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PREFACE 

 
	
	
	
	
This collection of essays gathers the proceedings of the thirteenth conference of Italian Asso-
ciation of Shakespeare and Early Modern Studies (henceforth IASEMS). This conference was 
organized by our colleague, Iolanda Plescia (Associated Professor at Sapienza, University of 
Rome and current President of IASEMS), together with Luca Baratta, Manuela D’Amore, Ma-
ria Luisa De Rinaldis and Gilberta Golinelli of the IASEMS Executive Board, and took place 
at the British Institute in Florence on 22 April 2022. Entitled ‘Four Hundred Years since the 
First Folio’, and in keeping with the format of previous IASEMS graduate events, this confer-
ence brought together established and emerging scholars interested in sharing original work 
about the (then) forthcoming quatercentenary of the publication of the First Folio. 

The cross-generational ethos that informs graduate conferences is especially central to 
IASEMS events, since the Association has also benefited from the generosity of one of Italy’s 
best known and most cherished Shakespearean scholars, Mariangela Tempera (late Professor 
of English Literature at the University of Ferrara), whose bequest to the Association came with 
the express wish to support the training and professional development of young Italian scholars 
specializing in Shakespeare and Early Modern Studies. The organizers of the Florence 2022 
IASEMS conference accordingly invited keynote speakers and younger scholars to present pa-
pers which where then expanded into essays, with ourselves as two of the keynote speakers and 
co-editors of this collection offering mentorship and advice to the authors of the three graduate 
contributions that were selected for inclusion in it. 

The IASEMS ethos seems especially fitting for a collection of essays about the First Folio 
because the intergenerational dynamics that have produced the scholarship gathered in it shaped 
the working relations among the early modern stationers who planned, financed, printed and 
published it. The making of the First Folio required visionary entrepreneurship as well as trade 
experience in handling the printing of a large book that included both previously published and 
unpublished works whose rights had to be sought out and negotiated with a host of other Lon-
don stationers. The ambitious publication venture that gave rise to the First Folio brought to-
gether, like the making of this collection, experience of and a fresh take on what might appeal 
to the early modern reading public. It is telling that the Folio was advertised at the spring Frank-
furt Book Fair in 1624 as ‘printed for Edward Blount’ (STC 11330.2; sig. D4v) but an earlier 
advert, published in the 1622, also in catalogue of the Frankfurt Book Fair, describes the book 
as ‘printed by Isaack Jaggard’ STC 11329.8; sig. D4v). Blount was a prestige publisher of 
literary works who brought clout (and probably additional capital) to the publication of the 
Folio. Isaac Jaggard is also associated with literary publications, though not on the same scale 
as Blount, but it is remarkable that it was his name, rather than his father, William, who was 
mentioned in the presale advert of 1622. Much has been written about Isaac’s role in his father’s 
printing business. What seems pertinent, in the context of this anniversary collection, is the 
fruitful collaboration between established and emerging members of the London booktrade, 
whose efforts produced a new type of book, the first publication of exclusively dramatic litera-
ture in English in an imposing and expensive format that required strong financial backup and 
well-honed professional skills.  

This collection of essays accordingly taps on established fields of research interest while 
subjecting the First Folio to new and exciting lines of critical enquiry. The collection begins 
with an essay by Christopher Fell which describes the paratextual features of the landmark 
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Oxford Shakespeare, general edited by Stanley Wells and Gary Taylor, published in 1986. Fell 
outlines how that edition departed from tradition in various ways, including foregrounding the 
‘theatrical’ over the ‘literary’ and rearranging the works in chronological order rather than by 
genre as established by the First Folio. Francesca Forlini takes the idea of the ‘Shakespeare 
brand’ and applies it to an analysis of the First Folio. Using modern brand and marketing theory 
to inform this study, Forlini identifies in the First Folio’s paratexts an effort to attract both elite 
and common readers. Moving to issues of textual studies, Rory Loughnane reminds us that for 
many of Shakespeare’s plays there long existed early alternative versions in the market place 
before the posthumous publication of the First Folio. Narrowing in on differences found be-
tween The First Part of the Contention and the Folio text of 2 Henry VI, Loughnane draws 
questions of authorship into the fold to explore how such variation could be introduced. Stick-
ing with textual studies, Sonia Massai directs our attention to the Folio text of Richard III and 
some of the changes introduced in that version from the quarto copies it was based upon. Massai 
identifies an early editorial hand in the preparation of the Folio version and outlines its impli-
cations for our study of the transmission of the Shakespearean text. Allison L. Steenson shifts 
our attention to a specific copy of the First Folio: the Padua copy held at the Biblioteca Univer-
sitaria, the only copy of the book held in Italy. Steenson describes and works through the vari-
ous forms of early annotations found in this copy, focusing in particular on how certain plays 
have been marked up with cuts for performance. The special issue concludes with a ground-
breaking new study by Eric Rasmussen and Michael Stapleton which, drawing upon careful 
bibliographical analysis of copies of the Fourth Folio, identifies a ‘Fifth Folio’ of the collection 
of Shakespeare’s plays. Cumulatively these essays point to exciting new directions in the study 
of the First Folio, its legacy, and history. 

Rory Loughnane and Sonia Massai   
 



  

	

Designing Paratexts: 
A Case Study of The First Folio (1623) and 

the Oxford Complete Works (1986-7) 
 

 
 

Christopher Fell 
 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 
In the autumn of 1986, a long-awaited Oxford Shakespeare Complete Works began to appear 
on shop bookshelves throughout the world. A scholarly edition to succeed W. J. Craig’s (1843-
1906) Oxford Shakespeare (1891) had been long in gestation, with the project passing through 
several hands before Wells was appointed as General Editor by Oxford University Press (OUP) 
in autumn 1977.1 Ten years after Wells’s appointment, the project was complete. Browsing 
through the long-expected volume weighing 3.9 kgs and comprising 1432 pages within its hard-
cover binding, a prospective buyer would be forgiven for wondering how the edition might be 
different from the many other Shakespeare editions that had been appearing steadily throughout 
the twentieth century. Turning a few leaves to the contents page, such a reader would likely 
have begun to feel a sense of disruption to their own sense of Shakespeare.    

Firstly, the expectation of finding the plays organised into their traditional arrangement by 
genre would be unsettled by finding that the plays had been arranged into a chronological order 
that followed from the editors’ rethinking of the dating of the plays. Browsing the contents 
page, the reader might feel a further defamiliarising effect through the retitling of many plays, 
including, for example, changing the conventional Folio title Henry VIII to All Is True, based 
on three documentary references to the title in the Jacobean period. To add further pinpricks, 
the two lost plays Love’s Labour’s Won and Cardenio were also included in the contents, alt-
hough in place of these plays only a brief account of their history is given. 

What, the reader might ask, is going on here? Reflecting on his preparatory work for the 
edition, Stanley Wells has observed that he was “determined from the start that it wouldn’t just 
be duplicating other editions” (2008). The firm resolve to depart from editorial tradition is fur-
ther indicated in Taylor’s reminiscence of his 1978 interview with Wells for the Assistant Editor 
role: 
 

[t]owards the end of the interview, I asked him whether we would “act” […] upon our own conclu-
sions, and do something that no previous edition had done, if we decided that all previous editions 
were wrong. Wells said “yes”. Neither of us, then, had any inkling of how different our edition would 
be from its predecessors (2022: 109). 

 
Clearly, Wells and Taylor were determined that their edition would be different,and were 

unabashed in their ambition to challenge the long-standing assumptions of the historical 

	
1 Walter Raleigh (1861-1922) inaugurated the project in 1904 with a proposal to OUP for an affordable Folio-
faithful edition (1904). R.B. McKerrow (1872-1940) moved the project forward with a preliminary study for his 
anticipated edition, Prolegomena for the Oxford Shakespeare (1939). Responsibility then passed to Alice Walker 
(1900-1982) following McKerrow’s death in harness before Wells’s appointment.  
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editorial tradition. While editors often have little say in the design and layout of their editions, 
the Oxford edition appears to provide a special case in that its first General Editor was able to 
influence the design and layout of the edition. As Taylor has reflected: 

 
[i]t is no surprise that most modern editors have paid little attention to design. They regard accepting 
a publisher’s house design as the price of admission to play the editorial game. But unlike most 
editors, some general editors may be able to influence a publisher’s design of the container. Stanley 
Wells is one such general editor (2022: 108). 
 
In this paper, I argue that the Oxford paratexts express the edition’s radical arguments 

through being placed in dialogue with the First Folio. The Oxford paratexts, I argue, work as 
authorising arguments that challenge the dominant assumptions of an inherited editorial tradi-
tion that had its origin in Heminges and Condell’s First Folio. In seeking to cut through the 
accretions of its interpretive cues, the Oxford paratexts thus return to the origins of a long-
cherished tradition, building on and reshaping the Folio’s original paratexts to reflect their own 
cultural moment.   

Andrew Murphy (2006) has argued that many of the Oxford edition’s most radical interven-
tions can be situated unproblematically within conventional editorial practice. Many of its con-
troversial aspects, Murphy observed, “have more in common with the concerns of nineteenth-
century Shakespeare scholarship than with the concerns of postmodern literary theory” (2006: 
169). Where it is possible to identify certain traces of postmodern theory, the editors “fall short 
of pursuing that agenda in a fully rigorous manner and may, in any case, be open to interrogation 
more generally” (2006: 169). 

This viewpoint comes close to echoing a broader point made by Tanselle in his 1986 essay 
“Historicism and Critical Editing: 1979-1985”: 

 
The basic issues that confront textual critics and scholarly editors are unchanging, and the attitudes 
that may be taken toward those issues, though occasionally appearing in altered guises, remain the 
same (1986: 45). 

 
 In Tanselle’s case, however, he was writing at a time when there had been a long-established 

critical consensus on the methodological approach to Shakespearean texts. But to extend this 
view to include the Oxford edition is to blur the radical nature of its intervention. Moreover, it 
is to suggest that the cutting-edge textual theories rising to prominence in the 1970s and 80s 
were little more than reworkings of earlier ideas and could be fitted mutatis mutandis into pre-
vious models of editorial thinking that were more socially and materially oriented in their ap-
proach. As I will argue, however, the Oxford paratexts were put into service for a larger chal-
lenge to the authority of the 1623 First Folio as the authorised point of origin for the modern 
editorial tradition. Rather than an edition based on conventional editorial practice, the Oxford 
edition claimed to be, in Stanley Wells’s words, “a work of deconstruction, an attempt to see 
Shakespeare afresh, to cut through the accretions of the centuries” (quoted in Taylor 1989: 316).  

In order to “see Shakespeare afresh”, Wells and Taylor were able to draw upon the shifting 
intellectual climate of the time, to which they were active contributors in the build-up to the 
edition’s release. This critical climate opened up and sanctioned alternative ways of thinking 
about Shakespearean texts, and, following D.F. McKenzie and Jerome McGann, drew attention 
to the social and material context in which those texts were produced. The shifting paradigms 
of editorial thinking inspired Wells and Taylor and lent ballast to their challenge to the assump-
tions of the modern editorial tradition. As Wells reflected in a conference paper delivered in 
1986: 
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My colleagues and I on the Oxford Shakespeare have been laboring to create fertility where before 
there was barrenness […] we have had a few ideas of our own […] many (though not all) of them 
emanating from the fertile brain of my colleague Gary Taylor. I hope the results of our efforts will 
be an edition that, though it may be accused of ‘arrogance and eccentricity’, will visibly display the 
courage of our convictions and will come to be seen as an attempt to present readers with a truer 
image of Shakespeare’s texts than would have been possible had we not garnered and planted the 
seeds sown by our predecessors and colleagues (1988: 312-13).     

 
It is the contention of this paper that the evidence of that “fertility” and the source of those 

ideas in the Oxford Complete Works are most clearly discernible in the edition’s physical dress-
ing. The Oxford paratexts serve to subtly recalibrate the reader’s expectations and bring them 
in line with the new ideas put forward that were in dialogue with contemporary developments 
in textual theory. Aiming to naturalise the critical arguments that laid down the gauntlet to its 
contemporary editorial tradition, the edition’s physical dressing authorised fresh new ways of 
thinking about Shakespearean texts that have continued to influence subsequent editions ever 
since.  
 
 
‘London from Southwark’ and the Droeshout Portrait 
 
Before the book was lifted from the shelf, the Oxford edition’s spine was the only surface vis-
ible to the prospective buyer. The narrow space was dominated by one part of a horizontal 
painting which was centred on a contemporary rendering of Shakespeare’s Globe. Curious to 
learn more, in taking the book from the shelf the reader would then be confronted with a pro-
spect of “London from Southwark” which dominated the edition’s front cover. The painting, 
attributed to an unknown Dutch artist, offers an expansive view over London around the year 
1600. In contemplating this view, the reader stands outside, and is invited to step further inside, 
turning the pages to begin imagining the unfamiliar world in which Shakespeare’s works were 
produced and performed. The process of reorienting the reader’s expectations thus begins be-
fore the reader has glanced beyond the front cover, where the process of attuning the reader to 
Taylor’s injunction is continued: 
 

We can -- and indeed should, if we wish to gain the most from our encounters with his art -- famil-
iarize ourselves with the conditions of Shakespeare’s time, try to think like Elizabethans; but we will 
always remain moderns, acting the part of Elizabethans (1987: 3).   

 
Taylor’s injunction here draws on the new historicist thinking of the 1980s in seeking to 

loosen the hard fence separating literature and history that had been a fixing point of the New 
Criticism. Moreover, an investment in history may have surprised the edition’s early readers, 
who were likely accustomed to a preceding critical idiom that separated literature from the 
slime of history. The idea of the “literary” text as floating free from its determinate historical 
conditions, however, is disrupted in Taylor’s approach, which was invested in removing the 
boundaries between literature and history. As Lindenberger observed in 1984, noting the dis-
tinction between the “old” and “new” histories:       
 

The older history could take for granted the integrity and autonomy of the work of art; the scholar’s 
task was to provide a suitable background of sources, details of publication, and biographical mate-
rials, as well as an accurate text, to enshrine the work within its appropriate tradition. By contrast, 
the new history has no illusions about a work’s unity, autonomy, or, for that matter, its need for 
enshrinement (1984: 17). 
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The “scholar’s task” in the old history can be seen as beginning with the literary text as an 
historical document divided and to some extent sealed off from social and cultural documenta-
tion. This way of thinking is usefully expressed in a 1970 essay by Harold Brooks, the longest 
serving general editor of the Arden 2 series. Reflecting on the editor’s task, Brooks remarked 
that it was “obvious that literature must be approached at first-hand, in the texts, and not pri-
marily through literary historians and critics” (1970: 97). In contrast, the hard fence between 
literature and history collapses in Taylor’s conception of the editor’s task: 
 
 Like biography, historiography, or archaeology, the editing of works of literature is an attempt to 

understand the past, and to make that past more accessible to our own contemporaries. And the nec-
essary first step in understanding the works of an author is to understand the circumstances in which 
and the means by which those works were first composed and then transmitted to us (1987: 3).   

 
In this approach, the editor is no longer primarily concerned to recover the self-sufficiency 

of autonomous texts, but rather to position those texts as products of historical contingency. As 
David Scott Kastan observed in 1988, reflecting on the wave of influence of New Historicism 
in North America and Cultural Materialism in Thatcherite Britain:  
 

A putatively disinterested formalism has been succeeded by a charged contextualization that seeks, 
instead of formal unity, the gaps and contradictions testifying to a text’s immersion in a history that 
crucially affects its production and reception (1988: 694). 

 
One of the most compelling ways in which this critical shift from formalist principles to a 

“charged contextualization” was played out in the Oxford Complete Works was through its mis-
en-page design. Once the reader had passed by the defamiliarising view of early modern Lon-
don presented on its front cover, curiously turning the first few pages, they were soon con-
fronted by Martin Droeshout’s familiar engraving of Shakespeare, which would begin to set the 
Oxford edition in dialogue with the First Folio. If the reader had been tempted at this point to 
compare how the frontispiece is presented in both editions, they may have noted how the sur-
rounding text is contrastingly arranged around the portrait, a modification which appeared to 
satisfy certain critical assumptions.  

In the Folio arrangement, resting above the portrait are three familiar components of text, 
which advertise the edition as “Mr William Shakespeares Comedies, Histories, & Tragedies. 
Published according to the True Originall Copies”, while on the facing page is Ben Jonson’s 
accompanying poem “To the Reader”. In a significant interpretive move, the headline titles are 
all notably absent in the Oxford edition. In the empty space left over, the Droeshout engraving 
is raised to the top of the page, while Jonson’s poem moves from the facing page to fit tightly 
beneath the portrait, bringing that poem into a closer dialogic relation. The reader thus appears 
to be invited to look once again on Shakespeare’s book.   

As an interpretive cue for the edition’s readership, the absence of the Folio’s headline title 
“Published according to the True Originall Copies” authorises a radical shift from an invest-
ment in hypothetical “Originall Copies” to the prompt-book as a socialised script that was 
“communally prepared for communication to a wider public” (Taylor 1987: 15). Moreover, the 
absence of the Folio categories “Comedies” and “Tragedies” distances Shakespeare from the 
grand literary tradition in keeping with the editorial argument for Shakespeare as a man of the 
theatre, while the removal of the Folio’s label “Histories” authorises the call for “a proper sen-
sitivity to the individuality of the eight plays huddled in this anachronistic chronological ghetto” 
(Taylor 1987: 38).     
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The Contents Page 
 
Turning a few further pages to the contents page, above the chronological ordering of Shake-
speare’s works, the reader of the first edition is presented with four preliminary sections: a “List 
of Illustrations”, the “General Introduction”, “Contemporary Allusions to Shakespeare”, and 
“Commendatory Poems and Prefaces”. As this section will argue, what is most noteworthy 
about the three sections hedged around the General Introduction is that they serve to naturalise 
and reinforce the editorial argument which the General Introduction sets in motion. In other 
words, the three sections aim to reorient the reader’s expectations to naturalise and authorise 
the arguments put forward in the General Introduction and the accompanying volume A Textual 

Companion (1987). 
What makes that reorientation process necessary is the way in which the Oxford edition both 

objects and responds to the dominant critical assumptions of modern standard editions. A dis-
comfort with the received tradition is clearly expressed by Taylor’s observation in the edition’s 
Textual Companion: 
 

The gradual elevation of Shakespeare within the hierarchy of English and then of world literature 
has transformed him into the central exemplar of literary permanence and perfection, an artist some-
how apart from all others (1987: 19; see Taylor 1989). 

 
Much of the disruption to the reader’s expectations in approaching the Oxford edition can 

be explained in the way that it departs from this starting point. Rather than presenting a solitary 
Shakespeare whose works were patterns of “literary permanence and perfection”, Wells and 
Taylor aimed at what they believed was a truer image of Shakespeare: a man deeply engaged 
with and dependent on the social context in which his works, far from permanent and perfect, 
bear witness to indeterminacy and historical contingency. To fine-tune the reader’s expectations 
to match the new paradigm, the three preliminary sections which accompany the edition’s Gen-
eral Introduction carry out crucial interpretive work.  

The list of illustrations, for example, which heads the four sections above the chronology of 
Shakespeare’s works, turn readers’ attention to the physical locations in which Shakespeare’s 
plays were originally performed. Interspersed within the edition’s General Introduction, the 
reader encounters images of original sites of performance, such as the Hall of the Middle Tem-
ple in London, and Johannes de Witt’s copied sketch of the Swan Theatre made around 1596. 
The face of Richard Burbage in portrait also encourages readers to imagine the plays as they 
were first performed in the London playhouses, written not with an eye on futurity but rather 
to please theatre audiences and rooted to their historical circumstances. 

The two sections between the General Introduction and list of “The Complete Works” again 
serve to ground Shakespeare within his historical context. “Contemporary Allusions to Shake-
speare” draws attention to major events in Shakespeare’s life, the effect of which is to chip 
away at the notion of a solitary genius whose works sprang from spontaneous acts of organic 
creation. The list notes such documentary evidence as the record of Shakespeare not having 
paid his taxes in 1597, and also having been named as storing grain and malt (purchasing and 
holding it to resell at increased prices) in his native Stratford in 1598. In the same way, the 
“Commendatory Poems and Prefaces” (1599-1640) draw readers’ attention to how Shakespeare 
was perceived by his contemporaries. The chosen poems and prefaces included selections from 
both Folio and quarto sources, which raised the authority of and directed readers to the other 
surviving witnesses to what Shakespeare originally wrote for the early modern stage.     

Placed immediately after the General Introduction, these two sections appear as the final 
tuning pieces to enable the user to take an imaginative leap into the circumstances in which 
Shakespeare’s plays were produced:  
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Shakespeare’s work is firmly rooted in the circumstances of its conception and development. Its 
initial success depended entirely on its capacity to please the theatre-goers (and, to a far lesser extent, 
the readers) of its time; and its later, profound impact is due in great part to that in-built need for 
constant renewal and adaptation that belongs especially to those works of art that reach full realiza-
tion only in performance (Wells 1986: xiii). 

 
The message to the reader was clear: a full appreciation of Shakespeare’s art was only pos-

sible through an experience of his plays in performance, so that to read a text as a literary 
artefact was somehow to misrepresent him. In emphasising Shakespeare’s work as “firmly 
rooted to the circumstances of its conception and development”, however, Wells was also ob-
jecting to the way he believed that the modern editorial tradition confusingly mixed together 
those works as both theatrical and literary artefacts. As Wells later remarked in an essay on the 
issue of editorial intervention:  
 

In the attention that editors have given to the staging of plays by Shakespeare and his contemporaries 
they have, to a greater or lesser degree, treated the texts as theatrical artefacts; but at the same time 
they have often treated them simultaneously as literary artefacts, presenting them as texts for reading 
rather than performing (1991: 40). 

 
Thus disrupting the status of Shakespeare’s plays as “literary artefacts”, Wells was also chal-

lenging a critical tradition that was associated with the establishment of English as an academic 
subject, and it is worth noting that at no stage of Wells’s career has he been part of an academic 
English department. The rise of new socio-textual theories inspired by D.F. McKenzie and Je-
rome McGann further authorised Wells and Taylor’s emphasis on Shakespeare as a man of the 
theatre. Whereas the play understood as a “literary artefact” presupposed a concern with the 
author’s foul-papers, an interest in plays as “theatrical artefacts” shifted attention to the com-
pany prompt-book, which Taylor described as “a socialized text, one which has been commu-
nally prepared for communication to a wider public” (1987: 15). In Wells’s Introduction, 
Shakespeare’s own papers were described as “including loose ends, duplications, inconsisten-
cies, and vagueness”, whereas certain prompt-books represented “the play as close to the state 
in which it appeared in Shakespeare’s theatre as we can get” (1986: xxxiii).  
 
 
Chronological Order and The Complete Works 
 
The Oxford Shakespeare was the first edition to depart from the Folio’s division of the plays 
into genres and present readers with a list of Shakespearean works in presumed chronological 
order. Both the preceding major complete-works editions, Blakemore Evan’s Riverside Shake-
speare (1974) and Alfred Harbage’s Pelican Shakespeare (1956-1967), were happy to follow 
the standard practice of organising the works into the traditional Folio categories. But the reader 
who had grown accustomed to the Folio distinctions would likely have been surprised when 
confronted with Wells and Taylor’s chronological arrangement. Why the sudden change?  

To answer this question, it is worth turning to Edmond Malone (1741-1812), who was the 
first editor to attempt to produce a chronological arrangement of Shakespeare’s works. 
Malone’s first contribution to Shakespeare scholarship “An Attempt to Ascertain the Order in 
which the Plays of Shakespeare were Written” appeared in volume one of Johnson and 
Steevens’ ten-volume Plays of William Shakespeare (1778). His choices were eventually re-
vised and republished in 1790, with a further revision published posthumously in 1821 (see 
Stern 2023). In his first version, Malone observed that  
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while it has been the endeavour of all his editors and commentators to illustrate his obscurities, and 
to regulate and correct his text, no attempt has been made to trace the progress and order of his plays 
(1778: 270). 

 
The reason why there had been no such attempt was soon made clear: “[t]he materials for 

ascertaining the order in which his plays were written, are indeed so few, that, it is to be feared, 
nothing very decisive can be produced on this subject” (1778: 271). It is worth noting here that 
Malone’s method of gathering and combining internal and external data about the plays serves 
to illustrate the continuing uncertainties about the evidence and methodologies used to date the 
canon. As Tiffany Stern has observed, following his three contributions, “[w]e have been using 
Malone’s chronological methodology, and often his results, ever since” (2023: 1). 

Edward Dowden (1843-1913) later turned to the problems of chronology in his Shakspere, 

His Mind and Art (1875), and added a speculative chronological table in his Shakspere Primer 

(1877). Dowden’s arrangement was invested in Shakespeare’s artistic development, and it is 
notable that the plays are arranged in generic clusters. E.K. Chambers’ later William Shake-

speare: A Study of Facts and Problems (1930) also offered a proposed chronology, which 
acknowledged Dowden’s own “admirable treatment” of the subject (1930: 251). The evidence 
Chambers called upon for dating the plays included: Francis Meres’ Palladis Tamia (1598), 
used “to segregate a considerable group of comparatively early works”; entries in the Station-

ers’ Register; the title-pages of printed editions; Philip Henslowe’s “Diary”, as well as inde-
pendently recorded performances at the Inns of Court and in public theatres.  

Chambers shared with Dowden an interest in generic categories as well as Shakespeare’s 
artistic development. The plays Henry IV and The Merry Wives, for example, were grouped 
together as sharing “a common vein of realistic comedy”, and As You Like It and Twelfth Night 
similarly possessed “a common vein of courtly comedy”. As with Malone, Chambers acknowl-
edged the provisional nature of a chronological arrangement, but nevertheless believed that “it 
is possible to arrive at an outline conception of Shakespeare’s development, as regards both 
dramatic temper and the use of language”. Dowden and Chambers’ approach to chronology 
was thus based on a critical investment in Shakespeare’s temperament, and the generic catego-
ries offered evidence for the nature of his artistic development.       

In contrast, and coherent with the Oxford editors’ principle of rooting Shakespeare to his 
historical conditions, Taylor observed in the Textual Companion that the early Oxford chronol-
ogy was influenced by three interlocking factors, all of which were related to the plague and 
the closure of the theatres in mid-1592: the change in company size, Shakespeare’s turn to 
rhyme, and Henry Chettle’s famous attack on Shakespeare. The size of the company was sig-
nificant for Taylor, as he noted that the early plays The Taming of the Shrew, Titus Andronicus, 
and the three Henry VI plays all required large casts, and “all were performed, or at the very 
least might have been written in whole or part, before the closure of the theatres in mid-1592” 
(1987: 95). From this and other detailed stylistic evidence, Taylor concluded that these plays 
were likely written before company structures were reduced after the “devastating effects on 
the London acting profession of the long interregnum caused by the plague” (1987: 124).  

In addition, Taylor argued that the plague and the closure of the London theatres (1592-3) 
were likely to have inspired an upturn in Shakespeare’s fondness for rhyme. Focusing attention 
on the plague poems Venus and Adonis and Lucrece, Taylor argued for a sudden increase in 
Shakespeare’s use of rhyme from 1594-7 (the so-called “lyric period”), which then diminished 
with temporal distance from the plague poems. Turning from the study of internal evidence to 
the wider historical context, Taylor challenged Malone’s findings that the use of poetry was a 
conspicuous stylistic feature of Shakespeare’s early career. Unhappy with Malone’s suggestion 
that Shakespeare’s earliest plays contain the most rhyme, Taylor shifted the axis to the plague 
as a watershed moment in Shakespeare’s use of rhyme. Produced around the years 1594-5, for 
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Taylor, were Venus and Adonis, Lucrece, and a cluster of “lyrical” plays with a high verse 
content – Love’s Labour’s Lost, Richard II, Romeo, Dream -- indicating Shakespeare’s turn to 
poetry at the time of the plague and the suspension of theatre performances.   

Taylor also floated the conjecture that Henry Chettle’s famous attack on Shakespeare en-
couraged a shift from collaboration to sole-authorship. With varying degrees of certainty, Tay-
lor proposed that the plays which antedated Greene’s Groatsworth of Wit (1592), The Shrew, 
the three plays on Henry VI and Titus, were suspected collaborations. As there is “no good 
evidence of any collaboration for a full decade after”, Taylor concluded that “by abandoning 
collaboration, and writing a serious classical narrative poem, Shakespeare demonstrated that he 
did not need to adorn himself with anybody else’s feathers” (1987: 97; see Loughnane 2016).   

Andrew Murphy has noted that R. B. McKerrow, after accepting the general editorial mantle 
of a putative Oxford Complete works project in the 1920s, tentatively proposed a chronological 
order in a letter to Kenneth Sisam, in which he asked: “Would you be horrified if I suggest [sic] 
that it is time to abandon the Folio order and print the plays chronologically?” (1929). McKer-
row’s suggestion and Sisam’s positive response led Murphy to observe that arranging the works 
chronologically appeared an entirely conventional editorial practice. For Murphy, reflecting on 
the critical reception of the Oxford edition twenty years after its publication, the central objec-
tion to its chronological arrangement related to issues of practicality – the ease of navigating 
the texts – rather than of theory.  

This seems, however, to elide the way the Oxford contents page built its own argument, 
acting as a guide to interpretation and encouraging a way of thinking which fundamentally 
disrupted conventional editorial practice. The break with the Folio’s divisions, for example, 
underscored a dissatisfaction with an atemporal order of Shakespeare’s works. To be sure, the 
reasons for their objection to the Folio categories were later made clear by Taylor: 
 

The First Folio’s failure to date Shakespeare’s work did not so much reshape his canon as unshape 
it. Upon the resulting shapeless assortment the editors then imposed an artificial tripartite division 
which itself obscured rather than illuminated the structure and nature of the plays (1987: 37).  

 
In short, the problem for Taylor was that the Folio’s “malaise of classification” (1987: 38) 

uprooted Shakespeare from his cultural moment and cued his place within a grand literary tra-
dition. As the first collected edition of his works, the First Folio was the foundation on which 
centuries of criticism had been shaped by its assumptions of a literary dramatist somehow float-
ing beyond the urgencies and contradictions of his own cultural moment. For Taylor, the Folio 
categories had “surely contributed to the subsequent fruitless centuries-long critical preoccupa-
tion with decorums of genre” (1987: 38). Pairing these words with the Oxford contents page, it 
is possible to see the chronological order as not so much a navigational device as an expression 
of its editorial argument. As Joseph A. Howley has argued, in relation to the historical shift in 
purpose of the table of contents: 
 

Although the table of contents becomes a conventional element of Western books, its role shifts: 
supplanted as a navigational device [by the index], it now functions also as an advertisement, not 
only of the book’s content, but of the hierarchies, structure, and intent of the author’s project (2019: 
76, 78). 

 
More than an instructive signpost, the Oxford chronology worked to breach the seemingly 

transparent narrative presented by the Folio’s presentation. In doing so, it authorised and drew 
attention to new interpretive vistas which followed from a simple rearrangement of the mis-en-
page. In other words, a simple change of title or a grouping of certain plays to exploit their 
perceived connections disrupted the historical editorial tradition and provided fertile routes for 
critical re-evaluations. 



Designing Paratexts 

	 	 21 

Perhaps the most significant outcome of the Oxford chronology was its removal of the Fo-
lio’s event-based historical sequence of Shakespeare’s history plays. E. M. W. Tillyard’s (1889-
1962) influential book The Elizabethan World Picture (1944), which drew on the work of Tudor 
mythographers such as Edward Hall and Polydore Vergil, had argued for Shakespeare’s two 
tetralogies as forming an eight-part epic that pictured history as a repeating cycle of sin, pun-
ishment, and redemption. This conservative view, however, was to be the subject of a major 
revision effort in the 1980s, and the Oxford editors were quick to integrate their own editorial 
response to Tillyard’s rapid fall from favour. Instead of approaching the histories as a Til-
lyardian eight-part epic, to break them apart and separate them within a chronology of compo-
sition was to destabilise their customary unity and point to their value as independent plays. 
Indeed, for Taylor, the two tetralogies created from the Folio arrangement’s “accident of jux-
taposition” inhibited a critical appreciation of the eight plays’ separate artistic integrity, which 
had been occluded by their enclosure within an “anachronistic chronological ghetto” (1987: 
38).  

It is worth observing here that John Jowett, voicing the same unease with the Folio’s tripar-
tite division, dedicated a section of his later monograph Shakespeare and Text to “The Folio as 
Representation and Misrepresentation” (2007: 84-92). Discussing the Folio’s arrangement of 
the plays, Jowett observed that “the Folio organized the range of Shakespeare’s plays in an 
arbitrary way that remains familiar today and yet creates difficulties in seeing some of the plays 
for what they are”. For Jowett, “what they are” was misrepresented by the Folio’s narrowly 
confined categories “Comedies” and “Tragedies” which masked Shakespeare as an experi-
mental playwright to promote the marketable idea of his totality and sole-eminence. Moreover, 
unhappy with the Folio’s arrangement of the “Histories” by chronology of reign, Jowett further 
argued that  

 
A grand narrative transcending the individual play is implied by the organization of the plays in the 
order of the events they portray, and in the standardization of titles to display the individual plays 
and ‘parts’ of sequences as centred on the figure of the king (2007: 87).    

 
In this way, a posthumously imposed order of royal succession augmented the view that each 

play was a smaller tessera of a larger mosaic. For Jowett, the Folio presentation of the histories 
thus imposed a grand récit that sowed the myth of Shakespeare as the grand poet of the English 
nation. Moreover, the titular emphasis on the king left little space for “the local, the demotic, 
the anti-heroic, the comic, the conscience-stricken, all aspects of the history plays as we en-
counter them individually” (2007: 87). A good example of the way that the Folio’s arrangement 
of the histories had been internalised by centuries of editorial practice can be found in A.R. 
Humphreys’ Arden 2 edition of 1 Henry IV (1960). Offering a summative statement of the play, 
Humphreys observed that 
 

Serious and comic themes are entwined by many other echoes and links. They unite in a vision of 
national life both broad and deep, and are expressed in a style of extraordinary energy, whether in 
serious verse or comic prose. This vision of national life has its comprehensive geographical range 
and its long perspectives of time […] The great idea of England is woven from all these themes 
(1960: xlix).    

 
For the Oxford editors in the 1980s, a chronology of composition fractured this sense of 

Shakespeare as the national poet and encouraged readers to experience the histories rather as a 
disparate cluster of independent plays. By drawing attention to the demands placed on Shake-
speare to cater for his own repertoire, the Oxford chronology notably disrupted the customary 
order of the first tetralogy, placing Titus Andronicus between 2, 3 Henry VI, and 1 Henry VI 

and Richard III. In the same way, the second tetralogy was disrupted by both The Merry Wives 
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and Much Ado. As they appeared on the contents page, the reader was thus encouraged to see 
the scattered histories as independent plays that Shakespeare had little interest in presenting as 
smaller pieces of a larger whole. When consulting the contents page for direction to plays, 
readers would thus have been reminded of the place a play occupied in Shakespeare’s order of 
composition, a reminder which would reinforce the assumption of the plays as independent 
from any grand récit that elided the individuality of each text. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Oxford Shakespeare began with the desire to depart from an ossified editorial tradition. 
Part of what drove a determination to be new was that in the late 1970s a gap was emerging 
between the traditional expectations of a standard edition of Shakespeare’s works and the sur-
rounding intellectual climate which was growing weary of and even antagonistic towards their 
fundamental critical assumptions. Through a focus on the paratextual notations and interface 
design of the Oxford edition, this paper has explored some of the ways in which the edition 
challenged the dominant assumptions authorised by the 1623 First Folio’s paratextual elements, 
and in doing so allowed the Oxford editors to open up new windows for editors of Shakespear-
ian texts. 

One of the most significant departures from the modern tradition was the edition’s primary 
focus on the plays as they were performed on the early modern stage. But to take the imagina-
tive leap back to the plays in performance was only to reconfigure the hypothetical ideal as an 
original performance rather than what the author originally wrote. According to the Oxford 
editors, the Folio paratexts celebrated Shakespeare as a literary figure floating beyond his his-
torical circumstances, so that the paratextual genuflections of the Folio distorted the reality of 
Shakespeare as a man firmly rooted to his cultural moment.  

One of the most striking ways in which the break with tradition was announced was through 
the use of the Folio’s Droeshout portrait. By removing certain components of texts and bringing 
others into a clearer dialogic relationship, the Oxford edition challenged the modern tradition 
at its source, suggesting that the Folio’s paratextual materials had presented a transparent sur-
face to futurity. The Oxford editors drew attention to this sense of the Folio as authorising a 
narrative of literary cachet that distorted Shakespeare as a man of the theatre rooted to his his-
torical circumstances. No longer a man who forged works which sprang from spontaneous acts 
of organic creation, Shakespeare was to be recognised as a man living under the pressure of 
writing for the theatre, forgetting on occasions to pay his taxes, and storing corn and malt in his 
native Stratford.  

An interest in Shakespeare and the mundane was significant in the way that it aimed to cut 
away the cultural accretions of the Folio tradition. For Wells, the subsequent editorial tradition 
had confusingly mixed Shakespeare’s works together as both literary and theatrical artefacts. 
If the Folio was the springboard for the lofty heights that Shakespeare had achieved, then the 
Oxford edition served to redress the balance in favour of a quotidian dramatist under pressure 
to please the early modern theatregoers of his time. It would be hard to overestimate the impact 
of the Oxford edition’s theatrical force as it objected to a tradition of seeing the plays as literary 
artefacts. The twentieth-century emphasis on Shakespeare as primarily a poetic genius had of 
course been bolstered by the drive to establish English as an academic subject in higher educa-
tion. But the new emphasis on the theatre in a prominent complete-works edition was to begin 
the editorial fracturing of Shakespeare as the celebrated artist of literary permanence and per-
fection. 

For the Oxford editors, one of the most influential and misguided assumptions that the Fo-
lio’s divisions had encouraged was an insensitivity to the individuality of the eight plays 
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labelled as ‘Histories’. Puncturing the Folio’s seemingly transparent narrative of a chronology 
by reign, in its chronology by composition the Oxford edition opened new windows for critical 
re-evaluations of the histories, not as smaller tesserae of a larger mosaic, but as independent 
plays to be considered on their own terms. If the Folio categories had imposed a grand récit 
serving to bolster Shakespeare’s reputation as a national poet, then a chronology by composi-
tion offered an effective tool to begin destabilising the idea of Shakespeare as the poetic totem 
of the English nation. 

Rather than serving as an aid to support the reader’s navigation of the edition, the chronology 
by composition aimed to subtly recalibrate the readers’ expectations when it came to a major 
edition of Shakespearian works. Readers were immediately discouraged from seeing Shake-
speare as a classically inflected genius and were instead invited to picture a man responsive to 
his immediate historical circumstances. The Folio’s categories, it appeared, were little more 
than a posthumously imposed container that had elevated Shakespeare above his quotidian cir-
cumstances. Just as Wells and Taylor were interested in “getting back” to the play in perfor-
mance, so too a chronology by composition offered a way of moving beyond the material dis-
tortions of the Folio’s paratexts and back to the historical circumstances in which Shakespeare’s 
plays were performed.  
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“Whatever you do, buy”: 
Investigating the Role of the First Folio in 
Co-Producing “the Shakespeare Brand” 
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In a 1969 lecture on literary theory, Michel Foucault first introduced the notion of the author as 
a function of discourse. An author’s name - he observed - does not refer to a specific historical 
person more than an indication, a gesture, a finger pointed at someone might be considered the 
equivalent of a description (Foucault 1986: 105). The point that Foucault was making bears 
interesting affiliations with the phenomenon of branding, which can be seen in some ways as 
the popular counterpart of the critical operation that Michel Foucault was describing. Much like 
a sign or an icon, an author’s name retains great semantic autonomy from the author as a bio-
graphical entity and can be used as a tool for reshaping the associations of objects that become 
linked with it (Holland 2011). When clusters of functional and emotional values are formed 
around a specific name, then a new brand is created.  

In recent years, “the Shakespeare brand” has offered scholars and marketers a compelling 
notion with which to acknowledge Shakespeare’s commercial and cultural value. In 2007, 
Douglas Lanier provocatively referred to Shakespeare as to “the Coca-Cola of canonical cul-
ture” (2007: 93), alluding to the possibility of situating Shakespeare within the field of brand 
studies. The idea was most recently contested by Kate Rumbold, who denied the possibility of 
recognizing ‘Shakespeare’ as a brand, as it is neither the result of a corporate effort nor the 
work of an individual in control of the name ‘Shakespeare’ (Rumbold 2011). Nevertheless, the 
term has proved particularly useful in illuminating the productive tension between Shake-
speare's name as a marker of authorial identity and its commercial and cultural deployment. 
The notion of brand provides scholars with the opportunity to reflect on aspects that are quite 
close to their personal experience, such as Shakespeare's unusual leverage in academic publish-
ing, employment and student recruitment. Taking up on this discussion, this paper examines 
some of the different ways through which the 1623 First Folio has contributed to the creation 
and the expansion of the impression of an overarching ‘Shakespeare’ brand. The aim is to show 
how different aspects of the First Folio have led to the creation of a cultural icon whose worth 
transcends the content and the literary value of Shakespeare’s works, underwriting his currency 
in popular culture and securing his commercial value. 
 
 
“What’s in a name?” Brand experience and Shakespeare’s cultural iconicity  
 
A traditional view of branding defines a brand as a “name, term, design, symbol, or any other 
feature that identifies one seller’s good or service as distinct from those of other sellers” 
(Rowles, 2022). Originally, the word brand was derived from the Old Norse word brandr, 
meaning ‘to burn’, and was used to refer to the practice of marking cattle by burning the owner’s 
brand onto them. Throughout the years, this idea of branding has been developed to factor in a 
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far more extensive set of considerations. Namely, the thoughts, feelings and perceptions that 
come to be associated with a brand. This set of considerations builds up a brand’s image, as 
well as what is often referred to as brand experience, that is how people feel when engaging or 
interacting with a brand. In a recent study, Daniel Rowles draws an interesting parallel between 
brand and personality, framing brand experience as the process through which consumers can 
experience the “personality” of a product (Rowles 2022: 7). I am here highlighting this idea of 
personality because much of what has been written about Shakespeare the author, and the way 
he has been perceived since the very start of the myth-making process that has led him to be-
come a cultural icon, has been built by strengthening brand experience.  

Surely, when it comes to assessing brand perception and brand reinforcement strategies, it 
is important to understand that today’s world is very different from what it was in Shakespeare’s 
time. For one, brand experience in the 21st century is almost entirely digitally mediated. Indeed, 
our ability to engage with and research into a brand has been boosted by the advent of social 
and digital media, which have acquired a crucial role in the decision-making process behind 
brand engagement. As a result, marketing strategies have evolved towards increased customer 
interaction. Today, consumers are offered several opportunities to deeply experience a brand 
through the increasing exposure to marketing materials and to the assessment of customer sat-
isfaction. Branding literature has recently developed many useful constructs and tools to assess 
the effectiveness of these strategies, which include brand personality, brand community, brand 
trust and brand attachment (Carroll and Ahuvia 2006; McAlexander et al. 2002; Thomson et al. 
2005). Surprisingly, what these studies all seem to be agreeing on is that many brand-building 
and brand-developing strategies date quite far back in time. So, for example, the idea of refresh-
ing brand experience through the regular introduction of new products to attract new customers 
as well as keep existing customers engaged and provide them with continuous opportunities for 
brand experience is a strategy that we would have quite easily found in Shakespeare’s time. 
This is indeed the case of the First Folio.  

One of the ways the Shakespeare brand has achieved continuity and increasing engagement 
is indeed through the printing of several different editions of Shakespeare’s work, that are in 
themselves also a precious indicator of the increasing solidity of the brand. Traditionally, the 
solidity of a brand is measured by assessing the general opinion that consumers hold of its 
products, in order to work out what this means in regard to potential sales. This is a procedure 
that we can try to apply to the Shakespeare brand in order to evaluate how its popularity has 
evolved over time. Nevertheless, as we delve deeper into history, the process becomes increas-
ingly challenging. Indeed, even if we do have sources that can help us determine the general 
consensus among the reading public and the audience of Shakespeare’s plays at the time the 
First Folio edition of his work was issued, it is important to acknowledge that these sources 
offer a partial and often disputed view of public opinion. Indeed, even what might initially seem 
like a straightforward task, that of drawing a distinction between the readers of Shakespeare’s 
work and the audience attending his plays, can prove particularly complex and challenging. In 
marketing terms, it is very difficult to distinguish the users of a product, the Folio, from those 
of another product from the same brand, like the quartos. Our tools of investigation, thus, cannot 
rely on the assessment of customer experience, at least not from an age which it is impossible 
for us to analyse comprehensively. What this study will do, instead, is look at how the Shake-
speare brand was constructed and expanded by increasing the opportunities for brand experi-
ence.  

How do consumers experience a brand? The answer to this question is partially the same 
both for a contemporary audience and the audience in the Elizabethan and Jacobean Age: 
through the bridge of iconicity. Whether a person, an object, or a company either real or fic-
tional, icons provide us with anchors of meaning to rely on in our everyday experience of soci-
ety (Hirschman 2010). According to Douglas Holt (2004), who has elaborated the first 
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systematic model explaining how brands are transformed into icons, cultural icons are as old as 
civilization. Yet, their mode of production has undergone significant transformations since the 
mid-19th century (Holt 2004). In premodern times, icons, usually religious, were often dissem-
inated through oral storytelling and limited written documents. Shakespeare himself lived in an 
age in which iconography and iconoclasm were significant elements of religious disputes, re-
flecting the broader theological and cultural conflicts of the Protestant Reformation in England. 
These issues influenced not only religious practice but also the political and social dynamics of 
that age, and they found resonance in some of Shakespeare's works. 

However, the advent of modern mass communication, starting with the proliferation of 
books, magazines, and newspapers in the 19th century, followed by the rise of films in the 1930s 
and television in the 1950s, has led to a world where the circulation of cultural icons has become 
a central economic activity. The market now gravitates toward producing what people value 
most. Today, the culture industries encompass fields such as film, music, television, journalism, 
books and advertising, all of which are dedicated to cultivating and capitalizing on these cul-
tural icons. But what sets a cultural icon apart from the vast sea of cultural content generated 
by these industries? Beyond the confines of business studies, academic disciplines like anthro-
pology, sociology, history, mass communications, and film criticism have delved into the rea-
sons why cultural icons hold such profound and widespread significance in society. Consist-
ently, these studies have revealed that icons tend to represent a particular kind of narrative—a 
myth of identity—that individuals use to address their desires and anxieties about identity.  

Icons hold immense value because they carry a heavy symbolic load for their consumers. To 
put it into Holt’s words: “Icons perform the particular myth society especially needs at a given 
historical moment” (2004: 189). Take, for example, James Dean, whose body of work, personal 
life, distinctive style, and tragic demise in a car crash all contributed to creating a mysterious 
narrative of rebellion against societal norms. Considering the etymology of the term, from the 
Greek eikṓn meaning image, icons reveal a long history of shifting conceptions and approaches 
represented in different areas of academic literature. This is to say that the concept of icon from 
cultural studies differs, for example, from the way that the term is used in semiotics. The Oxford 

English Dictionary defines a cultural icon as “a person or a thing regarded as a representative 
symbol, especially of a culture or a movement” (OED, Add. sense1). The dictionary provides a 
comprehensive definition but not an explanation. How do cultural icons acquire their status of 
symbols for valued ideals? To address this question, we must first identify where icons originate 
and subsequently dissect the precise mechanisms through which icons earn their symbolic 
value. This brings into focus two aspects of cultural iconicity: cultural iterability and cultural 
legibility. 

Cultural iterability and legibility mainly describe the capacity of icons to circulate and re-
main readable even in the absence of the ‘living present’ of their context of production or their 
empirically determined set of reference. This is a feature that cultural icons share with brands. 
Indeed, much like branding, the process that leads to the creation of cultural icons is citational. 
But citational of what and how? The term ‘citation’ in modern English is generally used to 
denote instances of spoken or written discourse that reference some other act, usually linguistic. 
However, in its legal usage, citation acquires a further layer, as it presents that which is cited in 
an authoritative position. In the legal context, to cite is the equivalent of providing a set of 
directions pointing to another event or discourse considered exemplary. This is a connotation 
that is completely lost in the more general and abstract usage of the word, but which is crucial 
when it comes to framing iconicity. Cultural icons are exemplary symbols that people recognize 
as a shorthand for a set of ideas or values. Take for example the Beatles, who epitomised the 
spirit of youth rebellion and creativity, capturing the optimism and experimentation of the 

	
1Oxford English Dictionary, “icon, n.”, Oxford University Press, September 2023, https://doi.org/10.1093/ 
OED/1180364177. 
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1960s. Their music was innovative and transcendent, and their image represented a break from 
traditional norms so much that they became synonymous with the counterculture movement 
and the cultural revolution of the 1960s. This example shows how the way icons function has 
very much to do with the legal connotation of the word citation. The process through which 
icons are created, however, is better understood through the lenses of its most traditional mean-
ing.  

In contemporary philosophical discourse, most notably in the work of Jacques Derrida 
(1988), and Judith Butler (1993), citationality is a product of iterability, which stands for “the 
reproducibility of a form and the norm that governs its intelligibility and producibility over 
distinct discursive time-spaces” (Nakassis 2012: 626). Citationality is ultimately what makes 
us accept cultural icons as symbols for valued ideals. Yet, the process that leads to the creation 
of cultural icons is extremely complex and needs to be isolated from the function they perform 
to earn their hallowed place in society. As Holt discusses in his ground-breaking work on brand-
ing strategies, today, due to the elevated circulation typical of mass media, broadcasting and 
the digitally networked culture of the internet, cultural icons have acquired a heightened mal-
leability, to the point of being nearly granted the status of biological entities (Mitchell 2007). 
Yet, research consistently indicates that the process that leads cultural icons to take on such 
intensive and pervasive meaning in society has not changed. Icons acquire their privileged po-
sition by performing a particular myth that is relevant to society at a given historical moment. 
The capacity for creating “identity myths” is thus what elevates people or objects to the immor-
tal status of icons, enabling them to function as a repository of collective values. According to 
Leslie de Chernatony, another crucial aspect to the creation of icons is that this process is not 
triggered by a product or a person’s unique features but rather by their capacity to address acute 
cultural contradictions through myth (De Chernatony 2001). As we will see, these characteris-
tics are easily identifiable when it comes to examining Shakespeare’s rise as a pre-eminent 
British icon. 

Scholars usually trace back the beginning of this process to the creation of the myth sur-
rounding his authorship (Shellard and Keenan 2016). In The Making of the National Poet 

(1992), Michael Dobson examines the construction of William Shakespeare as a national poet 
in England. The book explores how Shakespeare's reputation evolved from his lifetime to the 
present day, and how he came to be seen as a central figure in English national identity. Dobson 
delves into various factors that contributed to the establishment of Shakespeare as a cultural 
icon, including historical context, political agendas, and literary trends. He discusses the roles 
of different institutions in shaping Shakespeare’s status as a national symbol, highlighting how 
Shakespeare's plays were adapted and promoted to align with changing social, political, and 
artistic priorities. Throughout the book, Dobson presents a nuanced view of the complex pro-
cesses and motivations that contributed to the elevation of Shakespeare to the status of a “na-
tional poet”. He emphasizes that this construction was not a straightforward or linear process, 
but rather a result of multiple factors converging over time. Ultimately, Dobson’s comprehen-
sive analysis reaches similar conclusions to those evidenced by Gary Taylor in his 1989 daring, 
provocative and irreverent history of Shakespeare's reputation through the ages: Shakespeare is 
not a fixed, unchanging entity, but a malleable figure that continues to be reinvented by each 
generation of readers, performers, and creators.  

The creation of Shakespeare’s myth as the supreme example of literary genius and creative 
imagination is a perfect exemplification of this statement. In the late eighteenth century, Shake-
speare’s reputation as a natural genius started spreading in the wake of the Romantics’ embrac-
ing and mythologising of his status of literary master. One of the major consequences was that 
Shakespeare the Author began to be stripped of some the known facts of his life. According to 
Douglas Lanier (2007), the main result of this process was that it failed to address the fear of 
the predominantly biographical orientation of nineteenth-century literary criticism that 
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Shakespeare the man and Shakespeare the Author could turn into two irreconcilable entities. 
Be it a gain or a loss, Shakespeare the Author started growing into a separated entity and gained 
increasing semantic autonomy from his biographical self and his work. Yet, what if there was 
more to this process? What if it was the work that we all refer to when we seek to learn more 
about Shakespeare the man that initiated this change? If we come back to the idea of a Shake-
speare brand, is it really that unlikely that it was the posthumous publication of the First Folio 
in 1623 rather than the beginnings of the Shakespeare tourist industry to initiate the process of 
brand-making?  

The organization of David Garrick’s inaugural Stratford Jubilee festival in 1769 is often 
regarded as a first sign of the emergence of Shakespeare as a brand. Yet, my contention is that 
the process that led to the creation of the impression of an overarching Shakespeare brand had 
already been in place for some time by the moment the idea of the festival came around. If we 
were to look at the First Folio without the mystic aura of cultural significance it holds, what 
would we see? The next section sets out to explore this unusual path, approaching the First 
Folio as a literary object and a commercial product. 

 
 
Canonizing the commodity – a commercial perspective on the First Folio  
 

Despite contrasting opinions - most notably the one voiced by Kate Rumbold in her essay on 
“Brand Shakespeare” in 2011 (Rumbold 2011) – this study has already suggested that the 
Shakespeare brand does, indeed, work as a brand even if it does not strictly qualify as such. By 
brand, I am here subscribing to the definition that Leslie De Chernatony provides in the revised 
edition of his 2001 monograph, where he affirms that: “A brand […] represents a dynamic 
interface between an organization’s actions and customers’ interpretations. It can be regarded 
as a cluster of functional and emotional values which promises a unique and welcomed experi-
ence” (De Chernatony 2001: 8). As shown in the two following sections of this study, one of 
the main advantages of adopting the brand frame is that it instantly leads us to acknowledge the 
commodity status of the First Folio. Once we frame the First Folio as a commercial product, 
then the first step to better understand its position in the market and the significance it might 
have hold for potential buyers is to conduct a competitive analysis. Competitive product anal-
ysis is a widely used tool in marketing that enables to assess competitors’ products in order to 
plan appropriate strategies to outperform them. Here, the process we are trying to reconstruct 
is exactly the reverse as we do know that, somehow, Shakespeare’s First Folio ended up being 
much more successful that other literary products published in the same years (West 2001)2. 
What we do not know or, at least, what we are trying to investigate is what features of the Folio 
were so prominent to result in his transformation from one the most successful writers of his 
time into long-term cultural icon. 

Just in order to understand the context within which the first edition of the Folio is issued, it 
is important to mention that, between 1591 and 1622, versions of about half of Shakespeare’s 
plays had already been published in small, cheap quarto or octavo editions (Murphy 2007). 
Then in 1623, a large, costly folio edition collecting 36 of Mr. William Shakespeares Comedies, 

Histories, & Tragedies was published. Perhaps because of the unusual choice of format, most 

	
2 In his sales and price history of Shakespeare’s First Folio, West points out that the kind and number of sales and 
price information as well as the sources of information available differ greatly according to the period investigated. 
From the First Folio's date of publication to the date of the first recorded English book auction in 1676, the sources 
are a small number of individual references to early purchases and the amount of information is scarce. Yet, the 
documentation available is still helpful in shedding light on the marketing of the First Folio and provides a more 
comprehensive view of the emergence and ever-widening prevalence of Shakespeare's cultural presence across 
the centuries. 
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accounts of the First Folio instantly referred to the volume by drawing an analogy with Ben 
Jonson’s Workes, published earlier in folio in 1616 (Connor 2012). The two works retain some 
crucial differences. Jonson, for one, was personally in charge of collecting and remastering the 
work included in the collection, which he conceived as a totalizing and canonizing book.3 Much 
of the criticism of Jonson’s Folio does indeed treat the Workes as a unique text, whose intent is 
perhaps closer to King James's Workes - published in the same year - than to Shakespeare’s 
Folio (Riddell 2000). One of the most interesting points of difference that competitive analysis 
leads us to discover is that the two texts display a very different relationship to the marketplaces 
of the book trade and the theatre. Economists think of markets in terms of substitutability. That 
is, markets consist of those products that consumers view as substitutes based on their func-
tionality (Holt 2004: 39). A market is comprised of products that consumers consider inter-
changeable due to their similar functionality. For instance, a smartphone competes with other 
smartphones based on factors like performance, display quality, camera capabilities, battery 
life, operating system, build quality, price, ecosystem integration, innovative features, and cus-
tomer support. These factors, along with unique selling points, influence consumers' purchasing 
decisions in the competitive market. In contrast to the totalizing ambitions of Jonson’s Workes, 
the First Folio canonizes Shakespeare only insofar as it returns its buyers to the theatre to see 
his plays. Instances of this approach can be traced in the prefaces to the First Folio, where a 
great emphasis is put on the interdependency of these two aspects (Smith 2016).  

In Shakespeare’s time, publishing plays was not considered as crucial as it might be today. 
In fact, the limitations of the printing industry, censorship, patronage systems, and the prevail-
ing cultural emphasis on theatre as the primary medium for entertainment all contributed to 
relatively diminish the importance of publication. A further investigation on the choice of the 
folio format also adds to the possibility that the First Folio had rather more modest ambitions 
than Jonson’s Workes. So, for example, Francis X. Connor’s monograph charting the publica-
tion of literary folios reveals that, even though theology, history, and ancient authors did usually 
appear in folio format4, this was generally out of convenience rather than the result of a con-
scious attempt to signify the gravity of the subject matter.5 This would explain why, even by 
1623, relatively few classical folio editions had been published in England and why romances 
- hardly the genre of “highly regarded authors” – had been on the rise as a popular folio genre 
since the 1590s. Regardless, conventional accounts reading the folio format as a prestigious 
code persisted even in the face of evidence that Shakespeare’s Folio was primarily conceived 
as a commercial product. A possible explanation of this persistence can be traced to Richard 
Burt’s idea that “mass culture narratives rely on dated scholarship” and that scholars view 
Shakespeare’s writings “as timeless monuments, as literary texts in which Shakespeare was 
working toward a final draft, rather than as thriving, continuing sites of cultural production and 

	
3 “Jonson began the preparation of this definitive edition in 1612. He used the quarto texts whenever available, but 
scrupulously and systematically revised them, cutting out many marginal notes, altering the spelling, typography 
and punctuation in accordance with a consistent if somewhat pedantic plan introducing considerable editorial 
matter. The result is that this Folio edition may be regarded as authoritative. Moreover, Jonson attended the press 
while it was being printed and introduced many corrections and alterations at that time” Pforzheimer cit. inf. on 
vol. 1. 
4 According to Francis X. Connor (2014), books of classical authors in England tended to be published in octavos 
or smaller formats, perhaps in conscious imitation of the Aldine model. Virgil was never published in folio in 
England during Shakespeare's lifetime while Chapman's Homer would be published in folio, but apparently sold 
poorly: most "editions" are thus editions of unsold sheets of previous editions. Ovid and Lucan, too, were published 
in folio - albeit small folios, probably produced from smaller sheets, not appreciably larger than a quarto. 
5 Steven Galbraith (2010) uses the term “folios of necessity” to categorize books that had to appear in folio because 
their contents could not be easily contained in one smaller format volume. Similarly, he identifies some folios as 
“folios of economy” that would have been cheaper in folio than in a smaller format. Only some folios count as 
“folios of luxury”, folios made without regard to cost. While Galbraith limits his essay to literary folios, these 
concepts are useful for all early modern genres.  
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revision” (2000: 216). That is, the conventional origin story that reads the choice of the folio 
format as the result of a fundamental shift in authors' perception of their profession, may well 
be rooted in outdated interpretations. One example of this is found in Paul Collins’ The Book 

of William that provides the following:  
 

Then as now, publishing had an unspoken sumptuary code in which certain sizes, fonts, and papers 
implied certain genres. For folios that meant a work of reference, theology, or highly regarded ancient 
authors […] To print a work in folio implied a certain gravity, a confidence in the greatness of one’s 
subject. For mere poets and playwrights to use a folio was unheard of, with one crucial exception 
[…] [Ben Jonson] had the temerity to [publish his Workes] in folio and while still alive. Though 
poked at the time for vanity at puffing mere theater into Work […] Jonson’s bold act signaled a 
fundamental change in how authors understood their profession (2009: 25-26). 

 
In his account, Collins brings forth the idea that the publication of the First Folio was meant to 
monumentalize Shakespeare. This leads him to deny the commodity status of the publication 
and ends up echoing Park Honan’s statement that the printing of the First Folio “was not un-
dertaken chiefly for profit” (Honan 1999: 404).  

Other accounts downplay the marketing aspect of the book and instead present a narrative 
of the immediate popularity of the First Folio, suggesting that “foliomania” was rampant in 
1623. In the catalogue accompanying the Folger Shakespeare Library’s 2011 exhibition titled 
“Fame, Fortune, and Theft: The Shakespeare First Folio”, Steven Galbraith affirms that John 
Heminges and Henry Condell, Shakespeare's actor peers who assisted in collecting the plays 
for the First Folio, “need not have worried about sales,” and that the nine-year gap between the 
First and the Second Folio “suggests that the First Folio sold quite well” (2011: 3). Of course, 
Galbraith might here be suggesting that Heminges and Condell were not investors in strictly 
technical terms. Still, as Connor reminds us, it is important to challenge the assumption that the 
number of editions was necessarily correlated with actual sales or popularity (2012). Such a 
notion sometimes leads us to overlook that the First Folio's editors and publishers were, in fact, 
concerned about how it would be received and sold. Its success at the time of publication was 
uncertain, as David Scott Kastan aptly reminds us, emphasizing that “the commercial context 
of the Folio must not be forgotten,” and that, despite the book’s high regard today, “all that was 
clear to [Edward] Blount and his partners [who published the Folio] was that they had under-
taken an expensive publishing project with no certainty of recovering their considerable invest-
ment” (2001: 78). 

 Another aspect that may have contributed to the prestigiousness of the First Folio, is 
what Pierre Bourdieu’s calls “popular aesthetic” (Bourdieu 1984). The popular aesthetic in 
Bourdieu's framework refers to the way individuals from different social backgrounds approach 
and appreciate cultural products that are considered popular or mass-produced. According to 
Bourdieu, intellectuals can be said “to believe in the representation […] more than in the things 
represented, whereas the people chiefly expect representations and the conventions which gov-
ern them to allow them to believe ‘naively’ in the things represented” (1986: 5). While Bour-
dieu's work primarily focuses on distinctions between high culture and popular culture, his 
broader sociological framework can help elucidate why - for some - the folio format has become 
synonymous of cultural prestige. So, for example, Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital em-
phasizes that individuals possess varying degrees of cultural knowledge and exposure. Those 
with more cultural capital are more likely to appreciate high culture. In this context, the folio 
format represents a manifestation of high culture due to the historical significance acquired by 
Shakespeare’s work and its association with literary excellence. Bourdieu’s framework specu-
lates on the existence of cultural hierarchies within society. High culture is typically considered 
superior to popular culture. The folio format, being an authoritative collection of Shakespeare's 
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works, is firmly entrenched in the realm of high culture. Its perceived prestige derives from its 
position in this hierarchy, setting it apart from other formats.  

Also, according to Bourdieu’s idea of “habitus”, which supports the idea that socialization 
and life experiences shape individual perceptions and preferences, people who have been ex-
posed to Shakespeare’s works or have received an education that emphasizes their literary rel-
evance are more likely to perceive the folio format as prestigious. This exposure contributes to 
their habitus, influencing their interpretation of cultural artifacts. In short, Bourdieu’s concepts 
of cultural capital, cultural hierarchies, and habitus can help elucidate why the folio format of 
Shakespeare’s plays has come to be perceived as a prestigious code. Its association with high 
culture, its role as a marker of cultural distinction, and its appeal to an audience with a particular 
cultural habitus contribute to its prestigiousness. Whatever reason we decide to read behind the 
choice of the folio format, the fact that it proved to be particularly successful in enhancing 
Shakespeare’s mythic stature is undeniable. However, no matter the side we decide to be on, 
we need not to lose sight of the fact that the publication of the First Folio was first and foremost 
a commercial venture.  

If compared to Jonson’s Workes, whose prefaces show little sign of acknowledging its com-
modity status, concerns about the marketability of the First Folio permeate the prefatory texts 

attributed to John Heminges and Henry Condell.6 So, for example, in “To the Great Variety of 
Readers” the authors write: 

 
From the most able to him that can but spell: there you are numbered; we had rather you were 
weighed, especially when the fate of all books depends upon your capacities, and not of your heads 
alone, but of your purses. Well, it is now public, and you will stand for your privileges, we know: to 
read and censure. Do so, but buy it first. […] Judge your six-penn’orth, your shilling’s worth, your 
five shillings’ worth at a time, or higher, so you rise to the just rates, and welcome. But whatever you 
do, buy (“To the Great Variety of Readers” 2005:lxxi – emphasis mine). 

 
An earlier trace of this preoccupation can be also traced in Isaac Jaggard’s choice to advertise 
“Playes, written by M. William Shakespeare, all in one volume” in an English-language adden-
dum to the 1622 English printing of the Frankfurt Book Fair catalogue (Connor 2014: 221). 
Even before publication, it appears that the necessity to establish a sales strategy for the Folio 
had already come into play. Together, the prefatory texts initiate the work of grounding the 
book within the commercial context of the theatre. The first preface, an “Epistle Dedicatory” 
to the Earl of Pembroke and the Earl of Montgomery, presents a rather conventional dedication 
and acknowledges the Earls for elevating the plays from “trifles” to a “dignity greater” (2005: 
lxx), crediting them with inspiring the transition from the stage to the page. The book's creation 
and existence are attributed to their favour, and as such, the remains of its author, Shakespeare, 
are “most humbly consecrate” to the Earls in the hope of enhancing his reputation (“Epistle 
Dedicatory”, 2005: lxxi). Despite being rather conventional, the dedication plays an important 
role in casting the First Folio as a desirable commodity. A similar intent is pursued in the sub-
sequent text. Yet, “To the Great Variety of Readers” takes a markedly different approach and 
rhetorically bestows upon the marketplace of book buyers and theatregoers the same power 
previously bestowed upon the Earls of Pembroke and Montgomery. A possible way to read the 
word variety is indeed as a direct challenge to the notion that nobility holds the exclusive power 
to bestow dignity upon Shakespeare’s work by expanding the anticipated readership of the Fo-
lio.	7 This reading is supported by the title, which addresses a wider audience, and its opening 

	
6 Heminges and Condell's authorship of these essays has been questioned by W. W. Greg 1955: 17-18. 
7 Francis X. Connor (2012) notes that it may be worth questioning whether the juxtaposition of these essays 
responds to Shakespeare’s own critiques of the patronage system in the plays and poems, suggesting that Timon 
of Athens could be a particularly rich text upon with to base such an argument. In a similar spirit, Coppelia Kahn 
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line, which meaningfully addresses "the most able, to him that can but spell” (“To the Great 
Variety of Readers”, 2005: lxxi). The text ultimately identifies two distinct markets for the 
Folio, prefiguring the reach of the symbolic and cultural value of the commodity we have come 
to identify as Shakespeare. On one side, there is the elite marketplace of the court, on the other 
is the more heterogenous market of the common reader. This is perhaps best exemplified in the 
passage: 
 

Censure will not drive a trade or make the jack go; and though you be a magistrate of wit, and sit on 
the stage at Blackfriars or the Cockpit to arraign plays daily, know, these plays have had their trial 
already, and stood out all appeals, and do now come forth quitted rather by a decree of court than 
any purchased letters of commendation (“To the Great Variety of Readers”, 2005: lxxi). 

 
Another aspect to the prefatory texts is that they introduce the idea that Shakespeare’s repu-

tation is co-produced and depends on the contribution of a non-stratified audience (Connor 
2012). Thus, while the first preface, offers a fairly conventional dedication, the following one 
broadens the anticipated audience, appealing to the marketplace of book buyers and theatrego-
ers with the claim that “the fate of all Books depends upon your capacities” (“To the Great 
Variety of Readers”, 2005: lxxi). The publishers’ blunt appeal then moves on to define the role 
of the buyer, casting the potential reader as a “magistrate of wit”, and drawing a connection 
between the purchase of the Folio and the chance of gaining public recognition and approval 
(“To the Great Variety of Readers”, 2005: lxxi). From a rhetorical perspective, the publishers 
adopt a sophisticated strategy that must have been common to veterans used to advertising their 
theatrical performances to a playgoing audience. Thus, the choice to mention the capacity au-
diences at the Blackfriars and the Cockpit to increase the commercial appeal of the Folio as 
well as to provide further evidence of the quality of the plays collected. The failure to mention 
The Globe - the theatre most closely associated with Shakespeare and the King’s Men – is in 
this sense quite telling and may be motivated by the publishers’ intention to appeal to a more 
prosperous audience.   

As Connor notes, in advertising terms, the effort to reach a wide audience mirrors the ap-
proach one would take to attract a playgoing audience who might consider purchasing a Shake-
speare quarto: “these veteran King’s Men pitch their folio just as they would have advertised 
their theatrical performances in order to maintain the steady clientele necessary to render the 
public theaters profitable” (Connor 2012: 228). In this perspective, Heminges and Condell's 
text anticipates an overlap between audiences and playbook buyers, appealing to those who had 
previously purchased unauthorized copies.8 This practice is not exclusive to the Folio. Printed 
play quartos often acknowledged the interdependence of the theater and the book trade simply 
by mentioning the performing company's name (Connor 2012). However, it is worth noting that 
the costly folio employs a similar strategy, suggesting that it may not have primarily targeted 
an exclusive, elite market. Instead, the Folio might have been marketed to both readers and 
playgoers as an improvement over earlier pamphlet publications, all while emphasizing that 
Shakespeare’s plays originated and continued to be performed in the theatre. Indeed, as Lukas 
Erne points out discussing the Pavier quartos, we need not forget that, at the time of their pub-
lication, cheap quarto pamphlets and the expensive copies of the First Folio competed for cus-
tomers in the same marketplace (Erne 2003). One way to read the second prefatory essay, thus, 

	
affirms that through “the grammar afforded by patronage […] Shakespeare voices the appeal and the peril of 
largesse, magnificence, and royal gifts” (1987: 35). 
8 As Emma Smith points out in Shakespeare’s First Folio, the overlap between audiences and playbook buyers in 
this period has not been definitely analysed, but recorded purchases and accounts such as Sir Edward Dering’s 
strongly suggest that the two activities were aligned (2016). 
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might be as a reminder to readers and potential buyers that mere claims of cultural significance 
in the preface have little value without success in the marketplace to substantiate them. 

If the prefatory address “To the Great Variety of Readers” is central to the Folio's marketing 
strategy because it defines the Folio as part of an ongoing theatrical marketplace, other aspects 
of the book concur in establishing this work as an extension of Shakespeare’s theatrical career. 
When discussing the nature of brands, Leslie De Chernatony (2001) elaborates on the distinc-
tion between the visible part of brands - the name or logo - and the unseen value-adding pro-
cesses that build up their competitive advantages by using the “branding iceberg” (see Figure 
1). 

       

Figure 1. The branding iceberg (in de Chernatony 2001: 11) 

The branding iceberg is a visual tool that proves particularly useful in highlighting the interre-
lation of material and immaterial aspects of brands. Here, it is used to highlight how the Folio 
simultaneously constructed the impression of a larger ‘Shakespeare brand’ by creating the im-
age, both visually, in the Droeshout portrait, and verbally, in its numerous dedicatory prefaces 
and poems, of an author presiding posthumously over his work (Rumbold 2011). 

If we take the aspects discussed so far as unseen features of the Shakespeare brand, then the 
Droeshout portrait found on the frontispiece can be seen as acting as a logo or a trademark. 
Except for the engraving introducing the first four Folios, few portraits of Shakespeare have 
survived, most notably the bust on the Stratford funeral monument and the dubious revisions 
of the Chandos portrait (Honan 1999; Orlin 2021). This relative scarcity, which is easily ex-
tended to details concerning Shakespeare’s biography, has ended up endorsing the image of a 
coherent ‘Shakespeare’, whose body of work coincides with his more physical entity. The iden-
tification of the First Folio with Shakespeare’s material body is indeed reinforced through the 
use of metaphor as evident in Heminges and Condell’s claim that: 

 
Before, you were abused with divers stolen and surreptitious copies, maimed and deformed by the 
frauds and stealths of injurious impostors that exposed them, even those are now offered to your 
view cured and perfect of their limbs, and all the rest absolute in their numbers, as he conceived them 
(“To the Great Variety of Readers”, 2005: lxxi). 

 
In the essay, proximity to Shakespeare’s own intentions is constantly restated. Heminges and 
Condell’s contrasting accounts of their work as editors, however, makes the nature of the Folio 
quite elusive, casting it at once as product and a symbol of an overarching Shakespeare image. 
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When it comes to the Droeshout engraving, this sense of elusiveness is further reinforced. 
There’s a modesty to the First Folio, especially if we compare it with the elaborate title page 
illustrations of the Philip Sidney or Ben Jonson’s folios, which makes it difficult to frame it 
into a single category. On the frontispiece, no laurel wreath crowns Shakespeare’s portrait, un-
like, for example, the portrait of Thomas Middleton in Two New Plays (1657). Instead, Ben 
Jonson’s prefatory poem laments the inadequacy of the illustration, affirming that the Folio 
portrait could not “have drawn his wit”, but this may be rectified if the reader “look / Not on 
his picture, but his book” (“To the reader”, 10). If we consider it as a trademark, the iconic 
status of the Droeshout portrait is further challenged by the verbal imagery adopted in the poem, 
in which Jonson evokes a more protean Shakespeare described at once as the “Swan of Avon” 
and the celestial “constellation” and “star of poets” (“To the memory of my beloved”, 155). 
Together, the poem and the portrait add a transcendent quality to the Folio, moving the discus-
sion away from monetary concern to cast it as a monument to Shakespeare. The monumental 
image is indeed reiterated in Hugh Holland’s prefatory contribution and in Leonard Digges’ 
prefatory poem. Nonetheless, the Folio is the result of a commercial enterprise in no way dif-
ferent from Garrick’s jubilee. In Big-Time Shakespeare, Michael D. Bristol elaborates on this 
paradox affirming that “it is the belief in Shakespeare’s transcendent worth that underwrites his 
currency in popular culture and secures his commercial value” (Bristol 1996: 82). Yet, as Kate 
Rumbold observes, transcendence is created in the market. Thus, the process of elevating 
Shakespeare to the status of cultural icon and the creation of a ‘Shakespeare brand’ are both 
rooted in the publication of the Folio and actually happened in tandem (Rumbold 2011).  

To conclude, this paper has examined different aspects of the First Folio, drawing upon no-
tions of brand studies to reflect on the significance that this work had on the creation of an 
overarching Shakespeare brand. Despite the controversies surrounding this definition, “brand” 
is a helpful term with which to understand Shakespeare's cultural purchase. Indeed, by framing 
Shakespeare’s work through the notion of brand, it is possible to develop in newly profitable 
ways a whole range of associations that ‘Shakespeare’ bears in today’s society – from excel-
lence to Englishness. This study has just suggested a few examples of how this approach could 
lead scholars to shed new light on the Folio as well as to better understand the process that led 
Shakespeare to acquire a symbolic function in the world quite separate from - if partly rooted 
in - the facts of his existence and the content of his work.  
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Error and Authorship in the First Tetralogy: 

Marlowe and Shakespeare 
 
 
 

Rory Loughnane 
 
 
 
 

The version of 2 Henry VI widely available in print during Shakespeare’s lifetime is not the 
version we read, teach, and perform today. All modern editions are based upon the version 
found in the 1623 Folio edition of Shakespeare’s Comedies, Histories, & Tragedies. The ver-
sion available before that landmark publication was about one third shorter in length, and 
printed once per decade in the 1590s, 1600s, and 1610s. It was first printed anonymously in 
1594 by Thomas Creede for Thomas Millington, bearing the title The First Part of the Conten-

tion Betwixt the Two Famous Houses of York and Lancaster (hereafter Q1 or Contention). For 
modern readers familiar with the Folio text, it would be instantly recognizable in terms of its 
overall plot and there is also considerable verbal overlap between the two versions. Of course, 
this means that for early readers familiar with the quarto text, the Folio text would have been 
similarly recognizable; that is, the two versions are recognizably versions of each other. The 
relationship between the two versions, their provenance, and their priority in composition, are 
all much debated. In my edition of 2 Henry VI, based upon the Folio text, I proposed that some 
of the Folio text post-dates Contention, suggesting that its underlying manuscript had “been 
lightly revised and annotated for performance” (Loughnane 2017, 2473). I further argued that 
“It seems most likely that these alterations were made in preparation for a revival by the Lord 
Chamberlain’s Men in the mid-1590s” (ibid.). That is, at least part of the Folio text represents 
a later stage in the genesis of the text than that transmitted by the 1594 quarto. Any variation 
between both versions might then originate in either the earliest stage of composition or later 
revision. This essay considers how such variation might also be connected to the underlying 
authorship of each version, heretofore overlooked in scholarship about the texts.  

A short summary of the play’s early print history may help explicate some matters further. 
In 1600 a second quarto edition, derivative of Q1, was printed by Valentine Simmes for Milling-
ton (hereafter known as Q2). Two years later, on 19 April 1602, Millington transferred his 
rights to the play to Thomas Pavier. And seventeen years later, in mid-to-late 1619, William 
Jaggard printed a third undated quarto for Pavier. This edition, hereafter Q3, was set principally 
from Q1, although its compilers appear to have had recourse to some chronicle materials in 
lightly revising the text (see Montgomery 1987). Q3 was printed as part of a set with the early 
alternative version of 3 Henry VI, The True Tragedy of Richard Duke of York (henceforth, also 
True Tragedy). Then, four years later, in 1623, 2 Henry VI was published (as “The Second part 
of Hen. The Sixt”), set uncomplicatedly in its historical chronological order between parts one 
and three in the First Folio. Yet this arrangement itself belies a rather complicated textual situ-
ation, in that the prequel 1 Henry VI appears to post-date the composition of at least some 
versions of parts two and three. Part two is, then, actually the first “part” of those plays later 
forming the tetralogy. Yet the version of part two that we most often read today, based upon 
the Folio, appears to have been completed in a revision for revival that took place after both the 
prequel (1 Henry VI) and second sequel (Richard III) were completed.  
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Drawing issues of authorship into this discussion, Gary Taylor and I (2017) have proposed 
that the Folio text of 2 Henry VI shows clear evidence that an original version of this play 
(which may or may not be represented by Contention) was co-authored, and we identify the 
hands of Shakespeare, Christopher Marlowe, and an as-yet-unidentified author in the play. Our 
“best guess” for this original version is 1590. The textual situation is similar for 3 Henry VI. 
An original version (which may or may not be represented by True Tragedy, published in oc-
tavo in 1595) was co-authored by Shakespeare, Marlowe, and anonymous other, probably in 
late 1590. For 1 Henry VI, which is only preserved in its Folio text, the hands of Marlowe, 
Thomas Nashe, Shakespeare, and another unidentified author are evident. Shakespeare’s con-
tribution to the play may post-date its original composition – that is, that he did not have an 
original hand in the prequel – which appears to have been before March 1592. Taylor and I 
argue that Shakespeare revised all three parts after the 1594 formation of the Chamberlain’s 
Men’s playing company, with our “best guess” of 1595 for these revisions, with the company 
dramatist creating, in effect, a tetralogy of playable histories running from 1 Henry VI to Rich-

ard III for the new company.1 The textual history of these history plays is then one of writing 
and revision. 

Much bibliographical analysis has focussed on the sequence of composition for (a) the man-
uscript underlying Contention (hereafter MSQ) – and hence Q2 and Q3 which are largely de-
rivative of Q1 – and (b) the manuscript underlying the Folio text (hereafter MSF). Until Peter 
Alexander and Madeleine Doran independently contested the theory, it had been generally ac-
cepted by editors that MSQ preceded MSF (see Kreps 2000: 155). Alexander and Doran instead 
argued that Contention represents a memorial reconstruction of the Folio text. Alexander pro-
posed that the text is a memorial reconstruction sold by unscrupulous actors. Any corruption in 
the text, Alexander hypothesized, was due to the faultiness of the actors’ memories. Doran, 
meanwhile, proposed that the text was a memorial reconstruction of an abridged and possibly 
revised version of the play, produced out of necessity by a company for use as an acting version 
while touring the country to escape an outbreak of plague in London. 

Central to Alexander’s memorial reconstruction theory was the garbled version of York’s 
lineage speech in Contention. Whereas in 2.2 of the Folio text, York correctly lists “Edmond 

Langley, Duke of Yorke” as the fifth son of Edward III, Contention includes the following 
factual error: “Edward the third had seuen sonnes . . . The second was Edmund of Langly”. As 
Alexander observes: 

 
York had to prove that, although descended from the fifth son of Edward III, he was, because of his 
father’s marriage with a descendant of the third son, more in direct line of succession than the heirs 
of the fourth son. The quarto writer by making him declare his ancestor the Duke of York to be the 
second son to Edward III renders further argument superfluous; he had now no need to claim the 
throne through a daughter of the third son as he proceeds to do (1929: 62). 
 
Alexander’s principal findings – that this passage in Contention contains genealogical errors 

that must somehow be explained – have generally been accepted.2 However, the memorial re-
construction theory has not met with universal approval. An early dissenter, Charles Tyler 
Prouty, argued that the Folio text instead represented an expanded form of Contention (Prouty 
1954). This thesis was rejected by James McManaway (1957) – who pointed out that the stage 

	
1 See the entries for 2 Henry VI, 3 Henry VI, and 1 Henry VI in Taylor and Loughnane 2017. 
2 For example, William Montgomery proposes that “once having established that part of Q is clearly a report, it is 
natural to suppose that the rest of the text – which is open to alternative explanations – is also a report” (1987: 
175). Montgomery found Doran’s theory that the version underlying Contention was an abridged and revised 
version of the Folio text “more probable” than Alexander’s (who thought Contention represented a report of a 
performance of the Folio text) but argued that the “production reported was a London one, and not . . . one given 
on a provincial tour” (1987: 176). 
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directions in the Folio text seemed likely to originate from a pre-theatrical manuscript – and G. 
Blakemore Evans – who argued that Prouty’s evidence could equally demonstrate that Conten-

tion is a contracted form of the Folio text.3  
Steven Urkowitz moved to cast doubt on the thesis emerging from Alexander’s findings 

about the lineage speech, noting that, “In neither Quarto nor the Folio does York in the dialogue 
mention his own lineal descent from Edmund of Langley” (1988: 237), and that, therefore: 
“Alexander had shown only that the errors in the historical genealogy exist in the Quarto. He 
has not shown that a memorizing pirate was responsible for them” (1988: 239). However, 
though Urkowitz may be correct in asserting that this does not offer an incontestable proof for 
who is responsible for producing these errors, his reasoning here has been noted to be flawed. 
While Urkowitz is correct to say that York traces his title claim through his matrilineal side, 
this does not affect Alexander’s argument. As Ronald Knowles observes, “the logical redun-
dancy of the whole genealogical speech after the placing of ‘Edmund [. . .]’ as the second son 
remains, though Urkowitz seems to believe that his observation renders it insignificant” (1999: 
129). Thus, it was argued to be implausible that a play was originally written with such an 
obvious error included, and that the text of Contention offers overwhelming evidence of some 
non-authorial mediating hand; a compiler who is seemingly ignorant of the implications of what 
he is including. Grace Ioppolo proposed that “Shakespeare most likely cut “his” play exten-
sively shortly after its composition to suit Pembroke’s Men, and this cut version was altered by 
memorial reporting when printed in the Quarto” (1991: 128). Her theory was an expanded and 
slightly altered version of the work of Alexander, Doran, and Greg, with each assuming that 
MSF is earlier than MSQ.  

Two twenty-first century articles, which offer widely divergent views on the relationship of 
the versions, but which each cast doubt on the possibility of the quarto text representing a me-
morial reconstruction, give pause for thought. In an article published in 2000, Barbara Kreps 
argues that: “it would be naive to think that either text now represents with total fidelity the 
words that Shakespeare wrote” (2000: 180). Kreps begins by noting how Margaret’s character 
alters significantly between Contention and the Folio text and does so in a consistent manner. 
Describing several instances where Margaret acts (and reacts) differently across the two ver-
sions (in the Folio text the queen is found to be “a greatly diminished figure” politically), Kreps 
argues that “these changes are obviously not of the local type accounted for in the memorial-
reconstruction narrative of the actor-reporter who fails to remember his words” (2000: 175). 
Kreps argues that “the author of The Contention gives no sign of knowing The true Tragedie 

[that is, the alternative octavo version of 3 Henry VI, published in 1595], whereas the characters, 
events, and political themes of that play appear to have influenced the writing of 2 Henry VI” 
and that therefore “Shakespeare was revising The Contention in light of what he knew about 
Margaret in the sequel” (2000: 176, 178). 

Another study based on “change-in-character” reaches quite a different conclusion. More 
explicitly countering the theory that Contention is a memorial reconstruction of a performance 
of the Folio text, Lawrence Manley (2003) focuses on the altered characterisation and fate of 
Eleanor between the versions, drawing in part on Scott McMillin’s work on this subject (who 
had argued that Contention reflects arrangements by the Pembroke’s Men to adapt the play to 
fit the company’s personnel). Unlike Kreps, Manley argues that Contention derives from an 
abridged or revised version of the Folio text, and proposes that such revisions can be explained 
in part because of a change in the company who performed the play (as his article title suggests 
– “from Strange’s Men to Pembroke’s Men”) and in part because of political caution on the 
latter company’s part. Manley argues that Pembroke’s Men switched from MSF to MSQ in 
1592-3: “at the very least, the quarto reports a version that systematically revises 2 Henry VI 

	
3 See also Blakemore Evans’s “Review” of Prouty’s book (1954). 
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where Eleanor Cobham is concerned” (2003: 281). He suggests that after the formation of the 
Chamberlain’s Men in 1594, this new company then reverted to the earlier version (meaning 
the MSF): “2 Henry VI probably replaced The First part of the Contention on the boards, since 
some of the Folio text’s differences from the Quarto [. . .] would seem to reflect censorship 
appropriate to performances later than 1594” (2003: 287). 

Using Margaret for her case study, Kreps proposes that the Folio text represents a revised 
and enlarged version of the earlier Contention version. Using Eleanor, Manley claims that Con-

tention represents a revised and abridged version of the earlier Folio text. Both studies, focusing 
on the motivations and development of female roles, choose to focus upon the affective quali-
ties of such variants: for Kreps, identifying a contrast in temperament and emotional register, 
Margaret is “timid, submissive, and anxious to please her husband” in Q1 while she is more 
assertive in F (2000: 164); while for Manley, the Folio text offers a “balancing of emotion” by, 
at the same time, mitigating “the seriousness of the charge against Dame Eleanor (conjuring to 
know the monarch’s future rather than attempting murder through magic, as Hall’s [Chronicle] 
version and others had it)” while still “distinguishing between her husband’s loyal virtue and 
the duchess’s dangerous ambition, pride, and curiosity” (2003: 277). Both scholars identify a 
historical past that is being remembered selectively in variant ways.4  

It might be instructive to use the theories of Kreps and Manley to consider some of the 
barriers to a conciliatory theory about the relationship between Contention and the Folio text. 
One is the concept of memorial reconstruction, with which both scholars took issue. We should 
be as specific as possible about the problems Kreps and Manley had with this theory. Kreps’s 
argument against memorial reconstruction is that it cannot explain the fundamental differences 
in the narrative logic between the two versions. That is, Kreps does not object to the theory that 
Contention is a reported text, but rather objects to what is understood to be the underlying text 
forming that report. In other words, though memorial reconstruction (or another form of report) 
cannot explain the narrative differences between Contention and the Folio text, Kreps has no 
real objection to memorial reconstruction being used to explain many of the textual difficulties 
of Contention. Manley’s account massages away the issue of memorial reconstruction. He is 
more interested in how local changes reflecting topical concerns reveal the temporal relation-
ship between the two versions. So, while Manley seeks to demonstrate that Contention repre-
sents a revised and abridged version of the Folio text, he does not actually investigate the nature 
of the copy underlying Contention. Both scholars thus refute the idea of memorial reconstruc-
tion, but neither theory fully denies the possibility that MSQ is a corruptly transmitted version 
of a performed text (the nature of the transmission being uncertain).5  

Another barrier is the temporal relationship between the two versions. Here any account 
discussing the findings of both Kreps and Manley may seem to be circling around a potential 
impasse. Kreps claims that the author of Contention demonstrates no awareness of what is in-
cluded in True Tragedy, whereas the author of the Folio text appears to respond to the sequel, 
building upon the characterization and themes of True Tragedy. Manley, imagining a different 
sequence of writing and revision, claims that the differences in Contention represent changes 
made to the version underlying the Folio text.  

How can both theories be reconciled? First, might we need to consider that both extant texts 
bear witness to multiple stages of revision, and that one set of changes between the two versions 
need not necessarily counteract another? Manley’s theory, after all, allows for the possibility 
that the “earlier” Folio text was also altered when it replaced the quarto version onstage. Sec-
ond, and related to this issue of authorial revision, is the issue of the plays’ plural, differing 
forms of co-authorship. Neither Kreps nor Manley engaged with the possibility that either or 

	
4 For more on the selective remembrance of the historical past in Contention and 2 Henry VI, see Loughnane 2023.  
5 For an exploration and synthesis of the case against memorial reconstruction for most corruptly transmitted early 
modern plays, see Maguire 1996. 
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both texts were co-authored. If the evidence for the play’s co-authorship and revision is correct, 
then the Folio text belongs to at least two temporal strata: a time pre-May 1593, when Marlowe 
contributed to it, and a time post-late 1594 when Shakespeare revised it, along with the other 
Henry VI plays in the tetralogy. The quarto text appears to belong only to the former of these 
two strata, published as it was in 1594. But this does not mean that the text underlying the 
quarto was itself not subject to some alternative form of revision over this period. In other 
words, seeking a line of transmission from quarto to Folio or from Folio to quarto may be 
wrongheaded, as both texts may bear witness to discrete authorial activities of revision from an 
ur-text which does not survive. This narrative does not explain the corrupt nature of Contention 

or the nature of the disruption to its transmission, but it does not require us to imagine scenarios 
about revision with the other version in mind (always connected), à la Kreps, or a company 
switching between versions because of political imbroglio, à la Manley. What Kreps and Man-
ley actually demonstrate is that the characters of Eleanor and Margaret belong to a different 
authorial vision for these characters across both versions, but in believing in an underlying solo 
authorship and therefore believing in discrete acts of textual creation (however corruptly trans-
mitted Contention is) they do not allow for the possibility that these acts of writing could be by 
different authors or could bear witness to multiple stages of revision. In other words, it is ap-
parent that both plays, in following the same outline and very often similar or matching dia-
logue, belong to a common source, but we need not believe that either version is directly deriv-
ative of the other as it is preserved in its present state.6 

 
§ 

 
Our study of the textual histories of Shakespeare’s histories alerts us to how what we study and 
read, the version of history memorialized through a play, including its characters, themes, tone, 
and affective qualities, are mediated by the circumstances and agencies of textual production. 
Let us return briefly to the lynchpin of Alexander’s argument for memorial reconstruction in 
the light of these points of discussion about co-authorship, revision, and temporal stratification. 
 

Version A 1594 Q1 
Then thus my Lords. 
Edward the third had seuen sonnes, 
The first was Edward the blacke Prince, 
Prince of Wales. 
The second was Edmund of Langly, 
Duke of Yorke. 
The third was Lyonell Duke of Clarence. 
The fourth was Iohn of Gaunt, 
The Duke of Lancaster. 
The fifth was Roger Mortemor, Earle of March. 
The sixt was sir Thomas of Woodstocke. 
William of Winsore was the seuenth and last. 
 

	
6 William Montgomery demonstrated that “Q3 was set principally from a copy of Q1, but that its compilers had 
recourse on perhaps six occasions to some other authority, possibly a chronicle for the defective genealogy and 
some form of supplementary report for the five other extensive variants” (1987: 176-7). The Folio text in several 
passages agrees almost perfectly with Q3, suggesting that the compilers for the Folio text were compelled or 
inclined to take recourse to Pavier’s 1619 printing. One obvious reason for the availability of Q3 is that both it and 
the Folio text were produced at the Jaggard printing house. Why they had to consult Q3 for these passages is less 
clear, but it is possible that the manuscript underlying the Folio text was close to thirty years old at this point and 
was simply damaged. For a critique of Montgomery’s proposal about the Folio text being dependent on Q3, see 
Egan 2008. For further discussion of F-Q3 relationship, see Loughnane 2021.  
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Version B 1619 Q3 
Then thus my Lords, 
Edward the third had seuen sonnes, 
The first was Edward the blacke Prince, 
Prince of Wales. 
The second was William of Hatfield, 
Who dyed yonng. 
The third was Lyonell, Duke of Clarence. 
The fourth was Iohn of Gaunt, 
The Duke of Lancaster. 
The fift was Edmund of Langley, 
Duke of Yorke. 
The sixt was William of Windsore, 
Who dyed young. 
The seauenth and last was Sir Thomas of Woodstocke, Duke of 
Yorke. 
 
Version C 1623 F1  
Then thus: 
Edward the third, my Lords, had seuen Sonnes: 
The first, Edward the Black-Prince, Prince of Wales; 
The second, William of Hatfield; and the third, 
Lionel, Duke of Clarence; next to whom, 
Was Iohn of Gaunt, the Duke of Lancaster; 
The fift, was Edmond Langley, Duke of Yorke; 
The sixt, was Thomas of Woodstock, Duke of Gloster; 
William of Windsor was the seuenth, and last. 
 
In Version A, we see the lineage speech as included in Contention. Version B gives the 

speech from the 1619 Q3, and Version C gives the speech from the Folio text. Turning to Q1 
first, there are three errors in this passage. 

(1) Note first in Q1 the famous error: “The second was Edmund of Langly, Duke of Yorke’; 
Edmund of Langley was Edward III’s fifth son. 

(2) Q1 identifies “Roger Mortemor, Earle of March’, who was not a son of Edward III, as 
his fifth son. 

(3) And Q1 incorrectly mixes up the order of the sixth and seventh sons. 
 As one may then further note, Q3 and F do not contain the first error witnessed in Q1. But 

note then also how the later printed texts do not simply swap around the fifth and second sons. 
Rather, we can see that Roger Mortimer, becomes, correctly, William of Hatfield. Observe then 
also how the order for the sixth and seventh sons changes from Q1 in Q3. These changes are 
historically correct—the compilers of Q3 fix the chronology and make it perfect in order. Turn-
ing to the Folio text, however, we can observe that while it correctly identifies William of Hat-
field as the second son, it makes the same error found in Q1 in placing William of Windsor last.  

The lineage speech in Q1 misplaces in order three of the seven sons and misidentifies a 
fourth, a disastrously poor effort. But it is the placement of Edmund of Langley that most con-
founds belief. This placement introduces, as Knowles describes, a “logical redundancy” (1999: 
129): there is no reason for the speech by York to continue after the second son; indeed, there 
would be no need for speech at all because his claim for the throne would be so abundantly 
obvious. Whosoever corrected the version of the speech for Q3 appears to have checked Hol-
inshed: as R. B. McKerrow observed back in 1933, the phrase “died young” is often found in 
Holinshed but does not occur in Hall (1933: 164, reported in Warren 2003: 179n.). That same 
compiler observed the other error, too, and switched around the sixth and seventh sons. They 
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were not flawless in their corrections, however, introducing the absurdity that both Langley and 
Woodstock were Dukes of York. (The introduction of this error suggests to me that the compiler 
of Q3 marked up a copy of Q1, perhaps striking a line through “William of Winsore was” and 
inserting, after “last”, “was Sir Thomas of Woodstocke, Duke of Yorke”. Perhaps their note read 
“Duke” or “D” “of G.” which was misread as “Y” for Duke of York or caught through eyeskip 
or misremembered from the earlier usage.) The Folio version then provides the key information 
about the second son, or, more to the point, sufficiently distances York’s claim to the fifth son, 
but has the same ordering for the sixth and seventh sons.  

The lynchpin of the memorial reconstruction case has been that the error is so obvious, so 
implausible to counter, that it cannot be authorial. If we think the Folio text is less corrupt, more 
authorial, then we must also acknowledge that another, separate, error was also included. Now, 
we could say that the ordering of the sixth and seventh sons is irrelevant, a throwaway error 
compared to the ordering of the second and fifth sons, but, if we think the Folio text, as most 
do, more authoritative, then it establishes at least that we should not equate authority with un-
erring accuracy in matters of genealogy. Most importantly, however, the witnessing of the same 
lineage error for the sixth and seven sons in Q1 and F cannot be mere coincidence – it is too 
randomly incorrect to assume that two separate authorial agents made the same error – and this 
strongly suggests that this error originated in the ur-manuscript that underlies both versions.  

Can attribution evidence help explain any of these errors? In 2009 Hugh Craig produced a 
statistical analysis of the distribution of function words and lexical words in the Folio text of 2 

Henry VI, outlining the division of authorship between Shakespeare and Marlowe. His study 
used 2000-word segments of text within the play and therefore his methods do not align per-
fectly with scene division, but the table here offers the representative results (Table 1). In 2016 
Segarra et al., using function word adjacency analysis, and working scene-by-scene, gave the 
division of authorship as presented in the last column. More research is clearly required but the 
two studies agree, broadly speaking, on Shakespeare’s authorship of the middle and final 
scenes, whereas Marlowe is most present at the beginning of the play and the Cade scenes. The 
two studies disagree about the authorship of scene 6 (2.2), however, which includes the lineage 
speech: Craig’s cluster analysis gives it to Shakespeare, while Segarra et al. ascribe it to Mar-
lowe (see Table 1).  

The lineage speech with its frequent use of proper names is particularly resistant to the sort 
of micro-attribution n-gram and collocation study of language use employed elsewhere in stud-
ies in the New Oxford Shakespeare: Authorship Companion. The lineage speech is also some-
what tedious: it aims to offer a remembered historical record to support, if not compel, action. 
But the lineage speech is part of a longer scene – that which helps substantiate the authorship 
attributions – and we might usefully compare aspects of it here. I am particularly interested in 
what follows the lineage speech in both substantive versions. Here is that subsequent passage 
as it appears in Q1 and F: 

 
Both [meaning Warwick and Salisbury]. Long liue Richard Englands royall King.  
Yorke. I thanke you both. But Lords I am not your King, vntil 
this sword be sheathed euen in the hart blood of the house of Lan- 
caster 
War. Then Yorke aduise thy selfe and take thy time, 
Claime thou the Crowne, and set thy standard vp, 
And in the same aduance the milke-white Rose, 
And then to gard it, will I rouse the Beare, 
Inuiron’d wit ten thousand Ragged-staues 
To aide and helpe thee for to win thy right, 
Maugre the proudest Lord of Henries blood, 
That dares deny the right and claime of Yorke, 
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Scene Craig Segarra et al. 

1 ? M 

2 ? Sh 

3 Sh M 

4 Sh M 

5 Sh Sh 

6 Sh M 

7 Sh M 

8 ? M 

9 Sh Sh 

10 Sh Sh 

11 Sh Sh 

12 Sh Sh 

13 Sh M 

14 M Sh 

15 M M 

16 M Sh 

17 M M 

18 M Sh 

19 M M 

20 M Sh 

21 M Sh 

22 M Sh 

23 Sh Sh 

24 Sh Sh 

25 Sh Sh 
26 Sh Sh 
27 Sh Sh 

 

Table 1. Scene attributions to Shakespeare and Marlowe. 
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For why my minde presageth I shall liue 
To see the noble Duke of Yorke to be a King. 
Yorke. Thanks noble Warwicke, and York doth hope to see; 
The Earle of Warwick liue, to be the greatest man in England  
but the King. Come lets goe.     

Q1 Contention, C4v-D1r 
 
 

Both. Long liue our Soueraigne Richard, Englands King. 
Yorke. We thanke you Lords: but I am not your King. 
Till I be Crown’d, And that my Sword be stayn’d 
With heart-blood of the House of Lancaster: 
And that’s not suddenly to be perform’d, 
But with aduice and silent secrecie. 
Doe you as I doe in these dangerous dayes, 
Winke at the Duke of Suffolkes insolence, 
At Beaufords Pride, at Somersets Ambition, 
At Buckingham, and all the Crew of them, 
Till they haue snar’d the Shepheard of the Flock, 
That virtuous Prince, the good Duke Humfrey: 
‘Tis that they seeke; and they, in seeking that, 
Shall find their deaths, if Yorke can prophecie. 
Salisb. My Lord, breake we off; we know your minde at full. 
Warw. My heart assures me, that the Earle of Warwick 
Shall one day make the Duke of Yorke a King.  
Yorke. And Neuill, this I doe assure my selfe, 
Richard shall liue to make the Earle of Warwick 
The greatest man in England, but the King.  

2 Henry VI, 2.2/Sc.6.63-82  
 
As can be quickly observed, there are points of obvious overlap between the two passages, 

both verbally and thematically. Salisbury and Warwick, who are father and son, acclaim York 
as their King, to which York says, “I am not your King”. York says he will strike a blow to the 
“heart-blood of the House of Lancaster”. And it ends with York saying he will make young 
Warwick “the greatest man in England, but the King”. But consider the variant material which 
falls in between. In Contention Warwick delivers an extended speech advising York to “take 
[his] time”, using arresting animal imagery of what will happen next – “will I rouse the Beare, 
Invironed wit ten thousand Ragged-staues” – and insisting upon his own agency in winning 
York’s right. Compare this with the Folio text, where Warwick is mostly silent, and it is York 
who insists that they must perform in “silent secrecie”, until they have “snar’d” Gloucester, 
Duke Humphrey. In Q, Warwick comes to the fore, but sets out his ambitions for York in such 
a way as he has the greater goal in mind. In the Folio, Warwick is a diminished figure, while 
York fixates on Gloucester as his opponent. The scene ends the same way but the action it sets 
up, and the characterization revealed, are much different. Both versions have merit in terms of 
plotting, characterization, and emotional register; they offer up two different visions of clan-
destine political action: one based upon the assertion of political right; the other, which is much 
more revealing about York, spurred on by personal feuds and rivalries. The latter offers fore-
shadowing for the events of 3 Henry VI and Richard III; the former focuses more upon the 
validity of the present action. Both have emotional and political heft, but they are dissimilar in 
the history they represent. 

Further attribution work may help determine who is the primary author of one or both pas-
sages, which may in turn help to explain the lineage speech that precedes it. In my concluding 
section, which is not a study in micro-attribution but rather a broader consideration of the 
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evidence, I want to think through the authors’ respective candidacy for the ur-versions of the 
lineage speech and this passage. Marlowe seems less likely than Shakespeare to have been 
responsible if the major error in Q1 originates with a dramatist (rather than via transmission). 
The identification of the fifth son as the Earl of March, Roger Mortimer (the fourth Earl of 
March), seems implausible for the author of Edward II, where an ancestor (Roger Mortimer, 
the first Earl of March) is such a major character. But, of course, Edward II may not have been 
written by the time this passage was first composed, so perhaps that tells us rather little. That is 
not, however, the only odd connection with Edward II. The murder of Gloucester may also 
share affinities with the death of Edward in Marlowe’s play; after all, in Hall and Holinshed, 
the sources for both plays, it is suggested that both Edward and Gloucester die by fatal pene-
tration in their rectum, an oddity that has largely evaded critical attention (see Loughnane 
2023). But, again, the order of composition is not helpful in terms of establishing authorship. 

But who of the two dramatists is more likely to have erred in placing Woodstock before 
Windsor, the error that has been largely overlooked? And which does not depend upon any 
theory about transmission? While Windsor died in infancy in 1348, Woodstock, the youngest 
child of Edward and Philippa, was a major historical figure, and the fallout from his murder 
was later dramatized in Shakespeare’s Richard II. Curiously, Shakespeare fails to ever mention 
Woodstock’s status as Edward’s youngest son, despite his widow’s extended angry appeal to 
John of Gaunt for vengeance (1.2 or Scene 2) on the grounds of his fraternal relationship with 
Woodstock. Indeed, Shakespeare seems to imply that Edmund Langley Duke of York was the 
youngest, a more grievous error yet: 

 
Yorke […] 
I am the last of noble Edwards sonnes, 
Of whom thy father Prince of Wales was first (Richard II, 2.1.172-3)7 
 

Of course, “last” here might also mean “the last surviving”, but the overall impression from 
Shakespeare’s works is one of uncertainty. Perhaps, quite simply, Shakespeare did not know, 
or did not remember, that Woodstock was the youngest. This would seem to point towards 
Shakespeare as the originator of some version of the faulty lineage speech, but it is hardly con-
clusive. 

 And, indeed, there are some other considerations which point in a different, Marlovian, 
direction. Returning to Warwick’s speech in Q1, we might usefully dwell upon its vivid im-
agery about rousing the bear to guard the white rose, environed or surrounded by ten thousand 
ragged staves or wooden rods or weapon shafts. Warwick’s speech, which appears only in the 
quarto, is remarkably measured and crisp. It is metrically regular, poetically imaginative, and 
supplies a profoundly different character profile for Warwick.8 It is implausible that this pas-
sage represents a report of the version represented by the Folio text, and indeed there its 

	
7 I am grateful to Gabriel Egan for this point.  
8 Heejin Kim (2019) has also recently narrowed in on this passage in their refutation of the Memorial Reconstruc-
tion hypothesis for Contention: “Moreover, the corresponding lines are lexically and syntactically different, and 
the previous eight lines that do not show signs of textual corruption are completely absent in the Folio. If the actor 
playing Warwick was the reporter, as the memorial reconstruction hypothesis suggests, it is difficult to explain the 
presence of eight regular verse lines unique to the quarto. Doran’s hypothesis of actor-improvisation is also im-
plausible, considering the poetic quality of the quarto-only lines. The cause of the factual error in the genealogy is 
not certain, but memorial corruption is less plausible when the evidence is combined with the following sequence 
of textual disruptions. It is possible to postulate that untidy, damaged, illegible, or lost parts of the manuscript 
might have introduced corruptions and disruptions. It is not impossible to suspect that the passage was recon-
structed by a non-authorial agent. The fluctuating quality of the extant text surrounding these errors might suggest 
a scribe or a compositor might not be the agent of corruption” (374).  
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measured nature would suggest its intrinsic authorial authority. Let us consider the speech’s 
central image: 

 
And in the same aduance the milke-white Rose, 
And then to gard it, will I rouse the Beare, 
Inuiron’d wit ten thousand Ragged-staues 
To aide and helpe thee for to win thy right 

 
In studies of the textual relationship between Contention and 2 Henry VI little consideration 
has been given to authorship. Edmond Malone (1790) thought Contention was an early version 
by Marlowe but did not pursue these consequences. This particular image finds echoes in strik-
ing ways with similar passages in the Marlowe dramatic corpus. In particular, the use of the 
word “environed” to imply some militaristic strategy is suggestive. For example, in 1 Tambur-

laine, we have a strikingly similar image when the Messenger describes to Soldan of Egypt 
“what power hath” the invading Tamburlaine: 
 

Fiue hundred thousand footmen threatning shot, 
Shaking their swords, their speares and yron bils, 
Enuironing their Standard round, that stood 
As bristle-pointed as a thorny wood. (D2v) 9 

 
Or in Dido, Queen of Carthage, Aeneas recounts: 
 

By this I got my father on my backe, 
This yong boy in mine armes, and by the hand 
Led faire Creusa my beloued wife, 
When thou Achates with thy sword mad'st way, 
And we were round inuiron’d with the Greekes: 
O there I lost my wife: and had not we 
Fought manfully, I had not told this tale: (C2r)10 

	
9 Further examples from Part One could have been included. Two scenes later, as Soldan marches with the King 
of Arabia, Capolin, and their soldiers to face off against Tamburlaine, the Egyptian says: 

ME thinks we martch as Meliager did, 
Enuironed with braue Argolian knightes: 
To chace the sauage Caldonian Boare, 
Or Cephalus with lustie The bane youths. 
Against the Woolfe that angrie Themis sent. 
To waste and spoile the sweet Aonian fieldes. (D5v) 
And in Tamburlaine’s final speech in Part One, he addresses his followers who he says have now “purchac’d 
kingdomes by [their] ma[r]tiall deeds” and tells them they should: 
Cast off your armor, put on scarlet roabes. 
Mount vp your royall places of estate, 
Enuironed with troopes of noble men, (F1r) 

10 A similar image of being surrounded militarily occurs in The Jew of Malta. Ferneze appoints Martin del Bosco 
as Malta’s general to attempt to defeat the invading Turks, Bosco recounts: 

So shall you imitate those you succeed: 
For when their hideous force inuiron’d Rhodes, 
Small though the number was that kept the Towne, 
They fought it out, and not a man [s]uruiu’d 
To bring the haplesse newes to Christendome. (D3v) 
And, later Calymath describes the island of Malta as: 
Thus haue we view’d the City, seene the sacke, 
And cau[s]'d the ruines to be new repair'd, 
Which with our Bombards shot and Basiliske, 
We rent in sunder at our entry: 
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In the much longer Shakespeare canon, there are comparatively few examples that are sim-
ilar. And Shakespeare’s usage of forms of “environ”, in particular, is surprisingly specific in 
terms of chronological range: it is a word which belongs firmly to the early canon. In The Two 

Gentlemen of Verona, for example, Proteus says to Valentine that he will support him when 
environed with danger: 

 
When thou do’st meet good hap; and in thy danger, 
(If euer danger doe enuiron thee) 
Commend thy grieuance to my holy prayers, 
For I will be thy beades-man, Valentine. (1.1.15-18) 

 
And in Titus Andronicus, the protagonist explains how he feels after Lavinia’s assault: 
 

It was my Deare, and he that wounded her, 
Hath hurt me more than had he kild me dead: 
For now I stand as one vpon a rocke, 
Inuirond with a wildernes of sea, 
Who markes the waxing tide, grow waue by waue, 
Expecting euer when some enuious surge, 
Will in his brinish bowels swallow him. (5.91-97) 

 
In Richard III Clarence describes his troubled dream as follows to his keeper: 
 

With that (me [thoughts]) a Legion of foule Fiends 
Inuiron’d me, and howled in mine eares 
Such hiddeous cries, that with the very Noise, 
I (trembling) wak’d, and for a season after, 
Could not beleeue, but that I was in Hell, 
Such terrible Impression made my Dreame. (1.4.58-63) 

 
In the latest example given here in terms of chronology, Falstaff describes the effects of sherry 
on the brain in 2 Henry IV:  
 

a good sherris sacke hath a two fold operation in it, it ascendes mee into the braine, dries 
me there all the foolish, and dull, and crudy vapors which enuirone it, 
makes it apprehensiue, quicke, forgetiue, full of nimble, fiery, and 
delectable shapes, which deliuered ore to the voyce, the tongue, which is 
the birth, becomes excellent wit. (12.79-84/4.2.79-84) 

 
None of these Shakespearean examples, each lacking the implications of battle, compare all 

that usefully with the passage in Contention until we move to consider examples from other 
plays in the early tetralogy. Thus, in 3 Henry VI, we find Margaret’s remarkable admonishment 
of Henry after he has promised away the inheritance of the crown: 

 
Warwick is Chancelor, and the Lord of Callice, 
Sterne Falconbridge commands the Narrow Seas, 
The Duke is made Protector of the Realme, 
And yet shalt thou be safe? Such safetie findes 

	
And now I see the Scituation, 
And how secure this conquer’d Iland stands 
Inuiron’d with the mediterranean Sea, 
Strong contermin’d with other petty Iles; (I4r) 
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The trembling Lambe, inuironned with Wolues. 
Had I beene there, which am a silly Woman, 
The Souldiers should haue toss’d me on their Pikes, 
Before I would haue granted to that Act. (1.238-245) 

 
And, in 1 Henry VI, in a stirring speech bearing a partial militaristic context, we find the fol-
lowing in Joan la Pucelle’s final speech before her execution: 
 

Then lead me hence: with whom I leaue my curse. 
May neuer glorious Sunne reflex his beames 
Vpon the Countrey where you make abode: 
But darknesse, and the gloomy shade of death 
Inuiron you, till Mischeefe and Dispaire, 
Driue you to break your necks, or hang your selues. (5.7.86-91) 

 
While the parallels are inexact, we see that the passages from the other Henry VI plays find 

greater resonance with that found in Contention. On such a basis we might be tempted to think 
this passage belongs in Shakespeare’s early canon. The problem, as some readers will have 
already suspected, is that the passages in 3 Henry VI and 1 Henry VI just cited are now attributed 
to Marlowe (Taylor and Loughnane 2017). Thus, in concluding, we have some unexpected 
Marlowe noise in the early alternative version, Contention. This does not explain away the 
errors in the lineage speech, or the transmission of the text or the nature of MSQ, but it does 
alert us to the possibility that substantive variation between Contention and 2 Henry VI may 
owe as much to authorship as corrupt textual transmission. Only further attribution work on 
Contention, the sort thus far confined to the more “authoritative” Folio text, will help lift the 
veil on the authorial share in the only printed version of the play during Shakespeare’s lifetime. 
My growing suspicion is that Contention is more Marlovian than Shakespearean, but more re-
search is required. Ironically, then, we have a situation where some have decried the presence 
of non-Shakespearean hands in the Folio text, but it may well be that that version, because of 
its subsequent revision, is the most Shakespearean version of the play to have been preserved. 
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Hidden in Plain Sight: 
The Editor(s) of Shakespeare’s First Folio 

 
 
 

Sonia Massai 
 
 
 
 

In October 2022, following the sale of a copy of the First Folio for the staggering amount of 
$9,978,000, Margaret Ford, Christie’s international head of group, books and manuscripts, 
made the following announcement: “Christie’s is delighted to have established a new world 
auction record not only for a work by William Shakespeare, but for any work of literature”.1 

The quatercentenary of the publication of the First Folio in 2023 is likely to lead to yet 
another increase in its monetary value. But what about its value to other communities beyond 
private collectors, rare books libraries and a range of other cultural institutions, who, by owning 
copies of the First Folio, collectively bolster its financial value and in turn derive cultural credit 
from it?  

It is well known that roughly half of the dramatic works attributed to Shakespeare were first 
printed in Folio in 1623. Macbeth, Twelfth Night or The Tempest might have reached print in 
smaller format at some point after 1623, had the syndicate of stationers who invested in the 
publication of the Folio decided against embarking on such a large and financially risky pro-
ject.2 However, the fact that these plays, like most of the others that were first printed in Folio 
in 1623, had first been composed and performed from the early 1590s (e.g., The Two Gentlemen 

of Verona) to the early 1610s (e.g., Henry VIII) suggests that most of Shakespeare’s Folio-only 
plays may not have reached print at all. In this respect, one can safely claim that the First Folio 
has played a central role for other communities who regularly use Shakespeare – among them, 
theatre artists, film makers, the secondary and tertiary education sectors, and a whole host of 
cultural and creative industries worldwide. One can also argue that we would not have “Shake-
speare” or a “Shakespeare industry”, were it not for the fact that most of his attributed works 
were gathered in a collected edition as early as 1623.3 

Other contributors to this issue of the IASEMS Proceedings consider the value of “the First 
Folio at 400” for these communities. In this essay, I am going to focus more specifically on 

	
1  https://www.christies.com/about-us/press-archive/details?PressReleaseID=9826. Last accessed on 29th May 
2023. 
2 The stationers responsible for the publication of the First Folio were William Jaggard and his son, Isaac Jaggard, 
Edward Blount, John Smethwick and William Aspley. Their contribution to the planning, financing and making 
of the First Folio, is the focus of Ben Higgins, Shakespeare’s Syndicate: The First Folio, Its Publishers, and the 
Early Modern Book Trade (2022). See also relevant essays in Straznicky (2013) and Smith (2016), and relevant 
chapters in Erne (2013) and Hook (2016). 
3 Thomas Middleton is a good example of another early modern dramatist who is not as well-known as Shake-
speare beyond academic circles because his works were only first published in a collected edition in 2007. In the 
words of one of the editors of this edition, “[o]ur other Shakespeare has been, for centuries, scattered in a half-
buried debris field” (Taylor 2007: 58). See also, Massai (2011b: 318): “Middleton was only available to readers 
of early modern English drama either in single-text editions of his most popular plays or in Dyce’s imperfect 
edition first published in 1844. It was only in 2007, with the publication of the Oxford Middleton, that his works 
were finally re-membered into an imposing scholarly edition which makes it possible for students, scholars, and 
theatre practitioners to experience the full range of Middleton’s achievements as a major writer and playwright”. 
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what makes the First Folio valuable to editors and textual scholars, highlighting important shifts 
in the textual value that has been attached to this iconic book over time. For reasons of space, 
but also due to significant differences in the quality and provenance of copy from which the 
Folio texts were set, I am going to discuss a selection of examples drawn from just one Folio 
play, The Life & Death of Richard the Third. These examples, though limited to one play, can 
help us reflect on how differently we understand the impact of early modern printing practices 
on First Folio from earlier generations of editors and textual scholars and how current views 
about the textual value of the First Folio in turn affect how Shakespeare is edited and (re)pre-
sented to the modern reader.  

 
§ 

 
Historical views about the textual value of the Folio have been informed by the various 

degrees of confidence with which scholars have interpreted the bold claim made by its titlepage: 
placed right underneath the title (“MR. WILLIAM SHAKESPEARES COMEDIES, HISTO-
RIES, & TRAGEDIES”) and on top of Martin Droeshout’s engraved portrait of the author, the 
Folio claims to have been “Published according to the True Originall Copies” (πAI+Ir).4 The 
qualifier “Originall” supports two related meanings which bestow dual textual authority on the 
Folio, textual and theatrical. According to its primary meaning, “Originall” indicates a point of 
“origin or source … from which something springs, proceeds, or is derived” (OED adj. A.1 a). 
In this case, as the portrait makes visually clear, the point of origin of the texts preserved in the 
Folio is the author; this advertised, direct link with the author in turn validates the texts as 
“authentic”. This sense of “Originall” is reinforced by Ben Jonson’s poem “To the Reader” 
printed opposite the portrait: since Droeshout’s engraving can capture “His face” but not “his 
wit”, Jonson urges the readers of the Folio to “looke / Not on his Picture, but his Booke” (πAIv). 
However, as Margreta de Grazia has pointed out, “Originall” also “denoted proximity to the 
script regulating performance” in its variant forms associated with “regenall” (from the Latin 
regere, meaning “to rule”, “to govern”, “to regulate”) (1991: 88-9). “Originall”, in other words, 
promises unmediated access to the dramatic works of Shakespeare as conceived and composed 
by the author and as performed by his company of players, whose validating agency and au-
thority are also amply advertised in the front matter prefaced to the First Folio.5 The address to 
the reader ups the stakes by denying any authority to earlier, single-text editions of Shake-
speare’s plays: signed by Heminge and Condell, this address warns its readers that they had 
previously been “abus’d with diuerse stolne, and surreptitious copies, maimed, and deformed 
by the frauds and stealthes of iniurious impostors”. It also assures them that “euen those [i.e. 
those “surreptitious copies”] are now offer’d to [their] view cur’d, and perfect of their limbes; 
and all the rest, absolute in their numbers, as he conceiued thē[m]” (πA3r). 

Editors started to question the reliability of the Folio as a textual authority when increasing 
attention to versions of plays previously printed in quarto revealed that some of the latter had 
in fact been used to set up the former.6 Out of the thirty-six plays included in the First Folio, 

	
4 This claim is repeated in the heading printed at the top of the list of “The Names of the Principall Actors”: “The 
Workes of William Shakespeare, containing all his Comedies, Histories, and Tragedies: Truly set forth, according 
to their first ORIGINALL” (πB2v). 
5  Some readers may have identified the signatories of the dedicatory epistle, “IOHN HEMINGE” and “HENRY 
CONDELL” (πA2v), as Shakespeare’s fellow actors and company shareholders; other readers may have found their 
identity confirmed by the list of “The Names of the Principall Actors in all these Playes” or they may have inferred 
it from the fact that they refer to the author as “our SHAKESPEARE” and that they, like the dedicatees, were familiar 
with the plays as “they were acted as before they were published” (πA2v). 
6 Among them, Lewis Theobald was the first to claim, as early as 1733, to have carried out “a diligent and laborious 
Collation … of all the older Copies’ (I.xlii). Only later in the eighteenth century, though, did Edward Capell and 
Edmond Malone establish the need to determine the relative authority of all early editions of Shakespeare’s play. 
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sixteen plays had never been printed before,7 four plays were set from manuscript copies that 
varied substantially from the versions first printed in smaller formats,8 four other plays were 
set from much fuller manuscripts,9 and one other play was set from a variant manuscript.10 
However, eleven plays were reprinted from the earlier quarto editions that Heminge and Con-
dell seemingly condemned as “maimed, and deformed by the frauds and stealthes of iniurious 
impostors”. Pessimism about the reliability of the Folio’s claim to textual authenticity peaked 
when the editors of the 1863-4 Cambridge edition, whose conventionally abbreviated textual 
notes offered the first systematic survey of the variants preserved in all known early editions, 
complained that “[a]s the ‘setters forth’” of Shakespeare’s dramatic works “are thus convicted 
of a suggestio falsi in one point, it is not improbable that they may have been guilty of the like 
in another” (Clark and Glover 1863-66: I.xxiv-xxv). 

One of the main paradigmatic shifts that accompanied the rise of the New Bibliography in 
the early twentieth century stemmed from Alfred Pollard’s influential distinction between 
“bad” and “good quartos”, that is pre-Folio editions that had been set from “maimed” and “sur-
reptitious” copies, as opposed to authoritative and legally procured scripts that had been regu-
larly acquired and set into print (Pollard 1909). This distinction allowed Pollard to exonerate 
Heminge and Condell from reproach, since, as a corollary of his theory, he went on to assume 
that their reference to previous, unauthorized editions must have only applied to the “bad quar-
tos”. Symptomatic of the wave of optimism ushered in by Pollard’s theory is the following 
remark by John Dover Wilson, whose British Academy lecture of 1923 marked the Folio’s 
tercentenary:  

 
[I]f I were asked to say how the new criticism chiefly differs from the old, I should not think first of 
bibliographical methods, or the way in which our accumulated knowledge of the Elizabethan theatre 
has been brought to bear upon textual problems; I should single out something much simpler and 
more fundamental. It is that belief in the essential integrity of ordinary human nature which, like the 
English law, regards a man innocent until he has been proved guilty. Acting on this faith, Mr Pollard 
has refused to believe … that Heminge and Condell were either knave in league with Jaggard [the 
printer of the First Folio] to hoodwink a gullible public, or else fools who did not know how to pen 
a preface (Dover Wilson 1924: 76-7). 
 
The wave of optimism ushered in by the founders of the New Bibliography strengthened 

even as the tenets of this important bibliographical movement began to be called into question 
by scholars who began to value the collective agency that produced early modern playhouse 
manuscripts. As Stanley Wells and Gary Taylor put it in the “General Introduction” to their 
1986 Oxford edition of The Complete Works, “the theatrical version” of Shakespeare’s plays 
“is, inevitably, that which comes closest to the ‘final’ version of the play” (Wells and Taylor 
1986: xxxvi). Accordingly, they chose to base their edition on Folio versions of plays previ-
ously published in quarto, even when the provenance and quality of the earlier quartos were 
regarded as “good”, because they valued the theatrical authority that the Folio versions accrued, 
when they could be shown to have been annotated with reference to independent playhouse 
manuscripts in preparation for the Jaggards’ press.  

	
Malone, for example, argued that “till it be established which of the ancient copies is entitled to preference, we 
have no criterion by which the text can be ascertained’ (1790: I.xii). 
7 The sixteen plays that were first printed in the First Folio from manuscript are: The Tempest, The Two Gentlemen 
of Verona, Measure for Measure, The Comedy of Errors, As You Like It, All’s Well That Ends Well, Twelfth Night 
and The Winter’s Tale among the “comedies”; 1 Henry VI and Henry VIII among the “histories”; and Coriolanus, 
Timon of Athens, Julius Caesar, Macbeth, Antony and Cleopatra and Cymbeline among the “tragedies”.  
8 These four plays are The Taming of the Shrew, King John, 2 Henry VI and 3 Henry VI. 
9 These four other plays are Romeo and Juliet, Henry V, The Merry Wives of Windsor and Hamlet. 
10 Most recently, editors and textual scholars have established that Othello was printed in quarto in 1622 and in 
Folio in 1623 from two independent manuscripts. 
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However, even as the Oxford editors championed the more “socialized” versions of Shake-
speare’s texts because they reflected how they “came to be modified in performance” (Wells 
and Taylor 1986: xxxvii), most editors and textual scholars have since continued to regard the 
process by which Shakespeare’s texts were prepared for the press as corrupting interference. In 
the rest of this essay, I’d like to consider an emergent, alternative view according to which the 
transmission of Shakespeare’s works into print represents a further stage in their socialization, 
as they transitioned from the stage to the page and were prepared for consumption by a reading 
audience. As I explain elsewhere, early modern stationers “routinely committed themselves to 
the perfection of dramatic copy as annotators or procurers of annotated copy” (Massai 2007: 
35). Perfecting the printer’s copy of an early modern play did not involve restoring what its 
author(s) may have originally intended; it meant improving copy by “(1) the occasional addition 
or correction of stage directions; (2) the occasional addition or correction of speech prefixes; 
and (3) the occasional correction of nonsensical readings in the dialogue” (Massai 2007: 14). 
The perfection of dramatic copy aimed to transform theatrical scripts into reading texts. Despite 
mounting evidence about the widespread practice of preparation of (dramatic) copy for the 
press,11 most editors and textual scholars continue to resist the notion that the printing house 
was a site of collaborative textual (re)production within which Shakespeare’s texts were “so-
cialized” for the benefits of readers, in a similar way to how Shakespeare’s texts are now be-
lieved to have been (and are valued for being) “socialized” in the theatre for the benefits of 
play-goers.  

This blind spot is especially impervious to scrutiny when the authorial agency being consid-
ered is Shakespeare, and especially so when the textual artifact that one can assume was pre-
pared for the press is the First Folio.12 Interestingly, while the preparation of Shakespeare’s 
later Folios for the press is well documented, and mostly thanks to the foundational work of 
Matthew W. Black and Matthias A. Shaaber (1937; see also Massai 2002; Rasmussen and Sta-
pleton in this issue), the notion that the First Folio must also have been perfected in preparation 
for such an ambitious publishing venture is rarely posited even as a remote possibility. While 
other New Bibliographical tenets have been effectively contested, John Dover Wilson’s con-
clusion that “[i]t is safer for us to assume that the First Folio is an unedited text” remains by 
and large unchallenged (1924: 77).13  

	
11 The perfection of dramatic copy for the press is also discussed in Massai 2011a and Farmer 2015. For an 
overview of extant printed copies of early modern playbooks that were alternatively annotated for performance, 
see Mayer 2018:  106-136. 
12 Even as they championed “theatrical versions” as the “final versions” selected as preferred base-texts for their 
1986 edition of The Complete Works, Wells and Taylor continued to value Shakespeare’s authorial agency: “we 
know that Shakespeare was an actor and shareholder in the leading theatre company of its time, a major financial 
asset to that company, a man immersed in the life of that theatre and committed to its values. The concept of the 
director of a play did not exist in his time; but someone must have exercised some, at least, of the functions of the 
modern director, and there is good reason to believe that that person must have been Shakespeare himself, for his 
own plays. The very fact that those texts of his plays that contain cuts also give evidence of more ‘literary’ revision 
suggests that he was deeply involved in the process by which his plays came to be modified in performance” 
(1986: xxxvi-xxxvii). 
13 The work of the scribe Ralph Crane, who is believed to have prepared the printer’s copies for five (or possibly 
more) Folio plays, namely The Tempest, The Two Gentlemen of Verona, Measure for Measure, The Winter’s Tale 
and Cymbeline, and the transcript from which The Merry Wives of Windsor was set in the Folio, has been 
thoroughly investigated (see, for example, Howard-Hill 1972 and Haas 1989). However, studies focused on how 
copies of Shakespeare’s dramatic works (print and manuscript) were modified as they entered (or just before they 
entered) the Jaggards’ printing house are still sparse: see Massai 2007, where I argue that Wells and Taylor’s 
theory of annotation of printed copy for Folio Romeo and Juliet and Love’s Labour’s Lost should be revisited in 
light of the possibility that these copies were in fact prepared for the press by an annotating reader; and Rasmussen 
2017, where he considers John Florio and Leonard Digges as potential candidates for the role of “First Folio 
editors”. 
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The failure to question this enduring assumption seems especially conspicuous when one re-
reads the Folio dedication and address to the reader while bearing in mind what we now know 
about the preparation of dramatic copy for the early modern press. Why shouldn’t one take 
Heminge and Condell at their word, when they inform their readers that they have not only 
“collected & publish’d” Shakespeare’s dramatic works but that they have also made “the pre-
sent worthy” of its dedicatees by its “perfection” (πA2v; my emphasis)? We now know more 
about what the process of perfecting early modern dramatic copy for the press involved in prac-
tice. And closer inspection of Folio plays like Richard III, which had been previously printed 
in smaller formats and were then reprinted in the Folio, provides suggestive evidence to argue, 
as I do in the final part of my essay shows, that great care was indeed taken in preparing it for 
the press. The following selection of examples from Richard III sheds light on what the prepa-
ration of the First Folio for the press practically involved. The evidence may be too scant to 
establish editorial attribution, that is for us to establish the identity of those tasked with prepar-
ing the Folio for the Jaggards’ press; but the evidence is suggestive enough to prove that the 
First Folio was indeed carefully edited prior to being printed between early 1622 and late 1623. 

 
§ 

 
The Folio text of Richard III (F) was set from two copies of the third and sixth quartos 

(henceforth Q3 and Q6) that had been annotated with reference to a different manuscript (FMS) 
from the printer’s copy used to set up the first quarto (QMS). It is therefore generally impossible 
to decide what Folio variants derive from FMS and what variants are the product of editorial 
preparation of copy. Exceptionally, though, the sudden drop in the number of QF variants at 
the beginning of Act 3 and in the last three hundred lines of Act 5 suggests that F was set straight 
from Q3 (these two sections of the play may have been damaged or were missing from FMS). 
QF variants in these sections of the text give us a rare opportunity to watch over the Folio 
editor’s shoulder, as Richard III was being prepared for the Jaggards’ press. 

An interesting intervention occurs when Prince Edward and his younger brother, Richard, 
Duke of York, exit to be escorted to the Tower of London. The stage direction in Q3 reads 
“Exeunt Prin. Yor. Hast. Hast. Dors. Manet, Rich. Buc.’ (F2r); in F the same direction reads “A 

Senet. Exeunt Prince, Yorke, Hastings, and Dorset. / Manet Richard, Buckingham, and 

Catesby’ (TLN 1664). The expansion of the abbreviated character names in Q3 serves a read-
erly function; and so does the sound cue. The Folio editor also correctly adds “Catesby’ to the 
second part of this direction. Two aspects of the Folio editor’s intervention are especially sig-
nificant. First, sound cues used to be associated with theatrical provenance, in keeping with 
Greg’s influential distinction between early modern dramatic manuscripts that reflect authorial 
and pre-performance characteristics (the so-called “foul papers”) and early modern dramatic 
manuscript that bear evidence of playhouse use (what Greg calls “prompt books”). Anywhere 
else in the text of Folio Richard III one would indeed be fully justified in assuming that addi-
tional sound cues come from FMS. It is therefore all the more instructive to find that, in a 
section of the text for which the Folio compositors were relying on an unannotated copy of Q3, 
a sound cue in fact reveals the presence of an editorial agent.  

The simple addition of this sound cue has important implications, because it reinforces a 
post-Gregian understanding of how functions previously associated with specific agents 
(bookkeepers added sound cues, for example) were in fact carried out by a variety of agents (in 
this case a sound cue is added by the Folio editor).14 One might in turn wonder on how many 
other occasions in the Folio text of Richard III stage directions might stem from editorial inter-
vention rather than from reference to FMS, or on how many other occasions editors who have 

	
14 See, for example, Paul Werstine’s discussion of what extant playhouse manuscripts can tell us about how 
bookkeepers, authors, and scribal (editorial) annotated them (2013); on sound cues, see especially p. 139. 
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previously detected the presence of a fresh theatrical authority in the printer’s copy for other 
Folio plays have in fact overlooked the work of the Folio editor. Late twentieth-century scholars 
showed how Greg’s categories of “foul papers” and “prompt books” were the product more of 
desire for the lost authorial manuscript than of empirical evidence by returning to the archive. 
A re-assessment of textual features of the First Folio, including the editorial addition of this 
sound cue, should make us wonder whether reference to fresh theatrical authorities as posited 
by editors since the Oxford Shakespeare might similarly reveal a desire to recover lost theatrical 
manuscripts which in turn occludes the intervention of the Folio editor from view. 

This desire can also have a practical impact on an editor’s ability to evaluate the provenance 
and function of aspects of the text that are too readily associated with an underlying theatrical 
authority. Many editors of Richard III for example follow the Folio stage directions that regu-
late complex stage action towards the end of Act 3. Returning from the Guildhall, Buckingham 
explains to Richard that the mayor and the citizens responded “with wilfull silence” (TLN 2126) 
to his allegation that both King Edward IV and his sons were illegitimately conceived outside 
wedlock. Buckingham also explains that they have nevertheless agreed to meet him at 
Baynard’s Castle, Richard’s residence in London, where Richard is to pretend indifference to-
wards Buckingham’s renewed request that he should accept the crown. As the citizens arrive, 
Richard exits, and Catesby enters and exits twice to report that Richard is at prayer and that he 
will not be distracted from his “holy exercise” (TLN 2162). When Richard finally enters “aloft” 
(TLN 2192), he refuses the crown twice. Buckingham pretends to give up on Richard and starts 
to leave, vowing to “entreat no more” (TLN 2318). F directs Buckingham, the mayor, and the 
citizens to exit, and has them re-enter six lines later (TLN 2324). This sizeable group of char-
acters would have to move at a ludicrously fast pace, were they to leave the main stage and re-
enter in the time Catesby and Richard take to exchange the intervening lines. The other alter-
native is equally unfeasible, as Catesby and Richard would have to pause and wait for this group 
of characters to exit and then re-enter, when in fact their exchange suggests the need for Richard 
to decide quickly and on the spot whether he is willing to accept the crown or not. These direc-
tions are unstageable and were clearly added to the Folio to enhance the reader’s experience. 
The early staging of this moment in the play was probably closer to Q1, whose lack of directions 
suggests that Buckingham, the mayor, and the citizens only start to walk off before they are 
called back. Q1, in other words, rightly signals that this group of characters have no time to exit 
and re-enter in performance. More generally, this moment in Richard III can help us reconsider 
what it is that we value about the First Folio, which, paradoxically, may have less to do with its 
closer link to how Shakespeare’s plays were originally staged than how they were originally 
meant to be read and enjoyed by Shakespeare’s first readers. 

The second noteworthy aspect of the editorial direction introduced in the Folio text of Rich-

ard III at TLN 1664 is the expansion of Q3’s “Dors.” into F’s “Dorset”. Q3’s “Dors.” is itself 
an expansion of “Dor.” in Q1. Dorset has no lines in this scene and his presence is not only 
superfluous but also unlikely, since all of the Queen’s kinsmen are noticeably absent, as the 
Prince’s complaint about “want[ing] more Unkles … to welcome [him]” to London makes clear 
at TLN 1518. Most modern editions avoid considering the implications of Dorset’s presence in 
this scene by opting for the shorter and more conventional phrasing of exit directions that 
prompt some characters to leave the stage while others stay on (e.g., “Exeunt all, but”). Some 
editors, though, retain Dorset (see, for example, Hammond 1981), while others take “Dor.” in 
Q1 to stem from a compositorial misreading of “Dar.”, that is Stanley, Earl of Derby, in MSQ, 
which was then presumably mistakenly expanded to read “Dors.” in Q3 and “Dorset” in F (see, 
for example, Jowett 2000). I believe that “Dor.” in Q1 is in fact more likely to be a composito-
rial misreading of “Car” in MSQ, since capital “C” and “D” look quite similar in early modern 
secretary hand, and, unlike the Cardinal, who plays a significant role in this scene, Stanley, like 
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Dorset, has no lines in it.15 In short, this direction in the Folio once again shows how editorial 
decision can be affected by a tendency to adopt its stage directions in plays like Richard III, 
which are believed to draw their authority from fresh theatrical authorities, even when, as in 
this case, there are reasons to believe that their provenance is in fact editorial.  

 
§ 

 
To conclude, the Richard III stage directions discussed in this essay should give us reasons 

to pause and reflect, on the occasion of this important anniversary, on what we think we value 
about the First Folio as editors and textual scholars who routinely work with it as the main (or, 
for sixteen plays, the only) textual authority of Shakespeare’s dramatic works. Does the pres-
ence of an editor make the First Folio more or less valuable to those scholars who rely on the 
textual evidence it preserves in order to re-present Shakespeare’s dramatic works to modern 
readers? The lack of paratextual materials signed by Shakespeare in the front matter of earlier 
printed editions published during Shakespeare’s lifetime suggests that, although he could have 
taken care of their impression himself, as other early modern dramatists like Ben Jonson did, 
he seems to have decided not to. The fact that Shakespeare seems to have entrusted the early 
modern stationers who oversaw the transmission of his works from the playhouse to the printing 
house with the realisation of his works on the page, as much as he must have entrusted his 
actors with the realisation his works on the stage, should encourage us to value (and find out 
more about) the First Folio as the first edited collection of his dramatic works. 
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The Padua Folio1 
 
Shakespeare’s First Folio has recently regained prominence among textual and book scholars, 
thanks to the celebrations on the occasion of the fourth centenary of Shakespeare’s death in 
2016, which prompted a series of cultural initiatives and gave rise to several scholarly articles 
and essays (see, for instance, Smith 2016a and 2016b). Moreover, significant advancements 
have recently contributed to a renewal of interest in the volume on the part of the general public, 
such as the discovery of two previously unknown copies of the precious volume (one in St 
Omer, France, and the other on the Isle of Bute in Scotland; Mayer 2015a; Smith 2016c), and 
the attribution of several manuscript notes in a First Folio copy housed in the Free Library of 
Philadelphia to the hand of John Milton (Scott-Warren 2019). This essay discusses the exemplar 
of Shakespeare’s First Folio preserved in Padua, Italy, among the volumes belonging to the 
Biblioteca Universitaria. The Biblioteca Universitaria was founded in 1629 by the Venetian 
Republic, for the “comfort, decorum and greater ornament” of the Studium of Padua. The li-
brary’s holdings have been continuously expanded during its almost four hundred years of con-
tinuous activity, through several donations (from professors in the university, travellers, local 
scholars, etc.) and bulk acquisitions (for instance of the books belonging to the Natio German-
ica, the corporation of German students in Padua, and of the books belonging to the monastic 
foundations suppressed under the Napoleonic rule). The holdings of the library include more 
than 100,000 printed books dating from the seventeenth to the eighteenth century: among these 
is an almost complete copy of Shakespeare’s First Folio. Part of the library’s holdings have 
been digitised and are now freely accessible to the public, including a complete digital version 
of the Padua First Folio.2	

The first collected edition of Shakespeare’s dramatic works was published in London by a 
syndicate of stationers, including Isaac Jaggard and Edward Blount, two London printers and 
publishers. The production of the book took place over about two years, and the Folio was sold 
to the public starting from 1623, seven years after Shakespeare’s death. The 950-pages volume 
includes thirty-six plays. The Folio is a fundamental text for Shakespeare scholarship, as it 
represents the earliest textual witness for half of Shakespeare’s traditional dramatic canon, in-
cluding canonical plays such as Twelfth Night, Measure for Measure, Macbeth, Julius Caesar 
and The Tempest. The volume is entirely devoted to Shakespeare’s dramatic works and does 
not contain any of his non-dramatic poetry, which was published separately in less prestigious 
editions. The texts were collected by John Heminges and Henry Condell, two fellow-actors in 

	
1 The first paragraph of this essay has been published under the title “An Introduction to the Padua First Folio”, in 
Alessandra Petrina (ed.), “Fair Padua, nursery of arts”: Shakespeare and Padua, Cahiers Élisabéthains 112 
(2023) forthcoming. 
2 http://www.internetculturale.it/opencms/opencms/it/viewItemMag.jsp?id=oai%3Awww.internetculturale.sbn. 
it% 2FTeca%3A20%3ANT0000%3APUVE029331 (accessed September 2022). 
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Shakespeare’s company, The King’s Men, and were prepared for print by several scribes and 
compositors, some of whom have been identified by modern scholars (Egan 2016). The first 
print run of Shakespeare’s Folio is estimated to have numbered about 750 copies and repre-
sented “an unprecedented venture”: an edition in the prestigious and expensive folio format, 
devoted entirely to plays by a single dramatist, and printed in relatively high numbers (Rasmus-
sen 2016: 18). Of the original 750 copies, about 230 are known to be still extant, of which only 
40 copies are complete (Smith 2017: 82); one third of the total existing copies, about 80 exem-
plars, is preserved among the holdings of the Folger Shakespeare Library in Washington DC, 
while the remaining two thirds are the property of several different institutions and private col-
lectors around the word. After the United States, the country with the most copies is the United 
Kingdom, housing about fifty copies of the First Folio. Only seven copies are known to exist 
in continental Europe (in Paris, Saint Omer, Berlin, Cologne, Stuttgart and Padua, plus one 
copy belonging to a private owner; Rasmussen and West 2012). The Padua copy of the First 
Folio is the only extant copy in Italy; it has been registered among the Library’s holdings since 
around 1840, and, until recently, it was thought to be the only copy of the First Folio known to 
have reached the Continent before modern times (Cottegnies 2017). This essay focuses on a 
major aspect of the Padua folio, i.e., the presence of numerous early contemporary manuscript 
annotations, and offers a reappraisal of the notes, as well as new insight on their nature and 
function.    	

The Padua copy of the First Folio (Padova, Biblioteca Universitaria, Rari N.S.1) has been 
known to scholars for some time; however, as Gwynne Blakemore Evans pointed out in his 
survey of Shakespearean prompt-books, despite the volume having been “discovered” multiple 
times by different scholars over the years, not much progress had been made about its history 
until very recently (Evans 1960, “General Introduction”). The first published account of the 
Padua First Folio is an article published on 11 July 1895 in the magazine The Scotsman; the 
author, John Robertson, wrote that the Folio was found in Padua “amongst a number of uncat-
alogued books” (Robertson 1895: 10). Robertson also gave a brief account of the annotations, 
correctly identifying them as prompt notes and connecting the copy to the milieu of theatre 
performance; he read an annotation (Macbeth 5.3; p. 151) as the Italian word “ritirata”, sug-
gesting that the volume might have originally belonged to an Italian company. The Padua Folio 
was then listed in Sidney Lee’s Census, published in 1902; its presence in Padua was signalled 
to Lee by Emilo Teza, a professor of Sanskrit and comparative literature at the University of 
Padua, who highlighted the prompt notes and identified the presence of two different hands in 
the annotations (possibly with the addition of a third hand; Lee 1902a: 722; 1902b: 33).3 In his 
census, Lee briefly described the notes in the Padua Folio as: ‘early MS. notes, made apparently 
by an acting manager’ (Lee 1902b: 33). Starting from two decades later, and coinciding with 
the third centenary of the publication of the First Folio, a series of Italian articles witnessed a 
renewed interest in the Padua Folio, describing the copy and suggesting possible explanations 
for its presence in Padua (Gargano 1923; Brunelli 1923; Orsini 1932). The next scholar to look 
into the Padua Folio, Leslie Casson, was not aware of these developments; he examined the 
Padua copy and in 1936 published an article that appeared in Modern Language Notes, focusing 
on the manuscript annotations in the volume, describing the two hands that wrote them and 
correcting Robertson’s reading of ‘ritirata’ in the English ‘retreate’ (Casson 1936: 418), thus 
invalidating Robertson’s hypothesis regarding the volume’s provenance.4 Casson suggested 
several plausible connections between the annotated names of actors in the Padua Folio and 
theatre companies active on the Restoration stage, but could not connect the volume to any 
specific company (Casson 1936: 422-23).	

	
3 The original letters are contained in: BUP, Rari NS 1, Documenti. 
4 The page numbers in this article are reported as they are in the Padua copy of the Folio. For a list of paginations 
issues in this copy, see: Rasmussen and West 2012, 794-99. 
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Three decades later, Blakemore Evans dated the two hands in the annotations to the early 
part of the seventeenth century, and more precisely to the period between 1625 and 1635. If his 
dating proved correct, he wrote, “the Padua Macbeth and the other Padua prompt-books repre-
sent the only pre-Restoration Shakespearean prompt-books now extant” (Evans 1960, “Intro-
duction to Macbeth”). Evans moreover highlighted how the cuts in the Padua Folio displayed 
some continuity with established theatrical practices, which points to the volume belonging to 
a professional company, rather than to a gentleman amateur (Evans 1967: 240). Anthony West’s 
2001 work detailing the history of the First Folio and Rasmussen’s survey of First Folio copies, 
published in 2012, added several details about the Padua copy, including a full transcription of 
annotations and a detailed description of the volume’s material state, including information on 
watermarks, printing errors and stages of production (Rasmussen and West 2012: 794-99; West 
2001: 262-63). Others who have offered appraisals of the Padua Folio are Emma Smith, who 
dedicated some pages of her 2016 book to the Padua copy, and Jean-Christophe Mayer, who 
investigated the annotations in the Padua copy as part of his survey of Shakespeare’s early 
modern readers (Mayer 2015b; Smith 2016b: 239-241; Mayer 2018: 118-122). Recently, 
Lavinia Prosdocimi has at least partially solved the puzzle of the Padua folio provenance, prov-
ing that the volume was in the possession of the English consuls in Venice; from their collec-
tion, the Folio was then transferred to the library of the Natio Anglica, the corporation of Eng-
lish students in Padua, and then to the Discalced Carmelitans, ending up among the holdings of 
the Bilbioteca Universitaria when the monastic foundation was dissolved in 1810 (Prosdocimi 
2023). 	
	
	

Marginal Annotations and Scribal Hands in the Padua Folio	
 

The “special title of interest” of the Padua Folio, as Casson wrote, resides in the presence of 
several manuscript annotations to the text of three plays: Measure for Measure (pp. 61-84), The 

Winter’s Tale (pp. 277-303), and Macbeth (pp. 131-151; Casson 1936: 418). The manuscript 
annotations in the Padua Folio are of three main kinds: there are several cuts to the original text 
of the plays; annotations relating to performance, such as stage calls, notes signalling the end 
of single acts, the presence of sound and music (both songs and “flourishes”) and stage props; 
and, lastly, several actors’ names (more often indicated only by initials) in the text of The Win-

ter’s Tale and Macbeth. Other reading marks and smaller annotations are present throughout 
the volume, such as several crosses in pencil, plus a few pen-tries and ink blots, a common 
occurrence in contemporary books (Smith 2016b: 166). These reading marks are clustered 
around the first section, containing the “Comedies”, while they seem to be rarer in the “Histo-
ries” (a section which is almost devoid of either reading notes or thumb marks; Casson 1936: 
417) and “Tragedies”. These marks are found for the most part in a small number of texts 
(mainly Romeo and Juliet and Hamlet). According to Casson, thumb marks prove that the plays 
that were read most often are Romeo and Juliet, Macbeth, Hamlet, and Cymbeline (Casson 
1936: 417). Pencil crosses, evidently intended to signal notable passages, are only present in 
the “Comedies” section, where they seem to highlight sententious phrases and otherwise mem-
orable material, possibly for the purposes of commonplacing (Mayer 2018: 147-48).	

Other significant annotations include the addition to the “Catalogue of plays” at the begin-
ning of the volume of the title of Troilus and Cressida, which has been added as the first of the 
“Tragedies”, as it happens in several other exemplars of Shakespeare’s Folio. The text of Troi-

lus and Cressida was added to the volume after the page containing the “Catalogue” had been 
already printed, apparently due to some difficulties in obtaining the rights to the text; as a con-
sequence, the pages containing Troilus are unpaginated in the First folio. The title of this play 
does not appear in the table of contents of the volume, and has been penned in by readers in 
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several of the existing copies (Smith 2015: 9-10). Furthermore, the Padua Folio presents several 
scribblings that look like pen-tries at various point, some of which are barely legible. The text 
of Measure (3. 1; p. 72) displays an annotation on the left margin of the page reading: “B Fox”, 
followed by a series of two “f” and one “b”, and by what looks like “foh .”, “foh . B” (however 
the ink in the last two scribblings is badly smudged, making it difficult to identify single letters 
with certainty). More pen-tries and small annotations are present in the text of The Merry Wives 

of Windsor (3.3; p. 51, possibly the word “minimum” repeated twice), and of The Taming of 

the Shrew (4.1; p. 224, which is however very faded and almost impossible to read). A line in 
Twelfth Night (1.3.164, p. 256) is correctly reassigned to the character of Andrew, while in 
another speech in the same play (3.4.145, p. 268), the name of the character of Sir Toby has 
been crossed out. More pen-tries are found in the text of Titus Andronicus (5.2; p. 50). Finally, 
the last page of the volume, after the end of the last of the “Tragedies”, Cymbeline, contains a 
phrase that is again quite difficult to decipher. The Padua copy presents quite a few repairs, 
which have been exhaustively documented by Rasmussen; moreover, the left and right edges 
of the volume were trimmed after some of the marginal annotations were written, as is evident 
from several leaves, leading to a possible loss of information (Rasmussen and West 2012: 797-
98). Traces of trimming are evident, for instance, on pp. 78-79 (Measure) and pp. 138, 150 
(Macbeth), where the text of the annotations is partially cut out.  	

The main type of marginal note in the Padua folio is systematic annotation of the text of the 
plays themselves. The manuscript annotations to the text of Measure, The Winter’s Tale, and 
Macbeth have been long identified as related to theatre practice. According to Smith, the anno-
tations on the Padua folio represent the earliest extant example of manuscript performance notes 
in a copy of the First Folio, and as such are extremely interesting to modern scholars trying to 
understand the contemporary production and staging conditions of Shakespeare’s plays in the 
pre-Restoration context (Smith 2016b: 239). The use of such a heavy (not to mention expen-
sive) edition as the First Folio as a prompt-book for Shakespeare’s plays might seem strange; 
however, this may be explained by the absence of contemporary quarto editions of the three 
plays at issue, making the Folio arguably a relatively easily available copy in the case of these 
texts (Berger 1996: 325). This also explains why these plays were the only ones to be annotated 
for performance, as a hypothetical theatre company could have used other, more manageable 
editions to stage other popular Shakespearean dramas such as Hamlet. 	

The topic of the annotations in the Padua Folio was investigated in detail for the first time 
in an article written by Gian Napoleone Orsini, published in 1932 in the literary magazine 
Civiltà Moderna. In addition to offering a summary appraisal of the volume, Orsini listed cuts 
to the plays in an Appendix to his article (Orsini 1932: 544-46). The annotations were consid-
ered again by Casson, who however was unaware of Orsini’s work, and finally by Blakemore 
Evans (Casson 1936: 418-21; Evans 1960; Evans 1967: 239-42). Robertson had already iden-
tified them as performance annotations in 1895, suggesting that the plays might have been an-
notated by ‘some Italian actor or theatrical company’ (Robertson 1895: 10). However, as men-
tioned above, Robertson’s suggestion was based on an erroneous reading, and was later unani-
mously rejected by scholars (Gargano 1923: 1; Casson 1936: 418). Bruno Brunelli, in an article 
published in the literary magazine Il Marzocco in 1923, suggested instead that the volume might 
have belonged to a group of “scolari inglesi” (English students) in Padua, who might have been 
staging Shakespeare’s plays in Italy (Brunelli 1923, 4).  

In his survey of Shakespearean prompt books, Blakemore Evans suggested that the copy 
might be connected with Sir Edward Dering’s residence, Surrenden Hall in Kent, known for 
having hosted theatrical performances in the early modern period. Dering, one of the first 
named owners of a copy of the First Folio, had a keen interest in the theatre, both purchasing 
play texts and staging plays in his house, among which were Shakespeare’s (Evans 1960, “Gen-
eral Introduction”; Rasmussen and West 2012: 794; Smith 2015: 160-161). Evans connected 
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the initials and names of several actors mentioned in the annotations to a number of people 
“who took part in an amateur performance of Fletcher’s Spanish Curate produced by Sir Ed-
ward Dering between 22 October 1622 and the summer of 1624” (Evans 1960: “General Intro-
duction”). Later, Blakemore Evans rejected his own hypothesis, in light of the evidence offered 
by a copy of the quarto edition of James Shirley’s Love Cruelty that can be dated to “1640 or 
later” and that was annotated for performance by the same “prompter-reviser” that had worked 
on the Padua Folio (Evans 1967: 239-242; Shattuck 1965: 236, 269, 495). According to this 
evidence, Charles Shattuck, in his descriptive catalogue of Shakespearean prompt books dated 
the prompt notes to around 1640, a dating that is now generally accepted as accurate (Evans 
1967: 240). The several annotations connected to names of actors, which can be found in Mac-

beth and The Winter’s Tale, as they have been listed by Orsini, include only two complete 
surnames, “Mr Carlile” and “Mr H(e)wit”, and a series of initials: Mr K., Mr G., and T.S. (Or-
sini 1932: 541). The presence of the annotated names of only some of the actors, and specifi-
cally of those playing minor roles, might be due to the fact that the same actor performed more 
than only one role in each play, and as such their presence on stage needed more specific indi-
cations: for instance in Macbeth, “Mr Carlile” apparently played the roles of both one of the 
murderers (4.2; p. 145) and a messenger (5.5; p. 150), while “T.S.” played the minor role of a 
“servant” in The Winter’s Tale (both 3.2; p. 287 and 5.1; p. 299). This would back up Evan’s 
remarks concerning the fact that the book belonged to a professional company, as employing 
the same actor to play several minor parts was an established practice then as it is today, rather 
than be connected to amateur performances of Shakespeare’s plays, such as took place at Sur-
renden Hall. The initials “T.S.” occur in both Macbeth and The Winter’s Tale, suggesting this 
might be the same actor. Moreover, the hands annotating the two plays can convincingly be 
assigned to two different scribes (as described in more detail below), which suggests that the 
volume may have been used by two different stage managers, possibly belonging to the same 
company. 	

Another series of stage directions concern practical aspects of theatre performance, includ-
ing calls for characters, notes indicating props, sounds and music, and finally notes signalling 
the end of acts and the presence of music (indicated as “flourish”). Stage calls are of two types, 
including both mass and detailed calls: a “mass” stage call, listing all characters in the next 
scene, can be found in Measure (1.2; p. 62); a few lines later, a more detailed stage call is added, 
for only the characters of “Lucio” and a “Gentleman”. The text of Measure (4.3; p. 77) contains 
an advance stage call reading “ready Abhorson”, which calls for the actor playing the hangman 
to get ready to enter the stage later in the same scene. Several indications concern noises and 
sounds, for example the two instances of a “knock” in Measure (4.2; p. 76) and Macbeth (II, 3; 
p. 137) and the many instances in which lines are indicated as being spoken from “within”. 
Additionally, several times throughout the three plays, a “song” or a musical “flourish” is ex-
plicitly added, both as a break between acts and at the end of single plays, a fact that undoubt-
edly reflects contemporary theatrical practice. Kathryn Roberts has described flourishes in Eliz-
abethan theatre as “boisterous fanfare played by the brass players” associated specifically with 
the entrances of royal characters (Roberts 2013: 8). The use of musical flourishes in the Padua 
Folio seems to be coherent with the practices described by Roberts, and therefore suggest a link 
with a professional company rather than amateur performers. Measure for Measure, a comedy, 
only features one instance of a manuscript “florish”, coinciding with the beginning of Act 5 
(5.1; p. 79). The Winter’s Tale features several such flourishes, signalling Perdita’s entrances 
on the scene (5.1; pp. 298, 299), the ending of scenes (5.2; p. 300; 5,3, pp. 301, 302) and the 
end of the entire play (5.3; p. 303). In this case, the trumpet sounds may have been intended to 
cue in the audience to the royal lineage of Perdita as Leontes’s daughter, thus aurally anticipat-
ing the play’s denouement. Macbeth is the single play that presents the most musical cues of 
this type. Several such flourishes are present, which are unanimously and significantly 
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associated with the entrances and exits of King Duncan and clustered in the first act of the play 
(1.2; 1.4; 1.6; pp. 132, 133, 134, 135). On the contrary, these flourishes are never, remarkably, 
associated with the title character himself, whose role as a usurper is thus reflected in the use 
of music (Roberts 2013: 12). The next flourish in Macbeth is found only at the end of the play 
(5.7; p. 151), making it clear to the audience that political order is eventually restored, and the 
legitimate king instated. Macbeth contains several other aural cues, which however tend to re-
peat the printed indications, including ‘thunder’ for the witches’ scene (3.5; p. 142) and songs 
(4.1; p. 144). The same play also calls for ‘alarum’ sounds, which have been described as 
sounds played by ‘various instruments, especially trumpets, drums or bells’ and ‘connected 
with military atmospheres’; as such they are ‘most frequently called for in historical plays and 
tragedies’ (Knickerbocker 1937; Wilson and Calore 2014: s.v.). In these instances, the prompter 
of the Padua copy accordingly indicates the presence of a ‘chardge’, clearly referring to military 
music being played (5.7; pp. 150, 151). 	

Among the annotations concerning props, which are few, two are of particular interest. The 
first is the explicit request for a ‘head’ in Measure for Measure (4.3; p. 78), which is clearly 
necessary to add theatrical effect and spectacular value to the head trick in the fourth act of the 
play. The other is the addition of a ‘cauldorne’ to the witches’ scene in Macbeth (4.1; p. 143). 
According to Orsini, the annotation in the Padua Folio may represent the first example of such 
an object to appear in a Shakespearean prompt book, and as such could document the early 
appearance of this iconic prop on the contemporary theatrical stage (Orsini 1932: 541). 	

The most numerous annotations in the Padua Folio are cuts to the texts of the plays. The 
continuity between the cuts in the Padua Folio and established theatrical practices in pre-Res-
toration theatre has been highlighted by Blakemore Evans, pointing to the volume having been 
the property of a professional theatre company, rather than to a gentleman amateur (Evans 1967: 
240). Several substantive cuts are represented by a line on the left margin of the text of the three 
annotated plays; this method of annotating cuts to the text leaves the original material visible, 
allowing a stage director to recover part of the elided text if needed (Mayer 2015b: 164). More 
extensive cuts concern entire scenes or parts of scenes, that were seemingly found to be ines-
sential to the plays’ dramatic action. Examples can be found in the texts of Measure for Meas-

ure, where almost the entire first scene has been cut, save for those lines of dialogue which are 
essential to understand the action (Measure 1.1; p. 61). In the third Act of Macbeth, where the 
whole sixth scene is elided (3.6; p. 143), cutting a scene that is not essential to the action and 
bringing forward the ending of the act. Shorter cuts concern single speeches and even single 
lines of dialogue, often represented by parenthetical statements, which are quite common in the 
text of Measure (Mayer 2018: 120).  

Accordingly, neither major nor minor characters have been left out of the performances, 
although the number of extras is often reduced (Mayer 2018: 119). These minor characters 
include, for instance, Mistress Overdone, the ‘Bawd’ in Measure, who is still present albeit 
with a reduced number of lines. Secondary characters are often retained only in those instances 
where they specifically serve the purposes of theatrical action and elided elsewhere. Mistress 
Overdone’s character is elided from the street scene in the third act of the play (Measure 3.2; 
p. 74), where she is simply carried away to prison, however, her part is retained in full in Meas-

ure 1.2 (p. 62), where her lines announce Claudio’s arrest. Similarly, the character of the Porter 
in Macbeth 2.3 (p. 137) is retained, as his presence is necessary to tie together the scenes fea-
turing the murder and the discovery (Macbeth 2.2 and 2.3), which are connected by the repeated 
knocks on the door. However, the Porter’s initial monologue is wholly cut out, leaving only the 
most functional lines in the scene.  

The cuts to the plays in the Padua Folio, and especially the shorter cuts of single lines or 
speeches instead of whole scenes, have elicited puzzled responses from critics, noting how of-
ten is the more sententious and indeed most poetic material that has been elided. This is 
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especially evident in the case of the cuts to the text of Measure, where, for example, most of 
the Duke’s speech about death in the third act (Measure 3.1; p. 70), which is generally consid-
ered one of the poetic high points of the play, has been left out. In Macbeth, the anonymous 
annotator cut out the long dialogue between Macbeth and the murderers in the third Act (3.	6; 
p. 143) and, perhaps more surprisingly, part of Macbeth’s famous speech in the fifth Act (“To-
morrow and tomorrow and tomorrow”, Macbeth 5.5; p. 150; Mayer 2018, 119). Again, this is 
probably dependent on the practical needs of the performing company, that chose to keep most 
of the action and, conversely, cut most of the longest speeches and sententious or moral mate-
rial, without consideration for their purely aesthetic value. Another hint of this is the limited 
cuts to the text of Macbeth, which is already one of the shortest of Shakespeare’s plays and the 
shortest tragedy overall, and as such does not need much cutting to be brought to a manageable 
performance length. In Macbeth, most of the cuts concern the title character, who has the long-
est part and the most lines (Mayer 2018: 119). 	

The cuts to the text of the plays in the Padua Folio, however, maintain the poetic qualities 
of the original text when it comes to their metrical arrangement. Casson, examining the cuts in 
Macbeth in more detail, showed how the metrical structure of Shakespeare’s lines is preserved, 
even when speeches are cut, by cutting speeches at the half-line (Casson 1936: 418). Occasion-
ally, small changes to the text are made necessary. For instance, in Measure, the Duke’s speech 
at the end of the third act has been replaced by a “Song” (3.2; p. 74). More generally, insertions 
and changes are functional to smoothing out the dialogue after a section has been elided. For 
instance, in the third act of Macbeth (3.1.49; p. 139) the line “Bring them before us”, spoken 
by the title character, is replaced by “Bid them stay there for me”, since the following scene 
between Macbeth and the two murderers has also been cut, signalling that the dialogue between 
the murderers and Macbeth will be happening off-stage. 	

As far as the hands that performed the cuts and wrote the marginal annotations to the plays 
are concerned, Casson correctly identified two different scribes in the Padua Folio, which he 
named conventionally “scribe A” and “scribe B”. Teza, in his letter to Sidney Lee alerting him 
to the presence of a first folio exemplar in Padua, identified a third hand, but sadly did not 
provide much detail. The first hand annotating Measure for Measure and Macbeth is described 
as “easily legible, regular script in the Italian style”, while the second, occurring only in The 

Winter’s Tale, is characterized by Casson as “older-fashioned, thick, and untidy”. The hand of 
scribe A can better be described as a mixed hand: despite its predominantly Italian features, this 
scribe displays a consistent preference for the older, secretarial form of “closed” or “looped e” 
that remained popular in the British Isles until the first part of the seventeenth century. This 
hand occasionally also displays other older features, such as the use of the ‘backwards looped’ 
form of ‘d’ (Measure 2.2; p. 66). Scribe B is undoubtedly untidier with his marginal annotations 
and especially with his longer cuts, which are signalled by uneven marginal lines (Winter’s Tale 
1.1; p. 280); they are also less interested in annotating calls for actors, which are often omitted. 	

Several features of hand B point to an older scribe or possibly to a slightly earlier period. 
These older-looking features include the square form of “c” resembling a small “t” (Winter’s 

Tale 1.1; word “Act” on p. 281, which can be compared with the same word in Macbeth, p. 
135, showing a more decidedly Italian shape in the letter “c”), the “boxed” form of “r” (in the 
words “gaoler” and “officer”, Winter’s Tale 2.2 and 3.2; respectively pp. 283, 286), plus his 
consistent use of a doubled “ff” to signal the presence of a capital “F” (“flurrish”, Winter’s Tale 

3.2; p. 286 among others). The most prominent secretarial feature displayed by the hand of 
scribe B is undoubtedly the form of “long H” (see the word “sheapheard” in Winter’s Tale 3.3; 
p. 288), a tell-tale sign of secretarial handwriting; on the contrary, scribe A consistently makes 
use of the Italian form of H (Macbeth 1.1; word “Chardge”, p. 131 and 1.2, “Thunder”; p. 132). 
The shape of the letter X, going below the writing line (Winter’s Tale 4.1, word “Polixines”; p. 
289, and compare with the letter X by scribe A, in Macbeth 1.2, word “Lenox”; p. 131) is also 
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indicative of a more antiquated writing style. All these features allow us to side with Casson in 
affirming that the hand that annotated Winter’s Tale might be either earlier or belong to an older 
scribe than the hand that worked on both Measure for Measure and Macbeth. However, palae-
ographical analysis cannot be more conclusive on this specific point, especially given the com-
pressed time frame involving a period of only about thirty years, from the publication of the 
Folio in 1623 to his arrival in Venice before 1655 (according to the detailed information that 
has been provided in Prosdocimi 2023).	

Another difference between the two scribes concerns the amount of material that has been 
cut from each play: the cuts performed by scribe B in Winter’s Tale are much less extensive 
compared to what happens in the other two annotated plays, involving only about a hundred 
lines out of a total of more than three thousand and amounting to about 3% of the play, while 
Measure for Measure and Macbeth suffer reductions of, respectively, about 15% and 10% of 
their total length. The text of Measure for Measure, in particular, is cut extensively, ‘no scene 
having avoided cutting’ (Brunelli 1923: 4). The person who annotated the The Winter’s Tale 
also tends to cut entire speeches or scenes, such as the entire opening scene in the play, instead 
of surgically removing single lines from a character’s speech as it happens instead in Measure 
and Macbeth. This is even more significant as The Winter’s Tale itself is one of the longest of 
Shakespeare’s plays; as such, we would expect this play would need more cutting than both 
Macbeth (an unusually short tragedy) or Measure for Measure. Finally, scribe B is also notice-
ably more restrained in his annotations, often omitting character calls and not providing as many 
additional stage directions.  
 
 
Conclusions 
	
A re-evaluation of the hands that annotated the Padua Folio reveals more details on the early 
owners and users of the volume. The language and handwriting of the annotations in the Padua 
Folio confirm that the owners of the volume may have been an English acting company, active 
between 1623 and roughly 1650, when the book apparently arrived in Venice. Such dating 
would agree with Shattuck, who dated the marginal annotations to c. 1640. Cumulative evi-
dence (from the use of stage music to the practice of doubling, i.e., using the same actor for 
multiple minor characters, to the nature of the cuts in the text) points in the direction of profes-
sional performers, rather than amateurs, as suggested by previous scholarship on the Padua 
copy. The presence of two different hands in the stage annotations clearly indicates that at least 
two people were involved in the performances based on the Folio texts as acting managers. At 
the same time, the fact that the initials ‘T.S.’ appear in plays annotated by both scribes A and 
B might indicate that both acting managers belonged to the same company.  

If the people behind hands A and B belonged to the same environment, their practices were 
undoubtedly different, as testified by their respective annotating habits. Scribe B does not tend 
to operate the kind of ‘surgical cuts’ to the text that only involve a line or half a line and seem 
to have limited themselves to cut entire scenes or speeches. They were also less interested in 
noting stage calls and props, something that Scribe A diligently does. This may reflect slightly 
different performance practices associated with specific locales or time periods and may depend 
on the fact that one scribe was considerably younger than the other, as suggested by the differ-
ences in their handwriting. More generally, annotations relating to stage calls and props help us 
better understand the practical realities of the early stagings of Shakespearean plays, adding 
precious information on the workings of Caroline theatre, involving actors playing several mi-
nor roles at once and a limited use of props, which were reserved for significant moments in a 
play, such as the all-important head-trick in Measure for Measure and the scene that sees the 
witches in Macbeth take centre stage. 	
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Finally, and while scholarship on the Padua Folio has almost entirely focused on the stage 
directions, the different types of annotations found in the Padua folio are also revelatory of 
different practices enacted by Shakespeare’s early readers. In doing so, they provide evidence 
of very distinct, and sometimes opposite uses of First Folio copies and attitudes to the text of 
the plays. First, the opposition between the pencil crosses and ink notes speaks of two different 
uses of Shakespeare’s texts. The person who put crosses on the margin of sententious speeches 
was undoubtedly a reader, and most probably experienced Shakespeare’s work as text on a 
page, reading it alone with an eye for its literary value and rhetorical facility. On the contrary, 
the acting managers who annotated Measure, the Tale and Macbeth did so in the context of an 
acting performance. For the latter, Shakespeare was meant to be acted out, not read, and the 
text was mainly a means to achieve a practical end, represented by the staged play. This is 
evident not only in their different systems of annotations, but also in their choices of the kind 
of textual material they find relevant, which are significantly different. The reader who left the 
pencil crosses in the Padua copy favoured the comedies, while the prompter who annotated the 
three plays for theatrical use chose both comedies and a tragedy. If the common-placing reader 
preferred sententious and poetic material, which he diligently crossed in the margins for future 
reference, the stage managers consistently cut this kind of sententious material out in favour of 
dramatic action, which was more useful for their specific aims. Overall, the annotations in the 
Padua folio provide us with several pieces of information that shed more light on the ways early 
readers of Shakespeare’s plays engaged with the Folio text, offering fresh insight into the dif-
ferent uses the text was put to by different categories of users. 	
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In two publications, Eric Rasmussen (1998; 2017, with Lara Hansen) validated and ampli-

fied a discovery that Giles Dawson had made a half-century earlier (1951-2).1 Six known and 
examined copies of Shakespeare’s Fourth Folio contain between one and fifteen of seventeen 
sheets that differ from the original publication of 1685. Their placement and binding resulted 
in sixty-six of sixty-eight possible signatures, each displaying evidence of consistent editorial 
intervention.2 These variations occur in the second of the book’s three sections, affecting leaves 
from ten plays: King John (4), 2 Henry IV (0.5), Henry V (6.5), 1 Henry VI (4), 2 Henry VI (10), 
Henry VIII (6), Troilus and Cressida (12.5), Coriolanus (6.5), Titus Andronicus (12), and Ro-

meo and Juliet (4).3  
Modifications were numerous, approximately 680, from orthographic modernization and the 

introduction of apostrophes for possessives to the correction of punctuation and more substan-
tive emendation that modified meaning.4 The number of alterations in individual plays varies 
widely as well, from three in 2 Henry IV to 131 in Titus Andronicus. It is easy to identify the 
irregular pages in these texts of F4 because they lack the side and bottom ruled lines that com-
pleted the text-boxing effect characteristic of some early modern books, including the four 

	
1 See Dawson (1951-2: 93-103); Rasmussen (1998: 318-22); Hansen and Rasmussen (2017: 55-62). A sheet or 
leaf is the physical piece of paper on which a book’s pages are printed, recto (right-hand side) and verso (the back 
left-hand side). A signature is the section or gathering of the pages in a sheet under the signature mark, the 
technical term for the letter, number, or both found at the bottom of the recto. This page notation is often described 
as a signature as well.   
2 I.e., in the Folger F4 copy 28, the only examined folio that includes the revised gathering 2N1:6, the pages are 
not entirely contiguous, or part of the same sheet. Signatures 2N6 and 2N6v were supplied from another copy or 
section of a Fourth Folio that might have been considered even more fragmentary or defective than the one Wel-
lington’s crew repaired. This is why seventeen sheets produced only sixty-six pages rather than the usual sixty-
eight. The four Folger copies are Copy 7 (Wing S2915), Copy 13 (Wing S2915), Copy 28 (Wing S2915), and 
Copy 33 (Wing S2915).  The New York Public Library copies are Astor (Wing S2915) and Lennox (Wing S2917). 
Folger copy 13 was not collated because it contains only a single reprinted page, an inconjugate leaf, signature 
2O4, not part of the same sheet. A seventh copy (Wing S2915) has been identified, unknown to Greg, Dawson, 
Rasmussen, and Hansen, having sold by auction at Sotheby’s to a private collector in 2007. It contains ten of the 
seventeen reprinted sheets (the number of which the auction advertisement misidentifies as nine) with passages 
from King John, 2 Henry IV, Henry V, 1 Henry VI, 3 Henry VI, Coriolanus, and Titus Andronicus. For a descrip-
tion, see https://www.sothebys.com/en/auctions/ecatalogue/ 2007/english-literature-history-childrens-books-and-
illustrations-l07411/lot.28.html. 
3 Three printers produced F4: the first, Robert Roberts, was responsible for the comedies, the second for the 
histories and the first four of the tragedies through Romeo and Juliet, and the third for the remainder of the 
tragedies and the apocryphal plays. The re-edited F5 pages appear in the second section, suggesting that perhaps 
that printer short-sheeted the publishers. Bowers (1951: 241-46) identified Roberts as the printer of the first 
section, a judgement with which Greg agreed (1957: 1120). The identity of the two other printers remains 
unknown. The numerical halves (.5) in the page count occur because, unlike the three preceding folios, the printers 
of F4 did not always begin a new play on a new leaf. 2 Henry IV ends on 2I2 recto, Henry V begins on 2I2 verso. 
Troilus ends on 2Z3 recto, Coriolanus begins on 2Z3 verso. 
4 The project began in 1993 with Rasmussen’s original apparatus in which he collated five of the six F4 copies 
with F5 pages against the established text of F4, The Shakespeare Fifth Folio (c. 1700). 



M.L. Stapleton 

	78 

standard Shakespeare folios.5 This occurred because at least one of the three publishing houses 
that the stationer Henry Herringman (1628-1704) had originally enjoined to produce F4 was 
unable to print enough of these very segments for inclusion. This unfortunate occurrence com-
pelled him to store the remaining incomplete stacks of ungathered sheets. Without the unavail-
able portions of the second section that included the aforementioned histories and tragedies, the 
unassembled pages could not be converted into completed units suitable for a customer to have 
bound into a folio volume as was the usual practice. As a result, argued Hansen and Rasmussen, 
another stationer, Richard Wellington (d. 1715) likely financed the production of the missing 
material, including its re-editing. He had purchased the rights to the bookseller Richard Bent-
ley’s stock of “One third part of Shakespeeres playes” after his death in 1697, which included 
Herringman’s stockpile, in order to salvage and make saleable the defective 1685s. Dawson 
posited that this editorial activity essentially comprised a Fifth Folio, one that he surmised was 
published circa 1700. Rasmussen and Hansen confirmed this date by demonstrating that the 
watermark for the recreated sheets is not only one of Wellington’s but consistent with those he 
used in his publications in the year 1700.6 

Since many of the emendations anticipated identical corrections either silently made or 
adopted or openly proposed in later texts, their significance lies in the implications of their very 
existence. There was a market that book dealers, in business to make money, recognised and 
sought to exploit. Wellington’s considerable investment in the time-consuming and expensive 
resetting and reprinting of sixty-six folio pages indicated a demand by an existing readership 
for Shakespeare plays in folio (Depledge 2017: 15-16; Connor 2017: 26-37; Depledge 2018: 9-
10). Clearly, he and his fellows thought the most recent collected opus of a playwright who had 
been dead since the distant reign of James I worth preserving. As Don-John Dugas has written, 
1679-84 was a period of fecund publication of Shakespeare quartos. The stationer Richard Da-
vis’s recorded sales of F4 in 1686 show that it was the most expensive folio volume on the 
market at eighteen shillings. Auction records from 1685-99 reveal that a large number of 1685s 
were resold (Dugas 2006: 114-16; West 2000: appendix 1.3)7 Therefore, in the case of the im-
perfect stock missing the sections in question, the consortium of those involved in the F5 project 
was neither checked nor stopped by the effort it would require to recreate the missing sheets 
and include them in the otherwise defective tomes for eventual binding, sale, and readerly con-
sumption, an update to a book that had been out of print since Mary Stuart’s Catholic great-
grandson had succeeded to the throne in place of his elder brother. 

As Rasmussen noted, the F5 alterations have not been included in the textual notes for mod-
ern texts of the plays except by coincidence. That is, they happened to be identical to those 
previously attributed to Nicholas Rowe and his successors in their parallel editorial efforts 
(1998: 19). It might be problematic, then, to include changes unique to those unboxed and re-
edited F4 pages in the standard line of eighteenth-century Shakespeares. At the same time, since 
Wellington’s editors and Rowe made similar types of revisions, the F5 modes of emendation 
can be said to provide a virtual continuum between 1685 and 1709, along with those in quartos 
issued in that time period, such as Bentley’s Othello (1681, 1687, 1695; and Wellington’s, 

	
5 The earliest published account of this anomaly occurs in Contributions to a Catalogue of the Lenox Library, no. 
V. In the Lenox copy of F4 Wing S2917, “pages 145 to 156, in the second part of Henry the Sixth, has probably 
been reprinted [. . . .] On pages 149, 150, and 151, 152, in one copy, there are rules at the sides and the bottom as 
upon all the other pages—in the other these rules are omitted, leaving those at the top and between the columns” 
(1880: 41).  
6  See Mandelbrote (1997: 56, 94; 55-94); Dawson (1951-2: 100-1); Rasmussen (1998: 320); Hansen and 
Rasmussen (2017: 56-59).  
7 See Hansen and Rasmussen for a list of advertisements for Shakespeare folios by Richard Bentley, Richard 
Wellington, Joseph Knight, and Francis Saunders (2017: 58). 
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1705) and Hamlet (1683, 1695; and Wellington’s, 1703).8  
The idea of a Shakespeare Fifth Folio has not been sufficiently explored in textual studies, 

mostly because scholars have not been afforded the opportunity to examine the re-edited pages 
and analyse the material for themselves. Now, for the first time, we present a facsimile edition 
of these anomalous Fourth Folio sheets, photographed from two Folger Shakespeare Library 
copies, 28 and 33. With them, we have supplied an apparatus containing all the F5 alterations 
that includes the readings of the same textual loci from the four standard Shakespeare folios 
and the three Nicholas Rowe editions produced by Jacob Tonson (1709, 1709-10, 1714). He 
was, of course, the celebrated publisher who produced the first illustrated Paradise Lost (1688) 
and who eventually held the major copyright for Shakespeare. The user or reader might thereby 
compare the effort of Wellington’s revisers with the editorial choices of the preceding four 
folios and with those of Rowe to determine if, how, and why F5 links seventeenth-century 
Shakespeare with the Enlightenment traditions that Rowe helped initiate. 

Though the Fourth Folio has been more maligned than praised, it is essential for understand-
ing the reception of Shakespeare. For one thing, it preserved most of 1623 unaltered. Gary 
Taylor commended it as an “elegant and readable volume comparable in appearance to the best 
products of Continental printing or English eighteenth-century bookmaking” (1989: 31). Yet 
his positive assessment has hardly reversed or muted its otherwise negative critical history. 
Matthew W. Black and Matthias A. Shaaber (1937: 320-78) categorised four classes and over 
a dozen subcategories of misprints in their landmark study of the three “lesser” folios, the 
Fourth heading this parade of error. Dawson’s judgement was harsh: “we do not often meet 
with such gross carelessness as these sheets exhibit” (1951-2: 93). Rasmussen and Hansen con-
curred, calling this unloved text “one of the most ineptly printed books published in the seven-
teenth century” (2017: 55). Regardless of which of these general assessments might be more 
accurate than another, F4 was undoubtedly a major link between the first three folios and the 
1709 Rowe-Tonson production.9   

Most writers, booksellers, and stationers in late seventeenth-century London held the man 
responsible for producing the Fourth Folio, Herringman, in high regard. He had been John Dry-
den’s first publisher and might have employed him as an assistant or consultant. Sonia Massai 
speculated that the poet-playwright-critic helped with the editing of F4 (2002: 257-70). Her-
ringman, in fact, became master of the Stationers’ Company in that climactic year of 1685, 
which marked the death of one monarch and the coronation of another. He brought out the third 
Ben Jonson folio (1692) and the second Beaumont and Fletcher (1679), the writings of Thomas 
Killigrew (1664) and William Davenant (1673). He, along with John Martin, acquired some of 
the rights to Shakespeare in 1674 from Ellen (also Eleanor) Cotes, widow of Richard and sister-
in-law of Thomas, he who had inherited half the Jaggard-Blount rights, including those to the 
Pavier quartos, and who had published the Second Folio of 1632 (Murphy 2021: 79; Man-
delbrote 1997: 56-94; Belanger 1975: 195-209). 

Andrew Murphy, in his landmark survey Shakespeare in Print, contextualised the quality of 
F4 and, by implication, Tonson and Rowe’s use of it as authoritative, by noting its singularity 
among the four folios. It was not truly a reprint of F1 featuring largely identical pagination or 
columns with textual emendation, as F2 and F3 were. For F4, all forty-two plays had to be reset, 

	
8 See Hansen and Rasmussen (2017: 58).  Since this editorial business was anonymous, and it is not known how 
many people Wellington employed, we refer to them as “the editors” rather than “the editor”. We also sometimes 
use F5 as a noun with agency in the singular form. 
9 Rowe was likely encouraged to use F4 as his copy text since his publisher and paymaster, Tonson, owned the 
copyright to Shakespeare via this edition.  He was awarded two assignments of copyright, 20 May 1707 and 22 
October 1709, which gave him dominion over almost every Shakespeare play. In turn, he used the first edition 
with Rowe (1709) to establish his claim fully. See Seary (1990: 133) and Dawson (1946: 11-35). For the record, 
there were three Jacob Tonsons: the Elder (1655-1736), who collaborated with Rowe; his nephew and business 
partner, the Younger (1682-1735); and his great-nephew and the Younger’s son (1714-67). 
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which must have been an enormous and perhaps unwelcome undertaking. Herringman likely 
had access to the two versions of F3 as copy-text, which might have been scarce because of the 
depredations of the Great Fire in 1666, an event that could have occasioned a Fourth Folio in 
the first place.10 Again, this stationer contracted with three separate print shops at the produc-
tion stage, since the book’s divisions are tripartite, each with a discrete set of signatures and 
page-numbers. The trio of printers each produced his own title-page, each containing the names 
of several booksellers along with Herringman’s in varied combinations. Furthermore, there are 
textual differences not just between this triad of Fourth Folios, but among copies with the same 
title-page, which suggests that gathering sections of sheets for binding was not always precisely 
calibrated by those who did the job.11 As W. W. Greg noted, “This is the only edition of the 
collection in which each play does not begin on a fresh page” (1957: 1120).  

It probably did not occur to Rowe and Tonson that the 1685 folio was not the best possible 
in existence from which to create their own in 1709. Surely, they believed, this newest imprint, 
albeit a quarter-century old, would serve them better than those from forty, seventy, or even 
ninety years earlier. Accordingly, the F5 editors that Wellington employed in 1700 anticipated 
Rowe’s generally tacit and conservative methodology. Their practices have more in common 
with those of their folio predecessors than these three volumes can be said to share with the 
increasingly annotated Shakespeares of Alexander Pope (1725, 1728), Lewis Theobald (1733, 
1740, 1752, 1757, 1762), and William Warburton (1747). And though some of these editors 
spoke slightingly of Rowe, it should be observed that their productions ultimately derived from 
his eight-volume duodecimo of 1714. Textual scholars have claimed that this poet, playwright, 
and translator used F4 exclusively as his primary text because he adopted some of its unique, 
and in their opinion, problematic emendations, for which they have soundly chastised him.12 
However, the majority of solid 1685 readings he kept are not only identical to those of the first 
three folios but have also been retained by subsequent attendants to the text. Peter Seary noted 
that the Riverside Shakespeare recorded 1063 of Rowe’s emendations, most of which subse-
quent editions have continued to accept (1990: 60n42). Also, as his publisher, Tonson knew the 
future laureate’s worth as a possible “reviser” of Shakespeare since he was certainly a reader 
of the plays and was most likely the main overseer of his own dramatic writings for printing, 
such as The Fair Penitent (1702), The Tragedy of Jane Shore (1714), and The Tragedy of Lady 

Jane Grey (1715). In turn, both Rowe and Tonson benefited from the logical divisions into acts 
and scenes for their three Shakespeare editions together (1709, 1710, 1714), a worthy adver-
tisement of the Tonson “house style”, duplicated in the publication of the three-volume The 

Works of Mr. William Congreve (1710), as Robert B. Hamm has shown (2004: 179-205). 
Rowe was capable of making informed editorial decisions and, in most instances, chose 

wisely. The same can be said for Wellington’s revisers for the F5 pages. Of the approximately 
680 F4 words or punctuation marks that F5 emends, 364 are exclusive to the sixty-six recon-
figured pages under consideration, unparallelled in the folios or by Rowe’s Shakespeare trium-
virate with Tonson. From that tandem’s three multivolume efforts, Wellington’s assistants an-
ticipated 271 emendations, 146 of these exclusive to F5 and Rowe. That many of these 

	
10 “The Fourth Folio differs from the Second and Third in that it is not a page-for-page reprint of the 1623 original”. 
Murphy makes this statement in the first edition of Shakespeare in Print (2003:  55). He omits it from his second 
edition (2021). The first edition of the Third Folio was published in 1663, the second in 1664, which included 
seven plays not previously attributed to Shakespeare. F4, Rowe, and Alexander Pope included these spurious texts 
in their editions, though Pericles is now thought to be mostly Shakespeare’s. 
11 The three variant title pages, distinguished by their Wing Catalogue notation: “Printed for H. Herringman, E. 
Brewster, and R. Bentley” (Wing 2915); “Printed for H. Herringman, E. Brewster, R. Chiswell, and R. Bentley” 
(Wing 2916); “Printed for H. Herringman, and are to be sold by Joseph Knight and Francis Saunders” (Wing 
2917).  
12 Rowe consulted other editions such as the Second Folio (1632), which he owned, the 1608 quarto of King Lear, 
and the 1600 quarto of Henry V. D. Nichol Smith made this claim as early as 1928 (1928: 32-33). 
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emendations have survived into the twenty-first century testifies to the acumen of those who 
made them and suggests that those modifying texts in 1700 informed their practices with tech-
niques that moderns would recognise. Since F5 restores 121 readings that occur in the first three 
folios as a unit that F4 omitted, its overseers likely had access to one or all of these.13 By com-
parison, in the same F4 passages that F5 revises, Rowe follows the quartet of folios 253 times, 
F4 exclusively in 86 readings, preferring F1-F3 in 167 instances. 

Like anyone thus employed, Wellington’s team discovered words and lines its members 
thought deserved emendation. In Henry VIII, the Surveyor explains to King Henry that the Duke 
of Buckingham, his former master, had believed a friar’s dubious prophecy that he would one 
day be king. In the first four folios, the Surveyor claims that he counselled the duke that “ʾtwas 
dangerous for this / To ruminate on this so farre” (1.1.179-80 / 528). F5, just as Rowe did a 
decade later, supplied “him” for the first “this”. In a change less obviously in need of making, 
the same editors, perhaps with hidden political motivations, thought Titus Andronicus should 
invoke Jupiter Capitolinus as a presiding deity who should “Stand gracious to the rights that we 
intend” (Tit. 1.1.78 / 99), as opposed to the religious funerary “rites” the hero mentions in this 
line in all four folios. The twofold issue of “rights” / “rites” had, to put it mildly, convulsed 
England for an entire century just as it had in previous times, such as the competing rights and 
ceremonies of Parliament and the monarchy that led to the Civil War, and the feared endanger-
ment of the rites and privileges of the established Church of England by the Catholicism of 
James II, the heir to his brother, Charles II. These issues were still current in 1700 during the 
reign of William III, when work on the Fifth Folio was in progress. Similarly, in the same 
foursome of folios, Menenius Agrippa continues his body-state analogy by appearing to address 
one citizen: “Note me this, good friend” (Cor. 1.1.127 / 134). However, F5 emends to “friends”, 
perhaps keeping the play’s opening stage direction in mind: “Enter a Company of Mutinous 

Citizens, with Staues, Clubs, and other weapons”. It is possible that Menenius’s earlier “Why, 
masters, my good friends, mine honest neighbors” (62-3 / 63-4) and consistent use of the plural 
form of address influenced the editors as well.  

F5’s more subtle interventions in the F4 text demonstrate a level of care that is easy to miss. 
In Troilus and Cressida, Pandarus mocks his niece’s physical attraction to a notoriously louche 
figure rather than appreciating the young man whom he would prefer to be her mate: “O admi-
rable man! Paris? Paris is dirt to him” (Tro. 1.2.238 / 394). Since the hero of his diatribe has 
been “brave Troilus” (231 / 387), the folios and Rowe imply by their exclamation point that the 
title character deserves admiration and that Paris, the subject of a scornful question mark, em-
bodies the foolish alternative. Yet the F5 amenders shift this punctuation one word to the left 
and supply a comma in its original place, heightening the risibility, and eliminating Troilus 
from the comment: “O admirable man? Paris, Paris is dirt to him”. Helen’s abductor, implies 
Pandarus, deserves contempt, which the iteration of his name in a pair of scornful plosives 
underscores. This second divergence from the earlier texts and Rowe allows for further contrast 
by another slight repetition. Perhaps the F5 crew noted that earlier in the speech, Cressida’s 
uncle refers to Troilus as “admirable youth” (234-5 / 390-1) truly worthy of unqualified praise, 
unlike Paris, his elder brother, the carpet knight who has visited calamity upon his tribe. 

Some of the F5 emendations suggest that Wellington’s revisers had access to other Shake-
speare folios besides the Fourth. As Henry V, the mirror of all Christian kings, prepares to 
invade France, his former tavern companions ruminate on the ailing Falstaff. As part of the 
jocularity that masks the group’s concern for him, the Boy says, “Good Bardolph, put thy face 
between his sheets, and do the office of a warming-pan” (H5 2.1.84 / 584), a jibe at their friend’s 

	
13 F5 followed F1 exclusively sixteen times, F2 exclusively once, and F3 exclusively nine times. F5 emended F4 
to follow F1 and F2 but not F3 twenty times, emended F4 to follow F2 and F3 but not F1 six times, and emended 
F1 and F3 but not F2 4 times. These totals have been calculated from study of the critical apparatus we have 
provided. 
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disastrously florid complexion. F1, F2, and Rowe considered the concluding compound to be 
authentically Shakespearean because it seemed more plausible than the “warming-man” of F3 
and F4. Rowe owned a copy of F2 with the logical reading but was probably able to intuit it 
without resorting to comparison. A long-handled rasher of coals to heat a cold bed was surely 
nothing new to him. Perhaps F5 had the same access to the earlier folio or was equally able to 
emend, based on a knowledge of this common household convenience. Similarly, in Juliet’s 
histrionic interrogation of the Nurse as to whether Romeo has been slain, she concludes a series 
of puns on “I”, “aye”, and “eye” with “makes thee answer ay” (Rom. 3.2.49 / 698). F2, F3, and 
F4 read the direct object pronoun as the definite article “the” instead. Yet the First Folio and 
Second Quarto (1599: G2) versions of the play preferred the pronoun, as did F5. Since both 
readings are plausible, Wellington’s editors were possibly privileged to choose between avail-
able variants. Similarly, Lavinia implores the psychopathic Chiron to intercede for her with his 
mother, Tamora. The four folios render the plea to spare her from the imminent sexual assault 
she dreads, “Do thou intreat her shew a woman pitty” (Tit. 2.3.147 / 890). In this instance, 
“woman” is the implied indirect object of “shew”. However, F5 either had access to the First 
Quarto of Titus or anticipated its genitive adjective “womans” (1594: D3v) and so chose it: i.e., 
that Tamora, as a member of Lavinia’s sex, should by her shared feminine nature therefore 
show pity.14  

In the mode of Rowe and his successors, F5 subjected the text to nuanced and perceptive 
grammatical modification, sometimes in the lines of impassioned women such as Lavinia. As 
the doomed Joan la Pucelle realises that conventional bargaining for her life will not convince 
her English captors to spare her from the stake, she desperately reconsiders her strategy. The 
First Folio reads: “Then Ione discouet thine infirmity, / That wartanteth by Law, to be thy pri-
uiledge” (1H6 5.4.61-2 / 2701-2). Not until the Third Folio does “r” unseat the erroneous “t” of 
“discouet”. Yet F2, like F3, F4, and Rowe, replaced a second rogue “t” to correct the other 
nonsense term in the couplet to “warranteth”, though this edition missed the first of “discouet”. 
Shakespeare seems to have been using “warrant” in the older sense of “protect” or “cover in 
armor”, as in As You Like It: “Your features, Lord warrant us: what features?” (3.3.4 / 1618). 
In the present tense, then, Joan could be telling herself to reveal her “infirmity”, pregnancy, that 
itself generates lawful protection for her peculiarly feminine right to life, regardless of her 
crime. Her condition creates an essential law that shields her. However, F5, in addition to adopt-
ing “discover,” preferred the past tense in the form of a perfect passive participle, “warranted”. 
In that case, the editors might have reasoned, the time-honoured statute that Joan invokes ob-
viously existed before the bodily transformation that she alleges to have occurred: “Then Joan 
discover thine infirmity, / That warranted by Law, to be thy priviledge”. Similarly, Juliet sum-
mons the personified night so that she might consummate her marriage. In the folios, she in-
vokes its black mantle to hood her “vnman’d” blood “till strange Loue grow bold, / Thinke true 
Loue acted simple modestie” (Rom. 3.2.15-16 / 1659-60). Rowe, like many of his successors, 
found the grammar unsatisfactory. He emended “grow” to “grown” and “Think” to “Thinks” 
so that the precocious adolescent bride ruminates that the inexperienced or diffident sort of love 
personified (Cupid) actually understands what “true loue acted” really means, whatever that 
may be. F5 simply renders “grow” as “grows”, perhaps concluding that no further emendation 
was necessary, desirable, or helpful in decoding Juliet’s paradox. 

Punctuation comprises the majority of the F5 emendations, which bears more significance 
than traditional textual scholarship has usually assigned to it. Early and mid-twentieth-century 
critical trends divided themselves approximately into halves on the subject. Some scholars 
maintained that the matter was of no importance because compositors could not be reliably 

	
14 Other quarto readings that F5 reproduces include Q1 Henry V, “Warming-pan” (2.1.84 / 584) and “loyalty” 
(2.2.5 / 632); Q1 Troilus, “Parallels” (1.3.168 / 628); Q1 Titus, “them” (3.1.115 / 1258); Q2 Titus, “them^” (2.3.140 
/ 883); and Q2 Romeo, “Tybalt’s” (3.2.106 / 1760). 
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credited with fulfilling the intentions of playwrights regarding such minutiae. Pointing should 
therefore be regarded, in the formulation of W. W. Greg, as an accidental rather than something 
substantive that directly affected meaning. Commentators who have argued for its importance 
have further subdivided themselves. Some have said that authors or compositors plotted their 
stops for mostly grammatical reasons, for the eye and the page. Others have made a more con-
troversial claim. They contend that those who have denied the significance of punctuation risk 
blundering into anachronism by adopting such a position because contemporary practise was 
much more nuanced and sophisticated than moderns have heretofore realized. The sequence of 
gradually more concrete pauses—comma, semicolon, colon, and period—were intended for 
deliberate emphasis and pacing in texts from antiquity to the nineteenth century, often in plays. 
Alfred E. Thistleton (1900) and Percy Simpson (1911) were strong adherents of such views, 
followed by Alfred W. Pollard (1916, 1920), John Dover Wilson (1939), and Richard Flatter 
(1948). R. M. Alden (1924), in a somewhat savage refutation of Simpson, epitomised the dis-
senters from this hopeful view of printing-house practices regarding authorial intention. “Not 
proven”, he concluded.15 

In spite of those commentators who distrust theories of punctuation that emphasise meaning 
in Shakespeare, few scholars would claim that pauses are insignificant or naively inserted into 
the pentameter of the plays for the same reason. As Douglas Bruster (2015) has shown, an entire 
subfield of the discipline devotes itself to the statistical analysis of caesura placement. Some 
critics such as MacDonald P. Jackson (2002) have based their authorship attribution studies on 
pause patterns said to be characteristic of various playwrights. George T. Wright’s Shake-

speare’s Metrical Art (1988) devotes over sixty passages to the issue, analyzing it as an im-
portant part of the prosody he dissects. Therefore, if a consensus exists that pauses are signifi-
cant, and pointing contributes to or accentuates this crucial poetical device, then punctuation 
certainly matters.16 

The position that F5 deliberately emended with a conscious knowledge of intermediate stops 
such as commas, colons, and semicolons can be buttressed by the scholarship of Anthony Gra-
ham-White (1995) and others.17 He demonstrated that playwrights and grammarians throughout 
the early modern period tended not to practice the strictly syntactic practical punctuation famil-
iar to moderns, but the “rhythmic” variety, instead, based on a strongly oral component of the 
text that is mostly invisible to us as silent readers. M. B. Parkes (1978) stressed the concern that 
scribes had to adapt their pointing to a particular audience, rather than observing absolute gram-
matical correctness. George Puttenham (1589) distinguished between commas, colons, and pe-
riods “as severall intermissions of sound”, that is to say, pauses. Ben Jonson (1640) described 
the same reading practice as essential to speaking, “whereas our breath is by nature so short, 
that we cannot continue without a stay to speake long together; it was thought necessarie, as 
well as for the speaker’s ease, as for the plainer deliverance of the things spoken, to invent this 
meanes, whereby men pausing a pretty while, the whole might never the worse be understood”. 
The grammarian Thomas Sheridan (1781) was one of the first to comment on the dichotomy 
between the written and spoken uses of punctuation, which he noted arose from different 
sources for different purposes, with the former somewhat at odds with the latter. For him, 

	
15 Thistleton, Some Textual Notes on “All’s Well That Ends Well” (1900); Some Textual Notes on “A Midsummer 
Night’s Dream” (1903); Some Textual Notes on “Measure for Measure” (1903); Simpson, Shakespearean 
Punctuation (1911); Pollard “The Improvers of Shakespeare” (1916: 265-90); Introduction to A New Shakespeare 
Quarto: The Tragedy of “King Richard II” (1916: 5-104); Introduction to Shakespeare’s Fight with the Pirates 
(1920: vii-xxviii); Wilson (1939: lviii-lix); Flatter, Shakespeare’s Producing Hand (1948); Alden (1924: 555-80). 
16 See Bruster (2015: 25-47); Jackson (2002: 37-46); Wright, Shakespeare’s Metrical Art (1988); Oras (1960); and 
Tarlinskaja (1987). 
17 See Graham-White, Punctuation and Its Dramatic Value in Shakespearean Drama (1995); Ong (1944: 349-60); 
Hammond (1994: 203-49); Sherman “Punctuation as Configuration” (2013); and Jowett (2015: 317–31). 
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pauses should depend on oral emphasis, and that the notation generated for written discourse 
“cannot be represented by so small a number as four or five marks”.18  

So, the frequency with which the F5 editors modified what they saw in the Fourth Folio 
while rebuilding its missing pages suggests that more than the simple rectification of error mat-
tered to them. That so many of these modifications anticipated those of Rowe, a practicing 
playwright, underrated editor, and overseer of his own dramatic texts who punctuated for rhyth-
mic and rhetorical emphasis further supports the idea that Wellington’s amenders were of the 
same mind. No matter what the result, the revisionary activity is significant in itself. The storied 
opening to Henry V concludes with “Admit me Chorus to this history; / Who, Prologue-like, 
your humble patience pray, / Gently to hear, kindly to judge, our play” (Pr. 32-4 / 33-35). The 
Fourth Folio ends the first of these lines with a comma. Yet F5, in the manner of the first three 
folios before and Rowe afterward, prefers the semicolon, a heavier pause that allows emphasis 
on this dramatic spectacle as reliably chronicled truth. This small emendation exemplifies Jon-
son’s statement that such pretty pauses might help one understand the whole, and never for the 
worse, at that. 

F5’s most common type of punctuation modification is replacing a strong dramatic pause 
with one less forceful. In several instances, the effect is that the speaker, in a state of excitement, 
simply runs on and boils over in his or her expression. King John demonstrates this type of 
emendation frequently. The title character exclaims: “Now, by the sky that hangs above our 
heads, / I like it well” (Jn. 2.1.104; 718). The four folios and three editions of Rowe place the 
comma after “heads”, but F5 eliminates it, preferring to imitate the rush of agitated speech in 
place of a more correct grammatical isolation of a set-off prepositional clause. Similarly, later 
in the scene, Hubert enthusiastically commends the good looks of Blanch of Spain to the king 
as a means of creating an alliance with France, based on sexual chemistry: “Look upon the 
years / Of Lewis the Dolphin and that lovely maid. / If lusty love should go in quest of beauty, 
/ Where should he find it fairer, than in Blanch?” (2.1.424-7 / 739-42). Again, the folios and 
Rowe differ from F5 in that those editors wanted a full stop after “Maid” and a pause following 
“fairer”. Yet F5 preferred once again to use lighter punctuation to convey the speaker’s excite-
ment, substituting a comma for a period. It eliminates the pause after “fairer”, an emendation 
that, by the way, most moderns have reproduced, since current syntactical practices, along with 
the effect of animated discourse, would recommend it. Appropriately, Blanch, in validating her 
uncle’s desire to see her wed to Lewis, explains that her passions can be bent to please the king. 
The folios and Rowe, again, apply a full stop at the end of her first line: “I will enforce it eas’ly 
to my love. / Further I will not flatter you, my lord” (515-16; 832-3). Yet F5 substitutes a comma 
for the period, heightening the passion of her speech, showing her directness to her intended, 
and imitating, by punctuation, her ability to enforce her love to her will. There is, here, no 
stopping it.  

Conversely, F5 provides strong stops when the occasion beckons. Dramatic emphasis seems 
to have been the motivation, since a punctuation mark, if used in oral delivery, tends to empha-
sise the words before or after. Henry V features this technique, perhaps to heighten a character’s 
speech patterns or sensibility. For instance, the four folios agree that this line in Canterbury’s 
analogy of the kingdom to a beehive should run, “They have a king, and officers of sorts, / 
Where some, like magistrates correct at home” (H5 1.2.190-1; 337-8). However, F5 substitutes 
a period for the comma after “sorts” and supplies another comma after “magistrates”. Perhaps 
this re-pointing was intended to insert breaks to emphasise the simile that the churchman uses, 
making it easier for the auditor to apprehend. It is also possible that these pauses operate as 
hitches in this oily speaker’s glib rhetoric, hinting at his bad-faith motivations in priming his 
king for war, an attempt to divert him from the appropriation of church lands and money that 

	
18 Parkes (1978: 127-42); Puttenham (1904: 2:77); Jonson (1947: 551); Sheridan (1781: 104-05). 



Introduction to the Fifth Folio 

	 	 85 

Canterbury so fears. This same principle could be operative in his description of the “emperor” 
bee who “surveys” his drones: “The singing masons building roofs of gold” (198; 345). The 
four folios and Rowe agree that a comma should follow the last word in the line, but the F5 
editors insist on a full stop, thus subtly underscoring the substance that Canterbury truly cares 
about, regardless of his high-sounding motivations. And their repunctuation of the king’s re-
sponse to the French ambassador and his insulting gift at the play’s beginning suggests just how 
mistaken this gesture will turn out to be. “We are glad the Dolphin is so pleasant with us, / His 
present and your pains we thank you for” (259-60; 409-10) did not seem to require any modi-
fication to the folio editors or to Rowe. But F5 deletes the comma after “us” and inserts a period, 
and then another full stop after “present”. The pauses subtly accentuate Henry’s tacit but deadly 
anger, implying just how disastrous this gratuitous insult will turn out to be for France. Further-
more, the unexpected and seemingly ungrammatical full stop also underscores that the device 
of the tennis balls, the “present”, registered more with the king than the “pains” for which he 
facetiously thanks the ambassador, in a way that the French will surely regret. 

F5’s pointing emendations often heighten a speaker’s character and habits of discourse, and 
the same phenomenon can be surmised in more noticeable editing. Canterbury’s analogy of the 
bees, “Creatures that by a rule in nature teach / The act of order to a peopled kingdom” (H5 
1.2.189-91 / 336-8), suggests how a king such as his might govern and, in an unintended bit of 
self-revelation, how the churchman sees himself as a ruler or policy-maker. Rowe and the four 
folios represent this principle of order as an “act”, probably in the sense of “process”, equivalent 
to the Latin in actu. Yet F5 supplies “Art” in its place, which enables an entirely different level 
of meaning, with other connotations, also derived from the Latin, ars. Namely, a monarch might 
consider the creation of a well-run kingdom as a skill or craft. Or, in the case of Canterbury, 
supersubtle and crafty beyond measure, such art as he uses in manoeuvring Henry V into as-
suming the title of Warrior King could be described as the stuff of illusion and guile, produced 
by avaricious self-interest. 

Henry VIII demonstrates this same interplay of conversational subtleties with equally adroit 
speakers regarding the self-destructive Buckingham and the soon-to-be-deposed Wolsey. In 
some instances, the F5 consortium might have consulted the rest of the Shakespeare canon to 
inform its decisions to emend. For that matter, its members might have looked at plays from 
the very pages they were re-editing to compare the usage of identical words. The Duke of Nor-
folk grudgingly compliments the “spider-like” Cardinal who shuttles his influence from the 
loom to create “his self-drawing web” in arranging the Field of the Cloth of Gold for the English 
king and François Premier. “There’s in him stuff that puts him to these ends; / For being not 
propt by ancestry”, i.e., Wolsey, with “The force of his own merit makes his way” (H8 1.1.60-
8). Though “propt”, signifying “supported”, seemed a legitimate F1 reading worth preserving 
for the overseers of the next three folios and Rowe, F5 emends to “prompt”, perhaps in the 
obsolete sense of “inclined” or “disposed” (OED adj. and adv. A.2.b). For this, Wellington’s 
editors could have been prompted by Troilus’s exchange with Cressida regarding the Greeks, 
“most prompt and pregnant” (Tro. 4.4.88 / 2479).  

In a similar echo between the two plays in F5, Troilus implores Pandarus not to exacerbate 
his youthful despair that he will never consummate his passion for Cressida: “When I do tell 
thee there my hopes lie drown’d, / Reply not how many fadoms deep / They lie indrench’d” 
(1.1.50-1 / 84-5). F5 follows the first three folios by preserving the unusual last word, though 
F4 and Rowe afterward prefer “intrench’d”, another possible nautical reading. So, it should not 
surprise that the F5 editors chose a form of that watery word in, again, Henry VIII. There, 
Buckingham assures Norfolk that Wolsey bamboozlled Henry into “this last costly Treaty”, the 
Field of the Cloth of Gold, “th’interview, / That swallow’d so much treasure, and like a glass, 
/ Did break i’th’wrenching” (1.1.164-7; 239-42). Though the four folios and Rowe keep 
“i’th’wrenching”, F5 emends to “i’th’drenching”. Once again, the revising cadre preferred the 
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image of overflowing, soaking liquid based on the hero’s diction in Troilus instead of the awk-
ward twisting or turning of the drinking vessel in F4. In this case, it could be surmised that the 
editors chose this expression as a way of emphasizing Buckingham’s conceit of imbibing to 
excess, enhancing his exaggeration of what he claims to be the decadent wastefulness of Wol-
sey’s pageant. In F5’s version, the cardinal’s ravenously self-consuming spectacle gulps 
money, bursting its bounds in the flooding process. History records that after this brief respite 
from hostilities between England and France, Wolsey attempted to engineer an alliance with 
Charles V in the secret Treaty of Bruges (1521), diplomacy that would wrench the principals 
into the same conflict after the emperor made war on his French neighbor, drenching one and 
all (Gwyn 1980: 755-72).  

The F5 editors, in the manner of Shakespeare’s seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century 
predecessors and peers, attended to the texts with the care and precision that their previous 
experience had afforded them, along with sharp eyesight and good memory and recall. Their 
obvious knowledge of other editions allowed them to collate or consult from them when possi-
ble. This extends to punctuation, which mattered to these overseers for Wellington, just as it 
did for their contemporaries. Their unusually minute attention to the F5 sheets argues that they 
were not simply re-casters of missing Fourth Folio sections in a rush to help their masters sell 
books, but the owners of a distinct and distinguishable editorial sensibility. Indeed, given the 
271 instances in which Wellington’s team anticipated Rowe’s three editions for Tonson, nearly 
40%, suggests that someone at least as good as the future laureate was on the job, one whose 
efforts were requested to serve a reading public. 

This project began thirty years ago. In its earliest form, Eric Rasmussen compared the un-
boxed F5 pages that Giles Dawson had identified against standard editions of F4. This resulted 
in a detailed critical apparatus, noting all differences in punctuation, spelling, and capitalization, 
along with standard verbal emendations. To repeat, we have supplemented the original with an 
updated document that includes the four standard Shakespeare folios and the three Rowe-Ton-
son productions, along with the photographed sheets that contain the variations so recorded. In 
this way, the accomplishments of Wellington’s editors can be seen in context with that of his 
predecessors and of their nearest chronological successor, Rowe, who probably knew nothing 
about their activity.19 

Again, since three different printers issued the Fourth Folio, which included three different 
title-pages, we have striven to collate as many of these copies as have been available to us, each 
in digital form, though this activity presented unexpected difficulties. Not every issuing of F4 
agrees in its particulars with its fellows, even those which have been assigned the same Wing 
catalogue number because of the aforesaid title-pages, so it is not quite possible to discern 
which text or texts the F5 editors deployed in their employment for Wellington. For example, 
the 1904 Methuen F4 facsimile features most of the readings that differ from those of the F5 
sheets, which makes the 1685 copy that the actual printer photographed, William Brendon & 
Son of Plymouth, a likely candidate for the copy-text that the 1700 editors used. However, this 
publication has no introduction, nor does it identify the copy’s library.20 In addition, in each of 
three Wing-numbered digital texts of F4 that we used for the project, i.e., Boston Public Library 
(S2917), Cambridge University (S2915), and the Folger Shakespeare Library (S2915), there 
are some readings that the F5 editors emended that differ in their particulars from one another 
and from the facsimile. Such differences are also the case with digital copies we consulted but 
that we did not collate, one from the Bodleian Library, Oxford (S2917) and another from the 
Folger (S2916). 

	
19 F5 not only anticipated 271 of Rowe’s emendations, but Alexander Pope’s in 2 Henry VI, “Counsellor” (4.2.172 
/ 2491) and Lewis Theobald’s in Titus Andronicus, “fault” (2.3.291 / 1049). 
20 William Shakespear's Comedies, Histories, and Tragedies, Faithfully Reproduced in Facsimile from the Edition 
of 1685 (1904). Its title page identifies it as Wing S2915. 
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Our notation is standard. Act, scene, and line-numbers and play abbreviations are those of 
the Riverside Shakespeare, 2nd. ed., ed. G. Blakemore Evans et al. (1991). Through line-num-
bers are from the Norton Facsimile of the First Folio of Shakespeare, ed. Charlton Hinman 
(1968). 
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1. Copies of F5, Fourth Folio collations with revised sheets 
 

Each quire (collection of leaves) of F4 contained three sheets of paper folded in half and gath-
ered so that the outer sheet enclosed the second sheet which, in turn, enclosed the third sheet, 
which is known as a folio in sixes. With this arrangement, signature A1 would be conjugate 
(connected) with A6 on the same sheet of paper, as would A2 with A5, and A3 with A4. The 
reprint would necessarily have been of an entire sheet, one containing both A1 and A6, for 
example. The nomenclature to represent this is A1:A6. For the tripartite folio in sixes such as 
F4, the printers used the letters A to Z for the signatures in the first section, then began again 
with 2A to 2Z for the second, and then *3A-*3Z for the third. In the table below, for example, 
the entry for 2B3:4 means that the Fifth Folio reprinted sheet contains the two conjugate leaves 
of quire 2B, both signature 2B3, recto (right-hand page) and verso (left-hand page), and signa-
ture 2B4, recto and verso. Similarly, *3C2:5 means that the F5 sheet contains signatures *3C2 
and *3C5. The table below shows which of the reprinted signatures were in each of the five 
collated copies, marked with an x. 

 
Signatures Folger 28 Folger 33 Folger 7 NYPL Astor NYPL Lenox 
2B3:4  x x x  
2I2:5  x x 
2I3:4  x x  x 
2M1:6  x 
2N1  x 
2N2:5  x x  x 
2O3:4  x x x  x 
2T3:4   x 
2X2:5  x 
2X3:4  x x x 
2Y1:6  x x x x 
2Z2:5 x x x 
2Z3:4 x x x 
*3B2:5  x x x 
*3C2:5 x x x x 
*3C3:4  x  x x 
*3E3:6   x 
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2. Overview of F5, the reprinted Fourth Folio pages 
 
sig.           pg.            Text affected (Evans)           TLN (Hinman)              
2B3          5               Jn 2.1.228—3.1.184            534-677    
2B3v        6               idem                                    678-825             
2B4          7               idem                                     826-971             
2B4v        8               idem                                     972-1172           
2I2            87             2H4 Ep. And DP                  3324-50             
2I2v          88             H5 Pr.—2.4.75                     1-85                    
2I3            89             idem                           86-231                
2I3v          90             idem                                     232-379              
2I4            91             idem                                     380-523              
2I4v          92             idem                                     524-671              
2I5            93             idem                                     672-819              
2I5v          94             idem                                     820-967              
2M1         121           1H6 3.1.51—3.2.103           1257-1404          
2M1v       122            idem                                     1405-1542          
2M6         131           1H6 5.4.43—5.5.108           2683-2826          
2M6v       132            idem                                     2827-2931          
2N1         133             2H6 1.1.1—1.3.147             1-101                  
2N1v        134            idem                                     102-249              
2N2          135            idem                                     250-393              
2N2v        136            idem                                     394-540              
2N5          141            2H6 2.3.59-3.1.110              1115-1262          
2N5v        142             idem                                     1263-1410          
2°3           149            2H6 4.1.129-4.9.10              2297-2439          
2O3v        150            idem                                     2440-2581          
2O4         151            idem                                    2582-2721          
2O4v      152           idem                                     2722-2862          
2T3          209            H8 1.1.33-1.3.66                 77-223  
2T3v        210             idem                                   224-366              
2T4          211             idem                                   367-514               
2T4v        212             idem                                   515-657              
2X2         231            H8 5.2.199-Ep.                   3236-3376           
2X2v        232             idem                                   3377-3460            
2X3          233            Tro. Pr.-1.3.351                  1-76                     
2X3v        234             idem                                   77-224                 
2X4          235             idem                                  225-373               
2X4v        236             idem                                  374-523               
2X5          237             idem                                   524-671               
2X5v        238             idem                                     672-818               
2Y1          241             Tro. 2.2.124-2.3.199            1113-1260           
2Y1v        242             idem                                     1261-1406            
2Y6          251            Tro. 4.5.26-5.1.1                  2578-2723           
2Y6v        252             idem                                     2724-2871                
2Z2          255             Tro. 5.2.169-5.5.57              3166-3309            
2Z2v       256             idem                                     3310-3459             
2Z3         257             idem                                     3460-3592     
2Z3v       258             Cor. 1.1.1-1.6.46                 1-94 
2Z4         259             idem                                 95-242 
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2Z4v       260             idem                          243-382 
2Z5         261            idem                           383-520            
2Z5v       262            idem                           521-659 
*3B2      279            Cor. 4.6.66-5.2.23      2975-3120 
*3B2v     280            idem                               3121-3261 
*3B5       285             Tit. 1.1.205                  1-90 
*3B5v     286            idem                             91-235  
*3C2       291            Tit. 2.3.73-4.3.90        812-957  
*3C2v     292             idem                               958-1098  
*3C3       293            idem                                 1099-1239  
*3C3v     294             idem                             1240-1383  
*3C4       295            idem                               1384-1529  
*3C4v     296             idem                                 1530-1669 
*3C5       297             idem                                 1670-1813 
*3C5v     298             idem                              1814-1957 
*3E3       317             Rom. 3.1.93-3.3.107      1638-1781                                   
*3E3v     318             idem                               1782-1923 
*3E6       323            Rom. 4.3.7-5.1.29         2486-2616 
*3E6v     324            idem                              2617-2754 
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3. Apparatus 
 

This apparatus is designed to compare the F5 variants from the Fourth Folio with the standard 
texts of the four folios and the three Rowe-Tonson editions. Notation is standard for each edi-
tion of Mr.William Shakespeares Comedies, Histories, and Tragedies with their various pub-
lishers. F1: First Folio (1623); F2: Second Folio (1632); F3: Third Folio (1663-4); F4: Fourth 
Folio (1685). Hence the conventional notation for the complete agreement of these four texts 
in a lemma is Ff.  Since F5 was outside the editorial tradition, we classify it as its own entity. 
A common term for such textual abbreviations is witness, editions of the same work that an 
editor sets in chronological order of publication to demonstrate agreement or disagreement with 
the original reading, and so a reader can see which came first.  

Rowe’s editions are ROWE1 (1709); ROWE2 (1709-10); ROWE3 (1714). When all editions 
of Rowe agree, the notation simply reads ROWE.  The first and second Rowe editions are titled 
The Works of Mr. William Shakespear; in Six Volumes, Adorn’d with Cuts (London: Printed 
for Jacob Tonson, 1709). The third is The Works of Mr. William Shakespear; in Nine Volumes: 

With his Life, by N. Rowe Esq., Adorn’d with Cuts (London: Printed for J. Tonson et al., 1714). 
For those unfamiliar with scholarly textual notation, we have provided these guidelines. 

Scholars traditionally build a textual note with the following components. It comprises the locus 
of the variation in the copy-text, often the oldest edition of a work from which its successors 
derive; followed by the lemma (plural lemmata), the word or punctuation mark about which 
editors have speculated or disagreed; a right-hand square bracket to indicate its extent; and the 
witnesses, abbreviations for the editions consulted that read the same as the lemma, followed 
by a semicolon to mark the divergence between those witnesses agreeing with that particular 
reading and those that differ. The variant word or punctuation mark follows, with the ensuing 
shorthand for the edition that proposes the differing reading. A swung dash (~) indicates a read-
ing that accords with the copy-text. A caret (^) indicates omission of punctuation that occurs in 
other editions in the note. 

We have made two changes to this conventional notational system for the reader’s conven-
ience. First, though an apparatus customarily identifies its edition’s copy-text at the outset with-
out including it in the progression of witnesses in the lemma, we decided that the notes would 
be easier to decode for those new to textual scholarship if we instead explicitly included our 
copy-text, the First Folio (F1) in this list. As a result, this allows us to deploy the aforemen-
tioned Ff abbreviation, an efficient way of demonstrating the concord of the four folios in a 
lemma. For example, in the case of such agreement, with F1 understood as the copy-text, word] 
Ff seemed preferable to the standard form word] F2-F4.  

The second change we have made to traditional notation is that we have added two sets of 
numbers to the left of the lemma that indicate the precise locus of the editorial activity indicated 
in standard Shakespeare editions. For example, here is a textual note from King John: 

2.1.231        537      accordingly^] Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE 
First, the three joined Arabic numerals 2.1.231 indicate act, scene, and line numbers from 

G. Blakemore Evans’ Riverside Shakespeare (1974), which William George Clark and William 
Aldis Wright established in the Globe Shakespeare (1865). Second, the number 537 represents 
the Through-Line-Numbers (TLN) that Charlton Hinman introduced in his First Folio facsimile 
(1968) which account for every line of text, such as scene breaks and stage directions, without 
reference to act or scene. Since the varied pica sizes for prose formatting in twenty-first-century 
Shakespeare texts means that lineation will vary widely between editions, the TLN number 
represents an attempt to standardize textual loci. The New Variorum Shakespeare editions use 
both forms of lineation for just such reasons. Next, in the lemma itself, the first witness, F1, for 
the word accordingly contained no following punctuation, hence the caret (^). After the right-
hand bracket separating the word from its witnesses, Ff indicates that all four folios read 
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accordingly in exactly the same way, with no punctuation following. After the semicolon, the 
mark editors use to separate different readings by various witnesses, the swung dash (~) and 
the comma (,) signify the variation, accordingly, (i.e. with a comma following). That is, F5 
and ROWE represent the witnesses that follow, indicating that these texts adopted this change 
from the original. Since the Fifth Folio was published earlier than the Tonson-Rowe editions, 
the apparatus credits it for the new reading, with ROWE indicating that the three versions of 
Rowe’s Shakespear read the same way as F5. 

Hence, in the above example of the lemma, accordingly^] Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE seemed more 
comprehensible and efficient than accordingly^] F2-F4; ~ , F5, ROWE 
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King John 

 

Evans           TLN       
2.1.228         534          Walls,] Ff, ROWE; ~. F5    
2.1.231         537          accordingly^] Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE  
2.1.291         598    Lioness] F1, ROWE; Lyonnesse F2, F3; Lyonness F4; Lionness 

  F5  
2.1.311         621  Englands] Ff;England’s F5, ROWE 
2.1.311.s.d.   622 Trumpet ] Ff, ROWE; Trumpets F5 
2.1.319         630 those] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; thos F4 
2.1.320         631    marcht] F1-F3, F5; marche F4; march’d ROWE 
2.1.334         648    France,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
2.1.365         679  Deputy,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4    
2.1.368         682 this,] F1-F3, F5; ~ ^ F4; ~; ROWE 
2.1.373         687  Heaven]Ff; Heavens F5; Heav’n ROWE 
2.1.373         687 Angiers] Ff, ROWE; ~, F5 
2.1.376         690 death.] Ff; ROWE; ~ , F5 
2.1.397         711  heads,] Ff; ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
2.1.404         718     ours,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
2.1.425         740 Maid.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
2.1.427         742  fairer,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
2.1.465         781 France :] F1, F2; France^ F3; France; F4, F5, ROWE 
2.1.487         803 Poyctiers] Ff, ROWE; Poictiers F5 
2.1.495         811  Ladies] Ff; Lady’s F5, ROWE 
2.1.510         827 vnckles] F1; Vncles F2; Uucles F3; Uncles F4; Uncle’s F5, ROWE    
2.1.515         832 love.] Ff, ROWE; ~, F5 
2.1.552         873  Richmond,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
2.1.561         881 Composition:] F1, F2; ~; F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
2.1.562         882  Arthurs ^] Ff; Arthur’s F5, ROWE 
2.1.566         887  Souldier,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
2.1.582         903  all-changing world] F1-F3, F5; all changing world F4; all chan- 
  ging-world ROWE 
3.1.12           933  fears,] F1, F5, ROWE2, ROWE3; ~. F2-F4, ROWE1 
3.1.15           936 fears;] Ff, ROWE; ~, F5 
3.1.44           965  Mothers] Ff; Mother’s F5, ROWE 
3.1.57           978 pluckt] Ff, ROWE; pluck’d F5 
3.1.92           1017    Sea-men] Ff; Seamen F5, ROWE 
3.1.93           1018  made;] Ff; ROWE; ~: F5 
3.1.94           1019  day^] Ff, ROWE; ~, F5 
3.1.97           1022 day:] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
3.1.107         1033 Heavens,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
3.1.115         1041 spoil:] Ff, ROWE; ~ ; F5 
3.1.115         1041 bloudy] Ff; bloody F5, ROWE 
3.1.115         1041 Coward,] Ff, ROWE; ~ : F5 
3.1.123         1049 blooded] F1, F5, ROWE; blouded F2-F4 
3.1.147         1074 interrogatories] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; Interrogarrorories F4 
3.1.162         1089 Christendom] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; Cristendom F4 
3.1.171         1098 Foes.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
3.1.177         1104 worship’d] F1; worshipp’d F2, F3, F5, ROWE; woshipp’d F4 
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2 Henry IV 

 
Evans           TLN     
Ep. 12           3334 home,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ; F4 
Ep. 29          3346 any thing] Ff, ROWE; anything F5; any thing Ff  
Ep. 33           3349  good night] Ff, ROWE; goodnight F5 
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Henry V 

 

Evans           TLN    
Pr. 1             2 O ^] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; ~, F3, F4 
Pr. 1             2 ascend ^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
Pr. 7             8 Fire ^ ] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
Pr. 22           23 asunder.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
Pr. 32           33 History;] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
Pr. 34           35  heare] F1, F2, F4; hear F3, F5, ROWE 
1.1.20           59 all.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
1.1.34           74 scowring] Ff, ROWE; scouring F5 
1.1.42           83 study:] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
1.1.46           87 Gordian] Ff, ROWE; Gordion F5 
1.1.55           96 rude,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.1.61           102  holesome] F1, F2; wholesome F3, F5; wholsom F4, ROWE            
1.2.29           176 speak^ ] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.2.35           182 Throne.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
1.2.39           186 succeed] F1, F2, F4, ROWE; succed F3, F5  
1.2.40           187 Which] Ff, ROWE; Wich F5 
1.2.43           190 Authors] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; Authours F3, F4 
1.2.46           193 Saxons ] Ff, ROWE; Saxon F5 
1.2.72           215 Title] Ff, ROWE; Titles F5 
1.2.110         257 Forrage] Ff; Forage F5, ROWE 
1.2.124         271 Lyons] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; Lions F3, F4 
1.2.136         283 onely] Ff; only F5, ROWE 
1.2.143         290 onely] Ff; only F5, ROWE 
1.2.146         293 read,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.2.148         295 unfurnisht] Ff, ROWE; unfurnish’d F5 
1.2.155         302 bin] Ff; been F5, ROWE 
1.2.159         306 onely] Ff; only F5, ROWE 
1.2.174         320  then,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.2.187         334 Obedience:] Ff;  ~ ; F5, ROWE   
1.2.189         336 Act] Ff, ROWE; Art F5 
1.2.190         337 sorts,] Ff, ROWE; ~ . F5 
1.2.191         338 Magistrates^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.2.196         343 Emperor] Ff, ROWE; Emperour F5 
1.2.198         345 Gold,] Ff, ROWE; ~ . F5 
1.2.201         348 gate:] Ff, ROWE;  Gate; F5 
1.2.220         367 policie] Ff, policy F5, ROWE 
1.2.226         373 Ruling] Ff, ROWE; Ruleing F5 
1.2.250         399 Sayes,] F1, F2; Sayes^ F3; Says^ F4, ROWE; Says, F5 
1.2.259         409 us,] Ff; ~ . F5, ROWE 
1.2.260         410 Present,] Ff, ROWE; ~ . F5 
1.2.261         411 matcht] F1, F2, F5; match’d F3, F4, ROWE 
1.2.266         416 Chaces] Ff, ROWE; Chases F5 
1.2.294         444 Dolphin,] Ff; ~ .  F5; Dauphin, ROWE 
1.2.295         445 savour] F1-F3, F5, ROWE3, ROWE3; savor F4, ROWE1 
1.2.299         450 hope^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
2.Ch.22        484 Crowns,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
2.Ch.26        488 France^] Ff; ~  , F5, ROWE                      
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2.Ch.32        494 of] Ff, ROWE; o’ F5 
2.Ch.35        497 Gentles] Ff, ROWE; Gentiles F5 
2.1.29           534 Hoste,] Ff; ~ ? F5, ROWE 
2.1.50           553 worse,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
2.1.84           584 Warming-pan] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; --man F3, F4 
2.1.89.s.d.    588 Exit.] Ff, ROWE; om. F5 
2.1.94           592 floods] F1, F2, F5; Flouds F3, F4, ROWE 
2.1.96           596 slave^] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
2.2.5             632 loyalty] F1-F3, F5; Royalty F4, ROWE 
2.2.18           647 them.] Ff, ROWE; ~ ? F5 
2.2.19           648 Liege,] F1-F3, F5; ~: F4; ~ ; ROWE 
2.2.20           649 not^ that,] Ff, ROWE; ~ , ~ ^ F5 
2.2.29           658 Enemies,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; Enemies^ F4 
2.2.53           681 heavy] F1, F3, F5, ROWE; heavie F2, F4 
2.2.73           701 change:] Ff; ~ , F5; ~! ROWE  
2.2.76           704 apparance.] F1, F2; appearance. F3, F4, ROWE; ~? F5 
2.2.90           719 France ^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
2.2.141         770 me thinks] Ff; methinks F5, ROWE 
2.2.143         772 Law,] F1-F3, F5; ~ ^ F4, ROWE 
2.2.166         795 quit^] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
2.2.166         795 sentence^] F1, F2, F4; ~. F5; ~: ROWE 
2.2.167         796 Person,] F1, F5, ROWE; ~. F2-F4     
2.3.26           847  stone.] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
2.3.55           875 leeches^] Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE 
2.4.15           903 Foe:] F1-F3, ROWE; ~. F4; ~, F5 
2.4.49           939 look^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
2.4.63           953 fear^] Ff, ROWE; ~, F5 
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1 Henry VI  
 

Evans           TLN           
3.1.53           1260 over-born] Ff, ROWE; overborn F5 
3.1.56           1263 Me thinks] Ff; Methinks F5, ROWE 
3.1.63           1270 Lords?] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
3.1.70           1277 ye^ should] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ye, should F4 
3.1.83           1295 knockt] F1-F3, F5; knock’t F4; knock’d ROWE 
3.1.98           1312 Common-weale] F1-F3, F5; ~ ^~ F4, ROWE 
3.1.101         1315 slaughtred] Ff; slaughter’d F5, ROWE 
3.1.105         1321 perswade] F1-F3, F5, ROWE2, ROWE3; persuade F4, ROWE1 
3.1.130         1345 But] Ff, ROWE; Bul F5 
3.1.131         1346 King:] Ff; ~; F5, ROWE 
3.1.145         1361 ioyne] F1, F2; joyn F3, F5; join F4, ROWE 
3.1.193         1413 envious] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; envyous F4 
3.2.4             1427 Market men] Ff; ~ - ~ F5, ROWE 
3.2.21           1446 Now she is] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; Now is she F4 
3.2.27           1454 joyneth] F1-F3, F5; joineth F4, ROWE 
3.2.43           1475 againe] F1, F2, F4; again F3, F5, ROWE 
3.2.64           1500 speake] F1, F2, F4; speak F3, F5, ROWE 
3.2.69           1505 Pesant] Ff; Peasant F5, ROWE 
3.2.79           1515 Either] Ff, ROWE; Eeither F5 
3.2.93           1530 perswade] F1-F3, F5; persuade F4, ROWE 
3.2.97           1534 Me thinkes] Ff; Methinks F5, ROWE 
5.4.49           2689 misconceived,] F1-F3; ~ ^ F4, ROWE; ~ ; F5 
5.4.61           2701 wartanteth] F1; warranteth F2-F4, ROWE; warranted F5 
5.4.115         2756 thereby.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
5.4.127         2769 breath] F1, F2, F4, ROWE; breathe F3, F5 
5.4.128         2770 Crown.] Ff, ROWE;  ~: F5  
5.4.140         2782 King.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
5.4.150         2792 Comparison.] Ff; ~ ? F5, ROWE 
5.4.164         2806 it, when] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ ~ F5 
5.5.6             2827 mightiest] Ff, ROWE; mightest F5 
5.5.17           2838 choyce] F1, F2, F4; choice F3, F5, ROWE 
5.5.19           2840 command:] Ff, ROWE; ~ ; F5 
5.5.22           2843 otherwise,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~; F4 
5.5.50           2872 choose] F1-F3; chose F4; chuse F5, ROWE 
5.5.53           2875 Pezants] Ff; Peasants F5, ROWE 
5.5.87           2909 France,] F1, F2, ROWE; France, F3, F4; France^ F5 
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2 Henry VI 

 
Evans           TLN 
1.1.28           35          Soueraigne] F1-F3; Sovereign F4, ROWE; Soveraign F5 
1.1.36           43          cheerful] Ff, ROWE; chearful F5 
1.1.36           43          voice] F1-F2, F5, ROWE; voyce F3-F4 
1.1.75           82          England] Ff, ROWE; Englaud F5 
1.1.77           84          Land.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.1.78           85          What?] Ff, ROWE; ~ ! F5 
1.1.87           94           Normandie:] Ff, ROWE; ~ ? F5 
1.1.91           98           to[o] and fro] Ff, ROWE; to fro F5 
1.1.96           103         Bedfords ] Ff; Bedford’s F5, ROWE           
1.1.106         113         ours;] Ff, ROWE; ~ : F5  
1.1.139         146         mind.] Ff, ROWE2, ROWE3; ~ , F5; ~; ROWE1 
1.1.150         157         fear me^] F1, F2; I fear me, F3, F4, ROWE; I fear, me^ F5 
1.1.162         169         With^ God] Ff, ROWE; ~ , ~ F5 
1.1.167         174          me,] F1-F2, F5, ROWE2, ROWE3; ~ . F3, F4, ROWE1 
1.1.191         199         house-keeping] F1-F3; Hous-keeping F4; House-Keeping F5, 
  ROWE 
1.1.202        210        Buckinghams] Ff; Buckingham’s F5, ROWE 
1.1.208         217        hast] F1, F4; haste F2, F3, F5, ROWE 
1.1.212         223        I meant] Ff, ROWE; I ment F5 
1.1.235         247       Calidon:] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.1.238         250       Englands ] Ff; England’s F5, ROWE 
1.1.240         252       Nevils] F1, F5; Nevills F2-F4, ROWE 
1.1.253         265       iarres:] F1; jarres. F2, F3; Jarrs. F4; Jarrs, F5 F5; Jars. ROWE 
1.2.25           299       Me thought] Ff; Methought F5, ROWE 
1.2.36           310       Me thought] Ff; Methought F5, ROWE  
1.2.60           335       presently.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.2.71           346       saist] Ff; say’st F5, ROWE 
1.2.72           347       Humes] Ff; Hume’s F5, ROWE 
1.2.82           357       Questions:] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.2.84           359       Wee’le] F1, F2; We’ll F3, F5, ROWE; W’ell F4 
1.2.95           371        Suffolk;] Ff, ROWE; ~ : F5 
1.2.97           373       Elianors] Ff; Elianor’s F5; Eleanor’s ROWE 
1.2.105         381       Humes] Ff; Hume’s F5, ROWE 
1.3.17           402       Cardinals] Ff; Cardinal’s F5, ROWE 
1.3.38           423       Protectors] Ff; Protector’s F5, ROWE 
1.3.47           433       Glosters] Ff; Gloster’s F5; Glo’ster’s ROWE 
1.3.61           447       Colledge] F1-F3, F5; College F4, ROWE 
1.3.78           464       Humphreyes] F1, F2; Humphreys F3; Humphrey’s F4; Humfrey’s 

  F5; Humphry’s ROWE 
1.3.79 465       Queen:] Ff; ~ , F5; ~; ROWE 
1.3.82           468       on] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ou F4 
1.3.92           478       rest:] Ff; ~; F5, ROWE 
1.3.93           479       this;] Ff, ROWE; ~ : F5 
1.3.96           482      Humphrey ] Ff; Humfrey F5; Humphry ROWE 
1.3.114         504      preferr’d] Ff; ROWE; prefer’d F5 
1.3.142         534      Commandements] Ff; Commandments F5, ROWE 
2.3.66           1121    you] Ff, ROWE; ye F5 
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2.3.82           1143    more?] Ff, ROWE; mor^ F5 
2.3.90           1152    downe-right] F1, F2; down-right F3, F5, ROWE2, ROWE3;  
                                 down right F4; downright ROWE1 
2.4.13           1184 Chariot-Wheeles] F1, F2; Chariot-Wheels F3, F4, ROWE1;  
                                Chariot Wheels F5, ROWE2, ROWE3 
2.4.26           1202 griefe.] F1-F3; G reif^ F4; Grief. F5, ROWE 
2.4.32           1208 reioyce] F1, F2, F5; rejoice F3, F4, ROWE 
2.4.33           1209 deep-set (or –fet)] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^~ F4 
2.4.35           1211 start, the] F1-F3, F5; ~ ^ ~ F4, ROWE 
2.4.40           1216 day.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~  ^ F4 
2.4.42           1218 say, I am] F1-F3, F5; ~ ^ ~ ~ F4, ROWE 
2.4.58           1234 awry.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
2.4.69           1245 dayes] Ff; days F5, ROWE 
2.4.77           1254 Stanly] Ff, ROWE; Stanley F5 
2.4.80           1256 Grace.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
2.4.84           1261 her.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
2.4.85           1264 farewel?] F1-F3, F5; ~. F4, ROWE 
2.4.89           1269 afear’d] Ff, ROWE; afraid F5 
2.4.94           1274 Why, Madame,] F1; Why, Madam, F2, F3; Why Madam, F4,  
  ROWE 
3.1.8             1300 himselfe.] F1-F3; himselfe^ F4; himself? F5; himself! ROWE 
3.1.11           1305 Immediately] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; Immediatly F4 
3.1.27           1321 Councelle] F1; councell F2; councel F3; Councel F4; Council F5, 
   ROWE 
3.1.32           1326 now,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
3.1.32           1326 o’re-grow] Ff;; o’regrow F5; oe’r-grow ROWE 
3.1.32           1326 Garden,] Ff, ROWE; ~. F5 
3.1.35           1329 Duke.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
3.1.61           1355 summes] F1-F3; summs F4; sums F5, ROWE 
3.1.78           1372 enclin’d] Ff; inclin’d F5, ROWE 
3.1.86           1382 Gods] F1, F2, F4; God’s F3, F5, ROWE 
3.1.106         1405 By means] Ff, ROWE; By the means F5 
4.1.134         2302 Bezonions] F1; Bezonians F2; Bezonians F3, F4, F5, ROWE 
4.1.137         2305 Islanders^] Ff, ROWE1, ROWE2; ~, F5; om. ROWE3 
4.1.141.s.d   2311 rest.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
4.1.142         2313 lye,] F1, F2; lie, F3, F5, ROWE; lie. F4 
4.2.4             2322 to sleep now then] Ff, ROWE; then to sleep now F5 
4.2.8             2327 it was] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; it was it F4 
4.2.15           2333 Councell] F1-F3; Councel F4; Council F5, ROWE 
4.2.30           2349 let’s] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; lets F4 
4.2.51           2370 hedge] F1-F3; Hedg F4; Hedge F5, ROWE 
4.2.63           2381 i’th’] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; i’th the F4 
4.2.67           2385 and I wil] F1; and I will F2, ROWE; and will F3, F4; and we will  
  F5 
4.2.70           2388      be.] F1-F3, F5; ~ ^ F4; ~-- ROWE 
4.2.73           2391      drink^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.2.76        2394      let’s] F1-F3, F5, ROWE2, ROWE3; lets F4, ROWE1 
4.2.90        2408     Ha’s] Ff, ROWE1; H’as F5, ROWE2, ROWE3 
4.2.108      2424     Villain^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.2.122      2442      Rebellious F1-F3, F5, ROWE; Rebellous F4 
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4.2.139      2459      birth.] F1, F2, F5, ROWE2, ROWE3; ~, F3, F4, ROWE1 
4.2.160      2480     Sayes] F1-F3; Says F4; Say’s F5, ROWE 
4.2.165      2485     Commonwealth] Ff, ROWE; Common-wealth F5 
4.2.172      2491     Councellour] F1, F2; Councellor F3, F4, ROWE; Counsellor F5 
4.2.174      2494     words^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5  
4.2.178      2598     flye] Ff; fly F5, ROWE 
4.2.185      2505     shooen^] F1, F2; shoon^ F3; Shoons^; Shoons, F5; Shoone, 
  ROWE 
4.3.2          2514     Here^ Sir] Ff; ~ , ~ F5, ROWE 
4.3.17        2528     let’s] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; lets F4 
4.4.5          2537     brest] Ff; Breast F5, ROWE 
4.4.21        2554     now^] Ff; ~, F5, ROWE  
4.4.26        2562     haste] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; hast F4 
4.4.27        2563     Flie^] Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE  
4.4.31        2567    Westminster.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.4.50        2587     him^] om. F1; ~ ^ F2-F4; ~, F5, ROWE 
4.4.53        2590     spoyle] Ff; spoyl F5; spoil ROWE 
4.5.2          2601     No^ Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE 
4.5.11        2611     Countrey] F1, F2, F4; Country F3, F5, ROWE 
4.7.13        2646     Away,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
4.7.24        2658      ties:] F1-F3; ~ ^ F4; ~. F5, ROWE 
4.7.34        2667      where-as] F1-F3, F5; where^as F4; whereas ROWE 
4.7.63        2697     wealthy,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
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Henry VIII 

 

Evans          TLN 
1.1.34          78             (For] Ff; ^~ F5, ROWE 
1.1.56          104           o’th’] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; oth’ F3, F4 
1.1.59          108           propt] Ff, ROWE; prompt F5 
1.1.60          109           Successors] Ff, ROWE; Successours F5 
1.1.97          154           Ambassador] Ff, ROWE; Ambassadour F5 
1.1.113        173           wholesome] Ff; wholsom F5; wholsome ROWE 
1.1.113        173           Loe] Ff; Lo F5, ROWE 
1.1.129        199           follow, and] Ff; ~ ^ ~ F5, ROWE 
1.1.133        204           full^hot] Ff; ~- ~ F5, ROWE   
1.1.135        207           me^ like] F1-F3, F5; ~,~ F4, ROWE 
1.1.146        219           again^ there]F1, F5; ~,~ F2-F4, ROWE 
1.1.147        220           stronger] Ff, ROWE; strong F5 
1.1.149        222           allay^ the] F1-F3, F5; ~,~ F4, ROWE 
1.1.165        240           enterview,] Ff, ROWE; interview^ F5 
1.1.167        240           ith’] Ff; i’th’ F5, ROWE 
1.1.167        242           wrenching] Ff, ROWE; drenching F5 
1.1.169        245           o’th’] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; oth’ F3, F4 
1.1.171        247           cride] F1, F2; cri’d F3, F4; cry’d F5, ROWE 
1.1.182        258           this] Ff, ROWE; the F5 
1.1.189        265           Kings] Ff; King’s F5, ROWE 
1.1.189        265           course,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.1.190        266           know^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.1.198        278           Sergeant] F1, F2, F5; Serjeant F3, F4, ROWE 
1.1.202        284           Lo] F1, F5, ROWE; Loe F2-F4 
1.1.203        285           falne] F1, F2; faln F3, F4; fallen F5; fall’n ROWE 
1.1.213        297           Tower, till] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^~ F4 
1.1.220        307           o’th’Plot] Ff, ROWE; o’thPlot F5 
1.1.221        308           o’th’] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; oth’ F3, F4 
1.1.221        308           O^] Ff, ROWE1, ROWE2; ~, F5, ROWE3 
1.1.222        309           ore-great] F1, F2; o’re^ great F3, F5; o’re-great F4, ROWE 
1.1.223        310           spand] F1, F2; spann’d F3, F4, ROWE; span’d F5 
1.2.3            323           full-charg’d] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ ~ F5 
1.2.5            325          Buckinghams ] Ff;  Buckingham’s F5, ROWE 
1.2.29          354           appears,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ; F5 
1.2.50          381           th’load] Ff, ROWE; the load F5 
1.2.89          425           fear:] F1-F3; ~ ^ F4; ~. F5, ROWE 
1.2.96          432           o’th’Timber] F1, F2, ROWE; oth’ timber F3, F4; o’th’timber F5 
1.2.109        447           sorry,] F1, F2, F4; ~ ^ F3, F5, ROWE 
1.2.116        455           corrupt,] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F3, F4 
1.2.134        474           hee’l] Ff; he’l F5; he’ll ROWE 
1.2.135        475           Scepter^] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
1.2.150        496           know’st] Ff, ROWE; knowest F5 
1.2.179        528           this . . . this] Ff; him . . . this F5, ROWE2, ROWE3;  
                                     Him . . . this ROWE1 
1.2.182       531          damage] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; dammage F3, F4 
1.2.186       535          [2] ha,] Ff; ~ . F5; ~ -- ROWE 
1.3.13         585          halt^reign’d] F1-F3, F5; halt-reign’d F4; Spring-halt, reigned 
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1.3.57         644          dews fall] Ff; dew falls F5, ROWE 
5.3.9           3266         heads;] Ff, ROWE; ~ : F5 
5.3.15         3272         May-day] F1-F3; May-day F4, ROWE; Mayday F5 
5.3.21         3279         nothing] Ff, ROWE; not F5 
5.3.51         3310         far,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
5.3.53         3312         quartered] Ff; quarter’d F5, ROWE 
5.3.80         3341         Fines] Ff, ROWE; Finds F5 
5.4.5           3370         pray^] Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE 
5.4.31         3401         Corn,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~. F4 
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Troilus and Cressida 

 

Evans           TLN             
Pro. 25         26         conditions,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5    
Pro. 30         31         Like,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.1.17           55 I^ the] Ff; ~, ~ F5, ROWE 
1.1.46           80 will] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; wil F4 
1.1.50           85 lye] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; lie F4 
1.1.50           85 indrench’d.] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4; intrench’d. ROWE 
1.1.62           96  me,] Ff, ROWE; m e^ F5 
1.1.68           102 ha’s] Ff; has F5, ROWE 
1.1.68        102 hands.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
1.1.69        103 now^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
1.1.103     137 self^] Ff, ROWE; ~  , F5 
1.1.112         149 gor’d] Ff, ROWE; gorg’d F5 
1.1.112         149 Menelaus] Ff, ROWE; Menelaus’s F5 
1.2.12           170 this;] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
1.2.21           179 Lyon,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4       
1.2.54           212 here.] Ff, ROWE; ~ ? F5 
1.2.58           216  Troilus;] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.2.76           234 himself:] F1, F5; ~; F2-F4, ROWE 
1.2.83           239 me.] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.2.84           240 too’t] Ff; to’t F5, ROWE 
1.2.85           241 others] Ff; other’s F5; th’others ROWE1;  
                       the’other’s ROWE2, ROWE3 
1.2.121         276 dimpled,] Ff; ^ . F5, ROWE 
1.2.152         307  And^ t’had] F1, F2; And^ ‘thad F3; And ’had F4, ROWE;  
                      And’t had F5 
1.2.163         318 she,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.2.166         320 Paris^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.2.174         378 April.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
1.2.1.89.1     344 Enter Antenor] Ff, ROWE; om. F5 error 
1.2.204         359 mans] Ff; Man’s F5, ROWE 
1.2.210         365 thing^] Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE 
1.2.218         373 Whose] Ff; Who’s F5, ROWE 
1.2.238         394 man!] Ff, ROWE; ~? F5 
1.2.238         394 Paris? ] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.2.240         398 come] Ff, ROWE; comes F5 
1.3.8             463 Pine,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
1.3.15           470 Bias] Ff, ROWE; Byas F5 
1.3.15           470 aim:] F1; ~. F2; ~, F3, F4, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.3.83           542 Hony] Ff, ROWE; Honey F5 
1.3.93           552 Command’ment] Ff, ROWE; Commandment F5 
1.3.105         564 dividable] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; dividible F4 
1.3.143         603 sinew] Ff, ROWE; Sinews F5 
1.3.153         613 Player,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.3.165         625 Nestor;] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ~-- ROWE 
1.3.165         625 stroke] Ff, ROWE; stroake F5 
1.3.168         628           paralels] F1-F3; Parallel F4; Parallels F5, ROWE 
1.3.169         629 cries^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
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1.3.205         665 Mapp’ry,] Ff; ~ ^ F5, ROWE        
1.3.209         669 that^] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
1.3.229         689 morning,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.3.230         690 Phœbus :] Ff, ROWE; ~ . F5 
1.3.273         737 Hector,] Ff; ~ ^ F5, ROWE 
1.3.288         752 love:] F1-F3; ~; F4, ROWE; ~, F5 
2.2.127         1116         forbid^] Ff’ ~, F5, ROWE 
2.2.163         1153 Paris^] F1-F3, F5, ROWE 
2.2.193         1183 joynt] F1-F3, F5; joint F4, ROWE 
2.2.211         1202 advertis’d,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
2.3.23           1227 Who’s] Ff, ROWE; Whose F5        
2.3.42           1244 into] Ff; unto F5; up to ROWE 
2.3.45           1250        me^] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
2.3.45           1250        Patroclus,] Ff; ~ ^ F5, ROWE   
2.3.49           1255        (2)Patroclus,] F1, F4, ROWE; ~ ^ F2, F3, F5 
2.3.57           1259        proceed^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
2.3.68.s.d.    1269       Chalcas.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~: F4 
2.3.75           1278        Lecherie] F1; Lechery F2-F4, ROWE; Letchery F5 
2.3.88           1292        head,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ; F5 
2.3.88           1292        pride;] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
2.3.115         1320        outflye] Ff; out-flye F5; outflie ROWE 
2.3.124         1329        self-assumption]F1, F2, F4, ROWE; ~ ^~ F3, F5 
2.3.125         1330        himself^] F1, F5; ~. F2-F4; ~, ROWE 
2.3.132         1337        add,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~; F4 
2.3.137         1342        Dwarf,] Ff; ~ ^ F5, ROWE 
2.3.168         1375        Ayr] Ff; Air F5, ROWE 
2.3.168         1375        us?] Ff, ROWE; ~. F5 
4.5.57           2614        joynt] Ff; joint F5, ROWE 
4.5.61           2618        Reader:] Ff, ROWE; ~ ; F5 
4.5.72           2632        heele] F1; hee’l F2; he’l F3, F5; he’ll F4, ROWE 
4.5.78           2639        little:] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.5.89           2650       Æneas^] Ff, ROWE; ~ . F5 
4.5.94           2655        already.] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5  
4.5.98           2660        deeds,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
4.5.99           2661        calm’d;] Ff; ~ , F5; ~. ROWE  
4.5.101         2663        has,] Ff; ~ ^ F5, ROWE 
4.5.103         2665        Breath:] Ff; ~ ; F5, ROWE 
4.5.135         2699       Ajax: ] Ff, ROWE; ~ ; F5 
4.5.136         2700        thunders,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
4.5.154         2720        me:] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
4.5.166         2733        huskes] F1, F2; husks F3, F5, ROWE; husk’s F4 
4.5.174         2741        greeting,] Ff, ROWE; ~; F5  
4.5.195         2763        lockt] Ff; lock’d F5, ROWE3; stock’d ROWE1, ROWE2 
4.5.200        2769        Warriour] F1, F5; Warrior F2-F4, ROWE 
4.5.202        2770        Chronicle,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 ~. 
4.5.209        2776        I’ld] Ff; I’d F5, ROWE 
4.5.210        2777       welcom,] F1-F3; welcome. F4; welcome, F5, ROWE 
4.5.239        2810       thou’lt] Ff, ROWE; thoul’t F5 
4.5.245        2816       breach,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^  
4.5.270        2844       Night,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
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4.5.275        2850       blow,] F1, F5; ~. F2-F4; ~; ROWE 
5.2.184        3183       Guard,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
5.3.16          3215       Vows;] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
5.3.21          3220       For we would count give much to as violent thefts] Ff;  
                     For we will count give much to as violent thefts F5;  
                      For us to count we give what’s gain’d by Thefts ROWE  
5.3.43          3246       Hector.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 ~. 
5.3.111        3326       feeds;] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
5.4.9            3340       O’th’tother] Ff; O’th’other F5; O’th t’other ROWE 
5.4.17.s.d.    3349      Diomed ]  F1-F3; Diomede, F4; Diomede^ F5, ROWE 
5.4.20          3353       miscall] Ff, ROWE; miscal F5 
5.5.18          3391       snail-pac’d F1, F3, F5, ROWE1; snaile-pac’d F2;  
                     Snail pac’d F4; snail’d-pac’d ROWE2, ROWE3 
5.5.25          3398       him, like] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ ~F5 
5.6.4            3432       should’st] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; shoul’dst F4 
5.6.22          3457       be?] Ff, ROWE; ~ : F5 
5.6.26          3461       not, though] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ ~ F5 
5.7.o.s.d.     3469       Myrmidons.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~: F4 
5.8.4            3500      Sword, thou] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ ~ F4 
5.8.5            3502      set;] F1, F3, F5, ROWE; ~. F2; ~, F4 
5.10.7          3543      throanes] F1, F2; throans F3; Throns F4; Thrones F5, ROWE 
5.10.11        3547      not, that] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ ~ F5 
5.10.19        3555      Niobes F1-F3, ROWE; Niob’s F4; Niobs                               
5.10.42        3578      sting.] F1, F2; ~; F3, F4, ROWE; ~: F5 
5.10.52        3588      made:] Ff, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
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Coriolanus 

 

Evans           TLN     
1.1.57           59       Senat] Ff; Senate F5, ROWE 
1.1.82           82       Usurers;] Ff; ~ : ROWE 
1.1.105         107      answer’d.] F1, F5, ROWE; answer. F2; answers^ F3; answer.’d^ 

  F4 
1.1.117         120 Steed^ the] Ff, ROWE; ~ , ~ F5 
1.1.124         130 you,] Ff, ROWE; ~ . F5 
1.1.127         137 Friend] Ff, ROWE; Friends ~. F5 
1.1.149         157 you^the] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~,~ F4 
1.1.177         188 Hate:] Ff; ~ ; F5, ROWE 
1.1.181         192 Hang ye:] Ff; ~ ~ , F5; ~~-- ROWE 
1.1.191         203 th’Fire,] Ff; the Fire^ F5; th’Fire^ ROWE 
1.1.199         211 Slaves,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^  F5 
1.1.201         213 Nay^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE   
1.1.217         231 Sdeath] F1-F3; S’death F4, ROWE; ‘Sdeath F5 
1.1.218         232 City^ ] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.1.235         256 Onely] Ff; Only F5, ROWE 
1.1.243         268 true-bred] Ff, ROWE1; ~ ^ ~ F5, ROWE2, ROWE3 
1.1.244         269 to’th’Capitoll F1, F2; to’th’Capitol F3, to’the’Capitol F4;    
                      to^ th’Capitol F5, ROWE 
1.1.247         272      Priority] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; Prioritie F4 
1.1.251         278      forth:] F1-F3, F5; ~. F4; ~; ROWE 
1.1.263         293      Fame, at] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^~ F5 
1.1.263         293      aymes] F1, F2; ayms F3, F4; aims F5, ROWE 
1.2.21           337      shew] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; shews F4 
1.2.33           351      Honors.] F1-F3; Honours. F4, ROWE; Honours, F5 
1.3.24           385      Nobly] Ff, ROWE; Noble F5 
1.3.29           391      Husbands] F1-F3, F5; Husband’s F4, ROWE 
1.3.30           392      Hair:] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~. F4 
1.3.38           400      Oh] Ff, ROWE; O F5 
1.3.50           413      Ladyship] Ff, ROWE3; Ladiship F5, ROWE1, ROWE2 
1.3.54           417      Lady-ship] Ff; Ladiship F5, ROWE1, ROWE2; Ladyship 
  ROWE3 
1.3.56           419      Schoolmaster] Ff; School-Master F5, ROWE 
1.3.57           420      Fathers] Ff; Father’s F5, ROWE 
1.3.66           429      Fathers] Ff; Father’s F5, ROWE 
1.3.75           439        Lord^ return] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, ~ F4 
1.4.3             487        ha’s] Ff; has F5, ROWE 
1.5.7             578        Slaves,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.5.9             580        the General] Ff, ROWE; these General F5 
1.5.18           591        drop,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
1.6.3             606        Sirs,] Ff, ROWE; ~ . F5 
1.6.21           629        yonder,] Ff; ~ ^ F5 
1.6.22           630        Flead] F1-F3, F5; Flea’d F4, ROWE 
1.6.36           647        pittying] F1-F3, F5; pitying F4, ROWE 
4.6.74           2987      Senate:] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
4.6.76           2989     Aufidius,] F1; Aufidius^ F2, ROWE; Aufidius’s^ F3, F4; Aufi- 
   dius’s, F5 
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4.6.98         3015     Garlicke] F1; Garlike F2-F4; Garlick, ROWE 
4.6.111       3031      Doe’s] F1, F2; Do’s F3, F4, ROWE; Does F5 
4.6.113       3033       had] Ff, ROWE; have F5 
4.6.126       3050      Desperation,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
4.6.131       3057      stinking] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; stincking F4 
4.6.136       3062      ’Tis] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; ^Tis F3, F4 
4.6.146       3073       things,] Ff; ~: F5; ~; ROWE 
4.6.160       3089       let’s] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; lets F4 
4.7.19         3110       seems^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.7.26         3117       When^ere] F1-F3; When^e’re F4, ROWE; when-e’re F5 
4.7.43         3134       Peace^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.7.54         3145       Fire drives] Ff, ROWE; ~ , ~ F5 
4.7.57         3148       all;] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
5.1.6           3157       Nay, if] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^~ F5 
5.1.22         3175       say] Ff, ROWE; says F5 
5.1.48         3205       hee’l] F1, F2; he’l F3, F4; he’ll F5, ROWE 
5.2.8           3244      You’l] Ff; You’ll F5, ROWE 
5.2.9           3246       your] Ff, ROWE; you F5  
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Titus Andronicus 

 

Evans          TLN     
1.1.3 9      Countrey-men] F1, F5; Country-men F2, F3, ROWE; Country men 
  F4 
1.1.4 10      Swords.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.1.24 32      Rome.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.1.30 38      Arms.] Ff, ROWE;  ~ , F5 
1.1.34 42      Sons^] Ff, ROWE: ~, F5 
1.1.50 59      Titus] F1-F3, F5, ROWE: Tttus F4 
1.1.58  69       Countrey] Ff; Country F5, ROWE 
1.1.59     70       Cause:] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.1.63.s.d.  75      Senat^house] F1, F2; Senate-house F3; Senate-House F4;  
                                Senate^house F5; Senate-house ROWE 
1.1.73 94       Anchorage:] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
1.1.75 96       resalute] Ff; re-salute F5, ROWE 
1.1.78 99       Rites] Ff, ROWE;  Rights F5 
1.1.82 103     Love:] Ff; ~ ; F5, ROWE 
1.1.84 105     Ancestors.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5  
1.1.105 127     rue] F1, ROWE1, ROWE2; true F2, F3, ROWE3; ruth F4; pity F5 
1.1.109 131     Sufficeth] Ff, ROWE; Suffices F5 
1.1.111        133      Yoak,] F1, F2; ~; F3, F4, ROWE1, ROWE2; ~: F5; ~? ROWE3 
1.1.120       142      first^born^son] F1, F2; first^born-son; F3, F4; first-born^son F5,  
  ROWE 
1.1.144 168      intrals] Ff, F1; Intrails F5, ROWE2, ROWE3 
1.1.157 184      long,] F1, F5, ROWE; ~. F2-F4 
1.1.164 191      Romes] Ff; Rome’s F5, ROWE 
1.1.167 195      Fathers] Ff; Father’s F5, ROWE 
1.1.176 205      this]   Ff, ROWE; his F5 
1.1.178 207      Honours] Ff; Honour’s F5, ROWE  
1.1.205 235      Romes ] Ff; rome’s  F5; Rome’s ROWE 
2.3.139 882      Listen^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
2.3.140 883      them,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
2.3.142 885      young-ones] Ff; ~ ^ ~ F5, ROWE 
2.3.147 890      Woman] Ff, ROWE; Womans F5 
2.3.151 896       Lion] F1 F2, F4, ROWE; Lyon F3, F5 
2.3.151 896       indure] Ff; endure F5, ROWE 
2.3.169  915       thine own] Ff, ROWE; thy own F5 
2.3.174  920       denies] Ff, ROWE; denyes F5 
2.3.176 922       loathsome] Ff, ROWE; loathsom F5 
2.3.193 943       lothsome] F1, F2; loathsome F3, F4, ROWE; loathsom F5 
2.3.196 946       shame,] F1-F3, ROWE; ~ ^ F4; ~; F5 
2.3.215 968       Den,] Ff; ROWE; ~ : F5 
2.3.219 973       surmise:] Ff, ROWE; ~ ; F5 
2.3.232 986       Maiden blood] Ff; ~ - ~ F5, ROWE 
2.3.235 989       receptacle] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; reeptacle F4 
2.3.248  1003     did’st] Ff; didst F5, ROWE 
2.3.271     1029     know’st ] Ff, ROWE; know’st  F5               
2.3.272 1030      tree: ] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
2.3.273 1031     over-shades ] Ff, ROWE; overshades F5 
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2.3.277 1035      Elder^tree] F1, F2, F5; ~-~ F3, F4, ROWE 
2.3.279 1037      murthered] Ff. ROWE; murdered F5 
2.3.281 1039      Curs^] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~, F4 
2.3.281 1039      kind^] Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE 
2.3.286 1044      What^] Ff, ROWE1, ROWE2; ~ , F5, ROWE3   
2.3.287 1046      discovered?] Ff, ROWE; ~ ! F5 
2.3.291     1049      fault] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; faults F4 
2.3.300 1061      murthered] Ff, ROWE; murdered F5;  
                                   murther’d ROWE1, ROWE2; murder’d ROWE3 
3.1.13 1148     Tears:] Ff, ROWE; ~ ? F5 
3.1.41 1176     Feet^] Ff, ROWE; ~, F5 
3.1.54 1190     Tigers?] Ff; Tigers, F5; Tygers? ROWE 
3.1.87 1226     her,] Ff; ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
3.1.93 1234     Rock,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
3.1.112 1254     dew, F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~; F4 
3.1.113 1255     Lillie] Ff; Lilly F5, ROWE 
3.1.113 1255     withered] Ff; wither’d F5 
3.1.115 1258     him] Ff, ROWE; them F5 
3.1.125 1268     in meadows] Ff; as ~ F5; like ~ Q1, ROWE  
3.1.145 1289     thee.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
3.1.159 1304     Suns] Q1, Ff; Sun’s F5, ROWE 
3.1.162 1307     Stay^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
3.1.164 1309     sent:] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
3.1.183 1329     Agree] Ff, ROWE; Agrees F5 
3.1.211 1359     weele] F1, F2; weel F3; we’l F4; we’ll F5, ROWE 
3.1.223 1371     big-swoln] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ ~F5 
3.1.229 1377     overflow’d] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; over-flow’d F4 
3.1.239 1388     woe is] Ff, ROWE; woes F5 
3.1.245 1394      at,] FF; ~ ^ F5, ROWE 
3.1.249 1398      breath^] F1-F3, F5; breathe, ROWE, F4 
3.1.253 1402      die] Ff, ROWE; dye F5 
3.1.258 1407      num.] Ff, ~, F5; numb. ROWE 
3.1.281 1430      employ’d] Ff, ROWE; employed F5 
3.1.294 1444      lives^] Ff, ROWE;  ~ , F5 
3.1.299 1449      Gothes] Ff; Goths F5, ROWE 
3.2.7 1459       foulded] Ff, ROWE; folded F5 
3.2.12 1464       Woe] Ff; Wo F5, ROWE 
3.2.35 1487       Heark^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4; Hark ROWE               
3.2.45 1497       Practice,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
3.2.47 1499       merry,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
3.2.52 1505       Marcus,] Ff, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
3.2.53 1506       kill’d^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
3.2.59 1512       Alas( ]F1-F3; ~, F4, ROWE 
3.2.79 1533        hath so wrought] F1-F3; has so wrought F4, ROWE: has wrought 
  F5 
4.1.8           1551       Neece] Ff, ROWE; Niece F5 
4.1.10 1553       thee:] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.1.11     1554       her.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.1.35       1578       Sorrow] Ff, ROWE;  Sorrows F5 
4.1.61      1605       signs^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
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4.1.90      1638       chast] Ff, ROWE; chaste F5 
4.1.98  1646       Shee’s] F1, F2; She’s F3, F4, ROWE; Shes F5 
4.1.111     1659       Country] Ff, ROWE; Countrey F5 
4.1.116      1649        both,] Ff, ROWE1, ROWE2; ~ . F5, ROWE3 
4.2.27       1706        Lines,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~. F4 
4.2.29         1708        witty] Ff, ROWE; wittie F5 
4.2.35         1714        good^] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4, ROWE 
4.2.46        1725        Come,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
4.2.62       1745        bed?] Ff, ROWE1; ~ . F5, ROWE2, ROWE3 
4.2.65        1749        then^] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.2.67         1751        Babe^] F1, F2, F5; ~, F3, F4, ROWE 
4.2.73            1757        Villain^] F1, F2; ~, F3, F4, ROWE; om. F5 
4.2.77            1759        undone] Ff, ROWE; undon F5 
4.2.78            1761       Woe] Ff; Wo F5, ROWE 
4.2.79            1762     Accur’st] Ff; Accurs’d F5, ROWE 
4.2.79            1762      off-spring] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^~ F4 
4.2.87            1770     up.] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.2.92            1775 first born] F1, F2, F4; ~-~ F3, F5, ROWE 
4.2.96            1779 Hands:] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.2.98            1781 limb’d F1, F2, ROWE; lim’d F3, F4;  lim’b F5 
4.2.99           1782     hue:] F1, F2, F4; ~, F3, F5, ROWE                 
4.2.104        1787 me,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
4.2.109         1792 This,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
4.2.110        1793 mauger] F1, F2; maugre F3, F4, ROWE; mangre F5 
4.2.112         1795 sham’d.] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~ ^ F4 
4.2.120         1803 Father;] Ff, ROWE; ~ , F5 
4.2.125         1808 infranchised] Ff, ROWE; Enfranchised F5 
4.2.146         1829 cries] Ff, ROWE; cryes F5 
4.2.147         1831 did’st] Ff; didst F5, ROWE 
4.3.6             1872 take you] Ff, ROWE; ~ ye F5 
4.3.36           1901 now^ my] F1-F3; ~,~ F4, ROWE; ~?~ F5 
4.3.40          1905 imploy’d] Ff, ROWE; employ’d F5 
4.3.45          1910 heeles.] F1, F3, F4, ROWE; ~, F2, F5 
4.3.47           1912 big-bon’d-men] Ff; ~ ^ ~ ^ ~ F5; ~ -~ ^ ~ ROWE         
4.3.51          1916 Gods^] Ff; ~ , F5, ROWE 
4.3.66           1932 Moone,] F1, F2; Moon. F3, F4; Moon; ROWE; Moon: F5 
4.3.77.s.d.   1943 Pigeons]  F1-F3, F5, ROWE; Pidgeons F4 
4.3.89         1956  did’st] F1, F4; didst F2, F3, F5, ROWE 
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Romeo and Juliet 

 

Evans           TLN          
3.2.7            1651 unseen,] Ff; ~ ; F5; ~. ROWE 
3.2.13          1657  Plaid] F1, F2, ROWE; Playd F3, F4; Play’d F5 
3.2.15          1659 grow] Ff; grows F5; grown ROWE 
3.2.17          1652 lie] Ff; ly F5; lye ROWE        
3.2.27          1671 it,] Ff, ROWE; ~; F5 
3.2.28          1672 enjoy’d,] Ff; ~ ; F5, ROWE 
3.2.32          1677 tongue] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; Tongne F4 
3.2.38          1685 Lady, we] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ ~ F5 
3.2.43          1691 diuell] F1; divell F2; divel F3; Divel F4; Devil F5, ROWE 
3.2.49          1698 thee] F1, F5; the F2-F4, ROWE 
3.2.54          1703 pitteous] Ff; piteous F5, ROWE 
3.2.54          1703 piteous] F1, F5, ROWE: pitteous F2-F4 
3.2.69          1719 banished,] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~. F4 
3.2.106        1760 Tybalt } Ff, ROWE; Tybalt’s F5 
3.2.126        1780 that words] Ff; ~ word’s F5, ROWE 
3.2.128        1782 Tybalts] Ff; Tybalt’s  F5, ROWE       

3.2.130        1783 tears:] Ff; ~ , F5; ~; ROWE1, ROWE2; ~? ROWE3 
3.2.131        1785 Romeo’s] F1, F2, F5, ROWE; Romeos F3, F4 
3.3.9            1805 Princes] Ff; Princess F5; Prince’s ROWE 
3.3.13          1816 terror] Ff, ROWE; terrour F5 
3.3.45          1847 nere] Ff; ne’re F5, ROWE 
3.3.50          1852 Sin-Absolver] ROWE; ~ ^ ~F5 
3.3.55          1857 Philosophie] F1; Philosophy F2-F4, ROWE; Phylosophy F5 
3.3.58          1859 Philosohpie] F1; Philosophie F2; Philosophy F3, F4, ROWE; 
  Phylosophy F5 
3.3.64          1867 can’st] F1, F1, F5; canst F3, F4, ROWE 
3.3.64          1867 feel,] Ff; ~ ; F5; ~: ROWE 
3.3.66          1869 married,] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ F5 
3.3.70.1       1875 Nurse, and ] F1, F2, F5; Nurse and F3, F4; Knock within ROWE1, 
  ROWE2; Knocks within ROWE3 
3.3.82          1897 Where’s] F1, F3, F5; Wher’s F2, F4; Where is ROWE 
3.3.86          1902 Pittious] F1, F2; Piteous F3, F4, ROWE; Pitious F5 
3.3.96          1912 removed] Ff, ROWE; remov’d F5 
3.3.105        1921 Murdred] F1, F2; Murdered F3, F4, ROWE1, ROWE2; Murder’d 
  F5, ROWE3 
4.3.12          2492 Goodnight.] F1-F3, F5; ~, F4; Good Night. ROWE 
4.3.24          2504  poyson] F1, F4; poison F2, F3, F5, ROWE 
4.3.52          2532 shrow’d] Ff; shrowd F5; Shroud ROWE  
4.3.53          2533 rage, with] Ff, ROWE; ~ ^ ~ F5 
4.5.1            2576 her^] F1; ~. F2, F3, F5, ROWE1, ROWE2; ~ ^ F4; ~, ROWE3 
4.5.2            2577 sluggabed] F1-F3; slug-a^bed F4; slug-a-bed F5, ROWE 
4.5.12          2587 clothes] F1, F2, F5; cloths F3, F4; Cloaths ROWE 
4.5.20          2597 thee:] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; ~. F4  
4.5.30          2608 day!] Ff, ROWE; ~. F5 
4.5.31          2610 waile,] Ff; ~ ^ F5; wail,] ROWE 
4.5.55          2635 spighted] Ff, ROWE; spited F5 
4.5.94          2674 you, for] Ff; ~ ^ ~ F5, ROWE 
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4.5.116        2694 will I] Ff, ROWE; I will F5 
4.5.124        2702 Wit,] Ff, ROWE; ~ . F5 
5.1.6            2728 found] F1-F3, F5, ROWE; fouhd F4 
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