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There has always been a certain clegant simplicity to the history of
Shakespearean editing. The scventeenth century was clearly “the pre-
Editorial era,”' an age of monolithic folios and unnamed compositors.
The eighteenth century, by contrast, witnessed “the birth of editing™
with multple volume octavos produced by editors with names. But now
the boundaries have been crossed, the distinctions have been blurred,
the teleologies have been challenged, and the elegant simplicity has been
shaattered by the discovery of an early eighteenth-century follo, an edition
without an editor, a text literally without rules,

Some copies of the Shakespeare Fourth Folio (1685) conlain seventy
scaitered pages that were printed without side rules and foot rules. In
most copies of the Fourth Folio these same pages are boxed with rules
on the sides, head. and fool. The strikingly different appearance of the
partially unruled pages was noliced over a century ago,’ but it was not
until 1951 that Giles Dawson discovered that the unruled pages had actu-
ally been reset and reprinted.* The reprinted pages correct dozens of
errors in F4, modernize hundreds of spellings and punctuations, and sys-
tematically introduce the use of apostrophes in possessives. The fact that
the compositor responsible for the reprinting was apparently uneware of
the practice of boxing folio pages, combined with the fact that the re-
printed sheets bear a different watermark than all of the normal sheets
in the volume, suggested (0 Dawson that the reprinting occurred at a date
substantially later than the original printing in [683, and he proposed
circa 1700, Since the reprinted pages would therefore constitute a ffth
folio printing, Dawson termed them FS,

The Fourth Folio was pricled in three sections by three different print-
ers. Henry Herriman was the principal if not the sole capitalist in the
publication. Dawson conjectured that following the initial sales of F4,
Herriman had warchoused the stacks of ungathered sheets, from which
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copies could then be made up and bound as the need arose. At some
point it was noticed that seventeen of the stacks were nearly exhausted
while the vast majority of stacks had more than two hundred sheets re-
maining. Dawson speculated that a calculation of costs and of the prob-
ability of future sales indicated that it would be profitable to go 10 the
expense of reprinting the seventeen sheets required to make the re-
maining stock good. All of the seventeen sheets in question appear in the
second section of the folio: apparently, the printer of the second section
had short-shected Herriman. If Herriman had noticed the discrepancy
when the sheets were first delivered to him, he no doubt would have
insisted that the original printer reprint the sheets, in which case the
reprinted pages would be technically cancels rather than later reprints,’

But it is difficult to imagine that the original printer in 1685 would have
produced cancels so remarkably different in appearance from the original
sheets. Although the evidence for luler reprinting is largely inferential, the
thoroughgoing modernization of punctuation and spelling in the reprinted
pages does indeed suggest a date in the early eighteenth century. If Daw-
son’s interpretation of the evidence is correct, then the F5 pages represent
the first eighteenth-century edition of King John, 2 Henry IV, Henry V,
{ Henry V1, 2 Henry VI, Henry VI, Troilus and Cressida, Coriolanus,
Titus Andronicus, and Romeo and Juliet.

Curiously though, Dawson's discovery has been universally ignored.
Although the standard reference works alert editors to the existence of
F5.* not one F5 reading has been cited in the textual notes 1o any edition
of Shakespeare that has appeared in the last four decades. Admittedly,
the F5 pages are not easily accessible. They do not appear in either the
Methuen facsimile or the Pollard STC muicrofilm of F4, but can only be
found in four of the Folger's thirty-seven copies and in two copies in the
New York Public Library.” And yet, one suspects that if Dawson could
have attached a name to the F35 text, it would almost certainly not lan-
guish in obscurity, The fundamental prejudice against anonymous editors
in favor of those with names is so deeply ingrained that we tend to accept
without guestion McKerrow's assertion that “whal we understand by the
‘editing’ of Shakespeare” began with Rowe in 1709.* But when a promi-
nent scholar observes that “Rowe, as the first to scrutinize the text, had
more cccasions than his successors o make worthwhile allerations,™ he
effectively erases the thousands of alterations made in the seventeenth
century by the succession of editors and compositors who, of course,
scrutinized the text long before Rowe did "

It is generally assumed that the intentional textual changes made by
the editors of the cighteenth century were different in kind from the types
of alterations made by the anonymous folio compositors, but this is not
necessarily the case. Renewed attention to the reprinted Fifth Folio pages
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reveals that the person responsible for the text of F5 behaved very much
like an eighteenth-century editor."!

In fact. a significant number of emendations previously attributed to
Rowe, Pope, and Theobald turn out to have heen anticipated by FS. Of
the substantive emendations adopted by the Riverside Shakespeare, for
instance, Rowe's emendations of 2 Henry VI (4.2.90), Henry VII (1.2.179
and 1.3.59), Troilus and Cressida (1.2.85 and 1.2,210), Titus Andronicus
(1.1.144), and Romeo and Juliet (3.2.28), Pope's emendations of 2 Henry
VI (4.2.172) and Troilus and Cressida (4.5.78), and Theobald's emenda-
tion of Titus Andronicus (2.3.291) were all anticipated in F5. Another
characteristic feature of eighteenth-century editions—the restoration of
readings from earlier quarto texts—is present in the Fifth Folio as well.
F3 restores two Q1 readings in Henry V (2.1.85 and 2.2.5), a QI reading
in Troilus and Cressida (1.3,168), an Fl reading in Coriolames (1.2.21), a
Q1 reading of Titus Andronicus (3.1.115) as well as a Q2 reading (2.3.140),
and a Q2 reading in Romeo and Juliet (3.2.106).7

The discovery of what may be the first eighteenth-century edition of
Shakespeare challenges some of our fundamentzl ideas about editors and
editing, and leaves us with some haunting questions as well. Were folio
editions of Shakespeare in such demand at the turn of the century that
Herriman {or his successors) could justify the time and considerable ex-
pense of resetting and reprinting seventy folio pages? Was the reprinting
undertaken after the copyright was sold to Jacob Tonson? Might the
reprinting have been occasioned by the renewed interest in Shakespeare
generated by Rowe's edition for Tonson in 17097 Was the folio intended
to compete with Rowe? This Shakespeare Fifth Folio text of manifestly
uncertain date, of uncertain suthority, of uncertain agency, unknown to
the editors of the cighteenth century and ignored by those in the twentieth
clearly deserves more careful attention,
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