definitions are not "a fair illustration of the haphazard way in which the work on this edition was done." He defined as many words as he could according to the best authorities of his day; where he failed, the failure may be attributed to the age in which he lived.

But this accusation is of minor importance in comparison with the remarks on Pope’s collation of texts. If it can be demonstrated that Pope was unsystematic and careless in his use of the quarto and folio texts, then it may justly be claimed that his edition was a failure by his own standards as well as ours. This is the conclusion that Schmidt comes to:

Unzweifelhaft hat er in vielen Fallen, wo er sich den Quartos anschloss, das Richtige getroffen. Aber eine systematische Untersuchung des Wertes der einzelnen Quartausgaben hat er so wenig angestellt wie einen Vergleich mit den Folios. Das beweist sein Verhalten in Rom. und Shr. Ebensowenig entsprach die Art und Weise, wie er die Quartos benutzte, der "dull duty of an editor". Er zog diese Ausgaben nicht systematisch und gründlich zu Rat, vielmehr nur gelegentlich. Einige deutliche Beispiele mögen es veranschaulichen. Im Lear finden sich in den Quartos häufig ganze Zeilen, die in den Folios und bei Rowe fehlen. Pope nimmt sie weder in seinen Text auf, noch weist er in Anmerkungen darauf hin: so II 4, 18, 19, IV 2, 53-59, IV 2, 62-68, 69 (Albany. What news?), IV 7, 33-36, 79, 80, 86-98, V 1, 11-13, 18, 19, V 3, 39, 40, 55-60, 205-222. Andererseits fehlen in den Quartausgaben des Lear Worte und Zeilen, die sich in den Folios und bei Rowe finden. Pope hat sich seinem Vorgänger Rowe angeschlossen, ohne den Leser über die Lesart der Quartos aufzuklären: so II 1, 97 (of that consort), II 4, 21, 45-53, 94, 95, 99, 136-141, III 4, 17, 18, 26, 37, 38, 51 (through flame), 57, III 6, 12-15, 84, IV 1, 6-9, IV 6, 163-168. 4 
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Pope’s apologist cannot evade this charge by asserting that the poet lacked materials. He lists a quarto edition of every play for which quartos exist, except Much Ado About Nothing, and there is ample evidence that he used each one during the course of his collation. In addition to this, he includes first and second folios in his list: a total of source material which was available to no other editor until Capell.
Moreover, part of Schmidt’s statements must be admitted to be correct. Pope did not realize that these early quartos were often pirated and inferior editions. In his own age, it was almost always the first edition that appeared with the author’s consent and approval; thereafter no authority could be attributed to an edition without strict examination. Consequently, he often does accord to some of these early quartos a value which we now realize they do not deserve. The main reason for this respect, however, is not that a quarto is a "first edition," but that it is an authority by an appeal to which he can delete inferior lines or add pertinent material. This will become sufficiently evident later on in this discussion.

Schmidt is also perfectly correct when he says that Pope did not consistently inform the reader of textual differences or omissions. His edition was directed to the general reader, not to the scholar, and Pope felt it necessary to notify the reader only when there were longer or more important passages involved.

But the accusation that Pope was unsystematic in his collation requires re-examination. Both Lounsbury and Schmidt notice that Pope does not restore all the lines from the quarto of King Lear, although he restores some of them; their conclusion from this is that Pope consulted the quartos occasionally, but not consistently.

I should like to suggest the hypothesis that Pope did read the quartos side by side with Rowe’s edition and that what he omitted, he omitted by choice, not chance. This point can be demonstrated by an examination of the same play which his critics use as evidence for their conclusion. Although there can be no question of the fact that Pope left out several passages which were in the Lear quarto of 1608, there are several curious things to note about Pope’s treatment of this 
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quarto which make it evident that he left out the passages purposely. First of all, wherever Pope inserts a passage present only in the quarto, he indicates it in a note. 5 He does not always directly mention the quartos, however; sometimes he merely substitutes the quarto reading and puts the Rowe reading in the margin. 6 But in this play, perhaps more than any other he edited, Pope was careful to note passages inserted from the quarto of 1608 if they were of any length. This fact is interesting since it is not often Pope’s procedure, but it does not prove anything material about the care with which he collated.

What is informative is the tenor of some of these notes. A few of them are as follows:


These words restor’d from the first edition, without which the sense was not compleat. (I, 1, 103; Pope, vol. III, p. 4)

In the common editions it is "Good dawning," tho’ the time be apparently night. I have restor’d it to sense from the old edition. (II, 2, 1; Pope, vol. III, p. 35)

The six following verses were omitted in all the late editions: I have replac’d them from the first, for they are certainly Shakespeare’s. (III, 1, 7-15; Pope, vol. III, p. 53)

After the words ’twixt Albany and Cornwall in the old edition are the lines which I have inserted in the text, which seem necessary to the plot, as preparatory to the arrival of the French army with Cordelia in Act 4. How both these, and a whole Scene between Kent and this gentleman in the fourth Act, came to be left out in all the latter editions, I cannot tell: they depend upon each other, and very much contribute to clear that incident . . . . The lines which have been put in their room are unintelligible, and to no purpose. (III, 1, 30-43; Pope, vol. III, p. 54)

These and the speech ensuing are in the edition of 1608, and are but necessary to explain the reasons of the detestation which Albany expresses here to his wife. (IV, 2, 31-50; Pope, vol. III, p. 76)



In these examples, Pope seems to have a fear of adding anything from 
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the quarto edition, without offering a reason for it. In the first two examples, he feels that the passages restore the sense of the text; in the third, the quality of the verses justifies their presence; in the fourth, the explanation of the plot requires the lines; and in the last, the characters become more clearly portrayed by the inclusion of the verses. The most arresting fact, however, is the phraseology of the last quotation. These speeches "are but necessary to explain the reasons of the detestation which Albany expresses here to his wife," implying that if they did not have this reason for being, he would not have put them into the play. This is an indirect statement of Pope’s theory about collation and scholarship. Every passage must serve some sort of function in the play, and the editor must decide whether the passage is worthy or not before admitting it into the text.

Further evidence for believing that Pope left out quarto passages by choice appears when one examines some of the lines he does insert. The quarto, Act III, scene 1, lines 7-15, reads:


[the king] teares his white hairs, l.7

Which the impetuous blasts with eyles rage

Catch in their fury, and make nothing of,

Strives in his little world of man to outscorne, l.10

The too and fro conflicting wind and rain,

This night wherin the cub-drawne Bear would couch,

The Lyon, and the belly pinched Wolfe

Keeps their furre dry, unbonneted he runnes,

And bids what will take all. 7


In Pope’s version, lines 10-11 are left out entirely, and "wherin" (line 12) is changed to "in which"; he seems to maintain here and in other places a complete independence in his consideration of the text. 8 This practice is again not a proof that he collated his texts carefully, but it at least opens the way to a belief that if Pope thought a line was unworthy of representation in the text, he did not hesitate to leave it out. 9 
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It is only by an actual collation of the texts that one can find positive proof that Pope was not careless in his collation of this text. The passages listed by Schmidt were certainly seen by Pope, because he often makes changes from the quarto in the lines immediately preceding or following these passages. Thus in Act IV, scene 7, lines 33-36 are missing from the folios, from Rowe, and from Pope, as indicated by Schmidt. But the verse immediately preceding (line 32) appears in the quarto as


Was this a face

To be exposed against the warring winds, l.32


in Rowe as 
Was this Face

To be oppos’d against the jarring Winds? 10


and in Pope, conspicuously following the quarto, 
Was this face

To be expos’d against the warring winds?


It is not probable that Pope read and accepted line thirty-two without seeing and reading lines 33-36. Another even more interesting example occurs in the same scene, lines 79-80. The whole speech of the doctor is as follows in the quarto (lines 78-81): Be comforted good Madame, the great rage you see is cured in him, and yet it is danger to make him even ore the time hee has lost, desire him to goe in, trouble him no more till further settling.
The folios and Rowe have 
Be comforted, good Madam, the great rage

You see is kill’d in him; desire him to go in.

Trouble him no more ’till further settling.


Pope: 
Be comforted, good Madam; the great rage

You see is cur’d in him: desire him to go in.

And trouble him no more ’till further settling.


Pope follows Rowe in the verse form and in leaving out the additional lines from the quarto, but he adopts a word from the quarto text, 
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"cur’d" for "kill’d," and that in a place where he could not possibly have failed to see the omitted lines. 11
The fact that not all the quarto verses thus treated can be enclosed with a parenthesis of evidence proving Pope’s use of the quarto does not invalidate the case. This quarto does not have a great many variant readings in comparison with some of the other Shakespearean quartos, and what few it has are of small value. Consequently, the actual changes taken from the quarto into Pope’s text are fewer than usual. But what changes there are indicate that his collation must have been very close indeed. The words taken from the quarto into the text of Pope are in most cases matters of preference expressed by the editor rather than readings necessary to make sense out of the Rowe text. For example, in the seventy-nine lines of the second scene of Act III (exclusive of the Fool’s prophecy at the end, which is not in the quarto), there are just eleven readings taken from the quarto by Pope.

These are:
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	line 3	Till you have drencht our steeples, drown’d the cocks.	qq.Pope;	drown ff.Rowe
	line 8	Crack nature’s mould, all germains spill at once.	qq.Pope;	moulds ff.Rowe
	line 9	That make ingrateful man.	qq.Pope;	makes ff.Rowe
	line 22	That have with two pernicious daughters join’d.	qq.Pope;	will . . . join ff.Rowe
	lines 48-49	Man’s nature cannot carryTh’affliction, nor the force.	qq.Pope; fear	ff.Rowe
	lines 49-50	Let the great gods, That keep this dreadful thund’ring o’er our heads.	qq.Pope;	pudder ff. Rowe
	lines 54-55	Thou perjur’d, and thou simular man of virtue	qq.Pope;	simular ff.Rowe
		That art incestuous.	qq.ff.Pope;	Thou Rowe
	lines 55-57	Caitiff, shake to pieces	Pope; to pieces shake	qq.ff.Rowe
		That under covert and convenient seeming Hast practis’d on man’s life.	qq.Pope;	Has ff.Rowe
	line 64	More hard than is the stone whereof ’tis rais’d. harder than the stones	qq.Pope;	ff.Rowe
	lines 70-71	The art of our necessities is strange, That can make vile things precious.	qq.Pope;	And ff.Rowe
	line 78	True my good boy: come bring us to this hovel.	qq.Pope;	boy ff.Rowe 12 


These emendations are all of such a minor nature that they could only have been seen and adopted by one who was collating carefully and systematically, and since they are spaced over the whole scene they show that the collation was not concentrated in individual spots. But this scene is representative of Pope’s reference to the quarto throughout the entire play. The same type of emendation of Rowe’s text appears everywhere. 13 The weight of this evidence overpowers Schmidt’s statement (p. 33) that "Wenn Pope bei Rowe eine offenbar verderbte Lesart fand, so griff er häufig lieber zu eigenen Änderungen, als dass er in den Quartos nachsah." 14 The few examples which he gives from the plays to illustrate his theory (which is essentially the same as Lounsbury’s) that Pope first consulted his own Muse if a reading did not satisfy him, does not hold up under strict examination. 15

The truth is that Pope is very careful in his collation of this play; he constantly keeps the quarto before him and uses it to emend or augment the text, but he always reserves the right to handle his material in his own way. If he leaves out lines from the quarto edition, it is because he wishes to do so, not because he is careless or unsystematic.

But the Lear quarto of 1608 has never been considered a good text except for its contribution of these additional passages. There are not as many variant readings as in some of the other quartos, and a large number of them are inferior to the folio lines. Consequently, an even more impressive conclusion can be reached by the examination of an 
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edition such as the Hamlet quarto. This has a great number of variant readings, many of which are excellent, and they afford an ample scope for any editor who insists upon an independent choice of materials. 16 Of the seventy-five instances in IV, 7 in which q3 or q5 differs from Rowe’s text, twenty-six are inserted into Pope’s edition. They are such small changes that Pope must have collated very carefully to have detected them. His practice in this scene is again no different from his collation of the rest of the play, showing that his examination of the quarto readings is consistent and thorough in every act. 17

His handling of the quartos demonstrates his editorial independence in another way. It has been stated before that he gives an unwarranted preference to some quartos and that one of the reasons for it was that they were "first editions." But not all of the "first editions" are considered on the same level. The Lear quarto is not as "good" (that is, useful) as the Hamlet quarto, nor is the Hamlet quarto as good as the Romeo and Juliet quarto of 1597. The latter he speaks of in terms of highest respect because it gives him authority to leave out certain passages which he dislikes. Always the worth of a line or a passage or a quarto depends ultimately upon its conformity with what he feels to be good poetry.

A question naturally arises regarding Pope’s treatment of the folios in distinction from Rowe’s text on the one hand and the quartos on the other. It is a difficult problem to answer accurately, because there is so little positive evidence in Pope’s edition. It is customary and perhaps true to say that Pope bracketed Rowe’s text and the folios together as opposed to the distinctly different quartos, and so paid little heed to the changes of the folios; that he did not, in other words, ever systematically collate the folios if there was a quarto text to collate instead. Only very rarely is there any indication that Pope has looked into the first and second folios, but it must be remembered that there is not often an opportunity for using these editions. In Hamlet, Pope gives notice that he has read the folios in two places. To II,2,400, ("the first row of the rubrick will shew you more"), he appends the note:

Rubrick. It is Pons chansons in the first folio edition.
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Similarly, to II, 2, 480 ("But who, oh who, had seen the mobled Queen?"): In the first folio edition, it is th’enobled Queen. 18 
This evidence is not at all conclusive, since it may be argued that Pope was consulting the folios in these difficult places, but not necessarily anywhere else. Thus, the question must remain unanswered.
But what about Pope’s use of the folios when there was no quarto to turn to for variant readings? Pope again leaves no signpost, and any information must be procured by collating texts. The labor is not as rewarding as in the case of plays with quarto texts because the results do not give absolute proof of Pope’s thoroughness. In the first place there is much less chance for securing evidence since the difference between the folios and Rowe’s text is not as great as that between the quartos and Rowe. Therefore, there can be no weight of numbers to tip the scales in Pope’s favor. As an instance, consider the first act of Macbeth. Twenty-eight readings of Rowe’s text differ from comparable passages in the first folio (aside from mere modernization of spellings, punctuation, etc.). Of these twenty-eight, at least six are obviously corrected mistakes of something which is incomprehensible in the earlier edition. The folio line "High thee hither," for instance, can only be construed as Rowe’s "Hie thee hither"; such a change as Rowe’s "most" for "must" needs only to be seen to be accepted in the lines on the martlet:


Where they must breed and haunt, I have observed

The air is delicate. ff.; most Rowe (I, 6, 9-10)


This leaves, then, only twenty-two readings about which there can be any doubt as to the superiority of Rowe’s text. Of this number Pope used only three lines from the folio and referred (in a note) to one other. One of these changes might possibly have been made independently of the folio; the other two could not possibly have been. The following lines in Act I, scene 5, 5-6 read the same in F1 and Pope: . . . . came missives from the king, who all-hail’d me "Thane of Cawdor";
in the other folios and in Rowe the word is "all hail’d." A critic could have arrived at the correct reading without reference to F1, so this cannot be a positive instance. 
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The other two cases do show a knowledge of the early text. Act I, scene 5, line 26:

All that impedes thee from the golden round F1 Pope; thee hinders F2F3F4 Rowe
I, 7, 7-11: 
. . . .we but teach

Bloody instructions, which being taught return

To plague the inventor: this even-handed justice

Commends the ingredience of our prison’d chalice

To our own lips. F1


we but teach

Bloody instructions, which being taught return

To plague the ingredience of our poison’d chalice

To our own lips. F2F3F4Rowe


we but teach

Bloody instructions, which being taught return

To plague the inventor: even-handed justice

Returns the ingredients of our poison’d chalice

To our own lips. Pope


Pope reinserts a part of the speech which had been erroneously omitted in the second folio and in all following editions, although he takes all sorts of liberties with the first folio reading, leaving out "this" in line 10 and changing "commends" to "returns."
These few examples are very unsatisfactory and inconclusive. A further study of the play reveals the same situation. In Act II there are two instances, Act III, two more, Act IV, three, and in Act V, there are four examples, making a grand total of fourteen. This is certainly not sufficient evidence to prove Pope’s exact collation of the folios along with Rowe’s text. And yet, since there are so few superior readings in the first folio as opposed to Rowe, it is not fair to say that Pope has not collated the texts. The fact that the accepted lines are spread throughout the play and that there are some which are based upon pure preference (as in the case of "impedes thee" mentioned above) rather than a necessity of making sense leads one to suppose that Pope’s references to the folio were not made merely because he was "puzzled" for a meaning but because he had collated with a certain amount of fidelity. This is a disappointing conclusion, but nonetheless a valid and effective one.

It is reinforced considerably by an examination of the texts of 
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Antony and Cleopatra. The evidence in Act I is almost as inconclusive as in Macbeth; there are in this case thirty-seven instances in which the folio text differs from Rowe’s, and Pope has reverted to eight of these. While this is a slightly higher proportion, it is nevertheless scarcely more satisfactory or conclusive than the text of Macbeth. But in Act II, Pope takes into his text no less than twenty-six readings from the folio, and in Act III, twenty-three. There is no doubt that, at least in this part of the play, Pope was consulting the earliest source along with the Rowe text. There is no reason, I think, to suppose that Pope was being erratic in the sudden jump in number from eight in the first act to twenty-six in the second, for there seems to be much more opportunity for using the first folio in the later act because of the many lapses made by the second, third, and fourth folios and carried over by Rowe. And it is not the quantity of these errors as much as the quality of them which demands the earlier reading. A few of the superior readings may be given as samples. Pope’s version is given rather than the folio’s.

Caes.
I wrote to you

When rioting in Alexandria you

Did pocket up my letters; and with taunts

Did gibe my missive out of audience. beg F4 Rowe (II, 2, 85-88)

Caes.
But by sea he is an absolute master.

Ant.
So is the fame. Frame F3F4Rowe (II, 2, 192-93)

Enobarbus.
The silken tackles

Swell with the touches of those flower-soft hands

That yarely frame the office. yearly F3F4Rowe ii (II, 2, 245-47)

Enobarbus.
Age cannot wither her, nor custom stale

Her infinite variety. steal F2F3F4Rowe (II, 2, 274-75)



There are not many instances in the second or third acts where a reading from the first folio as good as any of these is missed by Pope. In fact, I am fully convinced that Pope gave the folio due consideration in the preparation of his text, and that the inconclusiveness of the evidence found in Macbeth and in the first, fourth, and fifth acts of Antony and Cleopatra may be attributed to lack of differences rather than lack of effort on the part of Pope. It is much more likely that his discrepancy in numbers in Antony and Cleopatra is the result of Rowe’s laxity in collating Acts II and III than Pope’s in collating Acts I, IV, and V. It seems safe to conclude, therefore, that Pope paid the folio text as much attention as he did to any of the quarto editions he collated.
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Pope’s practice of collating texts as illustrated by the argument presented above was careful and considerate, but in no case did he accept a reading because it was the most authoritative. Thus he preserved his own independence of judgment, which, right or wrong, he would and did stand by. Nor does he seem to have been more careful in the collation of these four plays than in that of the other plays in his edition. 19 Since the value of any quarto or folio text was also based upon Pope’s independent opinion of it, it followed that he placed a greater amount of trust in some texts than in others. Yet to all of them he gave a consideration far above that of his predecessor Rowe. For this reason, and despite previous critics, Pope’s errors and failures must be attributed to something else besides a careless putting together of his text.

Pope’s achievement as a scholar, then, was much greater than has previously been thought, although his scholarship was directed to a different end from that of modern editors. He was not interested in collating editions in order to reproduce the historical text of Shakespeare; he wished to examine all the available material so that he could select the "best" of it for the entertainment and edification of his age.



Notes

[bookmark: 03.01]1 Thomas Lounsbury, The Text of Shakespeare (1906), esp. chapters V and VI; Hans Schmidt, Die Shakespeare Ausgabe von Pope (Giessen Diss.), Darmstadt, 1912. James Sutherland, "The Dull Duty of an Editor," discusses Pope’s work as editor of Shakespeare, providing thereby a general antidote to the kind of assumption Lounsbury and Schmidt have encouraged us to hold. Sutherland’s discussion is based on the Pope-Theobald opposition rather than on textual analysis. My discussion I see as a reinforcement of Sutherland’s view, which appeared first in Review of English Studies, XXI (1945), 202-215, and has been reprinted in Essential Articles for the Study of Alexander Pope, ed. Maynard Mack (1964), pp. 630-649. 
[bookmark: 03.02]2 The last date at which each word was used previous to Pope’s edition is given here, followed by the first date after 1725. "eld" 1637, 1740; "bolted" 1640, 1791 (Pope’s Odyssey, 1725); "budge" 1663, 1768; "gyves" 1704, 1774; "fitchew" 1688 (fitcholl), 1752 (fitcher); "sometime" 1678 (pub. 1700), 1786; "rood" 1609, 1801; "witch" 1647, 1812. 
[bookmark: 03.03]3 The case of "neif" (woman-slave) is also cited by Lounsbury as evidence. The meaning which Pope gives to "neif" is found in Bailey, the etymology in Stephen Skinner, Etymologicon Linguae Anglicanae, 1671; Pope used the latter authority on two other occasions, as is indicated by the following notes: Utis, an old word yet in use in some counties, signifying a merry festival, from the French Huit, octo, ab A.S. Eahta Octavae Festi Alicujus. Skinner (Pope, III, p. 322). Jymold, or rather gimmald, which signifies a ring of two rounds. Gemellus, Sk. (Pope, III, p. 464). 
[bookmark: 03.04]4 Schmidt, p. 33. "Without a doubt he has come to the right conclusion in many cases where he followed the quartos. He has investigated the value of the different quarto editions as little as he has investigated that of the folios. His treatment of Rom. and Shr. proves this. The means and manner in which he used the quartos showed his idea of "the dull duty of an editor." He did not use these editions systematically and thoroughly but only occasionally. Some striking examples may show this. Frequently in Lear there are entire lines in the quartos which are not to be found in the folios and Rowe. Pope neither incorporates them into his text nor refers to them in his annotations: thus II 4, 18, 19, IV 2, 53-59, IV 2, 62-68, 69 (Albany. What news?), IV 7, 33-36, 79, 80, 86-98, V 1, 11-13, 18, 19, V 3, 39, 40, 55-60, 205-222. On the other hand in the quarto editions of Lear words and lines are missing which are to be found in the folios and Rowe. Pope followed his predecessor Rowe without explaining the quarto variations to the reader: thus II 1, 97 (of that consort), II 4, 21, 45-53, 94, 95, 99, 136-141, III 4, 17, 18, 26, 27, 37, 38, 51 (through flame), 57, III 6, 12-15, 84, IV 1, 6-9, IV 6, 163-168." Lounsbury comes to a similar conclusion but is not as specific in his examples. 
[bookmark: 03.05]5 There are two minor exceptions to this statement: Lear, II, 2, 146 and V, 3, 48. (The line numbering is always taken from the Furness Variorum Editions, unless otherwise indicated.) 
[bookmark: 03.06]6 For example, Pope’s text reads: 
Thou perjur’d, and thou simular man of virtue,

That art incestuous: caitiff, shake to pieces


Pope’s note: 
Thou perjur’d, and thou simular of virtue

Thou art incestuous; caitiff, to pieces shake (Lear, III, 2, 54-55; Pope, vol. III, p. 57)



[bookmark: 03.07]7 This quotation is taken from King Lear, 1608 (Pied Bull Quarto), Shakespeare Quarto Facsimiles No. 1, London, 1939. Pope seems to have had access to the other 1608 Quarto, called Quarto 2 in the Variorum edition. There are not any material differences between the two quartos in the instances given, however, and so Q1 will be used here. 
[bookmark: 03.08]8 Some other examples of incomplete restorations of the quarto text are: III, 6, 17-54, where Pope leaves out lines 23-28, 32-33, 39-44, 45-47, 51-52; IV, 2, 31-50, lines 39, 42, 48; IV, 3, lines 18-19, 27-28, 31; V, 1, 23-28, line 28. 
[bookmark: 03.09]9 This discussion sets aside the justice and taste of Pope’s omissions. It is merely an attempt to show that Pope’s collation was much stricter than has been previously thought. 
[bookmark: 03.10]10 Rowe’s text, second edition (1714) is used here, since it was the main source of Pope’s edition. 
[bookmark: 03.11]11 It is not likely that Pope could have seen and accepted this word "cur’d" in Act IV, scene 7, line 79 and another passage taken from the quarto, V, 1, 23-28, with a space of forty lines between them, without also seeing and rejecting IV, 7, 86-97, V, 1, 13-14, and V, 1, 19-20. The last case, for instance, is only three lines before the passage he takes into his text. 
[bookmark: 03.12]12 These readings are given as they appear in Pope’s text. The italicized words are taken from the quarto except for line 55, which is Pope’s independent emendation. The spelling, punctuation, and verse form are often different in the quarto. 
[bookmark: 03.13]13 The number of quarto readings taken by Pope into his text of Lear are as follows: Act I, 36; Act II, 29; Act III, 32; Act IV, 38; Act V, 28. 
[bookmark: 03.14]14 Schmidt, p. 33. "When Pope found an evidently corrupt reading in Rowe, he more frequently made changes of his own than checked the quartos." 
[bookmark: 03.15]15 For instance, Schmidt notices that Pope placed an independent reading in his text of King Lear, III, 3, 12: . . . . I will look for him and privily relieve him Pope; seek qq.; look ff. Rowe This is pure preference on Pope’s part, however; he shows that he is collating the quarto by taking a reading from it in the previous sentence, lines 11-12: . . . . there is part of a power already landed; we must incline to the king. qq. Pope; footed ff. Rowe 
[bookmark: 03.16]16 Pope had access to both the 1605 Quarto (called q3 in the Variorum) and the 1611 Quarto (q5). There is evidence that he used both; for example, q3 is the source of Pope’s change in III, 4, 55, and IV, 5, 146; q5 is the source in III, 1, 38 and IV, 6, 29. They are considered together here, since the difference between them is not important in this discussion. 
[bookmark: 03.17]17 The statistics of Pope’s use of the Hamlet quartos are: Act I, 50 adoptions; Act II, 55; Act III, 54; Act IV, 55; Act V, 70. 
[bookmark: 03.18]18 A reference to the first folio reveals that these statements are true but inaccurate. The folio has "Pons Chanson" and "inobled Queen." 
[bookmark: 03.19]19 This statement is based upon my study of Pope’s collation of these and four other plays, Romeo and Juliet, Othello, The Tempest, and Julius Caesar, and of individual scenes in Midsummer Night’s Dream, As You Like It, Richard III, and Henry IV, Part I.
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On Editing One’s First Play by Clifford Leech 


This article is concerned with elementary matters which may seem beneath the consideration of readers of the journal in which it is appearing. Nevertheless, my experience as an editor and a general editor suggests that I can save newly commissioned editors from a sense of frustration and an expense of time if I talk about some guiding-lines that are in most instances applicable to the editing of a play. The situation that I have in mind is that where you (I shall employ this pronoun frequently, for what I am writing is in the nature of a personal, though generalized, communication) have agreed for the first time to edit a play in a series which has a general editor. Some few of us are totally responsible for editing the plays of a major dramatist; others are producing a facsimile or ’type-facsimile’, probably with an indication of variants in copies other than the one used as basis for the text. For such scholars the substance of this article will be irrelevant. More frequently, however, in undertaking to edit a play, you are contributing it to a series aimed at a fairly wide public and appearing under the auspices of a publisher who has initiated the project and has chosen a general editor who is concerned with choosing the editors and with ensuring that proper standards of scholarship are maintained. In most instances general procedures will have been agreed upon between the publisher and the general editor, but the general editor will not have foreseen every contingency and will probably in any event allow the individual editor a considerable measure of freedom within the total scheme.

It will be well to remember always that we are dealing with a triangular relationship, between the publisher and the general editor and the editor. I shall not in what follows have much to say about the publisher, 1 but at this point I should salute the enterprise of a considerable 
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number of both commercial and university presses who in recent years have undertaken the publication of a series of dramatic texts. The triangular relationship, however, has its hazards: because it is triangular, there is often an imperfect liaison, so that an editor may get instructions (about proofs and the like) from the publisher different from those he has received from the general editor. My advice here is blunt: communicate with the publisher as much as you wish, but let your general editor know what you have said; when there is a conflict in instructions, at once get in touch with your general editor about it. 2 His instructions may, however, be buried in a cyclostyled memorandum he sent you some time ago, when you agreed to edit your text: it is part of your responsibility to know this document well.

Each of the three members of the triangular partnership has his particular responsibility. The publisher is responsible for seeing that the volume is well produced, is appropriate for the market he has in mind, and is a reputable book on his list. The general editor must see that each volume in the series maintains the scholarly standards he has set himself. The editor must do his play justice, must remember that many thousands of people are going to read the play first in his edition, and that, in the case of lesser-known plays, his may be the last edition in this century.

Some things you might remember are: in all probability, your general editor is underpaid and tired; he believes in his job, and expects you to believe in yours; there is no point in losing your temper with him (every editor may feel so inclined on occasion); he may well have restrained himself rather hard before deciding that he must not lose his temper with you. The remarkable thing is that, in the end, friendship between editor and general editor tends to grow through the joint task; in few instances is there an ultimate falling-out. But patience on both sides will at times be needed.

It will be as well if I indicate the limits of my own experience in the triangular situation. Many years ago, when I was far less equipped for the task than any reader of this journal, I did a volume from manuscript for Henry de Vocht’s Materials for the Study of the Old English Drama: it was de Vocht who first showed me how much a general editor can do for a volume in his series; more recently I have edited a New Arden Shakespeare and a Signet Shakespeare, and thus again 
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have had the advantage of working with excellent general editors; I have been general editor of the Revels Plays since its beginning: in this series, at the moment of writing, fifteen volumes have been published, two more are at the press, and many more commissioned. So I have some grounds for commenting on the relation between editor and general editor. It is the editor’s duty to conform with the established practices of the series he is contributing to, but it must be remembered that in some details these practices may change as time goes on. You, as editor, must not only know your general editor’s cyclostyled memorandum but must be aware of any modifications that have appeared in the latest volumes of the series. A general editor may revise his guidance-memorandum fairly often, but he cannot do so every half-year. When you, the editor, decide there is a good case in your particular play for departing from the general rules, you should consult your general editor in advance: my experience is that you will find him sympathetic if you have an arguable case. It is your book, not his. But you must be prepared to notice what the given procedures are, including some he has not thought of mentioning (e.g., single or double quotation-marks as basic, the mode of indicating scene-headings, British or American spelling). He will probably have told you about the policy relating to elisions, including ’-ed’ endings in verbs and ’-est’ endings in superlatives and second person singular verbs. You should remember, too, that you should not have taken the volume on if you were not prepared, on this occasion, to accept the basic practices of the series. But it is his duty (i) to see that the general plan of the series has been kept in mind, (ii) to correct your manifest errors (and these may not be few, however distinguished a scholar you are), (iii) to advise and warn when he thinks you have left yourself vulnerable to attack from reviewers and to incredulity from non-reviewing readers, (iv) to bear in mind the general character of the series as already agreed on with the publisher, and (v) to recognize that it is indeed your book that is being published and, if you disregard his warnings and advice (as distinct from direction within the scheme indicated), to let you run the risk.

Let us now assume that you have just agreed to edit a volume for the New Arden, the Revels, the Regents, the New Mermaids, the Fountainwell, the Signet, the New Penguin, the Pelican, or any other of the Shakespearian or related series that are at present, or have been recently, in production. You will have to produce an introduction (probably with a firm or maximum word-length indicated), a text with collation, a number of explanatory annotations, and such appendices 
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as you want and the general editor (aware of the publisher’s exigencies) will allow. It must be assumed that you have familiarized yourself with (i) the drama of the period (if it is Elizabethan-Stuart, you must have read the whole of your playwright’s work and a considerable proportion of contemporary drama -- the whole of Shakespeare, Marlowe, Jonson, the best-known plays of Lyly, Greene, Kyd, Marston, Chapman, Beaumont and Fletcher, Webster, Tourneur, Middleton, Ford, Massinger, Shirley) 3 , (ii) the major non-dramatic works of the period, (iii) the ’important’ writings on the playwright of your choice, and (iv) the main contributions to bibliographical and textual study of the last thirty years. You can, if you like, make a ’start’ (seeing the paper accumulate) before you have done all this, but you will have to do it sometime before you send in your typescript to the general editor.

But let us further assume you have completed this preliminary work, or are some way advanced with it. It might seem reasonable now to start preparing your text. No great harm in beginning there. Yet I would urge all editors, before they know their play so well that its meanings lose much of their difficulty, to go through a reasonably reliable modern reprint (if one exists: if not, it must be done from photostats of the original edition) and underline all words and phrases that appear to need annotation. The writing of the actual annotations must be postponed until the text has been put into shape for the general editor.

Now you must choose your ’copy text’. I have been rebuked by a colleague and friend (quoting Greg 4 ) for using this term for an edition in modern spelling. What I mean here is simply the edition you are going to base the text on as your primary authority, however much you may alter it to conform with modern usages in spelling and punctuation. Incidentally, whether your text is to be in old or modern spelling, whether you will change punctuation only when it is manifestly wrong or will try to give in modern punctuation the sense that Elizabethan-Stuart punctuation implied, the basic procedures will be the same. The difference is simply this (though there are intermediate cases): one type of edition aims at presenting the text as the author would have liked to see it come from the original press; the other aims at translating into modern usage the accidentals of such an imagined text -- at 
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giving, for example, a play by a contemporary of Shakespeare in a form similar to that in which modern readers encounter Shakespeare himself when they are reading the best twentieth-century editions of his work. Of course, your choice of ’basic copy’ will depend on your decision that edition A represents, as nearly as was then possible, what the author would have liked to see. Perhaps he later revised, and you will have to decide whether you want to base your text on edition B (representing his revision) or on edition A (representing his first thoughts). Or edition B may make additions to the text which you are convinced are the author’s, while the rest of edition B is a mere reprint of A; or editions A and B may derive from independent, and perhaps equally authoritative, manuscripts: in either of these cases your edited text will doubtless be a composite one; in the latter case, indeed, this composite text will be in some degree a thing of your imagining, based on calculated guesswork. 5

Having, for good bibliographical reasons, made your choice of basic copy, you can now begin on your own text. You will need (i) a reliable photostat of the ’basic copy’, (ii) some typing-paper, 6 (iii) a set of cards. From the photostat you will type what you think will present, in accordance with the procedures of the series you are contributing to, a provisionally acceptable text. You will remember that this typescript is not going to the general editor: it can be as heavily ink-corrected as you like (and it will be), but you must space it generously, with wide margins. And do not use paste-ups from a previous edition: if you do, you will either follow them too slavishly or quarrel with them when they are as good as you could do; whichever your inclination, you will ultimately leave some of their errors in. Every time you depart from your ’basic copy’, use a card to indicate under act-, scene-and line-reference what the departure is. The cards that result will not be your ultimate collation, because you will have noted all sorts of things that no edition needs to record. But give yourself a free hand at first, including if you wish the insertion or omission of every comma, every conceivably meaningful change of punctuation.

Speech-headings will perhaps give some difficulty, however fully your general editor has gone into the matter in the guiding-lines he has 
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offered. Remember you want the play to be read with as little difficulty as possible, and you may (I hope you will) want actors to use your text in the theatre. So, whatever you do with scene-headings (where I hope you will be austere) and stage-directions (where I hope you will be generous in the number you provide but always economical in wording), see that the speech-headings are clear and uncluttered by brackets. Do not use different headings for the same characters, whatever your ’basic copy’ does (you may collate if you will). Use collation, annotation, or comment in the introduction to provide any necessary observation on a changed form of heading, but do not hold up either reader’s time or rehearsal time by slavish adherence to what Q1, or whatever it is, has put in front of you. Q1 is not sacred, except in a facsimile edition.

You will have your own views on the lineation of your text, and your general editor is likely to respect them, but in turn you must listen to him when he says that two or more consecutive part-line speeches by different characters must be counted either as one numbered line (i.e., a blank verse line or approximately so) or as more than one such line (i.e., as two or more separate fragmentary lines). It will be for you to decide which decision is to be reached in every instance. Remember, too, that either your series counts every line of print as a numbered line or it counts a total verse-line as a numbered line (indenting appropriately). When you change the lineation of the ’basic copy’, you must of course make an entry on a card. 7

Do not do what some editors have done: have all available editions around you simultaneously, and then try to make a finally acceptable text by comparing them all at once. That is the way to induce weariness and neurosis. Weariness is the worse of the two. You would not have started on the job at all if you had not already some degree of neurosis. If you have made a provisional text from your ’basic copy’ as seen in the light of your own common sense and your knowledge of the idiom of the playwright and his time, it will not take you very long to go through subsequent editions one by one, noting each reading which differs from the one that is, so far, yours.

For, when the pages and the cards have mounted and you have come to the end of your text, you have to consider every detail in other editions. And you must not trust any previous edition (however distinguished) to have done your collation for you: no edition is free 
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from error. It is true that some previous editions will turn out to be hardly worth examining in detail, and in some instances you will know them in advance. But certainly, from the first reprinting to the last scholarly edition, you must compare your rough text with what previous editors have done: where they have differed either from the ’basic copy’ or from your present rough text, you must make an entry on the appropriate card. Some of the cards will be fairly full by now.

Next you must consider the variants in the extant copies of your ’basic copy’. How much of this you will do will depend on the series you are working for. For the Arden and the Revels, an editor is expected to establish to his own satisfaction the ’corrected’ and ’uncorrected’ states of each forme, if both states exist (and it will be remembered that instances of double correction occur); for a series that comes nearer to the ’textbook’ class, the duty may be, reluctantly, excused. Any variants discovered will be entered on the cards.

You are now in a position to revise your rough draft, and you may make substantial changes in the light of your acquired knowledge of previous editors’ handling of the text. When I was editing The Two Noble Kinsmen for the Signet, I changed my mind between prose and verse after I had seen what other editors (from the eighteenth century onwards) had done. On the other hand, you may feel (as I did on that occasion) that an emendation is justified despite the other editors’ obliviousness of it. And you will prune your collation, deciding what is and what is not worth presenting to a twentieth-century reader. No one cares, really, whether at some time ’Ile’ was expanded to ’I will’, unless the metre is substantially helped by it. Remember that not even a Ph.D. examiner wants every spelling-or punctuation-variant over three centuries presented to him. You will scale down your card-collation to the point where you may be prepared to shed tears over labour lost. But it is not lost labour: if the collation on your cards were not over-long, you could not be sure that you had done the job fully enough. It is a still more demanding task to decide what you should offer to the reader. And you must remember, too, that if you give him too much to read in your collations he will not read any of them: do not bury the important things under a monument of trifles. This is one reason why collation should be kept strictly apart from explanatory annotation (as did not happen with John Munro’s London Shakespeare). What you must do is to indicate where you have felt you have had an editorial choice to make, whether or not you are convinced you have made the right choice.

Now you have text and collation more or less done. The next task 
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should be annotation, and you are in a position to go back to that copy you underlined. You may think that many things you marked on it are not worth annotating, so clear has the text become to you. But you have to bear in mind that you are one of the first, perhaps the first, to edit this play in the twentieth century, and, as a scholar, you know far more about the language of the play than most people are likely to do. At this stage, moreover, you may notice some words and phrases giving you difficulty which you had previously passed over as needing no comment: some difficulties are more obvious at a first glance, others become obvious only as one gets to know the text more fully. So you will probably have additions to make to your rough list of points to annotate. In any event, it is useful to annotate as freely as your series allows you (and of course in this there is a great deal of variation). When you are baffled, indicate the fact: otherwise a reader will be frustrated by his own sense of ignorance. When O.E.D. gives the answer, refer to it. When you find, independently of O.E.D., an illuminating parallel in the literature of the time, give it. When a simple gloss will do (i.e., when the scholar knows, but an undergraduate may not), give that: no one is going to feel insulted if you gloss more than he needs. If you annotate unnecessarily, it is your general editor’s task to tell you so: he has already seen many other volumes in the series through the press. He should be aware, too, that to-day we can assume a much more limited acquaintance with classical mythology and the Bible than was the case fifty years ago, when the reading public for old plays was much smaller.

One of my editors told me that he got most of his editorial pleasure out of annotations; one of my general editors told me that he ’liked reading notes’. You may not feel the same way, but there is in annotation a sense of grappling with every detail of the play’s meaning that has its special rewards.

Your edition may have appendices, at the discretion of the general editor, who will be in some degree controlled by the publisher. These may be ’sources’, which are important but do not need to be ’edited’ as your text has been edited. It is usually best to give them in the original spelling from the edition of your choice, with such alterations as to make them generally intelligible -- indicating, in a head-note or footnotes, what liberties you have taken.

And then there is the introduction, on which you will have been given a directive as to content and word-length. This may be the editor’s most rewarding task and is certainly his most arduous. He will feel particularly on his mettle here, but will have to listen to his general 
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editor when his argument has been obscure or he has been insufficiently heedful of his play’s character. As we all are. The play that is being edited is one that has, in many instances, given rise to more than one interpretation. If it is by a major dramatist, the differences may be considerable. Part of the task is to give the reader an idea of previous views, to indicate the consensus if there is one; at the same time the general editor must be prepared to let the editor say what he himself thinks: that is one of the inalienable rights when one is editing a play in the kind of series we are here concerned with. No general editor, if he is any good at his job, will agree with everything said in the introductions in his series. If he did, he would either have chosen his editors badly or have imposed his views too forcibly on them. There is nothing, there can be nothing, definitive in our interpretation of a major, or even a specially interesting, dramatic text. We have indeed the right to announce our own views; we have no right in our introduction to indicate only our own views. 8

The general editor should check all the editor has quoted from his own text in his introduction and annotations. He may also check Shakespeare quotations too (and why does any editor give line-numbers from Alexander, who, in other ways so admirable, says he is following Old Cambridge numbering and is therefore impossible to refer to for prose?), but he cannot be expected to check other references. There is a limit to what you can demand of him. Even so, most editors experience a shock when they discover what a second pair of eyes has found to be imperfect in their text, collations and references. No one of us -- well, almost no one -- should be allowed to edit a text entirely on his own. A general editor must scrutinize the typescript as fully as a man can, and must be more than an averagely good proofreader, on whom, none the less, the editor must not rely.

So (i) the text and collation, (ii) annotations, (iii) appendices, (iv) introduction. It is amazing how many good editions we have recently had; but how much work has been put into them by, for example, the Arden and Revels editors is by no means yet -- or perhaps ever will be -- generally realized.

Yet, when you have sent off the typescript to the general editor, you are probably under the impression that the work (proofs apart) has been done. It may be well to issue a warning: in any of the more ambitious series, you may regard it as highly probable that the typescript will come back. This will be no damning reflection on the quality of your work, but (i) the general editor is likely to have simple 
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errors to point out, (ii) he may suggest more, or less, annotation, (iii) he may ask how you defend such-an-such an approach, may warn you of views you have not taken into account, may suggest that some aspects of the play have been neglected in the introduction. Where opinion (not fact, or an accepted practice of the series) is involved, he will leave the ultimate decision to you, but he has to indicate a dubiety that he thinks your readers may share with him. He may also have to say, with reluctance, that your introduction is longer than he can ask the publisher (with whom, as indeed you will have been told, he has made a previous agreement on this matter) to print. He may tell you that your appendices are too numerous or too long for the series.

So you then, digesting his doubtless many-paged letter, will have to check, to revise, to add, to scrap this or that part of your edition. Here indeed you have to try to be patient with your general editor -- partly because he asks for revision, partly because he has probably delayed a long time before replying to you. Remember you are not his only editor; remember too that he is other things as well as a general editor, and doubtless had many things awaiting his attention (apart from things he is himself writing) when your typescript arrived.

You may put the whole matter aside for a time. But if you are aware that what has been just outlined is the normal sequence of events, you will not be unduly discouraged: you will get back to the job as soon as you can. The end-result may be an edition of outstanding quality. It will be your book, produced after listening to -- sometimes following, sometimes rejecting -- another man’s advice. At least on occasion he is likely to have saved you from manifest error. You would save him, too, if the rôles were reversed.



Notes

[bookmark: 04.01]1 Nevertheless, I feel justified in saying that, when an edition in one series manifestly owes a great deal to the edition of the same play in another series, it is incumbent on publisher, general editor and editor to see that full acknowledgment is made. 
[bookmark: 04.02]2 Some publishers are careless in the matter of reprinting, telling only the editor when an opportunity for revision arises: remember this, and keep your general editor informed; his, like yours, is a continuing responsibility for the volume you are doing. 
[bookmark: 04.03]3 When you have catching up to do -- as you probably will -- read as many of these plays as you can in preceding volumes of your series. 
[bookmark: 04.04]4 W. W. Greg, The Editorial Problem in Shakespeare (1942), p. liv. (And by the editor. Hereinafter called ’basic copy,’ permission of the author. F. B.) 
[bookmark: 04.05]5 Fortunately, this situation is comparatively rare. 
[bookmark: 04.06]6 I assume you can type: if not, you are almost in the position of a travelling salesman who cannot drive. But, whether you type or not, you will have to check the typescript with maximum care: in any event, you will leave in some errors, and part of your general editor’s task is to spot them. He will not have developed some of your own particular sources of error (e.g., eye-skip at certain points), but he will miss things that you do not. 
[bookmark: 04.07]7 You must of course remember that until recent times there was never indentation for a speech that continued a blank verse line begun by another character. If your series indents in such cases, this will not need any recording by you. 
[bookmark: 04.08]8 Cf. R. J. Schoeck (ed.), Editing Sixteenth Century Texts (1966), pp. 25-26.
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The Bibliographical Description of Patterns by G. Thomas Tanselle 


The basic technical problem of bibliographical description arises from the difficulty of expressing the visual in verbal terms. Parts of a description like the collation and contents paragraphs, which are condensed statements of sequential arrangement, can be handled easily enough in words or formulas; but the titlepage transcription and the paragraphs on binding, paper, and typography present the same challenge that one meets in the attempt to frame an exact (not impressionistic) description of any physical object, whether it be a tree or a sculpture. Books are not exempt from the human urge to decorate empty spaces, and the descriptive bibliographer is faced with a wide array of patterns and designs (as in binding cloths and endpapers) which he must somehow record in a fashion precise enough to serve as an identification.

Among the decorative elements of a book, patterns and illustrations can be usefully distinguished. A pattern results when a figure (or combination of figures) is repeated (either exactly or approximately) at regular (or irregular) intervals or in a systematic arrangement; if a figure (or combination of figures) appears only once, the result is an illustration. While illustrations are frequently representational and patterns abstract, these qualities do not serve to distinguish the two, since a representational figure can be repeated as the motif in a pattern and an abstract figure can be used by itself as a single decoration. Repetition -- whether precisely detailed or suggestively vague -- of a basic unit is the essential feature of a pattern, and it provides a means for classifying the pattern. Although the number of possible patterns is infinite, individual patterns bear structural relationships to one another and can be grouped into a limited number of families. Whenever such a framework can be established as a standard of reference, verbal descriptions can become both more concise and more exact. Illustrations, by their nature, are less readily amenable to identification on the basis of a structural classification (though they can be 
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classified by technique of reproduction) and therefore present a separate problem. Pragmatically, from the bibliographer’s point of view, illustrations can best be handled, as they come up, on an individual basis; but patterns, which occur in some form in nearly every book, can often be treated most meaningfully and efficiently in terms of a classification scheme.

There are three ways in which patterns can be recorded in a bibliography -- in pictures, in words, or in a combination of the two. The first is the most straightforward and explicit method and at the same time the most objectionable -- and not simply on the grounds of expense. To rely exclusively on photographs of patterns is to abandon description in favor of reproduction. The task of a description is to provide a verbal identification which can be quoted in contexts where pictures are inappropriate. Pictures may of course be useful supplements to a description, but they are not substitutes for any part of it. The opposite extreme, of describing patterns exclusively in words, can be successful and precise only if an adequate vocabulary has evolved. In heraldry, for example, the technique of blazoning utilizes a special vocabulary and syntax which make the resulting descriptions both concise and unambiguous. The bibliographer has no such established terminology to draw on in describing patterns, except perhaps in the case of marbled papers. As a result, bibliographical descriptions of patterns must use some kind of combination of words and pictures. That is, the description itself will contain only words (preferably a standardized wording which will convey the same meaning to a large number of readers), but part of that verbal description will be a reference to a readily accessible illustration; in this way any reader who cannot visualize the pattern from the verbal description clearly enough for his purposes can look up the illustration which serves as a standard of reference.

The two essentials, then, in the bibliographical description of patterns are a standard terminology and a visual standard of reference. In a few areas, bibliographers already have such references at their disposal -- R. B. McKerrow and F. S. Ferguson’s Titlepage Borders Used in England and Scotland, 1485-1640 (1932) is a good example -- but for the most part no accepted standards exist. Enough research has taken place in certain areas, however, that it would not be premature to attempt to codify a standard of reference for those areas, particularly if it is set up in an expandable fashion, so that additions can be made in the future without affecting the basic classification. Patterns in books generally appear in one of three media: in binding cloths, both 
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as a grain and as a stamping upon the grain; in decorated papers, whether used as endpapers or as a covering for boards; and in sheets of letterpress, either as borders or as divisional indicators. Each of these areas involves special problems and should be considered separately.



I. Binding Cloths

Before the introduction of edition binding in the 1820’s, the binding of a book generally had no connection with the publisher and was not part of the book as it was issued to the public. The description of such bindings, executed individually for owners of books, is thus outside the scope of the descriptive bibliographer’s task and constitutes a separate field of investigation. 1 The only exceptions are the temporary coverings in which books were sometimes issued to serve as a protection until the books could be properly bound; 2 these covers usually consisted of plain boards with printed paper labels, and they offer little difficulty for the descriptive bibliographer. From the 1820’s on, however, most books have been issued in bindings or casings by their publishers, and these coverings must be described in bibliographical descriptions. The most common material for publishers’ bindings has been cloth, and the history of publishers’ cloth has been traced by several bibliographers -- notably Michael Sadleir, John Carter, and Joseph W. Rogers. 3
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The historical investigation of publishers’ cloth, while it provides a perspective for viewing specific cloths, does not in itself furnish the framework for classifying them. Sadleir’s book of 1930 took the first step by including four photographs of cloths, showing their distinctive textures or "grains"; Carter’s of 1932 (which displayed twelve photographs) discussed the problem in "A Note on Terminology" (pp. xvxviii) and worked out the equivalences between Sadleir’s descriptive terms and the letter designations used by the Winterbottom Book Cloth Co. Ltd., the chief manufacturer of book cloth; and Rogers’s 1941 essay furnished illustrations of eleven cloths, labeled with the Sadleir-Carter terms (Plates 30-40). It was not until 1951, however, that a collection of photographs of cloth grains was published which could serve as a comprehensive standard of reference. In that year Michael Sadleir included, at the end of the first volume of his XIX Century Fiction, illustrations of twenty-four cloth grains, labeled with descriptive names such as "sand grain," "hexagon grain," and "dotted-line-ribbed." Although the photographs were based on the Sadleir collection, that collection was extensive, and the photographs could be taken to represent most of the grains in common use in the nineteenth century; 4 but the photographs were not arranged in terms of any overall system of classification, and their physical location in a large two-volume reference work, which could not always be at hand when a bibliographer needed to identify a cloth, limited their influence as a standard. 5 Four years later, in 1955, appeared a second large collection of photographs. Jacob Blanck, at the beginning of the first volume of his Bibliography of American Literature, 6 provided illustrations of 
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twenty-eight grains, identified by letter designations (based on the system used in the cloth trade), such as "T" (for ribbed cloth) and "Z" (for what Sadleir calls "honeycomb"). Blanck’s selection, with four more photographs than Sadleir’s, covered nine grains not present in Sadleir and omitted five which Sadleir included. 7 The fact that a large and important reference work like the BAL keyed binding descriptions to photographs by means of letters was bound to be influential, and some bibliographers now refer to "T-cloth," for instance, without finding it necessary to explain the term or provide a reference; yet the system has the same disadvantages as Sadleir’s -- and in addition utilizes terms which convey no meaning except to the initiated.

Both systems have had a beneficial effect to the extent that they have called attention to the necessity of photographic samples as standards for verbal descriptions. At the same time, the two systems have dramatized the essential split between the two kinds of verbal descriptions: those which employ ordinary words and convey a meaning to every reader, and those which use technical symbols and convey a meaning only to those who have been introduced to the symbols. Both are based on photographs, but the selections are different, and neither suggests a systematic classification. Here the matter rested until 1967, when Martha Hartzog worked out, for the first time, an outline which shows relationships among types of cloth grains. 8 What was needed, as she recognized, was "an overall organizing principle which is consistent and logical, involving a symbol system which is concise and meaningful" (p. 115). She set up seven basic categories of grains, using terms largely derived from Sadleir -- Morocco, Pebbly, Beaded, Geometric, Rippled, Striped, Woven -- and designated the initial letter of each category as its symbol. Distinct patterns falling within these groups were then numbered -- "Sandy," for example, as the second style in the "Pebbly" category, was "P2." Varieties of patterns could be indicated by modifying adjectives, so that "Coarse sandy" became "coarse P2." In Miss Hartzog’s words, the system indicates "differences of degree by an adjective and quality by a separate variant number" (p. 118). Although she did not provide photographs, her chart indicated the correspondences between her terms and the illustrations of Sadleir, Blanck, and Carter. 9
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The Hartzog system is important as the first attempt to provide "a coherent organizational framework within which all cloth bindings can be fitted" (p. 118), and the nature of the system is a revealing indication of the kinds of problems involved. The choice of the seven main divisions, for example, is not self-evident. Since "Geometric" is an inclusive term which subsumes many patterns of geometric regularity, perhaps "Beaded" would more properly be classified as a variety of "Geometric" than as a separate division parallel to it. On the other hand, if the main divisions are to have more specific headings like "Rippled" and "Striped," then perhaps some of the varieties of "Geometric" -- like "bead & line" or "herringbone" -- deserve to be elevated to the status of generic divisions. The difficulty in formulating a classification of patterns is that there is no natural spectrum on which to base it. In the study of color, one begins with the concept of a spectrum or a solid representing the range of all possible color, and each of the infinite varieties of color has its unalterable place in the scheme. But cloth patterns are artistic, not natural, products, and no natural continuum encompasses them. Is "Striped" a development of "Rippled"? Is "Woven" closer to "Striped" than it is to "Pebbly"? One could construct an argument for various kinds of relationships, but each would be subjective and none would be definitive. 10

The symbols employed in the Hartzog system further reveal this problem, for such symbols as "P2" and "G7" combine two principles of notation. The letters are intended to be mnemonic -- "P" for "Pebbly" and "G" for "Geometric" -- and not to show relationships, for alphabetical order cannot be expected to coincide with structural evolution. The numbers, on the other hand, have no mnemonic value but imply a fixed order within each lettered division; yet there is no reason that the patterns must be arranged in this order. Thus the numbers are merely arbitrary index figures, while the letters are suggestive; and the modifying adjectives -- as in "coarse P2" -- carry the symbols farther in the direction of rational content. 11 Another comparison with the field of color terminology may be helpful. In the ISCC-NBS Centroid 
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Color Charts (1965) the letter symbols -- such as "d.yG" for "dark yellowish green" -- are intended to serve only as easily recognizable abbreviations (to be used when it is inconvenient to spell out complete words), not as reference notations. For purposes of reference the centroid colors are numbered consecutively from 1 to 267, and any given centroid color may be referred to by its number ("d.yG" is 137). A single consecutive sequence of figures is feasible in the case of color because the spectrum of possible colors defines the scope of the classification. If the entire range of color is divided into 267 segments, those segments can be definitively numbered, because it is logically impossible for anyone to discover a new segment which should be inserted, say, between segments 137 and 138. In the classification of patterns, however, subdivisions can never be definitively established, since (in the absence of a spectrum) the possibility will always remain that another pattern may be discovered or a new pattern devised. An outline, with provision for expansion at any point, is therefore the most workable form of classification for material which, like patterns, does not fall into a continuous series. The Hartzog system recognizes this fact; while the numbered series of species under each major division (or genus) does not represent any necessary sequence, it at least provides for the indefinite expansion of that division, and the modifying adjectives allow for variations within the species.

The outline and illustrations offered below as a standard for the classification and nomenclature of binding-cloth grains are therefore derived from the Hartzog system, but with a number of modifications based on the rationale just presented. In the first place, it is imperative that the divisions in a classification in outline form be not only parallel but mutually exclusive. The seven divisions in the Hartzog system do not fulfill this condition, for such terms as "Pebbly" and "Beaded" are too precise to be parallel to inclusive terms like "Geometric" and "Woven"; neither are they mutually exclusive, for "bead & line," included under "Geometric" (G7), could have been placed under "Beaded," since "pebble & line" is listed under "Pebbly" (P5). The first mutually exclusive division which suggests itself is one which distinguishes those patterns that are regular from those that are irregular: regular patterns reproduce themselves precisely, while irregular ones repeat themselves only in general effect but not in exact detail. Regular patterns, in turn, may be divided into those which are lineal in their symmetry and those which are radial; both "Rippled" and "Striped," among the Hartzog terms, are lineal, while both "Beaded" and "Geometric" are radial. Irregular patterns divide themselves into 
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those which resemble fabric threads and those which resemble leather grains; the Hartzog heading "Woven" corresponds roughly to the former, but the latter comprises both "Morocco" and "Pebbly." Beyond these four divisions, mutually exclusive categories are increasingly difficult to formulate and cumbersome to employ, and it seems most sensible simply to list the basic patterns under them. In the numbering system suggested here, the four divisions are assigned to the hundreds-digit, and the two succeeding digits signify the particular pattern. 12 Since any pattern can be made more coarse or fine, and since most patterns can be given a watered effect or a diagonal arrangement, these variations do not properly constitute separate patterns and are indicated here by letters which can be used to form subdivisions of any of the numbered patterns. CLOTH PATTERNS






REGULAR
	100 Lineal
	2 Rib
	4 Ripple
	6 Wave
	8 Dotted-line
	10 Dot-and-line
	12 Dot-and-ribbon
	14 Beaded-line
	16 Weave
	18 Net
	20 Crisscross
	22 Checkerboard
	24 Diaper

	200 Radial
	2 Bead
	4 Bubble
	6 Hexagon
	8 Honeycomb
	10 Pansy


IRREGULAR
	300 Fibrous
	2 Calico
	4 Linen
	6 Cord

	400 Coriaceous
	2 Morocco
	4 Straight-grain morocco
	6 Pebble
	8 Sand
	10 Patterned sand
	12 Whorl


Modifiers
	(a) (regular)
	b fine
	c coarse
	d moiré
	e diagonal
	f moiré diagonal

Thus "ribcloth" is 102, "fine ribcloth" 102b, and "diagonal fine ribcloth" 102be. Additional patterns can be accommodated by inserting 
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numbers between those given (only even numbers are used here to allow for this possibility) or by extending any of the series of numbers.
It should be understood that these numbers and letters are only reference figures and not substitutes for pattern names. They have no significance in themselves, but they serve two functions: they provide index figures for referring to photographs; and they make possible a meaningful arrangement of photographs, in which related patterns are grouped together. In a bibliographical description, both the name of the cloth pattern and its reference figure should always be given (followed by a designation of the color of the cloth), as in these examples:


moiré fine ribcloth (102bd), deep brown (Centroid 56) 13

coarse diaper-cloth (124c), very dark red (17)

diagonal dot-and-line-cloth (110ae), strong yellowish green (131)

fine pebble-cloth (406b), grayish blue (186)


The verbal description enables the reader to visualize the cloth -- exactly enough for many purposes -- without reference to any illustration; but if he needs to know more precisely the details of the pattern described, he can use the reference number to locate the illustration in the accompanying set of photographs (or in any future set based on this system). When he does so, he finds related patterns close together; but if the cloth on the copy he is checking turns out to be a variety not illustrated, this system provides for interpolation. If, for example, it is bead-cloth of a coarser texture than that illustrated as 202, he can label it "coarse bead-cloth (202c)," even though no illustration for 202c is available. The importance of a standardized terminology cannot be overemphasized: a name, when defined by reference to an illustration, can be precise only if it is used exclusively for that pattern and if the pattern is always referred to by that name. Since the terms employed by Sadleir and Carter have achieved fairly wide acceptance and utilize commonly understood words, they form the natural basis for any standard terminology. The descriptive names assigned here are essentially theirs, though for parallelism all are listed in noun forms; for bibliographical descriptions, the names of the patterns should probably be attached with a hyphen to the word "cloth" (as "bead-cloth"). Modifying adjectives are reserved for indicating variations of a pattern: "fine" or "coarse" immediately precede the name of the pattern, but, 
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when a pattern corresponds to the norm between the two, no adjective is required; adjectives for other qualities (like "moiré"), when needed, precede the indication of coarseness ("moiré fine ribcloth," not "fine moiré ribcloth"). When the letters standing for these adjectives are appended to the reference figures in alphabetical order, 14 the resulting arrangement of photographs preserves the basic grouping of variations according to coarseness. 15
Since the illustrations in Blanck’s Bibliography of American Literature and in Sadleir’s XIX Century Fiction have been consulted by many bibliographers in recent years and since some bibliographical descriptions refer to one or the other, it may be convenient to have a table of equivalences. The list below records the reference figure in the present system which corresponds to each of the photographs in BAL and Sadleir (and in the three previous showings of grains): 16


EQUIVALENCES BAL
	A	306	CM	408c	LG	404b	T	102
	AA	102bd	EC	122	LI	402	TB	118
	AR	306c	FL	108	P	406	TR	106
	B	304	H	124b	PD	112ae	TZ	106ae
	BD	202	HC	206	PR	412	V	302
	BF	202b	HT	110	RH	210	YR	304c
	C	408	L	404	S	102be	Z	208

Sadleir (1951)

	i	402b	vii	102be	xiii	106ae	xix	118
	ii	402	viii	102bd	xiv	104	xx	116
	iii	124b	ix	202	xv	108c	xxi	406
	iv	124c	x	202b	xvi	108	xxii	208
	v	408	xi	106	xvii	110	xxiii	210
	vi	410	xii	204	xviii	120	xxiv	206
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Sadleir (1930)

	IVa	402	IVb	406	IVc	102	IVd	202

Carter

	a	302	g	106be
	b	402b	h	106
	c	102bf	i	202
	d	124	j	114ce
	e	406	k	408
	f	102	l	110

Rogers

	30	402	36	404
	31	102af	37	202
	32	124c	38	106
	33	406	39	408
	34	102	40	110
	35	102b

This table facilitates crossreferences among the systems. If a bibliographer, checking a previously published description which utilizes Blanck’s letters, finds it more convenient to look at the photograph of the cloth in the chart presented here, he can easily make the conversion to the proper reference figure. Similarly, if a bibliographer is examining a book but has only Sadleir readily available, he can match the cloth with a Sadleir photograph and later convert the description to the name and figure suggested here. What is important is not the particular photograph used but its relation to one central system with fixed terminology.
How exact the match between a cloth and a photograph should be is part of the general question of tolerances 17 and must necessarily vary with different circumstances. The dividing lines between "fine," "regular," and "coarse" -- like those between "condensed" and "expanded" in regard to type faces -- are not precise, and the decision to call a cloth "coarse" rather than "regular," when it falls between the illustrations of the two, will sometimes be subjective. Whether or not this imprecision takes on practical importance depends on the degree of accuracy required in a particular instance. If two states of the binding of a given book are too similar to be distinguished by means of a standard set of photographs, the bibliographer may find it necessary to include in his bibliography special illustrations of the two varieties. The standard provides a frame of reference but cannot eliminate entirely the need for individual photographs; in most cases, however, such fine distinctions in the specification of cloth grains are not necessary. Only the bibliographer who has examined a great number of copies of a book is in a position to decide the degree of precision desirable in any instance.

Since various levels of accuracy and detail are appropriate in different situations, it is helpful to think in terms of a standard series of 
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graduated levels. 18 On the first and least detailed level, only the distinction among basic binding materials is made -- leather, vellum, cloth, or paper. Many early bibliographies, even those which give careful attention to such details as line-endings in titlepage transcriptions, represent this level; but it is now generally agreed that publishers’ bindings require fuller description than the simple designation of "cloth" or "paper." The next step, if the material is cloth, is to classify the design in terms of one of the four major divisions (e.g., "a lineal-pattern cloth," "a fibrous-pattern cloth," and so on). This level, like the previous one, is not sufficiently detailed for most bibliographical work. In general, descriptive bibliographies can be expected to conform to one of the next two levels: the third, involving the designation of specific patterns ("ribcloth," "pebble-cloth," etc.); or the fourth, adding the adjectives which distinguish varieties of each pattern (as "coarse diaper-cloth" or "diagonal ribcloth"). If further refinement is necessary in a particular case, one can move to a fifth level and specify divergences within the standard modified terms. Instead of piling on additional adjectives, one can use the phrase "a variety of"; the reference is then either to a special photograph (if an exact representation is required) or to the standard photograph, with the index figure preceded by "cf." (if an approximate match is adequate):


a variety of fine bead-cloth (see Plate oo)

or a variety of fine bead-cloth (cf. 202b)


It should be understood that "cf." is used only to indicate variations between cloths covered by the same name -- between, for example, "fine bead-cloth (202b)" and "a variety of fine bead-cloth (cf. 202b)." Generally speaking, if such distinctions are required, it is also necessary to provide individual photographs of the specific cloths involved. The absence of "cf." in a given case does not imply that the match is exact but only that the fourth level is adequate. Finally, one can attain a sixth level in some instances, if the proper documents survive and the effort is worth making, by tracing a cloth to a specimen book of a particular manufacturer; but the standard pattern names employed on the preceding levels are still required to complete the verbal description.
Once the specification of the cloth grain on one of these levels is completed, there remains the problem of describing the pattern or 
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decoration stamped into the cloth for the edition casing of a particular book. Sometimes such patterns resemble those found on leather bindings and could be referred to by the names employed for them by the historians of the art of bookbinding decoration -- such names as "Harleian" or "Grolier," "fanfare" or "cottage." But the historical associations of such terms, as well as their established use in connection with hand-tooled leather bindings, make unwise any attempt to apply them to the mass-produced designs of publishers’ cloth casings. Instead, terms more immediately descriptive, like those adopted for cloth grains, seem more appropriate. Some of the phrases used in the description of leather bindings, of course, are of this sort -- such as "center and corner piece" or "interlacing strapwork" -- and they can equally well be applied to the stampings in cloth bindings; but normally terms must be devised to meet specific situations. Any such ad hoc description should be kept as simple as possible and be accompanied by a reference to a photograph of the design. The number of binding designs employed by publishers over the years is naturally so much greater than the number of cloth grains that it would not be feasible to attempt the compilation of a comprehensive and classified set of photographs; rather, those designs which need to be referred to in a given bibliography should be illustrated by plates within that bibliography. 19 Such a requirement does not necessitate showing every individual binding, for the principle of illustration can still be generic rather than specific: one design, used on several different books, need be illustrated only once. Since publishers frequently have employed the same binding design, as a kind of trade-mark, on successive volumes by the same author, the number of patterns which require reproduction in any single author-bibliography should not be excessively large. This system combines -- as in the designation of cloth grains -- a readily understood general description with a specific reference to an illustration and at the same time emphasizes, by the use of generic illustrations, the relationships among binding designs.

As an example of a complete binding (or casing) description, the 
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following represents the paragraph on casing from a description of the 1855 Harper impression of Melville’s Typee:

casing. Material: diagonal wave-cloth (106ae), brownish black (Centroid 65). Front: blind-stamped decorative-rule frame, 16 mm. wide (Harper 4, Plate 00). Spine: stamped in strong orange (50), ’[quadruple rule (thin-thick-thin-decorative)] | TYPEE: | OR | FOUR MONTHS | IN THE | MARQUESAS. | NEW-YORK. | HARPER & BROTHERS. | [quadruple rule (decorative-thin-thick-thin)]’. Back: same as front. Edges: cut, undecorated. Endpapers: pale greenish yellow (104) surface paper.
Such a description is understandable without reference to any illustrations and allows any reader to visualize the casing. If a reader is in doubt about the meaning of a patricular term or if he thinks he has discovered a variant but is not sure on the basis of the verbal description, he can turn to the references indicated and find visual specimens. For the cloth grain and the colors, he is referred to a comprehensive generic standard; for the ornamentation of the cloth he is provided with a plate in this particular bibliography. But in every case a commonly understood term is reinforced by the citation of a specific standard. Only in this way can the terms become standardized and take on an exact significance.II. Decorated Papers

Paper, decorated by various processes, was used in connection with bookbinding long before the introduction of publishers’ casings, and it remains today an important resource for the designers of bindings. In both hand-and machine-bound volumes, endpapers are often decorated in one fashion or another, and the boards forming the front and back covers are frequently adorned with decorated papers (in conjunction with cloth or leather spines, and sometimes corners as well). 20 Despite the widespread use of decorated paper as a binding material, little historical study of it has been made, and virtually no discussion treats it from the viewpoint of the descriptive bibliographer; the literature of the subject, though extensive, concentrates more on the methods of producing the patterns than on the history of the art. One exception is Rosamond B. Loring’s classic Decorated Book Papers (1942, 1952), 21 
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a pioneer work based on the study and classification of the Loring collection (now at Harvard); it should be the starting point for any bibliographical investigation of the subject.

What the bibliographer requires, in this area as in any other involving patterns, is a system of classification and a standardized terminology. Since the characteristics of patterns are determined, to a large extent, by the methods used to produce the patterns, the most meaningful basic scheme for classifying decorated papers groups them according to the processes of production. The conventional system, as it emerges from the work of Loring and other writers, 22 has four divisions into which the majority of decorated papers fall:


Marbled

Printed

Embossed

Paste


In most cases a bibliographer will wish to include somewhat more detail than the simple indication of "decorated paper"; his next step, then, is to place the paper in one of these categories. Marbled papers are produced by bringing the paper into contact with colors which are floating on the surface of a gelatinous solution; the designs frequently resemble the veined patterns of marble but, if the colors are combed, may take on more regular forms. The term "printed paper" encompasses all papers produced by the transfer of a design from a carved wood-block, an engraved plate, and the like. Embossed papers have raised patterns; and paste papers, produced by manipulating a flour-and-water mixture on their surfaces, can be recognized by the blurred and cloudy effect of their designs. Technological developments have tended to make these divisions less distinct by introducing different methods for reproducing characteristic designs. Marbled and paste patterns, for example, can be reproduced and printed photolithographically, and it would be inexact to refer to the result as "marbled paper" or "paste paper." What the bibliographer should do in such cases is to 
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speak of "marbled-pattern paper" or "paste-pattern paper"; if he can determine the method of reproduction he can add that information: "paste-pattern paper, photolithographically printed." This usage avoids the ambiguity which arises when the basic terms are allowed to refer at times to the patterns as distinct from the processes and at other times to the patterns as the result of the processes.
Classifying a paper under one of these headings does not yet provide the reader of a bibliography with a very precise idea of the pattern, and most bibliographers will move to a third level of detail, which involves describing the main features of the particular pattern. A standard set of photographs would of course be helpful for this purpose, if one could be produced; but the last three divisions listed above -- "Printed," "Embossed," and "Paste" -- offer the same difficulties as those presented by the patterns stamped into cloth for the casings of particular books. So many variations are possible in these categories that no chart could be devised which would do more than illustrate characteristic specimens; it could not, in other words, be used as a standard for matching and identification. Under such circumstances, the most efficient and exact method is to frame in words a simple description of the prominent features of the pattern and then provide a reference to an accompanying plate in which the particular pattern is illustrated. Indication of the principal colors is also a necessary part of the verbal description, as in these examples:


printed paper, with medium olive brown (Centroid 95) birds and scrollwork on a deep green (142) background (see Plate 00)

embossed paper, with silver flowers on a dark blue (183) background (see Plate 00)

paste paper, grayish reddish orange (39), with horses and trees stamped alternately (see Plate 00)

paste-pattern paper, photolithographically printed in grayish reddish orange (39), with lozenges stamped on a brushed background (see Plate 00)



Standardization of terminology, beyond the names of the basic kinds of paper and the colors, is not possible in this situation; what can be achieved is standardization of approach.

The remaining category, "Marbled," can be handled somewhat differently. Because of the nature of the marbling process, the number of types of pattern is more restricted; every specimen, though unique, corresponds in its general outlines to one of a relatively small number 
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of kinds of pattern. Specifying marbled papers 23 is thus analogous to identifying binding-cloth grains, and, as with grains, a set of photographs showing the principal patterns is feasible. Although much has been written on the subject of marbling, 24 there has been almost no attention given to the problem of classifying the various patterns. The two major books in English on marbling -- those by Woolnough and Halfer 25 -- are comprehensive enough, however, both in their discussions of methods and in their inclusion of actual samples, to provide a useful starting point for surveying the range of possible patterns. But they would not be practical choices as standards of reference because they are not at present widely available and because their emphasis is on the techniques of production rather than on classification. What is needed, from the point of view of the descriptive bibliographer, is a set of photographs of basic patterns, each illustration accompanied by a standard name and reference figure.

The outline below is an attempt to extract from the literature of marbling a meaningful and comprehensive scheme of classification. All marbled patterns fall into one of two categories, according to whether or not the colors are drawn after they are dropped onto the solution. If they are not touched, the resulting patterns (here called "Whisked") consist of irregular spots separated by veins and resemble real marble; if the colors are manipulated by a stylus, comb, or other utensil, the resulting patterns (here called "Combed") contain more regular lines, swirls, or loops and generally do not suggest actual marble. Traditional names for the individual patterns have emerged over the years (marbling dates from the sixteenth century); even though some of these names are not in themselves descriptive, they have become so well 
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established that it would be impractical at this point to introduce a new set of terms. Alternate names exist for several patterns, and they are recorded in parentheses in this outline, with the preference in each case given to the more descriptive one.




MARBLED PATTERNS
	1100 Whisked
	2 German
	4 Hair-Vein (Italian)
	6 Stormont
	8 Gloster
	10 Shell (French)
	12 Smooth Body
	(1112d = Spanish)
	1200 Combed
	2 Nonpareil
	4 Dutch
	6 Antique Spot
	8 Curl (Snail)
	10 Peacock
	12 Bouquet
	Modifiers
	(a) (regular)
	b fine
	c coarse
	d moiré
	g drag
	h moiré drag

This classification follows the same plan as the one for cloth grains and allows for expansion in the same way. The index numbers facilitate reference to standard illustrations; and the accompanying set of photographs, showing the basic patterns, can perhaps serve as the first step toward such a standard. It is printed in black and white because its function is to display patterns, not colors. Although some of the patterns are traditionally associated with certain colors, there is no necessary connection, and it is best to keep the specification of color a distinct process from the specification of pattern.
Given the nature of these names, one can learn their significance most readily by studying the photographs, but it may be helpful to point out verbally some of the characteristics of the patterns. "German" consists simply of small spots and, unlike the other whisked patterns, does not have veins. "Hair-Vein" (often called "Italian"), has, as the name suggests, a fine network of thin hair-like veins. In "Stormont" the presence of turpentine creates many small dots which give the pattern a lacy effect; "Gloster" also has fine dots on the body color, but its veins are thick and multi-colored, in contrast to the thin veins of "Stormont." The "Shell," or "French Shell," pattern displays light shell-like rings on the body color, produced by the addition of olive oil. If a pattern has veins of medium thickness and a body color not mottled with dots or rings, it may be given the name "Smooth Body," as here. The most common variety of this pattern, called "Spanish," is 
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characterized by diagonal streaks traversing the basic pattern, giving it a moiré effect. 26 Among the combed patterns, "Nonpareil," easily recognizable by its horizontal parallel lines, has been perhaps the most widely used. "Dutch" is similar, except that the colors follow one another in an exact sequence and can come together in an occasional curl. If the colors are drawn along an irregular path, rather than in straight lines, and spots of a lighter color are then dropped on, the result is another pattern encountered frequently, "Antique" or "Antique Spot." "Curl," "French Curl," or "Snail," as the name implies, involves the use of a frame which can produce a series of rotary movements and thus a pattern consisting of rows of coiled colors. Similarly, "Peacock" and "Bouquet" require equipment which can produce fanshaped designs reminiscent of peacock feathers or sprays of flowers. 27

If the bibliographer finds it desirable to move one step farther, he can add modifying adjectives to these names, as in the designation of cloth grains. The relative terms "fine" and "coarse" are more frequently applied to the combed patterns to indicate the nature of the comb, but they can also be used with the whisked patterns to suggest the relative distances between the veins. When it is necessary for the bibliographer to make distinctions on this basis among examples of the same basic pattern, he can take the illustrations presented here as "regular." The other adjectives, "moiré" and "drag," are more commonly used for the whisked patterns. In this connection, "drag" refers to the elongated spots produced when the paper is dragged along the surface of the size.

Whenever the addition of these adjectives does not provide a 
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precise enough reference, the bibliographer can go on to a fifth level (as with cloth) and note variations within patterns by the phrase "a variety of" (and "cf." before the index figure); he may also find it necessary to include specific photographs of the papers involved. The fact that only a small number of adjectives are listed in the outline should not prevent the bibliographer working on this level from employing additional ones when the occasion arises. Those listed represent the standard ways of modifying a pattern and are theoretically applicable to all patterns; but, particularly in the case of the combed patterns, the unlimited variations cannot always be accurately designated without recourse to other descriptive words or phrases (such as "crosswise nonpareil," meaning nonpareil produced by drawing the comb crosswise). When such additional terms are employed, they should be accompanied by a reference to an illustration of the particular pattern.

Specification of the colors in marbled patterns is best handled in two different ways, depending on the nature of the pattern. For whisked patterns the most prominent color (the "body color") should be given first, followed by the colors of the veins; for combed patterns it is generally sufficient simply to list the colors included:


shell marbled paper (1110), with medium orange (Centroid 53) body and veins of dark blue (183)

nonpareil marbled paper (1202), in very deep red (14), dark blue (183), brilliant yellow (83), and white



In binding descriptions, "paper" should be taken to mean "papercovered boards," in the same way that "cloth" means "cloth-covered boards"; if the paper is used by itself, the term "wrappers" should be included or the paragraph should be headed "Wrappers." The following examples of openings of possible paragraphs on publishers’ casings will illustrate the usage:


casing. Material: sides of drag Spanish marbled paper (1112h), with dark gray (Centroid 266) body and veins of medium blue (182), strong reddish orange (35), medium orange yellow (71), black, and white; spine and corners of coarse calico-cloth (302c), brilliant blue (177) . . . .

casing. Material: sides of printed paper, with light olive brown (94) fleursde-lys on a pale yellow (89) background (see Plate 00); spine of fine ribcloth (102b), very dark red (17) . . . .

wrappers. Material: Dutch marbled paper (1204), in dark red (16), deep orange yellow (69), yellowish white (92), and light blue (181) . . . .
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Decorated papers can thus be dealt with in the same fashion as publishers’ cloth, by making reference to standard illustrations for a limited number of basic patterns and to special photographs for the numerous other patterns which may arise.

III. Letterpress Sheets

Patterns may also appear in the sheets of a book, on the same pages as letterpress. The most common location for such decoration is the title page, where there may be a border or a design separating the major elements of the page; but patterns occur frequently in other places, such as the beginnings and endings of chapters or principal divisions. They may be reproduced by means of wood-blocks, typographical ornaments, or various other processes. 28 The nature of these patterns, therefore, is not similar to that of cloth grains or marbled papers, with their relatively small number of standard designs; obviously, from the point of view of the difficulty of classification, patterns in letterpress sheets are analogous to those of cloth ornamentation or of printed, embossed, or paste papers. A publisher can use a different border on every title page if he chooses, and no limited selection of illustrations of these borders could do more than offer characteristic examples; it could not serve as a guide to the identification and description of any given border. Generally, then, verbal descriptions of patterns in letterpress sheets must be keyed to specific illustrations of individual patterns.

There are exceptions, however. Whereas binding cloths and decorated papers are of interest to the descriptive bibliographer chiefly in the period since the advent of publishers’ bindings, when the output of books has been enormous, the patterns in letterpress sheets are the descriptive bibliographer’s concern in all books since the beginning of printing. For the earlier periods, when the number of books was smaller, the supply of types and woodcuts more restricted, and the technology less advanced, the task of cataloguing all the patterns in particular categories, though not an easy one, is at least feasible. As a result, a few excellent reference works of this kind exist, particularly those issued by the Bibliographical Society in its series of "Illustrated Monographs" and "Facsimiles and Illustrations." R. B. McKerrow and F. S. Ferguson’s Titlepage Borders Used in England and Scotland, 
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1485-1640 (1932) 29 provides a model of a pattern-reference which bibliographers can hope may eventually be repeated in other areas. Within its self-imposed limits (borders designed specifically as borders, not those made up of typographical ornaments), it illustrates each border and records the books in which each appeared. When a bibliographer is describing a book that includes one of these borders, he can identify the border precisely by simply appending to his brief verbal description the appropriate McKerrow-Ferguson number. Besides serving as a standard of visual reference, the McKerrow-Ferguson work, in listing all the occurrences of a border, provides in effect a history of each pattern; this information about the course of a pattern through the hands of several printers may be important for the bibliographer’s analysis of the dating and printing of a particular work. A. F. Johnson’s German Renaissance Title-Borders (1929) and A Catalogue of Engraved and Etched English TitlePages down to . . . 1691 (1934) are other examples of titlepage reference works for the same period.

Woodcut illustrations are frequently not "patterns" in the sense employed here, but some patterns are woodcuts, and any reference book which comprehensively catalogues the woodcuts of a period should be consulted in connection with the identification of patterns; for early English books, the chief work is Edward Hodnett’s English Woodcuts, 1480-1535 (1935). Publishers’ devices constitute a similar category: not patterns themselves, they can form the basis of patterns and are repeated from one book to another. Verbal descriptions of devices in early English books should be keyed to R. B. McKerrow’s Printers’ & Publishers’ Devices in England & Scotland, 1485-1640 (1913). 30 While it is possible to survey all the borders, woodcuts, and devices used in particular countries during the first two or three centuries of printing and produce catalogues for precise identification, it is clearly impossible to attain such comprehensiveness for later periods, when the output of the press reached staggering proportions.

A workable approach for later periods is to organize the study of patterns by publisher. The task of recording the borders and other patterns (and devices) used by a particular publisher, even a prolific one of the nineteenth or twentieth century, is manageable; indeed, it should be a regular part of any full-scale study of a publishing house. Publishing histories could then become the standard reference works 
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for the descriptive bibliographer in his specification of the patterns in letterpress sheets. Some histories of publishers already exist which serve this function in regard to devices. Geoffrey Keynes’s William Pickering Publisher (1924) and Sidney Kramer’s A History of Stone & Kimball and Herbert S. Stone & Company (1940) bring together at one place reproductions of all the devices used by these firms; each is numbered and can be referred to by number in the description of any title page (or spine) bearing it. A Coleridge bibliographer, when he comes to the 1844 Pickering Poems, can thus refer in his titlepage transcription to "[dolphin and anchor device within oval scrollwork frame (Keynes ix)]." As more studies of major publishers become available, recording not only devices but all patterns used by these publishers, the task of specifying such patterns in bibliographies will become increasingly more simple and more exact. In the meantime, most descriptions of patterns occurring in letterpress sheets will have to be accompanied by specific illustrations.

Greater standardization in the specification of patterns in descriptive bibliographies is desirable in order to make verbal descriptions more precise. After all, any rendering in words of visual characteristics depends for its meaning on conventions, and the more detailed the conventions the more exact the verbal reference can be. Standardization should not, however, be carried to the point where it restricts rather than facilitates; and the infinite variety of possible patterns in books raises this problem in an acute form. In the case of certain patterns -- cloth grains and marbled designs -- a comprehensive standard and generic scheme of classification can be devised without becoming so involved or cumbersome as to defeat the purpose; and other patterns which by their nature must be illustrated specifically rather than generically can still be covered comprehensively for certain periods without becoming unmanageable. But in some cases the attempt to bring together all patterns falling within a given category (such as all stamped patterns on nineteenth-century publishers’ casings) might not be worth the effort, if the result was so unwieldy that reference to it was more time-consuming and less meaningful than reference to a limited set of illustrations provided for the specific purposes of one bibliography.

Whenever a comprehensive standard set of photographs is possible, it is to be preferred to separate photographs in individual bibliographies, for two reasons: since terms become precise to the extent that everyone uses them to refer to the same things, widespread reference to a single set of photographs serves to encourage this precision; 
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in addition, reference to a standard more comprehensive than is possible on the basis of a single author-bibliography places the individual pattern in a larger context and provides a more meaningful form of description. Whether or not a comprehensive standard is possible -- or presently available -- in a given area, the general principle is the same: a bibliographical description must remain a verbal construction, but its descriptive phrases can have exact meanings only if they are supported by reference to pictorial representations. This double approach lays the groundwork for a generally understood terminology and therefore, however clumsily, bridges the gap between the verbal and the visual.


Sources of Photographs

In order not to multiply unnecessarily the number of individual photographs of grains and patterns in print, the photographs presented here have been selected from those previously published (and therefore already used by a number of people). The following seventeen are reprinted, by kind permission of Yale University Press, from Jacob Blanck’s Bibliography of American Literature (1955- ): 102, 110, 112ae, 118, 122, 202, 202b, 302, 304, 304c, 306, 306c, 402, 404, 404b, 408c, 412. From Michael Sadleir’s XIX Century Fiction (1951), by kind permission of the University of California Press, come the following nineteen: 102bd, 102be, 104, 106, 106ae, 108, 108c, 116, 120, 124b, 124c, 204, 206, 208, 210, 402b, 406, 408, 410. Those reprinted from Bernard C. Middleton’s A History of English Craft Bookbinding Technique (1963), by kind permission of Mr. Middleton and Hafner Publishing Company, Ltd., are as follows: 1102, 1106, 1108, 1204. From Josef Halfer’s The Progress of the Marbling Art (1893) are taken 1202, 1210, and 1212; and from James B. Nicholson’s A Manual of the Art of Bookbinding (1856) come 1104, 1110, 1112ad, 1206, and 1208.
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Notes

[bookmark: 05.01]1 The standard treatment of binding description, upon which the present discussion is based, is Fredson Bowers’s Principles of Bibliographical Description (1949), pp. 376-78, 446-50. 
[bookmark: 05.02]2 Some canvas bindings were used in this transition period (from about 1770 until the early 1800’s) and are discussed by Douglas Leighton in "Canvas and Book-cloth: An Essay on Beginnings," Library, 5th ser., III (1948-49), 39-49. This period is also treated in Charles M. Adams, "Illustrated Publishers’ Bindings," BNYPL, XLI (1937), 607-11 (cf. Davidson Cook, "Illustrations on Bindings," TLS, 17 April 1937, p. 296, and the letter from John Carter, 12 June 1937, p. 452). A survey of the binding terms used in catalogues in this period is R. A. Peddie’s "Publishers’ Bindings, 1762-1850: A List of Terms," Library World, XLVI (1943-44), 20-21. For background, see also Graham Pollard, "Changes in the Style of Bookbinding, 1550-1830," Library, 5th ser., XI (1956), 71-94; and Ellic Howe "London Bookbinders: Masters and Men, 1780-1840," Library, 5th ser., I (1946-47), 28-38. 
[bookmark: 05.03]3 Sadleir, The Evolution of Publishers’ Binding Styles, 1770-1900 (1930); Carter, Binding Variants in English Publishing, 1820-1900 (1932), and Publisher’s Cloth: An Outline History of Publisher’s Binding in England, 1820-1900 (1935) -- also published in Publishers’ Weekly, CXXVII (1935), 807-09, 901-04, 1006-08, 1085-87, 1167-69; Rogers, "The Industrialization of American Bookbinding," Gutenberg Jahrbuch 1938, pp. 243-52, and "The Rise of American Edition Binding," in Bookbinding in America, ed. Hellmut Lehmann-Haupt (1941, 1967), pp. 129-85. In 1931-32 a series of letters in Publishers’ Circular discussed the origins of publishers’ cloth, following an article by A. Whitaker Ridler, "The Earliest Cloth Binding," Publishers’ Circular, CXXXV (1931), 763-64; the letters, from John Carter, Joseph Pennell, Douglas Leighton, R. A. Peddie, and others, appeared in CXXXV (1931), 781; CXXXVI (1932), 12-13, 28-29. 47, 66. A more recent specialized essay is Sybille Pantazzi, "Four Designers of English Publishers’ Bindings, 1850-1880, and Their Signatures," PBSA, LV (1961), 88-99. See also George A. Stephen, Machine Book-sewing, with Remarks on Publishers’ Binding (1908); Douglas Leighton, Modern Bookbinding: A Survey and a Prospect (1935); The Andrus Bindery: A History of the Shop, 1831-1838, ed. Newton C. Brainard (1940); Edith Diehl, Bookbinding: Its Background and Technique (1946), I, 40-42, 70-78; and Lionel S. Darley, Bookbinding Then and Now: A Survey of the First Hundred and Seventy-Eight Years of James Burn & Company (1959). A standard account of the present technology of edition binding is in Victor Strauss’s The Printing Industry (1967), pp. 617-716. 
[bookmark: 05.04]4 Rogers shows that "English book cloth was the standard article in use in America throughout the century" (p. 163). 
[bookmark: 05.05]5 Sadleir’s photographs were reprinted in the Book Collector two years later "in order that they may reach the widest possible public and so encourage the use in catalogues and bibliographies of a potentially standard vocabulary." See "The Nomenclature of Nineteenth-Century Cloth Grains," Book Collector, II (1953), 54-58. 
[bookmark: 05.06]6 These photographs have been repeated at the front of each succeeding volume of BAL. 
[bookmark: 05.07]7 For a list showing the equivalences between Sadleir and Blanck, see my note on "The Specification of Binding Cloth," Library, 5th ser., XXI (1966), 246-47. 
[bookmark: 05.08]8 "Nineteenth-Century Cloth Bindings," PBSA, LXI (1967), 114-19. 
[bookmark: 05.09]9 She also listed the equivalent symbols of Winterbottom, as recorded by Carter. 
[bookmark: 05.10]10 An example of a thorough and complex scheme of classification in this area is Law Voge and F. R. Blaylock, "Tentative Expanded Classification of Bookbinding Techniques," Share Your Knowledge Review, XX (May 1939), 12-21. This outline, intended as a subject guide for a card index of current literature, is not appropriate for the present purpose but does illustrate some of the complications involved in attempting to construct a comprehensive classification in this field. 
[bookmark: 05.11]11 Since there are only five adjectives employed in the Hartzog system ("fine," "smooth," "coarse," "diagonal," "reverse"), they could easily be abbreviated with small letters to render the symbols more concise -- thus "coarse P2" could become "P2c." 
[bookmark: 05.12]12 Logically, the thousands-digit should be employed to make the primary distinction between "Regular" and "Irregular" patterns; but in order to keep the figures more conveniently manageable, the two major divisions under "Regular" and the two under "Irregular" are assigned to four consecutive hundreds. 
[bookmark: 05.13]13 This parallel system of referring to colors by the names and reference numbers established in the ISCC-NBS dictionary (1955) and color charts (1965) is described in my "A System of Color Indentification for Bibliographical Description," SB, XX (1967), 203-34. 
[bookmark: 05.14]14 Just as the adjective "regular" need not be used for patterns representing the norm, so the letter "a" need not be attached to the number when there is no other modfier. But whenever a regular grain is moiré or diagonal, the "a" should be inserted before "d," "e," or "f’" in order to keep the regular grains grouped together. Thus "102" would be followed by "102ad" and "102ae" and then by "102b." 
[bookmark: 05.15]15 The adjective "reverse" (included in the Hartzog system) is not listed here among the basic adjectives which are assigned letters in the classification because it seems superfluous to provide photographs of reversed patterns. Sometimes binders do use cloth with the reverse side out, however, and in these cases the verbal description can include the word "reversed." 
[bookmark: 05.16]16 The 1953 printing of the Sadleir photographs in the Book Collector (II, 54-58) shows the grains in the same order (and with the same names) as in XIX Century Fiction but without the accompanying roman numerals. The "ribbon-embossed" cloths depicted by Sadleir (Plate IVb, 1931), Carter (Photograph e), and Rogers (Plate 33) are here classed as "pebble-cloth" because the background corresponds to pebble-cloth; the embossed ribbon pattern is the kind of ornamentation which -- as explained below -- must be taken up separately for each book. 
[bookmark: 05.17]17 For a general statement on this subject, see my "Tolerances in Bibliographical Description," Library, 5th ser., XXIII (1968), 1-12. 
[bookmark: 05.18]18 This concept was suggested by Kenneth L. Kelly’s system of levels for specifying colors in "A Universal Color Language," Color Engineering, III (March-April 1965), 2-7; its application to descriptive bibliography is more fully discussed in the essay on "Tolerances" cited above. 
[bookmark: 05.19]19 Pictures blocked into or pasted onto the binding cloth are a different matter, of course, since they are not "designs" or "patterns" as those terms are used here. A bibliographer may choose, for various reasons, to reproduce such pictures; but their inclusion in a bibliography is less important than the inclusion of patterns, for patterns often recur on other books (whether by the same author or other authors) issued by the same publisher. Reproducing these patterns thus enhances the value of the bibliography as a contribution to the history of the book trade and will ultimately facilitate the comprehensive study of publishing practices in a given period. 
[bookmark: 05.20]20 See Hellmut Lehmann-Haupt, "The Use of Paper as a Cover Material," in Bookbinding in America (1941, 1967), pp. 211-18 (cf. pp. 269-72). 
[bookmark: 05.21]21 The second edition of the book (1952), edited by Philip Hofer, contains an essay by Dard Hunter on "Rosamond Loring’s Place in the Study and Making of Decorated Papers," pp. xxvii-xxxii. Another comprehensive work is Albert Haemmerle and Olga Hirsch, Buntpapier: Herkommen, Geschichte, Techniken, Beziehungen zur Kunst (1961), which includes an extensive bibliography (pp. 183-95). Other historical studies are Bertrand Guégan, "History and Manufacture of EndPapers" (trans. Katherine Knight), Publishers’ Weekly, CXVI (1929), 1755-57, 1759; Edith Diehl, Bookbinding: Its Background and Technique (1946), I, 182-89; and Charles M. Adams, "Some Notes on the Art of Marbling Paper in the Seventeenth Century," BNYPL, LI (1947), 411-22. 
[bookmark: 05.22]22 See, for example, Enid Marx, "Pattern Papers," Penrose Annual, XLIV (1950), 51-53; and Olga Hirsch, "Decorated Papers," Penrose Annual, LI (1957), 48-53. For further samples, see A Specimen Book of Pattern Papers, Designed for and in Use at the Curwen Press (1928). 
[bookmark: 05.23]23 The marbling process can be applied to cloth as well as paper, and marbled cloth has occasionally been used as a binding material; see Bernard C. Middleton, A Manual of the Art of Bookbinding Technique (1963). 
[bookmark: 05.24]24 See Dard Hunter, "A Bibliography of Marbled Paper," Paper Trade Journal, LXXII (28 April 1921), 52, 54, 56, 58. 
[bookmark: 05.25]25 C. W. Woolnough, The Whole Art of Marbling (1853, 1881); Josef Halfer, The Progress of the Marbling Art (1884; trans. Herman Dieck, 1893). Other prominent treatments of marbling, with a number of samples, are M. Fichtenberg’s Nouveau Manuel Complet du Fabricant de Papiers de Fantasie (1852); James B. Nicholson’s A Manual of the Art of Bookbinding (1856), pp. 82-130, 246-56; and Rosamond B. Loring’s Marbled Papers (1933). A more recent display of marbling patterns is the frontispiece to Bernard C. Middleton’s A History of English Craft Bookbinding Technique (1963). Verbal descriptions of the standard patterns are given in E. J. Labarre’s Dictionary and Encyclopaedia of Paper and Paper-Making (1952), pp. 155-58. The best places to examine samples, of course, are in such outstanding collections as that of Olga Hirsch (British Museum) -- see Printing Historical Society Newsletter, No. 12, Feb. 1969. 
[bookmark: 05.26]26 Because a watered effect can be produced on other patterns as well, "moiré" must be used as a modifying adjective which can be attached to any pattern name; therefore "Spanish," though a prominent pattern, cannot logically be listed as one of the basic unmodified patterns, since the moiré effect is an essential part of what the name traditionally implies. 
[bookmark: 05.27]27 Detailed descriptions of the methods of producing the various patterns are found in the books by Woolnough, Halfer, Nicholson, and Loring. Among other treatments are Sydney M. Cockerell, Marbling Paper as a School Subject (1934); J. Halliday’s essay in How to Make Hand Decorated Patterned Papers for Book Craft (2nd ed., 1934), pp. 36-42; Franz Weisse, Die Kunst des Marmorierens (1940); Tim Thrift, Modern Methods in Marbling Paper (1945); Morris S. Kantrowitz and Ernest W. Spencer, Process of Marbling Paper (GPO-PIA Joint Research Bulletin B-1, 1947); "Marbling Magic," Inland Printer, CXXII (Jan. 1949) 48-49; G. Bernard Hughes, "English Marbled Papers," Country Life, CXII (1952), 2100-01; William Bond Wheelwright, "How Marbled Papers Are Made," Paper Maker, XXII, no. 2 (Sept. 1953), 1-5; and "The Neglected Art of Paper Marbling: A Detailed Survey of Current American Techniques and Materials," British Printer, LXVII (March-April 1955), 36-41. Cf. Kiyofusa Narita, "Suminagashi," Paper Maker, XXIV, no. 1 (Feb. 1955), 27-31. 
[bookmark: 05.28]28 Engraved title pages, though produced separately and not part of the sheets, are also covered by this discussion. For terminology to employ in describing typographical ornaments, Franz Sales Meyer’s A Handbook of Ornament (trans. Hugh Stannus, 1894) is sometimes helpful. 
[bookmark: 05.29]29 See also F. S. Ferguson, "Additions to Titlepage Borders, 1485-1640," Library, 4th ser., XVII (1936-37), 264-311. 
[bookmark: 05.30]30 See also W. Craig Ferguson, "Some Additions to McKerrow’s Printers’ and Publishers’ Devices," Library, 5th ser., XIII (1958), 201-03; and J. A. Lavin. "Additions to McKerrow’s Devices," Library, 5th ser., XXIII (1968), 191-205.
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A List of Plays and Entertainments by Scottish Dramatists 1660-1800 by Terence Tobin 

The following list of plays and entertainments attempts to register all known dramatic works by native-born Scottish authors written during the Restoration and eighteenth century. Because of the fugitive nature of the material this list must be incomplete. The precarious position of the drama in North Britain is no doubt responsible for the loss of a number of theatrical pieces. Scots at home and abroad frequently put out plays anonymously. This practice, which arose from necessity because of ecclesiastical and civil curtailment, and became customary, was followed from the birth of professional theater in Scotland through the era of Sir Walter Scott.

Edinburgh was the center of the Scottish theatrical world, and the only town which offered regular dramatic presentations during most of the period under consideration. Theaters did open during the last years of the eighteenth century in Aberdeen, Glasgow, Arbroath, and Dundee. Other towns also witnessed occasional productions, but most new endeavors premiered in the Scottish capital.

Scots playwrights almost invariably tried to have their dramas staged in London, and settled for a Scottish opening as a last resort. Because of the abiding interest in the London stage, and the frequent imitation of British drama, one can speak of Scottish dramatists only in the sense of national origin. Morever, Scottish drama is a false label, because one cannot show a significant difference between the creative products of Englishmen and those of Scots which indicate indigenous drama in the North, nor peculiarly Scottish tendencies in plays which appeared in the South. Rather than eliciting a distinction between plays by Scots which appeared in Scotland, or elsewhere, arising from divergent traditions, this entire corpus of works is certainly British in form, and frequently British in feeling.
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This register, which is arranged according to authors, gives the title, place and date of premiere, place and date of first publication. When significant, other editions and printings of the text are noted. Select notices and reviews of the plays are listed.

The title of the play is followed by an indication of the type of play concerned. These designations are in no way final. Thus a tragedy may be more accurately described as a melodrama, a ballad opera may be an operatic farce. Where possible the designation employed by the playwright or playbills has been used. The abbreviations for types of dramas are as follows:

	B.O. Ballad Opera
	Can. Cantata
	C. Comedy
	C.O. Comic Opera
	D.P. Dramatic Poem
	E. Entertainment
	F. Farce
	H. History
	I. Interlude
	M. Masque
	Mus. Musical
	O. Opera
	O.F. Operatic Farce
	Or. Oratorio
	P. Pastoral
	Pan. Pantomime
	Pol. Political
	Pre. Prelude
	Rel. Religious
	Sat. Satire
	T. Tragedy
	T.C. Tragicomedy


The theater or place of premiere and the date of the opening are given in round brackets. If no such information is presented, the play did not appear on the stage, or there is no record of its having been presented. The abbreviations for the theaters are as follows:

	Can. Canongate Theatre, Edinburgh
	C.G. Covent Garden, London
	D.L. Theatre Royal in Drury Lane, London
	H. Little Theatre in the Haymarket, London
	L.I.F. Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London
	T.H. Taylor’s Hall, Edinburgh
	T.R.E. Theatre Royal, Edinburgh, i.e. the playhouse in Shakespeare Square, in Prince’s Street.


Notices of plays which opened in Edinburgh were almost exclusively the province of the Edinburgh Evening Courant and the Caledonian Mercury. These newspapers are abbreviated E.E.C. and C.M. respectively. Neither newspaper felt constrained to give the name of every play it advertised. Because dramatic criticism is almost nonexistent in the Scottish press of this period, only the first notice of the play is given. With regard to the anonymous plays, interludes, after 
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pieces and the like, the newspaper notice is in many instances the sole indication that the play existed. Because of the obscurity of these short entertainments, only those which seem to be of a local or native character are included.

Notation of bibliographically useful data not generally known has been made under several entries. Select periodical and newspaper notices of plays, particularly contemporaneous reviews, are listed under the play to which they refer. Some recent scholarship on particular plays is noted. The London Stage 1660-1800 (1965), which is abbreviated L.S., provides much valuable information about the plays included in this list which appeared in the British capital.

A number of errors which have appeared in previous lists of plays have been silently corrected.

The necessary first-hand investigation of many of the materials used in this study was made possible by an XL Grant awarded by the Purdue University Research Foundation.


ALLAN, ADAM. The New Gentle Shepherd, a pastoral comedy; reduced to English by Lieut. Adam Allan. C. Frederickton, New Brunswick and London: 1798. [There are alterations in the songs and a third scene is added in Act IV.]

[ARBUTHNOT, JOHN.] Three Hours after Marriage. C. (D.L. Jan., 1717), London: 1717; 8°. [Although John Gay’s name appears on the title page, this play was written in collaboration with John Arbuthnot and Alexander Pope.] L.S., Pt. 2, I, clxxi, 431-32; Pt. 3, II, 678, 1225, 1231.

ARMSTRONG, JOHN. The Forced Marriage, T. in Miscellanies, II, London: 1770; 8°.

[BAILLIE, _]. Patriotism! Pol. F. Edinburgh: 1763; 8°.

[BAILLIE, JOANNA] A Series of Plays: in which it is attempted to Delineate the stronger passions of the mind. Each passion being the subject of a tragedy and a comedy. Contains: Count Basil: a Tragedy. T. The Tryal: a Comedy. C. DeMonfort: a Tragedy. T. (D.L. April 29, 1800). British Critic, XIII (Jan., 1799), 284. Critical Review, XXIV (Sept., 1798), 13. Monthly Magazine, V (Sept., 1798), 66. Margaret S. Carhart, The Life and Work of Joanna Baillie (New Haven: 1923). M. Norton, "The Plays of Joanna Baillie," R.E.S., XXIII (April, 1947), 131-43. [For a list of Miss Baillie’s works published after 1800, see Allardyce Nicoll, A History of English Drama 1660-1900 (1966), IV, 257-58.]

[BAILLIE, JOHN OR JAMES*.] The Married Coquet. C. London: 1746; 8°. The Patriot. Being a Dramatick History of the Life and Death of William the First Prince of Orange, Founder of the Republick of Holland. By a Lover of Liberty [i.e., Baillie], Pol. London: 1736; 4°. [*Nicoll, III, 296, follows earlier lists which give this author’s name as John Baillie. A copy in the National Library of Scotland contains the notation that the author is James Baillie.]

BRACKENRIDGE, HUGH HENRY. The Rising Glory of America. Pol. (Nassau Hall, Princeton, Sept. 25, 1771), Philadelphia: 1771; 8°. [This commencement exercise was written in collaboration with Philip Freneau. Brackenridge delivered the triologue.]
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____ The Battle of Bunkers-Hill. Pol. (Brackenridge’s Academy, Maryland, Autumn, 1775, Philadelphia: 1776; 8°. Pennsylvania Evening Post, Nov. 7, 1776. Pennsylvania Ledger, Nov. 9, 1776. Pennsylvania Journal, Nov. 13, 1776. Claude C. Robin, New Travels through North America, trans. Philip Freneau (Boston: 1784), p. 12.

____ The Death of General Montgomery at the Seige of Quebec. A Tragedy. Pol. (Brackenridge’s Academy, Maryland, Autumn, c. 1777), Philadelphia: 1777. Pennsylvania Evening Post, April 12, 1777. Pennsylvania Journal, April 23, 1777. Pennsylvania Weekly, April 23, 1777.

____ A Masque, written at the Warm Springs, in the year 1784. M. (Warm Springs, Va., 1784), in Pittsburgh Gazette, June 16, 1787; reprinted in Gazette Publications (Carlisle, Pa., 1806), pp. 35-40. [This masque was written in honor of George Washington.] Claude Milton Newlin, The Life and Writings of Hugh Henry Brackenridge (Princeton: 1932).

BROWN, JAMES. The Frolic. F. Edinburgh: 1783; 8°. [The earliest record of presentation is a performance at T.R.E. May 2, 1787; the premiere probably occurred in 1783.]

[BROWN, WILLIAM] Look before ye Loup; or, a Healin’ Sa’ for the Crackit Crowns of Country Politicians . . . by Tam Thrum, an Auld Weaver [i.e. Brown]. Pol. Edinburgh and Philadelphia: 1793; 8°.

____ Look before Ye Loup Part Second: or, Anither Box of Healin’ Sa’ for the crackit crowns of Country Politicians . . . by Tam Thrum, an Auld Weaver [i.e. Brown]. Pol. Edinburgh: 1794; 8°.

BURNESS, JOHN. Charles Montgomery . . . Written in the Manner of George Barnwell. T. (Mason’s Hall, Lerwick, Shetland, April 18, 1798) Stone-haven: 1799-1801?

____ Plays, Poems, Tales and other Pieces. Montrose: 1819; 8°. Contains: The Hermit; or, The Dead Come to Life. C. (Berwick upon Tweed). [This piece is an adaptation of Smith’s Trevanion.] Rosmand and Isabella; or, The Persisting Penitent. T. (Musselburgh). The Old Soldier. C. (North Shields). Sir James the Rose. T. (Musselburgh). Charles Montgomery. T.

____ The Recruit. I. Montrose, n.d. [This is an altered version of Gavin Turnbull’s The Recruit.]

BUSHE, AMYAS. Socrates. D.P. London: 1758; 4°. ["Extracts of Amyas Bushe’s Excellent Dramatic Poem," Universal Magazine, XXIII (July, 1758), 23-25, may have preceded the publication of the entire work.]

[CARSTAIRS, CHRISTIAN]. The Hubble Shue. F. Edinburgh: c. 1786.

CLERKE (CLARK), WILLIAM. Marciano, or the Discovery. T.C. (Holyrood House, Dec. 27, 1662?), Edinburgh: 1663; 4°.

COLDSTREAM, PATRICK. Joseph. Rel. (Montrose Grammar School, April 25, 1732). C.M., April 25, 1732. [This is a translation of Josephus by Cornelius van Schoon (Terentius Christianus).]

____ Dido. T. (Grammar School of Crail, Fyfe, August, 1737). [This is an adaptation based on Virgil’s Aeneid.]

____ Judith. Rel. (Grammar School of Crail, Fyfe, August 28, 1740). [This is an adaptation of Judith by Cornelius van Schoon.]

____ Turnus and Aeneas. T. (Grammar School of Crail, Fyfe, August 24, 1742). C.M., Sept. 2, 1742. [This is an adaptation based on Virgil’s Aeneid.]

CRAUFORD (CRAWFORD), DAVID. Courtship A-la-mode. C. (D.L. July 9, 1700), London: 1700; 4°. L. S. Pt. 1, clv, 513, 531-32.

____ Love at First Sight. C. (L.I.F. March 25, 1704), London: 1704. L.S. Pt. 2, II, 61-62.
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DALRYMPLE, DAVID, LORD HAILES. The Little Freeholder. D.E. London: 1790; 4°.

DAVIDSON, ANTHONY. Datamis. T.

____ The Fair Hybernian. T.

____ The Sailor’s Return. C.O.

____ St. Kilda, or The Sons of a Gun. F.

____ The Shepherd of Snowdon. Mus.E. (Salisbury).

____ A Voyage to Nootka. C.O. (Winborne, Dorsetshire).

____ Maria, or the Maid of the Rock. C.O. (Lymington, 1790’s). R. W. Babcock, "Eighteenth Century Comic Opera Manuscript," PMLA., LIII (1937), 907-08.

DOW, ALEXANDER. Zingis. T. (D.L. Dec. 17, 1768), London: 1768; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, III, 1348, 1374-80, 1382, 1438.

____ Sethona. T. (D.L. Feb. 19, 1774), London: 1774; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, III, 1742, 1787-90.

DRUMMOND, JOHN. A Collection of Poems for Reading and Repetition. Edinburgh: 1762. Contains: The Death of Hector. T. The Redemption of the Body of Hector. [Both school plays are extracted from Pope’s translation of Homer’s Illiad.]

____ The Death of Teribazus and Ariana: Extracted from Mr Glover’s Leonidas, T. in The Art of Reading and Speaking in Public; being a Collection for the use of Schools and Private Perusal. Edinburgh: 1780; 8°.

DUNCAN, GIDEON. The Constant Lovers; or, the Sailor’s Return. Edinburgh: 1798; 8°.

EDWARDS, MISS [CHRISTIAN]. Otho and Rutha, a Dramatical Tale, in Miscellanies in Prose and Verse. Edinburgh: 1776; 16°. [This work is about equally divided between narrative and dramatic form.]

ELPHINSTON, JAMES. Forty Years of Correspondence between Geniusses ov boath Sexes and James Elphinston in 6 pocket volumes, foar ov oridginal letters, two ov poetry, in which all the letters ov himself and his friends appeared with the spelling altered in accordance with the new system. London: 1791, V. Contains: Israel on Mount Horeb. Or. 1773. The Temple of Harmony. Can. [Both works are translations from the French.]

ERSKINE, ANDREW. She’s Not Him, and He’s Not Her. F. (Can. Feb. 6, 1764) [Edinburgh]: 1764; 8°. C. M., Feb. 1, 1764. E. E. C., Feb. 4, 1764. See The Cloaciniad. Edinburgh: 1761.

EWING, PETER. The Soldier’s Opera, or, Life Without a Mask. C.O. London: [1792]; 8°.

[FINLAYSON, JOHN]. Marches Day: A Dramatic Entertainment . . . as annually performed by the Originals, at    [i.e., Linlithgow]. E. Edinburgh: 1771; 8°.

FLEMING, ROBERT (THE YOUNGER). The Monarchical Image: or, Nebuchadnezzar’s Dream, D.P. in The Mirrour of Divine Love Unvail’d. London: 1691; 8°. L.S., Pt. 1, 387.

FORBES, WILLIAM. Xantippe, or the Scolding Wife, done from the Conjugium of Erasmus, by W. F. of D. [i.e. William Forbes of Disblair], D.P. Edinburgh: 1724; 4°. [*Ralston Inglis, Dramatic Writers of Scotland, (Glasgow: 1868), p. 131, gives 1726 as the date of publication. The title page of the copy in the National Library of Scotland notes 1724 as the date of publication.] Allan Ramsay Metamorphosed into a Heather Bloter Post in a Pastoral between Oegan and Milibiae. D.P. [Edinburgh]: n.d.; 4°.
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[FYFFE, ALEXANDER]. The Royal Martyr, King Charles I. O. [Edinburgh]: 1705; 4°. [This anonymously published opera was printed as a tragedy, 1709. In 1712 the second edition of the tragedy, The Tragedy of the Royal Martyr King Charles I, appeared. This edition enlarged to five acts, in prose and verse, differs markedly from 1705 drama. The Royal Martyr, or Life and Death of Charles I (T.R.E. April 7, 1794), is probably a revival of this play.] E.E.C. April 5, 1794.

GORDON, ALEXANDER. Lupone, or the Inquisitor. C. (Hay. March 15, 1731), London: 1731; 8°. L.S., Pt. 3, I, 123, 129. C.M., Feb. 10, 1759. James Boswell, London Journal 1762-1763. ed. F. A. Pottle. p. 5.

GRAHAME, JAMES. Wallace. T. [Edinburgh]: 1799. [Six copies were printed privately.] Mary Stewart, Queen of Scots. H. Edinburgh: 1801; 8°.

GRAY, SIMON. Historical Catalogue of the Writings, Published and Unpublished, of Simon Gray, of Dunse, Berwickshire. London: 1840, lists:

The Spaniard; or, Relvindez and Elzora, the True though Injured Lovers. T. 1787; altered, 1790; rewritten, 1802; happy ending added, 1832.

The Spaniard; or, Relvindez and Elzora . . . and The Young Country Widow . . . With Three Letters to Dr Blair; and Thoughts on the Present State of the British Drama, and what seems calculated to improve it. London: 1839; 8°.

____ New Modes of Making Love; or, Bob Bell, Ensign-to-be, a-Courting. C. 1789-1830. [The citations of dates in the Catalogue presumably indicate the period from first draft through the finished play.]

____ The Young Country Widow. C. 1790. London: 1839; 8°. See The Spaniard.

____ Adamana; or the Rash Maiden. T. 1791. The Lady of Lanley Hall; Or, a Manner-Scape of Scotland Three Centuries Ago. A Dramatic Romance, in Blank verse. 1791; rewritten, 1800.

____ A Lesson to Maidens; or, the Ruined Sisters. Being a Sequel to The Lady of Lanley Hall. T. 1791-1800.

____ Bachelor Convinced; or, Wife Triumphant. C. 1791. [London]: 1830.

____ The Duellist. C. 1791-1831.

____ The Courtier Grown Jealous, and Abram’s Courtship. C. 1791-1831.

____ The School for Family; or, the Humours of Blood. C. 1791-1831.

____ Freedom Triumphant. A Drama, in Twenty-four Scenes. T. 1792; revised, 1807.

____ Liberty and Equality; or, the Rights of Man Club. C. 1793-1806.

____ Years of Discretion, and The Triumph of a Chair. C. 1794-1828.

____ City Scenes; or, The Triumph of Years and Money C. 1794-1828.

____ The Courtier Tricked; or, Good Words Made Deeds for Once. 1794-1830.

____ The H. F. Club; or, Church of Blasphemy. C. 1795; printed? 1830.

____ The Widower. C. 1795-1831.

____ Gowerie’s Conspiracy. H.T. (Boarding School, Kensington Gravel Pits, June 8, 1796).

____ The Assasins. T. 1796-1830. Bailie Greig and His Three Daughters; alias, the Retail Shop: or Characters drawn from Life; or, if ye will, a Dramatico-Epic Novel of a new kind, being intended for the Entertainment of Fifty-eight Nights. 1798; completed 1829.

____ Borthwicko Castle; or, Seven Ghosts and a Half. A Burlesque Romantic Drama A most serious machanical play, intended for a Christmas Piece, though not a Pantomime. 1798.

____ Hume Castle Lost; or, Bustle Pertness, and Singsong. Being a True Comic Opera. B.O. 1798-1800.

____ Hume Castle Won; or, Singsong Pertness, and Bustle. Being another True Comic Opera. B.O. 1798-1804.
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____ Faith and I Must; or Bachelor Subdued, and Woman still Triumphant. C. 1800-1831.

____ The Step-Mother; and Omnia Vincit Amor; or, Love the Conqueror. 1800-1834. [The privately printed catalogue of Gray’s works lists over 50 plays by this writer. He wrote 12 plays on the seasons alone, after 1800.]

GREENFIELD, ANDREW. Henrique, Prince of Sicily, T. in Poems. London: 1790; 8°. John Nichols, Literary Anecdotes (London: 1812-15), VIII, 261-62. [This tragedy ends abruptly in Act IV unfinished.]

HAMILTON, NEWBURGH. The Doating Lovers; or, the Libertine Tam’d. C. (L.I.F. June 23, 1715), London: 1715; 12°. L.S., Pt. 2, I, 360-61.

____ The Petticoat Plotter. F. (D.L. June 5, 1712), London: 1720; 12°. L.S., Pt. 2, I, cxix, 277, 279-80, 376-77. C.M., August 26, 1754. [Hamilton wrote the lyrics for Handel’s oratorios Sampson and Saul.]

HART, [SAMUEL*]. Herminius and Espasia. T. (Can. Feb. 12, 1754) [Edinburgh]: 1754; 8°. E.E.C. and C.M., Feb. 12, 1754. Scots Magazine, XXV (Feb., 1754), 212. [*The author is sometimes incorrectly identified as Charles Hart.]

HENDERSON, ANDREW. Arsinoe, or the Incestuous Marriage. T. London: [1752]; 8°. [This play is a translation of Corneille.]

____ In Foro [This manuscript is unfinished.]

[HERON, ROBERT]. St. Kilda in Edinburgh, or, News from Camperdown. Mus.F. (T.R.E. Feb. 21, 1798), Edinburgh: 1798; 8°. E.E.C., Feb. 15, 1798.

____ Pizarro, a Tragedy in five Acts, differing widely from all other Pizarros in respect of Characters, sentiments, language, incidents, and catastrophes. By a North Britain [sic] [i.e., Heron] T. London: [1799]; 8°. James Sinton, "Robert Heron and His Writings," Papers of the Edinburgh Bibliographical Society 1930-1935. XV (Edinburgh: 1935), 17-21.

HOME, JOHN. Douglas. T. (Can. Dec. 14, 1756), London: 1757; 8°. E.E.C. and C.M., Dec. 4, 1756. L.S., Pt. 4, I, xxv; Pt 4, II, 552, et seq. A. E. Gipson, John Home, a study of his Life and Works, etc. (Caldwell: 1916). Douglas. ed. H.J. Tunney (Lawrence: 1924), pp. 94-7, contains a digest of contemporary comments on the play.

____ Agis. T (D.L. Feb. 21, 1758), London: 1758; 8°. Critical Review, V (March, 1758), 327-41. The Story of the Tragedy of Agis. With observations on the Play, the Performance, and the Reception. London: 1758. L.S., Pt. 4, II, 607, et seq.

____ The Siege of Aquileia T. (D.L. Feb. 21, 1760), London: 1760; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, II, 742, 775-78.

____ The Fatal Discovery. T. (D. L. Feb. 23, 1769), London, 1769; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, III, 1348, et seq.

____ Alonzo. T. (D.L. Feb. 27, 1773), London: 1773; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, III, 1653, et seq.

____ Alfred. T. .C.G. Jan. 21, 1778), London: 1778; 8°. Henry Mackenzie, "Memoir," Works of Home (Edinburgh: 1822), I, 46-48, mentions three MSS: The Surprise, or Who Would Have Thought It. C. c. 1774. Alina, or the Maid of Yarrow. T. c. 1779. A two act fragment of an East Indian Story. T. c. 1780.

HOUSTON, LADY ELEONORA CATHCART. The Coquettes, or the Gallant in the Closet. C. (Can. Feb., 1759). C.M., Feb. 10, 1759. James Boswell, London Journal 1762-1763. ed. F. A. Pottle. p. 5,

[HUNTER, JOHN]. The Wanderer and Traveller. Rel. Glasgow: 1733*; 8°. [*A MS notation in Hunter’s Commonplace Book gives the publication date as 1712.]
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[HUNTER, ROBERT]. Androboros. A Bographical [sic] farce in three acts, viz. The senate, The consistory, and The apotheosis. Pol. Monoropolis [New York]: 17[09-14]; 4°.

JACKSON, JOHN*. Eldred; or the British Freeholder. T. (Capel-street, Dublin, Dec. 2, 1773), London: 1782; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, III, 1901-02, 1973. [This tragedy was also called "Eldred; or the British Father." cf., E.E.C., Feb. 14, 1774.]

____ The British Heroine. T. (C.G. May 5, 1778). [A slightly different version of this tragedy entitled "Geralda; or, The Siege of Harlech" was staged in Dublin, Jan. 13, 1777.]

____ Sir William Wallace, or Ellerslie; or, The Siege of Dumbarton Castle. T. (T.R.E. July 26, 1780). E.E.C., July 19, 1780.

____ Tony Lumpkin’s Ramble Through Edinburgh (T.R.E. July 26, 1780). E.E.C., July 19, 1780.

____ Transformation; or, the Manager An Actor in Spite of Himself. (T.R.E. April 29, 1789). E.E.C., April 27, 1789. [This is probably the work of Jackson. He undoubtedly wrote a number of afterpieces and brief occasional farces and adaptations during his tenure as an Edinburgh Theatre manager. Donald Mackenzie, Scotland’s First National Theatre (Edinburgh: 1963), p. 10 notes that Jackson was Scottish.]

LEARMONT, JOHN. The Unequal Rivals., P., in Pastorals, Satirical, Tragic, and Comic. [Edinburgh]: 1791; 8°.

LINDSAY, LADY ELIZABETH (COUNTESS OF HARDWICK) The Count of Oberon, or the Three Wishes (Private theater at Wimpole Hill, near Cambridge, c. 1800), London: 1831; 8°.

LOGAN, JOHN. Runnamede. T. (T.R.E. May 5, 1784), Edinburgh: 1784; 8°. E.E.C., May 1, 1784. "The Life of Logan," in Poems and Runnamede a Tragedy, (Edinburgh and London: 1805), p. xxx, mentions the following manuscripts:

The Wedding Day. T. The Carthaginian Heroine. T. Electra. T. A tragedy on the death of Mary Queen of Scots. T.

LYON, WILLIAM. The Wrangling Lovers; or, Like Master Like Man. (Can. April, 1745), Edinburgh: 1745; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, III, 1487, 1490-91, 1550. [This is an alteration of Vanbrugh’s Mistake.]

[MC ARTHUR, SAMUEL]. The Duke of Rothesay. T. [Edinburgh]: 1780; 8°. [This tragedy was written in 1764.]

MAC DONALD, ANDREW. Vimonda. T. (Hay. Sept. 5, 1787), London: 1788; 8°.

____ The Miscellaneous Works of Andrew M’ Donald. London: 1791; 8°. Contains: The Fair Apostate. T. The Princess of Tarento. C. O. Love and Loyalty. C. O.

MACKENZIE, HENRY. The Prince of Tunis. T. (T.R.E. March 8, 1773), Edinburgh and London: 1773; 8°. E.E.C. and C.M., March 6, 1773.

____ The Shipwreck: or Fatal Curiosity . . . altered from Lillo. T. (C.G. Feb. 10, 1784), London and Edinburgh: 1784; 8°.

____ False Shame, or The White Hypocrite., C., in Works, VIII, Edinburgh: 1808; 8°. ["Force of Fashion" is an earlier title for False Shame. The drama was never performed. cf., Richard E. Quaintance, "Henry Mackenzie’s Sole Comedy," The Huntington Library Quarterly, XXV (May, 1962), 249-51.]

____ The Spanish Father, T. in Works, VIII, Edinburgh: 1808; 8°.

____ Dramatic Pieces from the German. I The Sister; a Drama by Goethe, Author of the Sorrows of Werter. II The Conversation of a Father with His Children by Gesner, Author of The Death of Abel. III The Set of Horses; A 
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Dramatic Piece by Emdorff [i.e., Ayrenhoff]. Edinburgh and London: 1792; 8°. Transactions of the Royal Society of Edinburgh, II (Edinburgh: 1792), 154-92. [These translations have been attributed to Mackenzie and Dr. Francis Okely.]

____ Virginia, or the Roman Father. T. Edinburgh: 1820. [This tragedy was written in 1761 when Mackenzie was sixteen. The author had the piece privately printed and circulated among select Edinburgh friends. He reworked his juvenile effort before publication.]

MAC LAREN, ARCHIBALD. The Conjuror; or, the Scotsman in London. F. [Dundee]: 1781; 12°.

____ The Coup de Main, or the American Adventurers. Mus.E. (New Theatre, Dundee, 1783) [Perth]: 1784; 8°. [An altered version was published as The Coupde-Main; or, Love and War in Yankeyland. London: 1816; 12°.]

____ The Humours of Greenock Fair; or, the Taylor made a Man. Mus.I. (Greenock, 1788) [Paisley]: 1790; 12°.

____ The Highland Drover; or, Domhnul Dubh M’Na-Beinn [i.e., Black Donald Son of the Mountain] Mus.I. (Inverness, c. 1790) Greenock; 1790; 12° altered version, London: [1805]; 12°.

____ The First Night’s Lodgings. F. (1790-1800), London: [1800]; 12°.

____ American Slaves; or, Love and Liberty. C.O. (Dumfries, 1792). [This play was doubtless published under another title.]

____ The Siege of Perth; or, Sir William Wallace the Scots Champion. I. (Dumfries, 1792) [Perth]: 1792. [This piece was made into a musical and appeared as Wallace the Brave: or, The Siege of Perth. London: 1819; 12°.]

____ The Bonny Lass[es] of Leith; or, The Humours of Dugald Mc Bicker. Mus. I. (T.R.E. 1793) [Edinburgh?]: 1790-1793?

____ Scottish Volunteers Mus.F. (Greenock, c. 1795 [Paisley]: 1795; 8°. [This is the same play as The Bonny Lasses of Leith.]

____ Siege of Berwick; or, The Brothers Devoted. Mus.D. (1792-1795), London: 1818; 8°.

____ What News from Bantry Bay; or, The Faithful Irishman C.O. (St. Peter’s Guernsey, c. 1794) [Dublin]: 1798; 8°. [This piece was reprinted as an entertainment, The Humours of the Times; or, What News Now? London: 1799; 8°.]

____ Old England Forever! or A Fig for the Invasion. C.O. [Bristol]: 1799; 12°.

____ Negro Slaves. I. (T.R.E.? c. 1799) [Edinburgh]: 1799, 8°. [Negro Slaves; or the Blackman and Blackbird. London: 1799; 12°, is an enlargement of the earlier version.]

____ Soldier’s Widow; or the Happy Relief. Mus.E. London: 1800; 8°. [A Soldier and a Sailor. London: 1805; 12°, is an altered version of this play, as is Credulity; or, the Force of Superstition . . . To which is added A Chip of the Old Block; or, the Pirates Repulsed. London: 1823; 12°.]

____ The Monopolizer Outwitted. Mus.E. London: 1800; 12°. [For a list of Mac Laren’s plays which appeared after 1800, see Nicoll, IV, 350-52.]

[MACLAURIN, COLIN] Hampden. T., in Fugitive Pieces. Poems on Various Subjects by a Scotch Gentleman: A Member of the Faculty of Advocates. [i.e., Mac Laurin] Edinburgh: 1799; 8°.

____ Songs in the Justiciary Opera. Composed Fifty Years Ago, by C____ M________ and B______ [i.e., Sir Alexander Boswell] Auchinleck: 1816.

MACLAURIN, GEORGE. Laura, or the Punishment of Perfidy. T., in The Poetical Works of Colin MacLaurin, Advocate and of the Late George MacLaurin, Writer, Edinburgh, VI, Edinburgh: 1812; 8°.

MACLAURIN, JOHN, LORD DREGHORN. The Public. A Tragedy in one Scene. Sat., in Poems on Several Occasions, I, Dreghorn: 1769; 8°. [This satire privately printed on the author’s estate involves the struggles between Lee and Foote for the patent for the Edinburgh Theatre.]
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____ The Philosopher’s Opera. C.O. Edinburgh: c. 1757. [This satire on Douglas has been attributed to MacLaurin.]

____ The Deposition, or Fatal Miscarriage: a Tragedy [Edinburgh]: [1757]; 8°. [This satire on Home and his circle has been attributed to MacLaurin.]

MALLET (MALLOCH), DAVID. Eurydice. T. (D. L. Feb. 22, 1731), London: 1731; 8°. Daily Journal, Feb. 20, 1731. Remarks on the Tragedy of Eurydice in which It is endeavoured to prove that same Tragedy is wrote in favour of the "Pretender" and is a scurrilous Libel against the present Establishment (London: 1731). The Works of Aaron Hill (London: 1753), IV, 47; 97-100. L.S., Pt. 3, I, lxiv, 118-22, et seq.

____ Mustapha. T. (D. L. Feb., 1738), London: 1739; 8°. Scots Magazine, X (March, 1739), 88. L.S., Pt. 3, II, 760-62.

____ Alfred. M. (Cliveden Gardens, Aug. 1, 1740), London: 1740; °8. L.S., Pt. 3, II, 1161, 1164. [This masque was written in collaboration with James Thomson. It was billed as an opera, with music by Thomas Arne when it opened at D. L. March, 1744.]

____ Alfred, A Masque. T. (D. L. Feb. 23, 1751), London: 1751; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, I, 203, et seq. [Mallet labeled his alteration of the original version a tragedy. The differences in the two versions are not as great as Mallet would have had audiences believe.]

____ Britannia. M. (D.L. May, 1755) London: 1753; 8°.

____ Elvira. T. (D. L. Jan. 1763), London: 1763; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, II, 948, et seq. Edward Gibbon’s Journal, ed. D.M. Low. pp. 185-86, 202-04. Boswell’s London Journal 1762-1763, pp. 56-62. Critical Strictures on the New Tragedy of Elvira Written by Mr. David Malloch (London: 1763).

MARSHALL, JANE. Sir Harry Gaylove, or Comedy in Embryo. C. Edinburgh: 1772; 8°. Terence Tobin, "A Consideration of Jane Marshall’s Sir Harry Gaylove, Delta Epsilon Sigma Bulletin, XIII (Dec., 1968), 107-13.

MICKLE, WILLIAM. The Siege of Marseilles. T., in Poems and a Tragedy, London: 1794; 4°. Scots Magazine, LI (Nov., 1789), 532-34; (Dec., 1789), 581-83.

MITCHELL, JOSEPH The Fatal Extravagance. T. London: 1720; 8°. Paul S. Dunkin, "The Authorship of The Fatal Extravagance," MLN, LXI (May, 1945), 328-30. P. P. Kies, "The Authorship of The Fatal Extravagance," Research Studies of the State College of Washington, XIII (Pullman: 1945), 155-58. L.S., Pt. 2, II, 625, et seq. [Aaron Hill collaborated on this play.]

____ The Highland Fair, or Union of the Clans. B. O. (D. L. March, 1730), London: 1731; 8°. L.S., Pt. 3, I, 124-26, 130.

MONCRIEFF, JOHN. Appius. T. (C. G. March 6, 1755), London: 1755; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, I, 471-74. [Biographia Dramatica, II, 33-34, asserts that Sheridan revised the play for performance.]

MORISON, DAVID. Jack and Sue; or, the Fortunate Sailor. C.O., in Poems. Chiefly in the Scottish Dialect. Montrose: 1790; 8°. Biographia Dramatica, II, 246.

[MORRIS, ROBERT]. Fatal Necessity: or, Liberty Regain’d. A. Tragedy: As it was Once acted in Rome For the Sake of Freedom and Virtue. Pol. London: 1742; 8°.

MURDOCH, JOHN. The Double Disguise. C.?, in Pictures of the Heart and the Double Disguise, II, London: 1783; 12°. [This play was written for a private performance.]

MYLNE, JAMES. Poems consisting of Miscellaneous Pieces and Two Tragedies. Edinburgh: 1790; 8°

Contains: The British Kings. T. Darthula. T.

NESBIT, GABRIEL. Caledon’s Tears, or Wallace, a Tragedy Containing the Calamities of Scotland, from the Death of King Alexander III. to the betraying 
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and butchering of that faithful Father of his Country, Sir William Wallace, of Ellerslie. Collected from the Chronological Records, by G. Nesbit. T. Edinburgh: 1733; 8°.

NIMMO, MATTHEW. The Fatal Secret; or, Truth Disguised. T. Dundee: 1792; 8°.

NORVAL, JAMES. The Generous Chief. T. (Montrose, c. 1792), Montrose: 1792; 8°.

[OSWALD, JOHN] "SYLVESTER OTWAY." The Humours of John Bull. O.F., in Poems. London: 1789; 8°.

PATERSON, WILLIAM. Arminius. T. London: 1740; 8°. L.S., Pt. 3, I. liii; Pt. 3, II, 813.

[PATON, ______]. William and Lucy. B.O. Edinburgh: 1780; 8°.

[PENNECUICK, M. D. ALEXANDER]. The Interlocutor. C. Edinburgh: 1803; 8°. [This play is probably not the work of Pennicuick. cf. William Brown, "Writings of Alexander Pennicuick, M. D., and Alexander Pennecuick, Merchant," Publications of the Edinburgh Bibliographical Society 1901-04, VI (1906), 117-31.]

[PENNICUICK, (MERCHANT), ALEXANDER]. Corydon and Cochrania, a Pastoral on the Nuptials of the High and Potent Prince, His Grace James, Duke of Hamilton, Chatelherault and Brandon, &c. Solemniz’d February 14, 1723. By A. P. Gent. P. Edinburgh: 1723; 4°. [See RAMSAY, The Nuptials.]

PITCAIRNE, ARCHIBALD. The Assembly. C. London: 1722; 8°. [This comedy was written in 1692, was revised by anonymous hand and appeared as The Assembly, or Scotch Reformation. London: 1766; 8°. The second edition contains an interesting preface, which indicates that the play is the product of several authors. Pitcairne’s name appears on the title page of the third edition, Edinburgh: 1817.]

RAMSAY, ALLAN. The Nuptials: A Masque on the Marriage of His Grace James Duke of Hamilton, And Lady Anne Cochran. M. (Edinburgh: Feb. 14, 1723), Edinburgh: 1723. [See PENNECUICK, MERCHANT.]

____ The Gentle Shepherd. A Scots Pastoral Comedy. P. (T. H. Jan. 22, 1729) Edinburgh: 1725; 12°. The Eccho; or, Edinburgh Weekly Journal, IV, Jan. 29, 1729. Burns Martin, Allan Ramsay, etc. (Cambridge: 1931). L.S., Pt. 3, I, xcvii; 252, et seq.

[RICHARDSON, WILLIAM]. The Indians. T. (Richmond Theatre, near London and Caledonian Theatre, Glasgow, c. 1790), London: 1790; 8°.

____ The Maid of Lochlin, taken from Fingal attributed to Ossian. D.P. (Glasgow College, late 1700’s) 1801; 8°.

RIDDEL, JOHN. George’s Natal Day. M. (T.R.E. and Argyle Street Theatre, Glasgow, c. 1780), in Original Poems by a Young Gentleman. Edinburgh: 1780; 8°.

____ Malvina. T. Glasgow: 1786; 8°.

SCOTT, THOMAS. Edwin and Catherine; or The Distressed Lovers. T., in Poems. Paisley: 1793; 8°.

SCOTT, SIR WALTER. Goetz of Berlichingen, With the Iron Hand: A Tragedy. Translated by William Scot, Esq. Advocate, Edinburgh. T. London: 1799; 8°. [*A few copies were printed before the error was discovered.] Henry A. White, Sir Walter Scott’s Novels on the Stage (New Haven: 1927). [For a list of Scott’s dramatic contributions after 1800, see Nicoll, IV, 397.]

SHIRREFS, ANDREW. Jamie and Bess, or the Laird in Disguise, a Scots Pastoral Comedy in imitation of The Gentle Shepherd. P. (Aberdeen, Elgin, Inverness). Aberdeen: 1787; 8°. [The earliest recorded performance is Aberdeen, Jan. 12, 1788. The play premiered before this season.]
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____ The Sons of Brittania. I. (Amateur production, Edinburgh, 1796), Edinburgh: 1796.

SMITH, [EAGLESFIELD]. Sir John Butt. Pol. F. Edinburgh: 1798; 8°.

SMITH, WILLIAM. An Exercise consisting of a Dialogue and Ode Sacred to the Memory of His Late Gracious Majesty George II (College of Philadelphia, May 23, 1761), New York: [1761]. [Smith wrote the dialogue for this commencement exercise; Francis Hopkinson wrote the ode.]

____ An Exercise, containing dialogue and two odes set to music for the public Commencement in the College of Philadelphia (College of Philadelphia, May 17, 1775), Philadelphia: 1775.

SMOLLETT, TOBIAS. The Regicide, or King James the First King of Scotland. T. London: 1749; 8°.

____ Alceste. O. c. 1749. L.S., Pt. 4, I, 97, 179.

____ The Reprisal, or the Tars of old England. C. (D. L. Jan. 22, 1757), London: 1758; 8°. Critical Review, III (Feb., 1757), 159. L.S., Pt. 4, II, 551, et seq.

____ The Israelites, or the Pampered Nabob. F. (C. G. Jan. 4, 1785). [This piece has been attributed to Smollett, probably erroneously.]

STEELE, ARCHIBALD. The Shepherds’ Wedding. P. [Edinburgh]: 1789; 8°.

STEWART, JAMES. The Two English Gentlemen, or the Sham Funeral. C. (Hay., March 21, 1774), London: 1774; 8°.

____ The Students, or the Humours of St. Andrews. F. (Hay., 1779), London: 1779; 8°.

STEWART, THOMAS. Valentia, or the Fatal BirthDay. T. London: 1772; 8°. [This play is based upon Rowe’s The Fair Penitent.]

STUART, CHARLES. The Experiment. C. (C.G. April 16, 1777). [This piece is attributed to Stuart.]

____ The Cobler of Castlebury. Mus.E. (C.G. April 27, 1779) London: 1779; 8°.

____ Damnation, or the Playhouse Hissing Hot. I. (Hay. Aug. 29, 1781).

____ Ripe Fruit, or the Marriage Act. I. (Hay. Aug. 22, 1781). [This piece was the "third course" in The Feast of Thalia.]

____ Gretna Green. Mus.F. (Hay. Aug. 2, 1783) Songs, Airs, . . . in Gretna Green. London: 1783; 8°. [Only the songs were printed.] [This piece was advertised as "Gretna Green; or, A Trip to Marriage," cf., E.E.C., July 19, 1786.]

____ The Box-Lobby Loungers. Pre. (D. L. May 16, 1787).

____ The Distressed Baronet. F. (D.L. May 16, 1787), London: 1787; 8°.

____ The Stone Eater. I. (D.L. May 14, 1788), London: 1788; 8°.

____ The Irishman in Spain. F. (Hay. Aug. 30, 1791), London: 1791; 8°. [This farce is an adaptation of She Would Be a Duchess, which was banned by the Lord Chamberlain, Aug. 13, 1791.]

ST. SERFE (SYDSERF), THOMAS. Tarugo’s Wiles, or the Coffee House. C. (L.I.F. Oct. 5, 1667), London: 1668; 4°. L.S., Pt. 1, cxxiii, cxxv, 119, 120. Pepys, Diary, Oct. 5, 1667. The Journals of John Lauder Lord Fountainhall, pp. 174-75. Downes, Rosicus Anglicanus, p. 31.

TAIT, WILLIAM. Jeptha. T. Edinburgh: 1751. [This is a translation of George Buchanan’s Jepthes.]

[THOMSON, ADAM]. The Disappointed Gallant; or, Buckram in Armour. . . . Written by a Young Scots Gentleman [i.e., Thomson] B.O. (T. H. 1736-37?) Edinburgh: 1738; 8°.

THOMSON, [ALEXANDER]. The German Miscellany; consisting of Dramas, Dialogues, Tales and Novels. Translated from that Language. Perth: 1796; 12°. Contains: Bianca Capello A Dramatic Narrative From the same Work [i.e., Meissner’s Sketches.] The Indians in England, a comedy, from Kotzbue. C. [This translation appeared as The East Indian . . . Translated from the German of Augustus 
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von Kotzebue. Dublin: 1800; 8°.] The Lottery Ticket . . . translated from C.F. Bellert. C. [n.d.]

THOMSON, JAMES. The Tragedy of Sophonisba. T. (D.L. Feb. 28, 1730), London: 1730; 8°. A Criticism of the New Sophonisba (London: 1730). L.S., Pt. 3, I, xxxiii, 40-44 et seq.

____ Agamemnon. T. (D. L. April 6, 1738), London: 1738; 8°. L.S., Pt. 3, II, 710, et seq.

____ Edward and Eleonora. T. London: 1738; 8°. L.S., Pt. 3, I, liii; Pt. 3, II, 766. [This tragedy slightly altered by Thomas Hull opened C. G. March 18, 1775.]

____ Alfred, A Masque. M. 1740. [This masque was written in collaboration with David Mallet.] See MALLET.

____ Tancred and Sigismunda. T. (D. L. March 18, 1745), London: 1745; 8°. L.S., Pt. 3, II, 1160-64, et seq. C.M., Feb. 2, 1748; March 30, 1749; March 11, 1754; Feb. 10, 1755; Jan. 31, 1756; March 31, 1757. Glasgow Journal, May 14, 21, 1753. E.E.C., Jan. 31, 1756. March 31, 1757.

____ Coriolanus. T. (C. G. Jan. 13, 1749), London: 1749; 8°. L.S., Pt. 4, I, 60, et seq.

TURNBULL, GAVIN. The Recruit. I. (Dumfries: 1792). Dumfries: 1794; 8°.

TYTLER, A[LEXANDER] F[RASER], LORD WOODHOUSELEE. The Robbers . . . Translated from the German of Frederick Schiller. T. Edinburgh: 1792; 8°.

WALLACE, LADY EGLANTINE MAXWELL. Diamond Cut Diamond. C. London: 1787; 8°.

____ The Ton; or, Follies of Fashion. C. (C.G. April 18, 1788), London: 1788; 8°.

____ The Whim . . . With an address to the public, upon the arbitrary and unjust aspersion of the licenser against its political sentiments. Offered to be acted for the benefit of the hospital and poor of the Isle of Thanet, but refused the royal license . . . C. Margate and London: 1795; 8°.

____ Cortes. T. Biographia Dramatica, II, 131.

WHYTE,______. The Confession. C. (T.R.E. March 25, 1799). E.E.C., March 21, 1798.

WILSON, JOHN. Earl Douglas; or Generosity Betray’d. T. Glasgow: 1764; 8°. [This tragedy is a revision of Earl Douglas. A Dramatic Essay. Edinburgh: 1760; 8°.]

WOOD, JOHN. The Duke of Rothsay. T. Edinburgh: 1780; 8°.

WOOD, WILLIAM. A Translation of Allan Ramsay’s The Gentle Shepherd into English. P. [Edinburgh]: [1785]; 8°.

____ The Billet-Master; or, The Forgery: An Opera. C.O. [Edinburgh]: 1787; 8°.

WOODS, WILLIAM. The Highlander’s Return. I. (T.R.E. March 31, 1777) E.E.C., March 26, 1777.

____ The Volunteers. F. (T.R.E. March 19, 1778) E.E.C., March 11, 1778. [The title was expanded to "The Volunteers; or, Britons strike Home" (Hull, 1778).]

____ The Twins; or, Which Is Which? . . . Altered from the Comedy of Errors by William Shakespeare. F. (T.R.E. March 27, 1780). Edinburgh: 1780; 8°. E.E.C., March 20, 1780. [Woods undoubtedly wrote a number of other pieces which have not yet come to light.]

Plays by Unknown Authors or of Doubtful Attribution

Acis and Galatea, a Masque. M. (St. Mary’s Hall, Edinburgh, August 1, 1750). E.E.C., July 30, 1750.

Adventures in Edinburgh; or, The Taylor Distress’d. (T.R.E. April 22, 1782). E.E.C., April 17, 1782.
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The Appendix, a farce, or the Spirit of the Spirit of Liberty. Extracted from the Works of "Junius jun.," author of the Spiritual Magazine. To which is added a receipt for making an Appendix to any book after it is published and exposed to sale. By a Real Friend of Liberty. F. Newcastle: 1770. [Inglis. p. 89, attributes the authorship to James Murray.]

Away to Leith Links; or, Golfing We Will Go. F. (T.R.E. May 2, 1787). E.E.C., April 28, 1787.

Brissot’s Ghost! or, Intelligence from the Other World; communicated to a meeting of those who call themselves friends of the people. Pol. Edinburgh: 1794; 8°.

The Buck’s Ramble Through Edinburgh; or, A Trip to Comely Garden (T.R.E. April 21, 1779). E.E.C., April 17, 1779.

Burnam Wood; or, The Highland Chief (T.R.E. March 16, 1793).

The Devil to Pay, or the Play House Metamorphos’d . . . As it was acted at the Canongate Theatre, January 24, 1768. F. Edinburgh: 1767. [This playlet commemorates the licensing of the Theatre Royal, Edinburgh.]

The Duke of Rochford. T. Edinburgh: 1799. ["Said to be from the posthumous papers of a Lady of Quality." Inglis, p. 145.]

Edinburgh Delivered; or, the World in Danger. D.P. Edinburgh: 1782; 8°.

Elim and Maria. A Pastoral Tragedy. P. Glasgow: 1792; 8°. [This pastoral "tragedy" has been attributed tenuously to Thomas Muir. See N.&Q., 1st series, X (Sept. 30, 1853). 263-64, and (Nov. 18, 1854), 414.]

The Enraged Musician F. (Can. Feb. 2, 1753). E.E.C. and C.M., Jan. 30, 1753.

Epilogue to the Winter Session. I. Edinburgh: c. 1780.

The Fool. F. (T.R.E. May 2, 1787).

The Fortune Hunter, or A Trip to the Lighters. F. (T.R.E., 1780).

The Genius of Glasgow. M. (Caledonian Theatre, Glasgow, 1792).

Glasgow Green, or a Trip to Loch Lomond. I. (Caledonian Theatre, Glasgow, 1798).

The Good Woman Without a Head; or, Diarmugh M’Finnan’s Voyage to America. F. (T.R.E. April 19, 1784). E.E.C., April 14, 1784.

The Greenock Landlady; or, The Sailors in Port Glasgow. F. (T.R.E. July 20, 1772). E.E.C., July 8, 1772.

Haddington Grammar School Play [Name unknown] (March, 1724). Haddington Council Records, March 28, 1724.

Hallow Fair. F.I. (T.R.E. April 17, 1784). [This may have been written by William Woods.]

Harlquin Highlander; or, a Trip to Roslin Castle (T.R.E. April 15, 1773). E.E.C., April 7, 1773.

Highland Competition Prize; or, Shelty’s Trip to Auld Reekie (T.R.E. April 21, 1790). E.E.C., April 19, 1790.

Highland Festival (T.R.E. April 21, 1779). E.E.C., April 26, 1779.

A Hint to the Sailors; or, The Wapping Landlady (T.H. July 7, 1756.) E.E.C., July 3, 1756.

Hooly and Fairly; or, The Highland Lad and the Lowland Lass (T.R.E. April 30, 1789). E.E.C., April 27, 1789.

The Humours of the Town I. (T.R.E., 1776).

The Leith Landlady F. (T.R.E. March 30, 1778). E.E.C., March 25, 1778.

The Mad Cap, a Comedy for the Digestion, in three acts; from the German of Kotzbue, by R_____H_____ C. Edinburgh: 1800. [R.H. may be Robert Hunter.]

The Manager’s Last Stake; or, the Resurrection of Digges, Ross and Lancashire C. (T.R.E. March 5, 1796).

Modern Politics, or the Cat Let out of the Pack. Pol. Edinburgh: 1793; 8°.
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The New Maid of the Oaks, a tragedy as lately acted near Saratoga, by a company of tragedians, under the direction of "The Maid of the Oaks," by Ahab Salem.. Pol. [Edinburgh]: 1788; 8°. [Inglis, p. 90, attributes this piece to James Murray.]

The Parting Lovers; or The Highland Recruits. (T.R.E. March 20, 1776). E.E.C., March 17, 1776.

Pastoral in Latin and English [title unknown] P. (Dundee Grammar School, 1751). [This was probably written by the master.]

Pastoral [title unknown] P. (Hamilton Grammar School, 1722). [Mr. Findlater was headmaster at Hamilton at this time, and may have written the Latin pastoral. cf. Inglis, p.142.]

Peggy’s Love (T.R.E. March 27, 1800). E.E.C., March 24, 1800.

Penance for Having Two Wives at a Time . . . after Thelyphthora by Rev. [Martin] Madan. I. (T.R.E. June 6, 1792). E.E.C., June 2, 1792.

The Philistines, or the Scottish Tocsin Sounders. Pol. Edinburgh: 1793; 8°.

The Planters of the Vineyard; or a Kirk Session Confounded. by Mr. Lothian*. As it was performed At Forthtown by the Persons of the Drama. C. Edinburgh: 1771; 8°. [*Lothian is almost certainly a pseudonym.]

Religious satire [title unknown] Rel. (Lundy, 1668). [Jack Mckenzie, "A Study of Eighteenth Century Drama in Scotland (1660-1760)," University of St. Andrews. An unpublished doctoral dissertation, 1955. I, 276, attributes the authorship to Mr. Bouok, a schoolmaster.]

The Royal Council of Advice; or, the Regular Education of Boys, the Foundation of all other national improvements (Kirkcaldy Grammar School. Aug. 29, 1734). E.E.C., Aug. 27, 1734. C.M., Aug. 29, 1734.

Safe Moored; or, The Sailors Return to Leith (T.R.E. May 31, 1788). E.E.C., May 29, 1788.

The Sons of Auld Reekie; or, All in Good Humour (T.R.E. Sept. 24, 1796). E.E.C., Sept. 19, 1796.

The Stationer’s Shop. F. (Amateur production, Aberdeen, March, 1772).

The System of Lavater; or, The Knights of the Past .T.R.E. July 31, 1797). E.E.C., July 27, 1797.

Thomson’s Birthday, or the Triumph of Reason, a Serio Comic Pantomime. Pan. T.R.E. May 3, 1794). E.E.C., May 1, 1794.

Tollerators and Con-Tollerators. Pol. (Edinburgh, private performance, June 10, 1703), in Archibald Pitcairn. Babell; A satirical Poem on the Proceedings of the General Assembly in the Year M.DC.XCII. ed. George H. Kinloch. Edinburgh: 1830.

Tragicomedy [no title] T.C. in The True Loyalist, or, Chevalier’s Favourite. Edinburgh: 1799; 8°. [This play which deals with the history of Lady Wemyss, has been attributed to Charles Salmon.]

Trick Upon Trick; or, the Vintner in the Suds. I. (T.R.E. Sept. 10, 1796). E.E.C., Sept. 8, 1796.

A Trip to Leith, I. T.R.E. (April 26, 1787). E.E.C., April 23, 1787.

The Virtuous Chambermaid of Auld Reekie. I. (T.R.E. April 30, 1787). E.E.C., April 26, 1787.



I am indebted to Norma Armstrong, "The Edinburgh Stage 1715-1820: A Bibliography," Library Association of Great Britain. An unpublished F.R.C.S. thesis, 1968, for a number of the anonymous entries.
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"Press" Letters: Samuel Aris 1730-32 by Keith I. D. Maslen


Single letters of the alphabet, not signatures or catchwords, disfigure the foot of certain pages in books London printed by Samuel Aris 1730-32. As each book contains only a few letters, upper or lower-case, placed one in each forme or sheet with occasional omissions, their function as press-figures is readily supposed. In Eustace Budgell, A Letter to Cleomenes (1731) occur the letters C J R W: in one copy C or C in 19 formes, J in 5 formes, R or R in 13 formes, W or w in 5 formes -- other copies vary slightly. 1 No fewer than seven letters, C F I J R T W, are used in Budgell’s Memoirs of the life and character of the late Earl of Orrery (1732). These letters plus g (?), l, p, and T appear in others of the seven books printed by Aris that bear press letters; J is found in all seven, C and W in five books. One has evidently stumbled across another of the ’many idiosyncratic numbers or marks adopted in some books . . . [involving] the use of letters perhaps to indicate pressmen’s names’. 2

One notices the considerable number and haphazard selection of letters, the disproportionate use of some, and the instability of their grouping. Besides three regulars, C, J, and W, another six or seven letters more occasionally appear, whilst some formes or sheets are unlettered. No doubt a larger sample would reveal more letters and other patterns. From such tangible evidence in the finished product one is unable to infer the total number either of presses or pressmen at work, since work at half-press cannot be distinguished from work at full-press requiring a second unmarked crew-member; nor can the absence of letters on occasions be taken to mean that no other presses or men are concerned.

However, something may be made of the facts by comparison with 
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press-figures and related work patterns at the Bowyer Press for the same years 1730-32. Details of presswork are taken from a recently discovered Bowyer ledger, which records work done and prices charged by compositors and pressmen for the period 1730-39. 3 Three to five presses were in constant use at the Bowyer Press from March 1730 to March 1732. Occasionally there were six and rarely seven in use in any one pay period of two to four weeks. At these presses wrought from six to twelve men, usually but not always working in pairs. At one time or another altogether eight presses were in operation, corresponding with the figures 1-8 evidenced in the printed sheets. At the Bowyer Press, then, generally speaking, figures denote a press, and identify work done at that press, either by a partnership, or occasionally by one man, who regularly wrought there for a period of weeks or month. Some anomalies, apparent or real, may relate to the frequent changes in personnel and their movements within the shop.

During these two years no fewer than nineteen pressmen were employed at the Bowyer Press, some for periods of only a few weeks, others during the whole time. Similarly at some presses the crew remained constant for many months at a time, whilst at others there were changes every few weeks. These phenomena are a function of many variables, including most obviously the going and coming of workmen, either permanently or temporarily, the amount of work offering, and breakdowns of equipment. At the Bowyer Press, as no doubt at any other commercial press of this or other times, frequent changes from press to press and of partnership produce complex and shifting work-patterns, not easily described and in fact impossible to infer from patterns of press-figures found in the finished product.

It is unlikely that the ten or so ’press’-letters in books printed by Aris -- these having been identified as his productions by imprint, types, and ornaments -- refer to actual presses. From the little known of his business one would expect him to have fewer presses than the elder Bowyer, recognized at the time as a major London printer, and even the preeminent William Strahan boasts forty years later of no more than ’7, 8, or 9 Presses . . . constantly employed’ in his commercial printing-house. 4 The seven press-letters in Budgell’s Memoirs 
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of the Earl of Orrery mentioned above may be taken to reflect changes of press-crews. Such changes are shown by the Bowyer records to be not uncommon in the life of a press.

It is intrinsically probable then that the haphazard letters refer to men, perhaps by the initial of their surname. It is not hard to believe that by comparison with Bowyer’s nineteen pressmen Aris employed twelve men over roughly the same period, as delimited very approximately for Aris by titlepage dates. The numerical comparison however can give little idea of the relative size and output of Aris’s establishment, since one cannot assume for this period either regular employment or optimum or even steady output per man. If only one knew the names of Aris’s pressmen 1730-32! The list of his apprentices given below is no help. Those apprentices out of their time before 1730 might well have taken jobs elsewhere, and in any case they are more likely to have been on the composing side, like Thomas Aris, later proprietor of the Birmingham Gazette. On the other hand, if any of the apprentices did help at press 1730-32, his labours, most likely as ’second’, would not need to be marked by letter, because he would claim no wages at piece rates from his master.

Press-letters as used by Aris have the same value as figures in alerting one to possibilities of reissue, reimpression, and divided printing, as evidenced by items 9, 14 and 15 described below.

Possibly insignificant are typographical variations in press-letters: the alternation between upper and lower case letters, changes in size of type, and the occasional use of italic instead of roman. Sometimes the choice seems to have been made from the case nearest to hand, containing the type used in the text or the notes. Still it seems odd that in Budgell’s Memoirs of the Earl of Orrery only W, out of the seven press-letters used, alternates between W and w or w. A similar variation in size of press-figures was noticed by J. D. Fleeman in respect of William Somerville’s The Chace (1735), which was printed by Bowyer, but here on closer examination the variation seems to be without significance. 5

Unlike figures, letters have one great inconvenience, that they may easily be confused with signatures and even catchwords, such as A and I. This is surely why they are seldom encountered.

But how ’idiosyncratic’ was this use of letters? For Aris during 1730-32 it was a standard practice, since out of twelve octavos dated 
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within these years and identified as coming from Aris’s press, seven are lettered; indeed for 1731-32 only one book is unlettered. Aris seems to have adopted the practice, or sanctioned it, some time in 1730. Daniel Waterland’s The nature, obligation, and efficacy, of the Christian Sacraments, considered, ’Printed by Sam. Aris for John Crownfield’ (1730), is unmarked, but its Supplement, also dated 1730, is lettered. However, Budgell’s Letter to His Excellency Mr. Ulrick D’Ypres (1731) is also unmarked. Titlepage dates of course are no precise indication of the date of printing.

Before 1730 the few books recognized as Aris’s, most belonging to 1727-28, have some sheets unmarked and others figured 1 or 3. After 1732 no books have been recognized as coming from Aris’s press, on the evidence of imprint or printer’s devices, of which Aris used at least two; by October 1734 he was dead. The above sample is too small to allow generalizations about the limits and extent of Aris’s use of press-letters.

It is worth noting that other printers in this period use letters, but in ways that I shall not try to explain. Bentham at Cambridge, as remarked by Dr. McKenzie, uses b-d, 3-6, and 8 in a book of 1743, and examples of Parliamentary printing, Acts, Bills, and the King’s Speeches, by John Baskett 1726-51 bear the letters B/b, C/c, e, and figures 1-8. This is a complication to be added to the ’many mysteries about press-figures yet to be solved’. 6

The above examples, trivial in themselves, remind us that we need continually to ’reconsider our ideas about the permissible variations in the early printer’s routine’, and to revise and extend our notions of what is considered normal, since it is out of such notions that our bibliographical and textual hypotheses are made. 7



I. Biographical Details of Samuel Aris

SAMUEL ARIS printer, of Creed Lane 1720?-32?; bound 6 apprentices 6 Feb. 1720/1-1 Sept. 1730; died 1734.

This summary corrects The London Compositor (1947), p. 36, where Ellic Howe gives terminal dates 1725-39, and mentions only four apprentices. Fuller details follow.

Marriage: 6 Feb. 1713/14 Saml Aris of precinct of White Friars single and Mary Whitledge of St. Martin Ludgate single by licence (Harleian Society Registers, vol. 63, St. Matthew, Friday Street).

Children: eight from 2 April 1721 to 7 Feb. 1733/4, though of these apparently only three survived their parents: Mary (b. 26 Oct., bapt. 18 Nov. 1722), 
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Samuel (b.21 June, bapt. 12 July 1724), and Amy (b. 2 Feb., bapt. 7 Feb. 1733/4). The other children 1721-34 are Samuel bapt. 2 Apr. 1721, Catherine bapt. 7 Nov. 1725, Thomas bapt. 14 Feb. 1727/8, Catherine bapt. 27 July 1729, Ann bapt. 6 Sept. 1730 (Guildhall Library: Register of St Martins Ludgate).

Death: presumed between 7 February and 17 October 1734, on which date was issued a commission to Charles Bennett ’the guardian lawfully assigned to Prudence Bennett (his wife) Mary Aris and Saml Aris minors and Amy Aris an infant, children of Samuel Aris late of St Martin Ludgate London widower decd. . . .’ (Admin. of Samuel Aris, PCC Admin Act Bk. 1734 f. 204, Somerset House). Queries: was Charles Bennett the apprentice named below, and was Prudence a daughter of a first marriage?

I owe the above information to M. A. Byrne of Exeter College, Oxford; its presentation my responsibility.

Address: Creed Lane is attested in the Apprentice Registers and elsewhere from 1722, and may have been Aris’s only address as master. Creed Lane is said by Robert Seymour to have been ’pestered with Carts and Carrs to Puddle-dock . . . which makes it to be not overwell inhabited’ (Survey of the Cities of London and Westminster, 1734, p. 701).

Bindings: 1. Robert Barlow, bd 6 Feb. 1720/1, free 5 Nov. 1728.

2. Thomas Aris, son of Thomas late citizen and barber surgeon of London deceased, bd 1 Oct. 1722, free 4 Nov. 1729. (See below).

3. James Claxton, bd 1 June 1725, turned over to Samuel Palmer 7 March 1731/2, free 7 Nov. 1732.

4. David Henry, bd 1 June 1725, free 5 Feb. 1739/40.

5. Samuel West, bd 2 Sept. 1729 for 8 years, and again 1 Sept. 1730.

6. Charles Bennett, late apprentice of Richard Harbin, 2 June 1730 turned over for the remainder of his term (Stationers’ Company Apprentice Registers, Register of Freeman, and Calendar of Masters and Apprentices 1719-62).

I have not found in the Company records mention of Aris before 1720/1. The last reference to Samuel senior is dated 3 April 1739, when ’Samuel Aris Son of Samuel late of Creed Lane London Printer deceased’ was bound ’to Thomas Aris of Red Lyon Court in Fleetstreet London printer’, the Consideration of £10 being paid by Samuel Birt.

Thomas Aris’s address is earlier given as Jewin St. in bindings 7 Dec. 1731 to 5 Nov. 1734. Thomas Aris’s last binding takes place on 3 Feb. 1740/1, which accords well enough with Plomer’s statement that Thomas began the Birmingham Gazette, first number 16 November 1741. In his Dictionary 1726-75 Plomer conflates the careers of Samuel senior and junior.



Some Octavos Printed by Samuel Aris 1727-32

Attributions have been made on the basis of imprints, two score ornaments and printing-types.

	1. 1727. BURNET (Thomas). De fide & officiis Christianorum liber posthumus. Typis S. A., impensis J. Hooke. Bodley (Vet. A4 e.357). Figure 3 on most sheets or formes.
	2. 1728. __ Editio secunda. Typis S. Aris, impensis J. Hooke. Bodley (8° B 454 Linc.). Figure 3 used once on I4v.
	3. ___ Archaeologiae philosophicae. Editio secunda. Typis S. Aris, impensis J. Hooke. University of Otago. Figure 1 only in &dollar; 2H-K and 2M.
	4. 1730. ___ A treatise concerning the state of departed souls. Trans. J. Dennis. Printed for John Hooke. Bodley (Vet. A4 e. 976). No figures.
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	5. ___ WATERLAND (Daniel). Advice to a young student. Printed for John Crownfield. Bodley (G. P. 213). No figures.
	6. ___ Remarks upon Doctor Clarke’s Exposition of the Church-Catechism. [Device 25 x 38 mm, IMPRIM SAM ARIS] Printed for John Crownfield. Bodley (G. P. 858). No figures.
	7. ___ The nature, obligation, and efficacy, of the Christian Sacraments, considered . . . . By the author of the Remarks. Printed by Sam. Aris for John Crownfield. Bodley (G. P. 858). No figures.
	8. ___ Supplement to the treatise, intitled, The nature, obligation, and efficacy, of the Christian Sacraments, considered. Printed by Sam. Aris for John Crownfield. Bodley (G.P.46). A1 B-K4. Press-letters: C4v-J, D4v-C, E1v-J, F4v-g(?), H3v-T, 14v-c.
	9. 1731. BUDGELL (Eustace). A letter to Cleomenes King of Sparta. Printed for A. Moore. University of Otago no date, Bodley (Vet. A4 e. 1671 dated 1731, and 22863 e. 130 no date); ’second’ edition not seen; ’third’ edition Bodley (8° A.3.2. Jur.). Frontispiece, A-K8 L4 M2; [B]-[S]8 a-e8 f2. The first set of signatures ending at M were printed by Samuel Richardson -- see no. 95 in Wm. M. Sale’s Samuel Richardson: Master Printer (1950). The titlepage addition of the date constitutes a press-variant. In the tables below only disagreements with the copy in the left hand columns are noted.


 

	[&dollar;]	Otago		Bodl.	’1731’		’3rd’	[&dollar;]	Otago		Bodl.	’1731’		’3rd’
		(i)	(o)	(i)	(o)	(i)	(o)		(i)	(o)	(i)	(o)	(i)	(o)
	B	C	J					N	R	C				J
	C	C	W					O	w	C
	D	R	w					P	C	R		w		R
	E	R	J		C			Q	C	R			J
	F	--	C					R	J	W			C
	G	C	C	J	J			S	--	R
	H	C	C			J	J	a	w	J		--		C
	I	C	R			J		b	R	C
	K	C	C					c	R	--	w
	L	C	R	J	w			d	R	J
	M	C	R					e	C	R		W		R


Comments. Another copy (Bodley 22863 e.130, n.d.) has C in sheet a (outer forme), w in c (i), W in e (o), but otherwise agrees with the Otago copy.

All copies appear to be from the same setting of type, though this has not been checked from forme to forme. There may have been basically only the one impression, though the term becomes blurred in meaning with such use. Differing press-letters in twelve sheets may point to reimpression in these cases for reasons possibly unanswerable, or they may be termed, following W. B. Todd, ’variants of uncertain order’ within the impression (Bibliography of Edmund Burke, 1964, p. 148). The ’third’ edition seems to be in the main a reissue with cancel title of sheets of the first printing. Will other copies of the first edition turn up with the press letters as in sheets H I N Q R a and e? The slight and ambiguous evidence suggests that the term ’third edition’ constitutes a puff for a poor seller; on the other hand it might indicate reimpression to cope with a continuing demand. Indecision is embarrassing.
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	10. 1731. BUDGELL (Eustace). A letter to His Excellency Mr. Ulrick D’Ypres, Chief Minister to the King of Sparta. Printed for S. West. Bodley (G.P. 796). No figures.
	11. 1732. ___ Liberty and property: a pamphlet highly necessary to be read by every Englishman. Printed for W. Mears. Huntington. A2 B-Y4 Z1. Press-letters: B3-c, C3-J, D4-c, E3-J, F3-j, G2-j, H4-c, I4-j, K3-j, L4v-j, M3v-j, N3-j, O4-j, P4-j, Q4-j, R3-j, S3v-w, T4v-c, U3v-c, X3-w, Y4-w.
	12. ___ Liberty and property. Fourth edition. Printed for W. Mears. Bodley (G.P. 360). A4 (-A1?) B-2A4. Press-letters: A3-l, B4-l, C4-l, D3-j, F3-l, G3v-l, H3-j, I3-l, K1v-l, L3-j, M3v-j, N3-c, O4-j, P3-j, Q3-w, S1-j, T3v-j, U3-w, X2v-c, 2A1v-j; unsigned E R Y Z.
	13. ___ The second part of Liberty and property. Printed for W. Mears. Bodley (G.P. 360). A2 B-G8 x2; x2 are advertisements. Press-letters: C3v-l, D7-j, F6-l (?); A B E G unsigned.
	14. 1732. BUDGELL (Eustace). Memoirs of the life and character of the late Earl of Orrery, and of the family of the Boyles. Printed for W. Mears. BM (614 g.27 and 614 g.28); ’second’ edition Bodley (Vet. A4 e.2273) and BM (G.4352 and 10856 de. 1) -- BM copies kindly reported by John Ross. Frontispiece, A4 (a)-(c)4 B-2K4 L2.


 

	&dollar;	BM	BM	Bodl.	BM	&dollar;	BM	BM	Bodl.	BM
		g.27	g.28	2273	4352		g.27	g.28	2273	4352
	B	R	R	J	R	R	T	T	w	w
	C	T	w	T	w	S	T	W	T	W
	D	J	J	R	J	T	W
	E	J	R	R	J	U	W
	F	T	w	T	w	X	--	W	T	W
	G	T	W	T	W	Y	W	T	T	T
	H	R	J	--	R	Z	J	J	J	C
	I	J	J	J	C	2A	T	W	T	W
	K	w	T	w	w	2B	w
	L	T	T	T	w	2C	J
	M	W	T	W	T	2D	T	w	w	w
	N	I	C	I	C	2E	W	W	W	T
	O	I				2F	J	C	C	J
	P	F	J	F	J	2G	J
	Q	w	w	w	w	2H	--	T	T	W


2I-J, 2K-W (none in BM 4352), 2L none, A-w (w in Bodley), (a)-w (w in Bodley), (b) none, (c)-C, (d)-T.

Comments. The letters are placed chiefly on 1v and 4v, less often on 3 and 4, with fewer on 3v, very few on 2v, and only once on 2. Another copy of the ’second’ edition (BM 10856 de.1) agrees with BM G.4352 except in sheet M, which has W. All copies appear to be substantially if not entirely from the same setting, though this has not been checked for every forme. Alternation between two letters in twenty-three sheets suggests that for these sheets at least there were two impressions. Those sheets with no change in letter would represent either overprinting (of the last sheets of text and the preliminaries) or reimpression at the same press. Copies of the first and ’second’ editions have evidently been 
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made up indiscriminately from sheets in these varying states, so that priority of impression is impossible to tell from this evidence alone. Perhaps the publisher increased his original order of copies and puffed dropping sales with a ’second’ edition.

15. ___ KING (William). Remains of the late learned and ingenious Dr. William King, some time, advocate of Doctors Commons, Vicar-General to the Archbishop of Armagh, and Record-Keeper of Ireland. Printed for W. Mears. University of Otago. A4 B-Y4; 2B-2Y4. Press-letters (in first series of signatures only): B3-p, C4-J, D3-p, E3-W, F2v-W, G3v-J, H3-W, K4-p, L3-p, N3v-p, O4v-J, P3v-w, Q3-p, R3-P, T4v-p, U4v-w, X2v-w, none in I, M, S, Y. The second set of signatures, obviously from a different press, has no press-letters or figures. The first section has no ornaments and cannot certainly be attributed to Aris.



Notes

[bookmark: 07.01]1 The first part, comprising the Introduction and distinguished by a separate set of signatures, was printed by Richardson -- see Wm. M. Sale jr, Samuel Richardson: Master Printer (1950), item 95. 
[bookmark: 07.02]2 D. F. McKenzie, The Cambridge University Press 1696-1712 (1966), I, 131. 
[bookmark: 07.03]3 Grolier Club accession number 19472, on loan to the Bodleian Library, Oxford. This is a compositors’ and pressmen’s check-book running 1730-39. The Bibliographical Society (London) proposes to publish facsimiles of this and other Bowyer printing ledgers, edited by the present writer. 
[bookmark: 07.04]4 Strahan to David Hall 15 June 1771, quoted R. A. Austen-Leigh, ’William Strahan and his ledgers’, The Library, 4th series, III (1923), 272. 
[bookmark: 07.05]5 ’William Somervile’s "The Chace," 1735’, PBSA LVIII (1964), 1-7, and see G. T. Tanselle, ’The Recording of Press Figures’, The Library, 5th series, XXI (1966), 322. 
[bookmark: 07.06]6 Tanselle, op.cit., p. 325. For one such work by Baskett see under 1725 in K. Povey, ’Working to rule, 1600-1800: a study of pressmen’s practice’, The Library, 5th series, XX (1965), 39. 
[bookmark: 07.07]7 Fredson Bowers, Bibliography and Textual Criticism (1964), pp. 71 ff.
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Four Children’s Books by A. A. Milne by John R. Payne 00  


If a writer, why not write On whatever comes in sight? So -- the Children’s Books: a short Intermezzo of a sort: When I wrote them, little thinking All my years of pen-and-inking Would be almost lost among Those four trifles for the young. 1

This brief comment on A. A. Milne’s literary career is perhaps more apt today than when he wrote it in 1952. He was never happy to be considered a children’s author but preferred to be known as a dramatist. After his studies at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he edited the undergraduate paper, The Granta, Milne’s career developed in three definite stages. After graduation he free-lanced for three years before accepting the assistant editorship of Punch in 1906. He contributed many of the light verses and essays that appeared in that magazine for the following eight years and thereby established his reputation as a journalist and humorist.

With the advent of World War I, Milne joined the Royal Warwickshire Regiment and for the first time found the leisure to write plays. It was to the drama that Milne was most devoted and therein that he made his strongest claim for literary distinction. He became one of England’s successful post-War dramatists with such plays as Mr. Pim Passes By, The Dover Road and The Truth about Blayds.

The third stage in Milne’s career was inspired by his son, Christopher 
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Robin, and was begun by a request for a contribution to a children’s magazine in 1923. After declining because he felt that children’s literature was not in his line, Milne submitted "The Dormouse and the Doctor" and was unknowingly on his way to becoming famous as a writer for children. Other verses were added to "The Dormouse" and published in 1924 as When We Were Very Young. The popular success of this volume led inevitably to Winnie-the-Pooh (1926), a second volume of nonsense rhymes, Now We Are Six (1927), and another Pooh book, The House at Pooh Corner (1928). Following publication of When We Were Very Young, Milne tried in vain to make the playwright keep up with the children’s author. He hated being referred to as "whimsical" and resented being remembered primarily for his light verse. Regardless of his wishes, however, it seems certain that the four books described in this paper will remain his most famous works and the basis of his literary reputation. 2




Printing orders were given for When We Were Very Young on 17 September, 1924 for 110 large paper copies on hand-made paper and 5140 regular trade copies. The printing of the trade copies was completed by 5 November (with 35 overs) and bound, along with 10 traveller’s samples, between 21 October and 2 December, 1924. 3 One hundred thirteen copies on hand-made paper were printed by 3 October. Publication date was 6 November, 1924, and a copy of the limited printing was registered for copyright in the British Museum on 11 November.

Of importance to collectors is the presence or absence of printed endpapers in copies of this first printing. It is often quoted that printed endpapers are present in some regular trade copies and absent in others, the inference being that those copies with plain endpapers are an earlier issue. The records show, however, that printed endpapers were not ordered until 18 November, six days after the second trade impression had been ordered, and were first used in copies of the second impression. Thus the complete first impression has plain white 
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endpapers, and the use of printed endpapers began only with the second impression.

When We Were Very Young was enthusiastically received, and on 7 November electroplates were made for further printings. On 12 November a second trade impression of 5182 copies was ordered, and this was followed by four additional printings during 1924 totaling 43,843 copies. These same plates were used through the 15th printing of 7 December, 1926. On 2 June, 1927 and again on 13 December, 1940, type was reset and new electroplates were made.

The publishers have not distinguished between "edition" and "impression" in their production records; each new printing is called a new "edition." By McKerrow’s definitions of edition and impression 4 the printing of 12 November, 1924 is actually the second impression of the first edition, even though it is the first printing from the first set of electroplates. Likewise, those books of the "16th edition" are actually the first impression of the second edition, printed from the second set of electroplates prepared on 2 June, 1927. And books designated as "32nd edition" are the first impression of the third edition, printed from the third set of electroplates prepared on 13 December, 1940.

A summary of the printing of each of the four books under discussion will be found in the table at the end. Information includes: 1) title and edition; 2) dates of the original setting of type and subsequent electroplates; 3) dates printing was ordered; 4) number of copies printed.

The success of When We Were Very Young resulted in a second children’s book, Winnie-the-Pooh. Methuen’s confidence in Winnie is evidenced by their ordering two sets of electroplates before printing had begun. This was on 13 August, 1926. Three days later printing orders were given for 365 large paper copies on hand-made paper and 24 copies on Japanese vellum. These were advertised as 350 on hand-made paper and 20 on Japanese vellum. 35,000 regular trade copies were ordered printed on 17 August. Of these, 30,000 were printed by 31 August and ordered bound the same day. These were received from the binder, along with 11 traveller’s samples, between 3 September and 13 October, 1926. They were placed on sale 14 October, 1926, and one of the 24 copies on Japanese vellum was registered for copyright in the British Museum on 3 November.
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An additional 3000 copies of the first trade impression were printed by 11 September and ordered bound in red, blue, and green leather by Burn the same day. It was not until 8 October, 1926, that printing was completed for the remaining 2000 trade copies (with 67 overs), along with the 365 copies on hand-made paper (with 7 overs), and the 24 copies on Japanese vellum (with 3 overs). Binding was completed for the regular trade copies by 20 October; the copies on hand-made paper by 29 October; and the copies on Japanese vellum by 18 November.

The same set of electroplates was used through the 27th impression of 26 November, 1941. Type was reset, new electroplates made, and the first impression of the second edition was ordered printed on 9 March, 1942. This is called the "28th edition" by Methuen. The old electroplates were melted down on 23 March and the second setting of type was distributed on 28 September, 1942.

Now We Are Six was Milne’s next children’s book. Electroplates were made of the first type setting on 21 July, 1927. On 3 August printing orders were given for 50,000 regular trade copies, 218 large paper copies on hand-made paper, and 26 copies on Japanese vellum. By 23 August printing was completed for 40,000 trade copies and the complete impressions on vellum and hand-made paper. 5 On the same day all copies were ordered bound. The trade copies were bound and returned to Methuen between 28 May and 6 October, 1927. The copies on hand-made paper were bound between 1 September and 7 October, and the copies on Japanese vellum between 14 September and 1 October. Publication date was 13 October, 1927, and one of the 26 copies on Japanese vellum was registered for copyright at the British Museum on the same day.

Of the remaining 10,000 regular trade copies, 5048 were ordered bound in cloth on 10 September and were received from the binder between 6 October and 15 October. The final 5000 trade copies were ordered bound in leather by Ship Binding Company on 13 September: 1500 copies each in blue and green leather, and 2000 copies in red. Binding was completed between 17 September, 1927 and 2 November, 1928.

The same set of electroplates was used through the 18th impression of 9 March, 1942. Type was reset, new electroplates made, and the first impression of the second edition was ordered printed on 9 June, 1942. This is called the "19th edition" by Methuen. Type was distributed 
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on 28 September, 1942, and the old electroplates were melted down on 8 October, 1942.

The last of Milne’s books to be discussed is The House at Pooh Corner. Electroplates were made of the first type setting on 14 August, 1928. Printing orders were given the same day for 75,000 regular trade copies, 360 copies on hand-made paper, and 28 copies on Japanese vellum. Forty-five thousand one hundred seventy-seven trade copies were printed by 23 August and ordered bound the same day. The binding of these, along with 300 traveller’s samples, was completed between 23 June and 31 October.

By 7 September, 25,100 additional trade copies had been printed. Twenty thousand of these were ordered bound the same day by Ship Binding Company and were completed by 27 November. Also on 7 September an additional binding order went out to Ship for 4000 trade copies to be bound in leather: 1200 in blue, 1200 in green, and 1600 in red. Binding of these 4000 copies was completed by 3 October, 1929.

By 10 September the 28 special copies on Japanese vellum and the 360 copies on hand-made paper (with 13 overs) had been printed and ordered bound. The Japanese vellum copies were bound by 10 October and the copies on hand-made paper by 11 October. Publication date was 11 October, 1928, and one of the 28 copies on Japanese vellum was registered for copyright at the British Museum on 17 October.

On 11 October an additional binding order for 4524 trade copies was given to Ship. These were returned by 4 January, 1929. A final binding order was given on 4 January, 1929, for 150 trade copies to be bound in blue leather. These were completed by 12 February, 1929.

The same set of electroplates was used through the 16th impression of 9 March, 1942. Type was reset, new electroplates made, and the first impression of the second edition was ordered printed on 9 June, 1942. This is called the "17th edition" by Methuen.






WHEN WE WERE VERY YOUNG
	I A. First edition, regular trade copies: 1924
	WHEN WE WERE ∣ VERY YOUNG BY ∣ A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ [illustration] ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.
	Collation: π6 [1]8 2-58 62 (61+78); pp. [i-vi] vii-x [xi-xii] 1-99 [100]; 189 x 127 mm.; printed on thick wove paper.
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	Contents: p. i, half-title ’WHEN WE WERE VERY YOUNG’; p. ii, frontispiece; p. iii, title; p. iv, ’First Published in 1924 ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. v, dedication to Christopher Robin Milne; p. vi, blank; pp. vii-viii, author’s note; pp. ix-x, contents; at end of contents "Vespers,’ being in the library of the Queen’s Dolls’ House, is printed ∣ here by special permission.’; p. xi, fly-title ’WHEN WE WERE VERY YOUNG’; p. xii, blank; pp. 1-100, text; at foot of p. 100 ’[short rule] Printed by Jarrold & Sons Ltd. Norwich’.
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Smooth blue cloth. Figures of Little Bo Peep, the King, and John stamped in gilt on front cover, enclosed within a gilt single rule border; spine stamped in gilt ’[double rule] ∣ WHEN ∣ WE WERE ∣ VERY ∣ YOUNG ∣ ‧ ∣ A. A. ∣ MILNE ∣ METHUEN ∣ [double rule]’; figure of Christopher Robin stamped in gilt in lower right corner of back cover. Top edge gilt, others untrimmed, white wove endpapers. Cream wove dust jacket printed in blue.
	Variant: Texas copy, p. ix, not numbered.
	Copies examined: Lilly Library; Texas (3)


I B. First edition, large paper copies on hand-made paper: 1924
	
WHEN WE WERE ∣ VERY YOUNG BY ∣ A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ [illustration] ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.


	Collation: π6 1-58 62 (61+78); pp. [i-vi] vii-viii [ix-xii] 1-99 [100]; 222 x 178 mm.; printed on hand-made paper, watermark: ’A. MILLBURN & C° ∣ BRITISH HANDMADE’.
	Contents: p. i, half-title ’WHEN WE WERE VERY YOUNG’; p. ii, frontispiece; p. iii, title; p. iv, ’This Edition on Hand-made Paper, published in 1924, is ∣ limited to 100 numbered and signed copies of which this is ∣ No. 15 ∣ A: A: Milne ∣ Ernest H. Shepard [autograph number and signatures in blue ink] ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. v, dedication to Christopher Robin Milne; p. vi, blank; pp. vii-viii, author’s note; pp. ix-x, contents; at end of contents "Vespers,’ being in the library of the Queen’s Dolls’ House, is printed ∣ here by special permission.’; p. xi, fly-title ’WHEN WE WERE VERY YOUNG’; p. xii, blank; pp. 1-100, text; at bottom of p. 100 ’[short rule] ∣ Printed by Jarrold & Sons Ltd. Norwich’.
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Half maroon cloth, light gray paper boards, white paper label 
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printed in black ’[within a single rule border] WHEN WE ∣ WERE ∣ VERY YOUNG ∣ BY ∣ A. A. MILNE ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ E. H. SHEPARD ∣ Methuen & Co. Ltd. London’. All edges untrimmed, white wove endpapers. Blue wove dust jacket printed in blue.
	Copies examined: Texas (2)


WINNIE-THE-POOH
	II A. First edition, regular trade copies: 1926
	
WINNIE-THE-POOH ∣ BY A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ [illustration] ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.


	Collation: π8 1-108; pp. [i-viii] ix-xi [xii-xvi] 1-158 [159-160]; 189 x 125 mm.; printed on wove paper.
	Contents: pp. i-ii, blank; p. iii, half-title ’WINNIE-THE-POOH’; p. iv, list of books by the same author and artist (one title); p. v, title; p. vi, ’First Published in 1926 ∣ [publisher’s device] ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. vii, dedication to Her; p. viii, illustration; pp. ix-x, author’s introduction; p. xi, contents; p. xii, blank; p. xiii, fly-title ’WINNIE-THE-POOH’; pp. xiv-xv, blank; p. xvi, illustration; pp. 1-158, text; p. 159, illustration; p. 160, ’PRINTED BY ∣ JARROLD AND SONS LTD. ∣ NORWICH’.
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Smooth green cloth. Figures of Christopher Robin and Pooh stamped in gilt on front cover, enclosed within a gilt single rule border; spine stamped in gilt ’[double rule] ∣ WINNIE ∣ THE ∣ POOH ∣ ‧ ∣ A. A. ∣ MILNE ∣ METHUEN ∣ [double rule]’. Top edge gilt, others untrimmed; map endpapers printed in black on off-white wove paper. Orange wove dust jacket printed in black.
	Copies examined: Lilly Library (2); Texas (2); New York Public Library


II B. First edition, large paper copies on hand-made paper: 1926
	
WINNIE-THE-POOH ∣ BY A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ [illustration] ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.


	Collation: π8 1-108; pp. [i-viii] ix-xi [xii-xvi] 1-158 [159-160]; 222 x 178 mm.; printed on hand-made paper, watermark: ’A. MILLBURN & C° ∣ BRITISH HANDMADE’.
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	Contents: pp. i-ii, blank; p. iii, half-title ’WINNIE-THE-POOH’; p. iv, list of books by the same author and artist (one title); p. v, title; p. vi, ’This Edition on Hand-made Paper, published in 1926, is ∣ limited to 350 numbered and signed copies, of which this is ∣ No. 267 ∣ A: A: Milne ∣ Ernest H. Shepard [autograph number and signatures in blue ink] ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. vii, dedication to Her; p. viii, illustration; pp. ix-x, author’s introduction; p. xi, contents; p. xii, blank; p. xiii, fly-title ’WINNIE-THE-POOH’; pp. xiv-xv, blank; p. xvi, illustration; pp. 1-158, text; p. 159, illustration; p. 160, ’PRINTED BY ∣ JARROLD AND SONS LTD. ∣ NORWICH’; fold out map.
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Half blue cloth, light blue paper boards, white paper label printed in black ’[within a single rule border] WINNIE- ∣ THE-POOH ∣ BY ∣ A. A. MILNE ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ E. H. SHEPARD ∣ Methuen & Co. Ltd. London’. All edges untrimmed, white wove endpapers. Light blue wove dust jacket printed in blue.
	Copies examined: Texas (3)


II C. First edition, Japanese vellum copies: 1926
	
WINNIE-THE-POOH ∣ BY A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ [illustration] ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.


	Collation: π8 1-108; pp. [i-viii] ix-xi [xii-xvi] 1-158 [159-160]; 221 x 175 mm.; printed on Japanese vellum.
	Contents: pp. i-ii, blank; p. iii, half-title ’WINNIE-THE-POOH’; p. iv, list of books by the same author and artist (one title); p. v, title; p. vi, ’This Edition on Japanese Vellum, published in 1926, is ∣ limited to 20 numbered and signed copies, of which this is ∣ No. 6 ∣ A: A: Milne ∣ Ernest H. Shepard [number and autograph signatures in blue ink] ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. vii, dedication to Her; p. viii, illustration; pp. ix-x, author’s introduction; p. xi, contents; p. xii, blank; p. xiii, fly-title ’WINNIE-THE-POOH’; pp. xiv-xv, blank; p. xvi, illustration; pp. 1-158, text; p. 159, illustration; p. 160, ’PRINTED BY ∣ JARROLD AND SONS LTD. ∣ NORWICH’; fold out map.
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Full vellum stamped in gilt on front cover ’WINNIE-THE-POOH ∣ A. A. Milne’; all edges untrimmed, Japanese vellum endpapers.

[Page 135]

	Copies examined: Description checked against copy in Kerlan Collection, Walter Library, University of Minnesota.


NOW WE ARE SIX
	III A. First edition, regular trade copies: 1927
	
NOW WE ARE SIX ∣ BY A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ [illustration] ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.


	Collation: [1]8 2-68 72 (71+88); pp. [i-vi] vii-x [xi-xii] 1-103 [104]; 190 x 126 mm.; printed on thick wove paper.
	Contents: p. i, half-title ’NOW WE ARE SIX’; p. ii, list of books by the same author and artist (five titles); p. iii, title; p. iv, ’First Published in 1927 ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. v, dedication to Anne Darlington; p. vi, blank; pp. vii-viii, author’s introduction; pp. ix-x, contents; p. xi, fly-title ’NOW WE ARE SIX’; p. xii, blank; pp. 1-102, text; p. 103, illustration; p. 104, ’PRINTED BY ∣ JARROLD AND SONS LTD. ∣ NORWICH’.
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Smooth rose cloth. Figure of Christopher Robin playing with a toy train stamped in gilt on front cover, enclosed within a gilt single rule border; spine stamped in gilt ’[double rule] ∣ NOW ∣ WE ∣ ARE ∣ SIX ∣ ‧ ∣ A. A. ∣ MILNE ∣ METHUEN ∣ [double rule]’; figures of Piglet and Pooh at ticket window stamped in gilt in lower right corner of back cover. Top edge gilt, others untrimmed; pink wove endpapers with illustrations printed in blue. Light green wove dust jacket printed in blue.
	Copies examined: Lilly Library (2); Texas (4); New York Public Library


III B. First edition, large paper copies on hand-made paper: 1927
	
NOW WE ARE SIX ∣ BY A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ [illustration] ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.


	Collation: [1]8 2-78 84; pp. [2] [i-vi] vii-x [xi-xii] 1-103 [104] [2]; 222 x 178 mm.; printed on hand-made paper, watermark: ’A. MILLBURN & C° ∣ BRITISH HANDMADE’.
	Contents: [2]; p. i, half-title ’NOW WE ARE SIX’; p. ii, blank; p. iii, title; p. iv, ’This Edition on Hand-made Paper, published in 1927, is ∣ limited to 200 numbered and signed copies, of which this is ∣ No. 13 ∣ A: 
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A: Milne ∣ Ernest H. Shepard [autograph number and signatures in blue ink] ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. v, dedication to Anne Darlington; p. vi, blank; pp. vii-viii, author’s introduction; pp. ix-x, contents; p. xi, fly-title ’NOW WE ARE SIX’; p. xii, blank; pp. 1-102, text; p. 103, illustration; p. 104, ’PRINTED BY ∣ JARROLD AND SONS LTD. ∣ NORWICH’; [2].
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Half tan cloth, brownish-orange paper boards. White paper label printed in black ’[within a single rule border] NOW WE ARE ∣ SIX ∣ BY ∣ A. A. MILNE ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ E. H. SHEPARD ∣ Methuen & Co. Ltd. London’. All edges untrimmed, white wove endpapers. Light blue wove dust jacket. Extra paper label tipped in back.
	Copies examined: Texas


III C. First edition, Japanese vellum copies: 00a  1927
	
NOW WE ARE SIX ∣ BY A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ [illustration] ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.


	Collation: [1]8 2-78 84; pp. [2] [i-vi] vii-x [xi-xii] 1-103 [104] [2]; 221 x 175 mm.; printed on Japanese vellum.
	Contents: [2]; p. i, half-title ’NOW WE ARE SIX’; p. ii, blank; p. iii, title; p. iv, ’This Edition on Japanese Vellum, published in 1927, is ∣ limited to 20 numbered and signed copies, of which this is ∣ No. 16 ∣ A: A: Milne ∣ Ernest H. Shepard [autograph number and Shepard’s signature in blue ink; Milne’s signature in black ink] ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. v, dedication to Anne Darlington; p. vi, blank; pp. vii-viii, author’s introduction; pp. ix-x, contents; p. xi, fly-title ’NOW WE ARE SIX’; p. xii, blank; pp. 1-102, text; p. 103, illustration; p. 104, ’PRINTED BY ∣ JARROLD AND SONS LTD. ∣ NORWICH’. [2].
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Full vellum stamped in gilt on front cover ’NOW WE ARE SIX ∣ A. A. MILNE’; all edges untrimmed, Japanese vellum endpapers.
	Copies examined: Alfred C. Berol
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THE HOUSE AT POOH CORNER
	IV A. First edition, regular trade copies: 1928
	
THE HOUSE AT POOH ∣ CORNER BY A. A. MILNE ∣ WITH DECORATIONS ∣ BY ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W C.


	Collation: π8 1-118; pp. [i-vi] vii [viii] ix-xi [xii] 1-178 [179-180]; 189 x 123 mm.; printed on wove paper.
	Contents: p. i, half-title ’THE HOUSE AT POOH CORNER’; p. ii, list of books by the same author and artist (seven titles); p. iii, blank; p. iv, frontispiece; p. v, title; p. vi, ’First Published in 1928 ∣ [publisher’s design] ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. vii, dedication, eight line poem to Mrs. Milne; p. viii, blank; pp. ix-x, author’s note headed ’CONTRADICTION’; p. xi, contents; p. xii, blank; pp. 1-178, text; p. 179, illustration; p. 180, ’PRINTED BY ∣ JARROLD AND SONS LTD. ∣ NORWICH’.
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Smooth salmon cloth. Figures of Christopher Robin, Pooh, and Piglet stamped in gilt on front cover, enclosed within a gilt single rule border; spine stamped in gilt ’[double rule] ∣ THE ∣ HOUSE ∣ AT POOH ∣ CORNER ∣ ‧ ∣ A. A. ∣ MILNE ∣ METHUEN ∣ [double rule]’; top edge gilt, others untrimmed; salmon wove endpapers with illustrations printed in black. Peach wove dust jacket printed in blue.
	Copies examined: Lilly Library; Texas (2); New York Public Library


IV B. First edition, large paper copies on hand-made paper: 1928
	
THE HOUSE AT ∣ POOH CORNER BY ∣ A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.


	Collation: π8 [1-3]8 4-78 [8-11]8; pp. [i-vi] vii [viii] ix-xi [xii] 1-178 [179-180]; 221 x 178 mm.; printed on hand-made paper, watermark: ’A. MILLBURN & C° ∣ BRITISH HANDMADE’.
	Contents: p. i, half-title ’THE HOUSE AT POOH CORNER’; pp. ii-iii, blank; p. iv, frontispiece; p. v, title; p. vi, ’This Edition on Hand-made Paper, published in 1928, is ∣ limited to 350 numbered and signed copies, of which this is ∣ No. 237 ∣ A: A: Milne ∣ Ernest H. Shepard [autograph number and signatures in blue ink] ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. vii, dedication, eight line poem to Mrs. Milne; p. viii, blank; pp. ix-x, author’s note headed ’CONTRADICTION’; p. xi, contents; p. xii, blank; pp. 1-178, text; p. 179, illustration; p. 180, ’PRINTED BY ∣ JARROLD AND SONS LTD. ∣ NORWICH’.
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	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Half blue cloth, white paper boards with watermark ’PMF ∣ (ITALIA)’; white paper label printed in black ’[within a single rule border] THE HOUSE ∣ AT ∣ POOH CORNER ∣ BY ∣ A. A. MILNE ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ E. H. SHEPARD ∣ Methuen & Co. Ltd. London’. All edges untrimmed; white wove endpapers. Blue wove dust jacket printed in blue.
	Note: The only copy examined had the word "Tigger" reset in the running head on p. 117.
	Copies examined: Texas


IV C. First edition, Japanese vellum copies: 1928
	
THE HOUSE AT ∣ POOH CORNER BY ∣ A. A. MILNE WITH ∣ DECORATIONS BY ∣ ERNEST H. SHEPARD ∣ METHUEN & CO. LTD. 36 ESSEX STREET ∣ LONDON W. C.


	Collation: π8 [1-3]8 4-78 [8-11]8; pp. [i-vi] vii [viii] ix-xi [xii] 1-178 [179-180]; 221 x 175 mm.; printed on Japanese vellum.
	Contents: p. i, half-title ’THE HOUSE AT POOH CORNER’; pp. ii-iii, blank; p. iv, frontispiece; p. v, title; p. vi, ’This Edition on Japanese Vellum, published in 1928, is ∣ limited to 20 numbered and signed copies, of which this is ∣ No. ---- ∣ A: A: Milne ∣ Ernest H. Shepard [autograph number and signatures in blue ink] ∣ PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN’; p. vii, dedication, eight line poem to Mrs. Milne; p. viii, blank; pp. ix-x, author’s note headed ’CONTRADICTION’; p. xi, contents; p. xii, blank; pp. 1-178, text; p. 179, illustration; p. 180, ’PRINTED BY ∣ JARROLD AND SONS LTD. ∣ NORWICH’.
	Illustrations: Pen and ink drawings by Ernest H. Shepard throughout text.
	Binding: Full vellum stamped in gilt on front cover ’THE HOUSE AT POOH CORNER ∣ A. A. MILNE’; all edges untrimmed, Japanese vellum endpapers.
	Copies examined: Description checked against copy in the British Museum.
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TABLE I
	TITLE AND EDITION	DATES OF TYPESETTING AND/OR PREPARATION OF ELECTROPLATES	DATE OF PRINTING ORDER	NUMBER OF COPIES
	When We Were Very Young
	first edition	Original type setting	17 September 1924	113
	large paper copies	17 September, 1924
	first edition		17 September 1924	5,175
	regular trade copies
	first edition, second impression (first impression from plates)	Electroplates prepared from original	12 November 1924	5,182
	regular trade copies	setting, 7 November, 1924
	second edition	Type reset, new electroplates	2 June 1927	30,750
		prepared 2 June, 1927
	third edition	Type reset, new electroplates	13 December 1940	10,112
		prepared 13 December, 1940
	Winnie-the-Pooh
	first edition	Two sets of electroplates	16 August 1926	372
	large paper copies	prepared 13 August, 1926
	first edition		16 August 1926	27
	Japanese vellum copies
	first edition		17 August 1926	35,067
	regular trade copies
	second edition	Type reset, new electroplates	9 March 1942	12,663
		prepared 9 March, 1942
	Now We Are Six
	first edition	Electroplates prepared	3 August 1927	218
	large paper copies	21 July, 1927
	first edition		3 August 1927	26
	Japaneses vellum copies
	first edition		3 August 1927	50,048
	regular trade copies
	second edition	Type reset, new electroplates	9 June 1942	12,710
		prepared 9 June, 1942
	The House at Pooh Corner
	first edition	Electroplates prepared	14 August 1928	373
	large paper copies	14 August, 1928
	first edition		14 August 1928	28
	Japanese vellum copies
	first edition		14 August 1928	75,204
	regular trade copies
	second edition	Type reset, new electroplates	9 June 1942	12,734
		prepared 9 June, 1942



Notes

[bookmark: 08.00]00  This study is based upon the Methuen Stock Ledgers in the Lilly Library. I would like to express my appreciation to David A. Randall, Librarian, and William R. Cagle, Assistant Librarian, for permission to quote from those records and for their assistance with the preparation of this paper. 
[bookmark: 08.01]1 A. A. Milne, "Some Important Fall Authors Speak for Themselves," New York Herald Tribune Book Review, (October 12, 1952), 10. 
[bookmark: 08.02]2 Total number of copies printed by Methuen as of 3 July 1968:
 

		Hardback	Paperback
	When We Were Very Young	967,000	450,000
	Winnie-the-Pooh	959,000	600,000
	Now We Are Six	649,000	450,000
	The House at Pooh Corner	764,000	500,000


[bookmark: 08.03]3 Printing was completed as follows: 3 October, 3000 copies; 13 October, 1000 copies; 5 November, 1175 copies. 
[bookmark: 08.04]4 Edition -- the whole number of copies of a book printed at any time or times from one setting-up of type (including copies printed from the stereotype or electrotype plates made from that setting-up of type). Impression -- the whole number of copies printed at one time. 
[bookmark: 08.05]5 Printing of the regular trade copies was completed as follows: 23 August, 40,000 copies; 8 September, 5000 copies; 10 September, 5000 copies (with 48 overs). 
[bookmark: 08.00a]00a  My appreciation to Alfred C. Berol of New York City for permission to examine his copy of Now We Are Six printed on Japanese vellum.
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Chainlines Versus Imposition in Incunabula by Curt F. Bühler


Bibliographers 1 have almost unanimously agreed that the descriptive terms Folio, Quarto and Octavo 2 refer to the number of times the original sheet of paper had been folded. The sheet folded once, with the chainlines vertical and the watermark in the center of one of the resulting two leaves, forms a folio (2°); folded twice, the chainlines horizontal and the "filigrane" in the middle of the fold, is a quarto (4°). Folded a third time (octavo = 8°), the chainlines are again vertical and the watermark will appear at the top of the inner margin in four leaves.

It is also normal to assume that, in a volume with folio leaves, the actual printing (machining) provided two pages on each side of a sheet; in a quarto, four on the same side of each sheet; and in an octavo, eight. 3 There cannot be much doubt that this is true for the vast majority of cases -- but it is not always so. 4 Such abnormalities must be taken into consideration whenever the examination of a volume discloses problems which cannot be explained by an analysis based on the norm.

When we come to editions described as "Folio and Quarto." or "Quarto and Octavo" are we to believe that some sheets (as in the first instance, for example) were printed as folios and others as quartos? If this were true and since all leaves must necessarily be of the same size, these quarto leaves must have been printed on a very large press (quite different from that used to print the folio leaves) with paper twice the size of that used for the folios. 5

Let us examine a few instances. The Sermones quadragesimales de poenitentia by Robertus Caracciolus, printed in two editions by Franciscus Renner at Venice in 1472, has in both cases the collation: [a-i10 k6 l-t10 u12 x-z10 A-C10 D12]. Both editions are described as "2° und 4°" by the Gesamtkatalog 
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der Wiegendrucke. 6 The copy of the earlier edition (GW 6062) 7 in the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich (2°. Inc. c. a. 106) has the following distribution of paper: [a], folio; [b-g], quarto; [h], quarto = 1, 2, 9, 10 + folio = 3-8; [i-k], folio; [l-q], quarto; [r], quarto = 1, 2, 9, 10 + folio = 3-8; [s-u], folio; [x-A], quarto; and [B-D], folio. The identical distribution of paper occurs in the copies in the British Museum (IB. 19827), Walters Art Gallery and the Cambridge University Library (Oates 1653). 8 Renner’s second printing (GW 6063), however, provides an interesting clue. Here the leaves in quires [a-m] are all quarto, those in [p-D] are all folio, with quires [n-o] sometimes mixed. In the Munich example (2°. Inc. c. a. 107), these two quires have leaves 1 and 10 in quarto, the rest are folio. The Cambridge copy (Oates 1654) has quire [n] as the Munich one, while the example in the Pierpont Morgan Library (PML 20486) has the entire quire as folio. Both the Cambridge and the Morgan copies have all quire [o] in folio. In short, certain leaves are found either as folios or quartos, 9 though close examination shows that they are otherwise identical. 10 Surely it seems unlikely that the printer would re-arrange his formes for these leaves, and one may presume that they were all machined in the same manner.

From this analysis, it seems highly probable that the entire book (as well as the earlier edition) was printed as a folio -- and that the quarto leaves are merely the result of double-sheets having been cut in half 11 and 
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printed with two pages to each side. 12 Thus, quarto sheets 13 can be used for printing by "folio-imposition". 14 In effect, any large-sized quarto could actually be a folio, when considered from the printer’s point of view as opposed to the bibliographer’s.

Even more curious cases -- and perhaps more enlightening -- are those of certain mixed 4° and 8° volumes, in particular two undated publications (probably of the late 1470s) by Johannes Schurener in Rome: Modestus, De re militari, and Solinus, De mirabilibus mundi. So far as the Modestus is concerned, my own copy, which collates: [a8 b12 c10], agrees with that in the British Museum (BMC IV:59 -- IA. 17768) in the fact that "the inner sheet of quire [a] and the two outer sheets of quire [b] are quarto". But in quire [a], my copy has a watermark in only the first and second leaves, 15 the wrong two leaves since in full octavo folding one expects to find the watermarks in either of these four leaves: 1, 4, 5 and 8 or 2, 3, 6 and 7. 16 Furthermore, one of the two inner sheets is quarto and the other is octavo. They could never, therefore, have been conjoined. In quire [b], a watermark appears in my copy only on [b]4 (an octavo leaf), showing that this sheet was never attached to any other sheet(s) in this particular signature. In quire [c], a watermark appears only on the sixth and seventh leaves -- but not in any other. These facts would seem to preclude the possibility that the machining was carried on in such fashion as to print either four or eight pages on one side of a sheet of paper and then binding these sheets together.
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The Solinus (collation: [a4 b-i10 k-l8 m-n10]) 17 offers even further complications. The British Museum’s description (BMC IV:59) of its two copies points out that both have the second and third sheets of quire [l] as quarto and that, in IA. 17771, the outer sheet of quire [a] is also quarto, though octavo in IA. 17772 (G. 8938). So far as concerns quire [l], it is instructive to consider the Cambridge University Library copy (Oates 1410), for in this volume only the second sheet is quarto. 18 Accordingly, only a single sheet of quarto is found in a signature of eight leaves, otherwise octavo. One wonders where the other half of this sheet, if printed, is to be found.

A close comparison of the quarto and octavo leaves of [a]1 and [a]4 indicates that these were printed from the same setting of type. 19 Further, IA. 17771 proves conclusively that the first quire must have been machined as two separate sheets, with only two pages printed on each side. In short, these seem to have been printed on rather a small press with imposition as in folio.

The same "mixed foldings" can also be found north of the Alps. As a characteristic example, one may cite the Psalterium Germanicum, [Strassburg: Heinrich Eggestein, c. 1475 = Goff P-1074]. The collation is somewhat complicated, and BMC I:74 20 suggests the formula: [a-f10 g8+2 h8+1 i-k10]. This does not, however, tell the whole story, since Eggestein apparently had considerable difficulty with the imposition. Actually, in quire [c], leaves 7 through 10 are mounted on stubs in both the Morgan (PML 26106) and the Scheide copies, 21 and so also is [h]9 in the former copy (wanting in the latter). The Scheide (though not the Morgan) example also has [b]10 mounted on a stub.
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In the Morgan example, quires [a] and [i] are octavo, all the other leaves being quarto except [k]4.7 (octavo). 22 But this sheet is also quarto in the Scheide volume! The watermarks also supply interesting evidence. In the octavo quire [a] of both copies, watermarks appear only on leaves 2 and 4 of PML 26106 and on 3 and 5 of the Scheide copy. This would be impossible if the sheet had been printed with the usual eight pages on one side of the sheet. Again, in the Morgan quarto quire [d], watermarks appear on eight of the ten leaves (only 3.8 being without a mark), an impossibility if printing had been carried on in the normal quarto manner. There seems to be no other explanation available but to assume that the printing proceeded on half-sheets of normal paper and quarter-sheets of the double paper, but in each case with only two pages on each side of every sheet (that is, as in folio printing). It thus became possible for the pressman to print the entire inner or outer forme with a single pull of the lever. 23

The material set forth above 24 leads to the conclusion that "format" for the fifteenth-century printer occasionally represented something quite different from what it does to the twentieth-century bibliographer. The researcher must needs be wary of traps of this sort which may lie in wait for him; that he cannot, for example, judge the number of pages originally printed on one side of a sheet of paper by the position of the chainlines and the watermarks.



Notes

[bookmark: 09.01]1 See the following: Catalogue of Books Printed in the XVth Century now in the British Museum (1908-62), I, xviii; Konrad Haebler, Handbuch der Inkunabelkunde (1925), p. 40; Gesamtkatalog der Wiegendrucke (1925-40), III, xxii; Ronald B. McKerrow, An Introduction to Bibliography for Literary Students (1928), p. 165; Fredson Bowers, Principles of Bibliographical Description (1949), pp. 193-194; W. W. Greg, A Bibliography of the English Printed Drama to the Restoration (1939-59), IV, lv-lvi; etc. 
[bookmark: 09.02]2 These are the only such designations frequent among the incunabula. 
[bookmark: 09.03]3 McKerrow, p. 29 ff. 
[bookmark: 09.04]4 See, for example, McKerrow, p. 174. 
[bookmark: 09.05]5 For such extra large sheets, see Haebler, p. 39; Bowers, p. 194; and Edward Heawood, "The Position on the Sheet of Early Watermarks," The Library, 4th Ser., IX (1929), 47. 
[bookmark: 09.06]6 So BMC V:191; M.-Louis Polain, Catalogue des livres imprimés au quinzième siècle des bibliothèques de Belgique (1932), no. 982; Indice generale degli incunaboli delle biblioteche d’Italia (1943-65), nos. 2470-71; J. C. T. Oates, A Catalogue of the Fifteenth-Century Printed Books in the University Library Cambridge (1954), nos. 1653-54; but Marie Pellechet, Catalogue général des incunables des bibliothèques publiques de France (1897-1909), no. 3246 simply states "in-fol." 
[bookmark: 09.07]7 The collation itself suggests that the book was not printed with four pages to a side of the sheet, since a large majority of the quires have ten leaves, which would have required two quarto sheets and a half-sheet. This would have caused awkward and unnecessary problems that would have been avoided with signatures of eight leaves. 
[bookmark: 09.08]8 "The book was thus printed in three sections, the first two of ten quires each, the last of seven quires" (BMC V:191). But quire [a], with the "tabula," would surely be the last printed, and the fact that the paper is folio (while the other early quires are quarto) suggests that it was actually machined after the folio signatures [B-D]. The distribution in the second edition may well suggest that Renner was using two presses and that two quires were always being printed simultaneously. Further, that the change in paper occurred when each press was printing the seventh quire allotted to it. 
[bookmark: 09.09]9 See also Pope Pius II, Dialogus de somnio quodam, Rome: Johannes Schurener, 11 Sept. 1475, which has (according to BMC IV:57) the inner sheet of quire [g] as quarto, the rest being folio. However, the Huntington, Morgan and Library of Congress copies are folio throughout. 
[bookmark: 09.10]10 The abbreviations and spacings are the same throughout, as also broken characters. 
[bookmark: 09.11]11 As Bowers points out (p. 194), cutting must be "treated as if it were a folding of the sheet." 
[bookmark: 09.12]12 On such half-sheet imposition, see Dennis E. Rhodes, "Variants in the 1479 Oxford Edition of Aristotle’s Ethics," SB, VIII (1956), 209-212; Curt F. Bühler, "The First Edition of Ficino’s De christiana religione: a Problem in Bibliographical Description," SB, XVIII (1965), 248-252; etc. 
[bookmark: 09.13]13 The leaf in the Museum’s copy of GW 6062 measures 292 x 211 mm., so that the sheet must have been greater than 422 x 292. The double sheet must then have been greater than 600 x 420 mm. These figures may be compared with the size of the "forma regalis" (700 x 500 mm.) and the "forma mediana" (500 x 300 mm.) as cited by Haebler (p. 39). The average size of the Schurener quarto sheets was 210 x 150 mm., which means that the full sheet measured more than 420 x 300 mm. and the double-sheet in excess of 600 x 420 mm. These very large sheets were used in the printing of the over-size incunables. The sheets which the RPrinter used in Strassburg for the printing of the Specula of Vincent of Beauvais must have been greater than 646 x 475 mm. (BMC I:65), and paper of that size was also used by Peter Schoeffer in Mainz (BMC I:27). Judging from the measurements of the Morgan copy of the Golden Legend (PML 780), one deduces that Caxton used a sheet greater than 520 x 388 mm. William Blades (The Life and Typography of William Caxton [1861-63], II, xvii) asserts that Caxton’s largest sheet measured approximately 22 x 16 inches (about 560 x 405 mm.). 
[bookmark: 09.14]14 Bowers, p. 194, and Greg, p. lvi, suggest the notations: (2°-form) 4° and (4°-form) 8°. 
[bookmark: 09.15]15 Actually, one-half of the same watermark appears in the upper margin, somewhat nearer the fold than the center. 
[bookmark: 09.16]16 McKerrow, p. 167. 
[bookmark: 09.17]17 Again this is a very curious (and suspicious) quiring for either quarto or octavo imposition. 
[bookmark: 09.18]18 So also in the copy belonging to the Philip H. and A. S. W. Rosenbach Foundation. In this copy, too, only a single watermark appears in signatures [c], [m] and [n], an impossibility with octavo printing. The copy in the Yale University Library now collates [a-v4.8], but this is a quiring which has been imposed on the book by a binder. The leaves in the Yale copy correspond to the following leaves as they left Schurener’s press: 	Original quiring Yale copy
	a4 a1-4
	b10 b1-8 c1+2
	c10 c3+4 d1-8
	d10 e1-4 f1-6
	e10 f7+8 g1-4 h1-4
	f10 h5-8 i1-4 k1+2
	g10 k3-8 l1-4
	h10 m1-8 n1+2
	i10 n3+4 o1-8
	k8 p1-4 q1-4
	l8 q5-8 r1-4
	m10 s1-8 t1+2
	n10 t3+4 v1-8


[bookmark: 09.19]19 Both have the same broken a in "suffragi&umacr;" (l. 9) and the b out of line in "ber" (l. 11) of [a]1 recto, and the same misprint "et ‱ et" (a repeat) in lines 4-5 on the recto of the fourth leaf. 
[bookmark: 09.20]20 The catalogue provides the additional note: "Quires b, c, and g appear to be made up." 
[bookmark: 09.21]21 I am grateful to Mr. William H. Scheide for permitting me to examine his copy at my leisure. 
[bookmark: 09.22]22 If printed as a normal quarto with a single sheet inserted, then the make-up would have been either 1.2.3.4 ∣ 7.8.9.10, with 5.6 inserted, or 1.2.4.5. ∣ 6.7.9.10, with 3.8 inserted. With normal printing, the insertion of 4.7 would have been impossible. 
[bookmark: 09.23]23 Compare McKerrow’s observation (p. 61): "I may perhaps surprise some bibliographers by saying that always until about 1800 a normal full-sized forme of type was printed by two pulls of the lever." See also my "Caxton Studies," Gutenberg Jahrbuch 1940, pp. 169-176. 
[bookmark: 09.24]24 Heawood (p. 45) discusses a further complication in that, on rare occasions, the chain-wires were "placed longitudinally in the mould, giving horizontal lines in a folio book, vertical in a quarto, and so on." Compare also my "Caxton Studies."
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The "1584" Publication of Henry Constable’s Diana Augmented by Hassell B. Sledd


The first publication of a collection of Henry Constable’s sonnets, Diana, The Praises of His Mistres, in Certaine Sweete Sonnets (STC 5637), was entered to John Charlewood in the Stationers’ Register for September 22, 1592 (Arber II, 620). The collection was augmented and published in two editions as Diana, or the Excellent Conceitful Sonnets of H. C. Augmented with Diuers Quatorzains of Honorable and Lerned Personages (STC 5638), presumably between 1594 and 1598. Neither edition of Diana Augmented was entered in the Stationers’ Register, but because of the death of Charlewood in 1593, the remarriage of his widow to James Roberts (Arber V, 171), the transfer of some twenty titles from Charlewood to Roberts on the last day of May, 1594 (Arber II, 651-652), and the printing of the augmented editions by Roberts, we can presume that the augmented editions were not printed before 1594. We can also presume that they were not printed after 1598, because rights to Diana passed to William Wood on November 6, 1598 (Arber III, 131).

The earlier edition of Diana Augmented is known in a single copy in the British Museum. The later edition is known in two copies, one in the Bodleian Library and the other in the Huntington Library. On the title page of the later edition "lerned" is changed to "learned". On other pages the editions differ in the positions of signatures, the patterns of ornaments, the spelling, and the use of swash capitals, ligatures, and abbreviations. 1

Bibliographical catalogues treat both editions as one and indicate that the title pages, now cropped, may once have shown "1584." For example, the Short Title Catalogue reads "1584 (or rather 1594)" and the British Museum Catalogue of Printed Books reads "H. C. Diana . . . [1584] . . . . The date supplied is that found in perfect copies; this copy is cropped. The work was published in 1594." In all probability, "1584" never appeared on the title page of either edition; instead, it first appeared in 1818 on the title page of Samuel Weller Singer’s facsimile reprint of Diana Augmented.

For the reprint, Singer used, as far as it would carry him, the single known copy of the earlier or "lerned" edition. He had access to it through his friend Robert Triphook, who bought it on December 14, 1818, at the 
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sale of James Bindley’s library. 2 Singer’s reprint agrees with the text of signatures A-E in the spelling of "lerned" on the title page and in sixty-three other occasions of spelling, punctuation, and abbreviation, when the later or "learned" edition differs. The reprint and the "lerned" edition also share an error. On signature E5v, both offer "woudds" in the verse "a mortall shaft still woudds mee in my mourning," where the "learned" edition offers "wounds".

Gathering F was missing from the copy of the "lerned" edition, according to Bindley’s Catalogue (p. 36). For the text of this gathering Singer used a copy of the "learned" edition or the Roxburghe Club reprint. 3 Because these and Singer’s reprint agree, I am unable to determine which Singer used.

The date had probably been cropped from the title page of each of the known copies before Singer had access to them. The copy of the "lerned" edition is dated in Bindley’s Catalogue as 1604 (p. 36). But this date is obviously wrong, for Roberts printed the book, and rights to it passed to Wood in 1598. So wrong a date implies cropping of the title page before the book was catalogued for Bindley’s sale, rather than a mistake on the part of the cataloguer. The title page of the Bodleian copy of the "learned" edition had evidently long been cropped, for it had been listed without a date in the 1698 catalogue of the library of Dr. Francis Bernard, 4 and it had been dated by Thomas Warton as both 1596 5 and 1592 6 The title page of the Huntington copy is not genuine 7 and seems to have been missing before the copy came to light in this century. The copy was first mentioned by Dr. A. S. W. Rosenbach in a note now inside the cover of a copy of Venus and Adonis (STC 22356) in the Folger Library. In the note Diana Augmented, Venus and Adonis, and four other tracts are described as bound together; all are dated 1595. 8 The date of Diana Augmented seems to have been inferred on the strength of the dates of some of the other tracts.

Because the date had presumably been cropped from the title page of the copy of Diana Augmented used by Singer for most of his reprint, and 
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because in the other known copies of the book the date had presumably been cropped or the title page itself was missing, it seems reasonable to say that "1584" never appeared on the title page of any copy of the sixteenth-century Diana Augmented, but rather orginated in 1818 in Singer’s reprint.



Notes

[bookmark: 10.01]1 For a complete presentation of the differences between the editions, see my unpublished dissertation, "The Text of Henry Constable’s Sonnets to Penelope Devereux," Boston University, 1965, pp. 112-131. 
[bookmark: 10.02]2 Triphook’s purchase is recorded on the margin of page 36 of the Boston Public Library copy of A Catalogue of the Curious and Extensive Library of the Late James Bindley . . . Part the first . . . (1818). 
[bookmark: 10.03]3 Diana: or the Excellent Conceitful Sonnets of H. C. Supposed to have been Printed either in 1592 or 1594, ed. E. Littledale (1818). 
[bookmark: 10.04]4 The Poems of Henry Constable, ed. Joan Grundy (1960), p. 98. 
[bookmark: 10.05]5 The History of English Poetry (1781), III, 292. 
[bookmark: 10.06]6 History of English Poetry: An Unpublished Continuation, ed. Rodney M. Baines, Augustan Reprint Society No. 39 (1953), p. 11. 
[bookmark: 10.07]7 Mr. Carey Bliss of the Huntington Library kindly provided this information. 
[bookmark: 10.08]8 The note is visible opposite the reproduction of signature B1r of Venus and Adonis on Reel 677 of University Microfilms’ Early British Books.




Thomas Creede’s Pica Roman by W. Craig Ferguson


Founts of type are much more distinctive than has been assumed, and provide a field for detailed study. Hitherto, attention has concentrated on broken types, which are ephemeral, or on punches and matrices, which are of limited use in identifying an individual printer. I decided to undertake a pilot project, and have chosen to look at pica roman types used in England between 1590 and 1610. I am working alphabetically through the sixty or seventy printers involved, and as Creede presents an interesting case, I thought a preliminary report on this printer’s types might be in order. At this stage I am working from the microfilms available in University Microfilms’ STC series and Xerox copies of selected pages provided by the Huntington Library. My findings will need confirmation later from the books themselves.

Thomas Creede began printing in 1593. At that time he used a fount of pica roman type 1 which had definite characteristics often found together. Isaac noted one characteristic of this fount, the letter ’g’ with the loop larger than the bowl. 2 This is only one characteristic of this particular fount, and others are perhaps more distinctive. The ’k’ of this fount has a rather squat appearance, the two arms of the letter more or less forming a square; much more common in this period are shorter arms at sharper angles, forming a narrow vertical rectangle. In modern terms, an expanded letter rather than a condensed. With the expanded ’k’, logically, is an expanded ’x’ in which the two strokes meet at about 90°, and an expanded ’z’, which is also squarish in appearance. The counter in the ’o’ is slanted decidedly to the left. The serif at the base of the descender of the ’p’ is to 
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the right of the stem. The ’u’ at times prints more heavily than the other letters. The fount on the whole seems slightly worn.

One of the most interesting letters is the ’i’. There is a mixture found in this fount, as the dots over the letter are found either directly above the body of the letter or slightly to the left of it. Mixtures of this sort are distinctive, and will become increasingly useful as we shall see, but I feel that the ’dot left’ letter deserves some comment. This position is unusual. Most early romans placed the dot either directly above the letter or to the right. The preference in most continental founts was to the right, and so far the earliest example I have found of a ’dot left’ is in Chiromance by Joan de Indagine, printed by Jean de Tournes in Lyons, 1549. 3 The earliest illustration of an English use I have encountered is in a book printed by the assigns of John Wayland in 1557. 4

This, the first pica roman Creede used, I designate fount # 1. He used it in two books printed in 1593, and in all seven books assigned by Morrison to 1594. 5

However, during the printing of The first part of the Tragicall raigne of Selimus (STC 12310a), which I assume was late in the year, a second fount was introduced and a most interesting transformation took place. Sheets A and B were printed from fount # 1, as were the outer formes of sheets C to E. With the exception of part of C4, the inner formes of sheets C and D were printed from a second fount. Fount # 2 is characterized by a narrow, or condensed, ’k’, a ’centre dot’ ’i’, an ’o’ with the counter being either vertical or slanted to the right, a ’p’ with a small counter and the serif at the base of the descender to the left of the stem, and some ’w’ which seems a trifle large for the fount. Again, it does not give the appearance of being fresh.

Both founts are relatively pure up to sheet E, but at this point Creede proceeded to mix the two founts indiscriminately, presumably by distributing the type to the wrong cases; by sheet G the two founts are indistinguishable from one another. Happily, for purposes of identification, this ’new’ fount, designated fount # 3, is most distinctive, and was used by Creede in all the books I have seen printed by him in pica roman from 1595 until 1603. Fount # 3 is characterized, then, by a mixture of ’i’ dotted left or centre, the two forms of ’k’, three forms of ’o’: the counter being slanted either way or vertical, the ’p’ with the serif on the descender being either to the left or to the right, the former having small counters, an occasional heavy ’u’, and some ’w’ which seems a bit deep for the fount. The letter ’g’ remains constant, the loop being larger than the bowl, and both ’x’ and ’z’ remain in the expanded form only.
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There were one or two changes as the years went by. In 1598 we find the supply of ’g’ has been supplemented by several pieces with small loops. Another rather odd addition was the introduction of at least three pieces of black letter ’ye’ to the fount. This occurs very infrequently, but is observed in later founts as well. Perhaps Creede simply borrowed from his black letter fount when the occasion arose.

This fount was replaced in 1603 by fount # 4. This fount was characterized by expanded ’k’, ’x’, and ’z’, a centre dot ’i’, an ’o’ with the counter leaning to the left, and an unusually condensed ’u’. This letter is most noticeable when contrasted with the normal ’n’: usually the two letters are the same set. The serif on the ’p’ is both to the right and left of the stem, and the ’g’ again has a large loop. The fount does not appear to have been of the best quality.

A fifth fount appeared briefly in 1606 in one book I have been able to see, Thomas Bell’s The regiment of the Church (STC 1827), where it was used to print the last two sheets. It replaced fount # 4 in 1609. The most obvious characteristic of fount # 5 is the ’w’, which has a short second stem which runs into the third stem half-way down its length. As Isaac remarks, this "closes up the letter" 6 and gives it a rather squashed appearance, especially when seen in context. Fount # 5 contains a centre dot ’i’, a mixture of ’o’ with most counters being vertical, but some slanting slightly either way, a mixture of ’k’ with condensed forms predominating, a mixture of ’g’ with most pieces having a small loop, and a condensed ’x’ and ’z’. Many of the capital letters used with this fount are just a shade smaller than they should be, and do not reach quite as high as the lower-case ascenders. Again there was some mixing, and in 1613 one book (STC 16830) has a mixture of ’w’, with some pieces having stems of equal length.

The sixth fount appeared in 1613, and is the clearest, if the least distinctive, of Creede’s pica romans. The ’i’ is centre dot, ’k’, ’x’, and ’z’ are narrow, the ’o’ counter is basically vertical, with some pieces leaning slightly to the left, the loop of the ’g’ is only slightly larger than the bowl. The serif on the ’p’ is usually crisp, and extends to both sides of the stem. This fount was used by Creede until he ceased production in 1617.

The following is a list of STC numbers of the Creede books containing pica roman which I have seen on microfilm. They are grouped chronologically according to the fount used. At the end is a list of books which were printed entirely without pica roman; the remainder of Creede’s output I have not seen yet. I count as unseen a sizeable group of microfilms which, regrettably, do not have a scale for comparison.

	FOUNT #1. 1593: 12263, 12270; 1594: 52, 6817, 12310a, 12751, 16679, 21009, 26099
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	FOUNT #2. 1594: 12310a
	FOUNT #3. 1594: 12310a; 1595: 1343, 14057, 18375, 20002, 25782; 1596: 5060, 12246, 15321, 15322, 15340, 15379, 19974, 24709, 24803; 1597: 798, 3705, 7087, 11573, 12716, Pt. 1, 18096, 23093; 1598: 1804, 5382, 11754, 12308, 13072, 16680, 22315; 1599: 3706, 4207, 4667, 5450a, 6151, 12233, 17154, 18870, 19538, 19964, 22323; 1600: 15026, 17188, 21081, 22289, 25144; 1602: 6036, 12415, 16681, 22290, 24727
	FOUNT #4. 1603: 5385, 11935; 1604: 13510, 21853; 1605: 1825, 1833, 6203, 18995, 22333, 24421; 1606: 1827; 1607: 15380, 23135; 1608: 24497; 1609: 19162
	FOUNT #5. 1606: 1827; 1609: 6624, 12032, 13393, 13399, 14087, 23654; 1610: 18053; 1611: 5392, 7115, 22381; 1612: 7494, 15426; 1613: 1976, 4613, 10538, 16830, 19792
	FOUNT #6. 1613: 7433; 1614: 10539, 11841, 22062, 24394; 1615: 3529, 19789, 22871; 1616: 4578, 11523
	ENTIRELY WITHOUT PICA ROMAN: 1593: 22540; 1595: 3795, 3796, 17162, 19855, 21088, 21528, 22535, 23077; 1597: 4664, 11279, 14633; 1598: 11275, 17085; 1599: 23690; 1600: 6991, 18974; 1601: 7243; 1602: 86, 16630; 1603: 14410, 17153, 21497; 1607: 4663, 14426


The reproduction of fount #2 on page 146 has been slightly strengthened to bring out dots over the i’s.



Notes

[bookmark: 11.01]1 I use this term in preference to ’82 roman’ as there is slight variation in measurement from fount to fount. However, twenty lines of pica measure about 82mm., or six lines to the inch, or twelve point. I hope to record consistent variations from this measure when they arise. 
[bookmark: 11.02]2 Isaac, F.S., English Printers’ Types of the Sixteenth Century (1936), p. 40. 
[bookmark: 11.03]3 Morison, S., and K. Day, The Typographic Book 1450-1935 (1963), plate 110. 
[bookmark: 11.04]4 Isaac, F.S., English and Scottish Printing Types 1535-1558, 1552-1558 (1932), fig. 24a. STC 16080. 
[bookmark: 11.05]5 Morrison, P.G., Index of Printers, Publishers and Booksellers in . . . STC (1961), p. 22. 
[bookmark: 11.06]6 Isaac, English Printers’ Types, p. 40.




[Page 154]



John Warburton’s Lost Plays by John Freehafer 


Folio 1 of British Museum MS Lansdowne 807 contains a two-part list of "Manuscripts" of about 56 old plays, which are said to have been owned by John Warburton (1682-1759), Somerset Herald. This list has appended to it a memorandum in which Warburton said, "After I had been many years Collecting these MSS Playes, through my own carelesness and the Ignora[n]ce of my Ser[vant] in whose hands I had lodgd them they was unluckely burnd or put under Pye bottoms, excepting ye three which followes." 1 This list and memorandum form part of a bound volume which contains three surviving plays and part of a fourth play. Warburton’s collection has won fame because of its shameful fate and his claim to have owned many irreplaceable plays by eminent older English dramatists, including Shakespeare. 2 In a jocose letter prefixed to his Fortunes of Nigel (1822), Sir Walter Scott typically portrayed Warburton as "the painful collector, but ah! the too careless custodian, of the largest collection of ancient plays ever known."

Since Warburton ascribed a dozen of the lost plays to Massinger, it is not surprising that William Gifford, a notably quick-tempered editor, in his 1805 edition of Massinger denounced Warburton for having allowed "treasures which ages may not reproduce" to be "burnt from an economical wish to save him the charges of more valuable brown paper" (I, xviii-xix n). In his reissue of that edition in 1813, Gifford speculated that it would have taken at least ten years for Warburton’s cook to use up fifty plays in covering "her pies" (I, vii). Gifford’s story of Warburton, his cook, and her pies was not seriously challenged for a century. In 1911, after noting other possibilities, W. W. Greg suggested as his "own idea of what happened" that Warburton’s list was a largely unfilled want list, "containing the titles of such pieces as he thought it might be possible to recover," compiled from "various sources," but chiefly from entries of unprinted plays in the Stationers’ Register by the famous play publisher Humphrey Moseley, who died in 1660/61. Greg finally suggested that "we have undoubtedly to lament the loss of a few pieces, . . . but not by any means the dramatic 
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holocaust that has made famous the name of the ’pie-eating Somerset Herald.’" (II, 258-259). Since 1911 various commentators have agreed or disagreed with Greg’s suggestion, but no one has examined it in detail, although it is important to know whether Warburton owned the numerous and significant plays that he listed because, as Greg said, "upon the answer depends most of the value of the evidence the list affords." 3

Although Greg said, "There is no doubt that Warburton was acquainted with the bulk entrances made by Humphrey Moseley in the Register," 4 it is not known that Warburton consulted the Stationers’ Register. Bishop Tanner made extracts from the Register in 1699, but no other scholar is known to have consulted it until nineteen years after Warburton’s death. 5 Furthermore, Warburton’s list differs greatly from the Register entries of unprinted plays. Of about 145 unpublished plays of pre-Restoration date which were entered in the Register, only 36 appear in Warburton’s list. If Warburton searched the Register to compile a want list, it is strange that he copied less than a quarter of the pertinent items, ignored entries by all stationers other than Moseley, and omitted more than half of the unpublished plays entered by Moseley. Furthermore, the order of the items in Warburton’s list shows no correlation with the order of Moseley’s Register entries; no two successive entries in Warburton’s long list follow the same order as any two successive items in the Register. Whereas Warburton’s list appears not to be systematically arranged, the plays in Moseley’s long entries of September 9, 1653 and June 29, 1660 are massed by authors and, in the 1653 entry, the authors are arranged in recognizable, though not precise, alphabetical order. What is more, sixteen scattered items in Warburton’s list can not have been copied from the Register, because they do not appear in it. In 1958 Greg acknowledged the difficulty he had created by asking us to "assume that the titles of the two classes got mixed in compiling the list," adding that "it is not altogether easy to see how this occurred." 6 Greg’s suggestion that Warburton might have copied some of these sixteen listings from the "Registers from 1640 onwards" (II, 256) was proved valueless when publication of those Registers (in 1913-14) revealed no previously unknown entry that corresponded to any Warburton listing. Greg also saw the need to reject his original suggestion that Warburton might have derived some entries from the Master of the Revels’ "Office Book." 7 Edmond Malone apparently was the first scholar to examine that 
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Office Book, thirty years after Warburton’s death. 8 Warburton’s list also lacks the deletions which he might have made if, as Greg suggested, it was originally a mere want list of items of which Warburton actually obtained some at later dates.

A comparison of details of items on Warburton’s list with those of the corresponding Register entries further suggests that Warburton did not copy the Register. Although Greg cited Warburton’s listing of The Second Maiden’s Tragedy as "definite evidence" that Warburton copied the Register (II, 255), that listing can not be a mere copy of the Register, because Warburton specifies a supposed author of the play ("Geo. Chapman"), whereas the Register lists none. Chapman is the second of three authors named in the existing manuscript of this play, where his name is now deleted. Recognizing that Warburton could not have copied the attribution of the play to Chapman from a Register entry that does not mention Chapman, Greg said, "There surely can be little doubt that Warburton had this entry as well as the manuscript play before him when he entered the latter in his own list" (II, 256). It seems unlikely, however, that Warburton would have entered the play in a list of "such pieces as he thought it might be possible to recover" if he already had "the manuscript play before him." Warburton’s listing of The Second Maiden’s Tragedy is one of many listings that he can not have merely copied from the Register, because he adds significant information that is not to be found in the corresponding Register entries. In ten other such listings, Warburton designates as comedies, tragicomedies, or tragedies plays that are not so designated in the Register. In five of these ten cases, the type of play is indicated in no known original source other than Warburton’s list. 9 Warburton’s designations of The Bugbears as a comedy and The Queen of Corsica as a tragedy are corroborated by existing manuscripts. His designation of The Crafty Merchant as a comedy is confirmed by an entry in Herbert’s Office Book, which Warburton did not see. Of the ten listings, one is apparently wrong, for The Governor is a tragicomedy, whereas Warburton called it a tragedy. 10 In a significant number of cases, therefore, Warburton supplies information about Moseley plays which appears to be correct and is not found in the Register. This suggests that Warburton had access to a source or sources of information other than the Register.

Warburton further reveals his independence of the Register by omitting a dozen spurious subtitles which appear in Register entries. In each of these 
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entries Moseley has listed two plays as if they were but one play with a title and subtitle. This practice, which apparently was intended to save on fees for entering plays, was made possible by a Star Chamber decree of 1637, which took the licensing of plays for the press out of the hands of the Masters of the Revels, who were unlikely to allow such frauds. John Okes made the first such spurious entry on November 28, 1637. 11 A typical example of this frugal but risky practice is provided by Moseley’s entry of "Alexius the Chast Gallant or. The Bashfull Lover . . . . by Phill: Massinger," for this single entry covers two distinct plays, which had been separately licensed for the stage. The Bashful Lover is in print, and the alternate title Alexius the Chast Gallant does not suit it. Thus, the Register entry is spurious, whereas Warburton’s separate listing of "Alexias or ye chast Glallant" (sic) substantially agrees with an official stage license. Moseley entered at least 26 plays in spurious entries. Of these Warburton lists twelve without reproducing a spurious subtitle. 12 Warburton could scarcely have omitted all of these twelve carefully concealed errors, if he copied his listings from the Register.

Warburton also has avoided another subtle error that appears in the Register. In 1660 Moseley entered "The Tale of Ioconda and Astolso. a Comedy . . . by Tho: Decker." This play presumably dealt with Jocundo and Astolfo in Ariosto’s Orlando Furioso. Although the second name (at least) is wrongly given in the Register, Warburton correctly lists "Jocondo & Astolfo C. Tho. Decker." It is possible that Warburton knew the Ariostan source and silently corrected an error; but it is as likely that the Stationers’ Clerk misread an "f" as a long "s" in an unfamiliar proper name, whereas Warburton copied from a different source in which "Astolfo" appeared correctly. It is unlikely that Warburton, in the course of copying 40 brief entries from the Register, could have made substantial changes in 28 cases, at least 16 of which involve additions or corrections to the information in the Register. Although Greg suggests that the Register "would account for perhaps three quarters" of Warburton’s list (II, 256), there is not a single Warburton listing that agrees precisely with the Register, and only about a fifth of his listings are of a sort that even a careless copyist could have derived from the Register, because the remaining four fifths either do not appear in the Register, or are fuller than the Register entries, or omit errors in the Register. This suggests that Warburton did not derive his information about the Moseley plays (or any others) from the Register.

The presence of titles of printed works on Warburton’s list of "Manuscripts" further suggests that it was not a want list of unprinted plays. "The 
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fair favourit" had been printed in the Davenant folio of 1673, and Warburton would have had no apparent occasion to include "Sr. Jon. Sucklings Workes" in a list of "such pieces as he thought it might be possible to recover." Warburton may also have had "Manuscripts" of two printed works by Elkanah Settle -- Fatal Love (1680) and The Fairy Queen (1692). Since manuscripts of printed plays were regarded as virtually valueless in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, 13 it is unlikely that Warburton would have specifically sought them out. Presumably he obtained these "Manuscripts" of printed works as parts of manuscript collections that also included unpublished plays.

The testimony of Warburton’s memorandum has been challenged on the ground that he was untruthful, but Warburton’s contemporaries and immediate successors seem to have found him veracious; certainly they accepted his account of his play collection. Citing what he described as "general evidence of character," Greg deemed it "intrinsically probable" that Warburton was "a liar" (II, 252); but William Hutton, a younger contemporary of Warburton who had closely studied his work, pronounced him "judicious" and expressly praised him "for his veracity." 14 The suggestion that Warburton falsely claimed (in a private memorandum) to have owned old plays to gain fame as a collector takes no account of either the low valuation of play manuscripts in the eighteenth century or the fact that those plays could have formed only a small and seemingly unimportant part of his large collection. Warburton collected many valuable manuscripts relating to every part of England, which he classified and had bound in numerous volumes. 15 "He had an amazing collection of MSS. books, prints, &c. relating to the History and Antiquities of England, which were sold by auction, after his death," on six evenings in November 1759. 16 In 1720 Humphrey Wanley, the scholarly and tight-fisted librarian of the celebrated Harleian Collection, went "to Mr Warburton, & offer’d him 100 Guineas for his old MSS &c." 17 Warburton demanded three hundred guineas, but eventually accepted Wanley’s offer, 18 at a time when a manuscript of an old play might sell for a shilling. Although Warburton thus had little reason to regard his play manuscripts as important, he reported the destruction of most of them with mortification, and bound together three of the surviving plays.
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Greg and others have speculated that Warburton’s servant and her destruction of his unbound play manuscripts might be creations of folklore. 19 About the time of Warburton’s birth, however, Dryden, in "MacFlecknoe," chose Herringman -- who came into possession of much of Moseley’s stock -- to be captain of the "Bilk’d stationers" whose unsold books and plays became "Martyrs of pies" (lines 101-105). This seemingly prescient reference to the subsequent fate of plays that may have passed through Herringman’s hands on the way to Warburton’s reveals not so much a gift of prophecy as accurate observation of an age in which grocers, tobacconists, and cooks sought scrap paper, which was neither cheap nor plentiful. In Act I of Peter Motteux’ Farewel Folly (1707), Mimic says of a group of play manuscripts, "We have such heaps of Tragedies, Comedies, Farces, Masques, Opera’s, and what not, in the House, that we had twenty pounds bidden for ’em by a Grocer and a Pastry Cook." Thus, the reduction of fifty unbound play manuscripts to scrap paper is horrendous, but not improbable. Indeed, a cheesemonger once offered £10 for fifty volumes of the papers of Sir Julius Caesar, Master of the Rolls to James I and Charles I, which now form part of the same collection as the volume of Warburton plays. 20 Warburton’s memorandum thus offers a plausible explanation for the loss of fifty plays that once existed.

The fact that Warburton’s younger contemporaries and immediate successors accepted his acount of his plays and their destruction has been obscured by Greg’s statement that the Warburton list "was first printed, at a time when the manuscript was still in the possession of the first Marquis of Lansdowne, by Reed in his ’Variorum’ Shakespeare of 1803" (II, 227). Actually, Reed had printed the same list ten years earlier and had mentioned a still earlier list in which Malone referred to some of the Warburton plays. 21 Malone’s list, which appeared in January 1778 as part of An Attempt to Ascertain the Order in which the Plays Attributed to Shakespeare were Written, 22 included "the names of several ancient plays . . . which are not known to have been ever printed," but which might "be yet in being" in manuscript. 23 This list of 34 plays shows that Malone knew of the Warburton collection in 1778, because it includes Demetrius and Marina, a play which is not recorded prior to the sale of Warburton’s library 
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in 1759, 24 and "The honoured Loves," which can scarcely be anything but a misreading of Warburton’s "The Honr. Loves," in which "the superior letter resembles a ’d.’" 25 Malone’s list of 1778 includes ten plays that have been associated with Warburton, but his listing of "The Nobleman, by Cyril Tourneur" must be disregarded, because Malone derived it from a schedule of plays "acted in the year 1613," which he found in a copy of Lord Stanhope’s accounts in Bodleian MS Rawlinson A239. 26 Of the nine other Warburton plays listed by Malone in 1778 as perhaps "yet in being," five still exist in manuscript, 27 while another two survived Warburton’s death, since they appear in the sale catalogue. 28 Since Malone owned the manuscript of The Parliament of Love, 29 which Warburton attributed to William Rowley, he may have assumed that the two other plays attributed by Warburton to the same writer -- The Four Honourable Loves and The Nonesuch -- were likely survivors from Warburton’s collection. Although Malone may have erred in these two cases, it is clear that he had substantial information about Warburton’s plays before 1778.

Since Malone did not include the remaining 46 Warburton items on a list that was intended to include all the old plays that he thought might be found in manuscript, it may be suspected that Malone had concluded, no later than 1778, that those 46 plays were no longer "in being" in manuscript form. In 1780 Malone published additions to his list of old plays that might have survived in manuscript, which he revised and expanded further for publication in 1785 and later; 30 but he never added to that list any of the Warburton plays that he had not included in 1778. The additions by Malone, Reed, and Steevens to the new edition of David E. Baker’s Biographia Dramatica (1782) 31 include more than fifty unnoted references to Warburton’s play collection, which constitute a substantial reprint of Warburton’s memorandum and list. The first such separate entry of a Warburton play reckons Beauty in a Trance "among those destroyed by Mr. Warburton’s servant" (II, 30), and 37 other entries of single plays include similar statements. "The general havock made by Mr. Warburton’s 
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servant" is noted several times (see, for example, II, 148), and the destruction of Duke Humphrey, supposedly by Shakespeare, evokes the following comment: "Could we believe it to have been really written by him, what a subject of regret would its ill fate be to every admirer of our immortal poet!" (II, 95). Thus, in 1778, and more fully in 1782, Malone indicated acceptance of Warburton’s statement that most of his play manuscripts had been destroyed, but correctly suggested that the surviving plays numbered more than the three specified in Warburton’s memorandum.

The 1782 Biographia Dramatica lists the three plays that survive in Warburton’s bound volume as "in MS. in the library of lord Shelburne" (II, 38, 296, 331); Shelburne did not become Marquis of Lansdowne until 1784. Greg noted that "Warburton and Shelburne bookplates" are mounted on a preliminary leaf in Lansdowne MS 807 (II, 230). Shelburne did not purchase this volume at the Warburton sale, however. In 1759 he was merely Lord Fitzmaurice, and three months prior to the sale he had fought in the battle of Minden. He returned to England in 1760, and became seriously interested in collecting manuscripts in 1765. 32 James West, Treasurer and later President of the Royal Society, probably was the unrecorded purchaser in 1759. As Malone noted, West was interested in literary works; 33 and he bought "part of Warburton’s collection" of manuscripts. 34 After West’s death, "his curious collection of MSS. were sold to William Earl of Shelburne (afterwards first Marquis of Lansdowne)," 35 who apparently made the Warburton volume available to Malone.

If Greg had been right in saying that information about Warburton’s play collection was first made public 44 years after his death by Reed from the Warburton list and memorandum alone, that information should scarcely be regarded as an accurate reflection of the views of Warburton’s contemporaries and immediate successors. In fact, however, the first printed account of Warburton’s collection (after the sale catalogue) appeared less than nineteen years after his death, and it was first published not by Reed, but by Malone, a highly respected scholar. Furthermore, besides the list and memorandum, Malone had studied the whole Warburton volume, as he shows by indicating that The Bugbears is "a free translation from some Italian drama" and printing an extract from The Second Maiden’s Tragedy, together with a discussion of its authorship and sources. 36 Malone also had studied the Warburton sale catalogue and had purchased one Warburton manuscript, The Parliament of Love. Furthermore, in his publication 
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of 1778 and its various reprints, Malone invited those who had information about manuscripts such as Warburton’s to come forward, and it is likely that persons living in 1778 and 1782 could have disproved Warburton’s claims if they had been basically false.

Since it is hard to see how Warburton’s list could have been a fabrication based on the Stationers’ Register, its sources should be sought elsewhere. Malone and other early commentators agreed that Warburton had owned the 56 play manuscripts he claimed, and the grounds hitherto used to disprove that Warburton had those manuscripts will not bear inspection. Therefore, if Warburton’s list contained nothing that could not plausibly derive from such manuscripts, it would be convenient to suspect that they were the basis of the list. In the cases of the plays not associated with Moseley, manuscripts may indeed have been Warburton’s only sources; but in the cases of certain Moseley plays, it seems likely that Warburton had an additional source from which he derived information which is not found in existing play manuscripts that were certainly, or probably, in Warburton’s hands. Greg correctly pointed to "2d. pt. Maidens Trag." as a Warburton listing that can not derive from the manuscript, which refers three times to "The Second Maydens Tragedy," but never to a "second part." On the other hand, Warburton’s listing of this play as by "Geo. Chapman" can not derive from Moseley’s Register entry, which specifies no author. Since, however, the Register and Warburton both call the play a "second part" without known authority, their listings may have an unrecognized common source. Furthermore, since Moseley was the publisher of Beaumont and Fletcher, he would have had a commercial motive for representing his manuscript play as a sequel to their celebrated Maid’s Tragedy.

Other evidence that the Register and Warburton copied from a common source other than the play manuscripts is provided by Believe as you List, in the Register entry of which "a Comedy" has been deleted and replaced by "a Tragedy." 37 Warburton later retains the original error, which can not derive from the manuscript, which mentions "A new playe" and "A Tragedy," but not "a Comedy." 38 Presumably the deleted Register entry and Warburton’s listing derive from a common, uncorrected source. Further evidence of a common source is provided by two other manuscripts. Both the Register and Warburton attribute The Governor to a mysterious "Sir Cornelius Formido;" but neither of the fragmentary names in the manuscript can be read as that of this otherwise unknown knight. Both the Register and Warburton attribute The Parliament of Love to William Rowley, but the manuscript bears no author’s name, and the Master of the Revels licensed the play as a work of Massinger. The Register and Warburton likewise agree in including the word "Gallant" in the title of Alexius, 
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where the Master of the Revels reads "Lover" instead; but Alexius is, on the other hand, one of the dozen significant cases in which Warburton omits spurious subtitles that Moseley inserted in the Register. It therefore may be that Warburton had a source for information known to Moseley but not included either in Moseley’s play manuscripts or in his Register entries. This lost source may also have supplied Warburton other data about the Moseley plays that is not found in the Register, such as his designations of ten additional plays as comedies, tragicomedies, or tragedies; his attributions of The Second Maiden’s Tragedy and The Noble Trial; and his titles for Jocondo & Astolfo and Love hath found out his Eyes.

The Warburton manuscripts that had once been in Moseley’s stock may have been accompanied by a descriptive list, prepared by Moseley or one of his successors, and ultimately derived from Moseley’s office records. That Moseley prepared lists of plays in the course of his business is shown by his bulk entries in the Register and an extant bill of sale, covering 76 books, mostly plays, that he sold in 1640. 39 Since Moseley presumably planned to publish his plays, he probably tried to secure, along with each manuscript he bought, the information he would later need for a printed title page, including title, author, and type of play. A conflation of the corresponding entries of the Register and Warburton’s list will provide these three bits of information for 30 Moseley plays out of 40, whereas the Register alone supplies them in only 21 cases, Warburton alone in only 22. This suggests that these 40 entries may derive from a source that supplied this information as far as Moseley had obtained it, and that the Register entries and Warburton’s list contain variant and independent transcripts from such a source -- both incomplete, but each including considerable information not found in the other.

The seemingly haphazard order of the items in the two parts of Warburton’s list may have followed the arrangement of his manuscripts on two shelves; a number of old lists of plays apparently made up in shelf order exist. 40 One item only on the first part of Warburton’s list -- "The Vestall A Tragedy by H. Glapthorn" -- is clearly duplicated on the second part. Occasional duplications of this sort are characteristic of old play lists, both manuscript and printed, and it is, in any case, possible that Warburton had two manuscripts of The Vestal. Since the three plays referred to in Warburton’s memorandum come from the second part of his list and are the only known survivors from that part of his list, Warburton, before writing his memorandum, may have checked only one of two parts of his play collection and found three survivors there. All the other separate plays that appear to have survived from Warburton’s collection come from the first part of his list.
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Warburton’s list supplies three kinds of information, in addition to the facts of his collection, that are not available from the Stationers’ Register. First, Warburton lists sixteen plays not entered by Moseley, about half of which are not known from other sources. Second, Warburton supplies classifications of plays, attributions, and other details that Moseley did not enter in the Register. Third, Warburton omits intentional errors that appear in corresponding Register entries. Thus, although other sources leave little doubt that Moseley entered plays with spurious subtitles, Warburton’s list establishes Moseley’s guilt and points specifically to most of the spurious entries. By eliminating spurious double entries, Warburton helps to reveal the actual number of manuscripts by such a major dramatist as Massinger that Moseley registered. Warburton also supplies, augments, or repeats statements, many of which may be accurate, about lost plays attributed to Ford, Middleton, Tourneur, Shakespeare, Greene, Rowley, Dekker, Chapman, Marlowe, and lesser writers. The Harleian and Rawlinson collections, which were assembled about the same time as Warburton’s, survive, but unfortunately their plays are mostly academic or unacted pieces of limited interest or, with the conspicuous exception of Sir Thomas More, manuscripts of published works by professional dramatists. The loss of most of Warburton’s collection is serious because he apparently owned many unpublished plays by dramatists of note. In the case of Massinger, and probably in that of Ford, the loss is severe.

It is unnecessary, however, to blame Warburton alone for the loss of these plays. If Moseley’s successors had shown the same zeal for complete publication of the works of writers of note that he showed in his editions of Cartwright and Suckling, the loss might be less; but even their folios of Davenant (1673) and Beaumont and Fletcher (1679) were less complete than Moseley’s holdings could have made them. Furthermore, very few plays have survived from the portion of Moseley’s unpublished stock that Warburton did not claim to have obtained, or from the large collection of manuscript plays listed by Abraham Hill. 41 The unknown custodians of those manuscripts probably merit censure beyond any that Warburton deserves. In any case, initial publication of old plays was virtually unknown in the eighteenth century. The publication of Middleton’s Witch in 1778 was justly regarded as an unparalleled event; and it was accomplished only at the private expense of Isaac Reed, and because of the Shakespearean interest of a piece that revealed a connection with Macbeth.

Thus, a new examination of Warburton’s list, memorandum, sale catalogue and surviving manuscripts suggests that Warburton’s list and memorandum record plays that he owned and information that he believed to be correct. Therefore, skepticism about Warburton’s motives and veracity might well give way to a further study of his statements and collection that could add considerably to existing knowledge of the finest period of English drama.
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Notes on Early Editions of Fragmenta Aurea by L. A. Beaurline and Thomas Clayton 


A few new facts about the printing of two early editions of Sir John Suckling’s Fragmenta Aurea and the engraved portrait by William Marshall should be added to Greg’s account in A Bibliography of the English Printed Drama to the Restoration; namely, that there were not two but three states of the general titlepage of the first edition (1646), and that the order of printing of the states was in fact the reverse of what Greg very reasonably supposed it to be; that there are two states of Marshall’s engraved portrait, which is found in several of the early editions; and that Francis Kirkman was probably the pirate responsible for a surreptitious reprint of the third edition (1658), a complete copy of which is here recorded as such for the first time.



I. The Three States of the General TitlePage of the First Edition

Greg distinguished two states of the general titlepage of Fragmenta Aurea, 1646 (sig. πA2). Recording seventeen copies of the one he identified as (*1) and eight copies of (τ1), he not unreasonably suggested that "it is natural to assume that the less common variant (τ1) was an attempt to improve on the original rather untidy setting" (*1). But it is demonstrable that there were three states, as transcribed below, and that the direction of change was the opposite of the one Greg suggested. The three states, which we designate as (A), (B), and (C), the first corresponding with Greg’s (τ1), the second and third with his (*1), are as follows, in the order of their printing:

	(A) FRAGMENTA AVREA. ∣ A Collection of all ∣ THE ∣ Incomparable Peeces, ∣ WRITTEN ∣ By Sir JOHN SVCKLING. ∣ And published by a Friend to perpetuate ∣ his memory. ∣ Printed by his owne Copies. ∣ LONDON, ∣ Printed for Humphrey Mo&longs;eley, and are to be ∣ &longs;old at his &longs;hop, at the Signe of the Prin-∣ces Armes in St Pauls Churchyard. ∣ MDCXLVI.
	(B) Fragmenta Aurea. ∣ [&c. as above] Churchyard ∣ MDCXLVI. [imperfect printing of "d" in "Churchyard"; without period after "d" and rule under date]
	(C) Fragmenta Aurea. ∣ [&c. as above] Churchyard. ∣ MDCXLVI.
	Copies: (A) CLU-C1 (1646), CSmH2 (121942), CtY4 (646), DLC, ICN, MiU, NN1 (Jones), NNPM, Bodleian1 (Don.e.15), Pforz2 (996), TxU3 (Hanley), ViU
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	(B) CSmH1 (110163), CtY3 (646a cop. 3), B.M.1-3 (Grenville, 1076.h.20, Ashley), Bodleian2 (Vet.A.3.e.814), TxU2 (Wh cop. 2), Clayton
	(C) CLU-C2-3 (1646a cop. 1-2), CtY1-2, 5 (646a cop. 1-2, Elizabethan Club), DFo, IU, MB, MH1-3 (Widener, Houghton B, Houghton A), MWelC, NcU, NjP, NN2-3 (Copley, Crampton), Osborn, Pforz1 (995), TxU1, 4 (Wh cop. 1, Ah)


Greg regarded the direction of the change in the two states he distinguished as uncertain, and it is understandable why it seemed natural to him to suppose that "Fragmenta Aurea" (B-C and 1) preceded "FRAGMENTA AVREA" (A and τ1), since the first is indeed "rather untidy" and the second "less common." We can now be certain, however, that State (A) was the earliest, because it is approximately coincident with an error -- eventually corrected in press -- on sig. πA3v, which is in the same forme of the preliminary half-sheet as the general titlepage. In most copies with (A), "allowred" occurs on πA3v; whereas "allowed" occurs in all -- 27 -- copies we have examined that have the general titlepage in States (B) and (C). It seems possible that the changes in the general titlepage (A) that resulted in State (B) were made not during a later interruption but when the pressrun was interrupted to correct "allowred", since two of the four copies in State (A) that have "allowed" on πA3v -- TxU3 and ViU -- also have dubbed-in titlepages and are in that respect made-up copies (we are uncertain about Bodleian1 and NN1). At any rate, the coincidence of "allowed" with States (B-C) proves beyond doubt that they are later than an (A) that generally coincides with "allowred."

Although indirectly, presscorrection also explains the anomaly as well as the order of State (B), in which a period and the rule under the date are wanting. The imprint, in the same setting of type, appears in the special titlepages of The Goblins and Brennoralt, proving, as Greg noted, that the preliminaries as well as two of the three plays included in Fragmenta Aurea came from the same press -- Susan Islip’s, on the evidence of ornaments used. The special titlepages were printed, as part of their bibliographically independent sections of the book, apparently (as commonly) before the general preliminaries went through the press, since the condition of the same types is worse on the general titlepage than it is on the special titlepages. The same rule under the date that was first used in the plays’ titlepages appears in the imprints in States (A) and (C) of the general titlepage but, anomalously and curiously, not in State (B). In fact, the rule does "appear" -- almost invisibly -- in State (B), but it did not print, owing to frisket bite. Of a number of copies in State (B) we examined, at least three (Clayton, CSmH1, and TxU2) show grains of ink where the end of the rule should be, and the Huntington copy (CSmH1), which is very crisp, also shows, under high magnification, a clear but uninked impression certainly made by the rule’s pressing through the frisket into the paper. 
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In this copy there is also a minute trace of the ink of the period that follows "Churchyard". 1

With the aid of this evidence, the printing history of the general titlepage becomes clear. The larger capitals in "Fragmenta Aurea" (B-C), which replaced "FRAGMENTA AVREA" (A) with its smaller capitals, resulted in an increase of seven millimeters in the vertical dimension of the area to be inked for printing. Naturally the frisket should have been cut to the larger measure, but apparently it was not, at first, and the result was State (B). Some time after the pressrun was resumed, it was interrupted a second time, and during this interruption two changes were made. At the same time the hole in the frisket was enlarged to allow the types suppressed in State (B) to print, as they do again in (C), approximately one-and-one-half to two millimeters of extra white space were inserted between lines five and six ("WRITTEN ∣ By Sir JOHN SVCKLING."). One cannot be certain which of the two changes, if not indeed both, prompted this second interruption, but that there were two changes of the kind described is apparent in the coincident facts that in State (C) period and rule are inked and the inked area of the overall titlepage is still longer than it is in State (B), in which they are not inked.

It is of some interest, though little can be certainly extrapolated from surviving copies, that, of the forty copies of the first edition of Fragmenta Aurea we examined, there are thirteen (32.5%) in State (A), eight (20%) in State (B), and nineteen (47.5%) in State (C). Greg was right about the less common of two "major" states, but of course wrong about the least common of three states. A reproduction of State (A) may be found in the Grolier Club’s Catalogue of Original and Early Editions . . . of English Writers from Wither to Prior (1905), III, No. 104; of State (B) in the Grolier Catalogue, III, No. 104, and in The Ashley Library (1922-36), Vol. VI, facing page 19; and of State (C) in John Hayward’s English Poetry (1950), item 84.



II. The Two States of the Engraved Portrait by William Marshall

William Marshall’s engraving, used as a frontispiece in the first (1646), second (1648), and some copies of the third (1658) editions of Fragmenta Aurea, and also in some detached copies of The Last Remains of Sir John Suckling, 1659, shows Suckling turned to the right instead of to the left but in the same attitude and in general much as he appears in the great Van Dyck portrait now in the Frick Collection. 2 We have found two states of 
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this engraving, the later of which shows clear evidence of re-incising, notably in heavy lines around the leaves of the garland (especially pronounced to the right of the face), a bulge in the left sleeve, a short black line to the right of the tie in the garland that was not present in the earlier state, and thicker base-lines in the streamer bearing the inscription "Obijt anno Ætatis suæ 28." From our examination of originals and photocopies, we have identified the state of the engraving in copies of Fragmenta Aurea, 1646, as indicated in the following list. Earlier state: Clayton, CLU-C2-3, CSmH1, ICN, MB, MH1, MWelC, NN2, NNPM, Bodleian2, Osborn, Pforz1, TxU1-2, B.M.1, 3. Later state: CLU-C1, CSmH2, CtY2-5, DFo, DLC, IU, MH3, MiU, NcU, NjP, NN1, 3, Pforz2, TxU3-4.

The almost equal distribution of states between copies of the first edition -- seventeen of the earlier, eighteen of the later -- makes virtually certain that the plate was re-incised in the course of its printing, which in turn suggests a very large printing of the portrait and possibly, though not necessarily, an equally large printing of the edition for which the portrait was originally intended. A reproduction of the earlier state may be found in Greg’s Bibliography, Vol. III, plate CXXXVII; The Ashley Library, Vol. VI, facing page 20; and Gosse and Garnett’s Illustrated History of English Literature (1903), III, 25. The later state is reproduced in The Book Buyer, XIX (1900), 575.



III. Francis Kirkman and the Surreptitious Reprint of the Third Edition (1661?)

It seems probable that this reprint is the one W. C. Hazlitt first refers to in his edition of The Poems, Plays and Other Remains of Sir John Suckling (1874), I, lxx, as

a reissue, perhaps a surreptitious one, with the same title, imprint and date [as Fragmenta Aurea, 1658], but with different typographical ornaments, and altogether a distinct setting-up. It is accompanied by a portrait, copied from Marshall’s, and without any engraver’s name.
And perhaps in his Collections and Notes 1867-1876 published two years later (p. 411) he means to refer to the same reprint when he writes that The copy here used ends on K, and wants the Additionals named on the titlepage. It has an anonymous portrait, very like Marshall’s with Stanley’s verses beneath it. This appears to be spurious, or at least a surreptitious impression. The copy in the British Museum wants the print.
But one cannot be certain, because Hazlitt’s comments are ambiguous. There is now no known "copy in the British Museum" of this surreptitious reprint, although there is a copy of the genuine Fragmenta Aurea, 1658 (shelf-mark 643.c.70), and one of the surreptitious reprint of (1672?) (shelf-mark 1471.aa.22), each of which "wants the print" -- and there is a detached print of the copy of Marshall’s engraving in the Department of 
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Prints and Drawings. "This" may be the portrait, not the book, and "The copy" may be a genuine edition, not a surreptitious. Many a book saluted Hazlitt’s hand.
Greg recognized and described his "’1658’" as "a reprint, apparently, of the edition of 1658, the only known copy of which wants all before N1," and, as he went on to note of this fragment in the Bodleian Library (shelf-mark M.adds.37.f.12), "there is, indeed, little in the typography to distinguish it from the genuine edition" (Bibliography, III, 1134). We have been able to identify as such a complete copy of this reprint in the Houghton Library (shelf-mark EC.Su185.646fc), and can therefore add some additional facts and inferences to the ones given by Greg. The complete copy is easily differeniated from the genuine edition of 1658 by the use of different ornaments throughout and, among other details, by substantive differences on the general titlepage and in the catchwords of the preliminaries. Moseley’s genuine edition reads, above the imprint, "Printed by his own Copies.", in which phrase the reprint reads "Copy.", and where the genuine edition has the catchwords "posthume" and "Stock," on sigg. A2r and A2v, respectively, the reprint has "nor" and "go", for example. Given in the form of Greg’s Bibliography, a description of the general titlepage and make-up of the reprint as it appears in the two known copies should be as follows:

	(1661?) [within double rules] FRAGMENTA AUREA: ∣ A ∣ COLLECTION ∣ OF ALL ∣ The Incomparable Peices, ∣ WRITTEN BY ∣ Sir JOHN SUCKLING. ∣ AND ∣ Publi&longs;hed by a FRIEND to perpetuate ∣ his Memory ∣ The Third Edition, with fome ∣ New Additionals. ∣ Printed by his own Copy. ∣ LONDON, ∣ Printed for Humphrey Moseley at the Prince’s Arms ∣ in St. Paul’s Churchyard. 1658. Collation: 80, π1 A-X8 [possibly but not probably leaving R3 S3 T4 unsigned: both known copies severely cropped], 169 leaves, paged (A5) 9-135 [misprinting 59 as 56 and 133 as 134, and omitting 80-89], (I3v) 8-64 [misprinting 45 as 54 and 50 as 51], (N1-S8 unpaged), (T1) 145-190 [misprinting 157 as 147].
	Engraved portrait (a copy of Marshall’s, omitting "W. Marshall fecit"), facing titlepage. General title [&c. as in 1658].


Besides having C3, D3, H3, R3, and (UV)3 unsigned, the genuine edition of 1658 contains a great many errors in pagination, especially on sigg. N1-S8, which are unpaged in the surreptitious reprint perhaps because of the multiple confusion in the original. On the evidence of ornaments, T. Johnson, the printer who performed similar unlawful offices for Francis Kirkman around 1661, would seem to have performed yet one more of such for the same pirate by surreptitiously printing this spurious edition -- technically the fourth of the editions -- of Fragmenta Aurea, 1658. The large ornament showing dogs licking a man’s face (sig. S6) is found in 
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Kirkman’s piracies of Beaumont and Fletcher’s The Elder Brother dated "1637" (Greg 515c) and Kirkman’s The Wits: or Sport upon Sport printed for Henry Marsh, 1662. The ornamental "B" (sig. O5) recurs in the piracies of The Elder Brother and A King and No King, 1661. 3 Aside from its interest as a hitherto anonymous piracy that may now take a named place in the colorful and sometimes darkling history of printing, Fragmenta Aurea (1661?) gives further evidence of the strong seventeenth-century interest in Suckling’s works that was renewed at the Restoration.



Notes

[bookmark: 13.01]1 Mr. Lyle H. Wright kindly assisted us in this inspection, and we are grateful to Mr. D. G. Esplin, of the University of Toronto Library, for checking a number of bibliographical details in copies we were not able to see and also for offering valuable advice. 
[bookmark: 13.02]2 See Thomas Clayton, "An Historical Study of the Portraits of Sir John Suckling," JWCI, XXIII (1960), 105-126, together with plates 14a and 15a, for a full discussion of the models Marshall may have followed and also of the anonymous copy, after Marshall, mentioned below. 
[bookmark: 13.03]3 For an excellent survey of the evidence for the known piracies of Kirkman, see Johan Gerritsen, "The Dramatic Piracies of 1661: A Comparative Analysis," SB, XI (1958), 117-131.




Defoe’s An Essay Upon Projects: The Order of Issues by Joyce Deveau Kennedy


An Essay upon Projects, if written in hopes of gaining the Court’s favor or of, at least partially, reclaiming his wrecked fortunes, was singularly unsuccessful for Defoe. His projects for social insurance, bankruptcy reform, highway building, and so forth, apparently failed to fall even on deaf ears. In short, excellent though his ideas were, Defoe’s book did not sell; and the original sheets, bearing canceled title pages, were reissued a number of times.

The history of the various issues of the Essay’s first edition is interesting as a chronicle of Defoe’s downhill plunge in the years between 1697 and 1702, which saw the death of William III, the loss of Defoe’s Tilbury brickworks, and his arrest for The Shortest Way; and it is equally interesting from a bibliographical standpoint. For instance, seven variant title pages bearing three different dates, which comprise the first edition, have never been accurately catalogued. The last attempt to dispel the confusion surrounding the Essay’s various issues was John R. Moore’s in "Defoe’s ’Essay upon Projects’: An Unrecorded Issue," but Moore’s explanation, as will be demonstrated, controverts several important facts. 1

The purpose of this paper is to establish the sequence and dating of these issues, whose titlepage descriptions are listed below:


AN ∣ ESSAY ∣ UPON ∣ Projects. ∣∣∣ LONDON: ∣ Printed by R. R. for Tho. 
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Cockerill, ∣ at the Three Legs in the Poultrey. ∣ MDCXCVII. (Boston Public Library, Defoe 21.E87.1697A)

AN ∣ ESSAY ∣ UPON ∣ Projects. ∣∣∣ LONDON: ∣ Printed by R. R. for Tho. Cockerill, at ∣ the Corner of Warwick-Lane, near ∣ Paternoster-Row. MDCXCVII. (Yale Univ. Library, NZ.Z697de)

SEVERAL ∣ ESSAYS ∣ Relating to ∣

	Accademies, } {Friendly-Societies,
	Banks, } {Highways,
	Bankrupts, } {Pension-Office,
	Charity-Lotteries, } {Seamen,
	Courts of Enquiries, } {Wagering, &c.
	Court Merchants, } {

Now Communicated to the ∣ World for Publick Good. ∣ LONDON, ∣ Printed for Thomas Cockerill, at the ∣ Bible and Three Leggs against Grocers-∣∣Hall in the Poultrey. 1700. ∣ Price Three Shillings. (Yale Univ. Library, Defoe Collection 697eb)
ESSAYS ∣ UPON ∣ Several Projects: ∣ OR, ∣ Effectual Ways for advancing the ∣ Interest of the Nation. ∣ Wherein are plainly laid down, ∣ The Means by which the Subjects in general ∣ may be eased and enriched; the Poor relie-∣ved, and Trade encreased in the most mate-∣rial Branches of it, viz. in Constituting Sea-∣men to theirs and the Nations Advantage, ∣ for Encouragement of Merchants and Mer-∣ chandizing; for Relief of the Poor of Friend-∣ly Societies; for discouraging Vice, and en-∣couraging Vertue; the Usefulness; of Banks ∣ and Assurances; to prevent Bankrupts; with ∣ the surest way to recover bad Debs; and ∣ many other considerable things, profitable ∣ and conducing to the great Advantage of the ∣ Nation in general. ∣ LONDON, ∣ Printed, and Sold by the Booksellers of London and ∣ Westminster. 1702. (Boston Public Library, Defoe 21.E87.1702)

ESSAYS ∣ UPON ∣ Several Subjects: ∣ [ten lines] ∣ . . . Poor; of . . . ∣ . . . ∣ . . . Usefulness of . . . ∣ [five lines] ∣ LONDON, ∣ Printed, and Sold by the Booksellers of London and ∣ Westminster. 1702. (Library of Congress, PR3404.E7.1702)

ESSAYS ∣ UPON ∣ Several Projects: ∣ [fourteen lines] ∣ . . . Debts . . . ∣ [three lines] ∣ LONDON, ∣ Printed for Thomas Ballard, at the Rising Sun in ∣ Little Britain. 1702. (Yale Univ. Library, NZ.Z702dj)

ESSAYS ∣ UPON ∣ Several Subjects: ∣ [fourteen lines] ∣ . . . Debts . . . ∣ [three lines] ∣ LONDON, ∣ Printed for Thomas Ballard, at the Rising Sun in ∣ Little Britain. 1702. (Boston Public Library, Defoe 21.E87.1702A)



Two questions are involved -- the original date of publication and the dates of the reissues. Both of these can be answered by investigating the history of Thomas Cockerill’s business.

Several different dates of original publications have been suggested by Defoe’s biographers. One group has followed George Chalmers in dating the original publication January 1696/7; the other, William Lee, who claimed that the Essay, though dated 1697, was not published until 29 March 1698. 2 A check of available material, that is, contemporary newspapers 
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and catalogues, fails to reveal the source of Lee’s dating, and he nowhere indicates how he arrived at it. On the other hand, existing evidence in the London Gazette and Term Catalogues supports the January 1696/7 dating; and an analysis of Thomas Cockerill’s shifts of establishment not only confirms the earlier date but also indicates in what sequence the issues appeared.

An Essay upon Projects was first advertised in the London Gazette (#3256) for 25 January 1696/7 as follows:

An Essay upon Projects. Printed for Thomas Cockerill at the Three Legs in the Poultry; and to be sold also by Mr. Hensman in Westminster Hall, and Mr. Goodwin in Fleet Street.

It was advertised again in the Hilary Term Catalogue (III, 8) for 1697 as:


16. An Essay upon Projects: viz. of Banks, of Highways, of Friendly Societies, A Proposal for a Pension Office, of wagering, of Academies, of a Court Merchant, and of Seamen. Octavo.

17. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Both printed for T. Cockerill, at the corner of Warwick lane, in Paternoster row.



These are the only notices until Trinity Term 1700, when the following entry appeared in the Term Catalogue (III, 200):

9. Several Essays relating to Academies, Banks, Bankrupts, Charity-Lotteries, Courts of Enquiries, Court Merchant, Friendly Societies, Highways, Penjean-Office, Seamen, Wagering, etc.; now communicated to the World for publick Good. Octavo. Printed for T. Cockerill at the Three Leggs in the Poultrey. Price 3s.

Clearly, the Essay was in press before Cockerill moved from the Poultry around February 1696/7. Furthermore, it seems safe to assume that the latter two advertisements reflect subsequent moves.

The history of Cockerill’s business in Plomer’s Dictionary does not record the Warwick Lane address but merely notes that Cockerill began at the Atlas in Cornhill and then moved to the Three Legs in the Poultry, where he spent the best part of his life. 3 This brief summary can be supplemented by appeal to the Term Catalogues, in which Cockerill’s first advertisement appears in Trinity Term 1674 (I, 176) at the sign of the Atlas in Cornhill. The last time this sign was used was Trinity Term 1677 (I, 283), for in the Hilary Term 1677/8 he was advertising "at the Three Leggs in the Poultry" (I, 304). Cockerill continued at this address for the next eighteen years; his final listing in the Term Catalogues for the "Three Leggs in the Poultrey" was Trinity Term 1696 (II, 584). Sometime between this date and Hilary Term 1696/7, when he appeared "at the corner of Warwick lane, Paternoster row" (III, 3), Cockerill moved his 
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place of business. For the short time that Cockerill remained at the Warwick Lane address, H. Walwyn took over the Three Legs sign; but when Cockerill moved back to the Poultry -- as he did, according to an advertisement in the London Gazette (#3492) 4 May 1699, which lists him as "Thomas Cockerill, who is removed from Amen-Corner to the Three Legs over-against Grocers-hall in the Poultry," and from entries in the Term Catalogues beginning with Easter Term 1699 (III, 123, 127 ff.) -- he shared the Three Legs sign with Walwyn for a short time, and then probably to avoid confusion he changed it to "the Three Legs and Bible in the Poultry" (III, 148 ff.). From Michaelmas Term 1700 until his last entry in the Term Catalogues, Hilary Term 1702, he consistently advertised at this sign (III, 211-289).

Cockerill’s moves from the Poultry to Warwick Lane, and back, clearly provide grounds for determining the correct date of original publication, since both of the earliest title pages (according to address and sign listing in the Term Catalogues) bear the 1697 date. Moreover, the Essay was twice advertised in 1697 -- once in the Gazette 25 January 1696/7 and again in the Hilary Term Catalogue for 1696/7. Although books inserted in the latter were sometimes not actually published at the date of entry (I, xi), an advertisement in the Gazette for a book that could not be offered for sale until a year later would have been unusual, to say the least. This is the situation encountered if Lee’s publication of 29 March 1698 is accepted.

Another argument for discarding the later date is that both 1697 variant title pages are conjugate with preliminaries, 4 a stoppress alteration of the last three lines, which contain Cockerill’s address, being the only discrepancy between the Three Legs title page and the Warwick Lane. Since the usual procedure was to print the title page and preliminaries after the entire book had been printed, and since Cockerill was advertising at his new address as early as February 1697, the sheets were undoubtedly ready for sale when the book was advertised in the 25 January 1696/7 Gazette. No evidence has come to light for dating publication in 1698 and much to indicate at least the strong probability that the Essay was published about January 1696/7, when it was first advertised. Unless evidence to the contrary is presented, Lee’s dating must be rejected.

One important fact emerging from this study is that the 1697 Warwick Lane title page can no longer be listed as if it alone were the Essay’s first issue. 5 Both 1697 title pages being conjugates, they must be described as 
[Page 174]

variant states of the first edition’s first issue. The sequence of these two states cannot be conclusively determined, since no bibliographical evidence exists to indicate their chronology. However, whether Cockerill, anticipating his move, ordered the printer to run off a certain number of copies representing both his old and new address; or whether, deciding to move in the midst of the Essay’s printing, he ordered the printer to make a stoppress correction of address, it seems more than likely, in either case, that the Three Legs title page would have been first off the press, and hence represents the earliest state of the first issue.

Although only one edition of An Essay upon Projects appeared in Defoe’s lifetime, there were several subsequent issues of the original sheets with canceled title pages. Moore attempts to account for the 1697 title page bearing the "Three Legs in the Poultrey" address by suggesting that, when Cockerill moved from Warwick Lane to the Poultry in May 1699, "he substituted a new title page to indicate his change of address, but he retained the original title and even the original date of publication." 6 This explanation is clearly erroneous, since the Essay was first advertised at the Three Legs sign, and since, as was noted above, when Cockerill moved back to the Poultry in 1699, he advertised the Essay in the Term Catalogue (III, 200) under a new title and new date (the 1700 title page listed above).

In 1702, the same year that Cockerill disappeared from the London publishing scene, the original sheets were again reissued, with four different title pages, two bearing the imprint of "Thomas Ballard, at the Rising Sun in Little Britain," and two, the imprint "the Booksellers of London and Westminster." Moore theorizes that the unsold sheets were disposed of to Ballard in 1702, and that "later in the same year Defoe reclaimed the unsold sheets and reissued them (with Ballard’s title and date) as a private speculation." Moore refers to the fact that in 1703 Defoe issued his True Collection, which bore a similar statement: "London: Printed, and are to be sold by most Booksellers in London and Westminster." 7

Moore’s theory may be valid, but it remains to be proved; several other possibilities exist. One is that Defoe reclaimed the sheets when Cockerill died -- sometime early in 1702 -- 8 and issued them with two slightly different 
[Page 175]

title pages; but that when he was forced to hide from the Government in 1703 because of his Shortest Way, Ballard, a young bookseller hoping to capitalize on Defoe’s notoriety, 9 purchased the sheets and revised the title pages to show his imprint. As early as January 1703, in The History of the Works of the Learned (London, 1703), V, 63 -- an issue that also contained two pamphlets derogating The Shortest Way -- Ballard was advertising "Daniel de Fooe’s Essays on several subjects . . . ." under the list of "Books Publish’d this Month and not Abrig’d." Somehow, it seems more reasonable to assume that Defoe would have reclaimed the unsold sheets initially, but that finding himself in trouble, he would have disposed of them as quickly and as best he could.

An examination of the four title pages reveals that all were printed from substantially the same type setting. The two Booksellers title pages, however, share certain characteristics (in rule enclosures and slight shifts of type line) which distinguish them from the two Ballard title pages. Furthermore, these slight discrepancies suggest that one set was printed, after an indeterminate time lapse, from the standing type of the other. The Ballard title pages are identical except for the partial resetting of line three, one reading "Subjects," the other, "Projects"; the Booksellers are identical but for the partial resetting of several lines of type. 10 The reading "bad Debs," which occurs in both variants of the 1702 Booksellers title pages, was quite possibly corrected to the "bad Debts" in Ballard’s, if one supposes, as I have, that Ballard was the last to handle the sheets.

As in so many of the episodes that involve Defoe, the story behind the issues of An Essay upon Projects may never be fully known. Hopefully, by establishing the sequence and dating of the issues of Defoe’s first book, this paper will help illuminate one of the more shadowy figures in English literary history.



Notes

[bookmark: 14.01]1 Notes & Queries, CC (March, 1955), 109-110. In A Checklist of the Writings of Daniel Defoe (1960), p. 7, Moore mentions the possibility of at least seven issues, but he does not elaborate. 
[bookmark: 14.02]2 The Life of Daniel Defoe (1841), p. 12, and Daniel Defoe: His Life and Recently Discovered Writings (1869), I, 38. Those in the Chalmers’ camp are Wilson, Hazlitt, Wright, Trent, Jacob, and Moore; those in Lee’s, Dottin and Sutherland. 
[bookmark: 14.03]3 Henry Plomer, A Dictionary of the Printers and Booksellers Who Were at Work in England, Scotland and Ireland from 1668 to 1725, ed. Arundell Esdaile (1922), p. 76. 
[bookmark: 14.04]4 Of the three 1697 Three Legs copies examined, two have obviously conjugate title pages -- the copy in the Kress Collection, Baker Library, Harvard University, and Boston Public Library’s Defoe 21.E87. 1697A; and one looks conjugate but the binding is too neat and sturdy for positive evaluation -- Yale University’s Ik.D362. 697i. Of the three 1697 Warwick Lane copies, only Yale NZ.Z697de can be positively identified as conjugate. Both BPL G4079.22 and BPL Defoe 27.67 title pages are parts of rebound or altered copies. 
[bookmark: 14.05]5 J. W. Ball, "A Commentary on Daniel Defoe’s An Essay upon Projects" (Unpub. Diss. Cincinnati, 1947), p. 6, basing his findings on the Term Catalogues, asserts that the 1697 Three Legs in the Poultry address probably predated the 1697 Warwick Lane. However, he seems not to have known about the other issues or to have seen the 25 January 1696/7 Gazette advertisement. 
[bookmark: 14.06]6 N & Q, CC (March, 1955), 110. 
[bookmark: 14.07]7 Ibid. 
[bookmark: 14.08]8 John Dunton, Life and Errors (1705), p. 290, mentions that Mr. Nathaniel Taylor preached Cockerill’s funeral sermon. Since, according to John Shower, A Funeral Sermon Occasion’d by the Sudden Death of the Reverend Mr. Nathanael Taylor (1702), p. 32, Mr. Taylor’s last discourse in his church was 21 April 1702, Cockerill must have died in the early spring of 1702. 
[bookmark: 14.09]9 By late 1702 Ballard had been in business for only four years, but Dunton, Life and Errors, p. 300, notes that Ballard is "a young Bookseller, in Little-Britain, but is grown Man in Body now, but more in Mind." 
[bookmark: 14.10]10 Specifically, "Projects" has been changed to "Subjects" (l. 3); the semicolon separating "Usefulness" and "of" (l. 16) has been deleted and the line justified to remove the resulting gap; and a semicolon has been inserted in place of the type space between "Poor" and "of" (l. 14).
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Additions to Bond’s Register of Burlesque Poems by A. J. Sambrook 


The following works are not listed in the ’Register of Burlesque Poems’ appended to Richmond P. Bond’s English Burlesque Poetry 1700-1750, New York, 1932, reissued 1964. The data follow Bond’s pattern.



1730

The Censoriad: a poem. Written originally by Martin Gulliver. The second edition. London printed, and Dublin reprinted, and sold by James Hoey and George Faulkner. 1730.

pp. 5-17. h.c.

Mock-heroic.

"The Commentator’s Proeme Unto the Courteous Reader," in Spenserian prose. A libel referring to a fracas in Trinity College, Dublin, the details of which are obscure. (At this period there were many student riots.)


Back’d by one Vassal, thro’ the mazy Gloom

He boldly stagger’d to a Scholar’s Room;

Thrice knock’d with pond’rous Feet and Mutton Fists,

And thrice the bolted Door his Rage resists:

At length he tries the Prowess of his Pate,

And open flies the barricado’d Gate;

For what is Oak or Iron, but a Sham,

Against the Force of such a batt’ring Ram?

The Censor enters -- and about he flings

The injur’d Glasses, and the Chamber rings.

See Locke and Clarke in Floods of Liquor swim,

He seiz’d the Scholar, and the Scholar him. [pp. 11-12]



The mock-pedantic Annotations are more bulky than the poem itself. They are in the manner of the Dunciad Variorum, and are signed with such names as Vossius, Heinsius and Bentleius.

A third edition appeared in 1730 in Dublin: The Censoriad . . . third edition . . . [imprint as above]; and in London: The Censoriad . . . London, Reprinted from the Dublin Third Edition, for Weaver Bickerton. MDCCXXX. This third edition has additional matter, with an Advertisement for ’a curious Collection of Notes, which we promise faithfully to insert in the next Edition.’ I have not traced any later editions -- or the first edition.



1730

The Heraldiad; A Satyr upon a certain Philosopher. Containing a Description of the Grub-street Debate held the 22d of this present Month. By Martin Gulliver. Printed in the Year, 1730.

single sheet. o.c.

Hudibrastic. 
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I sing the Man with shallow Head,

With Copper Skull, and Brain of Lead,

Who late appear’d in Chair of Wood,

And Schoolmen’s Arguments withstood. [Opening.]




1730

Threnodia, or, an Elegy On the unexpected and unlamented Death of the Censor: Together With some Account of his Last Will and Testament: All faithifully collected from the Genuine MSS. in the Grub-street Vatican. Written Originally by Martin Gulliver, and now revis’d and publish’d by the Commentator on the Censoriad. Printed in the Year 1730.

pp. 3-7. anapaestic l.c.

Mock-elegiac.

"The Proeme," in Spenserian prose.

Another libel against the hero of The Censoriad.


Ye Writers of Satire, ye Whips of the Times,

Ye dealers in Doggrel, ye taggers of Rimes,

Ye scourges of Dullness, ye bold Pamphleteers

Who spare not the Vices of Fellows, or P----rs,

Ye fool-hating Authors of ev’ry degree,

Ye Hawkers of Scandal, come mourn with me;

With me, O Lament, for the Censor deceast,

Who dy’d, as he’s said to have liv’d, Like a Beast. [Opening, p. 3.]



On the last page is an advertisement: "Curteous Reader, Not having Room in this Paper for his last Will and Testament, we must inform thee, that in a few Days it will be added to a new Edition of this Poem, when it will appear with several curious Annotations, and Remarks; and thereunto will be annexed a more Correct Edition of the Censoriad also; to which will be prefix’d the Life of Martin Gulliver both in Latin and English." I have not traced the "Will" or the "Life."

Threnodia, The Censoriad (and probably The Heraldiad) appear to be directed against Hugh Graffan (1701-1743), Fellow of Trinity College, Dublin, from 1724.



1742

The Scribleriad. Being an Epistle to the Dunces. On Renewing their Attack upon Mr. Pope, under their Leader the Laureat. By Scriblerus. London: Printed for W. Webb. 1742.

pp. 3-29. h.c.

Mock-heroic.

A reply to the attacks made upon Pope by Cibber and Lord Hervey in July and August 1742.

After some discursive satire against Court, Administration and City the poem settles down into a "Sessions of the Dunces" at which the Goddess of Puffs awards the prize to Cibber.


Then thus the Goddess -- "Cease all further Strife,

"Colley, thy Hand! I’m thine alone for Life;

"Thine be the Prize, and Emblem of thy Wit,

"Which tho’ not so, yet some will take for it:

"But ’tis not long, ev’n me thou must forsake;

"My last, my best, Advice then friendly take,
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"Dear Scriblers, all Adventurers in Wit,

"Who scorn the Field of fell Debate to quit,

"Howe’er [Pope] lash you, still the war pursue,

"Your Ignorance brings all his Wit to view;

"The Insects hov’ring in the breezy Air

"Shew th’approaching vernal Season near;

"The Maggot that in Sun-beams basking lies,

"Tho’ the Heat scorch him, by that Heat he flies."

She spake, and then, unseen, unheard retir’d,

Born in a Breath, she with a Sigh expir’d. [Conclusion.]




1747

Harvest; or the Bashful Shepherd. A Pastoral. In the Cumberland Dialect.

[in]

A Miscellany of Poems. By the late Reverend Josiah Relph of Sebergham, Cumberland. Glasgow. Printed by Robert Foulis for Mr. Thomlinson in Wigton. MDCCXLVII.

pp. 1-6. h.c.

Mock-eclogue.

A love-complaint by Robin, who has been too shy to tell Betty of his love for her, but now resolves to sell his flute, buy a "book of compliments" and write to her.


Farewell my flute then yet or Carlile fair;

When to the stationers I’ll stright repair,

And bauldly for thur compliments enquear;

Care I a fardin, let the prentice jeer.

That duine -- a handsome letter I’ll indite,

Handsome as ever country lad did write;

A letter ’at sall tell her aw’ I feel,

And aw my wants without a blush reveal. [p.6]




1747

HayTime; or the Constant Lovers. A Pastoral.

[in Relph’s Miscellany of Poems above.]

pp. 12-18. h.c.

Mock-eclogue.

A dialogue in the Cumberland dialect between Cursty and Peggy, in which the burlesque element is almost dispelled by kindly sentiment.


But let us rise -- the sun’s owr Carrack fell,

And luik -- whae’s yon ’ats walking to the well?

Up, Cursty, up; for God’s sake let me gang,

For fear the maister put us in a sang. [Conclusion.]




1747

St.Agnes Fast; or the Amorous Maiden. A Pastoral.

[in Relph’s Miscellany of Poems above.]

pp. 94-97. h.c.

Mock-eclogue.

The speaker has fasted all day and hopes to do so all night in order to bring Roger, whom she loves, to her side. All the omens point to Roger loving her -- her 
[Page 179]

dream after she placed a peascod with nine peas beneath her pillow, and the shooting of her apple pip towards Roger’s house:


As I was powen Pezz to scawd ae night;

O’ ane wi’ neen it was my luck to light:

This fain I underneath my bouster lied,

And gat as fast as e’er I cou’d to bed:

I dreamt -- the pleasant dreem I’s neer forgit:

And ah this cruel Roger comes not yet.

A pippin frae an apple fair I cut,

And clwose atween my thoom and finger put:

Then cry’d, whore wons my Luive, come tell me true:

And even forret stright away it flew;

It flew as Roger’s house it wad hev hit,

And ah this cruel Roger comes not yet. [p.95]



As it appears that Roger is fated to come to her eventually, she concludes that there is no need for her to fast any longer:


She said, and softly slipping cross the floor

With easy fingers op’d the silent door;

Thrice to her head she rais’d the luncheon brown

Thrice lick’d her lips and three times laid it down;

Purpos’d at length the very worst to prove:

’Twas easier sure to dye of ought than love. [Conclusion.]



This pastoral is even more obviously inspired by Gay’s The Shepherd’s Week than are Relph’s other two.

Relph’s Miscellany of Poems contains two poems entitled A Burlesque Epistle, and five other Epistles written in a similar style to those two, but none of the seven appears to be a burlesque in any of Bond’s definitions.

All the poems by Relph mentioned above were included in Poems by . . . J. Relph . . . With the life of the author and a pastoral elegy on his death. By T. Sanderson, London, 1797. This work was reprinted in Carlisle, 1798.






John Nichols on a Johnson Letter by James L. Battersby


During the period when the Prefaces to the English poets were being written and published, Samuel Johnson had occasion to send many letters to his printer and friend, John Nichols. Among these letters, there is one which, according to R. W. Chapman, may have precipitated a "last-minute addition" to the "Life of Addison." The letter, without a date, reads:

Mr. Johnson wishes that Mr. Nichol could favour him for one hour with the Drummer, and Steel’s original preface. 1 
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Chapman’s interesting speculation was provoked by the cryptic markings on the verso of the letter. In a long note to Johnson’s letter, Chapman writes: 2 On the verso, in a hand not J’s, which as I have not seen it I may presume to be N’s, 3 is this note: "last sheet of Vol. 4 -- Sheet Ii of Vol. 5 and last Sheet -- last Sheet of Vol. 6." I think I can show the relevance of one of these entries to the text of the letter. The only reference to The Drummer in the index to Hill’s edition of the Lives is at the end of the Life of Addison. "His humour . . . as Steele observes, is peculiar to himself." This is from Steele’s dedication to The Drummer: "He was above all men in that talent we call humour." . . . Now in J’s original Prefaces in ten volumes, 1779-81, the Life of Addison is in vol. V (1781). The quotation from Steele is not indeed in sheet Ii of this volume, nor is it in the last sheet. But it is in the last sheet of the Life of Addison, K6 recto p. 155. Perhaps then we may conclude that J made a last-minute addition at this point.

Before discussing Chapman’s note, it would perhaps be useful to review a few relevant details concerning the publication of the first edition of the Lives of the Poets, appearing originally in ten volumes as Prefaces to the poetry of fifty-two English writers. The Prefaces were published in two installments, the first, containing twenty-two lives in four volumes, coming out in 1779 and the second, containing thirty lives in six volumes, in 1781. The account of Addison was the first of three lives in volume five, i.e., the first volume of the second installment. The relatively short lives of Blackmore and Sheffield were included in the Addison volume. Finally, the "Life of Addison" in the first edition (1779-81) is collated as follows: A-B8 C8 (± C8) D-K8 L1.

Without further inquiry, it would appear that Chapman’s evidence has little to commend it and that he has too readily associated the content of the letter with the enigmatic markings on the reverse side, succumbing to the natural tendency to assume an integral relationship between two events enjoying the companionship of proximity. On the face of matters, the events would appear to be discrete and the relationship accidental.

In the first place, it should be noted that Johnson asks for the original preface, which appeared in the 1715 edition of The Drummer, not for the "Dedication," which appeared as an epistle to Congreve prefatory to the 1722 edition of the play and from which Chapman quotes in his note. Secondly, if we disregard the letter for a moment and examine the puzzling note, we notice that it contains little to tempt us to look at the "Life of Addison," since, as Chapman says, neither "Sheet Ii of Vol. 5" nor the "last Sheet" of that volume has anything to do with Addison at all. There 
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is, in fact, no signature Ii in the fifth volume of the Prefaces, and, if we assume that Nichols is referring to the Prefaces, the "last Sheet" would relate to the "Life of Sheffield." Thus, although the account of Addison is in volume five of the 1779-81 edition, the note has no immediate or ostensible relevance to "Addison."

These initial problems notwithstanding, Chapman introduces additional difficulties in his own explanatory comments. For example, in spite of G. B. Hill’s index, there are actually two references to The Drummer in Hill’s edition of the "Life of Addison" (Lives, 1905, ii. 79-158). The first reference appears on page 106 (in paragraph 75), and here Johnson is concerned chiefly with the appropriateness of including the play in the canon of Addison’s writings, citing the omission of it from Thomas Tickell’s edition of the Works (1721) and Steele’s attribution of the work to Addison in the "Dedication" (1722):

. . . it was not supposed that [Addison] had tried a comedy on the stage till Steele, after his death, declared him the author of The Drummer; this, however, Steele did not know to be true by any direct testimony, for when Addison put the play into his hands he only told him it was the work of "a Gentleman in the Company"; 4 and when it was received, as is confessed, with cold disapprobation, he was probably less willing to claim it. Tickell omitted it in his collection; but the testimony of Steele and the total silence of any other claimant has determined the publick to assign it to Addison, and it is now printed with his other poetry.
The second reference (the one to which Chapman directs us) is on page 148, where the title appears, not in Johnson’s text, but in Hill’s note (and only indirectly in Hill’s note). When Johnson says that "His [i.e., Addison’s] humour . . . as Steele observes, is peculiar to himself," Hill, locating what he assumes is Johnson’s source, directs us to the following statement in Steele’s "Dedication": "He was above all men in that talent we call humour." (Although the reference is to Steele’s "Dedication" to The Drummer, Hill cites as his authority "Addison’s Works, v. 151," by which he means The Works of Joseph Addison, ed. Henry G. Bohn, 1893, v. 151; nowhere on page 148 of Hill’s edition do the words "Dedication" or The Drummer appear.) It is important to note that we have it only on Hill’s authority that Johnson is referring to Steele’s "Dedication." Furthermore, in addition to confusing matters by talking about Johnson’s "quotation from Steele," Chapman tells us that the comment is in the "last sheet of the Life of Addison," which is, as we can determine from the collation above, simply not the case. The comment does occur on "K6 recto p. 155," as Chapman says, but "K" is only the last complete sheet of the life of Addison, the last gathering being, in fact, "L". The evidence advanced by Chapman clearly will not support the hypothesis that Nichol’s note is related to Johnson’s letter. 
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Nevertheless, if we begin by trying to make sense of the letter itself, we may be able to establish its relevance to the passage on "K6 recto p. 155," at least its probable relevance. Initially, let us assume that Johnson did in fact want Nichols to send him Steele’s original preface, not the "Dedication" to the second edition of The Drummer. The validity of this assumption is confirmed not only by Johnson’s specific request in the letter, but also, I think, by the contents of one of his primary sources for the "Life of Addison," namely, the Biographia Britannica, which is conspicuously, though silently, present throughout the first and third sections of the account of Addison. On page thirty-seven of the 1747 edition of the Biographica and on page fifty-two of the 1778 edition, there is appended to the reference to The Drummer a long note, which consists of a paraphrase of Steele’s original preface and an extended quotation from the "Dedication," including the statement "he was above all men in that talent called Humour." Since the original preface is presented only in a paraphrastic summary, Johnson might reasonably wish to examine directly the original, whereas he had no need to see the "Dedication" passage, since the clause that Hill assumes that Johnson was referring to in the "Life of Addison" and that Chapman uses in his note is reproduced in the Biographia. 5

Consequently, when in the account of Addison Johnson says that "His humour . . . as Steele observes, is peculiar to himself," he may have had in mind the following passage from the original preface, in which, speaking of the kind of humor in the play (although the word "humor" is not used), Steele writes:

I own I was very highly pleased with it [i.e., The Drummer], and liked it the better for the want of those studied repartees, which we, who have writ before him have thrown into our plays, to indulge and gain upon a false taste that has prevailed for many years in the British Theatre. 6 
This passage corresponds at least more exactly to the meaning of Johnson’s statement than the one which Hill cites, for, like Johnson’s, it insists that Addison’s humor was different in kind, not simply in degree, as the passage from the "Dedication" suggests. Johnson, of course, may have had neither of these passages immediately in mind, but if he were in fact alluding to 
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the original preface, then it would seem that the letter to Nichols (the fulfilling of the request being assumed) culminated in a passage in the "Life of Addison."
However, even if all the above were true, we have absolutely no basis for the assumption that Johnson made a "last-minute addition" to the account of Addison. The letter, we recall, is undated, but considered as a document isolated from a ruling hypothesis and on the basis of content alone, it would appear to belong to some period prior to the completion of the biography of Addison (perhaps to the summer of 1779, when we know that Johnson was collecting material on Addison and other poets, or to early 1780, when he was apparently writing the life), not to a later period. As far as Nichols’s note, also undated, is concerned, it is highly probable that in the hurry of business Nichols jotted a note to himself on the most immediately available sheet of paper, a note relevant to a task at hand but totally unrelated to his work on Johnson’s Prefaces, conceivably at a time long after the Prefaces had been published.

The paucity of our knowledge must dictate modest claims. Thus, although we cannot be certain that Johnson introduced a remark in his account of Addison as a result of reading Steele’s original preface, we do know that the relationship between Nichols’s enigmatic markings and Johnson’s letter is one of propinquity, not consanguinity; the relationship spatial, not causal.



Notes

[bookmark: 16.01]1 The Letters of Samuel Johnson, ed. R. W. Chapman (1952), III, 265. 
[bookmark: 16.02]2 Chapman’s note first appeared in Notes and Queries (February 13, 1943), p. 103. My quotation is taken from the note as it appears in Chapman’s admirable edition of Johnson’s Letters (III, 265). 
[bookmark: 16.03]3 Since I have examined the letter, which is now in the possession of Professor F. W. Hilles of Yale University, I can confirm Chapman’s assumption. The note is indeed in the hand of John Nichols. 
[bookmark: 16.04]4 Actually, Steele had written "a Gentleman then in the Room." The Drummer (1722), p. xvi. 
[bookmark: 16.05]5 Since Johnson frequently cites details and language from the "Dedication" that are not reprinted in the Biographia, it is clear that he had access to Steele’s work while he was working on the account of Addison. Indeed, Johnson quotes, in a slightly revised form, the assertion that Addison "was above all men in that talent called Humour," earlier in the life; see paragraph 108 in Hill’s edition of the Lives. The fact remains, however, that Johnson would have no need to see the "Dedication" in order to refer to Steele’s comment on Addison’s humor, and it is highly probable that Johnson’s interest in the original preface was triggered by the notice of it in the Biographia, which, as stated earlier, is Johnson’s steady companion throughout the concluding section of the "Life of Addison." 
[bookmark: 16.06]6 Joseph Addison, The Works (1893), V. 156.




The Bibliographical Significance of a Publisher’s Archive: The Macmillan Papers 00  by William E. Fredeman


To the literary scholar publishers seem surprisingly cavalier about their records which have passed into the dead-file state. Firms not infrequently bestir themselves to produce a history, but once this is accomplished their concern is over and the archives are laid waste by dust, decay, and neglect -- if, that is, they escape the ravages of destruction schedules. Busy publishing houses are not, of course, libraries, and most of them have neither the staff nor the time, and almost never the space, to maintain proper control over an ever-burgeoning mass of paper. Yet these very same 
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neglected publishers’ archives are fast becoming, together with the records of the periodicals of the period, almost the last major untapped reservoir of primary materials available to the scholar of nineteenth-century publishing. During the war, portions of the archives of several English publishers were dissipated into the smoke over the City. The book trade survived and the buildings were restored, but the lacunal bombsites of literary and publishing history can never be filled. That the disaster served, in part at least, to arouse a belated interest in publishers’ archives is evinced both by the increasing use made of them by scholars since the war and by the institutionalizing of several major collections during this era of academic affluence.

A number of recent studies have served to put the publisher of the nineteenth-century into perspective by examining the impact of widespread literacy and the rise of a mass reading public on all phases of the cultural and sociological current of the age: 1 But there is a notable paucity of systematic studies on the publishing of the period -- there are even few printed listings of books published by individual firms 2 -- and bibliographical knowledge in this area is still in its infancy. 3 If, as Simon Nowell-Smith says in his new book on Victorian copyright, "the legal, commercial and general aspects of bibliography deserve as much attention as the enumerative and analytical because of the assistance they can give to . . . the understanding of writers and their texts," 4 the cumulative value of the documentary materials to be found in publishers’ archives is not simply historical. In fact, precisely because they contain such a wealth of information, especially correspondence, touching on all aspects of the book-making process -- from submission and selection of manuscripts to marketing the finished product and payment of authors’ fees and protection of mutual 
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rights, publishers’ archives are rich natural lodes for the bibliographical prospector, whether his interest be historical, enumerative, analytical, descriptive or critical.

It is not really possible to be more than speculative about the specific textual significance of a collection of papers such as the British Museum’s Macmillan archive, which has not yet been systematically catalogued. However, the research potential of the archive can be projected from a survey of the publishing history of the firm, with such aids as Charles Morgan’s The House of Macmillan (1943), and from published studies that have utilized portions of the firm’s archive. The Macmillan archive, though vast, is not quite virgin territory. Several groups of manuscripts from its reserves have been tapped by various scholars -- notably those of Matthew Arnold, Lewis Carroll, the Rossettis, Thomas Hughes, Hugh Walpole, and Henry James. 5 The five volumes relating to the company all contain extracts from the archive, but although they provide some idea of the immensity of the collection and of its ultimate significance to scholarship, these "Macmillan books," 6 and indeed the formal research deriving thus far from the papers, have hardly made a dent in the available mass. The purpose of this paper is to describe the extent of the Macmillan archive and to relate the story of its recent dispersal, a complicated affair that provides its own object lesson for literary scholars and bibliographers alike.




On 27 June 1965, The Sunday Telegraph carried an interview with Mr. Harold Macmillan, then chairman of the firm, announcing that the firm’s archives would be sold piecemeal at auction in a sale "of a kind to warm the cockles of American bibliographical hearts" (Nowell-Smith, Copyright, p. 105). The interview mentioned that Mr. Simon Nowell-Smith had been commissioned to prepare the archives for sale at Sotheby’s. Unhappy that so important a documentary record of nineteenth-century publishing should be broken up, Mr. Nowell-Smith sought unsuccessfully to persuade Macmillan’s to give or sell the complete archive to the British Museum, and to persuade the Museum to approach Macmillan’s. Failing this, he accepted the commission, and Mr. John Carter of Sotheby’s, having previously made a rough list of materials in Macmillan’s basement, provided the general 
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directions that would determine the preparation of the archive for auction. Since the plan was to offer the material in the most attractive and lucrative lots possible, "Sotheby’s advice was that major authors’ letters should be segregated, and it was made clear that they were not interested in little known or unknown authors." 7 Material not destined for the sale should be destroyed, and Mr. Nowell-Smith was given authority to destroy "anything earlier than 1939" which in his opinion would be unsuitable either for the sale or for retention by the firm.

The obvious reason behind the sale of the archive was Macmillan’s abandonment of their premises in St. Martin’s Street, which they had occupied since 1897, for more spacious and modern warehouse accommodation in the country, near Basingstoke. With an assistant, Mr. Nowell-Smith began to work his way through the more than half million letters in the archive. The material was roughly organized into 400-500 chronological boxfiles, "mostly falling to pieces," of letters arranged alphabetically from authors, agents, and the general public, to 1950 and beyond; the other side of this correspondence, consisting of some 130,000 copyletters in about 450 bound volumes, to 1939; some sixty copyletter volumes and boxfiles containing letters to printers and binders, 1892-1923; readers’ reports copied into forty-six notebooks, 1866-1912, 8 and sixteen bound volumes of autograph reports by individual readers and on related subjects; 9 twenty-two "editions books," between 1892-1930; twenty-seven volumes of "Records of Manuscripts" with indexes; nine volumes of "Agenda Books," 1931-1937, which record decisions whether or not to publish; a contributors’ index to Macmillan’s Magazine; 10 some haphazardly accumulated proofs of books by Yeats, Kipling, Edith Sitwell, and other authors; a sizeable correspondence of Daniel and Alexander Macmillan with author-friends, mounted in albums; family correspondence and letters between the Macmillans on business matters; a vast quantity of letters, mainly nineteenth-century, between Macmillan’s New York and Macmillan’s London, with copies of replies, bound in volumes; 11 and, finally, a miscellaneous collection of legal and other documents concerning partnership agreements, building leases, action concerning violations of copyright, and the like.

Since the object of the sorting, it will be remembered, was to segregate letters of authors of some renown into attractive lots for sale by auction, 
[Page 187]

the task facing the sorters was overwhelming. However, as massive as the extant archive appears, it clearly is not a complete publishing record of the firm. As Mr. Nowell-Smith says in the Introduction to Letters to Macmillan, the correspondence files "began to be preserved, at first somewhat haphazardly, in the eighteen-fifties" (p. 11), so that many early records were not retained. Faced with endemic problems of storage, many publishers regularly destroy correspondence, business records, vouchers, and printing orders according to predetermined regulations and schedules in order to reduce the sheer bulk of accumulated papers, though some kinds of documents are classified "Not to be destroyed," or "Keep Always." Destruction schedules probably account for the absence of correspondence relating to Macmillan’s Magazine and other periodicals which were published by the firm.

Most prominent among missing papers in the archive are the letters by Tennyson and Lewis Carroll. A frequent contributor to Macmillan’s Magazine, Tennyson did not publish books with Macmillan until 1884. By this date, most of his correspondence was conducted by his son, Hallam, from whom there are many letters in the files. Since we know that Alexander Macmillan was so staunch a Tennyson admirer that he thought originally to entitle Macmillan’s Magazine, "The Round Table," and since there are in the archive "copies of many long and lively letters from the publisher to the poet laureate" (SN-S: Notes), a reciprocal side to this correspondence must at one time have existed. That the letters may have been destroyed piecemeal according to destruction schedules, previous to the packing up of the journal in 1907, is suggested by the fact that although letters to the Laureate appear in both the privately printed Letters of Alexander Macmillan (1908) and Graves’s Life and Letters (1910), none frommodeng/sb23971.jpg
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